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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
May 26, 1978
Portland City -Council Chambers
1220 S. W, Fifth Avenue
Portland, COregon

Minutes of the March 31, 1978 and April 28, 1978 EQC meetings
Monthly Activity Report for April 1978
Tax Credit Applications

PUBLIC FORUM - Opportunity for any citizen to give a brief oral or
written presentation on any environmental topic of concern. |If
appropriate the Department will respond to issues in writing or at
a subseguent meeting. The Commission reserves the right to
discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an unduly large
number of speakers wish to appear.

NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for approval of Stipulated

Consent Orders for NPDES permittees not meeting July 1, 1977
compliance date

Hazardous Waste Rules - Request for authorization to conduct a

public hearing on proposed amendments to rules governing procedures

for licensing hazardous waste management facilities, OAR Chapter
340, Sections 62-005 through 62-045

Browns lsland Landfill, Marion County - Request for concurrence of
Commission with plans for expansion of Browns isltand Landfill

. 1 .
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Proposed revision to sewerage works construction grant priority
criteria

Status Report - Water Quality ''208" planning project

City of Gold Hill - Propesed amendment to Stipulation and Final
Order, WQ-SWR-77-253, Jackson County

Fiéld Burning - Consideration of adoption of revised temporary
rules pertaining to agricultural burning

DELETED

Because of uncertain time spans involved,
to deal with any item at any time in the meeting, except item F.
wishing to be heard on an agenda item that doesn't have a designated time

on the agenda should be at the meeting when it commences to be certain they

don't miss the agenda item.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Portland Motor Hotel,
Th1h 5. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland. Lunch will be catered in Conference
Room 3A on the third floor of the DEQ offices, 522 5. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland.

the Commission reserves the right
Anyone




MINUTES OF THE NINETY-SEVENTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CCMMISSICN

May 26, 1978

On Friday, May 26, 1978, the ninetysseventh meeting of the Oregon
Envivonmental Quality Commission convened in the Portland City Council
Chambears, 1220 §. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Present were all Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman;
Dr, Grace S. Phinney, Vice-Chairman; Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock; Mr. Ronald
Somers; and Mr. Albert Densmore. Present on behalf of the Department
were its Director and several members of the Department staff.

Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned ia these minutes, are on file in the Director's
0ffice of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 $. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon.

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF MARCH 31, 1978 AND APRIL 28, 1978 EQC MEETINGS

It was MOVED by Commissicner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock
and carried unanimousiy that the minutes of the March 31, 1978 and
April 28, 1978 EQC meetings be approved.

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR APRIL 1978

[t was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Monthly Activity Report for April 1978 be
approved; and that the Commission would be reviewing the Indirect Source
rule with the possibility of some proposed rule medifications or procedural
modifications at the June 1978 meeting.

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Mr. Jerry Butler appeared on behalf of Stayton Carning Company. He said

that the application for tax relief invoived 95 acres of land which the
Company added to their Brooks processing faciltity. He said that the
recommendation to deny this application was because the Company inadvertently
failed to obtain prior approval to construct. He said the purpose of this
land was solely to extend the present waste water facility. Mr. Butler

said they did not believe they violated the intent of the law,

Commissioner Somers said he accepted what Mr. Butier said, but he did not
see how the statute could be waived without an opinion from the Attorney
General. Mr. Butler said he recognized that they had not fulfilled the
requirement of the law, but asked that it be waived if possibile.
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Commissioner Densmore asked if the Commission had the ability to walve
the requirements of the statutes if they were not sure whether or not
approval was issued, either verbally or on a form. Chairman Richards noted
that the staff report indicated that the regional engineer could not recall
giving verbal approval. Mr. Robert Haskins, Department of Justice, said
he was not familiar with any case which would allow the Commission to waive
the requirements of the statute.

Mr. Michasl Downs, Administrator of the Department's Management Services
Division, said that although he could not cite any specific examples, he
knew that in the past the Commission had given tax credit to facilities

where they had not formally applied on the Department's forms for preliminary
certification or notice of construction. This was done, he said, on the
basis that staff said thevy had verbal conversations with the applicant

and that verbal application had been made.

Mr. John Borden, Witlamette Valley Region Manager for the Department, said
they extensively researched whether or not there had been verbal approval
from the staff to Stayton Canning Company. He said they would have approved
this facility. Regarding the precedent of such approval without written
application, he said, he could recall one incident and would look it up

if the Commission wanted him to.

Mr. Paul Aubert appeared in regard to his application for preliminary
certification for tax credit. He said that at the time he installed an
orchard fan he was not aware it would be eligible for tax credit. As soon
as he found out he was eligibte, Mr. Aubert said, he made application. He
said the fan was not completed until April 15, 1978 and he made application
April 4, 1978, after construction had begun. Mr. Aubert said he felt he
was due some consideration because he had been unaware of the law.

Chairman Richards said that if the language of the statute was mandatory

the Commission did not have the discretion to waive that part of the statute.
He told Mr. Aubert that there would be some discussion and he was not sure
that final action would be taken at this meeting. He said the Commission
could be in a position where they had no choice in a matter where there was
neither verbal nor written application.

Commissioner Densmore suggested that the Commission consider recommending
to the next Legislative Session a redraft of that particular section of

the law. Commissioner Phinney said that the preliminary certification
requirement of the law was as much for the protection of the consumer as
the protection of the agency. Without the precertification, she said,
people would install equipment which would not be satisfactory and would
not be eligible for tax credit. Commissioner Densmore said his concern was
with how specific that preliminary requirement should be.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney, and

carried unanimously that tax credit applications T-981, T-982, T-985, T-991,
T-995, T-996, T-997 and T-986 be approved, and that no action be taken

on the denial of tax credit for application T-964, Stayton Canning Company,

and the denial of preliminary certification regquest of Mr. Paul Aubert.
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Chairman Richards asked that those two application on which no action

was taken come up at the next meeting and an outline of the legal position
and possible course of action the Commission might take be presented.
Chairman Richards advised the applicants to feel free to present a
memorandum on their position prior to the next meeting.

Mr. Downs requested that the Commission defer action on tax credit application
T-877 and the revocation of pollution control facility certificates 106,

201, 229, 230 and 663. He said that application T-877 of Georgia-Pacific

was a case where a solid waste facility should have, under the law, had

a notice of intent to construct; it did not because the S0lid Waste Division
did not believe that a notice of intent to construct was needed. As there

was some question, he said, that even if verbal approval was granted, tax
credit could be given {f an applicant did not meet the letter of the law,
application T-877 could probably be deferred until a legal opinion could

be obtained. Chairman Richards agreed.

In regard to the certificate revocations for Reynolds Metals, Mr. Downs

said that Commissioner Somers asked if the correct procedures were followed
for revocation and reissuance. Mr. Downs said that upon reading the statutes
he felt the staff had proceeded incorrectly and reguested that this matter

be deferred until the next meeting.

The Commission agreed that those two matters would be deferred until the
next meeting.

AGENDA [TEM F - BROWNS ISLAND LANDFILL, MARION COUNTY - REQUEST FOR CON-
CURRENCE OF COMMISSION WITH PLANS FOR EXPANSION OF BROWNS ISLAND LANDFILL

Mr. Gary Messer of the Department's Willamette Valley Region, presented
the summation and Director's recommendation as follows from the staff
report.

Director's Recommendation

The request for expansion of the Browns Island Sanitary Landfill be
approved, subject to the following:

1. The permit for a sanitary landfill expansion be issued for up
to a maximum of five years terminating on or before July 1, 1983;
with no sanitary waste disposal being ailowed at Browns Island
after that date.

2. Approvable final engineering plans for proper site engineering
design to ensure against flood and erosion hazards be submitted
to the Department prior to construction. These plans shall
also include provisions for reducing lechate production and
discharge, and for improving attefhuation to ensure that the
beneficial use of groundwaters on Browns Island or in the
Willamette River will not be threatened.
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3. Prior to September 1, 1978, Marion County remove the ''all
weather access'' road down to natural ground elevation to remove

the restriction to the natural flood relief channel.

it is further recommended that Marion County be directed to submit

annual progress reports starting August 1, 1978, which show progress
toward replacement of Browns Island and development of a long-range
solid waste management program. {f at any time it is deemed by the

Director that sufficient progress is not being made by the County,
the Director should bring it to the immediate attention of the
Commission.

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Messer said the house adjacent to
the landfil] was existing before the landfill and the access road in
question was built expressly for access to the ltandfill. Mr. Messer said
that there was another access road to the house.. Commissioner Somers

said that if they wanted to continue to use the landfill they could assume
the responsibility of obtaining easements for the closure of the road
running in favor of the State and Marion County. Chairman Richards said
either that or a hoid harmless from the county.

Commissioner Somers asked if utilizing the waste going into Browns lsland
for heating purposes had ever been considered. Mr. Messer replied that
he believed there was an unofficial movement in the Salem area proposing
using up to 100 tons/day in a heat recovery, steam processing facility.

Commissioner Phinney asked if the all weather road was removed, would

the site be usable in all weather., Mr. Messer replied that because the
landfill was located in a flood plain area there was the potential that

up to two weeks per year Marion County might have to divert their waste

to Woodburn until the river subsided to allow access. Commissioner Phinney
wondered if the recent institution of curb-side pick-up of recyclable
wastes in Salem was part of a long-range plan to reduce wastes. Mr. Messer
said that this was a program to determine the feasibility of household
recycling. He said that at the present time there was only about a 3%

to 4% participation; however, they hoped this project would develop into

a long-term program to reduce solid waste in the area.

Mr. Robert DeArmond, Attorney representing Sanitary Service, reguested that
the Commission adopt the Department's recommendation and grant their
application to 1983. Commissioner Somers asked if there was any problem

in obtaining from all of the legal interests on the |sland, easements
running in favor of the State of Oregon and the County to close off the

all weather access road. Mr. DeArmond replied that they did not have
control over either access road. In response to Commissioner Somers,

Mr. DeArmond said if they were required to obtain easements they would.

Mr. Frank McKinney, Marion County Legal Counsel, said that the access road
was owned by Marion founty. He said the county didn't need casements
because they ownad the road and the only preblem was that occasiocnally
high water closed the road. He said they could lower the rcad if it

was needed, but they could not hold the State harmiess and did not see

eny need for easements. In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. McKinney
said the road was deeded to the County as a road.
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Mr. John Anderson, Marion County Engineer, replied to Commissicner Somers
that the county had constructed a dike across the channel and he was not
sure if it was deeded for road purposes only. Also in response to
Commissioner Somers, Mr, Anderson said that if they discontinued use of
the property as a road it would not revert back to the original property
owner. Mr. Anderson said he understood that the Department was asking
that the dike be removed and the county was agreeable to that.

It was MOVED by Commissicner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation, amended as follows
be approved.

Amend Oirector's Recommendation #3 as follows:

3. Prior to September 1, 1978, Marion County (remeve) lower the
Yall weather access' road down to natural ground elevation
over its course to remove the restriction to the natural flood
relief channel.

Add a Director's Recommendation #4 as follows:

L, Prior to September 1, Marion County and the applicant obtain
in a farm satisfactory to the State all rights in the public
to any elevation above the naturail ground elevation.

PUBLIC FORUM

No one wished to appear on any subject.

AGENDA ITEM D - NPDES JULY 1, 1977 COMPLIANCE DATE - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL
OF STIPULATED CONSENT ORDERS FOR NPDES PERMITTEES NOT MEETING JULY 1, 1977
COMPLIANCE DATE

AGENDA ITEM E - HAZARDOUS WASTE RULES - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT

A PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULES GOVERNING PROCEDURES FOR
LICENSING HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES, OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTIONS
62-005 THROUGH 62-045

It was MOVED by Commissicner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that Stipulation and Finat Order No. WQ-ER-78-29,

DEQ v. City of Pralrie City, Grant County, Oregon be approved; and that

a public hearing be authorized on the matter of amending the administrarvive
ruies governing the procedures for licensing hazardous waste management
facitities.

Commissicner Hallock requested that the proposed hazardous waste rules be
routed through the Public information 0ffice of the Department for their
comment. :
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AGENDA |TEM H - PROPOSED REVISION TO SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT
PRIQRITY CRITERIA

Mr. Tom Blankenship of the Department's Water Quality Division presented some
overhead illustrations of the proposed revisions in the construction grant
priority criteria. These revisions are contained in the staff report con this
item.

Commissioner Phinney presented an amendment to Attachment 1, first paragraph
on the second page under item IV, Priority Criteria. The amended paragraph
would read as follows:

Each project will receive a Letter Code under the Project Need
category and in addition each project will be assigned appropriate
points from the five remaining categories. The order of priority
shall be: the projects with highest priority will be those with
the highest Letter Code; within each Letter Code, project priority
will be determined by the total numerical points assigned. In

the event of ties....

Mr. Blankenship agreed that this wording was clearer than that in his
report.

Commissioner Somers asked why sewering the area of Multnomah County presently
on cesspocls was not given a high priority as a large percentage of the
population was affected. Mr. Blankenship said that the assignment of points
was based strictly on what came out of the Water Quality Management Plan.

He said that if more emphasis should be placed on a particular stream, then
the Statewide Plan should reflect that.

Commissioner Densmore said he was appreciative of the work the Advisory
Committee did and wondered if it would be advisable to reconvene that group
from time to time if revisions to the criteria needed to be made. Director
Young said that could be a possibility. Mr. Blankenship said that the
criteria specifically stated it would be reviewed annually.

Ms, Claire Puchy, Department of iLand Conservaticn and Development, commented
that her Department felt the Oregon Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority
Ranking System should reflect the State's comprehensive land use planning
program. As an alternative to the Department's original proposal, she
recommended as a minimum, points should be awarded to projects which were
within urban growth boundaries established in conformance with Statewide

Goal #14 on urbanization. Ms. Puchy urged that coordinaticon continue between
BEQ and the local jurisdictions in the delineation of facility planning

areas so that consistency with urban growth boundaries could be assured.

Mr. Blankenship said that their analysis on the land use points just
summarized what the Advisory Committee found. He said that the Department
already accounted for compliance with state land use law before it authorized
any project for design and construction monies. However, he said, at the
present time extra points were not alloted for compliance with land use
planning goals. '
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it was MOVED by Commissioner Scmers, seconded by Commissionrer Phinney
and carried unanimously that the following Director's recommendation and

the amendment to Attachment t proposed by Commissicner Phinney be adopted.

Director's Recommendation

i. That the EQC acknowledge the efforts of our Water Quallity Grants
Advisory Committee.

2. That the priority criteria as shown in Attachment No. 1 be
adopted.

3. That the EQC authorize DEQ to hold a public hearing at the end of
June 1978 concerning a draft grant priority list developed in
accordance with Attachment No. 1.

AGENDA ITEM 1 - STATUS REPORT - WATER QUALITY 208" PLANNING PROJECT

Mr. Carlton Whitehead, Chairman of the Water Quality Policy Advisory Committee,
said they realized they were in the '‘home stretch'' in their efforts to
assist in the development of an effective water quality program to be sub-
mitted in the fall to EPA. He said they were mest concerned in identifying
those primary or potential sources of non-point source pollution and the
development of programs which would decrease pollution from that area.

Mr. Whitehead said that the Forestry Agreement was a major step in their goal
and another concern was the development of an agricultural program. He

said that the subcommittee had worked hard an it; there was general

consensus of the full committee on the conclusions; and it would be
submitted to the Department in the near. future. Mr. Whitehead said they
were also concerned about pesticide application and the Committee wanted

to look at it further.

Mr. Lester Wade, Member of the Water Quality Policy Advisory Committee, said
they were concerned about the progress on public involvement and the long-
range planning program. He sald it was the PAC's feeling that their program
had been successful and a lot of progress had been made.

Chairman Richards expressed appreciation of the PAC's work and said
the Commission was grateful for the public involvement efforts the PAC
had made.

AGENDA ITEM J - CITY OF GOLD HILL - PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO STIPULATION AND
FINAL ORDER, WQ-SWR-77-253, JACKSON COUNTY

[t was MOVED by Commissioner Somers; seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation as follows be approved.

Director's Recommendation

1. Since it's the Department's opinion that the City acted in good
faith in attempting to secure a site through negotiation, it
is recommended that the Commission approve the City of Gold Hill's
request and amend the Stipulation and Final Order to require:




Compliance ltem Compliance Date

t. Submit final engineering plans and July 1, 1978
specifications.

2. Submit complete Step {Il!| grant July 15, 1978
application.

AGENDA |TEM K - FIELD BURNING - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF REVISED TEMPORARY
RULES PERTAINING TO AGRICULTURAL BURNING

Mr. Scott Freeburn of the Department's Air Quality Division, highlighted
some points of the proposed rules. He said that EPA had returned to the
Department the one-year control strategy indicating general acceptance but
identifying four specific areas which the Department should locok at more
closely:

1. The tighter control of south priority acreage burning under
north winds, '

2. A closer look at moisture content of the fuel and how it related
to possible burning,

3. The increased reliance on backfiring and striplighting, and

L. A possible reduction in total number of acres burned within a
season.

Mr. Freeburn said that the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council spent
considerable time negotiating a possible agreement to incorporate these
points in rules. He said there was insufficient time to conclude that
agreement.

fn regard to tighter control of south priority burning, Mr. Freeburn said

the Department had accepted the last negotiated position of the two parties
which would identify special priority areas much smaller than the existing
priority areas that could be burned under conditions where smoke would travel
toward Eugene. He said the total area involved had been reduced by about 75%
and the number of acres that could be burned on a given day were reduced
about 90%.

Mr. Freeburn said that the negotiations ran out of time at a point when the

two parties had agreed te striplight annual ryegrass and bentgrass fields.

He said that the rule had been worded such that annual rysgrass, cereal

and bentgrass fields would be backfired or striplighted with the understanding
that under more favorable ventilation conditions the more traditional techniques
could be employed to take advantage of the greater plume rise expected from
those techniques, and to minimize low-level smoke.

The last negotiated position on the moisture content of fuel, Mr. Freeburn
said was that the moisture content averaged over the entire straw load on
the field would be set at 15% prior to August 15 and 20% after that date.
He said that if the straw moisture content exceeded those values than
burning wouild not be allowed on that fieid.
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In regard to the reduction in the total amount of acres burned, Mr. Freeburn
said the last negotiated position the Department was aware of called for

an analysis of the performance of the overall smoke management program by
measuring the number of hours of smoke intrusion into the Eugene-Springfield
area and comparing that to an established norm. He said if that norm were
exceeded, the 180,000 acre limitation would be dropped to 150,000 acres.

Mr. Freeburn said they tried to stay close to the last negotiated positions
of the Seed Council and the City of Eugene in drafting the proposed rules.
He said the Department believed the major reductions in acreage burned in
the scuth priority areas would not be representative of the conditicns that
had occurred in previous vyears.

Mr. Freeburn stated the need for emergency action and presented the following
Director's Recommendation:

Director's Recommendation

1. Acknowledge as of record the consultation with and recommendations
of Oregon State University and the Department and any other parties
consulted pursuant to ORS 468.460(3) as revised by HB 21956.

2. Find that reasonable and economically feasible alternatives to
the practice of annual open field burning have not been developed.

3. Enter a finding that failure to act promptly will result in serious
prejudice to the parties involved and to the public interest for
the specific reasons cited above,

4, Enter a finding that, under the Department's supervision,
experimental burning:

a. Can in the future, in theory, reduce the adverse effects on
air quality or public health from open field burning; and

b. |s necessary in order to obtain information on air quaiity,
public health or the agronomic effects of an experimental form
of open field burning.

5. Subject to any changes found appropriate as a result of recommendations

made to the Commission or findings reached at this May 26, 1978
meeting, adopt the proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340,
Sections 26-005 through 26-030 as temporary rules to become
aeffective immediately upon filing with the Secretary of State.

6. Instruct the Department to file promptly the adopted rules and
findings with the Secretary of State as temporary rules to become
effective immediately upon such filing and to remain effective
for 120 days thereafter and to forward the rules and other pertinent
information to the EPA as g supplement to the one-year interim
control strategy submitted to EPA on April 7, 1978.
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Commissioner Somers asked what the serious prejudice would be If the

Commission did not take action at this meeting. Chairman Richards replied

that then the maximum acreage to be burned would be 50,000 acres. Mr. Freeburn
said that if action was not taken at this meeting, it would not be possible

to prepare adequately for the upcoming burning season.

Mr. Tom Myles, Consulting Engineer, testified in regard to the moisture
content of the fields. He said the loose straw varied between 5% and 15%
moisture content with a fairly consistent average of sbout 10%. Stubble, he
said, was consistent at 30% to 45% moisture content., He said that stubble
represented roughly 50% of the straw load. Therefore, he said, if the
loose straw and stubble were averaged, the moisture content would be about
20%. Mr. Myles said as a result of work done for the Field Burning
Committee in 1975 and 1976, the conclusion was made that moisture content
was not a valid consideration and should not be used at this time as a part
of the rules. After specific emissicon moisture data was compiled, he said,
it may then be that it should become a part of the rules.

In response to Commissioner Hallock, Mr, Myles said at the present time he
did not feel that moisture content was a valid tocl to prevent smoke but
perhaps with further study it may be werthwhile to include it.

Ms. Janet Gillaspie, Oregon Environmental Council, said for the most part

the OEC agreed with the staff report. In regard to proposed rule 26-005(6)(a),
she requested that the reference to Eugene-Springfield be changed to Corvallis.
Ms. Gillaspie requested the moisture control level be changed from 15%

to 10% to 12%. She said they believed that moisture controls would help
mitigate some of the smoke related pollutants. Ms., Gilltaspie requested

that should the poilutants in the Eugene-Springfield area exceed 13 hours,
minimum acreage not exceed 100,000 acres.

Ms. Gillaspie also suggested that for better readability the definition
of unlimited ventilation conditions in 26-015{(1)(d) be moved to the
definition section of the rule.

Dr. Haroid Youngberg, Oregon State University, commented on the basing of
the straw moisture content control on data collected on rice fields in
California. He pointed out that annual crops such as rice were dead when

it was time to burn them, while the perennial crops such as the Oregon

grass seed crops were living when burned and it was important for them to
survive from one year to the next. Because these crops are living, he said,
their moisture content is higher.

Dr. Youngberg said under 26-015(4) (e) (A), bentgrass should be deleted
because it could be severely injured by the use of backfiring and strip-
lighting techniques. HMe strongly recommended that perennial grass species
not be included in the rules.

Dr. Youngberg reiterated that he questioned the applicability of the data
from California rice fields to Oregon grass ssed fields. He said he agreed
with Mr. Myles that it was difficult to measure the accuracy of straw
moisture because of the varifability of the moisture in the straw itself and
the inaccuracy of the quick test for moisture content.
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Mr. Stanton Long, City of Eugene, clarified that they were talking abogt a
one-year condition for which a Federal limitation existed and the Commission
was engaged in trying to pursuade the Federal Government to relax, on a
discretionary basis, its regulations.

Mr. Long said EPA stated if an zgreement was made between the City of Eugene

and the seed growers, which then became reguiation, they might consider adepting
a certain form of order so that there would be stability in the industry during
the upcoming vyear. He said it was accurate that (f the burning limitation was
not 108,000 acres, Eugene might take legal action. He said it had also been
suggested that if burning was not limitad to at least 180,000 acres then the
industry might take legal action. Mr. Long said it was clear that if no

interim agreement was reached with EPA then the limitation would be 50,000
acres. He said it was also a problem that the Attorney General stated the
!imitation of 180,000 acres must be adhered to if at =211 possible.

Mr. Long said the acreage release system was an important aspect of the overall
rules and reguliations. The City of Eugene felt, he said, that this acreage
release system was consistent with the Attorney General's opinion. [f the
Cammission did not take action on the rules as proposed, with some modifigations
to be proposed by the City of Eugene, Mr. Long said the City would view that

as grounds to take scme sort of action,

In regard to the south priority acreages, Mr. Long said the objective from
their point of view was to remove the colicy or practice of permitting
intrusions of smoke into Eugene. He said what the staff had proposed would
accomplish burning those acres in another way, except that Secticn 26-005
(6) (a) would permit burning on north wind days of acres which were about
three miles from Eugerne. He said he did not think this type of unreasonable
risk of intrusion was necessary.  |f Corvallis was substitutad for Zugene-
Springfield in this section, ne said, then those acrss could be burned under
wind conditions that would not intrude on Eugene.

Mr. Long said that Section 26-010(2){e) requirad a person who burned to

have a permit at the burn site. He said that cne of the probiems was that
burning did not always occur during the best part of the good conditions
because of the time it tcok te obtain the permit and return to the burn site.
He suggested that verbal authorization be 3zllowed.

In regard to moisture content, Mr. Long said EPA suggested the Commission
look at placing greater reliance on meisture content restrictions. He said the
City of Eugene's original positicn with respect to moisture control was that
there be a 2% moisture restriction on straw. Mr. Long said that the present
20% figure could constitute an unintentional ban on burning which was not the
City's intent. Chairman Richards asked Mr., Long how he felt about a clause
in the ruie that it would not be enforced unless it was found that the en-
forcement of the rule would cause a reduction in excess of 50% of the acrsage
that would have otherwise been burned. Mr, Long replied that he would find
such a rule to be reasonable and consistent with their purpose of attemnting
to sclve the clean air problem with due regard to the ecornomic impact on the
industry. Mr. Long said they feit that the net improvement of the rules
would not be adequate without some reliance on moisture restriction,
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Mr. Long said their proposal was for backfiring and striplighting of annuals
and one type of perenniai. He said they did not urge these burning tachnigues
where they would cause unnecessary risk to persnniais. Hea asked that
axperiments be made using those technigues on perennials to see if the
perceived risks weres real,

In regard to the acreage release system, Mr. Long said the figure of 150,000
acres was arrived at by their calculation of the net reduction in particulate
emissions from other control techniques which produced the equivalent of

2 properly regulated 50,000 acre burn. Also, he said they had enocugh
confidence that this system would work well esnough to justify the additional
ralease of acreage. Mr, Long said he had no way of knowing if the Department’s
prcposal of establishing a further acresage limitation not to excesd 15,000
acres if by August 15, 1978 the total acreage burned excaedad 120,000 acres,
was acceptable to his ¢lient. He said what was acceptabie was 150,000 acres
plus 50,000 acres if there was an improvement. He said that Secticn 26-013
(1)(a) (B) as modified by Mr. Freeburn, might be acceptable.

Mr. Long said it was his judgement that there would be sufficient improvement
in the quality of air in Eugene to justify the release of the additional
30,000 acres, provided the Department did not take the position that the moisture
content of the fuel made no difference. He said he was conflident that if the
Commission provided a reasonable rule the improvement would be sufficient to
release additicnal acres and 3!l the objectives of the participants would be
satisfied. This would mean, he said, that the amount of acreage authorized
by the Legislature would be burned, that the air quality in Eugeane would

have improved, and that some progress would have been made as required by
Federal Law and poclicy with respect to imprecving the air quality. Mr. Long
requested the Commission look again at the City's original preposal for

12% mcisture coatent of straw. Alsc, he said, if the Commission chose not
to deal with the moisture control regulation and zuthorized an zdditional
15,000 acres to be burned when the conditions wera bad, them the 150,0C0

gcre limit shouid be lowered by 15,000 acres to 135,000 acres.

Mr. Long expressed concern that the rules were being made freom the standpoint
of how to permit burning instead of how to clean up the alr., He said he was
satisfied that EPA would look at the rule from the standpoint ¢f achieving
compliance with Federal Law and policy.

Mr. Long said they were substantialiy encouraged and confident that reasonable
suggestions had bezn incorporated into the proposed rule.

Mr. Dave Nelson, Oregon Seed Council, said during the past few weeks they
met with representat|ves of the City and came close to a reconciliation of
their differences of opinion. He urged the Commission to keep in mind that
the proposed rules were made with an almost total absence of data gathered in
Oregon using grass seed straw under meteoroiogical conditions that exist in
the State.




The moisture content ruie, Mr. Melson said, should be looked at in light of
the effect on total particulate emisssions. He said he believed there was no
intent on the part of the City of Eugene to preclude burning by establishing
an arbitrary rule on moisture., Mr. Nelson said it was their position that
the rule ought to be designed based on hard evidenca that moisture contant
has a significant bearing on the amount of particulate emitted during an
individual season, and that it does not arbitrarily preclude burning a Targe
number of acres. He said they do not know the variation in moisture of bent-
grass straw, annual rye grass straw or the other types of straws that are
pburned in the Vailey., Applying a moisture rule which could accidentally
preclude acreage being burned because of the variation in.straw moisture
loading, Mr. Nelson said, was not good rule making and could cause problems
in accompiishing any burning, even under good conditions.

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr, Nelson said that the purpose of
burning was for sanitaticon. Commissioner Somers said it weculd be reasonabile
for the Commission to raquire that no straw be burned, but that it Be trans-
ported of f the field. Thus, Commissioner Scmers said, the field could still
be sanitized but the pollution would be reduced. Mr, Nelson replied that
the Field Sanitation Committee had been trying to devise a method of doing
that since 1971 2nd had yet to come up with a system of sanitizing the fisld

using that approach. Mr. Nelson said the field would not burn without the
straw. :

Mr. Nelson said they concurred that Eugene-Springfield in Section 26-005
{6)(a) was probably an error and should read Corvailis.

Mr. Nelson said they supported the 180,000 acre limitation. in regard

to the tighter control on south priority burning, he said they supported
restructuring the south priority area. The regquirement for a broader
application of hackfiring or striplighting technigues and the application of
the moisture rule, he said, proposed greaat promise and perhaps usa could

be made in future years of both striplighting and backfiring tschnigues and
a moisture regulation of some king. What concerned them, he said, was the
transfer of the California rice straw data in the moisture rule itself.

He said they found this to be completely prohibitive of burning. Mr. Nelsen
said this same problem existed with the transfer of data connected with
backfiring.and into-the-wind striplighting. He said they asked several
years ago that research be done on better means of field ignition and better
means of smoke management, and the Field Sanitation Committee rejected their
request. He said they favored incorporating inte the upcoming summer's
burning program, extensive experimentation and evaluation of backfiring,
striplighting, and extensive testing of emission levels of various straws

on various days at various stages of maturity.
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Mr. Nelson said they agreed with Mr. Long that the good burning period during
the day might be missed because of the grower having to obtain a permit and
return to the burn site. Therefore, he sald, they supported Mr., Long's
suggestion that authorization te burn could be given over the telephone.

He said the purpcose of this was toc somehow provide for the commencement aof
burning when the heour arrived, and not only after the permit was in hand.

In regard to the acreage limitation section, Mr. Nelson said the number of
acres was argued thoroughly during the 1977 Legislative Session and the
Legis!ature picked 180,000 acres as the limit. Changing this Legislative
number, he said was beyond the purview of the Commission; had been addressed
by the Attorney General; and had not been rejected by EPA. Mr. Nelson said
their position was that the amount of acreage ought to be contingent on a
day~to-day basis to the conditions that were present on that day. What was
ultimately burned, he said, ought to be the sum of those individual daily
decisions made throughout the burning season. Mr., Nelson said it was their
position that the Commission should submit 180,000 acres in the resubmission
of items tc EPA.

Mr. Nelson said Section 25-Q15(1](d] about an unlimited ventilation condition
was a new concapt included since EPA requested resubmittal. Ouring discussions
with the City, he said a specific ventilation index number was not agraed on.
He said the Seed Councii totally disagreed with the mixing depth of 5000

feet which was also added to this requirement. They felt, he said, that

those two combined conditions occcurred very infreguentiy. He suggested
alternative language for Section 26-015(1)(d) as follows: !A ventilation

index of 22.5 or greater, or a mixing height of 5000 feet."

Mr. Nelson said they had identified 5000 acres in the south priority area that
could be burned., He said the daily quota had been set at only 250 acres

which could mean burning those acres gver a 20-day period. He suggested that
this daily quota be increased to 500 acres, and avery effort be made to burn
those acres under conditions other than north winds, This way, those acres
could be burned as quickly as possible.

In regard to the Silverton Hills area in East Marion County, Mr, Nelson

said they were being asked for zero emissions on days that were upwind of

the City of Eugene. He sald they did not ask for authority to blow smoke

into Eugene. He said this should be looked at as to what was a good regulation.

Mr. Nelson said their intent was in the whole discussion of south priority
acreages to reduce smoke in that area and to be sble to conduct burning so
that it was not upwind of the Eugene area to the maximum extent possible,
However, he said they were concarned that the Department's Smoke Manager
had sufficient authority and flexibility to alter the rules in case they
were impacting somecone the rule makers were not awares of.
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tn regard to the backfire and striplighting requirement for Bbentgrass,

Mr. Nelson said he reczived information from growers indicating they could
backfire or striplight bentgrass. However, he said, Dr. Youngberg of QSU
said that could be damaging to the crop. |If there was this type of problem,
Mr. Nelson asked that those techniques be optional for bentgrass growers.

Mr. Nelson said they saw safety hazards for backfiring and striplighting
techniques because of the topograghy of the area and the potential that the
fire could spread into wooded areas. Because bentgrass growers harvest the
end of August, he said, they must compress their burning time into three or
four weeks in September. Mr. Nelson suggested that the quotas be significantly
increased so that during that condensed pericd of time the grower in the
S;Iberton Hills area could burn a maximum amount of acreage and get it ocut of
the way,

tn conclusion, Mr, Nelscn said, they thought the implementation of the various
techniques may be good! however, there was a certain amount of lead time
required for a grower to gear up to handle that implemsntation adequately.

He said they would prefer the Commission consider extensive experimentation

in the Valley on the proposed burning technigues and then gear up to implement
them in 1979 if they were successful. ‘

in response tc Commissioner Somers, Mr. Nelson sald they had tried for 30 days
to resolve with the City of Eugene some basic questions involved in EPA's
request. However, he said, they had been unable to reach an agreement.

Commissioner Hallock said that the Commission needed to make a decision
at this meeting and they should deal with what they could realistically amend
in the proposed rules.

Chairman Richards asked Mr. Freeburn to comment on the City of Eugene's
statement that unless the moisture content of straw was reduced from 15% to
12%, in effect there would be no limitation. Mr. Freeburn replied he had
heard the same conflicting testimony the Commission had, and there was Oregon
data collected form various vears which indicated the loose straw moisture
content level was below 12% a significant amount of the time. He said he
chose what he felt would be an average moisture content and assumed that
it would have some restrictive effects on burning. Commissioner Phinrey
asked if the Department expected to have any more definitive information on
the significance of moisture content either at the end of the upcoming
burning season or at the beginning of the next. Mr. Freeburn replied that
he believed they would, due to the studies proposed for the summer. He
said the primary purpose of the proposed study was to address the effsct

of backfiring and striplighting; however,the moisture content was of

equal importance.

It was MOVED by Commiésioner Halleock, seconded by Commissioner'Phinney, and
carried unanimously that proposed rule 26-013(1)(b) (B} be amended to read:

{B) The Commission may establish a further acreage limitation
not to exceed 15,000 acres above the 150,000 acre limitation...
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Commissioner Somers said that serious prejudice would result to the

Seed Growers and the City of Eugene if the regulations were not adopted

at this meeting and the rules could not have been adopted before because

of conflicting Attorney General opinions and rejections of earlier proposed
rules by EPA., Therefore, he said, some action needed to be taken at this
meeting because of the mandate to haye a program which could be implemented
during the upcoming season.

Commissioner Somers MOVED that Attachment 1 to the staff report, Subdivision
6 of OAR Chapter 340 be adopted with the following amendments:

26-005(6) (a) The words ''Eugene~Springfield' be deleted and
repltaced with "Corvalliisg!

26-010(2} (e} After '"'...at the burn site'' add ''or be able to
readily demonstrate authority to burn..."

26-010(3) (c) Add ""After August 15, 1978" before ''No field
shall be burned...'", and change '""15%" to '"12%".

26-013(1) (b) (B) After "...acreage limitation' add ''not to exceed

15,000 acres...", as previously adopted by the
Commission

26-010(3) (¢) After the first sentence ending in ''conditions
exist.'" add "Unless the Department shall find
that this moisture content rule enforcement has
caused or is likely to cause a reduction in excess
of 50% of the acreage that would have otherwise
been burned in compliance with the remaining rules,
in which event this moisture centent rule shall
not be enforced."

26-015(4) (e} (A) After ''...cereal crops, and"” add ''if so directed
by the Department...'

Commissioner Somers included as Exhibit A in his motion "Findings Regarding
Emergency!' submitted by Mr. Robert Haskins, Department of Justice. These
"Findings' are attached to and made a part of these minutes.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried unanimously.

Mr. Haskins said it was his understanding the rultes which had been adopted
would be submitted to EPA for their action. Chairman Richards asked

what the action of the Commission would be if EPA were to reject the proposed
rules.

Commissioner Somers said that {f for any reason the rules were rejected
by EPA, a special meeting would be held to further consider the rules.
He said the rules were subject tc the non-rejection by EPA.
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Chairman Richards said that he did work for the Eugene Renewal Agency
which was separate from the City of Eugene and asked if any Commission
member considered that a conflict of interest. The Commission members

had no comment.
There being ne further business, the meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted,

k‘&k\g&’ \\» \&L&\&; \U\

Carol A. Sp]ettstaszer
Recording Secretary




EXHIBIT A

Field Burning Regulations
0AR Chapter 340, Sections 26-005 through 26-030

FINDINGS RE EMERGENCY

Failure to act promptly would result in serious prejudice to the pubiic
interest and to the interest of the parties for the specific reasons that:

1.

2.

10.

acres registered to be burned in 1978;

The approved State Implementation Plan presently allows only 50,000
acres to be burned;

In October 1977 Oregon submitted a proposal to the Envircnmental
Protection Agency tc revise the State Implementation Plan to allow
180,000 acres to be burned in 1978;

By letter dated January 27, 1978, Donald Dubois, Regional Administrator
of Region X, Environmental Protection Agency (document #10 in list of
documents on page 2 of staff report) returned Oregon's proposed State
Implementation Plan revision and suggested that Oregon submit ancother
State Implementation Plan revision proposal, or a one yszar interim
control strategy (lCS)?_

There was not sufficient time to develop the necessary data and submit a
State Implementation Plan revision in sufficient time for action to be

.taken thereon by the Environmental Protection Agency before the 1978

burning season;

In April 1978 Oregon submitted a proposed ICS to the Environmental
Protection Agency for their approval;

By letter dated April 26, 1978 (document #16} Mr. Dubois refused to
approve the ICS as constituting the undertaking of "all reasonable
measures'' until the Environmental Quality Commission has considered
the additional measures of the types set forth in the proposed ruie
amendments ;

Agreement of the principal parties (Department of Environmental Quality,
Seed Council and City of Eugene) to the provisions of a revised ICS

has been sought and geood faith nagotiaticens have been cenducted since
receipt of the April 26, 1978 Dubois letter;

Complete agreement by the principal parties has not vyet been reached;

ORS 468.475(7) requires that the 1978 field burning rules be addpted
on or prior to June 1, 1978;

Existing Oregon statutes and Environmental Quality Commission rules
are inconsistent with the Federal Clean Air Act;
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There has not been sufficient time since receipt of the April 26, 1978

Dubois letter to provide full Administrative Procedures Act notice
of this hearing in this matter;

To limit burning to 50,000 acres in 1978 would cause serious adverse

economic consequences to the grass seed industry in general and to the
individual farmers in particular,




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNGR

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject:

Agenda ltem B, May 26, lg]i;HEQC,Meating

April Program Activity Report
Discussion

Attached is the April Program Activity Report.

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and specifi-
cations for construction of air contamination sources.

Water and solid waste facility pléns and specifications approvals or disapprovals
and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of permits are prescribed
by statutes to be functions of the Department, subject to appeal to the Commission.

OAR 340-62-020 provides for Commission approval prior to disposal of environmentally
hazardous wastes in Oregon, which are generated outside of the State.

The purposes of this report are:

1) To provide information to the Commission regarding the status of
reported program activities and an historical record of project
plan and permit actions;

2) To obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken by
the Department relative to air contamination source plans and specifi-
cations;

3)

To obtain Commission approval for disposal of specific environmentally
hazardous wastes at Arlington, Oregon, which were generated outside of
Oregon; and

) To provide a log on the status of DEQ contested cases.

Recommendatiocn

[t is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of the re-
ported program activities and contested cases, give confirming approval to the
| air contamination source plans and specifications listed on page 2 of the re-
' port, and approve for disposal the environmentally hazardous wastes listed on
page 20 of the report.

