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9:00 am 

9:30 am 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 
May 26, 1978 

Portland City Counci 1 Chambers 
1220 S, W. Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

A. Minutes of the March 31, 1978 and April 28, 1978 EQC meetings 

B. Monthly Activity Report for April 1978 

C. 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 subsequent meeting. The Commission reserves the right to 
discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an unduly large 
number of speakers wish to appear. 

D. NPDES July l, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for approval of Stipulated 
Consent Orders for NPDES permittees not meeting July l, 1977 
compliance date 

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 

F. Browns Island Landfill, Marion County - Request for concurrence of 
Commission with plans for expansion of Browns Island Landfill 

...G-.--A.i-~~b@r Compa+iy - B@<!U<lst for varianGe tg al 1011 