£

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
‘ortains M. Downs:ahe
Tl 229-6485

; 05‘]8‘78

1Q-46
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTELY ACTIVITY REPORT:
Air, Water, and
Solid Wastes Divisions April, 1978
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis.yYr. Month = Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending

Alir
Direct Sources 18 179 33 164 1 43
Total | 18 _ 179 33 __164 1 43
Water
Municipal 123 1,161 - 118 1,215 65
Industrial 5 95 9 87 9
Total 128 1,256 127 1,302 74
Solid Waste
General Refuse 1 35 2 25 12
Demolition 5 2 3
Industrial 1 20 2 17 ' 6
Sludge 5 ' 5
Total : ‘ 2 65 L 49 | 21
Hazardous
Wastes ;

GRAND TOTAL 148 1,500 164 1,515 ‘ 1 138




DEPARTMENT OF EN 'IRCNMENTAL QUALITY

3

MONTHLY ACCIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division,

(Reporting Unit)

April 1978

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (33)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Bction Adction
' | I
Direct Stationary Sources (33}
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 3/15/78 Approved
(NC979) Relocation and modification
of Hf0, mfg.
2 I
Linn Albany Planing Miil, Inc. 3/14/78 Approved
(NC1031) New millwork shop
Lane Kingsford L-77 Approved
(NC1053) Secondary cyclohe system (Tax Credit Only)
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 4/L/78 Approved
(NC1060) 15,000 CFM Pure Chlorination
: scrubber
Deschutes North Pacific Products 3/22/78 Approved -
{NC1065) Hog fuel boiler
Klamath Columbia Plywocod Co. 4-78 Approved
(NC1071) Convert veneer dryer to wood fired
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 4/3/78 Approved
(NCT077) Modification to 12,000 cfm
sand scrubber
Lane Willamette Industries L/3/78 ' Approved
(NC1080) Veneer dryer with sand filler (Tax Credit Only).
Lincoln Georgia Pacific, Toledo L/4/78 Approved
(NC1090)" Hog fuel cell and veneer dryer
Columbia Multnomah P1ywood 3/29/78 Approved
(NC1091) Gas veneer dryer with afterburner
Lane Monsanto Co. 3/31/78 Approved
(NC1093) Incinerate off gas (Tax Credit Only)
Jackson Melrose Orchards 4-78 Approved
(NC1095) Four {(4) orchard fans (Tax Credit Only)
Jackson Medford Pear Corp. 4L-78 Approved
(NC1096) Six (6) orchard fans (Tax Credit Only)




CEPARTMENT OF BN IRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACIIVITY REPCRT

Air Quality Division,

{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (33, cont'd)

April 1978

(Month and Year)

stainless

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
Counly and Type of Same Action Action

i |
Direct Stationary Sources (cont.)
Deschutes Sisters Shake Co. 3/30/78 Approved
(NC1097) Sawdust cyclone ‘ :
Deschutes Bend Willamette 3/31/78 Approved
(NC1100) New infeed to paintline '
Linn North Santiam Plywood Co. L/726/78 Approved
(NC1112) Scrubber for veneer dryer
Deschutes Central Oregon Pavers b/h/78 Approved
(NC1116) Asphalt plant
.inn Western Kraft 3/23/78 Approved
(NC1118) Expand noncondensable

collection system
Jackson Down River Forest Products L/11/78 Approved
(NC1119) System #3 baghouse
Portable Quality Asphalt Paving 4/17/78 Approved
(NC1120) Drum mix plant
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 3/28/78 Approved
(NCT121) Burn Z. sponge to oxide
Portable " L. W. Vail, Co., Inc. L/4/78 Approved
(NC1122) Cedarapids asphalt plant
Coos Coos Head Timber Co. 4-78 Approved
(NC1125) Burley scrubber on veneer dryer
Jackson Medford Corp. 4-78 Approved
(NC1126) Veneer dryer
Hood River Thomsen Orchard 4/18/78 Approved
(NC1127) One orchard fan (Tax Credit Only)
Deschutes Bend Millwork Co., Inc. 4-78 Approved
(NC1128} Baghouse exhausting inside building
Lane Georgia-Pacific, Eugene L/20/78 Approved
(NC11371) Replace veneer cyclones with (Tax Credit Only)




DEPARTMENT OF EN TRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACPrIVITY REPORT
Air Quality Division - April 1978
{Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (33, cont'd)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same ) Action Action

i I ]

Direct Staticnary Sources (cont.)

Marion Willamette University 3/28/78 Approved

{NC1133) Steam generating incinerator ' o

Hood River Roy Webster ' 4/17/78 Approved

(NC1134) One orchard fan : (Tax Credit Only)
Jackson Hitlcrest Orchard ' 4/17/78 Approved

(NC1136) Sprinkler water holding pond (Tax Credit Only)
Matheur Ontario Asphalt Paving 4/17/78 Approved

(NC1137) Boeing drum mix plant

Baker Ellingson Lumber Co. L/20/78 NC Approved, Tax
(NC1138) Elcoboard mfg. plant credit delayed
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang L4/17/78 Approved

{(NCi142) Smokehouse with packed tower




DEPARTMENT OF EN' IRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACILIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division April 1978

Diveock Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF ATR PERMIT ACTIONS

Indircect Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

Permit Actions Permit Acticns Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions under Reqr'qg
Month Fig.¥Yr. Month Fig.¥Yr. Pending Permits Permits
5 b7 6 28 22
14 94 6 55 35
31 101 3 51 48
9 859 9 843 27
59 1,101 24 977 132 1,797 1,854
5 26 1 19 5
15
2 1 5 2
7 33 2 24 22 72
66 - 1,134 26 1,001 15} 1,869




DEPARTMENT OF LM TRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACVIVITY REPORT

Air GQuality Division

April

1978

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - (26)

(Month and Year)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
| | l
Direct Stationary Sources (24)
Benton Leading Plywood 3/27/78 Addendum issued
02-2479, Modification \
Crook Juniper Products 3/30/78 Permit issued
07-0017, Existing
Deschutes Willamette Industries 3/29/78 Addendum issued
$9-0002, Medification
Deschutes North Pacific Products 3/22/78 Permit issued
09-0051, Modification
\ Deschutes Sageland Manufacturing 3/30/78 Permit issued
i 09-0062, Existing
b
: Jackson Bristol Silica & Limestone 3/30/78 Permit issued
! : 15-0100, New o
Jackson Shady Coves Landscape Maint. 4/7/78 Permit issued
15-0101, New
Jackson Medford Ready Mix Concrete 3/30/78 Permit issued
15-0103, Existing
Linn Berger & Plate Co. 3/30/78 Permit issued
22-2502, Modification
Linn Willamette Industries 3/23/78 Addendum issued
22-3010, Modification
Linn Willamette Industries 3/29/78 Permit issued
22-5208, Renewal
Linn Boise Cascade 3/23/78 Addendum issued
22—7008,_M0dification
Malheur - Skaggs Co. 3/30/78 Permit issued
23-0025, Existing )
Mo rrow Kinzua Corp. 3/27/78 Addendum issued

25-0005, Medification
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DEPARTMENT OF ENJ IRONMENTAL QUALILTY

MONTHLY ACWIVITY REPORT

Quality Division April 1978

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (26, cont'd)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same ‘ Action Action
| I -
Direct Stationary Sources (cont.)
Multnomah Shell 0il Co. 3/30/78 Permit issued
26-2028, Modification '
Multnomah Linton Plywood 3/27/78 ' Addendum issued
26-2073, Modification
Multnomah Ancdizing Inc. 3/30/78 Permit issued
26-2988, Existing
Paik And-Rich Shingle 3/30/78 Permit issued
27-4079, New
Washington Catlin Gable Schools 3/30/78 Permit issued
‘ 34-2649, New
Portable Plants
Portable Deschutes Ready Mix 3/30/78 Permit issued
37-0026, Renewal
Portable "C. H. Stinson 3/29/78 Permit issued
37-0047, Renewal
Portable Central Pre-Mix Concrete 3/30/78 Permit issued
37-0187, New.
Portable M. C. Lininger & Sons 3/30/78 Permit issued
37-0191, Existing :
Portable L. W. Vail : 3/30/78 Permit issued
37-0192, New
Indirect Sources {2)
Marion Lipman-Penny's Site 3/31/78 Final permit
(Modified) 540 spaces ‘ issued
File No. 24-7023
Multnomah East Hill Church 4/24/78 Final permit
540 spaces issued

File No. 26-8003




County
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17

20

T2

29

29

Water Quality Division

DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Anril, 1978

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127)

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same
Municipal Sources - 12

WINSTON PARKWAY SUBD

r}VFAJCT - CAVF JCT PLANT EXPANSION
VENET A SANITATION SYSTEM L KNIGHT
PACIFIC TTITYY CTHANGE NO 1 INTERCEPTOR 5YS

PACIFTC_QITY

PACIFIC CITY

T PIXTELAND

10

36

21
23

24

21
20

20

34

24

24
24

26

YONCALLA
NFWRFRG
LAKF -OSWFGO
LINCOLN £1TY
ONTARTO
STAYTON

cesn #]

CORVALLYS

TWIN ROFKS SD

FUGFNF
SPRINGFTFLA
PRINEVILLF
CLACKAMAS €O
UsSa

SALFM
CLACKAMaAS 0O
SALEM

SALFM
TROUTHALF

QEND

CHANGE NO 1 COLLECT SYSTEM
CHANGE ORRER NO 1

TAMARZ BUAYS ADD PROPOSAL

TIMBER SUBDIVISION

NORTHWESY NEWRERG [NTERCEPT
‘§HFR PROPFRTY

FORFSTVIFW SUAND

SW 11TH AVF

WESTOWN PARK NO 8

HI-RELL

SNL AR SHRN

GREB DEVELDPMENT

LAWRERCF & LINCOLN ST

Y7TH & & 8T

TYLERS SURD

SAUTERS BFRRY FARM

Rec'd

’

JO3IOTS
V030278
J032778
BD32478
B0O32478
V032478
T032978
JO310678
J031478
J032778
J032778
J032978
J032978
J032278
k032978
k032978
KD32978
K033078
JO32478

Jo3zz7ie

FARMINGTON WEST NO & EXT 696.J032878

" TRAGEN SUBD

TUSrANY PLACF

JAw RAE GARDENS NO 10

CUMMINS ADDITION

TROUTDALF FXPaAN PHASF 1

SUIRSYSTEMS F4 F F5

Jo32778

Jo3zare
JO32978
JO33078
vo21778

vo4n3Te

Date of
Action

030478
031678
040178
040378
040378
040378
040478
040578
040778
V40778
040778
040778
o4ng78
041078
041078
0431078
041078
041078
€41078
041078
0431078
041078
041078
041078
641078
041078

041078

Action

PROV
PROV

PROV

APP
APP

APP

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

CHMMT
PROY
PROvV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PRQV
PROV

PROYV

LTR
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
AFP
APP

APP

LETTCR

PROV

APE

Time to
Complete
Action

03
14
04
10
10
10
06
26
23
10
10
09
10
19
12
12
12
11
17
19
13
13
13
12
34
52

07




g

County

o1

w

34

31

18

36

20

34
34

10
26
13
20
27

26

24

217

22

34

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

c00S RAv
crsn

SANFORD AVENUE

HI DFLL MILWAUKIE

USA SHERWOOD MAHHOLE CONSTRUCTION 55ES

PORTLARR
LA GRANAF
ARFRON rITY
MEDFORD
NEWBERG
SANDY
SPRINAFYFLD
USA-ROCK CR
TUALATIN
nrLINF

MULT CO
ALRNE

FURFNF
MONMOUTR
MULT €0
AROOK TRES
ANMSVILLFE
AQTORTA
TNDFRFNRENCE
ALBANY
WILSONVILLF
FORFST n~ROVF
L. AKF OSwWFGO

5T HELENS

TN PHTLOBFLPHIAT

HIGHLAND HILLS AND

FI1FLNS ANDITION

1978

April,

(127, cont'd)

Rec'd
JO&DLTB
JOg4 578

J33078

'K032778

KOBZB?B

K032778

N HILLCRESY RD & W HIGHCRESTKO32978

S5AN SEWER INTERCEPTOR

ALLIFF HETEHTS Siien

ENFN FAST

BRNOXHAVEN TII1 695

NAKOTA HILLS

GLINDE=INLFYLD PRFSS 55 B

FASTCLIFF
TILLERS MARKFT

FL=MARY SURND

SOUTHGATFE ADNDITION #2

SFPTFMBFR MILLS

HIAHLANRS SRR

AUMSVILLE ADDS & MODIFS

SW

WFST MCCLURF AVF

"ASHRROOK APRDTTTON

Jo3z778
JO33078

KD33178

K032278

J033cTe
vo20378
HO407T78
KO40378
KN32478
K0324786
Jo&an778

032878
V020778

K040678

"KD32978

EAST CENTRAL SAN SEWER PH IVK032478

PUMP STAYION
TAMARACK SUBRD
TITIAN PARK

GABLE RODAD

J040378
JO4D4TE
JO40478

JO4OTTE

Date of
Action

041078
41073
041178
041178
041178
441178
041178
041178
041178
041278
041278
641278
041278
041378
041378
041778
041778
041878
041878
041878
041978
041978
041978
041978
041978
041978

042078

Action

PROV
PROV

APP
APP

APPROVED

PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROY
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV

PROyY

APP
APP
APP
APP

APP

APP

APP
APP

APP

APP

APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP

APP

Time to
Compiete
Action

06
0y
12
15
14
15
13
14
35
12
21
13

69

06

24
24
11
21
69
13
21
26
16
15
15

13




< County

n
2

a4
15
24
24
20
10

24

24

34

20

34
20
26

26

11
EYA
29

16

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

Apri1, 1978

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED {127, cont'd)

Name of Source/Project/Site and Typg_pf_§gmg'_t_ Rec'd 2it?ezf Action
ST HFLFNS AUBIICHON DRIVE JOANTTE 042078 PROV APP
FUGENE JURKINS MFIGMTS €URD KO403TE 042078 PROV APP
TALFM CHARLTE BROWN ESTATES KO40n378 042078 PROV APP
1S a SUMMERFIFLM TT ™~  ° JO4D778 D&2178 PROV APP
ROGIIE R1VFR VALLFY VIFW RR N JO410T8 042178 PROV APP
THALATIM PTPFR®S RLUIN . JO41178 042178 PROV APP
SALEM AUTOBAHN ACRES : JO41178 042178 PROV APP
SPRINGFTFLD WARDELL ACRES 18T & 2ND &DD K0&40378 042178 PROV APP
TRY 1Ty &N CAMEFLOT PLACFE SuUmD KO40378 042178 PROV APP
SALFM TRFSTLETRFE ESTATES KEIZER ~JO40378 042178 PROV APP
C00S BAv EMPIRE DISTRICT LAKESHORE TEJO40478 042178 PROV APP
WOONRIJRM WOONBURN VILLAGE 11 KO&40478 042178 PROV APP
HILLSRORD WINTER BRINGF TOWNHOUSF KO405678 042178 PROV APP
VENFYA PUNHAM AVENUFE JO40eT8 042178 PROV AFP
CCSn NP ] TANYA PARK JO4L0O&s78 042178 PROV APP
RRONK INAS HEATHFR LANE SUBD REVISION JO41078 042478 PROV APP
PARTL ANR SW FLOWFR CT £ £ OF SW 48TH K0O4]1178 O#ZQTB PROV APP
SORTNAFYFLR  MINOR PARTITION 662 K0411780042478 PROV APP
(RF SHAM FILRERT HILL : JO41278 042478 PROV APP
PORTLANN &F 30 BFT SF LONp & SCHILLFRKO42078 042478 PROV APP
AENA VAHALLA HFIARHTS KO&0378 042478 PROV APP
LAKF OSwFGRO WESTRIDNAE FSTATES “JOAD4TB 042478 PROV APP
ARL TNARTNN FROST ADDITION KO4Q578 042478 PROV APP
RNrFK CReFK CHANGE NO 6 vo4nTTB 042578 APPROVED
TWIN ROFKS SN CHANGF ORNDFR A-1 : v04lo7T8 042578 APPROVED
RrUSA SUNSFT AVFNUF JO41478 042578 PROV APP
CORVALLTS CHANGE NRDER 72 VDA14T8 042578 APPROVED

Time to

Complete

Vﬁcﬂon
13

17
17
14
11
10
10
18
18
18
18
17
15
15
15
14
13
13
12
04
21
20
19
18
15
11
11




_ County

10

29
30
18
29
31
25
22
T T2a

1]

24

10

10
26
34

24

17
17
17
26
24
26

24

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same
CHANGF ORDFR NO 1
THE HERITAGE SUBD

SUTHERL YN

'BEND

NFTARTS

UKTAH'

RONANZA.

NETARTS-NOCEAN

COVF — 7

RBOARNDMAN

LFAANON

SALEM T 7T T

COVE o
FORVALLTS
JFFFFRSNN
TRY CITy SD
ccsn #1

TRT C1T¥y Sn
TROUTHALF
UUSA~ROCK R
GFRVATS
BFND
HARRFCK SN
HARBFCK SD
HARBECK 5D
ARFESHAM
SALFM
GRESHAM

FAST SALFM

DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

April, 1978

PLAN ACTIONS cOMPLETED (127, cont'd)

NETART OCFANSIDE CHa

BONANZA EPA PROJ CH 9 & 10

CONT MOD #4

CH DRNDER B-4

" UKITAH SEWERAGE CH 2

AnthDA NOS 1 AND 2

CHANGF 0ORAFR NO 1}
LAKEWOOD FSTATES
CHANGE NO B2
CHANGF 97 | 34

JFFFERSDON SCH A &

B

ARROW WAY EXTENSION

TANYA PARK

JONEE ST FXTFNSION

WOOnALE

NORMANVALE SUBD 699

SIXTH STREFT FXTENSION

MATSON PARK

WILLTAMS HWY-aLMFNA FARRTS
GROVES~DELAY WILLTAMS HWY
BROADBENT WILLIAMS HWY
KOKKO F&TATFS

GLF=-NOR SURD

RANDALL®S HOLLYBROOK UNIT 2

ROLLIS PARK SURND

11

Rec'd
VOoeleTe
KO32778

V030278

V0308 TE

V0314786

vD32378

T V032478

V032778
V032978

V033078

V040378

V40578
V621678
K041278

J041278

"K041278

K041378
KO41778
Ko4l1978
Ko404T78
KOo4l078
KD41078
K041078
Ko41l178
JG41378
J041378

K041778

Date of
Actlon

042578
042578

042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042578
042678
042678
042678
042678
042678
042678
042678
042778
D42778
042778
042778
042778
042778
042778

Action

APPROVED

PROV

APP

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

PROV
PROV
PROV
PROVY
PROV
PROV
PROVY
PROV
PROYV
PROV
PROV
PROy
FPROV
PROV

PROV

APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP

APP

Time to
Complete
Actlon

07
29
54
48
43
13
32
29
27
25
22
20
69
14
14
14
13
09
07
22
17
17
17
16
14
14

10

1




24
34
17
17
17
29
20

31

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

April. 1978

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

Portland
Veneta
LISA=SHERWODN
tISA

SALFM

tIsa
FRUTITNALF SN
FRUJITDALF 5D
FRUTTDALE 5D
NEYARTS né Sn
JUNCTION rTY

La RRANKE

SE B4 & SE Francls

O0ak Istand

SHERWOUD PLAZA

MCCOY ESTATES TIGARD
VILLAGE FAST PARK

MILLSVIEW HFJGHTS

WILLT&MS HWY SEWFR F ZWaN
CLOVFRLAWN nR

WILLTAMS HWY SEWER R JONES™
KTLGORE FXT
TEQUENDAMA SUBD

OLTVER TNN MOTEL

Rec'd
Kok1778
Ko41778
KD41878
K041978
K0O41978
Ko42078
Kn42478
K042478
K042478

J042578

K04lB78

KD&2478

Date of
Actlon

042778

042778

042778
042778
042778
042778
042718
042778
042778
042778
042878

042878

(127, cont'd)

Action
Prov App
Prov App
PROy APP
PROV APP
PROV AbP
PROV APP
PROv APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV aAPP
PROvV APP

PROV APP

Time to

fomplete

Action
10
10
09
08
08
07
03
03
03
o2
10

04




- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality : April 1978
{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127, cont'd)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

{ I { I
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (10) ‘

Marion . Boise Cascade - Salem : L-12-78 Approved
Ammonia Control Equipment

Clackamas Crown Zellerbach - West Linn L-14-78 Approved
Ash Handling Water

Clackamas Crown Zellerbach - MWest Linn 4-14-78 Approved
Clarifier

Clackamas Crown Zellerbach - West Linn L-17-78 Approved

Cinder Handling Water

Polk Chiappisi Hog Farm = Philomath L-17-78 Approved
Hog Waste Disposal

Washington Tektronix = Beaverton 4-19-78 Approved
Cyanide Destruct - Ozone System -

Marion Stayton Canning - Brooks 4-20-78 Apptoved
Spillway for Aeration Stabilization Basin

Marion Stayton Canning - Stayton 4-25-78 Approved
Irrigation Main Line and Laterals

Marion Mallories Dairy = Silverton 4-26-78 Approved
Manure Disposal '

Marion Boise Cascade - Salem : 4-28-78 Withdrawn
Qutfall. Reconstruction

_]3...




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

- MONTHLY ACFPIVITY REPORT

Water Quality
(Reporting Unit)

April 1978

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions

* NPDLS Pormits
** Ctate Permits

1/ Permits canceled or connected to sewer

- 14 -

Permit Acticns Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month Fis.yr,. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Pcrmits Permits
* If** * t** * l** * l** * l** * I** * i**
Municipal
New 0 10 1 3 0 0 5 | ]
Existing 0 |0 o |2 0 0|4 0 {40
Renewals 3 (o 31 |8 Yy [0 76 |6 387
Modifications 2 jo 12 |0 0 |0 thpt holo :
Total 5 (o 44 43 0 93 {16 43 | 8 2h3 |79 24k 80
Industrial 7
New 2] 0 19 0 0 6 |11 6 13
Existing B 0 2 0 ] 1 |12 2 1
Renewals 2o wz fw Y3 o s os3|s
Modifications q 0 12 2 1 0 16 3 9 0
 Total 10 71__RA4 b ol v 75 137 68 12 401l 118 hogl 122
Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)}
New D 10 3 13 0 | 1 ] 2 3 1
‘Existing 0 [N o | 0 0 ni{o 011
Renewals 0 ] 2 2 b ] 0] ! 2 ;
Modifications n_|0 0 90 f 0 0] 0 0|0
Total p 11l 516 0o |l 2 1}3 513 59 |12 62| 14
GRAND TOTALS 15 13 120 I3 8 | 3 16956 118 |24 707|209 71§ 2]6"




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality April 1978
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (]1)

Name of Scurce/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
! ! - l ! - j ,
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 4-3-78 NPDES Modification lssued

Exotic Metal Facility

Muttnomah A Portland Mobile Home Court 4-10-78 Connected to Sewer
Domestic Sewage

Polk Franklin Equipment Company b-12-78 Canceled
Cooling Water

Marion Boise Cascade h-!3j78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Salem Sulphite

Grant City of Prairie City 4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Lane City of Veneta L-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Umatilla City of Hermiston 4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Linn Willamette Industries 4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Griggs Division -

Tillamook Publishers Paper Co. L-27-78 State Permit !ssued
Reservoir Sediment

Umatilla Athena Cattle Feeders ‘ b-27-78 State Permit Renewed
Cattle Feeding

Morrow Clarence C. Frederickson 4-27-78 State Permit |ssued
Cattle Feeding

- 15 -




l
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY %

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Solid Waste Division April 1978
(Reporting Unit) _ (Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (4)
Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County | and Type of Same Action Action
{ : | . 1
li;
Jackson Medford Corporation L/3/78 Conditicnal
New Site Approval.
Operational Plan :
Umatilla Sanitary Disposal-Hermiston 4711/78  Approved.
Existing Site ‘
Operational Plan
Crook Crook County Landfili 414778 Approved.
Existing Site
Lagoon Construction Plan
Coos ' Allegany Shop 4/20/78 Conditional
Existing Site ‘ Approval.

Operational Plan Change

_'!6_




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division April 1978
{(Reporting Unit) ) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqgr'g
Month Pig.Yr. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
General Refuse
New 8 | 11 ]
Existing 8 7 2h%
Renewals ‘ 31 29 11
Modifications 7 1 9 1
Total 0 _ 5L 1 56 37 184 189
Demoliticon
New ] 2 1 3,
Existing ' 1
Renewals
Modifications
Total 1 2 i k 0 20 20
Industrial
New ] 5 1 10 i
Existing ] 1 7
Renewals 12 9 7
Modifications 2 5 2
Total I 20 | 31 10 99 100
Sludge Disposal
New
Existing 3 3
Renewals ! 2
Modifications ‘
Total 0 L 0 5 0 8 8
Hazardous Waste
New .
Authorizations 16 150 18 168 3
Renewals
Mcodifications ‘
Total 16 150 18 168 9 T |
GRAND TOTALS 18 230 21 264 56 312 318

*Sites operating under temporary permits unti! regular permits are issued.’

._'|7_.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

{Reporting Unit)

April 1978
(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTICNS COMPLETED (21)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Actiocn Action
! | | |
General Refuse Facilities (1)
Clatsop Elsie Disposal Site L711/78 Permit amended.
Existing facility
Demolition Waste Facilities (1)
Clackamas Richard Millhouse L/h/78 Letter authoriza-
New facility tion issued.
Sludge Disposal Facilities None
Industrial Waste Facilities (1)
Jackson Medford Corp. 4/3/78 Letter authoriza-
New facility tion issued,
Hazardous Waste Facilities {18)
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear Systems L/h/78 9 verbal authoriza-
Existing facllity tions confirmed in
. writing. (Small
quantities of various
chemicals).

" " " " L/6/78 Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (epoxy-
carbon composite &
asbestos & wood).

" " " H L/7/78 Disposal authoriza-

_]8_

tion granted (cleanup
wastes containing
diphenylmethane,
diisocyanate, phenyl-
formamide, soil and
other debris).




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division April 1978
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

f | i l

Hazardous Waste Facilities (continued)

Gilliam Chem-Nuclear Systems h/7/78 Disposal authoriza-
Existing facility tion granted (usgd
PCB capacitors).

" " " " : L/7/78 Disposal authoriza~
' tion granted (PCB
wastes).

" oo " 4/12/78 Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (raw
asbestos fiber).

H " " " k/13/78 Bisposal Authoriza-
tion granted (PCB
contaminated oil).

! ' H " 4/17/78 Disposal authoriza~-
tion granted
(aerosol cans con-
taining isopropyl
alcohol & methylene
chloride).

" " " ' 4/25/78 Disposal authoriza-
tion granted
(flammable waste
containing acetone,
dolomite sand &
resins).

i ] 1 T 4/27/78 Disposal authoriza-

tion granted (empty
pesticide containers).

*Approved by the EQC at their 4/28/78 meeting.




NQTE:

Page 20 - Hazardous Waste Disposal Authorization Requests (Out of State)
will be distributed at the meeting.

—.20_




Key:

TOTALS Last This
Settlement Action 8 13
Prelininary Issues 16 18
Discovery 7 5
To be Scheduled 3 3
To be Rescheduled 1 o
Set for Hearing 3 4
Briefing 2 3
Decision Due 10 10
Decision Qut 0 0
Appeal to Comm. 3 2
Appeal to Court 0 0

- Transcript 1 1
Finished -7 -3
Totals 54 59-3 = 56
ACD Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
AQ Air Quality

AD-SNCR~-76-178

Mow~ 157 §

A violation inwvolving air quality occurring in the

Salem/North Coast Region in the year 1976 = the 178th
enforcement action in that region for the year

Cor Cordes

CR Central Region

Dec Date The date of either a proposed decision of a hearing
officer or a decision by the Commission

$ Civil penalty amount

ER Eastern Region

Fld Brn Field burning incident

Hrngs The Hearings section

Hrng Rfrrl

The date when the enforcement an compliance unit

request the hearings unit to schedule a hearing

Hrng Rast The date the agency receives a request for a hearing

Italics Different status or new case since last contested case log

LD Land Quality

McS McSwain

MWV Mid Willamette Valley Regicn

NP Nolse Pollution

NPDES National Pollution Descharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit

PR Portland Region

PNCR Portland/Northcoast Region

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code The source of the next expected activity on the case
SHCR Salem/Northcoast Region ( now MVR )

S.5.D. Subsurface sewage disposal

SWR Southwest Region

Trancx Transcript being made

We Water Quality_

21 -




DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ or Hrng Hrng Resp Dec
Name Rqst Rfrrl Atty Offcr Date Code Date
Davis et al 5/75 5/7% Atty McS 5/76 Dept 1/78
Paulson 5/75 5/75 Attty McS Prtys

Trent 5/75 5/75 Attty McS Resp
Faydrex, inc. £/75 5/75 Attty HMcS 11/77 Transc

Johns et al 5/75  5/75  Atty  McS All

Laharty /76 1/76  Atty  McS 9/76 Resp Y/77
PGE (Harborton) 2/76  2/76 Attty  McS Prtys

Allen : 3/76 4776  DEQ Mcs Resp

Taylor, R. 9/76 9/76 Attty Lmb -12/76 Resp 12/77
£llsworth Y0/76 10/76  Atty  McS Prtys
Silbernagel 10/76 10/77 Atty  Cor Resp

Jensen 11/76 11/76  DEQ Cor 12/77 Hrngs

Mignot 11/76 11/76  Atty McS 2/77 Resp 2/77
Hudspeth 12/76 12/76 Attty Hce$ 3/77 Hrngs

Perry 12/76 12/76 DEQ Cor 1/78 Hrngs

Jones 4/77  7/77 DEQ Cor 6/3/78 Hrngs

Beaver State et al 5/77 &/77 Attty Cor 10/77 Hrngs
Sundown et al 5/77 6/77 Attty HMeS Prtys
Wallace 5/77 6/77 DEQ Cor i/78 Hrngs

Wright 5/77 8/77 Atty  McS Resp
Henderson €/77  1/77 Attty Cor 1/77 Hrngs

Exton 6/77 B/77 DEQ Cor 6/12/78 Resp

Lowe 7771 0 /77T DEQ Cor Prtys
Hagness 7/771 /77 BEQ Cor 11/77 Hrngs
Southern Pacific Trans 7/77 7/77 Attty Cor Prtys

Suniga 7/71 /77 DBEQ Lmb 10/77 Resp

Sun Studs 8777 9/77 DEQ Dept

Taylor, D. 8/77 10/77 DEQ Hes 4/78 Dept
Brookshire /77 9/77 Attty McS 4/19/78 Hrngs

Grants Pass Irrig 9/77 8/77 Atty  HMcS Preys

Poh11 9/77 12/77 Attty Cor 3/30/7B Prtys
Trussel] et al 9/77 9/77 DEQ Cor 10/77 Hrngs

Califf 10477 10/77  DEQ Cor L4/26/78 Prtys

Mc Clincy 10/77 12/77 Atty McS Prtys

Zorich 10/77 10/77  Atty Cor Preys

Clay 11/77 12/77 DEQ Mcs Hrngs

Jenks 11/77 12/77 DEQ Dept
Kooa--~-cmmmrmms e 1447712477 ===PEG=mmmmrommmmmm—ean Bept-=-=r=r=-r-=
Dak Creek Farms 11/77 12/77 DEQ McS 3/78 Hrngs

Powell 1W/77 11/ Attty Cor Priys

Wah Chang 12/77 12/77 Attty  McS Dept

Barrett & Sons, Inc. 12/77 DEQ Dept

Carl F. Jensen 12/77  1/78  Atty  Mes Preys

Carl F. Jensen/

Elmer Klopfenstein 12/77 /78 Atty  McS Priys
Sehrocks-Bro==r-==-=r-mn }2477---4£78---PEG----Eor--kf /78~ -Preys-mwonmnnn-
Sehrock-Farmss-tnes-----12/77---4#78---BEQ----Eor----= Yf7BenPreys--—---mm--
Steckley 12/77 12/77  DbEQ McS . 5/24/78 Hrngs
Van Leeuwen 12/77 DEQ Prtys
Keaton 1/78 2778 DpEQ McS 5/31/78 Hrngs
Towery 1/78  2/78  DEQ Resp
Wah Chang /78 2778 Atty Dept
Cook Farms 2/78  2/78 DEQ Dept
Gray 2/78  3/78B  Dept Dept
Hawkins 3/78  3/7B  Atty Dept
Hawkins Timber 3/78  3/78  Atty Dept
Knight 3/78 Dept Resp
Langston 3/78  3/78 Hrngs
Avery 4/78 5/78  Dept Hrngs
Cope Head 4778 Prtys
Al Pilerce 4778  W/78  Atty  Cor Prtys
Villereql L4/78 Resp
Wak Chang L4778 Atty Hrngs

_22_

May 10, 1978

Case
Type & #

12 S5D Permits

1 SS5D Permit

1 8SD Permit

64 SSD Permits

3 SSD Permits

Rem Order SSD

ACD Permit Denial

SSD Permit

$500 LQ-MWR-76-91

510,000 WQ-PR-76-48 two cases
AQ-MWR-76-202 5400

$1500 Fid Brn AQ-SNCR-76-232
$400 SW-SWR-288-76

$500 WQ-CR-76-250

Rem Order S5-SWR-253-76

SSD Permit S$S-SWR-77-57
$150 AQ-SNCR-77-B4

$20,000 Total $5 Viol SNCR
| S50 Permit Denial

$250 SS5-MWR-77-99

Rem Order $S-CR-77-136

Rem Order S$SS-PR-76-268
$1500 SW-PR-77-103

51150 Total S$5-SWR-77-142
$500 NP-SNCR-77-154

$500 AQ-SNCR-77-143

$300 WQ-SWR-77-152

$250 $5-PR-77-188

$1000 AQ-SNCR-76-178 Fld Brn
$10,000 WQ-SWR-77-195

S5D Permit App

$150 AQ-SNCR-77-185

Rem Order SS-PR-77-~225

SSD Permit Denial

$100 NP-SNCR=-77-173

$200 SS-MWR-77-254

$1000 F1d Brn AQ-MWR-77-28L

£120-Assme-Fid~Bra-~r===n-=rone

$500 AQ-MWR~77 Fld Brn
$10,000 Fid Brn AQ-MWR-77-241
ACD Permit Conditions
$500 WQ-PR-77-307

Unsewered Houseboat Moorage
$18,600 AQ-MWR-77-32] Fid Brn

$1200 AQ-SNCR-77-320 F]d Brn

£200~AQ~MWR~F7-32L4-Fid-Brn-----
$200-AQ-MWR-77-308-Ftd-Brn-----

$200 AQ-MWR-77-298 Fid Brn
5320 AQ-MWR~77-295 Fid Brn
$500 AQ-PR-77-325 Fld Brn
$375 SNCR-77-326 F1d EBrn
$5500 WQ-MWR~77-334

$200 AQ-MWR~77-330 Fid Brn
$250 SS-PR-78-12

$5000 AQ-PR-77-315

$5000 AP-PR-77-314

$500 $5-5WR-78-33

$1000 AQ-NWR-78-31

$500 AQ~SNCR-78-D5

] Water Permit (Log Handling)
! Water Permit (Log Hand!ing}
$250 55-WVYR-78-78

NPDES Permit

Case
Status

Decigion Due
Settlement Action
Briefing
Transcript Prepared
Preliminary |ssues
Appeal to Comm -
Preliminary lssues
To be Scheduled
Appeal to Comm
Preliminary Issues
Discovery

Decision Due
Settlement Action
Settlement Aetion
Decision Due

Set for Hearing
Decision Due
Settlement Action
Decision Due
Prellminary Issues
Decision Due

Set for Hearing
Settiement Action
Decision Due
Preliminary |ssues
Decision Due
Preliminary lIssues
Settlement Actlon
Briefing
Discovery

Briefing

Decision Due
Settlement Action
Preliminary |ssues
Discovery
Preliminary issues
Preliminary Issues
Ftntghed--~~e=me===-
Decision Due
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary lssues
Preliminary [ssues

Discovery

Discovery
Pintehed----==v=mve-
FPintshed----v-r-——--
Set for Hearing
Settiement Actfion
Set for Hearing
Settlement Action
Preliminary |ssues
Prelimingry Issues
Preliminary lIssues
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary Issues
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
To Be Scheduled
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Settlement Aetion
To be Scheduled




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Containg

Recyclad
Materials

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agénda Item No, C; May-26; 1978; EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications

Attached are 10 requests for tax credit action. Review reports
and recommendations of the Director are summarized on the attached
table,

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission act on the tax credit requests
as follows:

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates for sight -
applications: T-981, T-982, T-985, T-991, T-995, T-996,
T-997 and T-986.

2, Deny tax credit application T-964 (Stayton Canning Company)
per the Director's recommendation in the review report (attached).

3. Deny Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit request of
Paul Aubert per the Director's recommendation in the review

report (attached).

WILLIAM H, YOUNG

MJDowns :ics

229-6484

5/10/78

Attachments
1. Tax Credit Summary
2, Tax Credit Application Table
3. 10 Review Reports




Attachment 1

Proposed May 1978 Totals:

Ajr Quality $24 446,159

Water Quality 2,582,589

Solid Waste -0-
327,028,758

Calendar Year Totals to Date.
(Excluding April 1978 Totals)

Air Quatity $ 1,508,177
Water Quality 4,524,101
Solid Waste 13,122,221

§19,154,499

Total Certificates Awarded (Monetary Values):
Since Beginning of Program
{Excluding May 1978 Totals}

Alr Quality $113;695;262
Water Quality 83,819,240
Solid Waste 27,550,850

$225,065,352



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS SUMMARY

% Allocable

Applicant/ Appl. Claimed to Pollution Director's
Piant Location No. Facility Cost Control Recommendat ion
Bickford Orchards, Inc. T-981 Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 8,000.00 80% or more lssue
Hood River AQ Certificate
Bickford Orchards, inc. T-982 Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 8,000.00 80% or more Issue
Hood River AQ Certificate
Lage Orchards, Inc. T-985 3 Teopic Breeze Wind Machines 33,781.00 80% or more lssue
Hood River AQ Certificate
Reynolds Metals Co. T-986 Pallution Control System 24,384 ,381.00 80% or more 1ssue
Troutdale AQ Certificate
Weyerhaeuser Co. T-991 Spill prevention plan facilities 24,251.00 80% or more lssu§ )
Certificate
Cottage Grove WQ,
Boise Cascade Corp. T-995 Continuous countercurrent belt 2,552,224.00 80% or more tssug .
Salem AQ,WQ pulp washers Certificate
Bob Thomsen T-996 Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 11,997.00 80% or more Issu§ .
. Certificate
Hood River AQ
Ancdizing, Inc. T-997 Effluent neutralization control 6,114.27 80% or more Issue
’ Certificate
Portland WQ
Stayton Canning Co. T-964 90 acres of land 142,524.29 Deny
Certificate
Brooks WQ

Paul Aubert
Mt. Hood

Tropic Breeze Wind Machine

7,000.00 (est.)

Deny request
for Preliminary
Certification




Appl. T-96k

Date MaY h, 1978

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

“TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW -REPORT

Applicant

Stayton Canning Company, Cooperative
P. 0. Box 458

Stayton, OR 97383

Brooks Plant No. 5

The applicant owns and operates a plant, freezing apd canning
vegetables in Brooks, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control
facility.’

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is mainly 90 acres of land acquired for
disposal of treated waste waters by irrigation.

The claimed facility aiso involved the installation of an
Ashbrook High Speed 50 HP Mechanical Aerator, intake screen,
pump, piping, electrical and miscellaneous work,

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was not made.
The date construction was initiated on the claimed facility was
not included on the application. Construction was completed on
August 26, 1977, and placed intc operation on August 31, 1977.

No plan approval or preliminary certification for tax credit was
~granted by the Department of Environmental Quality.

Facility Cost: $142,524,29 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided.}

Evaluation

Tax credit (Applications T-617 and T-707) was recommended on
November 7, 1975 for 330 acres of land and irrigation equipment.
This facility was thought to be adequate to eliminate discharge
of waste to public waters,

Problems with runoff and ponding were noted from time to time by

the staff. It was thought that the problem may have been operational
and could be corrected. The irrigation land is leased from the
cooperative by a farmer, complicating control of the waste water
disposal operation. Staff was not aware that acquiring more land
was being considered as corrective action. '

The appiication states only that the additional land and equipment
was necessary to improve disposal and odor control.




Appl. T-964
May 4, 1978

Page 2

k, Summation

A.

D.

Facility was constructed without approval to construct

and without Preliminary Certification for tax credit of

a pollution control facility. The preliminary certification
is a requisite pursuant to ORS 468,175,

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as
required by ORS 468.165(1)(a).

tt is claimed by the applicant that the facility was designed
for and is being operated to a substantial extent for the

purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution,

Applicant claims 100% of costs allocahle to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Polliution Control Facility Certificate be
denied for the facility claimed in Application T-964.

Stayton Canning Company's letter of February 10, 1978 admits
failure to file a formal "Notice of Intent to Construct' the
claimed facilities but that they had been confident of tacit
and verbal approval from regional office of the DEQ te acquire
the land and the claimed facilities.

Regional staff has recently stated in memo dated March 17, 1978
that the engineer does not recall giving tacit approval for
tax credit.

C. K. Ashbaker
W. D. Lesher:em

229-5314

May 4, 1978




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

Applicant

Paul Aubert

3995 Aubert Dr.

Mt. Hood, OR 97041

The applicant owns and operates-a-fruit orchard at Mt. Hood, Oregon.

Application was made for preliminary certification for an air poliution control
facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine powered
by an electric motor and instalied on April 15, 1978.

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation 4/15/78.
The estimated cost of the facility is $7,000.00.

Evaluation of Application

The orchard fan was installed on 4/5/78. The Request for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit was submitted on 4/27/78 and received by the Department on 4/28/78.
Since the Department received notification after the equipment was installed, the
request is not eligible for tax credit.

Summation

Erection, construction or installation of the facility was commenced before a request
for Preliminary Certification was filed with the Department pursuant to ORS 468.175(1).

Director's Recommendation

[t is recommended that the Commission issue an order denying the applicant's request
for Preliminary Certification.

F. A. Skirvin:mh
229-6k414
May 8, 1978




State of Oregon ' M( # Héo

. Department of Environmental Quality
Post Office Box 1760 9
Portiand, Oregon 97207 -

NOTlCE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT
and
-REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICAT]UN FOR TA
(Check Type of Request =

- Request for Construction [(] -/Request for Preliminary
' Approval Certification for Tax Credit

— et mEn SmE E— A e e S — E W e e S S e e i e e — — A Mim o e G A W e e ded M e S w—

Check type of pollution source and/or pollution control famhty proposed for
construction. Submit a separate request for each project.

X]- alr []— Noise © [J-vater  []- solid Wasée

-.-.._—-—.—-_..._..._.....-..—-—......._...__.._-....___.._..__.,____.....-—._.._.._.—-—_..l_._.._——._._._.._—

Business Name: Paw | Avke T Phone: 3 52 - 207/
Address of Premises: 3995 HUBU'C Dr City & Zip: M¢E. Houd R ?704|
Mailing Address: Somd City & Zip: -

Nature of Business: C Orvehard

Responélble Person to Contact: [Py  Av ber T Title:

[] - corporation []- Partnership [X] - individual - []- Gov't Agency

Name of Legal Owner of Business: _ Samt |

Legal Owner's Address: Saml Clty & Zip:

Description of proposed construction & or facility: 58 W - Tropic Breeae
E’catrn'r. -ﬁa.n s s'fm”*— A O'rglaar :

Describe pollution control equipment to be incorporated and/or utlllzed
Eleelvic  fan +that repiaces dese Healers Tht are
Ff"-SCHti'V neede d

Describe pollutant which will be discharged, produced, reducgd, and/or utilized:

educ,'tlon O'F ]o,ar,/ SMOH& a,nct’ STrong Q’lése/ (')c!ors 'F"W“\
o iece | Ht.a,'f*«fs ¢

Describe present method{s) of pollutant disposal, control or utilization:

N /A

Describe any usable source of power'.produced by pollution or solid waste and the
economic value: N/ A

Est. cost of construction $ 5000 & of pollution control facility $ ZQOO
Est. construction starting date: 4/5/75‘ & completion date: ylis!?8

Signature ﬁadf Y. o Lesd  Title Qs Date 2//1;2/'425/

e e e MET e A AE T T e S M Mer e e mr me M Gt G T b e e W—— — b e W m— e i o mer e m— e

NOTE: Enclose plans and specifications and any other pertinent information
such as process flow diagrams, process eqUIpment operating parameters,
control equipment SPECIflcationS, source test results, etc., which
will demonstrate the compliance of the pro_ject with applicable statutes
and administrative’ rules

DEQ/TC-1-10/77 ' (over)




Appl T-981

Date 5/4/78

. State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Bickford Orchards Inc.
1930 Highway 35

Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates a pear and apple orchard at Hood River,
Oregon,

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine
Model GP391 Serial #68195 that protects approximately 10 acres from frost
damage.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
10/26/77, and approved on 11/7/77.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 11/10/77, completed
on 12/20/77, and the facility was placed into operation on 12/20/77.

Facility Cost: $8,000.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no taw limiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).




7-981
5/4/78
Page Two

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlllng or reducing air poliution.

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. The savings in the cost of fuel oil are slightly greater than the
operating cost of the claimed facility which is a used unit, The
operating cost consists of the fuel cost usihg the fan, depreciation
over 10 years and no salvage value plus the aVerage interest at 9
percent on the undepreciated balance.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $8,000.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-981.

F. A. Skirvin/as
(503) 229-6h414
5/4/78




Appl T-982

Date _ 5/4/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Bickford Orchards inc.
1930 Highway 35
Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates a pear and apple orchard at Hood River,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine
Model GP391 Serial #68194 that protects approximately 10 acres from frost
damage.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
10/26/77, and approved on 11/7/77.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 11/10/77, completed
on 12/20/77, and the facility was placed into operation on 12/20/77.

Facility Cost: $8,000.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law limiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution prohlem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion-~down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
vear.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1){(a).




T-982
5/4/78

Page Two

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution.

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468 and the rules adepted under that chapter.

E. The savings in the cost of fuel oil are slightly greater than the
operating cost of the claimed facility which is a used unit. The
operating cost consists of the fuel cost using the fan, depreciation
over 10 years and no salvage value plus the average interest at 9 .
percent on the undepreciated balance.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $8,000.00 with 80% or more allocated to. pollutien control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-982.

F. A. Skirvin/as
(503) 229-641k4
5/4/78




Appl T-985

Date L/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Lage Orchards, Inc.
2280 Eastside Road
Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple and pear orchard at Hood River,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed. Facility

The facility described in this application is three Tropic Breeze Wind
Machines, model GP-391 125 HP that provide approximately 10 acres each of
frost damage protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
10/26/77, and approved on 11/7/77.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 10/29/77, completed
on 3/10/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 3/10/78.

Faciltity Cost: $33,781.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law limiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost contrel that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance., One orchard

fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion-—down into the trees, and there also appears to bhe a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost contrel is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a).




7-985
/25778

Page Two

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution.

D. The factlity is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. The operating cost of the claimed facility is slightly greater than
the savings in the cost of fuel oil. The operating cost consists of
the fuel cost using the fan, depreciation over 10 years and no salvage
value plus the average interest at 9 percent on the undepreciated
balance. '

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $33,781.00 with 80% or more allocated to .pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-985.

F. A. Skirvin/as.
(503) 229-6414
5/4/78




Appl  T-986

Date 5/3/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

L}.

Applicant

Reynolds Metals Company
Troutdale

N. E. Sundial Road
Troutdale, Oregon 97060

The applicant owns and operates a Primary Aluminum Reduction plant at
N.E. Sundial Road in Troutdale, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of 62 baghouses,
associated ductwork, ten 600 HP fans, two 100 HP fans, five air lifts,
associated air slides, one bridge crane, ambient S0, stations, pothood;ng,
alumina handling and storage.

Notice of Intent to Construct was made on March 10, 1975, and approved on
July 3, 1975. Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit is not required.

Site preparation Tor the claimed facility was initiated on March 3, 1975.
On-site construction of the claimed facility was initiated on April 6, 1976,
and the facility was completed on October 5, 1977. The facility was placed
into operation on October 5, 1977.

Facility Cost: $24,384,381 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The prior control facility consisted of pot hooding and a wet scrubber
system, and was not efficient enough to meet the Department's regulations
for existing aluminum plants. The claimed facility is part of an approved
control strategy which the Department required to bring the plant into
compl iance.

The claimed facility has demonstrated an ability to significantly reduce
emissions. When the entire control strategy is comp1ete the Department
believes the plant will be brought into compliance.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued
pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).




T-986
5/5/18

Page Two

Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution.

The facility was required by the Department and is necessary to
satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules
adopted under that chapter.

The claimed facility is expected to reclaim $1,412,474 of AlF3 per
vear which is less than annual depreciation ($970,000) and annual
operating expenses ($2,523,500). Thus, the claimed facility has a
negative return on investment and qualifies for a certificate of 80%
or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility . Certificate bearing the
cost of $24,384,381 with 80% or more allocated to pollutien control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T~986.

F. A. Skirvin: as
(503) 229-6414

5/5/78

cc: Northwest Reglion 0ffice




Appl T-991
Date May &, 1978

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Willamette Region

Wood Products Manufacturing
P.0. Box 275

Springfield, OR 97477

The applicant owns and operates a plant to process logs into lumber, plywood,
laminated products and residual products including chips, hogged fuel and
planer shavings, at Cottage Grove, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facilities implement a spill prevention and contingency plan
and consist of:

A. Spill prevention berms in lumber, laminating and plywood
manufacturing areas, including resin tank gauges and over-
flow alarms,

B. Spill prevention berms at the truck shop, including
gauges and high tevel alarms.

C. Electrical transformer and other miscellaneous spill prevention
berms and sumps.

Notice of intent te construct and intent to apply for Tax Credit

was made December 20, 1974. Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility January 6, 1975, completed and placed into operation

March 15, 1976.

Facility Cost: $24,251 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.)

Evaluation

The claimed facilities were constructed to Tmplement the spill
prevention and contingency plan, a requisite of Condition $17 of
NPDES Permit 1534~J.

Applicant claims spills and leaks are now contained, overflow of
tanks during filling is minimized, steam cleaning waste and
crankcase oils are collected and stored, and oils are skimmed from
plant drainage. They claim that the facilities have been 100%
effective in preventing plant contaminants to the river,




Appt. T-991
May 4, 1978
Page 2

L, Summat ion

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to
construct pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as
required by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, con-
trolling or reducing water pollution, |

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control,

5. 'Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T-991, such
Certificate to bear the actual cost of $24,351, with 80% or more
allocable to pollution control.

W. D. Lesher:em
229-5314
May L, 1978




STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

"TAX RELTEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation
Paper Group
P. 0. Box 14201

"Salem, DR 97309

The applicant owrs and operates a mill at Salem, producing bleached pulp by
the acid sulfite process. All pulp produced is used by the paper mill to
produce fine paper. -

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description.of Claimed Facility

Two Eimco felt washer lines were installed to provide continuous counter
current washing of pulp from the digester and involved the following:

a. Washer building (approximately 50 ft. by 65 ft., two floors) and
foundations

Washer support equipment

Repulpers

Filtrate tanks

High density tank, pump and agitator

Pumps and motors

Air emission exhaust system

Electrical equipment and instrumentation

Piping, valves, fittings and tank appurtenances

-

- JWU —h &0 O

Notice of Intent to Construct was submitted by Boise Cascade letter of
transmittal of July 15, 1974, approved by DEQ letters of August 15, 1974
(water) and October 15, 1975 (air).

Certification for Tax Credit was not required.

Construction was initiated on the Claimed Facility in October 1974, The
facility was placed into operation prior to final satisfactory operational
completion in October 1977.

Facility Cost:  $2,552,224 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided)

Evaluation

Prior to the installation of the claimed facilities, blow pit washing
caused excessive dilution of the spent liquor making evaporation to con-
centrations necessary for recovery hoiler impossible, Spent liguoer solids

overloaded secondary treatment. The applicant claimes that because of the




Appl. T-995
May 9, 1978
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increased efficiency of the new washers, a greater recovery of solids
reduces the BOD load to treatment and, in turn, discharged to the Willamette
River.

Staff concurs that there has heen a marked reduction in BOD due to claimed
facilities and other improvements and a reduction by one half in the
discharge of ammonia (roughly from 10,000 pounds per day down to 5,000
pounds per day).

Air emissions exhaust system to S50, absorber was a necessary part of the
facility and eliminates any air po%lution from the claimed facility.

L, Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued
pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by

ORS 468.165(1)(a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water and air
pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that Chapter.

E. 100% of the facility cost is claimed allocable to pollution control.
The facility is solely for the purpose of Water Pollution Control.
Annual operating expenses exceed income derived from recovered materials
by the claimed facility.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued

for the facility claimed in Application T-995, such certificate to bear the
actual cost of $2,552,224, with 80% or more of the cost allocable to pollution
control, Air emission exhaust system costs were $174,618, Water Pollution
Control costs were $2,377,606, totalling $2,552,224,

C. K. Ashbaker
W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318

May 9, 1978




Appl T-996

Date 5/4/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALLTY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Bob Thomsen

2450 01d Dalles Drive
Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple and pear orchard at Hood River,
Oregon,

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facitity.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine
Model GP391 Serial number 38277.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
3/9/78, and approved on 3/21/78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 3/23/78, completed on
3/28/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 3/28/78.

Facility Cost: $11,997.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided}.

Evaluation of Application

There is no law limiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS L468,175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
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C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controtling or reducing air pollution.

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. The operating cost of the claimed facility is slightly greater than
the savings in the cost of fuel oil. The operating cost consists of
the fuel cost using the fan, depreciation over 10 years and no salvage
value plus the average interest at 9 percent on the undepreciated
balance.

5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Contrel Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $11,997.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-996.

F. A. Skirvin/as
(503) 229-6414
5/4/78




Appl.  T-997

Date  May 10, 1978

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENYIRONMENTAL QUALITY

“TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Anodizing, Inc.

7933 N. E, 21st Avenue

Portland, OR 97211

Plant Site - 8222 S, E. 6th Avenue

The applicant owns and operates an aluminum chemical bo]ishing and
ancdizing plant in S. E. Portland,

Application -was made for tax credit for water poliution control
facility. ~

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of a rinse water collecting trough, a
neutralizing and mixing chamber, and a Chemtrix Model 47R pH
Controller.

The Chemtrix Model 47R pH Controlier/Recorder automatically controls
the neutralization of the waste waters.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credi{t was made
August 22, 1977 and approved November 23, 1977. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility February 1, 1978, completed
March 17, 1978, and placed into operation March 20, 1978,

Facility Cost: $6,114.27. (invoices were provided)
Evaluation

Before installation of the claimed facility, waste effluents were
discharged to the City of Portland sanitary sewer with wide
fluctuations in pH, because adjustment was manual - without
proper mixing and contrel. Since the facility has heen in
operation, pH of the effluent has been within permit limits.
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b, Summation

A.

E.

Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct
and Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175.

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as
required by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
water pollution.

The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 468 apnd the rules adopted under that chapter.

Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T=997, such Certificate to bear

the actual cost of $6,114,.27 with 80% or more allocable to pollution

control.

C. K. Ashbaker
W. D. Lesher:zem

229-5318

May 10, 1978




Environmental Quality Commission

ROBER e B POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director, DEQ

Subject: Agenda ltem No. D, May 26, 1978 EQC Meeting
NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for

approval of Stipulated Consent Orders for permittees
not meeting July 1, 1977 compliance deadline.

Background

The Department is continuing its enforcement actions against NPDES Permittees
in violation of the July 1, 1977 deadline for secondary treatment through stip-
ulated consent orders which impose a new, reasonably achievable and enforceable
canstruction schedule.

Summation

The City of Prairie City is unable to consistently treat sewage to the required
level of secondary treatment. The Department has reached agreement with the
City on a consent order which provides for an orderly construction/modification
of the existing faclilities and interim treatment limitations. The consent order
also provides for a moratorium on new sewer connections.

Director's Recommendation

I recommend that the Commission approve Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-ER-
78-29, DEQ v. City of Prajrie City, Grant County, Oregon.

William H. Young
r

FMB:gcd
229-5373
May 10, 1978
) Attachment: The above listed Order.
CE£3
&
Cantains
Recycled
fhatarials
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City of Prairie City

Prairie City, Oregon 97849

April 26, 1978

Steven F. Gardels

Department of Environmental Quality
ha2y s.W. 6th St,

Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Mr. Gardels:

As pér resclution of the City Council, the Mayor has signed
the Brder as per your letter of March 24th, as amended at
the Council meeting last night. :

The signed Stipulation and Final Order is encloged.

Sincerely,

"fvzf'?’f LA \T) ‘J/..»h,/(.z_/
/' City Recorder

enc.

State of Qregoen
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRDNMENTAL QUALITY

EE@EBWE@

APR 271978

PENBLETON DISTRICT OFFICE
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'DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER

)
of the STATE OF OREGON, )
| | )
Department, ) WQ-ER-78-29
V. ) state of QOregon
- ) GRANT COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CITY OF PRAIRIE CITY, ) E @ E W E
)
Respondent. ) AR 71973

WHEREAS : PENDLETOH DISTRICT oFFign
1. The Department of Environmental Quallty (ﬁDepartment”) will soon issue '

Natfonal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit ('Permit'!)

Number (to be assigned upon issuance of the Permit) to City of Préir!e City
("Respondent!'} pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes {''ORS') 468.740 and the Federal
Water Pollution Control Aét Amepdments of 1972, P.L. 92-500. The Permit authorizes
the Respondent‘to construct, Install, modlify or operate waste water treatment,
control and disposal facllities and discharge adequately treated waste waters into
waters of the State In conformance with the requlrements, 1imitations and conditlons
set forth In the Permit, The ﬁermit expires on,Jénuary 31, 1983.

2. Condlfion 1 of Schedule A of the Permit does not allow Respondent to exceed

the foilowing wasce discharge iimitations after the Permit issuance date:

, , Effluent Loadlings
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly  Weekly kg/day (1b/day) kg/day (ib/day) kg (1bs)
June 1 - Oct 31: _
BOD 30ma/ 1 45mg/ 1 23 (50) . 34 (75) 46 (100)
TSS 30mg/1  45mg/1 23 (50) 34 (75) 46 (100)
Nov 1 - May 31: ‘
BOD 30mg/1  k45mg/1 23 (50) 34 (75) 46 (100)
TSS 30mg/1  h45mg/1 23 (50) 34 (75) 46 (100)
17/

1 -~ STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER

MC-33




1 3. Respondent proposes to comply with all the above effluent limltations of

9 Its Permit by constructing and operating a new or modified waste water treatment

3 faclllty. Respondent has not completed constructfon and has not commenced operatlon
4 thereof. |
5 L, Respondent presently Is capable of treating Tts effluent so as to meet the
¢ following effluent limltations, measured as specified in the Permlt:
7 Effluent Loadings
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
8 Concentrations Average . Average Max I mum -
Parameter Monthly Weekly kg/day (1b/day) kg/day (1b/day) kg (1bs)
9 May 1 - Oct 31: _
10 BOD 50mg/1  50mg/1 38 (83) 38 (83) 76 (166)
TSS 50mg/1 50mg/1 38 (83) 38 (83) 76 (166)
u Nov 1 - Apr 30:
12 gop fomg/1  7omg/1 53 (7)) 53 (117) 106 (234)
13 1SS 70mg/1  70mg/1 53 (117) 53 (117) 106 (234)
14 5. The Department énd Respondent recognize and admit that:
15 a. Untll the proposed new or modified waste water treatment
16 facllity 1Is comp!eted and put -into full operation, Respondent
17 _ will violate the effluent 1lmitatlons‘set forth In Paragraph
18 2 above the vast majority, if not all, of the time that any
19 efflusnt !s discharged. |
20 ‘b. Respondent has committed vTo1atIoﬁs of 1ts NPDES Permit No.
21 2520-J and related statutes and regulations. Those violatlions
22 have been disclosed in Respondent's waste discharge monitoring
23 reports to the Department covering the period from Novembeﬁ_30,
24 1976 through the date which the order below is issued by the
25 Environmental Quallty Commission. |
26 ///

Page 2 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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6. The Department and Respondent also recognize that the Envlronmental
Quality Commission has the power to Impose a civl) peﬁalty and to Issue an
abatement order for any such violatlon. Therefore, pursuént to ORS 183.415(4),
the Department and Respondent wish to resolve those violations In advance by
stipulated final order requlring certain actlon, and walving certaln legal rights

to notices, answers, hearings and judiclal revliew on these matters.

7. The Department and Respondent Intend to 1imit the violations which this
stipulated flnal order will settle to all those violatlons specifled In Paragraph
5 above, occurring through (a) the date that compllance with all effluent lImitations
Is required, as speclfled. In Paragraph A{}) below, or (b) the date upon which the |

Permit is presently scheduled to expire, whichever first occurs,

8. This stipulated final order 1s not intended to settle any violatlon of
any effluent limitations set forth in Paragraph 4 above. Furthermore, this stipulated
final order is not Intended to limit, In any way, the Department's right to proceed
agalnst Respondent In any forum for any pasf or future violation not expressly
settled herein.

NOW THEREFORE, 1t is stipulated and agreed tﬁat:

A. The Environmental Quality Commlisslon shall lssue a final order:

{1) Requiring Respondent to comply with the fbiiowing scheduie:

. (a) Submit a proper and complete facility plan report
and Step |1 grant application by September 1, 19787
(b) Submit complete and blddable final plans and specifl-
catlons and a proper and complete Step |1l grant
application within six (6) months of Step Il grant
offer.
(c) Begin construction within three (3) months of Step lil

3 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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grant offer.
(d) Submit a progress report within eleven (11) months
of Step 1!l grant offer.
(e) Complete construction within elghteen (18) months of
Step Il grant offer.
(f) Demonstrate compliance with the final effluent
limitations specified In Schedule A of the Permit
within thirty (30) days of completing construction.
(2) Requiring Respondent to meet the interim effluent limitations set forth .
In Paragraph 4 above until the date set in the schedule In Paragraph A(1} above for
achieving compliance with the final effluent 1Imitations.
(3) Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, schedules and conditlons

of the Permit, except those modified by'Paragraphs'A(l) and (2) above.
(4) See insert, next page.

B. Regarding the violatlons set forth in Paragraph 5 above, which are expressly
settled herein, the parties hereby waive any and all of thelr righfs to any and all
notices, hearings, judicial review, and to service'of a copy of the final order hereln.

€. Respondent acknowledges that it has actué! notlce of the contents and
requirements of this stipulated and final order and that failure to fulfill any of
the requirements hereof would constitute a violation of this stipulated final order.
Therefore, should Respondent commlit any vioclation of this stlpulated final order,
Respondent hereby waives any rights It might then have to any and all ORS L468.125(1)
advance notices prior to the assessment of cTQIl penalties for any and all such
violations. However, Respondent does not walve 1ts rights to any and all ORS 468,135
(1) notlces of assessment of clvil penalty for any and all violations of this stipulate

fina)l order.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

L - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER

MC'33.




- Insert from Page 4 -
. 1. A, (B) Requiring Respondent to immedistely stop connecting any new sewer
2 connections to the sewer collection system until Respondent has demonstrated

3 compliance with the final effluent limits specified in Schedule A of the Permit

4  or as modified as follows:

5 a. That the Envirpnmental Quality Commission shall review in six (6)

6 months the Respondent;s progress towards meking temporary corrections

T fo the collection or treatment system and progress towards permanent

8 | compliance specified in Schedule A of the Permit.

9 b, ‘That Respondent may petition the Environmental Quality Commission
10 prior to six months if they have made temporary corrections to the
11 collection and treatment system and progress towards final compliance
12 specified in Schedule A of the Permit.

13 ¢. That homes or establishments under construction on April 26, 1978
14 be allowed to connect to the collection system

15 d. Thet connections that do not add additional sewage load to the
16 system be allowed to connect to the system.

17 --e. That established fesidences are allowed to connect to the sewer
18 collection system if the residence is served by a failing non-
19 repairable subsurface disposal system whihh creates a public

20 health hazard.

21

22

23

2h

25

26

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Date:

Date:

IT IS SO ORDERED:
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11 Date:
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By h)AQﬁiahm lf-filﬁp*ﬁﬂ

William H. YouWg, Ditector
Director ‘

RESPONDENT

)
BY%M?&&W%

Title: Mayor

FINAL ORDER

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

By

WILLIAM H. YOUNG, Director
Department of Envirconmental! Quallty
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1)




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNDR

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, May 26, 1978, EQC Meeting

Authorization to €onduct a Public Hearing on the Question of
Amending the Administrative Rules Governing the Procedures for

Licensing Hazardous Waste Management Facilities.

Backdround and Statement of Need for Rule Making

The statutory authority for licensing a hazardous waste disposal site
derives from ORS 459,510(2). . . no person shall operate a (hazardous
waste) disposal site without a license therefor issued pursuant to ORS
459,410 - 459.690. The rules governing the procedure for obtaining such
a license were adopted March 24, 1972, as OAR Chapter 340, Division 6,
Subdivision 2.

The 1977 Legislature added several new provisions to ORS 459.410 -

459,690; the two of concern herein being:
ORS 459.505(2): . . no person shall operate a hazardous waste
coliection site in this state without obtaining a hazardous waste
collection site license issued pursuant to this chapter (459); and
ORS 459.510(3): The Department may authorize disposal of specified
hazardous wastes at specified solid waste disposal sites operating
under government permit issued pursuant to ORS 459.205 to 459.265.
Such authorizations may be granted only under procedures approved
by the Commission, which shall include a determination by the
Department that such disposal will not pose a threat to public
health and safety.

The need for proposed rules are twofold; they will

1. Incorporate the new statutes into the administrative rules;

2. Modify the present Subdivision 2 based on six years hazardous
waste management experience and recodify it into a format more
compatible with the proposed new rules. This includes deleting
the requirement for obtaining specific Commission approval to
import hazardous waste for disposal; thereby permitting the
Department to determine the acceptability of such disposal on the
same bhasis as it does for Tocally generated waste.




Evaluation

The proposed rules are a stralghtforward attempt to put certain statutes
into a form more suitahle for implementation.

Summat on

The proposed rules give the Department a procedure for licensing a
hazardous waste collection site and for disposing of a specified hazardous
waste at a specified solid waste disposal site. |In addition, they will
update the procedures for licensing a hazardous waste disposal site.

All the rules are recodified into a compatible format.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize public
hearings, before a hearings officer, to take testimony on the question

of amending the administrative rules governing the procedures for licensing
hazardous waste management facilities.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Fred Bromfeld:img
229-6210
May 10, 1978

Attachment (1)
Proposed Rule




Praft
April 25, 1978

DIVISION 6
SOLED WASTE MANAGEMENT
Subdivision 2
{Procedures-for-tssuancej-Bentalts
Hedifteation-and-Revocattion-of-ticenses
for-the-Bisposat-of-Environmentatty

Hazardous-Wastes?

PROCEDURES FOR LICENSING HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES




62-005 PURPOSE. The purpose of these {regulations) rules is to prescribe
uniform procedures for {ebtairing-iicenses-from-the-Depariment-of-Eavironmental
Quallity-for-establishing-and-operating-envdironmentally-hazardous-waste-disposal

sites-and-facilities-as-prescribed) the issuance, denial, modification and

revocation of a license to store or dispose of hazardous wastes as authorized by

ORS 459.410-459.690.

62-010 DEFINITIONS: As used in these rules unless otherwise required by context:
(1) "Commission" means the Environmental fluality Commission.
(2) '"Department!' means the Department of Environmental Quality.
(3) "'Director' means the Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality.

{-_(4)._"Dispose! or_UDisposal-means-the-discarding,-treatment,-recyeling
or-decontamination-ef-environmentally-hazardous-wastes-or-their
collectiony-maintenance-or-storage-at-a-disposal-site-)

{--45)--"Dispesal-Site!'-means-a-geographical-site-in-or-upon-which-enyiron-
mentatty-hazardous-wastes-are-stored-or-otherwise-disposed-of-in
aceordance-with-the-previsions-of-8RS-459:410-459-690-3

{--4{6}--UEnvirenmentally-Hazardeus-Wastes -means-Environmentally-Hazardous
Wastes-as-defined-by-O0RS-459-43105-whieh-tneludes-diseardedy
useless-er-unwanted-pestietdes-er-pesticide-residues-tow-tevel
radieacttve-wastes-and-reeeptactes-and-contatners-used-therefory
that;-because-of-thetr-high-coneentration-andfer-persistence-of
texte-elements-or-other-hazardeus-prepertiess-and-which-have-net
been-detextfied-er-cannot-be-detoxified-by-any-practteat-meanssy
wmay-be-etasstfted-by-the-Envirenmentat-Quattty-Eommisston-as

Envirenmentatly-Hazardous-Wastes-pursuant-to-8RS-346-4105-but




shal}-ret-tnelude-Environmentally-Hazardeus-Wastes-which-have
been-detoxified-by-treatments-reduetion-in-concentration-ef-the
toxte-clement-or-by-any-ether-means-and-formally-deelassified-by
the-Envirenmental-Quatity-Commission-as-nro-tenger-hazardeus-£o
the-environments3

(B) ''Dispose' or 'Disposal'’ means the discharge, deposit, injection,

dumping, spilling, leaking or placing of any hazardous waste into

or on any land or water so that such hazardous waste or any

hazardous constituent thereof may enter the environment or be

emitted into the air or discharged into any waters of the State

as defined in ORS 468,700.

(5) "“Generator' means the person, who by virtue of ownership, management

or control, is responsible for causing or allowing to be caused

the creatton of a hazardous waste.

{6) '"'Hazardous waste'' means discarded, useless or unwanted materials

or residues in solid, liquid, or gaseous state and their empty

containers which are classified as hazardous pursuant to ORS

459,410 and these rules.

(7) "Hazardous waste collection site' means the geographical site

upon which hazardous wastes are stored in accordance with a

license issued pursuant to ORS L459.4710-459.690,

{-~4{8}--YPersen-means-the-United-States-and-agenctes-thereof;-any-state,
apy-iRdividual;-public-or-private-corporation,-political-subdivision,
goveramental-agencys-munieipalitys-tadustry,-coparinership,
asseciationy-firmg-trusty-estate-or-any-other-Jegal entity-whatsoever.)

(8) "Hazardous waste disposal site'' means a geographical site in

which or upon which hazardous wastes are disposed in accordance




with a license issued pursuant to ORS 459.410-459.690.

{73 (9) ‘''License'' means a written license {issued-by-the-Eemmission};
bearing the signature of the Director, which by and pursuant to
its conditions authorizes the licensee to {eenstruct;-instali;

modify-e¥} establish and operate specified facilities or conduct

specified activities for the storage or disposal of {emvirenmertatiy}

hazardous wastes.

(10) ""Person'' means the State or a public or private corporation,

local government unit, public agency, individual, partnership,

association, firm, trust, estate, or any other legal entity.

(11) "Store'" or "storage' means the containment of hazardous waste

either on a temporary basis or for a period of years, in such a

manner as not to constitute disposal of such hazardous waste.

(DISPOSAL SITE)

62-015 LICENSE REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE.

{3} Delete

£23} (1) No Person shall establish or operate a hazardous waste
disposal site without a license therefor issued by the
Commission pursuant to ORS 459.410-459.690 and these fregu-
latiens} rules.

£3}) (a) Licenses tissued-by-the-Bepartment} shall establish
minimum requirements for the disposal of ~fenviton
mertatly} hazardous wastes, (limits-as-te-types

ard -quantities-ef-matertals -te-be-dispesed;} minimum

requirements for operation, maintenance, monitoring




and reporting, and supervision of disposal sites,
and shall be properly conditioned to ensure com-
pliance with pertinent local, state and federal
standards and other requirements and to adequately
protect life, property and the environment.

{6} (b) Licenses shall be issued to the applicant for the
activities, operations, emissions or discharges of
record, and shall be terminated automatically upon
issuance of a new or modified license for the same

operation.

62-020 MNECESSITY FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE. Any person

proposing to establish {er-cbtalr-a-license_for) a disposal site (for
Envirommentatty-Hazardous-Wastes} shall {prepare—and} submit to the
Department a detailed report with suppofting information, justifying
the necessity for the disposal site as proposed, including anticipated
sources of wastes and types and quantities of wastes fo be disposed.
{Emvironmentatliy-Hazardons-Wastes-generated-outside-the-State-of
8regen-and-proposed-to-be-imported-for-dtsposat-+n-Oregen-shatl-reeeive
speeifie-approvat-by~-the-Envirenmental-Quatity-Commission-prier-te

satd-dispesat=}

62-025 APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE LICENSE, 43}

Ary-persen-wishing-to-ebtain-a-rews-modified-er-renewal-}icense-from
the-Bepartment-shali~sabmit-a-minimum-of-{8}-copies-ef-a-written
apptication-on-forms-provided-by-the-Bepartment<--Att-app}ication

Forms-must-be-comp%eted-+n—Fu%+;} (1) An application for a dispesal




site license shall consist of eight (8) copies of a written report,

signed by the applicant or his authorized representative, {and-shall

be-accompanted-by-a-mintmum-of-{8)-copies-of-all-required-exhibits=

{2)--An-application-fer-a-license} which shall contain but not be

limited to:

(a) No change

(b) No change

(c) The experience of the applicant in construction
management, supervision or development of
disposal sites for {eHV%FeHmeﬁta4¢y) hazardous
wastes and in the handling of such substances.

(d) No change

(i} No change

£{{3}--License-application-must-contain-or-be-accompanied-by-the

fellewings

4a}
{B}
e}
{d}
(2)

{1) No change

(k) No change
1

{(m) No change

(n) No change

An application to renew or modify a license shall

{43
{53

consist of a written report, signed by the app}icant

or his authorized representative, addressing the

requirements of this Section deemed pertinent by

the Department.

(3) The Department . . . . No change

(4) Applications . . . , No change




{62-8308--ENGINEER+NG-REANS-REQU4REBY (5) Before a . . . . . No change

{62-835% 62-028 HEARINGS AND ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL

SITE LICENSE

(1)

(2)

(6)

Upon receipt of an application, the Department shall cause
copies of the application to be sent to affected state
agencies, including the State Health Division, the Public

Utility Commissioner, the State Fish and Wildlife Commission,

and the Water Resources Director. <the-Fish-Gemmisston-ef-

the-5tate-of-Bregons-the-5tate-Game-Commisstons-the~State
Engtneer-and-to-such-other-agenctes-or-persens-that-the
Bepartment-deems-appropriates}+ ORS 159.410-459,690 provides
that each agency shall respond by making a recommendation as
to whether the license application should be granted. If
the State Health Division recommends against granting the
license, the Commission must deny the license.

No change

No change

£62-84B} 62-032 RENEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION OF

A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE LICENSE (1) An . . . . . . No change

{62=0453 62-034 SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL

SITE LICENSE (1) Whenever . . . . . . No change




{2) No change
(3) In the event that it becomes necessary for the Commission to

suspend or revoke a disposal site license due to . . . No change

(COLLECTION SITE)

A new OAR 340-62-042 is hereby adopted to read as follows:
62-042 LICENSE REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION SITE.

(1} No person shall establish or operate a hazardous waste collection
site without a license therefor issued by the Department pursuant
to ORS 459,.410-459,690 and these rules.

(a) Licenses shall establish minimum requirements for the
storage of hazardous wastes, minimum requirements for
operation, maintenance, monitoring and reporting, and
supervision of collection sites, and shal} be properly
conditioned to ensure compliance with pertinent jecal,
state and federal standards and other requirements and
to adequately protect life, property and the environment.

(b) Licenses shall be issued to the applicant for the
activities and operations of record, and shall be
terminated automatically upon issuance of a new or
modified license for the same operation.

A new OAR 340-62-044 is hereby adopted to read as follows:
62-04Lk APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION SITE LICENSE

(1) An application for a collection site license shall consist of a

written report, signed by the applicant or his authorized repre-

sentative, which shall contain but not be JTimited to:




(d)

(e}

The name and address of the applicant and person or
persons to be directly responsible for the operation of
the collection site.

The experience of the applicant in the handling of

hazardous substances.

The management program for the operation of the collection

site, including the proposed methods of storage, and

the proposed emergency measures and safeguards to be
provided for the protection of the public, the site
emplioyees, and the environment.

A schedule and description of sources, types and quanti-
ties of material to be stored and special procedures,

if any, for thelir handling.

A description and preliminary engineering sketch of the
size and type of facilities to be constructed, inciuding
the height and type of fencing to be used; the size and
construction of structures or buildings, warning signs,
notices and alarms to be used; the type of drainage and
waste handling facilities and maximum capacity of such
facilities; the focation and source of each water

supply to be used and the location and the type of fire
control facilities to be provided at such site.

The exact location and place where the applicant pro-
poses to operate and maintain the collection site.

A proposed program for continuous surveillance of the

collection site and for regular reporting to the Department.




(3)

(4)

(h) A proposal and supporting information justifying the
amounts of liability insurance proposed to protect the
environment and the health, safety and welfare of the
people of this State, inciuding the names and addresses
of the applicant's current or proposed insurance carriers
and copies of insurance policies then in effect,

An application to renew or modify a license shall consist of a written
report, signed by the applicant or his authorized representative,
addressing the requirements of this section deemed pertinent by the
Department,

The Department may require the submission of such other information as
it deems necessary to make a decision on granting, modifying or denying
the license.

Applications which are incomplete, unsigned, or which do not contain
the required information, may be excluded from consideration by the
Department at its discretion. The applicant shall be notified in
writing of the deficiencies.

Before a collection site is established, constructed, maintained or
substantially modified, the licensee must submit to the Department
final detailed plans and specifications covering construction and
operation of the collection site and all related facilities; and

receive written approval of such final plans from the Department,

A new OAR 340-62-046 is hereby adopted to read as follows:

62-046 REMEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE

COLLECTION SITE LICENSE

(1)

An application for renewal, modification or termination of a Jicense




or to allow a license to expire shall be filed in a timely manner, but
not less than sixty (60) days prior to the expiration date of the
license., Procedures for issuance of a license shall apply to renewal,
modification, termination or expiration of a license. A license shall
remain in effect until final action has been taken by the Department
on any appropriately submitted and complete application pending before
the Department.

(2) In the event that the Department finds it necessary to modify a license
due to changed conditions or standards, receipt of additional informa-
tion or any reason it deems would threaten public health and safety,
the Department shall notify the licensee or his authorized=;epresentatEVe
by certified mail. Such notification shall include the proposed
modification and the reasons for modification. The modification shall
become effective twenty (20) days from the date of mailing of such
notice unless within that time the licensee requests g hearing before
the Commission. Such a requestfor hearing shall be made in writing
and shall include the reasons for such hearing. At the conclusion of
any such hearing the Commission may affirm, modify or reverse the

proposed modification.

A new OAR 340-62-048 is hereby adopted to read as follows:
62-048 SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION SITE LICENSE
(1) Whenever, in the judgment of the Department from the results of
monitoring or surveillance of the operation of any collection site,
there is reasonable cause to believe that a c¢lear and immediate danger
to the public health and safety exists from the continued operation of

the site, without hearing or prior notice, the Department shall] order




(2)

the operation of the site halted by service of the order on the site
superintendent. Notice of such suspension or revocation must state

the reasons for such action and advise the licensee that he may request
a hearing before the Commission or its authorized representative.

Such a request for hearing shall be made in writing to the Director
within 90 days of the date of suspension and shall state the grounds
for the request. Any hearing shall be conducted pursuant to the
regulations of the Department.

In the event that it becomes necessary for the Department to suspend

or revoke a collection site license due to violation of any provision
of ORS 459.410-459.690, noncompliance with these rules or the terms of
the license, the threat of degradation of a natural resource,
unapproved changes in operation, false information submitted in the
application or any other cause, the Department shall notify the
licensee by certified mail of its intent to suspend or revoke the
license and the timetable and procedures to be followed. Such potification
shall include the reasons for the suspension or revocation. The
suspensfon or revocation shall become effective 20 days from the date
of mailing of such notice unless within that time the 1icensee requests
a hearing before the Commission or its authorized representative.

Such a request for hearing shall be made in writing to the Director
and shall state the grounds for the request. Any hearing held shall

be conducted pursuant to the reguiations of the Department.




(SPECIFIED WASTES)
A new OAR 340-62-060 is hereby adopted to read as follows:
62~060 DISPOSAL OF A SPECIFIED HAZARDOUS WASTE AT A SPECIFIED SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE

(1) Pursuant to ORS 459,510, the Department may authorize the disposal
of a specified hazardous waste at a specified solid waste disposal
site established and operated in accordance with ORS 459.205-
459.265 and the rules adopted thereunder.

(2} Such authorization will generally be limited to wastes that are
ignitable, corrosive, infectious, or reactive, but not toxic

4according to OAR Chapter 340, Division 6, Subdivision 3.

{3} Such authorization is to be granted by the Department as a Solid
Waste Permit, or amendment thereto, issued in accordance with the
procedures of OAR Chapter 340, Division 6, Subdivisions 1 and 4,
and in accordance with the following:

{a) The applicant must demonstrate that the disposal will not
pose a threat to the public health and safety or the environ-
ment due to the properties of the waste, characteristics of
the disposal site, the proposed handling procedure, and
other relevant circumstances.

(b} The waste generator must demonstrate that;

(1) A1l practicable steps have been taken to eliminate or
minimize the generation of the waste and to recover,
concentrate, or render the waste non-hazardous.

(2) The disposal of the waste at a hazardous waste disposal
site is burdensome to an extent which makes such disposal
impractical or is otherwise severely detrimental to the
generator's activities. without providing commensorate

environmental benefits.




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Y
&S
Conjains

Racyeled
Materisis

DEQ~46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, May 26, 1978, ENC Meeting
Brown's Island Sanitary Landfi1l, Marion County,
Request for Expansion.

BACKGROUND

The Brown's !sland Sanitary Landfill is located in the NE 1/k Section 31
and the NW 1/L Section 32 of Township 7 South, Range 3 West, W.M., on

Brown's Island in Marion County. 1t is the major solid waste disposal
site Th Marion County, serving the City of Salem, the southern portions
of Marion County, and the eastern portions of Polk County. 1t is of

major concern to the Department of Environmental Quality, since it is
focated in the flood plain of the Willamette River, between the flood
plain relief channel and the main River.

At the December 20, 197h4, Environmental Quality Commission meeting, a
status report on the site was presented indicating, the Department
planned to issue a permit for a 21-acre expansion of the site.
(Attachment A) In conjunction, Marion County. and the Chemeketa Region
Solid Waste Management Program were encouraged to make alternative long-
range plans to phase out Brown's fsland Landfill. Over approximately a
year period beginning August 1975, t.C. Thomasson and Associates carried
out a limited ($32,000) Jong-range solid waste resource recovery study.
Marion County, the City of Salem, Polk County, and our Department provided
the planning funds. Of several alternatives investigated, the consultant
recommended a regional incineration/steam processing plant in Salem as
the most feasible. However, a special committee appointed by the Marion/
Polk Solid Waste Committee to evaluate the study determined that
implementation was not feasible due to:

1. Construction costs probably greatly exceeding the $18 million
figure suggested in the study.

2. Unavailability of suitable site locations in Salem.
3. Potential creation of air quality problems,

k., Lack of a market for process steam.




Implementation of the study was based on the sale of process steam, and
it was generally declared not feasible in September, 1976, when prospec~
tive buyers stated they would not be interested. There remains some
question to DEQ staff as to how objective and complete the study was
relative to the complexity of the solid waste management problem in the
Mid-Willamette Valley.

The Department requested that Marion County initiate an immediate study
for an alterpnate Tong-range disposal site to replace Brown's Island, At
that time, 1t was estimated that Brown's I|sland would be full by February,
1979. In October, 1976, the Marion/Poik Solid Waste Committee appointed:
a special Technical Site Search Subcommittee to locate potential disposal
sites. The Subcommittee was comprised of private citizens and individuals
from federal, state, and county agencies who had expertise in solid

wasté management, land use planning, soils, and groundwater.

After two months of extensive field study, 19 potential sites were
submitted to the Marion/Polk Solid Waste Committee for consideration,
These sites were narrowad down to the top five; two in Polk County and
three in Marion County. Due to early publlic and political opposition,
the two sites in Polk County were eliminated. '

in March, 1977, the Marion County Solid Waste Committee held a public
meeting regarding the three remaining sites. Public opposition was
overwhelming, with an estimated 800 to 1,000 persons in attendance voicing
strong opposition. Due to this opposition, efforts to locate a new site
diminished and attention again focused on expanding Brown's Island.

The Department responded by stating that no consideration for expansion
would be giveh until:

1. A hydraulic analysis had been completed showing that an
expansion could be made that would not create flood hazards to
adjacent properties, nor create erosive velocities that would
threaten the Tandfill during a1l flood stages up to the 100-
year flood.

Z. A groundwater study had been made which could show that the

. beneficial use of groundwater on Brown's [sland would not be
impacted, nor any measurable degradation to the Willamette
River occur from future filling activities.

3. Marion County would commit to renew their efforts to establish
and implement a sound Tong-range solid waste management plan
- and phase out the Brown's tsland Landfi1] as soon as possible,




The Department has received an application and a completed groundwater
study from Mr., William Schlitt, operator of the Brown's Island Landfill,
requesting an expansion of the site. We have also received a completed
hydraulic analysis prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and a
letter of support and future planning commitments from the Marion County
Board of Commissioners (Attachment B).

EVALUATION

T. COUNTY NEEDS

Brown's fsland is the major tandfill in Marion County, and has an estimated
remaining life of approximately 10 to 12 months. :Once this site is full,
the only alternative immediately available is direct transfer to the
Marfon County Landfill at Woodburn. The volume now coming into Brown's
IsTand .averages approximately 50,000 cubic vards per month, which is

about 25% more than the 1974 estimates. Currently,. the Brown's Isiand
operation requires more than five acres of land. a year (sanitary wastes
only). Diverting these wastes to Woodburr would sharply increase hauling
and other operational costs. The Woodburn traffic patterns and operational
areas would have to be significantly upgraded to accommodate the excess
refuse; more significantly, the operational Tife at the Woodburn site
would be cut from an estimated ten years to an estimated three years.
Overall this alternative appears impractical.

2. HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

On September 26, 1977, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers submitted g
hydrauiic analysis regarding potential expansion of the Brown's lsland
LandfiTl for a given configuration. Their analysis for the 100 year
peak flow condition indicates that the Tandfill could expand in certain
desighated areas without significantly affecting flood levels or velocr
ities. The calculated velocities around the landfill during peak flows
would be low, 2.5 feet per second or less. '

The report is qualified by identifying the unnatural '"all weather access''
road as a barrier to the natural flood rellef channel, causing higher
velocities around the western end of the landfil] and, in turn, magnifying
the potential for creating erosive velocities.

The staff concurs with the Corps' analysis that expansjon could occcur in
certain areas with proper design. We strongly agree that any expansion
must be predicated upon Marion County's removal of the "all weather
access'' road down to natural ground elevation.




3.  WATER QUALITY EVALUATION

On January 20, 1978, H. Randy Sweet, Consulting Geologist/Hydrogeologist,
submitted an in-depth water quality evaluation report on Brown's lIsland
in relation to a proposed expansion. The report identifies the primary
beneficial uses of groundwater at Brown's !sland to be water supply and
bank storage for dry weather augmentation of the Willamette River. The
report shows that all locat domestic and irrigation wells are located
upgradient from the site, and these wells would not be threatened by the
landfill in terms of reduced water quantity or quality. The report
indicates that contaminants are probably reaching the Willamette River;
however, due to natural leachate attenuation, dilution by underlying
groundwaters, and dilution by the Willamette River, no measurable
degradation is presently occurring.

The report concludes that from a water quality standpoint a Tandfill
expansion 1s feasible and recommends that it be located to the northwest
of the existing operation. The reasons given for expanding in this
direction are:

1. The flood impact would be minimized in this area.

2. Groundwater effects would bé‘held to a smaller area, including
the present area already affected by the existing Tandfill,

3. Current setbacks from the River could be maintained or increased.

b, Improvements in landfill design, construction, and closure -
techniques could reduce leachate production and discharge, as
well as improve leachate treatment.

The staff agrees with most of the conclusions in the Sweet report.
Improvements ih design, such. as trench liners, elevated trench bottoms,
and increasing slepe in finished grades, would decrease leachate produc-
tion and discharge. Final design criteria remains to be developed
pending Commission action on this report.

Based on data from the monitoring well located nearest the River, it
appears obvious that the groundwaters between the landfill and the River
are being impacted, and contamination is migrating toward the River.
However, as noted in the Sweet report, the Department has not detected
any measurable dearadation of the Willamette River to date,




L, MARION COUNTY SUPPORT OF EXPANS!ON

On April 6, 1978, the Marion County Commissioners submitted a Tetter of
support in regard to a Brown's Island expansion. In that letter, the
Commissioners advised that the following commitments toward establishing
a long-range solid waste management program for Marfon County were being
considered:

1. Marion County will try by July 1, 1978 to hire a qualified
consultant or qualified County staff to do the short- and
long~range pltanning for the County.

2. Based on hiring qualified staff, Marion County will target
July 1, 1979, as a date .to submit a plan for implementation of
anh alternate method of regional solid waste management,

3. By 1983, Marion County expects to be in. the implementation

' stage of their plan. They believe closure of Brown's [sland,
in accordance with RCRA requirements, will not adversely
affect the County.

The staff believes these proposals are being submitted in good faith
toward establishing a sound long-range solid waste management program in
Marion County.

5. POTENTIAL HAZARDS

As a matter of policy, the Department does not encourage development of
landfills in flood plains for obvious reasens. [f Marfon County had any
viable alternative at this time, the Department would not constder this
expansion request, This postion is also reflected in the Federal
Resource Consetrvation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976. It proposes that
any landfill located in a known flood plain must be listed on a state
inventory and placed oh a compliance schedule to close within five
years. Public hearings are now in progress regarding the RCRA require-
ments, and we expect them to become effective in the near future, We
also expect the Brown's Island Landfill to be placed on the state '‘open
dump'' inventory for closure,

Inftial studies by the Corps of Engineers have indicated that the fandfiil
cafi be expanded to some degree. There §s concern that at some time In

the future the river may change course or otherwise act -on the Tandfil]
causing erosion and possible washout of the solid waste.

At presént, contamination to the river cannot be measured. By adding an
additlional five-year accumulation of solid waste there may be enough
increase to produce a measutrable effect on the river.




SUMMAT 1 ON

1.

The Brown's |sland Sanitary Landfi1l is the major solid waste
disposal site in Marion County. The public, commercial, and
industrial interests in the City of Salem, the southern part
of Marion County, and the eastern part of Polk County are
directly dependent upon its operation to accommodate their
solid waste disposal needs. The Landfill has a remaining life
expectancy of approximately 10 - 12 months.

The only immediate alternative to an expansion of Brown's

fstand is to divert the wastes to the Woodburn Sanitary Landfill.
This would appear to create a hardship for the public and

hinder sound long-range solid waste planning in Marion County,

The U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers' hydraulic analysis for an
expansion at Brown's Isltand indicates that the 100-year peak
flow condition would not significantly affect flood levels or
velocities.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' hydraulic analysis identifies
the '"all weather acéess" road as. a barrier to the natural

flood relief channel. Staff ohservations have confiemed this.
During smailer floods, the road diverts. flows at higher
velocities around the western end of the site and maximizes
erosion potential,

Because of its flood plain location, the Federal Resource
Cohservation and Recovery Act of 1976 will, in all probability,
place the Brown's [sland Landfill on the state Inventory far
closure. 0Once placed on the inventory, the site must be
terminated within five years.-

The Brown's: Island Sanitary Landfill Water Quality Evaluation,
prepared by H. Randy Sweet, Consulting Geologist/Hydrogeologist,
concludes that from a water quality standpoint an expansion

can occur to the northwest of the exfsting site without impact~-
ing any current benefictal uses of groundwater on Brown's
fsland., The report further concludes that with [mprovements

in Tandfi11 design, leachate production can be reduced and
Teachate attenuation improved.

Marion County supports the landfill expansion. Along with
their letter of support, they have submitted a proposal which,
if carried out, will provide a sound long-range solid waste
management program in Marion County, including phase-out of
the Brown's Island Landfill by 1983.




Complete hydraulic analysis of the final proposed Tandfill
configuration have not yet been completed. Additional studies
are how being conducted by the Corps of Engineers and the
private landfill operator's consultant. [f these studies do
not provide an acceptable margin of safety the expansion
permit should not be issued. There are certain inherent
potential hazards associated with landfilling and expansion at
this location. !t cannot be guaranteed that future erosion of
the landfill and contamination of the river will not occur.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

The request for expansion of the Brown's [sland Sanitary Landfill be
approved, subject to the following:

1.

3o

The permit for a sanitary landfill expansion be issued for

up to a maximum of five years terminating on or. before July 1,
1983; with no sanitary waste disposal being allowed at Brown's
Island after that date.

Approvable final engineering plans for proper site engineering
desigh to ensure against flood and erosion hazards be submitted
to the Department prior to construction. These plans shall
also include provisions for reducing leachate production and
discharge, and for improving attenuation to ensure that the
beneficial use of groundwaters on Brown's Island or in the
Willamette River will not be threatened.

Prior to September 1, 1978, Marion County remove the 'all
weather access'' road down to natural ground elevation to
remove the restriction to the natural flood relief channel,

It Is further recommended that Marion County be directed to submit
anhnual progress reports starting August 1, 1978, which show progress
toward replacement of Brown's Island and development of a long-range
solid waste management program. If at any time it is deemed by the
Director that sufficient progress is not being made by the County, the
Director should bring it to the immediate attention of. the Commission.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Gary W. Messer

378-8240

Attachments (2)
Agenda ltem No. I, December 20, 1974 meeting - Attachment A
Marion County letter dated April 6, 1978 - Attachment B




MARIOI COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Pat McCarthy, Chairman
Walter R, Heine

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Harry Carson, Jr.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER
. Harold F. Brauner
“ COURTHOUSE, SALEM, OREGON, 97301

E LEGAL COUNSEL
Frank C. McKinney

April 6, 1978 TELEPHONE 588-5212
AREA CODE 503

Gary Messer, R.S.

Assistant Manager

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Messer:

This is to advise that the Marion County-City of Salem Solid Waste Committee
took under advisement for discussion and early action the following matters,
at its meeting on April 6, 1978.

1. To determine the earliest date that Marion County can advise DEQ when

it will either designate a qualified consultant or will hire qualified staff
to do the short and Tong range planning for solid waste management in the
Salem urbanizing area. This will include a search for a possible replace-
ment for Brown's Island landfill site. Hopefully this will be no later than
July 1, 1978,

2. To determine, based on the answer to No. 1, when Marion County can submit
to DEQ a short and long range plan for solid waste management that will lead
to implementation of an alternate method of regional operation of solid waste
disposal, This could include an alternate landfill site as well as increased
resource recovery., Subject to any new system or recovery methods that are
discovered, and our ability to obtain a competent consultant or staff, this
could be by July 1, 1979.

3. Marion County would request DEQ to give technical advice and assistance
to the implementation of the proposed plan and to meet periodically with the
staff and the Solid Waste Committee.

4, The Marion County-City of Salem Solid Waste Committee supports Brown's
Istand, Inc. in its application for an expansion to the existing landfill
site.

It is anticipated at this time that, if the above planning is on schedule,
the implementation of the short and long range plan might be done by 1983.
In any event, it would appear we could meet the proposed, but yet unadopted,




Gary Messer, R.S.
April 6, 1978
Page 2

rules or criteria of the EPA. " The proposed criteria is not required to be
met until at least five years after the EPA has published an inventory
showing our facility unacceptable.

It is our understanding that the EPA has up to one year after they finaliy
adopt their criteria to publish such an inventory. As you probably know,
public comments on theijr proposed criteria have been extended for several
weeks past the original May 8, 1978 deadline.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
/,,_
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TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

"B, A, McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnvillo

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Portland

MORRIS K, CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMPISSION

1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET © PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. I, December 20, 1974, ECC Meeting

Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill, Marion County - Status Report

The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is located in the NE
1/4 Section 31 and the NW 1/4 Section 32 of Township 7 South, Range
3 West, W.M. on Brown's Island in Marion County (see attached map
fig. 1).

This landfill is the major solid waste disposal site in the
Chemeketa S-county region, serving some 117,000 people who generate
approximately 240 tons of solid wastes for disposal each day.

The actual site is owned and operated respectively, by two
different private individuals; however, the wastes disposed therein
are collected under franchises issued by the City of Salem and
Marion and Polk counties and the landfill is operated under a solid
waste disposal site permit issued by the DEC and a conditional )
land use permit issued by Marion County. The Chemeketa Regicnal
Solid Waste Management Plan has designated the Brown's Island site
as a major solid waste regional landfill for a 5 to 10 year pericd.

The site lies in the floodplain of the Willamette River, between
the old Willamette River channel and the present river channel,
The old channel is usually dry, but during annual high flood flows
it becomes an important flood flow channel.

The original access road, Homestead Road South (Brown's Island
Road) has two low sections at approximately elevaticn 128 (USGS
datum) which are inundated at river stages in excess of 19 feet
{Salem gage) and thereby rendered non-usable for wvarying perxiods
almost every year. During these periocds of nonaccess to Brown's
Island, in past years, the sclid wastes have been hauled to Marion
County's Macleay site for disposal. The Macleay site is now essentially
filled to capacity, has serious leachate and other envirommental .
problems and is not an adequate back-up site.
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In order to make the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill available
for use year-round, Marion County, in 1973, constructed an allweather
access road to the island. The new.road is an extension of Roberts'
Read and crosses the old river channel with a rock and earth £ill
to an elevation of approximately 140 (USGS datum) so as not o
ke overtopped by flocds that would ordinarily be expected to occur
not mcre than once in 10 years. The Department, by its letter of
June 1%, 1973, supperted Marion County's request to FHA for funding
constructicn of an all-weather access road to Brown's Island; however,
the design criteria and construction plans were not submitted to
or reviewed or approved by the Department., Detailed plans for
County roads are normally not reviewed by the Department.

In January 1973, extreme high flood flows of the Willamette
River (attenuated by dams to an effective 24year flood according
to the U. 8. Corps of Engineers) washed out the new allweather
access reoad and two sections of the landfill dikes. Substantial
solid wastes were washed downstream and if the road had not washed
out, thereby relieving the pressures on the landfill, undoubtedly
a much greatexr portion of the landfill would have been washed away.
In spite of objections by the Department, Marion County has rebuilt
the washed out section cof the allweather access road thereby again

placing the landfill in jecopardy of being eroded or washed out

by floods that might be expected to occur with a frequency as often
as once in five years and which, in fact, could oc¢cur any given
vear.

The Brown's Island landfill has been operated under a series
of short term permits issued by the Department since State jurisdiction
of solid waste disposal was transferred from the State Health Division
to the Department by the 1971 Oregon Legislature. Shert term permits
were used as a mechanism to require and obtain needed improvements
in the construction and operation of the landfill., Also, since
the landfill was located in the Willamette River floodplain, the
Department restricted cperation to the 30-acre area then under
lease unless and until it could be shown by a comprehensive engineering
study and flood flow analysis that further expansion into the floodplain
could be safely done.

The construction of the all-weather access road and the subsequent
wash out and temporary closure of the Brown's Island landfill in
January, 1974, increased the urgency for a detailed fleood flow
study tc determine what needed to be done to protect the landfill
from further washcut and tc determine the extent and the conditions
under which the landfill might be expanded.

~




Oon May 3, 1974, Department staff and a represcntative of the U. S. Corps of
Enginecers made a field inspection and evaluation of the landfill,
and Marion County, City of Salem, Sanitary Services Co., Inc.,
and Chemeketa Region were advised by our letter of May 9, 1974,
and at a meeting held on May 22, 1974, of actions and conditions
necessary to continue use of the Brown's Island Landfill, These
included: '

L. Cutback the upstream dike of the landfill to ease interference with
Willamette River flow,

2. Repair exterior dikes to withstand 100 year flood flows.

3. No further expansion ¢f the landfill toward the main river channel
unless it could be shown by a hydraulic study that further expansion
could be safely accomplished.

4, Removal or modification of the all-weather access road so as not
to further jecpardize the landfill.

It was also suggested that the landfill might he expanded
inmediately without further study into the high ground area to
the east and downstream of the landfill if proper authorizations
from BOR and Marion County cculd be obtained. This area could
be used because it is located immediately downstream from the
present landfill and would cause no further restriction of flood
flows. The area is also at a high encugh elevation that it can
be worked during high river flow periods of the year. BOR approval
is necessary because these 21 acres were purchased for the Willamette
Greenway with BOR funds. A conditional use permit from Marion
County and & new or modified solid waste disposal permit from the
Cepartment would also be necessary before this area could be used. |
Subsaquently, Chemeketa and Marion County financed preparation
of a detailed flood flow analysis by Mr. John McDonald of Clark
and Groff, Consulting Engineers.  The analysis indicates that the
Brown's Island landfill could be safely expanded further into the
Willamette River floodplain/provided the new all-weather access
road is removed or modified so as not to substantially restrict
flood flows in the old channel. '

The Department is generally inclined to agree, on the basis
of the Clark and Groff study and a preliminary evailuation of the
study results by the U. S. Soil Conservation Service, that the
Brown's Island landfill prebably cculd be expanded further into
the floodplain to some yet undetermined limit if (1) the xoad is
removed or substantially modified and (2) the exterior dikes of
the landfill are propexly designed and constructed to assuredly
withstand maximum expecteé flood flows. Tocation of landfills
in flood plains is not generally recommended; however, the Chemeketa
regional sclid waste planning group and its consultants were unable
to locate a better site in almost 3 years of intense planning activity.




In oxder not to risk having the landfill washed out again
this wintexr, a regquest was made to Marion County by letter dated
Cctober 2, 2974, "...that this road be removed cr modified by nc
latex than December 1, 1974, such that it will not interfere with
flood flows in the Willamette River in a manner to jecpardize the
integrity of the landfill." So far, Marion County Has not agreed
to remove or modify the new road. Mr. McDonald has advised Marion
County that in his opinion the new road could be used until such
time a 5-year flood is forecasted and then a section of the road
"...MUST be weakened so that it is carried away before the landfill
is eroded.”

The Department is not satisfied that the "flood forecast,
road weakening" procedure suggested by Mr., McDonald, could bhe carried
out in a manner to afford adequate assurances against wash-out
of the landfill. Also, if the rocad is left to wash out at the
whim of Mother Nature, the area could be suddenly faced with. a
solid waste disposal crisis. The Department is of the opinion
the road should be removed or modified on a planned basis with
alternative dispcsal plans made to assure continuous and adequate
solid waste disposal for the area.

A possible solution to the Brown's Island access problem might
be to raise the ©ld road 3 to 5 feet to an elevaticon of 131 ox
133 feet (USG5 datum). It appears that this could be dene without
sericusly restricting flood flow passage at the higher river stages.
A rough analysis of river stage data by the Department indicates
that raising the old road from its present elevation of 128 to
elevation 131, would have made it usable for all but 13 days during
the high flow pericd of 1973-74 and if raised to elevation 133, this
road would have been passable all but 6 days during 1973-1974.
Most years the old road would appear to be operable year-rcund
if elevated 3 to 5 feet in its lowest sections. - Lowering the
new road from its present elevation of approximately 140 to elevaticns
131 or 133 might produce somewhat similar results; however raising
the old road would appear to cause less flood flow pressures on
the landfill than would be the case if the new road were to be
left in place at a lowered elevaticn. Both of these possibilities
appear worthy of further study; however, neither should be done
without a thorough engineering analysis of the potential benefits
and hazards. Alternative disposal procedures would have to be
developed for the short periods when Brown's Island might not be
accessible with such a medified rcad system. Of course, Brown's
Island cculd be made safely accessible during any river flow conditions
by construction of a properly designed bridge; however, this is
believed to be prohibitively expensive, at least on a short term
basis.

v




The Department has been notified by the site operator, Sanitary
Services Co., Inc., that the present operating arca will be filled to
capacity by February 1, 1975. The operator alsc indicated that it would
take between 30 and 45 days to prepare the Greenway land for receipt
of sclid waste. Since the Greenway land has not vet been acquired,
possible short term alternatives were explored and a letter cutlining
possible alternatives was directed to Marion County on December 6, 1974.
Interim hauling to the Coffin Butte Landfill in Benton County oxr to
Rossman's Landfill in Clackamas Countly are possible shorxrt-term alternatives,
subject to local approval., Construction of another lift at Brown's
Island is not considered a practical alternative because: x

a) Cover material would have to be imported.
b) Mounding of the solid wastes would be unsightly.
c) Mounding would tend to produce more leachate discharge.

Conclusions

L. The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is the major solid waste
disposal site in Marion County and serves the entire City of
Salem and portions of Marion and Polk Counties.

2. The present landfill area will be filled by February 1, 1975, and
the only usable area available for short-term expansion of the
landfill is the 2l-acre parcel tec the east of the present landfill
which was purchased with BOR money for the Willamette Greenway.

3. Use of the 21 acres cof Willamette Greenway lands requires the
acquisition and trade of equivalent lands acceptable to BOR, a
conditional use permit from Marion County and a modified solid
waste disposal permit from DEQ.

4, In order for the 2l-acre parcel to be made ready for use by
Tebruayy 1, 19274, when the present landfill will be full,
preparation of the site should start ne later than January 1,
1974, Every effort should be made to acquire and make this
arca available for use by February l; however, contingency
plans should bea made now for alternative disposal sites in the
event this schedule cannot bhe met. '

5. The new all-weather access road places the landfill in Jecpardy
of being seriously damaged or washed away by once in 5 years
expectancy, or greater, flocd flows. The new road should
immediately be removed or modified such that flood fiows in the
old channel will not be substantially restricted.




G. An immediate analysis should be made to detexmine if the old road,
or perhpas the new rocad, could ke modified so as to greatly improve
reliability of access to Brown's Island during high-water periods
and still not restrict flood flows to the point of jeopardizing
the landfill.

7. Marion County or the Chemeketa group should act immediately and
positively to assure that the area's s0lid wastes will ke disposed
of in an acceptable manner cn a continuous basis,

Proposed Action '

Based on information on hand to date, the Department proposes as follows;

1} The Department proceed to issue a renewal permit to Sanitary Service
Co.,Inc., allowing continued disposal of solid waste within the
present confines of the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill until
February 1, 1975. Additional time will be incorporated to allow
completion of specified site closure procedures including the
provision of adequate exterior dike preotection. (The extent of
dike protection needed will be dependent upon the final disposition
of the new road.) '

2) The Department proceed to issue, subject to BOR and leccal land-use
approval, a solid waste disposal permit to either Sanitary Services
Co., Inc., or to Marion County to allow immediate expansion of the
Brown's Island landfill into the 2l-acre area to the east.

Such action will require submission of an application to expand the
landfill together with detailed site preparation and operaticnal plans.

3) Marion County be encouraged to elther remove or modify the new road
in order to remove the serious threat of washout of the landfill by
anticipated high river flows.

4) The 0ld access road be raised to provide essentially vear-round access
to Brown's Island, except during unusually high water periods, provided
a more detailed study verifies that this can be accomplished without
jeopardizing the landfill.

5) Chemeketa make immediate alternative plans for disposal of solid
wastes for both the immediate future, in the event the Greenway
lands may not be available by the time the present landfill is
full, and for the longer-term future periods when Brown's Island
may not be accessible due to exceptionally high waters.
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Director

Attachments
Figure 1

Letters (4)




ROBERT W, STRAUB
GOVERNOR

9N
Contains

Recyelad
Marerials

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. H, May 26, 1978, EQC Meeting

....................

“'Grant Priority Criteria

" “Backgroeund

Each year Water Quality Division brings the '"Criteria for Priority
Ranking of Sewerage Works Construction Needs'' before the EQC for
review and adoption. These criteria are used to detérmine which
projects will be funded from available Tederal resources and to
clarify how DEQ manages the grant program.

Last fall, a 12-member advisory committee was created to evaluate our

~grant priority system. The committee was formed primarily to develop

a priority system which DEQ and four designated 208 planning agencies
could utilize. Section 201 (Construction Grant Ptogram) and Section
208 (RegionaI Planning Program) of PL 92-500 both require the devel-
opment of a project priority list.

Attachment No. 3 contains the advisory committee's recommendations.
The Water Quality Division has reviewed the committee's report, as
shown in Attachment No. 2. Our resulting proposed revisions to the
criteria follow.

Proposed Criteria Revisions

A. Add New Point Category (Population Emphasis Points)

1. Reasoning = The grant priority criteria adopted last
year include some attention to number of people who
would be benefitted by a proposed project, (i.e.,
Stream Segment Ranking Points and the Tie-Breaker
procedure). In order to. (1) more fully meet the
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intent of national priorities and (2) to show a greater
correlation between severity of water polliution problem and
number of people involved, a '"Population Emphasis Points"
(PEP) category should be added to the State's priority system.

to be served by a project, not design capacity. Small communities
would not be penalized very greatly since the maximum number

of possible points is 10. Points would be assigned on the

basis of 0.1 points per thousand people or fraction thereof.

B. Revise the Following Point Categories

I.

‘Regulatory Emphasis Points

a. Reasoning - Because of an EQC Order's greater significance
when compared with DEQ regulatory actions, more importance
should be placed on an order.

based on the premise that as point assignment is increased,
so is project priority, an order should receive 150

rather than 100 points (i.e., present priority system

only has 10 pt. difference between permit requirement and
EQC order).

Need Points (Change Definition of Health Hazard Criterion)

a. Reasoning = The present priority system gives high priority
to projects which will eliminate health hazards, as
certified under the Mandatory Health Hazard Annexation
Procedures identified in ORS 222,850 et seq. Health
hazards can and do occur within present municipal
boundaries and in other areas where mandatory annexation
is not practicable., Some action should be taken to
recognize (in our priority system) that health hazards
are of significant importance whether ORS 222,850 is or
is not applicable,

hazard criterion, high priority can be given to all
projects resolving certified health hazards. In order
to implement this change, a health hazard certification
procedure must be set up between DEQ and the Health
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Pivision. The assignment of higher priority to correction
of all health hazards should not carry federal grant
eligibility (for collection systems) along with it. Col-
lection sewer eligibility should remain restricted to
mandatory health hazard annexation cases and mandatory
elimination of drill hole waste disposal wells.

Points (Change to Letter Codes)

May 11, 1978
Page 3
3. Meed
a.
b.

Reasoning - Need point assignment by using ex[stlng
criteria is the critical determinant of a project's
priority point aSS}gnment However, when other points
are added to need points, project ranking over-

laps occur from one need point subcategory into another,
fn addition, the probability of overlap is even greater
if the other criteria changes proposed in this memo-
randum are implemented.

represented by letter rather than number. These letter
code subcategories would represent varying assessment of
water pollution control need, with A = highest degree of
need and E, the lowest. ‘

Need Points Letter Code

299
800

700
600
400

m oo m=

For example, all projects with an A code could only be
relatively ranked with other "A" projects after all
numerical points are added (i.e., points still assigned
in "'Regulatory Emphasis," "'Stream Segment Ranking" etc.).

L, Project Type Points

d.

‘Reasoning - Present criteria provide minimal differentation

between treatment plant and sewer-related projects (e.g.,
10 pts. for STP, 8 pts. for Int.}. Federal and state
taws place emphasis on treatment of wastes. |In addition,
EPA guidance materials concerning state priority

systems require that "highest priority' be given to STP
upgrading projects.
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b. What needs’ Eg_gg.done = Point assignment should show

~greater differences in relation to type of project. Water
Quality Division suggested the following:

Points Project Type

1 Treatment Plant Upgrading

New Treatment Plant
Interceptor Sewer Replacement
New Interceptor Sewer

Collection Sewers

MW~ O

C. Other Revisions

Under the provisions of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) Oregon
is required to reserve portions of its annual allotment for specific
purposes, including:

1. 2% set aside to be used to bring grant participation up to
85% of eligible costs when "innovative'' projects are proposed
for construction.

2. 4% set aside for rural communities with unconventional or
innovative projects, These funds are reserved for small
communities of 3,500 population or less.

3. 25% set aside for sewer-related projects.
In addition, the advisory committee recommended the following:

1. Reserve a certain amount of funds specifically for Step I
grants. This action would guarantee that facilities planning
would be underway each year. The existing priority
system encourages cyclic ups and downs in number of projects,
since Step | projects compete with Step |l and Step I}
projects for available funds.

2. Procedures should be included in the state's priority system
to resolve differences between state and regional priority
lists. (NOTE: MNo specific procedures were suggested - the
committee simply recognized that 208 priority lists and state-
wide priority lists are probably going to differ, even if all
parties use the same criteria.)

After review of the required changes from PL 95-217 and the preceding two
committee recommendations, we concluded that all of them can be implemented by
(1) describing the set asides in the criteria, and {2) explaining what
adjustments will be made in management of the grant program.
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Projects funded out of specific reserves do not have to be ranked on
separate priority lists. A master priority list developed from
established priority criteria can still be utitized. This master list
would be suppliemented with a breakdown of project costs to clarify
which reserve (or reserves) would be used on each project. In other
words, projects would be ranked by using one set of priority crlterla,
and costs would be split out separately.

Summation

i. An advisory committee evaluated the state's priority system used
last year.

2, Several changes to the state's '"Criteria for Priority Ranking of
Sewerage Works Construction Meeds'' are needed.

3. Pros and cons of proposed changes and other possible changes were

discussed in Attachment No. 2 and Attachment No. 3 to this memorandum.

Director's Réecommendation

1. That the EQC acknowledge the efforts of our Water Quality Grants
Advisory Committee,

2. That the priority criteria as shown in Atfachment No. | be adopted,.

3. That the EQC authorize DEQ to hold a public hearing at the end of
June 1978 concerning a draft grant priority list developed in

accordance with Attachment No. 1}

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Pirector

Clarence P. Hilbrick, Jr.:em/ak
229-5311
May 11, 1978
Attachments:
1. Proposed FY 1979 Criteria
2. VWater Qualtity Division's review of
Advisory Committee's Report
3. Advisory Committee's Report
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ATTACHMENT

OREGON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CRITERTA FOR PRIORITY RANKING
aF
SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FOR FY [¥8] 79

Purpose

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall
be used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage works
construction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to
applicable state and federal law and regulations from October 1,
[£977] 1978 through September 30 [£97871 1979. The criteria and
rules for application shall be re-evaluated prior to September 30,
[297#8] 1979 to assess the necegsity for changes.

Definition
Applicable definitlons from CRS Chapters 468 and 454 shall
apply.

Development and adoption of Project Priority List

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

Priority Criteria
Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point

system.

Table A contains the schedule for Letter Code and points
assigmment within [eaeh ef] the [fiwve] six categories of:

a) Project Need

b) Regulatory Emphasis

<) Population BEmphasis
g)[e] Stream Segment Ranking
e) [d] Project Type

£) le] step Status

L. Deletions from last year's criteria are enclosed within brackets.
2. Changes are underlined.




" Each project will receive a Letter Code |Exeept for prejects
reeetvying 999 tetar peimks] under the Project Need category and each
need or project will be assigned appropriate points from the [#n
each ef]| five remaining categories, The points for each project will
then be separately added and each [tke] sum therefrom will be [the-
peint-toktal] used for developing the project pricrity list. The
project with the highest Letter Code and point total (i.e., within
Letter Code subcategories) will be the highest priority preject. In
the event of ties, existing population te be served by each project
will be compared. The project which would serve the largest existing
population will rank first and the project serving the smallest
population will rank last within their common priority point group.

Rules for Application of Criteria
A. Assignment of Points

Letter Code and points shall be assigned for each project
based on best available data at the time of ranking for adoption
of a list., In the event additicnal information justifies a
change in point assignment, change in ranking shall be accomplished
in accordance with B or C below. :

B. Additions or Elevation in Ranking

Projects may be added te the iist or elevated in ranking at
the discretion of the Director subject to the following pro-
cedure:

1. Letter Code and points shall be assigned in accordance
with Table A and Table B and the Letter Code and
point total will determine the ranking of the project
with respect to projects already on the list,

2. Sponsors of those projects which have lower Letter
Codes and/or fewey 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 Com-
mission may adopt the modified list as under Sectlon III.

C. Deletion or Reduction in Ranking

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




Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Ligts

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

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

Project Scheduling

Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases
that are scheduled for certification prior to the end of the
fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within that
time frame will be scheduled for funding from subsequent year
funds. Tn the event of unavoidable schedule slippage, and upon
formal reguest and justification by the applicant, the Director
may modify the schedule for the project and continue the reser-
vation 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 schedule date, the Director may reallocate the
funds to other projects on the list. If the Director initiates
a schedule modification without prier request by the applicant,
the applicant will be notified and allowed the opportunity to
negotiate the new schedule.

Note: If a grant schedule is directly related to an NPDES
Wagte Discharge Permit schedule, the Department has
authority to enforce that permit schedule, Also,
the Envirommental Quality Commission may enforce
a schedule by order when appropriate.

Contingency Resgerve

A minimum of 15% of each fiscal vyear's allocation of grant
funds shall be set agide as a contingency reserve for grant
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency
regerve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the total
reserve will not need to be maintained. A portion of the con-
tingency 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 porticon of the reserve
in accordance with state and federal regulations for Step I and
Step II projects which 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 will not be used prior to the end of the
fiscal vyear for Step I and II grants.




VI

VIT

The L5% resgerve shall consist of; 1) a 5% resetve specifically
for increases after grant award, 2) a $500,000 reserve under CFR
35.915(1), 3) the remainder to be state undesignated at the time of
rriority list adoption.

Eligibility for Funding

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

B. For FY [7#8] 79 collection systems shall be eligible for grant
assistance where such systems are required to comply with a
mandatory annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 or
DEQ regulationsg requiring elimination of Waste Disposal
Wells (OAR Chapter 340 Section 44-005 et seq.} This
eligibility of collection systems will not be extended
unless the Environmental Quality Commission finds that
gufficient federal funds are available to permit extension
without Jjeopardizing the construction program for egsential
treatment works and interceptor sewers. Collection sewer
eligibhility must be determined in accordance with 40 CFR
35,925~13. Collection sewer funding will alsoc be possible
in mandatory annexaticn cases (i.e., after health hazard is
certified by Health Division) when the municipality involved
ig willing to provide service to the proposed annexation
area on a contractual basis.

Set-Asides

A, Facilities Planning Funds. In order to allew the Director
more flexibility in getting new pro;ects planned, he may set-
aside up to 8§81, 500 000 each year specifically to fund Step T
Grants. These funds shall be drawn from the unde51gnated
reserve established under Paragraph V(F){3). The funds must
be used in accordance with adopted priority criteria.

B. Rural Communities With Innovative * Proijects. The Director,
through appropriate grant program management must insure that
at least 4% of the State's federal grant allotment be used each
vear to fund inpovativeprojects in rural communities.

C. Sewer-Related * Projects. The Director, through appropriate
grant program management, must insure that at least 25% of
the State's federal grant allotment Eg_used_géch year to
fund sewer-related projects.




D. "~Innovative * Projects. The Director, through appropriate
- grant program managefent, must insure that at least 2% of
the State's federal grant allotment be used in FY 1979 to
allow 85% grant fundingrgg_innovativg_brojecggl_— T

* Note: "Innovative", and "sewer related" as defined
in EPA's Construction Grant Regulations.

VIIT Resolving Differences Between Statewide Construction Grant
Priority List & Regional Priority Lists

If priority assessment of projects within é_régional 208 waste
water management planning area does not agree with the Statewide
201 priority list, the Statewide lisgt has precedence. The
Director will, upon request from a 208 planning agency, hmeet to
discuss and evaluate regional vs state priorities.




TABLE A

PROSECT PRICRITY RANKING CRITERIA FOR FY [?8]'12

Letter Code

or
Point
Assignment

[Peinkt Categeries]
CATEGORIES

PROJECT NEED

A [999 Petat*] Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order

B [8e@]

@]

[#88]

w}

[e88]

E [4886]

150 [+ee]
20

80

50

under QRS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seqg. ({includes sewage col-
lection system, where determined eligible for grant partici-
pation after comparison with federal grant criteria).

[*Pednts for regulatery cmphasis, stream scegment ranking,
prodeet type, and step status inetuded in Eetad.]
Projects resolving other health hazards that are
certified which do not involve annexation) .

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

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

Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non-
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in

known urban or urbanizing areas.

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
problems.

REGULATORY EMPHASIS
Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation,
NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit.

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

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




Point
Assignment

0.1 to 1

12 to 95.73

10

=t

i8] 5

|t

I

[Peint categories]
CATEGORIES

POPULATION EMPHASIS

Points Assigned on the basis of .l point/thousand

people with 10 as the maximum rumber of points. "Number
of people" is existing population that would be served by
the project if it was in operationm. o T

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING
Refer to Table B

[Mete: Phis was reptaced in totat.]

PROJECT TYPE

Upgrading Sewage treatment plant [prejeets] including
but not limited to cost-effective sewer rehabilitation.

New Sewadge treatment plant.

Replacement of interceptor sewers, major pumping stations
and pressure mains.

New interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and
pressure mains.

Collecticn sewers.

STEP STATUS

Step I - Facilities plan preparation.

step IT - Preparation of plans and specifications.
Step III - Project construction.

POINT ASSTGNMENT SUMMARY

Category High Low
Project Need N E
Regulatory Emphasis 150 50
Population Emphasis 10 0.1
Stream Segment Ranking 95.73 12
Project Type 10 2
Step Status 3 1
TOTALS A 268.73 E 65,1

Table A - 2




Stream Segment

TABLE B

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING TABLE

Point Ranking Formula

Segment Points = 100 - 2(BR} ~ 1 (SR) (50}
n
where:
BR = Basin Rank (i.e. 1 to 19)
n = Number of Stream Segments in the
particular basin
SR = Segment Rank (i.e. within basin)
Note:
1. Basin Rank is based on total population within
each river basin. The basin with the most people
is ranked #1 and the least, #19.
2. Segment Rank is shown in the Statewide Water Quality
: Management Plan.
Basin Rank
1975 # of Stream
Basin Population Segments Rank
Willamette 1,565,974 22 1
Rogue ' 149,575 4 2
Umpqua 78,500 - 3 3
South Coast 66,687 5 4
North Coast - )
Lower Columbia 62,551 18 5
Klamath 54,400 5 6
Deschutes 53,810 4 7
Umatilla 43,300 3 -8
Mid Coast 35,686 10 9
Hood River 34,530 4 10
Grande Ronde 28,880 3 11
Malheur 21,000 1 12
Powder 16,700 i 13
Sandy 16,552 3 14
John Day 11,500 2 15
Halla Walla 9,210 2 16
Malheur lake ‘ 7,350 3 17
Goose & Summer Lakes 6,560 2 18
Owyhee 3,285 2 19

-7 -




Stream Segment Ranking Points

Segment

Tualatin

Willamette (River Mile 0-84)
Willamette (River Mile 84-186)
South Yamhill River

Morth Yamhil]l River

Yamhill River

Pudding River

Molalla River

S. Santiam River

Santiam River

N, Santiam River

Coast Fork Willamette River
Middle Fork Willamette River
Clackamas River

McKenzie River

Rickreall Creek

Luckiamute River

Marys River

Calapooia River

l.ong Tom River

Columbia Slough

Thomas Creek

Remaining Willamette Basin Streams.

- e wm m e e M ew e e m e, mm Ee M e e M me e v e e ma o A e, e M e e W

Bear Creek and Tributaries
Applegate River

Middle Rogue

Remaining Rogue Basin Streams

o o Er e e m omm e e b M am Em W wm wm e R mm Em RE e A e Em e o we ma e

South Umpqua River
Cow Creek
Remaining Umpqua Basin Streams

Coos Bay

Coos River

Coquille River (River Mile 0-35)
Coquille (River Mile 35 - Source)
Remaining S. Coast Basin Streams

o s e -

b T




Segment ' Points

Lewis & Clark River 87.22
Klatskanine River 84.44
Wilson River (RM 0 - 7) 81.67
Trask River (RM 0 - 6) 78.89
Skipanon River 76.11
Nestucca River (RM 0 - 15) 73.33
Nehalem River 70.56
Wilson River (RM 7- ) £7.78
Trask River (RM 6 - ) 65.00
Nestucca River (RM 15 - ) 62.22
Nehalem Bay 59.44
Tillamook Bay ' 56.67
Ti1lamook River (RM 0 - 15) 53.89
Nestucca Bay 51.11
Necanicum River : 48.33
Tillamook River (RM 15 - ) 45,56
Netarts Bay 42.78
Remaining N. Coast - Lower Columbia Streams 40,00
Lost River . 78.00
Klamath River (RM 210-250) 68.00
WilTliamson 58.00
Sprague 48,00
Remaining Klamath Basin Streams ' 38.00
Crooked River 73.50
Deschutes River (RM 120-166) 61.00
Deschutes River (RM 0 - 120) 48,50
Remaining Deschutes Basin Streams 36.00
Umatilla River ' 67.33
Columbia River {Umatilla Basin} - 50.67
Remaining Umatiila Basin Streams 34.00
Stusiaw Bay , _ 77 .00
Yaguina Bay ' 72.00
Siletz River 67.00
Yaquina River 62.00
Alsea River 57.00




Segment R Points

Siuslaw River 52.00
Alsea Bay 47 .00
Salmon River - - 42,00
Siletz Bay 37.00
Remaining Mid Coast Basin Streams 32.00
Hood River Main Stem 67.50
Columbia River (Hood Basin) 55.00
Hood River East, Middle and West Forks 42.50
Remaining Hood Basin Streams 30.00
Grande Ronde.River ' 61.33
Wallowa River ' 44 .67
Remaining Grande Ronde Basin Streams 28.00
Malheur River 26.00
Snake River (Powder Basfn) 61.50
Powder River ' ' 49.00
Burnt River ' 36.50
Remaining Powder Basin Streams 24.00
Columbia River (Sandy Basin) ' 55,33
Sandy River 38.67
Remaining Sandy Basin Streams 22.00
John Day River ' ' 45,00
Remaining John Day Basin Streams 20,00 -
Walla Walla River 43.00
Remaining Walla Walla Basin Streams 18.00




Segment ‘ Points

Silvies River 49,33
Donner & Blitzen River 32.67
Remaining Malheur Lake Basin Streams 16.00
Chewaucan River 39,00

Remaining Goose and Summer Lakes Basin Streams . 14.00

Owyhee River 37.00
Remaining Owyhee Basin Streams 12.00




ATTACHMENT 1|

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To William H. Young : : Date: 5/8/78
From:  Water Quality Division

Subject: Comments and Recommendations Based on Review of Report Entitled "Advisory
Committee's Recommended Changes to the Oregon Sewage Works Construction
Grant Priority system'

We prepared this memorandum with several goals in mind, the most important
of which is the need to achieve water quality improvement by ''best use'
‘of available Federal funding. The Advisory Committee has provided a
genuine service to DEQ by critically reviewing our present priority
system We recognize that the Committee had to deal with many complex
issues in a fairly short period of time, and congratutate all members

for producing a meaningful result.

Several of the committee's proposals merlt'anclusuon in the state's
priority system as soon as possible. Other suggested changes require
closer examination. Our discussion w;ll evaluate each proposal.

We suggest that the prlortty system, with recommended changes, be brought
before the Environmental Quality Commission at their May 26 meeting in
Portland. We intend to have a report available by May 10 for the EQC

and will furnish a copy to each Advisory Committee member.

Commi ttee Recommendation ) Commgnt

1. "Water Quality Index Points'" 1. At first glance, it's hard to
fault the logic presented by the
Committee in support of this
criterion (i.e., recognize effect
of a discharge on a receiving
stream). However, we have two
concerns: (1) the formula
presented is not very sensitive
and will result in the award of
50 points to many proposed prOJeCtS,
and (2) the points encourage
communities to discharge to small

“streams { if available) to get

the maximum number of peoints, whereas
the state WQ plan and permit program
discourage discharge. Therefore,
these points may work at cross=
purposes to existing DEQ plans and
programs. Also the need to get
existing discharges out of small
streams is already accounted for in .
the priority system through the
“"Regulatory Emphasis'' criterion.

DEQ 4
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2. '"Land Use Planning Status
Points"

3. '"Population Emphasis Points"

4, Putting More Emphasis on
EQC Order

5. Expand Health Hazard -
Criterion

2. ‘The only logic for including this
criterion in the state's priogrity system
is to demonstrate that DEQ is actively
encouraging compliance with State Land
Use Law. Several comments in opposition
to this criterion were identified by the
Committee and don't need to be repeated

‘here. DEQ will undoubtedly take some
" heat .if land use points are added or

not added. The reaction to these points
is either "I'm fer it" or "I'm agin it."
{f the number of possible points are
kept smaltl, then these points would have
little impact. '

3. |f the number of possiblie points is
kept small, this change could easily be
accommodated. "Existing priority criteria
(e.g., Stream Segment Ranking Points)
already take population into account.

The population points proposed by CRAG
would penalize communities with high

_growth rates, which in most cases means

smaller communities.

L. This added emphasis is attractive to
DEQ field staff since it recognizes the
reiative importance of a Commission Order
and extra staff effort {which justified
the order). EQC Orders have been and

" will be used only when necessary. An order

is not superfluous.

5. We concur with this recommendation.
However, we do not feel that grant
eligibility should be extended to collection
sewers when ''other health hazards'' are
involved. Extending grant eligibility

could encourage more development outside
cities without annexation, which would

“likely conflict with comprehensive land

use plans as well as legislative intent
shown in ORS 222,850 et. seq.
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6. Change ''Need Points' to

. Letter Codes

7. '"Project Type Points"

8. Other Revyisiens

6. This modification will have minimal
impact on the ex1st1ng priority system,
since very little overlap (between need
point subcategories) now occurs. The use
of Letter Codes will guarantee that

'"Need Point' assignment is the major
deciding factor in project ranking.

7. Placing more emphasis on treatment
of waste waters will meet the intent of

‘federal and state water pollution control

law. In addition, EPA's latest transmittal
memorandum {TM No. 78-1) concerning state
priority systems, states that highest
priority should be '"'assigned to projects
which reduce pollution from existing
municipal waste water discharges.” We
may want to differentiate between new
facilities vs. existing facility upgrading
in order to comply with TM No. 78-1. This
can be done by awarding 10 points for
facility upgrading and 7 points for new
facilities. '

8. Other proposed revisions such as:
(1) the 4% "set-aside' for rural areas,
(2) the 25% "set-aside'' for sewer related
projects, (3) funds 'set-aside' for Step
1 project only, and (4) procedures for
resolving differences between statewide
"201" priority .lists and regional 208"
prlorlty lists, can all be handled by
describing appropriate changes in DEQ's
present prlority system and making
adjustments in how we administer the

~grant program. - We feel that projects

funded out of "set-asides'" do not have
to-be ranked on separate priority lists -
we simply need to identify (on one master
priority list) which projects will be
funded from which 'set-aside'.




Memorandum
William H. Young
May 8, 1978
Page 4

Committee Recommendations

l.

2.

UWater Quality lndex Points!

"Land Use Planning Status
Points"

. "Population Emphasis Points"
. Put more emphasis on EQC Order.

. Expand Health Hazard Criterion.

. Change *'Need Points' to

Letter Codes

. Project Type Points

. Other Revisions

THB:aes

Staff Recommendations

1.

2.

Do not implement.

Do not implement.

. Ask for EQC adoption.
. Ask for EQC adoption.

. 0K on higher priority but restrict ‘
~grant eligibility.

. Ask for EQC adoption.

. ‘Ask for EQC adoption. with emphasis

on upgrading existing sewage treatment
facilities.

. Ask for EQC adoption.




From:

Subiect:

ATTACHMENT 111

State of Oregon
“BEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

William H. Young, Director -Date: 3/10/78

Water Quality Advisory Committee - Grant Program =

Recommended Changes to the Oregon Sewage Works Construction Grant
Priority System

in response to your request*, our Committee was created in October 1977
to evaluate DEQ's grant priority system. Four scheduled meetings were
held - October 31, 1977, December 5, 1977, January 16, 1978 and

February 17, 1978. As stated in your letter, the primary reason for
formation of this committee was to integrate and coordinate the statewide
201 grant program with regional 208 planning programs.

We hoped that we could develop a priority system which would be used by
208 planning agencies as well as DEQ in its 201 program. We cannot
determine whether the revised system suggested herein will in fact

be used by DEQ and the 208 agencies. However, we do feel that the
system we propose is more acceptable to all parties than DEQ's FY 78
priority system, Attachment Ho. 2 to the memorandum summarizes the
priority system we have envisioned, and by example, shows how this
system affects project ranking (as compared to ranking developed

with the FY 78 priority criteria).

Summaries of the December 5, January 16, and February 17 meetings are
provided for your review in Attachment No. 3. The following discussion
presents our recommendations; a recommendation may not represent Committee
consensus and opposing views are also included.

{f you wish to confer with the Committee regarding this memorandum, please
set up a meeting so that all members can participate. We feel that the time
and effort invested by this Committee was productive - and we strongly
encourage the use of similar evaluative committees whenever needed.

* See Attachment No. 1 (September 15, 1977 letter sent to
participating agencies)

Recommendations

“'Add the Following Point.Categories (Step 2 & Step 3 Projécts):

1. "Water Quality Index Points" -

a. obgectlve - to recognize that a waste water discharge
is more sugntflcant when its volume and waste load
is large in comparison to receiving stream flow
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b. description - these points would provide a relatively
scaled numerical impact assessment of a proposed
discharge on receiving waters. Before points are
aSSIgned, an index number is derived by applying
‘the following formula:

N
VX 80D - X» Where

Q = Average flow of receiving stream at the critical
dlscharge period in CFS

V = Average discharge quantity at design limits in CFS
BOD = Biochemical Oxygen Demand in mg/l
X = Water Quality (ndex

The Index Number is then assigned a point value:

Index Number ' Point Value
If X < 10 50 points
If 102X > 100 25 points
if 100 z ) 10 points

A 'no discharge' project (referrlng only to treatment and disposal
projects) would be awarded 100 points, rather than WQ Index
Points.

c. Comments

(1) '"no discharge' projects should not receive more
than 50 points

(2) population is factored into this category through
waste flow volume ‘ '

2., 'Land Use Planning Status Points"

a. ‘objective - to encourage communities to comply with State
Land Use Law and to encourage growth in urban and urbanizable
areas

b. description - points would be assigned according to degree
: of compliance with the Land Conservation and Development
Commission's {LCDC) organization goal:
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Points Assigned®

10

" 'Sltuation

Project complies with publiévfacilities
element of acknowledged (i.e., LCDC approved)
comprehensive plan and has capacity to serve
area within acknowledged Urban Growth Boundary

{ueB)

Project bhas capacity to serve area within UGB
of acknowledged comprehensive plan

Project has capacity to serve area within UGB
of not yet acknowledged comprehensive plan;
also, service area is within present city
limits

Project has capacity to serve area within UGB
of not yet acknowledged comprehensive plan;
also, service area Includes land ocutside
present city limits

Project has capacity to serve area within present
city limits with no adopted UGB (i.e. not
adopted by city yet)

‘Points could be changed to increase impact on

project priority ranking

Comments

(1) places emphasis on ''sewers' as the solution
to all water pollution control problems

(2) these points are skewed against rural special
service districts

(3) 1land use planning compliance has little relation
to water pollution problems

(4) current DEQ procedures assure project compliance
with State Land Use Law before grants are given

for design or construction

(5) term Ycity limits! should be replaced with
"sewerage agency boundary!' (acc. to CRAG)
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""Population Emphasis Points' (PEP)

LS
g

a. objective ~ to recognize that severity of a"pollution
problem can often be correlated to number of people
affected.

b. . description - these points would go beyond DEQ's
existing criteria which consider population in ''stream
segment ranking points' and in a '"tie~breaker! procedure.
PEP reflect present populaticon to be served by the
project, not design capacity.

Points would be assigned to all projects within a specific
"]oroject need point'' category, based upon .l point per
thousand people or fraction thereof, with a maximum of 10 points.*

C. Comments

(1) CRAG suggested that points be assigned on the basis
of one p0|nt per percent of design population
presently in existence within the proposed service
area.
Points could be changed to increase impact on project prlorlty ranking

(2) this category places too much emphasis on population
since existing DEQ criteria already reflect population

Revise Existing Point Categories

]-

"Regulatory Emphasis Category.'' In order to place more significance
on an EQC Order (as compared to other regulatory actions), an order
should receive 150 rather than 100 points.

Comment - John LaRiviere felt this category should not
be used unless the reasons behind EQC Orders become more
uniform

'"Need Point Category"

a. Change Definition of Health Hazard Criterion. This criterion
should be expanded to include other health hazards (e.g.
hazard within present city limits or other hazards where
annexation is not practicable),

In order to implement this suggestion a health hazard
certification procedure must- be set up between DEQ and
the State Health Division. Certification procedures of
this type may necessitate legislative action.
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b. Change Need Points to Letter Codes. Need point categories
should be represented by letter rather than, number, to
prevent project ranking overlap from one category into
another. These categories assess the degree of water
poliution control need with A representing the highest degree
of need and E, the lowest. '

Need Points ‘Letter Code
999 A
800 B
700 C
600 D
Loo £

For example, all projects with a B code could only be relatively
ranked with other "B" projects.

"Project Type Points®

Recognizing that federal water pollution control laws and applicable
state water quality statutes place emphasis on treatment of waste
waters, there should be a greater distinction between treatment projects

and various waste water collection projects., CRAG suggested the follow-
ing:

Points " Project Type
10 Treatment
5 Interceptor Replacement
2 New Interceptor
0 Collection Sewers

Other Revisions

1.

Beginning in FY 79, Oregon will be required to reserve 4% of
its allotment specifically for rural areas with innovative
projects. This would be applicable to Step 2 and Step 3 only.
Criteria for the use of these funds should be developed

after EPA promulgates explanatory regulations.
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2. Beginning in FY 79, Oregon must utilize a minimum of 25% of
its allotment to fund sewer-related projects, such as collec-
tion sewers, interceptors, combined sewer elimimation, or
sewer rehabilitation,

3. Have a separate priority list and set aside a certaln amount
of funds specifically for Step 1 grants. This action would
guarantee that facilities planning would be underway each
year {(i.e., eliminates competition for funds with Step 2 and
Step 3 projects).

L. DEQ needs to develop procedures for resolving differences be-
tween state and regional priority lists, These procedures
should be identified in the non-pumerical part of DEQ's grant
priority system. in explanation, even if the 208 planning
agencies use DEQ's criteria, there is a very definite proba-
bility that assessment of need will differ.

THB:dc

Attachments




ATTACHMENT NO. 1

5385
September 15, 1377

Letter sent to all participating
agencies. I

|

The cornerstone for Implementation of Sectlon 201 of the Faderal MWater
Pollutlon Control Act Amendments of 1572 (PL 92-500) Is the State's
annual Sewerage Works Constructlon Project Prlorlty List. Sectlon
35.915 of the Environmental Protection Agency's regulations states that
construction grants will be awarded (from allotments avallable) In
accordance wlith the approved priority list as developed from the State
priority assessment system. The key to the priority assessment system
is the State's criteria for assessing water poliution control needs,

The needs are derlved from {1) the Statewlde Water Qualtty Management
Plan, and {2) the Waste Discharge Permit Program and (3) staff analysls.
Each year we are expected to establish an unblased ranking of projects.
The crlterla used to rank projects must satisfy Foderal requirements and
be spproved by EPA, Reglion X.

buring development of the FY'78 project priority list, | became aware
that some deslignated 208 planning agencles had developed thalr own
priority Vists from criterla which differed from curs. As a result, the
reglonal 206 prlority Vlsts were not in agreement with our Statewlde
Pricrity List, It is obvious that priority ranking determined by
different agencles cannot be the same unless Ildentical criterla are
used, Therefore, because of the need and requlrements to coordlinate the
201 and 208 programs, &and since 1ittle Input Into developing the criterla
has come from outside DEQ, | have determined that an advisory committee
would be appropriate to review the criterle. The axpress purpose of
thls advisory committee w!l] be to review the State's present criteria
and make recommendations to me for enhancing our abliity to establish an
Impartlal ranking of projects based on Statewlde needs. The committee
will be advisory only and will not have decision-making authority. |
vwill evaluate reconmendations and forward proposals for change to the
Environmental Quallty Commlsslon, who adopts the criteria,




Mr. Jerry Orrick, Executive Director
Assoclation of Oregon Counties
September 15, 1977

Page 2

it Is expected that four meetings will be needed to develop the flnai
recommendations by February 19578, the target date for completlon.

Please keep In mlnd when selecting committee members that no funds are
avallable for the comm|ttee and therefore no expenses will be authorlized
for commlttee operations. :

The membershlp of the advisory committea will be as follows: .

member from EPA, Oregon Operations Offlce

rembers from DEQ

rmember selected by the deslgnated 208 planning agencles

(Councit of Governments) to represent them

1 member from the non=deslignated COGs, selected by
the Oregon Intergovernmental Relations Division

I member from the League of Oregon Clitles

} member from the Assoclation of Oregon Countlaes

1 member from the Department of Land Conservatlon
and Pevelopment

I member from the 1,000 Friends of Oregon

-— ) e

| am hopeful that we can have our first meeting late in October 1977.
! will advise you by Octobar 10, 1377, of the time, date and place of
the meeting.

Please have your representative to the coumittee contect Tom Elankenshlip
at 2295314 as soon as possible.

Sincarely,

WILLIAM H, YOUKG

4 Dlrector
WEGiem g//




ATTACHMENT NO. 2

REVISED PRIORITY POINT SYSTEM

POINT CATEGORIES s,

PROJECT NEED

Sequential Priority By Letter Code

A. Project necessary to comply with: mandatory annexation order under
ORS 222; Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR Chapter 340,
Section 44-055 et seq; or other situation where a health hazard or
pollution hazard has been documented (certified) in conformance
with the process jdentified in the Land Use Framewcrk Provisions.

B. Project necessary to achieve compliance with in=stream water
quality standards contained in OAR Chapter 340, Division 4, Sub-
division 1, or eliminate a contribution to standards violation,

C. Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment standards
or effluent standards established by DEQ or EPA.

D. Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented '‘non-point
source'' contamination of ground water or surface waters relating to
subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in known urban or
urbanizing areas.

E. Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
probiems.

REGULATORY EMPHASIS

Points Regulatory Situation
150 EQC Order or Regulation
30 NPDES or State Permit Requirement
80 Letter Directive, preliminary planning
approval or project authorization from DEQ
50 Other written statement of project desirability

by DEQ or EQC
STREAM SEGMENT RANKING

(same as existing DEQ Criteria)

PROJECT TYPE

Points Pro]ect
i

0 Treatment

5 Interceptor Replacement
2 Kew Interceptor

0

Collection




STEP STATUS

Points ‘Status

i Step | - Eacility.Plan Preparation * )
2 Step 1! - Design
3 Step [Il = Construction
WQ INDEX
Points {ndex Number
50 1f Indey Number < 10
25 If 10 b Index Number < 1C0
10 If 100 - Index Number <
100 If non-discharge project

(Note: Index number is developed by using formula)
LAND USE PLANNING COMPLIANCE

Points Situation
(as explained in memo)

N IO O

POPULAT{ON EMPHASILS

Points ‘Situation
0.1 to 10 Based on .1 point per thousand pecple
or fraction thereof with a maximum of
10 points

POINT ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY

Category High Low
Project Heed A E
Regulatory Emphasis 150 .50
Stream Segment Ranking. 95.73 12
Project Type ' 10 0 -
Step Status 3 1 ER
WQ Index . 50 . 10
Land Use 10 2
Population Emphasis 10 .1
TOTALS 328.73 75.10




2 RATING TABLE: APPLYING NEW CRITERIA
e "
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Terrebonne A i50 36.00 10 1 10 % .2 A207.2 3
Silverton A 150 79.82 10 2 25 .5 A267.32 1
Salem B 90 93.45 10 1 50 7.7 B252.15 4
lone B 150 34.00 10 2 50 A B246.10 5
Clackamas Co. 5.0, c 90 93,45 10 2 25 3.5 £223.95 8
(Kellogg Sludge) ,
Jacksonville ' C 20 83.50 10 2 50 .2 €235.70 7
Cannon Beach ' c 150 40 .00 10 2 50 . £252.10 6
Rainier ¢ 90 4o .00 10 2 10 .2 €152.20 9
N. Albany S.D. D 90 91.18 2 2 10 .2 D195.38 10
Happy Valley A 150 48.00 10 2 50 .2 A260.20 2
Turner f D 80 58,00 10 1 25 . D164.10 1"
Columbia City D 80 40,00 2 2 10 N D134.10 13
North Plains - D 50 48,00 2 1 50 . DI151.10 12

.'1.

« Information not readily available.




COMPARATIVE TABLE - NEW VS. OLD CRITERIA

[13]
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Project Y- 53 xE 2e 3=
Terrebonne 999 A207.2 46 ]
Silverton 999 A267,32 50 2
Salem 994 45 B252.15 53 3
lone 9ké B246.10 62 4
Clackamas Co. 5. D. 895.45 €223.95 68 g
(Kellogg Sludge)
Jacksonville 885.50 £235.70 75 6
Cannon Beach 852 €252.10 93 7
Rainier 842 £152.20 107 8
North Albany S.D. 791.18 D195,38 116 9 10
Happy Valley 758 A260,20* 120 10 2
Turner 739 D164,10 126 11 11
Columbia City 730 D134.10 132 12 13
North Plains 709 D151.10 138 13 12

* pue to documented 'health hazard."
%% Does not include land use planning status points.

LU« B - oo\n-lr--wF

riteria %%
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SUMMARIES OF COMMITTEE MEETINGS




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Advisory Committee Members ' Date: . 1/5/78
From:  Tom Blankenship, Committee Chairman -

Subject: Summary of December 5, 1977 Advisory Committee Meeting Concerning the
. Oregon Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System

The December 5, 1977 meeting was held in Salem at the Local Government
Center Conference Room. This meeting was the second of four planned
discussion meetings concerning Oregon's Sewage Works Constructlon Grant
Priority System.

Bruce Niss {Mid-Willamette Valley COG), Norm Boice (State Intergovern-
mental Relations Division}, Burton Weast (League of Oregon Cities) and
Alan Miller (Association of Oregon Counties) did not attend. Bruce Niss
was identified as Frank Mauldin's replacement when | talked with Frank
in early November, It's my understanding that Norm Boice has left IRD,
so we'll ask IRD for a replacement.

Those attending included: Committee members - Fred Bolton, Gary
Gustafson, Dick Benner, Bill Sobolewski, John LaRiviere, Craig Starr,
Terry Waldele and Tom Blankenship; others - Dick Miller (Bear Creek
Sanit?ry Authority), and Garrett Rosenthal (Lane Council of Govern-
ments).

Our next meeting will be held in Portland on January 16, 1978, from
10:00 - 12:00 a.m. at DEQ's new offices, 522 S. W. 5th Avenue, {Yeon
Building).

Summary of Meeting

Several changes in how federal funds can be used are included in the new
Clean Water Act, We discussed several of these and their effects on the
State's grant priority system.

Changes that were discussed included the following:

1. A minimum of 25% of the State's allotment must be utilized to fund
collection sewers.
st

2, L% of the State's allotment cgﬁ be specifically set aside for rural

areas aﬁitag innovative projects.
[ ]]

3. 2% of the State's allotment can be used by the State to administer
the grant program, if the State asks for and recelves delegated
authority from EPA.

L. Land disposal alternatives considered in the facilities planning
process can be selected over less costly alternatives (i.e. they
can be up to 15% more than the least cost alternative)

All of these changes, if implemented, will reduce the expendable resources
available for treatment plants.

DF(3 4
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Several committee members made presentations concerning possible revisions
to DEQ's grant priority criteria. Each of these are briefly summarized

as follows:

1. VWater Quality Index Points -~ C{raig Starr explained how the impact

of a discharge on receiving waters could be assessed,

The impact

would be assngned a numerical value, and that value would be added
to the existing priority point total (for a particular project).

The formula Craig developed relies on established streamflow data,
projected effluent discharge quantities, and effluent quality:

Q

V% B60 BOD = X, where

Q = Average flow of receiving stream at the
critical discharge period in CFS or MGD

V = Average discharge quantity at dessgn
limits in CFS or MGD
BOD = Biochemical Oxygen Demand in mg/!
X = Water Quality Index

The Water Quality Index could be assigned point values, such as:

If X <_10 50 points
If 10 - X <100 _ . 25 points
if 100 - X <= - 10 points

The point assignment could be reversed if you wanted to encourage
discharge (i.e. when adequate dilution is available, a new dlscharge
would have minimal impact}. The committee decided that WQ Index should
be used both ways (i.e. either reward a project for inadequate dilution
or vice versa) on "'sample" projects to see what would happen to the

State's priority list.

2. Regulatory Emphasis - Fred Bolton opined that an Environmental
Quality Commission order should be differentiated from a waste

discharge permit requirement by more than 10 points,

He feit that

some points should be added to create a wider point spread.
Discussion also led to the possibility of reducing points assigned
to other elements within the Regulatory Emphasis Category. For

example:

EQC Order

Permit Requirement

Letter Directive

Statement of Project Desirability

or
EQC Order
Permit Requirement
Letter Directive
Statement of Project Desirability

100
50
4o
25

150

80
80

50

points
points
points
points

points
points
points
points
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.

‘Go Qver 1000 Points All committee members agreed that the 1000

point 1imit {on total project points) was afbitrary and should be
dropped. o

"Mini-Priority List" for Unspecified Reserve - One of DEQ's Regional

Managers suggested that a special priority list be prepared each
year. This list would determine which projects would receive funds
from unspecified reserve funds available to the Director,

Although the "Mini-Priority List" would reduce grant program
flexibility, it would be consistent with regulatory intentions of
EPA. A possible drawback to this action would be the commitment of
unspecified monies, which previously were not bound to particular
projects,

Have A Separate Priority List For Step | Projects - Establishment

of a separate priority list. for Step | projects would guarantee
that facilities planning would be underway each year. The present
priority system assures that needed Step 2 and 3 projects are
funded first - with the result (in FY 78) that almost no Step |

~grants can be processed.

Obviously there would be no need for a separate priority list if we
had sufficient appropriations from Congress to fund every identified
project.

Land Use Planning Status - Dick Benner and Gary Gustafson felt
that since sewage works construction projects encourage growth, the
grant priority system should consider land use plannlng goals{as

" they apply to each proposed project area). Mr. Benner suggested

that criteria be established to discourage growth in 'rural areas"
and encourage growth in 'urban and urbanizable areas'. Quotations
were placed around these terms, since they mean different things to
different people. Definitions established by the Land Conservation
and Development Commission should be used, according to Mr. Benner,
After some discussion, It was agreed that land use criteria would
be applied only to Step 2 and Step 3 projects.

Three examples of assigning points according to land use were
discussed, as follows:

(a) add 100 points to urban projects. & add 50 points
to rural projects.

(b) distinguish urban from rural by population density,
such as:

15 persons/acre = 150 points, 14 persons/acre = 140
points , 13 persons/acre = 130 pounds, etc.

(c) assign points according to compliance with LCDC's Organization
~goal, such as:
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Points “"Situation
100 Project inside city 1imits, inside LCDC

approved urban growth boundary (UGB)

80 Project inside LCDC approved UGB, but
includes land outside city limits

60 Project inside city limits, inside adopted
UGB not yet approved by LCDC

40 Project inside adopted UGB not yet
approved by LCDC, but inciudes land not
inside city limits,

20 Project inside city limits, but no
adopted UGB.

John LaRiviere stated that example (c) should be changed to include

areas that have received notice of “LCDC recognized compliance', although
they are outside city limits. '
After reviewing the three examples, it was generally concluded that (b)
would be very difficult to impiement because of. insufficient data;
however, (a) and (c) could be investigated further, Also, we agreed

that this criteria would not be applied to those projects which could be
funded out of the 4% ''set-aside' for rural areas and innovative projects.

7. Health Hazards - John LaRiviere strongly supported the revision of
DEQ's existing criteria concerning health hazards. Basically
stated, his recommendation to the committee was to expand the
"mandatory health hazard annexation' criteria to include other
health hazards (i.e. where annexation is not a relevant concern).

Conceptually, all committee members were not opposed to Mr. LaRiviere's
suggestion. However, in order to implement this suggestion some
procedures would have to be established by the State Health Division
for certification of a health hazard., This type of health hazard
certification may require legislative action.

8. Emphasis On Population - Please refer to attached letter from Bill
Sobolewski.

Closing Remarks

| volunteered my services, and those of our grant program staff, to
apply the criteria changes to several projects appearing on the FY'78
priority list. Priority ranking using the existing criteria will be
compared to rankings after changing the criteria (in one way or another).

The information 1'1]1 develop will be presented at our next committee
meeting.

THB:em
Attachment
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Mr. Thomas Blankenship

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Mr. Blankenship:
As requested in your letter dated November 10, 1977, I have reviewed the

"population emphasis" in the existing Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality grant priority criteria.

In determining which projects to fund, 40 CFR 35.915(c)(1) indicates that
States shall consider "......the population affected...." The existing

DEQ criteria for priority ranking considers population in two ways

namely stream segment ranking where basin rank is based on total population
within each river basin and in tie breaking for cutoff determination of
Federal funding.

The criteria does not adequately address and prioritize projects based

upon affected population or population to be served. It is recommended

that the criteria be revised to reflect population to be served by the

project. This can be done in two ways: (1) assignment of points under

a population category to each project such as "1 point per thousand -

people, or fraction thereof" (maximum 100 points) or "1 point per density

factor” or (2) assignment of points to each grouping of project needs

based upon "1 point per thousand people, or fraction thereof" (maximum

100 points) or "1 point per density factor". It would appear the second

approach is best because the population emphasis would not be greater

than the emphasis placed on project need. This would prevent projects

#ith large population and Tesser needs be ranked near the top of the funding
ist.

Thank you for an opportunity to comment on your criteria.
Sincerely yours,

Ub;ﬂﬁhukg~\C7b-ESOQfonALrukﬁ CoTee

William J. Sobolewski, Coordinator
Construction Grants Program




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Advisory Committee Members Date: January 25, 1978

From: Tom Blankenship, Committee Chairman

Subject: Summary of January 16, 1978 Advisory Committee Meeting Concerning Oregon's
Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System

Our January 16, 1978 meeting was held in Portland at DEQ's new headquarters.
Bruce Niss (Mld Willamette Valley COG), Burton Weast (League of Oregon
Cities), Alan Miller (Association of Oregon Counties), and Gary Gustafson
(Department of Land Conservation and Development) did not attend.

Attendees included: Committee members - Tom Blankenship, Fred Bolton,
Dick Benner, John LaRiviere, Bill Sobolewski, Craig Starr, Terry Waldele
and B. J. Smith (Ms. Smith replaced Norm Boice from IRD); others -

Dick Miller (Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority), Dale Cannon (CH,M
Hill), Jeff Gibbs (CRAG), and Dan Hodge (CRAG).

We scheduled our fourth meeting on February 17, 1978 from 10:00 a.m. to
12:30 p.m. at DEQ's Portland Office, 522 5. W. 5th Avenue.

Meeting Summary

The meeting agenda was not rigidly structured at the January 16 meeting.
Discussion centered around changes to DEQ's priority criteria which had
been suggested at earlier meetings.

The attached comparative tables were reviewed and discussed. These

tables showed the effect of criteria changes on a group of twelve projects
selected from the FY'78 priority list. Effects were measured in terms

of altered relative project ranking.

After concluding our review of the referenced tables, Dan Hodge explained
the attached priority criteria which is being considered by CRAG's Water
Resources Task Force. Most of these criteria are either already included
in the state's priority system or were discussed by DEQ's committee at
previous meetings.
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Mr. Hodge indicated that CRAG's criteria is in preliminary form and was
provided to its Water Resources Task Force in late December for comment.
He opined that CRAG's Public Facilities Staff may have to make a separate
recommendation (from its task force) to the CRAG Board. His opinion was
based on the fact that there is lack of consensus on the task force.

Comments
Committee discussion brought out the following:

Step 2 & Step 3 Projects

1. In order to encourage ''no discharge' treatment plants, a bonus
point category (e.g., 100 points) could be added on - these
points would be assigned to the project instead of Water

* Quality Index Points.

2. Jeff Gibbs briefiy explained the attached priority criteria
“used by Minneapolis - St. Paul which greatly emphasizes
availability of existing public facilities in project ranking.
He felt that growth should occur where facilities are avail-
able - in conformance with a growth management program.

Committee reaction to these criteria included: (i) the obvious
skewing of priorities (i.e., lack of emphasis on WQ problems),

(2) the heavy favoritism toward multi-service local governments,
and (3) the land use criteria already evaluated by the committee ™
would better meet Oregon's needs.

General

1. Mr. Hodge indicated that the need points shown in the CRAG
Task Force's preliminary criteria could be applied on a
percentage basis [i.e., _Present po gaatuon x need points] to
discourage projects' that oeeremph351 pgrow%h
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2, If the designated 208 COG's do not utilize the state's priority
criteria {i.e., even after it's revised), DEQ needs to develop
procedures for resolving differences in state vs. regional
priority lists.

3. The committee agreed that health hazards, whether annexation
is of concern or not, should have equal priority need points.

. '"Need Point' categories could be represented by letter, rather
than number, to prevent project ranking overlap from one
category into another. Overlaps can now occur, since five
other categories of priority points are added to need points,

For example:
3
o
o 5
% 4 e W’ e
\Koda & \56iﬁ\ e? 35ﬁ 'ffﬁqﬂ 0 < N
: X/
p® W g ot W B w©
Whoville 700 50 22,00 8 ] 781 2
You Town 600 100 91.18 10 1 802.18 1
Using letters, rather than ''need points', would imply {for example) that
YA'" projects could only be compared to other Y“A" projects - i.e., projects

would be r

5.

Attachment

THB: aes

ommi ttee Members

, 1978

elatively ranked within category.

The committee is in favor of a separate priority list
for Step | projects.

The land use points criteria suggested by Dick Benner should
be applied to any project that might be funded out of the
{possible) 4% set aside for rural areas. The 4% set aside
could, according to the Clean Water Act of 1977, be used for
communities of less than 3500 people, which applies to most
cities in Oregon.

S 1. Tables
2. CRAG Memo
3. Twin Cities Priority Criteria




' Memorandum

To:
From:

$ubject:

COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

December 27, 1977

Water Resources Task Force

- -

Public Facilitiés Staff e s L L
Project Prioritization TTEe %

As requested by the Water Resources”Task Force on December
14, 1977, staff has developed a draft of a ranking system
for projects which meet the criteria for eligibility under
section 201 of PL 92-500.

Point a@ssignments and ranking categories are recommended for
discussion at the Water Resources Task Force meeting and
will be used for discussion purposes at the next DEQ project
priocrities meeting.

Other categories which have not been included directly in
the ranking system are:

1. Regulatory emphasis
2. Step status

3. Beneficial uses

4. Change in conditions

If you have other criteria you feel should be included
please constact Dan Hodge or bring recommendat;ons to the
Task Force meeting.

Recommendations should be ready for DEQ by February 1, if
possible, to have the greatest impact on the Statewide
Project Prioritization list for Fiscal Year 1979.
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Points

800 l.
€00 . 2.
500 3.
400 4.
300 5.
100 €.

gt

-

e

PROJECT NEED - “Zig =
LT

st T
Project necessary to resolve a documented
(certified) health hazard whether required
to comply with; mandatory annexation
order under ORS 222% 'Waste Disposal Well
Schedule under OAR Chapter 340, Section
44-005 et seq, or other situation where
the above do not apply, consistent with
Land Use Framework Element provision.

- . and i lan
Projects necessary to achieve,compliance
with in-stream Water Quality ‘Standards
contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4
Subdivision 1 or eléminfate a contribution

to standards violation. .

Project necessary to comply with jsuinimum
waste treatment standards or effluent standards
established by DEQ or EPA (303(e) Basin Plan)

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

Project needed to serve developed area
where the potential for pollution and/or
public health problems exist.

Project needed to serve proposed or projected
development and projects desired to improve
effluent quality of existing facilities.
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STREAM SEGMENT RANKING =~
Points 'TLT:f;~i§~
12-95,7 DEQ's existling system with some
modifications:
1. Consideration of dilution factors
2. Consideration of beneficial uses
(303e)
3. Change or ranking for other stream
in basin
PRCJECT TYPE
Points
10 Secondary Treatment
8 Sludge Management
6 Effluent Application
4 Tertiary Treatment
2 Interceptor (replacement)
i New Interceptor
0 Colleciton System
POPULATION SERVED (ALTERNATIVES)
Points
1-100 1. One point per 1000 population served up to
: 100,000 or 100 points maximum. (existing)
1-100 2. One point per percent of total regional
population (existing) within area to be
- served.
<1-69 " 3. For state ranking only - only one per
percent of total state population (existing)
within the basin: »

Willamette Basin 69
Sandy Basin i
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‘LAND USE CONSIDERATIQN, -hn-
| | . - j‘.::-!.‘ T
Points ' _a-Efiffm“
10 1. Identified Immediate Growth Boundary
20 2. Identified Urban Service Boundary
20 3. LCDC approved Comprehensive Plan
10 4. Regionally recognized Comprehensive Plan
30 5. Regionally recognized Sewer Master Plan
10 6. Regionally recognized Water Plan
10 7. Regionally recognized Drainage Plan
10 B. Regionally recognized Road and Street Plan
120 Points Total
A REGIONAL WASTE WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Points
50 Project required in Areawide Waste Treatment

Management Plan (Consortium Planning)
0 Project not reguired

As a result of the Waste Resource Treatment Facility recommendation
regarding the use of two project priority lists, one for facilities
planning, Step 1, and the other for design and construction,

steps 2 and 3, the two following sets of criteria for ranking are
suggested.
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Step 1 Planning

Points

100-800
12-95.7
N-10
1-100
0-120
0-50
113-1175.7

Steps 2 and 3
Points

100-800
12-95.7
0-10
1-100
0-120
113-1125.7

T

PROPOSED RANKING SY-BE

‘F

Project need

1*1

Stream segment rank...ng

*Project type
Population served

Land use consideration
Regional Waste Water Management Plan

Project need

Design and Construction

Stream segment ranking

Project type
Population served

Land use consideration

-

R
.._3!"' ’

- —‘-’—ﬁ‘f =

| "
e

oac

*Project type for planning may need to be changed from that in
the preceding discussion because of inability to distinguish
whether project will involved tertiary treatment or effluent

application.

An alternate listing could be developed joining the

two categories together and allowing 5 points for that group.

DH:d1ld
2:1-4

o




WQ Index Polnts - Examble #2°

"Reward Dilution"

2 o4 ;¢><
o5 g s 35 35
= — o = é-— o =
=5 - = =
Scn ﬁ o . t gco gtﬁ
I~ Q w [NENT, ] — —_— - TF W}
> =z - - 0 ~ > [T
< L. - w-— M~ o < L < T =
— = == = i g =
PROJECT ez gL & s & wZ 238
Terrebonne 999 50 1049 b6 ] 1
Salem 99k 45 10 1004 .45 53 2
lone | 916 10 | 956 62 " 3
Clackamas Co. S. D.

(Kellogg Sludge) 895.45 25 920.45 68 4 h
Jacksonville 885,50 10 895.50 75 5 5!
Cannon Beach 852 10 862 93 6 7
Rainier 842 . 50 892 107 7 6
North Albany S. D. -~ 791.18 50 841.18 116 8 f‘:\ 8
Happy Valley 758 10 768 120 9 i 10

. ] '
Turner 739 25 764 126 10 Wl _,311
Columbia City X 730 5o 780 132 n "ﬂ“}f ;19
' ..I.‘."'.” N

North Plains . 709 10 719 139 12




WQ Index Polnts ~ Example #1

"Penalize Dilution®

-J . ! L)
30 e S 3 v
-_— b -~ I
(] o > w w w — >
o- €O wl [=] [t = - = - ul
P~ awn i - - 1 =0
i zE Zy RS pr e
hind = - = — ™~ —4 =
PROJECT ez g o e - wsg
Terrebonne 999 10 1009 b6 1 2 R
Salem 994 45 50 1044 .45 53
lone a6 50 996 62 3 3
Clackamas Co. S. D. i
(Keliogg Studge) 895 45 25 920.45 68 b 5
Jacksonville 885,50 50 935,50 75 5 L ,
Cannon Beach 852 50 902 93 6 6 jﬂ
Rainier 842 10 852 107 7 7 1'.-\")
North Albany S. D. 791.18 10 801.18 116 8 9 7'? o
’ \uf "| _'i—
Happy Valley 758 50 808 120 9 8 “'yi'%:ﬁ
Turner - 739 25 764 126 10 10 . ';LI i
Columbia City ! 730 10 70 132 " 12 ¥ '«aa“.f\
North Plains 50 759 139 12 1 oy




POPULATION IMPLICATIONS APPLIED TO PRIORITY LIST NEED POINTS CATEGORY

Need Total Fy'78 Present | Point/1000 Revised FY'78 Rel. Revised
Project Points  Points Priority - Population or Part Total Points  Priority Rel. Priority
Tri-City/County 800 99545 52 30900 31 102645 1 2
Salem 99445 53 80000 80 107445 2 1
Cottage Grove 98500 54 - 6900 7 99200 3 5
PDX-Elk Rock 98445 55 1700 2 98645 b 6
Coos Bay (1/1) 98300 56 14100 15 99800 5 3
Roseburg Rehab. 97933 57 16950 17 99633 6 * b
BCVSA Westside 97350 58 1900 2 97550 7 7
Donald 96000 59 310 1 96100 8 R
Wauna-Westport 95200 60 690 ! 95300 9 -t g
Astoria (WM) ' 95000 61 184 1 95100 10 R [
lone 94600 62 420 1 94700 " n
€ lack-Rhodo 94067 63 5000 5 94567 1?5 12
St. Paul 94000 64 370 1 94100 13 13
SW Lincoln L 92000 65 2040 3 92700 13E1; }p%i Th

; RRI

: ,.,t‘ oy
Assumption: Assignment of points to 800 needs point grouping based on adding one point per thousand peoplé ‘to be

served, or fraction thereof {(Max-100 points)




XAMP

LE #1

LAND USE
Total Points Land Use Revised FY'78 Relative Relative '
'roject On FY'78 List Points Total Priority # Rank on Rank with
FY*'78 List Land Use Points
‘erre Bonne 999.00 (U) 100 1099.00 46 1 ! 1
;alem 994 .45 (U) 100 1094, 45 53 2 2
lone 946,00 (U) 100 104600 62 3 3
>lackamasCo. !Kellogg) 895.45 (u) 100 995.45 - 68 4 b
Jacksonville 885.50 (u) 100 985.50 75 5 5
>annon Beach 852.00 (U} 100 952.00 93 6 6
Rainier 842.00 (U) 100 942.00 107 7 7
N. Albany S. D. 791.18 (U) 100 891.18 116 _ 8 8
Happy Valley . 758.00 (R) 50 808.00 120 .9 12
Turner . 739.00 (U) 100 839.00 126 ?};10 9
Columbia City 730.00 (V) 100 830.00 132 S | 10
North Plains | 709.00 (V) 100 809.00 139 ’ﬁﬁigiggh "
LA ¥
. iRk

Assumptions:

. Ny
1. A1l incorporated cities must have a UGB approved by LCDC and, therefore, are designated urban (U). Exception:

2.

Happy Valley

If not an incorporated city, then county designation determines rural or urban

Terrebonne - Deschutes Co., Bill Renwick, 382-4000

Clackamas Co. (Kellogg) - Clackamas Co., Jennifer Sims, 221-1646(307)
N. Albany S. D, - Benton Co., Marve Gloge or Shirley Roberts, 757-6819

T
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’l“ .

Table 4-2 .
Mctropolitan Sewer Projects Priority Criteria

Criterta ) Maximtom Pointy
I. Problem: Primary Purpese of Project 250 i
A. Existing development presente immedinte threat to putli;
heahth 100
L. Sewaes poltution o public water supply 50
2. Poitution uf rroundwater 50
3. Sewage pollution of swimming waters 25
4. Soil absorption ability decreased 25
B. Lxisting development is producing seriows polluzion of na ural
FeSOUECCS 50
Lo Efluent discharge into tiver dues not mreet fedoalsiale
waler gquality standards 50
2. Efftuent dischargad into Jakes 50

C. Service area is scheduled Tor increased density of development
within the next five ycure, crnsistent with other M Sroapuliten
Development Guide pahlicics, when locil meatdvipalivy has taken
sufficient action to provide local facilities in courdiinstion witl

the metropolitan facility 50

D. Current treatment not feusible for longer than five years 50

I, Service Are Feonemd o lnvestmem 275
A. Urban servive capauity within the service area of the project 150

1. Highways and streets

tree Adcguate = 50
2. Local stwer colicction and centra) water

Needs some

syslcms uprading = 23
3. Schinol clussroonsy Nevsesaiee
‘ Cajtarinn = 0
B. Lecabgorvernawnt's ability 10 serve inceeased developmioat 125
b Fulldime police and public fire protection 25
2. Full-time xdminis @ribm service 25
3. Coinprennveee land wse plan 25
4. Conepiclivnay e wower plon subriitedapproved 1n:23
5. Copited iryenre rnt provram a2y

Sou'.'cc: Metzapohiaan Council of the Twin Cities Arca, "Metiopotian Coundl Five Yeu;
ﬁ;mlul [ ovenient Proeram for Sewerage Facilitios” (Minneapalis. Minnesota: Janoary
it ;

compichensive plan, zonirg ordinance, and capital plan were tied togeih in
1969 under a special peemil procedure, Under this proce:dlare, those wha wish

to subdivide lind Tor development ot crcctmulidple dwetiags vt abiin g por
it from the town Toard. ssuance of this permit s dependent on the availabily 3
of the following: .

Fo sewers oran approved altetnative,
2. drainage fucitites

USK OF STWERAGE POLITY IN 1 AND UsE EoNTROI s -

3. parks or recreational facilities,
4. state, county, or Lown rozds improved with curbs and sidewalks, and )
5. firchousss, .

Tlie degree of availability is measured on a scale from one to five. Nu permit
can be obtaine D unless fifteen points arc ohainzd. T wishing to develop ter
which does net meet the criteriaare it oo duso re o kling they provide the
needed facilitics at their own expense. Land which canfost be developed becairsa
of this ordinunce is entitled to certain forms of tax relief.

Since the wvailability and location of putlic service facilities are regulated by
the eighteen-y.r capital plan. the result ol tie ordinance is essertially to fix the
rate of deveioyzient it the toven and govern the structus. of deveopmert.

Not surprizingly, this new method of regulating growwvth was challenged in the
courts almost immadiatels. One of the important isstes in the series of court
cases wies whethizr New York State’s legislation grantine mnnicipdd zoning
avthority coni. :od the power to control the timing of | .nd evaiopiaesr. There
is no mention &f tiining considerations in Lhe relovant statntes. After differing
decisions in the lower courts, the New York State Court of Appeals ruled in faver
of Ramapo in the case of Golden v. Planning Bogrd ™ Among the findings. the
court oo by st s Clegitine e zoning purpeses” sy cdiied umder Mo
York St Lis o cluded “adequate provision of tramsportation, water. sewe 2o,
schools, purlix ard other public rcquirelfn: ts,"> the pliasad growth policy
devised by Rumepo was » ithin the scop;.\SF powers delezated by the legistativn.

Thisrulie - ooy Lave Far-teaching cf_l'f‘.,-!, sinee the New Y ok State legisiation

=

}

<

- T W )
iving towns £t to zone is hased l!p’&lt:t-l}-:'%i-]ﬁ.'n Jortm ntof Commer:?
3 A Wi )
Stunderd State Zoning Az developed in -i.‘?hj

‘?ﬁf other states bave a)
their er:abling leslation upon this model codaf & the Wew Yorl &ooion
mizht infTucnee zovermnents in other states fo ﬂ!Joh! sirtilar approaches.
Sinee the . wrt decision, 2 nuisber of aigomends, peooand con, oz aproas
S Qne cindciser is that the ~agiog of crowth, wlhich il
reack fuil dovelopment, viclares

uit the Romey

< suhie thie dme for the town to-
nantees of Tieedom of movement. Also, although the cournt
Spaes phor s pot oxclisionaey, it has since Pren pajnte T

approximets

constiiutiong
found that 1o

et ieaa of Conoet aminespere d aren T sesea e T o0 o e

Forge Jots, and 1t the coprral nrograntis ploa od with s type of Covelep oot
in mind. Thus, it i mzued. the net elfect of o8+ 1ogine plan s to enlorcc an
excl: onary s af g e Ciier oriticis ore thos the podte coctue,
syt cmaphoy e Dis e essraprinte and that dhe +own eesons will place uniziz
burdens o ad.. “Loommunitiss, .

Thie case of Wimap s is semietine s cont ted with tet of Petalmng, Catis
ctooLw vas Ll Cau iR ot pien wa declis, s unconstitutional © The
Petalumiz ploooveauld hay, limited developinery® tr 500 witits per year, with ¢t
allocations gt 21 these develents <eorid the highast ona peint

N j‘#




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRQNMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

"Advisory Committee Members Date: 3/10/78 > %

Tom Blankenship : - : o - i:j
Summary of February 17, 1978 Advisory Committee Heetlhg Concerning
Oregon's Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System

Attendees included: Committee Members - Tom Blankenship, Fred Bolton,
Dick Behner, John LaRiviere, Bill Sobolewski,
Craig Starr, Terry Waldele, and B. J. Smith.
Others - Garrett Rosenthal (Lane C0G), Brent Lake
{DLCD), and Dan Hodge (CRAG).

No further meetings are scheduled. However, the (ommittee agreed to
meet with Bill Young if he wants to discuss the Committee's recommendations.

Meeting Summary

This meeting was focused on a draft memorandum to the Director which |
furnished to Committee members about 2 weeks ahead of time. The memo~
randum contained recommendations for revising Oregon's grant priority

system.

Several Committee members submitted written comments either at or
subsequent to the February 17 meeting. E£ach of these written comments
is attached, and a brief summary follows (identified by individual):

Gary Gustafson (Dept. of Land Conservation & Dévelopment) = stated that
“"land use' points should be applied to Step | projects also. The
Committee had proposed that these points be used with Step Il & Step Il
projects only, i.e., after we know service area & project scope.

Terry Waldele and Don Hodge (CRAG) -

1. Population points should be revised to assign 1 point per percent
of design population that Is existing within pr0posed study or
service area (i.e. study area for Step |, service area for Step ||
& Step 111},

2. Wording should be changed in '"land use points category to delete
the words ''city limits" and replace them with “sewerage agency''.

3. '"Project type' points should be changed ﬁfsm existing 10 pts. for
STP, B pts., for lnterceptor to the following:. 3

Points Project Type

10 Treatment Plant

5 Interceptor Replacement
2 New Interceptor

0 Collection Sewers

L ]
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A point assignment summary should be added to the Committee's

recommendations. ’:*ﬁﬁ
- . - . - _ i:’ i
The City of Portland (i.e. Cowles Mallory) supports the land use o~

points category as originally proposed by the Committee.

A table should be added to the Committee's recommendations
memorandum showing the effect on project ranking {on a
group of projects from the FY 78 priority list) by

applying revised priority criteria as recommended by the

Committee,

Fred Bolton (PEQ) = felt that the land use points criteria will

create an additional hurdle for local governments in obtaining federal
funds; one that is not related to water pollution control.

' John LaRiviere (Rogue Valley COG) -

1.

2-

Disagrees with "land use' points because

- no relation to improving water quality

- encourages LCDC compliance, which is not the
purpose of EPA's grant program

- LEDC compliance is a long way off for many

communities (i.e. litigation) so points would

bhave little meaning
- biases solution of pollution problems toward sewers

Population emphasis points should be coordinated with
WQ Index Points,

"B, :J. Smith (1RS) - The non=- designated COGs are against land use points

because of the effect on rural special service districts.

‘General Comments

1.

2.

Mand use' criteria which is attached.

Emphasis (i.e., number of points) placed on population and land use
should be reduced.

Opposing views to a ''general'’ Committee recommendation should
also be shown in the memo to the Director.

The “summary“‘part of the Committee's memo should be dropped
since individual meeting summaries will beJettached

. .
¥

Dick Benner provided a written response to-cr;tTcnsms of the
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5. Terry Waldele provided another.memc after the February 17 meeting d ?%
which is attached. * ) - e
"? . 7; _' .‘"'
THB:em ]
Attachments:

1. Gary Gustafson's letter of February 15, 1978
Terry Waldele's message dated February 16, 1978
John LaRiviere's memo dated February 1k, 1978
BCVSA's comments :

Terry Waldele's memo of February 24, 1978

Dick Benner's letter dated February 28, 1978

[aa NS o N R VUM S
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No. | C,\J'g%

Department of Land Conservation and Development

ROBERT W. STRAUR 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4926

February 15, 1978

Tom Blankenship, Chairman

Sewage Grant Priority Advisory Committee
Water Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Dear Tom,

Although I was unable to attend the last meeting of the
Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System Advisory
Committee, I have examined the summary and have a sugges-
tion to offer.

If there is to be a separate priority list and ranking system
for Step 1 projects, then it should also apply land use
points criteria to ranking. Step 1 constitutes the planning
alternatives for a project and is probably the most criti-
cal stage wherein land use considerations should be applied.
At Step 2 or Step 3 the project is already committed and
usually only minor design changes can be anticipated. It

- also makes no sense to encourage or foster local effort

and financial commitment at Step 1, when due to noncom-
pliance with LCDC goals the project might be downranked at
Step 2.

I would also like to voice our support for the land use
planning status point system developed by Dick Benner. It

should begin to give us a better handle to coordinate pro-
jects with local plans.

NEBEIY E
FEB 186 1978 @

Water Quality Divi#éon
Dept. of Environmental Quality




Once again, I unfortunately have a scheduling conflict
with the Committee's February 17th meeting; I have asked
Brent Lake of our staff to represent the Department in
my absence. Best of luck to you and the Committee.

Very Truly Yours,
G,

Gary Gustafson
Field Representative

GG:sd

ce: Wes Kvarsten
Jim Ross
Eldon Hout

Bob Jackman, DEQ
Nancy Tuor
Brent Lake
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Memorandum
To:
From:

Subject:

COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

February 15, 1978 ;
DEQ Criteria Committee
Terry Waldele

Criteria List and Point Assignment

" Attached is the criteria list with point assignments recom-

mended by the CRAG Water Resources Task Force for use by DEQ
in prioritizing FY 197% projects. These criteria and points
were recommended at the Task Force meeting on February 8,
1878.

The desire of the Task Force is to adopt a priority system
very similar to DEQ's so a procedure for resolving differences
between state and regional priority lists will not be neces-
sary.

In addition to the criteria recommended, the Task Force
recommends a separate list for Step I grants. This would
require a revision of the "step status" criteria of the
existing DEQ system.

The Task Force makes the above recommendations, pending
their review of the final recommendations of the DEQ Criteria
Committee.

TW/DH:1ls
3:1
Attachment




Points

A

Points

95.63
93.45
82.09
79.89
68.45
52.55
48.00

55.33
38.67
22.00

- PROJECT NEED

Project necessary to comply with: mandatory
annexation order under ORS 222; Waste Disposal

Well Schedule under OAR Chapter 340, Section

44-055 et seqg; or other situation where a health
hazard or pollution hazard has been documented
(certified) in conformance with the process identi-
fied in the Land Use Framework Provisions.

Project necessary to achieve and/or maintain
compliance with in-stream water quality standards
contained in OAR Chapter 340, Division 4, Subdivi-
sion 1, or eliminate a contribution to standards
viclation.

Project necessary to comply with minimum waste
treatment standards or effluent standards established
by DEQ or EPA (303(e) Basin Plan).

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

Project needed to serve developed area where the
potential for pollution and/or public health
problems exist.

Project needed to serve proposed or projected
development and projects desired to 1mprove effluent
quality of existing facxlltles.

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING
(Same as DEQ's Existing System)

Segment

WILLAMETTE BASIN

Tualatin

wWillamette (River Mile 0-84)
Pudding River

Molalla River

Clackamas River

Columbia Slough

Remaining Willamette Basin Streams
SANDY BASIN

Columbia River (Sandy Basin)
Sandy River

Remaining Sandy Basin Streams




Points
10
5

2
0

Points

1-100

Points
10
8

PROJECT TYPE

Treatment

Interceptor Replacement
New Interceptor
Collection

POPULATION SERVED

One point per percent of design population which is
existing within the proposed Study Area.

LAND USE PLANNING STATUS

Project inside existing sewerage agency and inside LCDC
approved Urban Growth Boundary {(UGB).

Project inside LCDC approved UGB, but includes land
outside existing sewerage agency.

Project inside existing sewerage agency, inside an
adopted UGB not yet approved by LCDC.

Project inside adopted UGB that's not yet LCDC approved
and includes land outside existing sewerage agency.
Project inside existing sewerage agency, but UGB not
adopted vet.

Project outside existing sewerage agency, URG not
adopted yet.

POINT ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY:

High ~ Low
Project Need (A-F)
Stream Segment 95.73 22.0
Project Type 10 0.
Population Served 100 1
Land Use Planning Status 10 0
TOTAL 215.73 23.0

DH:1=s:03
§:205/1~2




LARRY RICE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

REGULAR MEMBERS

CLACKAMAS COUNTY
Bariow
Canby
Estacada
Gisdstone
Happy Valley
Johnson City
Lake Qmwego
Milwaukis
Molsils
Oregon City
Rivargrove
Sandy
Waest Linn
Witsonville

MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Fuairview
Greshsm
Maywood Park
Portiand
Troutdsle
Wood Village

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Banks
Seaverton
Cornelius
Durham
Forest Grove
Gaston
Hillsboro
King City
North Plains
Sherwood
Tigard
Tualatin

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS

CLARK COUNTY

Vencouver
Camas

Columbia City
Scappoom

St. Helans

Tha Port of Portland
Tri-Mst

The State of Oregon

COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS

627 S.W. HALL STREET
PORTLAND, OREGON 97201

(503) 221-1646

MEMBERS PRESENT

{Dave Abraham
Donald Fager
Bob Gilbert
Melvin Haneberg
Ray Jaren
Cowles Mallory
Tom Sandwick
Dave Vargas
Joel Wesselman
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Steven Brutscher
Dan Brownson
Hilary Heizenrader
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Terry Waldele
Sue Boyer
Dan Hedge
Jeff Gibbs
Leslie Smith

WATER RESOURCES TASK FORCE

MINUTES OF MEETING
FEBRUARY 8, 1978

AFFILIATION

Clackamas County

Clark County

DEQ

Cities of Clackamas County
Corps of Engineers

City of Portland

Oak Lodge Sanitary District
City of Gresham

Washington County

State Water Resources Dept.
City of Portland
Portland General Electric




Water Resources Task Force
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Il

II.

III.

CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM

Chairman Joel Wesselman called the meeting to order in the
absence of a quorum.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Tom Sandwick noted that on page 7, he was counted as opp051ng
the motion when he actually approved it.

Ray Jaren noted that his name was inadvertently left off the
attendance roster. He also noted that on page 2 in the
fifth paragraph, it should read the "Corps' consultants",
not CRAG's. ' '

Mel Haneberg stated that on page 8 in the third paragraph,
the phrase "it did" had been inserted incorrectly and should
be deleted.

Dave Abraham then moved and Mel Haneberg seconded a motlon
to approve the minutes as amended.

PROGRESS REPORTS

A. CRAG Staff: Terry Waldele referred to the handout of
the new draft of the Text, Rules and other items of the
'208' Plan (not included on the agenda). Included in
this handout is a staff-proposed draft Order by the
CRAG Board which initiates the use of criteria and a
numerical weighting system for prioritizing sewerage
projects, and accepts or adopts the list of projects
and their priorities. Also included is a resolution
which is CRAG staff's first cut at a policy statement
accepting the support documents, as discussed at the
January 25 Task Force meeting. The resolution sets
down criteria for proposing a plan revision and puts
some burden on the party proposing such a revision.
The maps were not included in the handout, but are to
be included in the plan, with the exception of the
Sewerage Works Master Plan Map, which will, in effect,
be accepted by the CRAG Board in accepting the plan
documents CHZM prepared, thereby substituting the maps
in those reports for the Sewerage Works Master Plan.
The Text and Rules will then be enforceable by law and
the reports and maps referred to in them will be con-
sidered guidelines.

Sue Boyer noted that there was a typographical error on
the order under item 2. In the fourth paragraph it
reads 1978-89 and should read 1978-79.
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Waldele continued that staff is aiming at having a
finalized second draft of the Plan Text and Rules by
March 1. Since staff would like to have the draft
reported out of the Task Force by February 24, there

will be a solidified version of the Text and Rules

presented at the February 22 meeting. When the draft
is completed, it will be mailed to the jurisdictions
and special districts and a set of subregional meetings
will be scheduled to review it with local officials and
the public.

Turning to other business, Waldele said he passed the
Task Force's recommendations on the Portland Sludge EIS
on to EPA and copies of that letter are available. The
recommendation to add a Water Bureau representative to
the Task Force was passed on to Denton Kent to forward
to the CRAG Board. Vince Tallon of the Hazelwood Water
District has volunteered to take the place of Jesse
Lowman on the Task Force.

CRAG has received a request from DEQ for suggestions on
new legislation in the area of water gquality, wastewater
and sewers. Waldele's recommendation was to forward

the recommendations from Bartle Wells in their technical
supplement TS-10 on the legislative and financial
background. BHe then read the suggestions to the Task
Force. The consensus of the Task Force was that these
suggestions be forwarded and Waldele noted that as the
deadline for submitting the suggestions was the middle
of the month, the Task Force had a week to change or

add to them.

Waldele reported that DEQ's Policy Advisory Committee
met on January 26. They discussed DEQ's objectives for
the next few years. Also, the Committee talked about
funding that would be available to '208' under the 1977
Clean Water Act, $1 1/2 million per year has been
authorized for Oregon. The item the Committee spent

the most time on was the new law on rural cost sharing
for non-point source controls. The Agricultural Subcom-
mittee of the PAC has been reviewing this and the
funding program set up by the new law, which is a

direct grant program to farmers in rural areas to aid
them in controlling non-point source pollution. The
Soil and Water Conservation Districts are interested in
making those fund distributions. Public meetings will
be held on this new law and decisions made as to which
agencies have the oversight and implementation functions
of the program.
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Dan Hodge and Terry Waldele attended a DEQ Criteria
Committee meeting on January 16 and have a draft memo
to Bill Young, prepared by Tom Blankenship, that _
reports the progress of the Criteria Committee to date
and lists recommendations for revising the criteria.
To summarize those:

1. They would like to change the need point category
from a numerical point system to an A, B, C block
system. That way, projects in different need
categories can't be elevated to higher need cate-
gories by other criteria in the rating system--
they can only be prioritized within a given category
by the point system.

2. A new criterion, a Water Quality Index, which is
basically a measurement of the dilution factor.
It is a ratio of flow to pollution load to determine
how significant an effect this discharge has on a
stream and the proposed discharge in the grants
projects. The Index would not replace Stream
Segment Ranking, but would be added to it.

3. A new category called Land Use Planning Status,
which awards points to a jurisdiction based on
their progress toward meeting statewide land use
goals.

4, A category called Population Emphasis, which is
based on the proposed population in the area
served.

5. A Regulatory Emphasis category, which is a revision
of the existing category, to give a higher number
of points to an Environmental Quality Commission
(EQC) order.

Those criteria other than project need are used for
ranking projects within the need category and assigning
those points. There is also a recommendation that the
list be divided into two lists: Step I in the first
list and Steps II and III in the second. The next
meeting of the Committee will be on February 17 to
review this draft memorandum,

Joel Wesselman was concerned about Item #2 in DEQ's
Criteria List, as he felt it discriminated against
counties and suggested this be changed.
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Waldele responded that that had been the consensus of
the Committee to date.

Dave Abraham made the suggestion that Item #2 be changed
to read "projects within designated municipal corpora-
tions in sewerage business". He felt a city designation
shouldn't make any difference--if an agency is estab-
lished in wastewater management, they should be considered.

Dave Vargas voiced the concern that every time LCDC
approved a boundary change it would change the priorities.
Waldele noted that the priorities would be changed in
response to boundary changes.

Dave Abraham questioned inclusion of 1000 Friends of
Oregon in the DEQ Criteria Committee deliberations on
criteria that are based on land use planning status.
Abraham said he saw no reason for any public agency to
include 1000 Friends in their planning considerations.

Joel Wesselman said the Task Force should ask DEQ to
evaluate whether they have the authority under PL 92-500
to employ such a land use related criterion with respect
to federal money.

Waldele felt it would be required by OMB under A-95.
One alternative would be to exclude land use planning
points all together. Another would be to de-emphasize
it with fewer points or to state it differently to make
it more amenable to all sewerage agencies.

Dave Vargas was in favor of excluding it. If that were
not possible, he would choose to fall back to a lower
point allocatien.

Most of the Task Force felt the phrases "inside city
limits" and "inside an urban growth boundary" should be
deleted from item #2 of the DEQ Criteria List.

Cowles Mallory went on record for the City of Portland

as supporting the DEQ Committee's land use related
criteria. The City acknowledges that the location of
sewer lines and provision of sewerage facilities are
probably the major determinant of land use/growth.

Mallory felt DEQ should take these factors into considera-
tion when setting priorities.

Dave Vargas moved that the Task Force first attempt to
eliminate the Land Use Planning Status Points criteria,
and if that was not acceptable, to go to consclidating
the categories to eliminate reference to city limits
and then reduce the maximum points to 10 instead of
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100. Dave Abraham seconded and the motion was approved,
with Cowles Mallory opposing.

B. Corps of Engineers: On water supply, Ray Jaren reported
that the Corps' contractor is working on the first-round
preliminary alternatives for the Trask-Tualatin source
and that information will be given to Dornbusch for the
institutional alternative to go along with it.

Regarding drainage management, Jaren noted that the
Salmon Creek bus tour would be held on Tuesday, February
14 from noon to 4:00. Room was still available if Task
FPorce members were interested.

Butternut Creek's next working group meeting was tenta-
tively scheduled for February 22. The first draft of
the drainage or flood damage reduction components
reports had been reviewed by the Corps' study team and
would now go back to the contractor to revise.

The Corps is working on the first-round of preliminary
alternatives for both Butternut and Salmon Creeks. The
Butternut alternatives have been sent to the institutional
contractors for the implementation alternatives to be
prepared.

Montagne~Bierly (consulting firm) of Salem has been
requested to prepare some small reports on the recreation
potentials for Butternut and Salmon Creeks.

The literature review for the drainage management work
is being final-typed now and will be finalized soon.

The Corps' newsletter will be going out sometime in
February.

At the Division Office checkpoint meeting, there were
guestions on the wastewater management studies. One
guestion that came up was that the Office couldn't see
‘any way in which the Task Force has considered alterna-
tives to land application. It was pointed out to them
that this was something CH2M had done, as the main
contractor to CRAG, and that they were supposed to
reflect the land application in their report as an
alternative to conventional methods of treatment.

There wasn't much consideration given to that evaluation
in CH2M's main report and the Corps will be making that
comment in their response.

Additional funding was discussed, also authority for
the study items CRAG had asked the Corps to get involved
in. The answer was that it seemed to be too late to
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get a full fledged Congressional add-on because all the
budget testimony had been completed for 1979, but the
Division Office did say they would make an effort to
find sources of funding. '

A memo on this checkpoint meeting is being prepared and
when it is finalized, will be provided to CRAG staff.

IV. REPORT ON ACTION OF EQC

A-

Troutdale NPDES: Bob Gilbert reported that the Commis-
sion approved interim expansion of the Troutdale Sewage
Treatment Plant on the condition that they either
upgrade or go to a regional system by December 31,
1982. Troutdale wanted to expand with 20/20 effluent
BOD and suspended solids and the Sandy Basin Plan
requires 10/10., Instead of requiring that degree of
treatment or an outfall to the Columbia River (since
there is a regional study underway with Gresham, Trout-
dale and Multnomah County) DEQ has allowed the interim
expansion with 20/20. Troutdale will have to conform
to the study.

Happy Valley: Happy Valley has asked for an extension
because they didn't get their facilities plan into the
Commission by November 30, 1977. The Commission granted
the extension and left it up to the Director to decide
if the City is proceeding in a good faith effort.

DEQ Coordination Program: DEQ presented a coordination
program to EQC, in conformance to LCDC regulations. In
essence, DEQ has come up with a cookbook type of approach.
They have laid out the various programs and listed what

a local comprehensive plan should include. This will

be given to all planning departments so they'll know

what DEQ is looking for in their plans. This book

should be out in March.

V. SEWERAGE WORKS PROGRAM PRIORITIES--REQUEST FOR ADOPTION

A.

Revised Policies for Criteria: Joel Wesselman called
the attention of the Task Force to the fact that staff
was asking for approval of the criteria for point
assignments and secondly, the policies for project
priority ranking.

Dan Hodge noted that at the last Task Force meeting,

staff had been requested to rewrite policies, particularly
Policy #5. Two priority items, #5 and #6, were combined
into this one statement, #5.
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Hodge then summarized the progress of the Capital
Improvement Program from November 30 to the present.

Cowles Mallory emphasized that staff will be only one
member that's going to have input into the Committee.

He suggested that Item #3 be changed to state "to give
consideration to the population served". Joel Wesselman
asked for a vote to approve the Policies for Project ‘
Prioritization as amended. It was the consensus of the
Task Force to approve the Project Prioritization Policies
as amended. ‘

B. Proposed Criteria List and Point Assignments: There
was some concern among Task Force members that a Step
I project could not get funded if it were applied to
this criteria list. Hodge then pointed out that this
list was intended not so much for Step I projects, but
for Step II and III projects; the proposed criteria
reward an agency that would be going to effluent applica-
tion versus tertiary treatment. The intent was to
encourage expansion of secondary treatment plants, It
was felt, generally, that that provided the most good
for the least amount of money.

Dave Abraham moved that Items #1 through #4 on the
Criteria List under the category Project Need be consoli-
dated into one item called treatment, with a total of

10 points. Cowles Mallory seconded the motion and it

was unanimously approved.

As the Task Force approved of DEQ's Criteria List, as
amended by the Task Force, Dave Abraham moved that

CRAG's Criteria List be used as the basis of establishing
CRAG's comments and recommendations to . .the DEQ Committee
on prioritizing, with the further stipulation that the
motions passed with respect to DEQ's list be incorporated
into CRAG's list and that DEQ's recommended criteria
shall be reviewed by the Task Force. DEQ's Item #2
should replace CRAG's Regional Planning category. Mel
Haneberg seconded the motion. After further discussion
the motion was passed unanimously.

Vi. ADJOURN
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

TW:1ls:03
S:204/1-7




No. 3

F. DONALD LAWS 33 NORTH CENTRAL MEMBERS: SPECIAL DISTRICTS:
CHM SUITE 219 ASHLAND BEAR CREEK VALLEY
JEANNE BARLOW MEDFORD BUTTE FALLS SANITARY AUTHORITY
V-CHM OREGON CENTRAL POINT CITY & RURAL FIRE
DON MINEAR ° 87501 E‘EGL;EHF:&'_NT DISTRICTS
SEC GRANTS PASS IRRIGATION DISTRICTS
779-7666 JACKSON COUNTY SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION
RICHARD T. HOWSLEY JACKSONVILLE DISTRICTS
EXEC. DIRECTOR MEDFORD WATER DISTRICTS
PHOENIX SCHOOL DISTRICT 549¢
SHADY COVE
TALENT

(ROGUG VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS )

T0:

FROM:

RE:

DISTRICT VIII WATER QUALITY PLANNING PROGRAM

John LaRiviere
Coordinator

MEMORANDUM

Tom Blankenship DATE: February 14, 1978

John R. LaR1v1ereéf?:

Water Quality Planning Coordinator

Comments on Draft "201" Criteria Recommendations

Water Quality Index Points

I have mixed feelings regarding this category. This point advantage could be
wiped out by population points (see further comments).

Land Use Planning Status Points

I am

completely opposed to this category for several reasons.

They do not benefit improved water quality or eliminate health hazards.

Serve only to encourage LCDC compliance, which is not the purpose of
201 funding.

If only applied to projects in the 4% category they would serve no purpose.

Data available in Jackson County does not support allogations of urban
spraw!l resulting from sewer construction, but does indicate that land use
planning constraints have prevented the elimination of documented health
hazards.

The current review procedurés for insuring LCDC compliance such as
required County approval and DEQ/LCDC questionnaire are both fair and
effective.

Recent developments in Medford and 1itigation underway in Marion County
indicate LCDC compliance for some areas is a long way off. In other
words "201" bonus points for compliance won't have much effect until
other more fundamental questions are answered.

Population Emphasis Points

These points should be coordinated with Water Quality index points. A project
with a small population on a small stream could have a greater impact than a
large discharge on a large stream and, therefore should have a higher priority.




MEMORANDUM

Tom Blankenship
February 14, 1978
Page Two

If projects in the 4% category are considered separately how will this criterion
be applied?

Regulatory Emphasis

In order for this criterion to be equitable there must be some uniformity in
issuing EQC orders.

Need Point Category

I do not totally understand which points establish "need" Tevel and which rank
project within the need level.

Other Revisions

Are you proposing a separate list for the 4% category?

2. Will there also be a separate 1ist for collection sewers or will the
list be adjusted to meet the 25% minimum?

3. What % of funds will be set aside for each category? Will there be
a separate list for Step 1 projects as well?

4. I fully agree, but how?

JRL/mm
2/14/78
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COMMENTS ON DEQ CRITERIA ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS

Page 2, Step 2 and Step 3 Projects, Item 1l.:

This procedure could penalize some projects that cannot utilize

"no discharge" treatment plants because of location, etc. EPA says
these questions have to be addressed in all Facility Planning to
find most cost-effective, environmentally-sound and implementable
alternative. Why give extra points to a result of Facility Planning
to the detriment of other alternatives meeting EPA criteria?

Page 3, Item 5,.:

Agree with your comment on portion of total funds to be allotted

to Step 1 projects. We are not convinced that there has to be a
separate priority 1list if the same prioritization criteria is used
for Step 1 through 3 projects. If there is to be separate criteria,
then there should be separate lists. The State should have a balance
of projects in each step for continuity of funding.

Page 3, Item 6.:

We cannot agree with the Benner/Gustafson suggestions. There will
be additional comments in later paragraphs. We cannot agree that
the 4% set aside be used for small communities only because rural
development is a possibility under the Statewide Planning Goals and.
resulting projects may require 201 funding.

Recommendations Section:

Agree that guestion should be asked of when the point categories
listed should be applied, i.e., within the Need Point Categories or
prior to.

Item 1. Water Quality Index Points:

The present Stream Segment rankings would have to be considered or
combined with this new category. "Water Quality" involves a total
picture rather than a fragmented approach.

The "No Discharge" situation is addressed above.

Item 2. Land Use Planning Points:

Totally opposed to this category. There is sufficient Environmental
and Land-Use Planning status consideration now. We are in a period
of Comprehensive Planning and Plan Updating and to penalize projects
for planning status is ridiculous. Sewers and growth cannot be re-
lated in the Bear Creek Valley and there is more than sufficient
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 24, 1978
e AT
TO: Tom Blankenship,
FROM: Terry Waldele, crac XY™
SUBJECT: Draft Memo to Bill Young from the Water
Quality Advisory Committee
CRAG has reviewed the draft memo referenced above and

has the following comments:

The summary of Committee meetings should be deleted
from the memo. The minutes of the meetings held

by the Committee should be attached to the memo to
Bill Young for his review if he so desires.

The memo should include:

a. A recommendation for two separate lists: One
for Step 1 construction grants and the second
for Step 2 and 3 construction grants.

b. A recommendation for a separate list for the

4 percent of the grant for Rural Areas with
innovative technology. This should be followed
by a listing of any dissenting opinions by

the Committee,

Specific recommendations should be listed for each
category: Project Need, Stream Segment Ranking,
Water Quality Index Points, Land Use Planning
Status, Population Emphasis Points and Regulatory
Emphasis., These should include a description of
the recommended changes, if any, followed by the
objective of the change and any comments by the
Committee.




MEMORANDUM
February 24, 1978
Page 2

4.

The memo should present the Proposed Criteria List and Point
Assignments in a format as outlined in Agenda Item N for the
Environmental Quality Commission meeting of May 27, 1977.

The memo should show a comparative ranking of ojects (ten
sample projects) for the proposed criteria-&ﬁ%ﬁiﬁ%ﬁgthe
criteria for the 1978 listing.

Under the section titled, Other Revisions of the Memo, #2
appears incorrect. It is my interpretation that the 25
percent money is for collection systems, interceptors,
combined sewers or sewer rehabilitation.

There should be a listing of attachments which would include
letters and memos from Committee members regarding this
memo.

DH:1s:01
5:6-7
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Dear Mr. Blankenship:

, At the Grant Priority Committee's February 17,
1978, meeting I presented in brief fashion

several amendments to my earlier proposal to
include consideration of the statewide planning
goals in the grant priority criteria. Below I
will explain the amendments and respond to
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criticism voiced at the meeting.

As amended, Land Use Planning point would

accrue as follows:
SITUATION

Project serves or has
reserve capacity to serve
area within urban growth
boundary and complies with
public facilities element
of acknowledged (LCDC
approved) comprehensive
plan.

Project serves or has
reserve ‘capacity to serve
area within urban growth
boundary of acknowledged
comprehensive plan.

Project serves or has
reserve capacity to serve
area within urban growth
boundary not yet acknow-
ledged;also within city
limits.

POINTS

100 (or 10,
depending on
weight given

to Land Use
Planning Points)

80 (8)

60 (6)

400 DEKUM BUILDING, §19 S.W. THIRD AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 223-4396
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SITUATION POINTS

Project serves or has

reserve capacity to serve 40 (4)
area within urban growth

boundary not yet acknow-

ledged;also serves area

outside city limits.

Project serves or has 20 (2)
reserve capacity to serve

only area within limits of

city with no adopted urban

growth boundary.

There are two changes from my initial proposal. The
earlier proposal gave high priority to projects designed to
serve city limits. On reflection following Jeff Gibbs'
(Washington County Planning Coordinator from CRAG) comments
at the Committee January meeting, this emphasis is mis-
Placed where LCDC has approved an urban growth boundary.

It is likely that all proposals with 20 year reserve
capacity will be designed to serve areas outside city limits.

Instead, DEQ should assign priority to projects that
comply with public facilities elements of comprehensive
Plans. Public facilities elements coordinate provisions
of services with staging of growth to assure facilities
are available to support development at the time set in
the comprehensive plan.

Second, the revised proposal makes clearer the focus
on the area to be served rather than the location of the
sewage treatment plant or interception itself.

_ Members of the Committee have raised criticisms of the
land use criteria as follows:

1. The land use criteria are not related to water
quality.

Comment: Apparently there is concern that
application of the land use criteria will displace or lower
the priority of projects designed to alleviate a real water
quality problem; for example, in a rural area. It should
be noted that the land . use criteria would be apply only to
proposals that share the same degree of need. The
Committee has recommended that DEQ assign letters rather
than points to need categories to avoid the "reversals"
feared above. In other words, a project designed to serve
a rural area (outside an urban growth boundary) with a
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documented health hazard@ from failing septic systems could
not be given a lower priority than a proposal inside an
LCDC-approved urban growth boundary necessary to comply
with effluent standards. The two proposals would not even
be compared under the land use criteria.

It should also be noted that the land use criteria would
be applied only to Step II grant applications. The criteria
would thus not discourage identification of water quality
problems in rural areas.

Finally, it is short-sighted to assert that the proposed
criteria and land use planning are not related to water
guality. One has only to consider the rural areas in
Oregon with pressing water quality problems now begging
for treatment solutions to recognize the blindness of
this statement. Fortunately, the legislature knew better
when it required DEQ to take actions affecting land use in
compliance with statewide planning goals. Encouragement
of residential development in urban areas and discouragement
of residential development in rural areas will prevent future
water guality problems that sewage treatment can only
"manage."

2. The land use criteria serve only to encourage
compliance with statewide goals, not the purpose of the
Construction Grant Program.

Comment: Clearly, the primary purpose of the program
is to clean up the state's waters. But the Program does
not take place in a vacuum. The sizing and location of a
sewer line to a large extent determines the pattern of
growth in a community for 20 years. It is a secondary
purpose of these priority criteria to assure that growth
patterns induced by this Program comply with state planning
goals. Senate Bill 100 makes compliance with the goals
a part of this Program. ORS 197.180.

It should again be noted that application of the land
use criteria, as suggested, cannot interfere with
accomplishment of the primary purpose of the Program. The
land use criteria would be applied only to projects with
the same water quality need.

3. The Land use c¢riteria would serve no purpose if
applied only to projects in the 4% set-aside for "rural
communities" reguired by 1977 amendments to the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act.




Mr. Thomas H. Blankenship
Page 4 ~
February 28, 1978

Comment : To my knowledge, no one has suggested
application of the criteria only to the 4% set-aside
projects. I agree; it would make little sense. The
criteria should be applied to all Step II projects.

4. There is no evidence that sewer construction leads
to urban sprawl.

If that is true in Jackson County, it is only the
case because of the statewide goals and litigation to
enforce them. It is certainly not true elsewhere in the
state and nation. Cf. "Interceptors and Urban Sprawl,"
Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc., Summer, 1974.
Land Use and the Pipe, Taylor, Shapiro and Rogers; "Sewers,
Clean Water and Planned Growth," 86 Yale Law Journal 733
(1977); "Sewer Planning in Oregon," Benner, September
1977 (see examples).

5. Litigation challenging LCDC and Senate Bill 100
may eliminate the statewide goals, so DEQ needn't be
concerned.

Senate Bill 100 and the statewide goals are laws
DEQ must follow until the laws are changed. The "wait and
see" attitude itself justifies inclusion of land use in the
priority criteria to encourage compliance with the goals.

6. Current DEQ procedures (land use questionnaire}
ensure project compliance with statewide planning goals.

Comment: The proposed criteria perform a
function different from DEQ's land use gquestionnaire. The
criteria also go to satisfy a different requirement under
Senate Bill 100, '

DEQ sends the land use questionnaire to all applicants
for a Step II design grant. The purpose of the questionnaire
is to guide the choice of design once an applicant has
identified a water quality problem. The applicant must
. choose an alternative that complies with the statewide
planning goals or, if compliance is not possible, take an
exception to the goals. 1In short, the guestionnaire guides
the choice among alternative configurations of a needed
project. The questionnaire goes to satisfy the Senate
Bill 100 requirement that DEQ's actions affecting land use
{approval of funding) comply with the goals. ORS 197.180(1).

The priority criteria guide DEQ's choice among projects
of equal water qguality need. The criteria offer some
assurance that limited funds go first to proposals that
comply with statewide goals. The criteria help satisfy
the Senate Bill 100 requirement that DEQ's planning
duties (assignment of priorities) comply with statewide
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goals. ORS 197.180(1).

Please include this letter in your memorandum to
members of the Priority Criteria Committee or attach it

as an appendix,.
Very truly yours,

Richard P. Benner
Staff Attorney
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. |, May 26, 1978 EQC Meeting

Status Report - Water Quality "208' Planning Project

Previous 208 Material Submitted to the Commission

The 208 program first came before the Commission in April 1977
when a brief presentation was given on the various projects.
Second, the designation of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management
Commission (Eugene area) to construct and operate a regional

sewage treatment plant in Eugene was presented as an inform-
ational item at the July 29, 1977 meeting. Third, the proposed
agreement between the Department and the Oregon State Department
of Forestry was presented as an informational item at the April 28,
1978 meeting.

Introduction

The purpose of the report is to bring the Commission up-to-date
on the progress of the 208 program.

The initial 208 program began in September 1976 and is scheduled
for completion November 1, 1978. The program was funded through
a $1,200,000 grant from EPA and a $400,000 match from state
funds.

The 208 program is specifically aimed at nonpoint sources of
waste. However, it does not address all nonpoint sources of
waste and, in many cases, covers small geographic areas of the
state only.

The 208 program is viewed by the Department as far more than a

single purpose grant project. Rather, it is viewed as the initial
phase of a statewide nonpoint source control program. The components
to be integrated into the Water Quality Management Plan will be
brought before the Commission at the October 27, 1978 meeting.
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Because the 208 program was initially developed as a series of distinct
projects, the following report is largely organized in a project-by-
project baslis.

Agriculture

The agriculture program contains six projects dealing with Tand erosion,
streambank erosion, irrigation and information/education.

Sediment Reduction. This project covers the dryland wheat area of
northcentral Oregon. The purpose of the project is to (1) identify
the nonpoint source problems in Wasco, Sherman, Gilliam, Morrow,
and Umatilla counties, (2) develop best management practices avail-
able to treat the problems, and (3) develop an implementation
program. The project began in November 1976 through an interagency
agreement between the Department and the State Soil and Water
Conservation Commission (SSWCC). At present, the severe wind and
water erosion problems have been identified and mapped and area
specific best management practices have been determined. The
implementation program will be completed by September 1978.

Stream Corridor Management. The purpose of this project is to (1)
prioritize the excessive streambank erosion problems identified
through the statewide assessment, (2) develop best management
practices to treat the problems, and (3) carry out three demon-
stration projects. The work began in November 1976 through an
interagency agreement between the Department and the SSWCC. At the
present time the technical work has been completed on one of the
demonstration projects.

Bear Creek. The third agriculture project deals with irrigation in
the Bear Creek Drainage Basin. The purpose of the project was to
(1) identify, after intensive monitoring, the irrigation related
nonpoint source problems, (2} develop best management practices to
treat the problems, and (3) establish an implementation program.
Work on this projeet began under the Rogue Valley Council of
Governments (RVCOG) Areawide 208 Program and has received direct
support from the Department through a grant under the Statewide 208
program. The Department and RVCOG have developed an interagency
“agreement describing the work to be completed by June 1978. VWork
on the problem identification and best management practice tasks
have been completed and work is now proceeding on the development
of an implementation program.

Information/Education. The purpose of this project is to distribute
information about the 208 Statewide Program.and particularly informe
ation on best management practices to the agricultural community.
The Department entered into an agreement with the Oregon State
Extenston Service to complete this project. The Extension Service
has held meetings, written news stories, and published newsletters.
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Implementation Program. This project s an attempt to develop a
statewide nonpoint source pollution control program for agriculture,
Work on this project was performed by the Agricultural Subcommittee
of the Policy Advisory Committee with staff support from the Depart-
ment and SSWCC. Work on this task began in September 1977 when the
staff presented to the subcommittee a paper describing the key
program elements which have to be considered in the development of

a control program. After reviewing this initial material the sub-
committee developed a number of alternative sediment control programs
which could be utilized in Oregon. The Subcommittee has considered
the varlous approaches over the past several months and is presently
finalizing its recommendation to the Policy Advisory Committee.

The Policy Advisory Committee will act on these recommendations at
its May 25, 1978 meeting and forward its recommendation to the
Director. After submittal to the Director, the program will be
analyzed to determine if any legislative or budgetary actions are
necessary.

Malheur. This project covers portions of the Malheur and Owyhee
Drainages. The project started in April 1978 and is being performed
by Malheur County through an interagency agreement with the Department.

The purpose of the project is to (1) identify nonpoint source
problems and particularly irrigation runoff problems, (2) develop
best management practice to treat the problems, and (3) develop an
implementation program. It is scheduled for completion May 30, 1979.

Forestry

The forestry program encompasses all forest Tands in Oregon regardless
“of whether they are state, private or federally owned. The program has
been divided into two distinct elements. The first, deals with state
and private lands under the Oregon Forest Practices Act (FPA) and the
second deals with forest lands under the jurisdiction of the federal

government.

The program for state and private forest lands was presented to the
Commission at the April 28, 1978 meeting.

The second element of the foresty program deals with federal forest
lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
the U. §. Forest Service (USFS). The purpose of this project is to compare
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the federal forest practices to the state FPA rules and determine whether

the federal practices meet or exceed the state rules. The Department
contracted with 0OSFD to complete this project. The 0SFD subcontracted

the work to the private consultant, Charles A. Connaughton. The consultant's
report entitled "A Comparison of Federal Land Management Practices to

the Rules of Oregon Forest Practices Act' concluded that the federal

practices did indeed meet the state rules. The Department concurred in

this report and has distributed the report for public review and comment.

The Department is currently developing a Memorandum of Agreement with BLM
and the USFS. The project should be complete by July 1978.

Nonpoint Source Assessment Program

This project has been underway since October 1976 and is being carried
out by Department staff together with other agency personnel.

The primary purpose of the project is to inventory public and other agency
perceptions of water quatity problems in all major rivers and major
tributaries on a statewide basis. This inventory will be used to prioritize
problem areas and to guide development of future nonpoint source projects.
tt will also assist state and federal resource agencies in identifying
nonpoint source problems and in setting resource management priorities.

The statewide inventory will be complete in June 1978. Eight maps
covering the entire State of Oregon at a 1:500,000 scale will be printed
and distributed. Six of the eight maps describe individual in-stream
water quality problems (streambank erosion, sedimentation, excessive
debris, water withdrawals causing in-stream water quality problems,
elevated water temperatures, and nuisance algae). The seventh map
illustrates the total number of streams affected by one or more of the
above six problems. The eighth map is a statewide illustration of
erosion potential.

The second major purpose of the project s to develop a methodology

which can be utitized by resource management agencies as a tool in

making land management decisions affecting water quality. The methodology
describes the impact of land management activities on.water quality.

The field work will be completed in five small basins in June 1978. The
maps and the narrative will be published in October 1978.
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Water Resources Investigations

This project is very limited in scope. The primary purpose is to develop
a method or procedure for determining minimum flow needs for water
gquality control purposes which can be applied to all major streams in

the State. The secondary purpose is te prioritize hasins with streams
suffering from water quality standards violations resulting from Tow
flows. There is no intent to actually propose minimum flows. The basin
prioritization would establish the geographic location for more detailed
studies. '

The project has been underway since June 1977 and is being carried out
through an interagency agreement with the Water Resources Department
(WRD). The WRD had, in turn, subcontracted the work to the private
consulting firm of Tucson Myers and Associates.

The project is now nearing completion. The private consultant has

prepared a draft report entitled '"Proposed Methodology for Minimum Flows
for Water Quality.'" The Department has reviewed the report and has
concluded that the WRD has met the provisions of the interagency agreement.

The draft report provides a feasible methodology for predicting the
relationship of flow to two water quality parameters, temperature and
dissolved oxygen concentrations. The basin study priorities also appear
to be reasonahble.

The report will be printed and submitted for agency and public review
and comment in the near future.

Septic Tank amd Vault Toilet Sludge Disposal

This project is statewide in geographic coverage and has been underway
since June 1977. The project purpose is to identify septic tank service
areas and appropriate disposal sites for septic tank pumpage and vault
toilet sludge. There will also be an indication of what engineering
changes will be needed on the sewage treatment plants selected as
disposal sites.

The technical aspects of this project have been contracted to the private
consulting firm of Nero and Associates. A draft report has been prepared
which identifies appropriate disposal sites, a recommended service area
for each site and enhgineering changes required at each site. This
report. will be published and distributed for review and comment in

June 1978.

The needed engineering changes will eventually be incorporated inte the
statewide construction grant priority tist. The pertinent information
developed by this project will be utilized by the Department in the
management of the Subsurface Program.
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Interagency Coordination

This project has been underway since August 1976 through an interagency
agreement with the Office of Natural Resources of the Governor's office.
The project has undergene several revisions in scope.

A Tnitial purpose of the project was to establish ways to improve and
simplify the administration of state environmental and related programs.
This effort resulted in a proposal to the 1977 Legislature to form a
Department of Resource Management.

Followlng the legislative session additional work was done to evaluate
environmental programs in other states and to continue analyzing Oregon
environmental programs. The analyses may form the basis for future
legislative proposals.

On completion of the above work the interagency agreement was terminated
and a new interagency agreement was developed between the Department,
the Department of Agricufture and the Office of Natural Resources. The
purpose of the agreement is to review and analyze water quality related
issues related to the Governor's Executive Order No. EQ-78-08, '"In the
Matter of Water Resources Strategies for the 1980's". The review is
just underway with a report due for completion September 1978.

Public Involvement

The Department has carried out extensive public involvement since
initiation of the 208 program.

During the winter and spring of 1977, the Department conducted a series
of county-by-county meetings in nearly all the counties of fOregon to
inform and invite the public's participation in the 208 program. On the
average, each meeting was attended by 30 to 35 local people, one-third
of whom were Tocal agency staff.

During the Winter of 1978, the Department held meetings in every county
to update the public on progress and to obtain public contributions to
identification of water quality problems. Most meetings were attended
by 35 to 40 people with a high of over 100 people at Roseburg and

La Grande.

In August 1976, a 20-member Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), was appointed
by the Director. This committee was established to review progress of
the 208 program and to advise the Director on water quality issues.

The PAC has been extremely conscientious in its advisory role. The PAC
has created several subcommittees to deal with specific projects such as
forestry and agriculture. These subcommittees are generally responsible
for detailed analysis of these proiects and to provide guidance to the
full PAC.
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Several other public involvement activities are being carried out on an
on-going basis. These include media contacts, brochures, newsletters,
and a special project with the Oregon Chapter of the League of Women
Yoters to help organize public meetings.

Areawide 208 Programs

In addition to the statewide 208 program, there are four areawide 208
programs covering the Portland Metropolitan Area (Columbia Region
Association of Governments), Polk, Yamhill and Marion Counties (Mid-
Willamette Council of Governments), Lane County east of the Coast Range
(Lane Council of Governments), and the Bear Creek Drainage Basin (Rogue
Valley Council of Governments).

Three of the areawide 208 programs have been completed and one, the
program covering the Bear Creek Dralnage Basin, should be complete in
July 1978.

These programs have been reviewed by the Department and recommendations
for certification will be made to the Governor in the near future. The
EPA regulations require that areawide 208 programs be adopted as a part
of the statewide program. Thus pertinent aspects of the areawide programs
will be brought before the Commission for adoption as a part of the

Water Quality Management Plan at the October 27, 1978 meeting.

Director's Recommendation

No action is required since this item is presented for informational
purposes only. Comments will be welcomed however.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Thomas J. Lucas:ak
229~528L
May 16, 1978
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Memorandum

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. J, May 26, 1978 EQC Meeting

City of Gold Hill, Proposed Amendment to Stipulation
and Final Order, Number WQ-SWR-77-253, Jackson County

Background

By letter dated March 29, 1978, the City of Gold Hill has requested a modification
in the compliance schedule identified in an EQC Stipulation and Final Order issued
December 20, 1977. The compliance schedule required submission of final engineer-
ing plans and specifications by February 15, 1978 and a proper and complete Step
I'il grant application by March 15, 1978, Neither of these conditions have been
complied with to date.

Evaluation

The major reason for schedule delay has been the problems experienced in acquiring
land for the treatment plant. Following the initial meeting with the landowner on
May 17, 1977, it was assumed that the preferred site's acquisition could be nego-
tiated, but that it would be necessary to determine the specific acreage and site
configuration required. |t was felt necessary to develop the preliminary design of
the plant drawings to the landowner during the site negotiations. As this stage of
the design was being completed, controversy was becoming centered around the es-
tablishment of the City's urban growth boundaries.

A significant amount of pressure was placed on the City Council to change the plant
site, moving it approximately 3/4 mile East, and to exclude areas West of the City
from the urban growth area. A great deal of time was lost due to the political
division resulting from the uncertainty of the site and the establishment of the
growth boundaries.

After the City Council reaffirmed their selection of the planned plant site, City
officials, in conjunction with the engineering firm of HGE, proceeded toward nego-
tiation for the specific site adjacent to Sardine Creek. The landowner, at this
point, chose to use the issue of the urban. growth boundary as a condition of sale.
in addition, he demanded an excessive number of guaranteed sewer connections, and
he chose to dictate the location of the plant, its appearance, and its design. At
various stages of the negotiation process, the landownerwas demanding as many as
three other sites within his property to be considered. A great deal of difficulty
was experienced due to this indecision and inability to reach agreement with the
landowner on a specific site. In the meantime, it was necessary to halt the design
process since many of the design decisions related to the specific site to be se-
tected.
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During the period of September, 1977 through March, 1978, many meetings were held
with the landowner as frequently as twice each week in an effort to establish the
specific site and avoid condemnation of the property.

Even at this late date, however, it was not certain that the landowner's other de-
mands could be met by the City. Additionally, there remains the task of securing
a conditional use permit for the intended site, which could not be pursued prior
to this time since the site has not been agreed upon.

DEQ personnel met with the City Council on April 3, 1978 to encourage the City to
take positive action to insure acquisition of property. The City expects to have
a deed to property by May 24, 1978,

Director's Recommendation

1. Since it's the Department's opinion that the City acted in good faith
in attempting to secure a site through negotiation, It Is recommended
that the Commission approve the City of Gold Hill's request and amend
the Stipulation and Final Order to require:

COMPLIANCE " ITEM ‘COMPLIANCE DATE
1. Submit final engineering plans and specifications. July 1, 1978
2, Submit complete Step !l grant application. July 15, 1978

2. It is further recommended, however, that the Commission direct the staff
to inform Gold Hill additional extensions will not be granted and that
the Department considers condemnation proceedings to be a necessary al-
ternative at this time to avoid violation of the amended Stipulation and

Final Order. M

William H. Young

RPR:ged
672-8204
May 18, 1978
Attachments: (1) Final Order No. WQ-SWR-77-253
(2) Proposed Amendment to Final Order No. WQ-SWR-77-253
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

AMENDMENT OF THE DECEMBER 20, 1977
COMMISSION ORDER NO. WQ-SWR-77-253

TO THE CITY OF GOLD HILL, FINAL ORDER

e e T N S

WHEREAS the Commission finds the facts to be-as follows:
1. The City of Gold HI11 ("Respondent''} has not submitted final
engineering plans and specifications by February 15, 1978 and
a proper and complete Step |11 grant application by March 15,
1978, In violatlon of the Commission's Final Order No.
WQ-SWR-77-253.
2. Respondent was unable to compty with the above schedule due
to time delays encountered in acquiflng a plant site.
3. Respondent actéd in goed falth In attempting to secure a
site through negotiation.
4. Respondent has or wijl shortly have deed to the property on
which the plant will be constructed. |
NOW THEREFORE, 1t Ts hereby ordered that Paragraphs A{1){a) and A(1)(b)
of Finél Order HNo, WQ-SWRF77-253 are amended as follows: A{1)(a) Submif complete

and biddable final plans and specifications by July 1, 1978; A(1)}(b) Submit proper

"and completed Step 1! grant application by July 15, 1978.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

ENV IRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

By
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1)
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! BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

2 OF THE STATE OF OREGON

3 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, STIPULATION AND
of the STATE OF OREGON, FINAL ORDER

4 _ WQ-SWR-77-253

g Department, JACKSON COUNTY

V.

6 CITY OF GOLD HILL,

et et et et et M St N i

Respondent.
3 ‘ WHEREAS
9 1. The Department of Environmental Quality ('Department') will scon issue

10 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit (''Permit')

11  HNumber (to be asslgned upon issuance of the Permit) to CITY OF

12 GOLD HILL (“Respondent') pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes ("ORS") 468,740 and

13 the Federal WAter Pollution Control Act:Amendments of j972, P.L. 92-500. The.

14 Permit authorizes the Respondent to construct, install, modify or operate waste

15 water treatment, control and disposal facilities and dfscharge adeﬁuate1y treated

16 waste waters into waters of the State in conformance with the requirements, limita-
17 tilons and conditions set forth in the Permit. The Permit expires on May 31, 1982,
18 2.‘ Condition ! of Séhedule A of the Permit does not allow Respondent to exceed

19 the following waste dlscharge limitations after the Permit issuance date:

20 Effluent Loadings
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
21 Concentrations - Average Average Max imum
Parameter Monthly  Weekly kg/day (l1b/day) kg/day (1b/day) kg (lbs)

22 Jun 1T - Oct 31: '

BOD 30ma/1  45mg/1 9.7 (21.3) 145 (31.9) 19.3 (42.5)
23 TSS 30mg/1 L5ma/1 9.7 {21.3) 14,5 (31.9) 19.3 (42.5)
24 Nov 1 - May 31:

BOD 30mg/1 hSmag/1 19.3  (42.5) 29.0 (63.8) 38.6 (85.1)
25 TSS 30mg/1  ASma/1  19.3  (h2.5)  29.0  (63.8) 38,6 (85.1)
26 ///
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3. Respondent proposes to comply with all the above effluent limitations of

its Permit by constructing and operating a new or modjfied waste water treatment

facility. Respondent has not completed construction and has not commenced operation

thereof.

4, Respondent presently Is capable of treating Its effluent so as to meet the

following effluent limitations, measured as specified in the Permit:

Effluent Loadings
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
. Concentrations Average Average Max{mum
Parameter Monthly  MWeekly kg/day (1b/day) kg/day (I1b/day) kg  (1bs)
Jun 1 = Gct 31:
BOD 40mg/1 60mg/ | 13 (28) 19 (43) 13 (56)
TSS 60mg/ | 60mg/ 1 19 (43) 19 (43) 38 (86)
Nov 1T = May 31:
BOD 60mg/} 60mg/1 38 (86) 38 (86) 76 (172)
TSS 60mg/ | 60mg/1 38 (86) 38 (86) 76 (172)

5. The Department and Respondent recognize and admit that:

a. Until the proposed new or modiflied waste water treatment

facility is completed and put into full operation, Respondent

will violate the effluent limitations set forth in Paragraph

2 above the vast majority, if not all, of the time any effluent

is discharged.

B. Respondent has committed violations of Its NPDES Waste Discharge

Permit No. 1820-J and related statutes and regulations.

1) Effluent violations have been disclosed in Respondent's
waste discharge monitoring reports to the Department,

covering the period from October 30, 1975 through the

date which the order below is issued by the Environmental

Quality Commission,

2) 'Respondent did not submit final engineering design plans by

2 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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March 1, 1977 and start plant construction by June 1, 1977,
as required by Condition Sti.

6. The Department and Respondent also recognize that the Environmental
Quality Commission has the power to impose a civil penalty and to Issue an
abatement order for any such violation. Therefore, pursuant to ORS 183.415(4),
the Department and Respondent wish to resolve those violations in advance.by
stipulated finalrorder requiring Eertain action, and waiving certaln Jegal
rights to notices, answers, hearings and judiclal review on these matters.

7. The Department and Respondent intend to limit the violations which this
stipulated final order will settle to all those violations specified in paragraph
5 above, occurring through {a) the date that compliance with all effluent limlta-
tions Is required, as specified in Paragraph A(1) below, or (b) the date upon
which the Permit Is presently scheduled to expire, whichever occurs flrst.

8. This stipulated final order is not intended to settle any violation of

any effluent limitations set forth In Paragraph 4 above. Furthermore, this

‘stipulated final order is not Intended to 1imit, In any way, the Department's

right to proceed against Respondent in any forum for any past or future violation
not expressly settled herein.
NOW THEREFGRE, it 1s stlpulated and agreed that:
A. The Environmental Quality Commission shall issue a flnal orde;:
(1) Requiring ReSpoadent.to comply with the following schedule:
(a) Submit comp]éte and biddable final plans and specifi-
cations by February 15, 1978.
(b) Submit proper and complete Step |1} grant
application by March 15, 1978.

{c) Start construction within four (4) months of

Page 3 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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Step Il grant offer.

(d) Submit a progress report within ten {10) months
of Step |1l grant offer.

(e) Complete construction.wlthin sixteen {16) months
of Step 1!l grant offer,

(f) Demonstrate compliance with the final effluent
limltations specified in Schedule A of the Permit
within sixty (60) days of completing cohstruct?on.

(2) Requliring Respondent to meet the interim effluent limitations set
forth in Paragraph 4 above untl!l the date set in the schedule A(1) above for
achieving compliance with the final effluent limitations.

{3) Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, schedules and
conditlions of the Permit, except those modified by Paragraphs A(1) and (2} above.

B. Regarding the vicolations set forth in Paragraph 5 above, which are ex-
pressly settled herein, the parties hereby waive any and all of théir rights under
United States and Oregon Constitutions, statutes and administrative rules and
regulations to any and all notices, hearings, judiéial review, and to service of a
copy of the final order hereln.

C. Respondent acknowledges that it has actua] notice of the contents and
requirements of this stipulated and final order and that failure to fulfill any of
the requirements hereof would constitute a violation of this stipulated final order.
Therefore, should Respondent commlt any-ViolatIon of this stipulated final order,
Respondent hereby walves any rights it might thenlhave to any and all ORS 468.125(1)
advance notices prior to the assessment of civil penalties for any and all such

violations. However, Respondent does not walve its rights to any and all ORS 468,135

(1) notices of assessment of civil penalty for any and all violations of this stipulated

Page 4 - STIPULATION AND FINAL gppq
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final order.

DER 33T
Date: Hhl A

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

' -~

By

WILLIAM H. YOUEF -
Director

RESPONDENT

o4
By on pspsg/ A{), %2521444}1144

sote__ 5 Doas /25>

IT 15 SO ORDERED:

Name Frances Brown
Title- City Council President

FINAL ORDER

ENV{RONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISS [ON

By ) - '
WILLIAM H. YOUEéi Diregtor '
Department of Edvironmental Quality

Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1)
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T0:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

Environmental Quality Commission

Ry VAV® POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Environmental Quality Commission

Director

Agenda ltem No. K, May 26, 1978, EQC Meeting

Field Burning Regulations - Proposed Temporary
Rule Revision to Agricultural Burning Rules
OAR Chapter 340, Sections 26-005 through 26-030

Background

On March 31, 1978, The Commission adopted field burning rules for the 1978
burning season and for inclusion in the interim control strategy subsequently

submitted

to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} under date of April 7,

1978. The strategy was in general acceptable but was returned with the suggestion
that the DEQ and other affected parties more thoroughly consider measures to
address the followlng areas:

1.
2.
3.
§,

With

Tighter control of south priority acreage under north wind conditions,
Increased reliance on backfiring and strip-lighting techniques,
Greater reliance on the moisture content concept, and

A reduction in the total number of acres burned.

regard to Item 4, EPA stated:

"EPA action to formally disapprove the previously proposed SIP
revision, discussed below, should relieve the State of the constraints
defined in the recent State Attorney General's opinions (February 28
and March 16, 1978) and allow the Environmental Quality Commission

(EQC) to consider a field burning acreage limitation less than 180,000
acres as part of the 1978 Interim control strategy."

EPA further suggested:

£

Contains
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-26

Y'Some consideration should be given to the method by which the interim
strategy, with the additional changes that you may adopt, will be
formulated. One approach, but perhaps not the only one, would be a
formal written agreement among all interested parties for use by EPA
to seek a Consent Decree and Injunction which judicially sanctions the
Interim strategy outline hereinabove."
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At the April EQC meeting, the Oregon Seed Council and the City of Eugene,
the primary interested parties, requested and were given time to negotiate
further revisions to the interim strategy acceptable to DEQ and EPA. These
negotlations continued through the week of May 22, 1978, with DEQ staff members
periodically providing technical and experential Inputs. The rule revisions
proposed are based on the latest known negotlatlons.

Statement of Need

The Environmental Quality Commission is requested to consider adoption, as
temporary rules, proposed, revised Agricultural Field Burning Rules (0AR,
Chapter 340, Section 26-005 to 26-030).

a. Legal Authority: ORS 468,020 and ORS 468.460.
b. HNeed for Rule:

1. To provide permanent operating rules to comply with 1977 Law,
Chapter 650 (HB 2196) and federal law.

2. To provide rules to facilitate improvements in smoke management
and alr quality.

3. To establish acreage allocation procedures and the acreage for
which permits may be issued.

c. Documents Relied Upon:

1. Letter from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA},
Region X, Regicnhal Administrator, Donald P. Dubois, to the
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Director, William H,
Young, January 27, 1978, Including attached legal analysis.

2. Carroll, Jchn J., George E. Miller, James F. Thompson, and Ellis
F. Darley, 'The Dependence of Open Field Burning Emissions and
Plume Concentrations on Meteorology, Field Conditlons and
Ignition Technique,' Atmospheric Environment, Vol. |1, pp.
1037-1050, Pergamon Press, 1977.

3. Communication from Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority to DEQ
on January 24, 1978.

b, Staff report from Willlam H. Young, Director, Department of
Environmental Quality, presented at the February 24, 1978, EQC
Hearing. .

5. Communication from Oregon State University to the Environmental
Quality Commission presented at the February 24, 1978, EQC
Hearing.

6. Public testimony received at the February 24, 1978, EQC Hearing.



10.
.
12.

13.

14,

15,

17.

18.

19.
20.

Evaluation

—3—

Written testimony submitted by the Clty of Eugene, March 7, 1978.

Written testimony submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, March 7,
1978.

Written testimony submitted by Oregon State University, March 3,
1978.

Letter from Robert G. Davis, Public Affairs Council, received
March 1, 1978.

Opinlon No. 7575 from Oregon Attorney General, received Feb-
ruary 28, 1978,

Letter from Oregon Attorney General regarding Opinion Request
OP-4295 received March 12, 1978.

Staff report from William H. Young, Director, Department of
Environmental Quality, presented at March 17, 1978, Special EQC
Meeting.

Staff report from William H, Young, Director, Department of
Environmental Quality present at March 31, 1978, EQC Meeting.

""Eugene-Springfield AQMA Interim One-Year Control Strategy for
Total Suspended Particulate Technical Support Document! draft,
March, 1978, submitted to EPA Region X on April 10, 1978.

Letter from U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region X
Administrator, Donald P, Dubois to William H. Young, Director,
Department of Environmental Quatity, April 26, 1978.

Memorandum from City of Eugene to Regional Administrator Donald
P. Dubois, EPA, April 11, 1978.

Memorandum from Terry Smith, Environmental Analyst, City of
Eugene go Administrator, Donald P. Dubois, Region X, EPA, April
13, 1978,

Personal communicatlion with Dr. Harold Youngberg, Department of
Crop Science, Oregon State Unlversity, May 23, 1978,

Memorandum and attachments regarding "Field Straw and Stubble
Molstures,' Thomas R. Miles, May 23, 1977.

The four specific areas of concern identified by EPA can only be addressed
in any enforceable fashion through adoption of revised rules by the Commission.
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Due to the scheduling of the negotiations between the City of Eugene and the
Oregon Seed Council (which have formed the basis for the proposed rule revls!ons)
and because the Commisslion is charged with the responsibllity to act on applica-
tions for field burning permits by May 31, 1978, the proposed rules (Attachment I)
must be adopted as temporary. Rule changes are proposed to address the four
areas as follows:

1. Tighter Control of South Priority Acreage Under North Winds.

Burning of any acreage upwind of the Eugene-Springfield area will contribute
to the particulate loading of the area. Resulting smoke intrusions increase
overall particulate loadings as measured on daily and annual bases. |In addition,
smoke intrusions result in visibility reductions and would be expected to have
adverse health impacts. Experience Identifies the fields located in the south
Willamette Valley, due to their proximity to Eugene-Springfield as having a
pronounced adverse effect on visibillty and complaints related to visibility and
health effects. In addition, particulate loadings resulting from this burning
are estimated to be a significant portion of the total impact from field burning.
Because of these considerations south valley burning on north winds has been
generally prohibited. However, priority areas were established identifying
south valley acreages which, because of local considerations, would be allowed
to be burned on north winds.

As discussed in the March 31, 1978, staff report, If south priority burning
on north winds is eliminated a biased reduction in overall burning would be
expected along with a reduction in Impact. The reduction In smoke impact 1Is
expected to alter this year's monitoring data such that extrapolations of results
would be necessary to determine the impact of the previously accepted burning
pattern. |In addition, less data would be available for analysls.

Negotiations regarding this Issue gave rise to new ''Special Priority Areas!
being created which would be burned under north wind conditions and new restric-
tions on the Silverton HIlls area which would no longer be burned upwind of the
Eugene-Springfield area. The total acreage burned in these ares would be limited
to 5,000 acres with a daily quota not to exceed 250 acres. This compares to
15-20,000 acres previously burned annually and 2,275 acres in a single south pri-
ority quota. Other south priority areas as well as the Silverton hills would be
required to utilize different wind conditions and/or extraordinary burning tech~
niques and Increased quota sizes to complete burning such that smoke does not
enter Eugene-Springflield and other priority areas.

In addition to Identifylng special priority areas and quotas, the proposed
New rules would not prohibit burning upwind of highways 1f highway visibility
is maintalned above 1/2 mile. The Increased opportunities for burning under
previously unavilable cross highway wind conditions are proposed to help offset
the north wind burning periods lost. In the south valley, more priority area

burning would be done under westerly and southwesterly winds resulting In more
highway smoke during these periods. |
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2. Increased Reliance Upon Backfire and Strip-l1ight Burning Techniques

Backflre burning and strip=light burning are proposed to reduce total emissions

from open burns. It Is also believed that these techniques result in lower plume
rise. Also, burning is slower as the flame front must move into the wind and may
damage certain perennial grass crops. The proposed rules wouid require that ali
annaul ryegrass, cereal, and bentgrass fields be burned using backfire and strip-
light techniques. It is alsc proposed that this technique be used to minimize
visibility reductions along highways when smoke Is expected to affe;t them.

Because of the slower burns that result when these alternative burning
methods are used, the rules incorporate a provision allowing headfiring
techniques to be used under very favorable ventilation conditions. Under these
conditions the better plume rise of headfiring could be fully utilized in off-
setting the expected higher emissions. This would also maximize burning on
these days. Days of very favorable ventilation are identified as having an
atmospheric mixIng depth of at least 5,000 feet and mean transport winds of
about seven miles per hour or greater. All other normal criteria used in
determining burning would apply in these circumstances, however.

To answer questions regarding the plume rise deficit resulting from these
techniques, If any, the Department proposes, through contract, to determine
particulate distributions in the plume. The Department further proposes to
conduct studies of the effect of backfiring on sensitive perennials to determine
crop damage. It should be noted that long term yield information requires
several years' study to be statistically significant so Initfal data would be
from observational studies for plant burnout only.

3. Greater Reliance on Molsture Content Restrictions

Moisture content {M.C) restrictions are currently established by rules
at 20%, wet basis, averaged over straw and stubble, after September 1, 1978.
This restriction was based upon M.C. data avallable prior to rule adoption in
March. After reviewing additional M.C. information, it Is evident that the
stubble and regrowth materials exhibit much higher molsture contents than does
the loose straw under similar field conditions. Molsture contents of stubble
are also highly variable over small areas and do not change appreclably with
diurpal variations in relative humidity. Loose straw M.C. follows more closely
humidity changes and is a better Indicator of the '"burnability" of the field.
Callfornia regulations reflect M.C. of loose straw only.

Though considerable work has been done on M.C. in loose straw, the Depart-
ment believes much more data needs to be collected regarding the effects of
stubble and regrowth (and thelr assoclated high M.C.'s) on absolute emissions
and plume behavior. Two studies proposed for this summer would seek this infor-
mation for eventual Incorporation Into burning rules,

The attached proposed rules would incorporate a 15% moisture content
restriction on loose straw only. Because M.C.'s of loose straw are expected
to rise during south valley burning conditions, it Is proposed to remove the




-6~

M.C. restriction during these periods of favorable ventilation when burning is
accomplished with the least Impact. Such override measures would tend to
maximize burning under these conditions.

An additional rule revision would prohibit the burning of green and damp
fields producing excessive low level smoke. Such determinations would be made
on a field by fleld basis by DEQ staff observing burning conditions.

4. Further Reduction in the Total Number of Acres Burned

Total emissions from open field burning are essentially directly propor-
tional to total acreage burned. Since the City of Eugene has consistently
advocated emission reductions as an appropriate method to Improve air quality
it has sought reductions in the total acreage burned. The seed industry has
maintained that air quality impact is strongly related to daily burning totals
as modified by meteoroiogical conditlons with only an indirect relationshlp to
annual burning totals. The seed industry has not, in general, supported annaul
acreage limitations.

During negotiatlons the Seed Council supported retention of the 180,000
acre limitation established in state law while the City negotiated to reduce
this amount and thereby reduce total fleld burning emissions.

The presently proposed rules would have the following effects:

1. Would allow regular permitted field burning up to 180,000 acres
unless air quality criteria proposed for the Eugene Sprlngfleld
area are exceeded.

2. If air quality criteria are exceeded:

a. Regular permitted field burning would be reduced to 150,000
acres plus an additional amount up to 15,00 acres which the
Commission might establish to accommodate burning of late
maturing grass seed crops, and

b. In addition to 2{a) above, growers would be allowed to burn
after the 150,000 acres cut-off date, but only within their
unused permit allocation and within the overall 180,000 acre
maximum burning Timitation and only on those days that the
Department may desighate after the 150,000 acre cut-off date
as unlimited ventilation days.

These rules were proposed after consideration of the following:

1. No fipal agreement suggesting alternative acreage amounts resulted
from the Seed Council/Clty of Eugene discussions.

2. The attached proposed rule revision if adopted would result In sig-
nificant reductions In emissions due to moisture content limitations
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and backfiring requirements and signiflcant reductions in smoke
intrusion into Eugene-Springfleld due to stricter control of south
priority area burning.

3. The Attorney General's response to Opinion Request 0P-4295 stated:
"Nevertheless, in view of the clear direction from the Oregon Legis~
lature that the EQC permit burning of 180,000 acres, we believe that
EQC must do all in its power to secure EPA approval to burn that amount,
or as close thereto as possible."

Summatfon

It is believed that the adoption of the attached proposed rules would result
in much reduced field burning smoke impact on air quality In the Eugene-Springfield
area. In addition, the rules reflect compromise positions (though not agreement)
resulting from negotiations between the principally affected parties with long
standing differences regarding field burning and as such address and hopefully
protect concepts of major concern to both parties. These compromises should also
make the revised one year interim control strategy, incorporating these rules,
acceptable to the EPA.

Concerns voiced in the March 31 staff report regarding the effect of much
reduced south priority burning on the field burning surveillance program are
still valid. The reduced impacts would undoubtedly reduce the data available
for analysis. However, additions to the surveillance program as outiined in
response to the questions of Chairman Richards (Attachment 11} should improve
results from available data.

Questions regarding disparate Impact of south priority burning restrictions
oh growers have been reduced by substantially reducing the number of acres
affected.

Need for Emergency Action

Failure to act promptly would result In serious prejudice to the public
Interest and to the interest of the parties involved for the specific reasons
that Oregon Revised Statute 468.475(7) provides that the Commission act on fleld
burning rules on or before June 1 of each year.

Adoptions of the attached rules as temporary rules would allow operation
of the field burning program for 120 days. After 120 days, operation would
revert to existing rules which would be adequate for the winter burning season.
The Department will present rules for adoption as permanent rules prior to
January 1, 1979, to be included in the formal SIP Revision which will be sub-
mitted to EPA.

Director's Recommendation

It Is the Director's recommendation that the Commisslon take the following
actions:
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1. Acknowledge as of record the consultation with and recommendations
of Oregon State University and the Department and any other parties
consulted pursuant to ORS L468.460(3) as revised by HB 2196.

2. Find that reasonable and economically feasible alternpatives to the
practice of annual open field burning have not been developed.

3. Enter a finding that failure to act promptly will result in serlous
prejudice to the parties involved and to the public interest for
the speciflic reasons cited above.

L4, Enter a finding that, under the Department's supervision, experimental
burning: '

a. Can in the future, In theory, reduce the adverse effects on air
quality or public health from open field burning; and

b. Is necessary In order to obtain informatlon on air quality,
public health or the agronomic effects of an experimental form
of open field burning.

5. Subject to any changes found appropriate as a result of recommendations
made to the Commisslion or findings reached at this May 26, 1978,
meeting, adopt the proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections
26005 through 26-030 as temporary rules to become effective Imme-
diately upon filing with the Secretary of State.

6. Instruct the Department to file promptly the adopted rules and findings
with the Secretary of State as temporary rules to become effective
immediately upon such filing and to remain effective for 120 days
thereafter and to forward the rules and other pertinent information
to the EPA as a supplement to the one-year interim control strategy
submitted to EPA on April 7, 1978.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

SAF/pas
5/24/78
Attachments (2}



Attachment |

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Chapter 340

Subdivision 6
Agricultural Operations
AGRICULTURAL BURNING

26-005 DEFINITIONS. As used in this general order, regulation and schedule,
unless otherwise required by context:

(1) Burning seasons:

(a) '"'Summer Burning Season'' means the four month period from July 1 through
October 31,

(b) "Winter Burning Season'' means the eight month period from November |
through June 30.

(2) "Department! means the Department of Environmental Quality.

(3) ‘'Marginal Conditions'" means conditions defined in ORS 468.450(1) under
which permits for agricultural open burning may be issued in accordance with
this regulation and schedule.

(4) "Northerly Winds' means winds coming from directions in the north
half of the compass, at the surface and aloft.

(5) "Priority Areas" means the following areas of the Willamette Valley:

(a) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of incorporated cities
having populations of 10,000 or greater,

(b} Areas within 1 mile of airports servicing regularly scheduled airline
flights:

{c) Areas in Lane County south of the line formed by U. S. Highway 126 and
Oregon Hlghway 126.

(d) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of the City of Lebanon.

(e} Areas on the west side of and within 1/4 mile of these highways; U. S.
Interstate 5, 99, 99E, and 99W. Areas on the south side of and within 1/4 mile
of U. S. Highway 20 between Albany and Lebanon, Oregon Highway 34 between Lebanon
and Corvallis, [Bregonm] Oregon Highway 228 from its junction south of Brownsville
to its rail crossing at the community of Tulsa.

(6) '"'Special Priority Areas! means areas within priority areas which may
be burned under northerly wind conditions and which are defined as follows:

(a) The priority area adjacent to Highway 99W between the Lane County
northern boundary and Eugeme—Springfield priority area boundary.

(b) The priority ared adjacent’ to Highway 99F and U. S. Interstate 5
between the Halsey-Shedd Rural Fire Protection District southern boundary and
the Albany southern priority area boundary.

(c) The southwest quadrant of the priority areas surrounding the cities of
Albany and Lebanon,

(7) [463] 'Prohibition Conditions' means atmospheric conditions under
which all agricultural open burning is prohibited (except where an auxiliary fuel
is used such that combustion is nearly complete, or an approved sanitizer is used).

[----1" represents material deleted -
Underlined material represents proposed additions




{8) [¢#3] "southerly Winds'' means winds coming from directions in the south
haif of the compass, at the surface and aloft.
(9) *Ventilation Index (VI)" means a calculated value used as a criterion of
atmospheric ventilation capabilities, The Ventilation Index as used in these rules
is defined by the following identity:
VI = Mixed depth (feet) x Average wind speed through the mixed depth (knots)

1000

(20) [483] '"Willamette Valley” means the areas of Benton, Clackamas, Lane,
Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties lying between the
crest of the Coast Range and the crest of the Cascade Mountains, and includes the
following:

(a) "South Valley," the areas of jurisdiction of all fire permit issuing
agents or agencies in the Willamette Valley portions of the Counties of Benton,
Lane or Linn.

(b} "North Valley," the areas of jurisdiction of all other fire permit issulng
agents or agencies in the Willamette Valley.

(11) [€93] "Commission' means the Environmental Quality Commission.

(12) [4463] "Local Fire Permit lIssuing Agency" means the County Court or Board
of County Commissioners or Fire Chief or a Rural Fire Protection District or other
person authorized to issue fire permits pursuant to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.380
or 478.960.

(13) [€¥%3] "Open Field Burning Permit' means a permit issued by the Department
pursuant to ORS 468.458.

(14) [€32}] "Fire Permit' means a permit issued by a local fire permit issuing
agency pursuant to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.380 or 478.960.

(15) [€#3}] "validation Number' means a unique three-part number issued by a
local Tire permit issuing agency which validates a specific open field burning
permit for a specific acreage of a specific day. The first part of the validation
number shall indicate the number of the month and the day of issuance, the second
part the hour of authorized burning based on a 24 hour clock and the third part
shall indicate the size of acreage to be burned (e.g., a validation number issued
August 26 at 2:30 p.m. for a 70 acre burn would be 0826-1430-070).

(16) [414}] "Open Field Burning' means burning of any perennial grass seed
field, annual grass seed field or cereal grain field in such manner that combustion
air and combustion products are not effectively controlled.

(17) ''Backfire Burning' means a method of burning fields in which the flame
front does not advance with the existing surface winds. The method requires
ignition of the field only on the downwind side.

{(18) "Into-the-Wind Strip Burning' means a modification of backfire burning in
which additional lines of fire are ignited by advancing directly into the existing
surface wind after completing the initial backfires. The technique increases the
lenagth of the flame front and therefore reduces the time required to burn a field
but does not allow the flame front to advance with the wind.

{19) [4353] ""Approved Field Sanitizer' means any field burning device that has
been approved by the Department as an alternative to open field burning.

{20) [4¥63}] "Approved Experimental Field Sanitizer' means any field burning
device that has been approved by the Department for trial as a potentiai alterna-
tive to open burning or as a source of information useful to further development

of field sanitizers.




(21) [€+73}] "After-Smoke'' means persistent smoke resulting from the burning
of a grass seed or cereal grain field with a field sanitizer, and emanating from
the grass seed or cereal graln stubble or accumulated straw residue at a point 10
feet or more behind a fleld sanitizer,

(22) [€¥8}] 'Leakage" means any smoke resulting from the use of a field
sanitizer which is not vented through & stack and is not classified as after-smoke.

(23) [€¥9}] "Approved Pilot Field Sanitizer'' means any field burning device
that has been observed and endorsed by the Department as an acceptable but im-
provable alternative to open fleld burning, the operation of which is expected to
contribute information useful to further development and improved performance of
field sanitizers.

(24) [{26}] "Approved Alternative Method(s)' means any method approved by
the Department .to be a satisfactory alternative method to open field burning.

(25) [€2%}] "Approved Interim Alternative Method'' means any interim method
approved by the Department as an effectlve method to reduce or otherwise minimize
the impact of smoke from open field burning.

(26) [422}] “Approved Alternative Facilities' means any land, structure,
building, installation, excavation, machinery, equipment or device approved by
the Department for use in conjunction with an Approved Alternative Method or an
Approved Interim Alternative Method for field sanitation.

26-010 GENERAL PROVISIONS., The following provisions apply during both summer
and winter burning seasons in the Willamette Valley unless otherwise specifically
noted,

(1) Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for agricultural
open burning shall follow those set forth in ORS 468.450 which give perennial
grass seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual grass seed
fields used for grass seed production second priority, grain fields third priority
and all other burning fourth priority.

(2) Permits required.

(a) No person shall conduct open field burning within the Willamette Valley
without first obtaining a valid open fileld burning permit from the Department and
a fire permit and validation number from the local fire permit issuing agency
for any given field for the day that the field is to be burned.

(b) Applications for open fleld burning permits shall be filed on
Registration/Application forms provided by the Department.

(c) Open field burning permits issued by the Department are not valid until
acreage fees are pald pursuant to ORS 468.480(1)(b) and a validation number is
obtained from the appropriate local fire permit issuing agency for each fileld on
the day that the field is to be burned,

(d) As provided In ORS 468,465(1), permits for open field burning of cereal
graln crops shall be issued only If the person seeking the permits submits to the
Issulng authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation that the acreage
to be burned will be planted to seed crops (other than cereal grains, hatry vetch,
or field pea crops) which require flame sanitation for proper cultivation.

(e) Any person granted an open field burning permit under these rules shall
maintain a copy of said permit at the burn sitefat all times during the burning
operation and sald permit shall be made avallable for at least one year after
expiration for inspection upon request by approprlate authorities.
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{f) At all times proper and accurate records of permit transactions and
copies of all permits shall be maintained by each agency or person involved in
the issuance of permits, for inspection by the appropriate authority.

(g) Open field burning permit issuing agencies shall submit to the Depart-
ment on forms provided, weekly summaries of field burning activities in their
permit jurisdiction during the period July | to October 15. Weekly summaries
shall be mailed and postmarked no tater than the first working day of the
following week.

[{h}-Ali-debris;-cuttings-and-pranings-shatt-be-dry;-eteanty-stacked-and
free-of-dirt-and-green-materiat-prior-to-betng-burned;-to-insure-as-nearty-
cempiete-combustion-as-possibler]

[£{i7-No-substance-or-materiat-which-normatly-emits-demse-smoke-or- {ob}nox7cus
odors-may-be-used-for-auxttiary-fuet-in-the-tgniting-of-debriss-cuttings-or
proningss]

(h) [¢33] Use of approved field sanitizers shall require a fire permit
and permit agencies or agents shall keep up-to-date records of all acreages burned
by such sanitizers.

(3) Fuel conditions shall be limited as follows:

(a) A1l debris, cuttings and prunings shall be dry, cleanly stacked and
free of dirt and green material prior to being burned, to insure as nearly
complete combustion as possibie.

(b) No substance or material which normally emits dense smoke or [ob]noxious
odors may be used for auxiliary fuel in the igniting of debris, cuttings or

runlngs._‘_& }5‘ ‘\%k% ‘ i 3 { 'E*i?ﬁ
iciﬁ%No ield shall be burhed having a loose straw moisture content exceeding

/. F15% wet weight basis except such moisture content restrictions may be waived by

the Department when uniimited ventilation conditions exist:# Moisture contents
shall be determined using approved Department of Environmental Quality fuel
moisture tests., The Department may, on a field by field basis, prohibit burning
of fields containing high moisture content stubble and/or regrowth material which
when burned results in excessive low level smoke.

{4) T433] 'tn accordance with ORS L468.450 the Department shall establish a
schedule which specifies the extent and type of burning to be allowed each day.
During the time of active field burning, the Department shall broadcast this
schedule over the Oregon Seed Council radio network operated for this purpose, on
an as needed basis, depending on atmospheric and air quality conditions.

{a)} Any person open burning or preparing to open burn under these rules
shall conduct the burning operation in accordance with the Department's burning
schedule.

(b) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn fields under these
rules shall monitor the Department's field burning schedule broadcasts and shall
conduct the burning operations in accordance with the announced schedule.

{5) [443] Any person open field burning under these rules shall actively
extinguish all flames and major smcke sources when prohibition conditions are
imposed by the Department. Normal after smoulder excepted.

26-011 CERTIFIED ALTERNATIVE TOQ OPEN FIELD BURNING,

(1) Approved pilot field sanitizers, approved experimental field sanitizers,
or propane flamers may be used as alternatives to open field burning subject to
the provisions of this section.

(2) Approved Pilot Field Sanitizers,

{a) Procedures for submitting application for approval of pilot field
sanitizers.



Unless the Department shall find that this moisture content rule
enforcement has caused or is likely to cause a reduction in excess

of 50% of the acreage that would have otherwise been burned, in
compliance with the remaining rules in which event this moisture content

rule shall not be enforced.




Applications shall be submitted In writing to the Department and shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

(i) Deslgn plans and speclfications,

(if) Acreage and emission performance data and rated capacities;
(ii1) Detalls regarding avallability of repalr service and replacement parts;
(iv) Operational instructions.

(b} Emission Standards for Approved Pilot Field Sanitizers.

(A) Approved pilot field sanitizers shall be required to demonstrate the
capability of sanitizing a representative harvested grass or cereal grain field
with an accumulative straw and stubble fuel load of not less than 1.0 ton/acre,
dry weight basis, and which has an average moisture content not less than 10%,
at a rate of not less than 85% of rated maximum capacity for a period of 30
continuous minutes without exceeding emission standards as fellows:

(i) Main stack: 20% average opacity;

(i1) Leakage: not to exceed 20% of the total emissions.
(1ii) After-smoke: No significant amounts originating more than 25 yards
behind the operating machine.

(B} The Department shall certify in writing to the manufacturer, the
approval of the pilot field sanitizer within thirty (30) days of the receipt of
a complete application and successful compliance demonstration with the emission
standards of 2(b)(A). Such approval shall apply to all machines built to the
specifications of the Department certified field sanitation machire.

(C) in the event of the development of significantly superior field sani-
tizers, the Department may decertify approved pilot field sanitizers previousiy
approved, except that any unit bullt prior to this decertification in accordance
with specifications of previously approved pllot field sanitizers shali be
allowed to operate for a perlod not to exceed seven years from the date of deliv-
ery provided that the unit is adequately malntained as per (2)({c)(A).

(c) Operation and/or modiflication of approved pilot field sanitizers,

(A) Operating approved pllot field sanitizers shall be maintained to design
specifications {normal! wear expected) i.e., skirts, shrouds, shields, air bars,
ducts, fans, motors, etc., shall be in place, intact and operational.

(B} Modifications to the structure or operating procedures which will
knowingly increase emissions shall not be made.

(C) Any modifications to the structure or operating procedures which result
in increased emissions shall be further modified or returned to manufacturer's
specifications to reduce emissions to original levels or below as rapldly as
practicable.

(D) Open fires away from the sanitizers shall be extinguished as rapidly
as practicable,

(3) Experimental field sanitlzers not meeting the emlssion criteria specified
In 2(b) (A) above, may receive Department authorization for experimental use for
not more than one season at a time, provided:

(a) The operator of the field sanitizers shall report to the Department the
locations of operation of experimental field sanitizers.

(b) Open fires away from the machines shall be extinguished as rapidly as
practicable.

(¢) Adequate water supply shall be available to extinguish open fires
resulting from the operation of fleld sanitizers.

(4) Propane Flamers, Propane flaming is an approved alternative to open field
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- (B) ~The Commission may establish a further acreage limitation hver and s
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burning provided that all of the following conditions are met:

{a) Field sanitizers are not available or otherwise cannot accomplish the
burning.

(b) The field stubble will not sustain an open fire.

{c) One of the following conditions exist:

(A) The field has been previously open burned and appropriate fees paid.

(B) The field has been flailchopped, mowed, or otherwise cut close to the
ground and loose straw has been removed to reduce the straw fuel load as much as
practicable.

26-012 REGISTRATION AND AUTHORIZATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED.

(1) On or before April 1 of each year, all acreages to be open burned
under this rule shall be registered with the local fire permit issuing agency or
its authorized representative on forms provided by the Department. A nonrefundable
$1.00 per acre registration fee shall be paid at the time of reg|strat|on

(2) Registration of acreage after April 1 of each year shall require:

(a) Approval of the Department.

(b) An additional late registration fee of $1.00 per acre if the late

registration is determined by the Department to be the fault of the late registrant.

(3) Copies of all Registration/Application forms shall be forwarded to the
Department and the Executive Department promptly by the local fire permit issuing
agency.

(4) The local fire permitting agency shall maintain a record of all regis-
tered acreage by assigned field number, location, type of crop, number of acres
to be burned and status of fee payment for each field.

(5) Burn authorizations shall be issued by the local fire permit issuing
agency up to daily quota limitations established by the Department and shall be
based on registered feepaid acres and shall be issued in accordance with the
priorities established by subsection 26010(1) of these rules, except that fourth
priority burning shall not be permitted from July 15 to September 15 of any year
unless specifically authorized by the Department.

(6) No local fire permit issuing agency shall authorize open field burning
of more acreage than may be suballocated annually to the District by the Depart-
ment pursuant to Section 26013(5) of these rules.,

26-013 LIMITATION AND ALLOCATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED.

(1} Except for acreage to be burned under 26-013(7) and (8), the maximum
acreage to be open burned under these rules:

{a) During 1978, shall not exceed 180,000 acres.

(b) If by August 15, 1978, the average of total cumulative hours of
nephelometer readings exceeding 2.4 x 10"% B-scat units at Eugene and Springfield,
which have been determined by the Department to have been significantly caused
by field burning, equals or exceeds 13 hours, the maximum acreage to be open
burned under these rules shall not exceed 150,000 acres and the sub-allocation
to the fire permit issuing agencies shall be reduced accordingty, subject to
the further provisions that:

{A} Unused permit allocations may be validated and used after the
150,000 acre cut-off only on unlimited ventilation days as may be designated




and other late maturing seed crops opportunity to burn equivalent to that
afforded growers of earlier maturing crops.

(c¢) [€b}] During 1979 and each year thereafter shall be determined and
established by the Commission [by-danuary-i-of-1979-and] by January 1 of each
odd year [thereafter]. [This-determination] The Commission shall [be-made]
after taking into consideration the factors listed in subsection (2) of ORS
468.460, [shati]lby order Indicate the number of acres for which permits may be
issued for the burning of such acreage as it considers appropriate and necessary,
upon finding that open burning of such acreage will not substantially impair
public health and safety and will not substantially interfere with compliance
with relevant state and federal laws regarding air quality.

(2) Any revisions to the maximum acreage to be burned, allocation procedures,
permit issuing procedures or any other substantive changes to these rules
affecting the open field burning program for any year shall be made prior to
June 1 of that year. In making these rule changes the Commission shall consult
with Oregon State University (0SU) and may consult with other interested agencies.

(3) Acres burned on any day by approved field sanitizers and approved
experimental fleld sanitizers and propane flamers shali not be applied to open
field burning acreage allocations or quotas, and such equipment may be operated
‘under either marginal or prohibition conditions.

{4} In the event that total registration is less than or equal to the
acreage allowed to be open burned under section 26-013(1) all registrants shall
be allocated 100 percent of their registered acres.

(5) In the event that total registration exceeds the acreage allowed to be
open burned under 26-013(1) the Department may issue acreage allocations to
growers totaling not more than 110 percent of the acreage allowed under Section
26-013{(1). The Department shall monitor burning and shall cease to issue burning
quotas when the total acreage reported burned equals the maximum acreage allowed
under section 26-013{1).

(a) Each year the Department shall suballocate 110 percent of the total
acre allocation established by the Commission, as specified in Section 26-013(1),
to the respective growers on a pro rata share basis of the individual acreage
registered as of April 1 to the total acreage registered as of April 1.

(b} Except as provided in sub-section (1)(b) of this section, [Each
year] the Department shall suballocate the total acre allocation established by
the Commission, as specified in Section 26-013(1) to the respective fire permit
issuing agencies on a pro rata share basis of the acreage registered within each
fire permit-issuing agency's jurisdiction as of April 1 of each year to the
total acreage registered as of April 1 of each year,

{c) In an effort to insure that permits are available in areas of greatest
need, to coordinate completion of burning, and to achieve the greatest possible
permit utilization, the Department may adjust, in cooperation with the fire
districts, allocations of the maximum acreage allowed in Section 26-013(1).

(d) Transfer of allocations for farm management purposes may be made
within and between fire districts on a one-infone-out basis under the supervision
of the Department. Transfer of allocations between growers are not permitted
after the maximum acres specified in Section 26-013(1) have been burned within
the Valley.

{e) Except for additional acreage allowed to be burned by the Commission
as provided for in [{7}] (6) and [{8}] (7) of this subsection no fire district
shall allow acreage to be burned in excess of their allocations assigned pursuant
to (b), (c) and (d) above.




(6) [4#3] Notwithstanding the acreage limitations under 26-013(1), the
Department may allow experimental open burning pursuant to Section 9 of the 1977
Oregon Laws, Chapter 650, (HB 2196). Such experimental open burning shall be
conducted only as may be specifically authorized by the Department and will be
conducted for gathering of scientiflc data, or training of personnel or demon-
strating specific practices. The Department shall maintain a record of each
experimental burpn and may require a report from any person conducting an experi-
mental burn stating factors such as:

Date, time and acreage of burn.

Purpose of burn.

Results of burn compared to purpose.

Measurements used, if any.

Future application of results of principles featured.

(a) Experimental open burning, exclusive of that acreage burned by experi-
mental open field sanitizers, shall not exceed 7500 acres during 1978.

(b) For experimental open burning the Department may assess an acreage fee
equal to that charged for open burning of regutar acres. Such fees shall be
segregated from other funds and dedicated to the support of smoke management
research to study variations of smoke impact resulting from differing and various
burning practices and methods. The Department may contract with research organi-
zations such as academic institutions to accomplish such smoke management research.

(7) [4€8}] Pursuant to ORS 468.475(6) and (7) the Commission may permit the
emergency open burning under the followling procedures:

(a) A grower must submit to the Department an application form for emergency
field burning requesting emergency burning for one of the following reasons;

(A) Extreme hardship documented by:

An analysis and signed statement from a CPA, public accountant, or other
recognized financial expert which establishes that failure to allow emergency
open burning as requested will result in extreme financial hardship above
and beyond mere loss of revenue that would ordinarily accrue due to inability
to open burn the particular acreage for which emergency open burning is
requested. The analysls shall include an itemized statement of the applicant's
net worth and include a dlscussion of potential alternatives and probable
retated consequences of not burning.

(B) Disease outbreak, documented by:

An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department
of Agriculture or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists due to a disease outbreak
that can only be dealt with effectively and practically by open burning.

The statement must also include at least the following:

1) time fleld Investigation was made,
il) location and description of field,
iil) crop,
iv) infesting disease, .
v) extent of infestation {compared to normal),
vi) necessity and urgency to control,
vil) availablility, efficacy and practicability of alternative
control procedures,
vitl) probable damages or consequences of non-control.
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(C) Insect infestation, documented by:

Affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department
of Agriculture or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists due to an insect infesta-
tion that can only be dealt with effectively and practicably by open burning,
The statement must also Include at least the following:

time field investigation was made,
iT) location and description of field,
1ii) crop,
iv) infesting insect,
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal),
vi) necessity and urgency to control,
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alterpative
control procedures,
viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control.

(D) Irreparable damage to the land documented by an:

An affldavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department
of Agriculture, or other public agricultural expert authority that, based
on his personal investigation, a true emergency exists which threatens
irreparable damage to the land and which can only be dealt with effectively
and practicably by open burning. The statement must also include at least
the following:

1) time of field Investigation,
11} location and description of field,
it1) crop,
iv) type and characteristics of soil,
v) slope and dralnage characterlstucs of fleld
vi) necessity and urgency to control,
vil) avallability, efficacy and practicability of alternative
control procedures,
vili} probable damages or consequences of non-control.

{(b) Upon receipt of a properly completed application form and supporting
documentation the Commission shall within 10 days, return to the grower its
decision.

(c} An open field burning permit, to be validated upon payment of the
required fees, shall be promptly issued by the Department for that portion of the
requested acreage which the Commission has approved.

(d) Application forms for emergency open field burning provided by the
Department must be used and may be obtained from the Department either in person,
by letter or by telephone request.

(8) [49¥] The Department shall act, pursuant to this section, on any appli-
cation for a permit to open burn under these rules within 60 days of registration
and receipt of the fee provided in ORS 468,480,

{9) [¢¥6}] The Department may on a flre district by fire district basis,
issue limitations more restrictive than those contained in these regulations when
in their Jjudgment it is necessary to attaln and maintain air quality.
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26-015 WILLAMETTE VALLEY SUMMER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS

As provided for In Section 6 of Oregon Law 1977, Chapter 650. The Department
shall conduct a smoke management program which shall include In addition to other
provisions covered in these rules the following provisions:

(1) Classification of Atmospheric Conditions. A1l days will be classified
as marginal or prohibition days under the following criteria:

(a) Marginal Class N conditions: Forecast northerly winds, a mixing depth
greater than 3500 feet and relative humidity less than 50 percent.

(b) Marginal Class S conditions: Forecast southerly winds.

(¢) Prohibition conditions: Forecast northerly winds, a mixing depth of
3500 feet or less, and/or relative humidity greater than 50 percent.

(d) Unlimlted Ventilation conditions: A mixing depth of 5000 feet or
greater and a ventilation index of 32.5 or greater.

(2) Quotas.

(a) Except as provided In this subsection, the total acreage of permits for
open field burning shall not exceed the amount authorized by the Department for
each marginal day. Daily authorizations of acreages shall be issued in terms of
basic quotas [er], pricrity area quotas, or special priority area guotas as listed
in Table 1, attacﬁéd as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference into this regula-
tion and schedule, and defined as follows:

(A) The basic quota represents the number of acres to be allowed throughout
a permit jurisdiction, including fields located in priority areas, on a marginal
day on which general burning is allowed In that Jurisdiction.

(B} The priority area quota represents the number of acres allowed within
the priority areas of a permit jurisdiction on a marginal day when only priority
area burning is allowed in that jJurisdiction.

(C) The special prlority area guota represents the number of areas allowed
within the speclal priority areas of a permit jurisdiction on a marginal day when
only special priority area burning is allowed in that jurisdiction.

(b} Willamette Valley permit agencies or agents not specifically named in
Table 1 shall have a basic quota and priority area quota of 50 acres only if they
have registered acreage to be burned within their Jurisdiction.

{c) In no instance shall the total acreage of permits issued by any permit
issuing agency or agent exceed that allowed by the Department for the marginal
day, except as provided for 50 acre quotas as follows: When the established daily
acreage quota is 50 acres or less, a permit may be issued to include all the
acreage in one fleld providing that field does not exceed 100 and provided further
that no other permit is issued for that day. Ffor those districts with a 50 acre
quota, permits for more than 50 acres shall not be issued on two consecutive days.
At no time shall special priority area quotas be increased above 50 acres.

(d) The Department may designate additional areas as Priority Areas, and
may adjust the basic acreage quotas or priority area quotas of any permit juris-
diction, where conditions in their judgment warrant such action.

(2) Burning Hours.

{a) Burning hours may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, under marginal conditions but
no open field burning may be started later than one-half hour before sunset or be
allowed to continue burning later than one-half hour after sunset.
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(b) The Department may alter burning hours according to atmospheric ven-
titation conditions when necessary to attain and maintain alr quality.

(¢} Burning hours may be reudced by the fire chief or his deputy when
necessary to protect from danger by fire.

(4) Extent and Type of Burning.

(a) Prohibition. Under prohibition conditions, no fire permits or validation
numbers for agricultural open burning shall be issued and no burning shall be
conducted, except where an auxiliary liquid or gaseous fuel is used such that
combustion is essentially complete, or an approved field sanitizer is used,

(b) Marginal Class N Conditions. Unless specifically authorized by the
Department, on days classified as Marginal Class N burning may be limited to the
following:

(A) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table
1[.] except that no acreage located within the permit jurisdictions of Aumsville,
Drakes Crossing, Marion County District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, and
the Marion County portions of the Clackamas-Marion Forest Protection District shall
be burned upwind of the Eugene-Springfield non-attainment area.

{B) South Valley: one priority area quota for priority area burning may be
issued in accordance with Table 1,

_ (c) Marginal Class S Conditions. Unless specifically authorized by the
Department on days classified as Marginal Class S conditions, burning shall be
lTimited to the following:

(A) North Valley: One basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 1
in the following permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes Crossing, Marion County
District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, and the Marion County portion of the
Clackamas-Marion Forest Protection District. One priority area quota my be issued
in accordance with Table 1 for priority area burning in all other North Valiey
jurisdictions.

(B) South Valley: One basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 1.

(d) Special Restrictions on Priority Area Burning.

(A} No priority acreage may be burned on the upwind side of any city, air-
port, or highway within the same priority area except that acreages located in
priority areas adjacent to highway may be burned upwind provided meteorological
conditions exist or burning technigues are employed which will maintain visibility
on the highway at greater than 1/2 mile.

~{B) No south priority acreage except that located in special priority areas
[may] shall be burned upwind of [any-cTty;-afrporti-or-highway-within-a-priority
ares-untess-the-mixing-height-is-forecast-greater-than-4;606-feet=] the Eugene-
Springfield non-attainment area.

[{€}-At}-south-priority-acreages-tocated-upwind-of-the-Eugene-Springfietd
priority-area~shatt-be-burned-using- backzng{F;re or-tnto-the- wrndistzzigrghtrng
techniquess~execept-as-provided-by-26-015{4}{e}=] L ;ﬁ i; i ek }{

(:) Restrlztlons on burnlng techniques. éﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ;i~’-*-¥k Y {&ﬁ&&if

(A} A1) annual grass seed crops, cereal crops, andibentgrass crops shall be
burned usitng backfire or into-the-wind strip burning methods except when unl:mlted
ventilation conditions exist.

{(B) [fe}] The Department shall require other crop types [acreages] to be
burned using [backing-fire] backfire or into-the-wind striplt+tghting] burning
techniques when, in the Department's judgment, use of such techniques will reduce
adverse effects on air quality.
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[€5}-After-September-3};-1978;-ne-fietd-shati-be-burned-whieh-has-an-average
fuet-moisture-content-greater-than-28-pereent-wet-wetght-basis;-as-determined-by
using-the-Bepartment-of-Environmentat-Quatity-fuei-motsture-test-proceduress:]



FIELD BURNING ACREAGE QUOTAS

NORTH VALLEY AREAS

County/Fire District

North Valley Counties

Clackamas County

Canby RFPD

Clackamas County #54
Clackamas - Marion FPA
Estacada RFPD

Molalla RFPD

Monitor RFPD

Scotts Mills RFPD

Total

Marion County

Aumsville RFPD
Aurora-Donald RFPD

DPrakes Crossing RFPD
Hubbard RFPD

Jefferson RFPD

Marion County #1

Marion County Unprotected

Mt. Angel RFPD

_]3_

TABLE 1

Quota
Basic Priority
50 0
50 0
[58] 100 Y
75 0
50 0
50 0
50 o
[3751 425 0
[58] 100 0
50 50
[58] 100 0
50 0
225 50
[tes] 200 50
50 50
50 0
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TABLE 1
(continued)
County/Fire District Quota
North Valley Counties Basic Priority
Marion County {(continued)
St. Paul RFPD 125 0
Salem City 50 50
Silverton RFPD ‘ [386] 600 0
Stayton RFPD : [+5e] 300 0O
Sublimity RFPD [250] 200 0
Turner RFPD 50 50
Woodburn RFPD 125 _50
Total [+675]12575 [288] 350
Polk County
Polk County Non-District | 50 0
Southeast Rural Polk 400 50
Southwest Rural Polk 125 _50
Total 575 100
Washington County
Cornellus RFPD 50 0
Forest Grove RFPD 56 0
Forest Grove, State Forestry 50 0
Hillsboro 50 50
Washington County RFPD #1 50 50
Washington County FPD #2 50 _50
Total 300 150
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TABLE 1
(continued)
County/Fire District Quota
North Valley Counties Basic Priority
Yamhill County
Amity RFPD 125 50
Carlton RFPD 50 0
Dayton RFPD 50 50
Dundee RFPD 50 0
McMinnviile RFPD 150 75
Newberg RFPD 50 50
Shertdan RFPD | 75 50
Yamhill RFPD 50 _50
North Valley Total 4475 875
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TABLE 1
(continued)

SOUTH VALLEY AREAS

County/Fire District Quota
Special
South Valley Countles Basic Priority Priority
Benton County
County Non-District & Adair 350 175 0
Corvallis RFPD 175 125 o]
Monroe RFPD 325 50 0
Philomath RFPD 125 100 0
Western Oregon RFD 100 _50 2
Total 1075 500 0
Lane County
Coburg RFPD 175 50 Q
Creswell RFPD 75 100 0
Eugene RFPD
(Zumwalt RFPD) 50 50 ']
Junction City RFPD 325 50 50
Lane County Non-District 100 50 o
Lane County RFPD #1 350 150 20
Santa Clara RFPD 50 50 o
Thurston-Walterville 50 50 0
West Lane RPD _50 0 g
Total 1225 550 100
Linn County
Albany RFPD (inc. N. Albany, Palestine,
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 125 50

Brownsville RFPD 750 100 50



County/Fire District

South Valley Counties

Linn County (continued)
Halsey-Shedd RFPD

Harrisburg RFPD
Lebanon RFPD
Lyons RFPD
Scio RFPD
Tangent RFPD

Total

South Valley Total

_]7_

TABLE 1

{continued)

Quota
Special

Basic Priority = Priority
2050 200 50
1350 50 0
325 325 20
50 0 0
175 50 0
925 325 50
6250 125 250
8550 2275 350
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26-020 WINTER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS.

(1) Classification of atmospheric conditions:

(a) Atmospheric conditlons resulting In computed air pollution index
values in the high range, values of 90 or greater, shall constitute prohibition
conditions.

(b) Atmospheric conditions resulting in computed air pollution Index values
in the low and moderate ranges, values less than 90, shall constitute marginal
conditions.

(2) Extent and Type of Burning.

(a) Burning Hours. Burning hours for all types of burning shall be from
9:00 a.m. until 4:00 p.m., but may be reduced when deemed necessary by the fire
chief or his deputy. Burning hours for stumps may be Increased if found necessary
to do so by the permit issuing agency. All materials for burning shall be
prepared and the operation conducted, subject to local fire protection regulations,
to insure that it will be completed during the allotted time.

(b) Certain Burning Allowed Under Prohibition Conditions. Under prohibition
conditions no permits for agricultural open burning may be issued and no burning
may be conducted, except where an auxilliary liquid or gaseous fuel is used such
that combustion is essentially complete, or an approved field sanitizer is used.

(c} Priorlty for Burning on Marginal Days. Permits for agricultural open
burning may be issued on each marginal day In each permit jurisdiction in the
Williamette Valley, following the priorities set forth in ORS 468.450 which gives
perenntal grass seed fields used for grass seed production first priority,
annual grass seed fields used for grass seed production second priority, grain
fields third priority and all other burning fourth priority.

26~-025 CIVIL PENALTIES. |In addition to any other penalty provided by law:

(1) Any person who intentionally or negligently causes or permits open
field burning contrary to the provisions of ORS 468.450, 468.455 to 468.480,
L76.380 and 478.960 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of at
least $20, but not more than $L0 for each acre so burned.

(2) Any person planting contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of
ORS 468.465 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of $25 for each
acre planted contrary to the restrictions.

(3} Any person whe viclates any requirements of these rules shall be
assessed a civil penalty pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Division 1, Subdivision 2,
CIVIL PENALTIES.

26-030 TAX CREDITS FOR APPROVED ALTERNATIVE METHODS, APPROVED INTERIM ALTERNATIVE
METHODS OR APPROVED ALTERNATIVE FACILITIES. .
(1} As provided in ORS 468.150, approved alternative methods or approved
alternative facilities are ellgible for tax credit as pollution control facilities

as described in CRS 468,155 through 468.190.

(2) Approved alternative facilities eligible for pollution control facility
tax credit shall include:

(a) Mobile equipment including but not limited to:

(A) Straw gathering, densifying and handling equipment.

(B) Tractors and other sources of motive power.

{C) Trucks, trallers, and other transportation equipment,

(D) Mobile fleld sanitizers (approved models and approved pllot models)
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and associated fire control equipment,
(E) Equipment for handling all forms of processed straw.
(F) Special straw incorporation equipment.
) Stationary equipment and structures including but not limited to:
{A) Straw loading and unloading facilities.
(B) Straw storage structures.
(C) Straw processing and in plant transport equipment.
(D) Land associated with stationary straw processing facilities.
(E) Drainage tile installations which will result in a reduction of acreage

burned,

(3) Equipment and facilities included in an application for certification
for tax credit under this rule will be considered at their current depreciated
value and in proportion to their actual use to reduce open field burning as
compared to thelr total farm or other use.

(4) Procedures for application and certification of approved alternative
facilities for pollution control facility tax credit.

{a) Preliminary certification for pollution control facility tax
credit. '

(A) A written application for preliminary certification shall be
made to the Department prior to installation or use of approved alternative
facilities in the first harvest season for which an application for tax credit
certification is to be made. Such application shall be made on a form provided
by the Department and shall include but not be limited to:

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant.

(i1) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for
additional information.
{(iii) Description of alternative method to be used.
(iv) A complete listing of mobile equipment and stationary facilities
to be used in carrying out the alternative methods and for each item listed
include:

{a) Date or estimated future date of purchase.

(b} Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative methods and
approved interim alternative methods as compared to their total farm or
other use.

(v) Such other information as the Department may require to determine
compliance with state air, water, solid waste, and noise laws and regulations
and to determine eligibility for tax credit.

(B) 1f, upon receipt of a properly completed application for preliminary
certification for tax credit for approved alternative facilities the Depart-
ment finds the proposed use of the approved alternative facilities are in
accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.175, 1t shall, within 60 days, lissue
a preliminary certification of approval. |f the proposed use of the approved
alternative facilities are not in accordance with provisions of ORS 468,175,
the Commission shall, within 60 days, issue an order denying certification.

(b) Certification for pollution control facility tax credit.

(A) A written application for certification shall be made to the
Department on a form provided by the Department and shall include but not
be limited to the foliowing:

{i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant.

(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for
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additional information.
(ii1) Description of the alternative method to be used,

(iv}] For each piece of mobile equipment and/or for each stationary
facility, a complete description including the following information as
applicable:

{a) Type and general description of each piece of mobile equipment.

(b) Complete description and copy of proposed plans or drawings of
stationary facilities including buildings and contents used for straw
storage, handiing or processing of straw and straw products or used for
storage of mobile field sanitizers and legal description of real property
involved,

(c) Date of purchase or initial operation.

(d) Cost when purchased or constructed and current value.

(e) General use as applied to approved alternative methods and approved
interim alternative methods.

(f) Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative methods and
approved interim alternative methods as compared to their farm or other use.

(B} Upon receipt of a properly completed application for certification
for tax credit for approved alternative facilities or any subsequently
reguested additions to the application, the Department shall return within 120
days the decision of the Commission and certification as necessary indicating
the portion of the cost of each facility allocable to pollution control.

(5) Certification for tax credits of equipment or facilities not covered
in OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-030(1) through 26-030(4) shall be processed
pursuant to the provisions of ORS 468.165 through 468.185.

(6) Election of type of tax credit pursuant to ORS 468.170(5).

(a) As provided in ORS 468.170(5), a person receiving the certification
provided for in OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-030(4)(b) shall make an irrevocable
election to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097, 317.072, or the ad
volorem tax relief under ORS 307.405 and shall inform the Department of his
election within 60 days of receipt of certification documents on the form
supplied by the Department with the certification documents.

(b) As provided in ORS 468.170(5) failure to notify the Department of the
election of the type of tax credit relief within 60 days shall render the certi-
fication ineffective for any tax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097 and 317.072.
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HEMORANDUM
Tixs Joe Richards | DATE: iay 12, 157¢
FRG: Adr Quality Division '

SUBJECT: Regarding the Propossd Field Surning Surve1liance Hetwork and Deta
Analysis

%e following ave responses ip the ques%zeﬁd which vou pesed prier to the Snviren-
tat (uality Comrission peeting on fpril 28, 1478"

1. #1171 we know at the end of this season %ﬁe errissions from varicus by;ec of
erass stubble given different moisture content and Tighting techniques? Hew will
we know that? B

1t is proposed, at t is tire, io cnﬁdnct an Lﬁiasin study which would doterw
mine absglute emissicons from arass fields, the “pprovriatﬂ erission factors
ta be applied to such open field burning, and to determine sonething of
the nature of the rgruicuaafe mattar produced. The emission st'qyg 25 is
currently envisioned, would produce pre?imin&ry data suitabie for inclusion
in the State Implementation Plan to be submitted in early 1979, I would
aharada, in pﬂr*icu1ur, the affect of Tighting tccinxqucs on the production
of particulate and its eakeup. Me will, in additicn, be able te corpare
sch ertission data with the moisture content which existed in the field =zt
tﬂe time of lighting. We are expecting to be able to analyzs, throuch
statistical =eans, what effect the voisture content w2y have had on the
tetal emissions. However, the sroposed work is pointed more divectly at the
cffect of Viohting technigues. Additicnal work may be cwnuuctud in future
2asons 1T requirsd. :

4]

-

2. low much will we know about where the sinke anes, f.e., in what direction,
vhat cpes up and coves down, how long it fleats arcund, etc.?

The Cepartment pronoses two studies which shouid effectively ansuer the points
in question 2. The field burning ronitoring netverk will rrovide inforsation
cp the offects of swoke, For exaiple, in what direction 1% goes and how iong
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1t floats around, and 1ts qeneral trajectory w31l be describad for the
scuthern Willapette Valley. An additional study which proncses to evaluate
p}“*m risa as it iz effocted by various lsrﬁtinu techniques will determine

the dispersion aualities of the plume, The data from the ronitoring net-
werk and the pluce eveluation study will be used te validate the Liver&ore
pegional Afr Quality Fodel which is being applied to the Hillamette VYaliey

throuch research ongoing at Oregon State University, Once this model is
rblly jmplerented, we will be able fo describe within the zccuracy of the
rodel, the air qua11ty irpacts of varicus sources, including field burning,
in the willamette Valley,

How puch will we know about what changss ofcur in the spicke a

.‘i
transported, e.g., photochemical reactions, narticulate accumulat i ns, gte.?

The pluoe evaluation study and the Field burning surveillance network study
conbine to answer questions regarding field buraing pluwe reactions. It
should be pointed cut that these studies may not be totally definitive due
tc rora emphasis placed on other determinations. Hewsver, scpe very useful
data wil) be collocted. First, the particulate size distribution in the
nluse will be determined as 2 part of the plume evaluation study. Further,
the pluses will be trached hy an instrucented afrcraft provided by EPA to
determine photochonical reactions which ray take piace wzt%in the plure,

The tendencies of f143d burning pgrtiC¢?a;e te charge size ray be estiveted
throush particulate size distribution studies conducted as narﬁ of the
Dlume eva?uation work. lowmver, 1t 5 not contemslated thﬁt fruty long-
range, W“3} -gaed pluses will be cbservabile as vart of this eova Tuatien. Such
work ray have to be conciuded im Future sedsons. A comnrehensive airvcratt
SUrYEY 1S reqazrec t@ getarmine chemical camwasia1cr of raterial, Funding
for such a study 15 uncertain at this tine.

How much uncertainty will there be in eeasuring ivpacis of the sro?e at

various recepter siies?

The ficld burning surveillance petuwork incovpavates as part of its data
analysis an elament balance method hhar\by'cr&m1ca; patter as emitied from
varicus sources nay be analyzed usinn statistical and tosputer nethods

after it is collocted on the Filter pedia. This syster: allows estinates

to be vade of the impact ef individual sources on incividual receptor sites.
Analysis of this tyre of work done in other aress indicates possible ercors
on the erder of 10% to 158%. SZuch error may be sorewhat larger in the case

of Tield burning where tho expected emissions include a varisty of sisilar
oroanic particulates. To fininive errar an fdentifiable tracer is of sio-
nificant value, To this end the Deoartuent has soucht te detormine such o
triacor 53 that field burﬂinﬁ andt slash burning ray be individually jdentified.
To date, cenbinations of oreanic raterials have been identified which anpear
to suitably identify ficld Lurning and slash burninng. Othar sources which
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will have different cherdcal nakeups, including inoraanic materiels,
should be {dentifiable with a higher degree of certairty. Any source
which contains a peculiar elevent, e.g., Tead from the exhaust emissions

of autouobiles, wmay be identified with errors less than 10%.

If we do not have couslete data on emissions factors and chemical channes

during transport, how ¢an woe use-an elewnent balance technious it determioe or
predict smoke fmpact? T

€.

The Departrent proposes to cenduct the enissions studyv as already stated
which would deteraine enissions factors applicable to field burning.
Further, th2 Departrent does not have inforgation indicating that par-
ticulate matter underge sionificant chenical chances in an aoing pluce
{however, casoous soliutants do undergs significant chemical reactions).
Preliminary work indicates that approsimately 45% to 502 of the particulate
ratter ccllected as a result of field burning are hinh molecular weicht
orcanics which are not expected to change siunificantly in chemical make-
up under arbient conditions, A carbon balance technicue will be ewployed
to further analyze the source/receptor relaticnship for field burmming.

If we do not have a clear idea about transport conditions, hew can we

develop & trajectory analysis?

7

Fach of the proposed ten sites within the Ti2ld burning surveillznce nel-
werk will have as part of iis equiprent a meteorslosical station desioned
to doternine surface wind speed and direction.  In additien fo this, there
will be efforts to collect a1l available upper wind information includine
soundings fron Szlen and Medford, pilet balloon wind soundines as part of
the plume evaluation study end as conducted by Lane Pegional Afr Poliuticon
Authority and the DER.  Further upper air datz will be accurulated as
vegessary inforvation for the swoke managenent proorzm onerations. Thess
include both pliot balloon wind soundings and tennerature soundings con-
ducted by the DEQ gircrati. Based on tiis available inforration, the
Department proposes te use a portion of the LIRAS wedel designed to develop
wind flow Tields such that they may be determined within the accuracy of

he nodel, Heowever, 1t 15 net proposed io dovelop a Yong renge trajectory
analysis as part of the Ti0ld burning study, 35 it is not deermed nocessary
to develop such a detailed analysis when trajectories ave Yimited by the
confines of the Hillarette Valley and <loss relatieonship of major fiel
burning and the Lugene-Springfield area.

it
Pl
4

1T w2 do not know epdssions and the specific arzas where burning occuvs,

how will the develogment of LIPAQ assist us?

As steted praviously, the COEf} does plan {6 conduct emission test progrees
from which arission factors will be developed, In addition, & five day




g.

intensivo wonitoring period is specified during the field burning seasons.
Suring this peried both specific areas of burns and times will be cathersd
along with the monitering data which is routinaly collectsd as nari of the
surveillance pregram, These five days of the intensive study of the
scurce/recepter relaticnship are to provide the basis for calibraticn of
the LIZAY wodel,

%111 we know at this tine next year that if we burn 1,000 acres of annual

rye crass near Junction ity by a particular lighting technigue and particulsr
meteﬂroloaica1 conditions with 2 particular maisture content what ippact it ray

hﬂ"

: in Eugene? Yhy not?

Yes, within the linitations of data accumulation as described in the ore-
ceding guestions and within the aCCuracy of the modeling capabilities of
LIRAG.

Y11l we know next year what effects hackfiring bas en perennials and Jow

LA
level smoke antupts?

et

Lid
19

e 103
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¥e should be able to determine the effect of backfirine on lew level smoke
avounts throuoh the pluse evaluation study and the exission facter study
areviously prorosed.  Sone determination may be rade of the effects of backe
firfng on perennials in lorms of ebservablse burnout by Senterber. However,
these results will be preliudnary and will only be guanti’i*??e in teres of
the percent of Field & parentiy burred out a8 determined by visual inspec-
tien. By next yrar the effects of such barkfirirg on yield way be determined
throsch suitable festing, The procedures Tor such tesis are stila,teing
dzvelioped, ilouever, cre yezr‘s data §s csnerally aec angi(zrej adenuate

to develop signiticant statistical fnforration regarding yield chanaes,

00 you beljove that 550,000 financial commitient and a thres-penth tize
be suificient to analyze the data?

The 50,000 Tigure for date analysis will be soread out ovor a2 longer r¢r§oé
than three peonths, specivtically, 2 reried starting in July uru ew*jrr in
April, 1973. This voney is intended te retrieve basic data from the orogram,
Lsable for determination of impact and SIP aeveiop&enu, The 550,000 prevides
for interim project veports in nid-tiovesber based on June, July, and lfugust
5o that cata will be availabie to the Eurene-Sprinafield Ajr fuality Main-
trﬂan*h firea ;_v1sury Corsittee. In addition to the 530,080, there is other

analysis provided for in the surveillarce petuork contracts, This invoives
scwt 330,000 for elesental anelysis to Le copducted 2t the uni»nrs1ty ol
Californiz at Davis, 317,C00 for cther aralytical costs for tracer studies
and microscepic analysis, and the Department, through its own personnel, {g
spanding approxfeately $30,060 to hire two chemists te do analytical work
in house. It is worthwhile to point out that there will be rassive anounts
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of daota which will result from this study. The proposed analysis, as
mentioned, is designed to answer some specific questions necessary to
understand the basic field burning question and to make afr quality dmpact
determinations for the submittal of the State Impiementation Plan in 1979,
dore information may come from the data collected by the surveillance
netvork. tHowever, to get this additional informaticn, the data will have
to be further analyzed and this analysis wiil mean further expenditures.

SAF/pas
cc:  UHYoung
EdWeathersbee
JECore
JFKowalczyk
EQC




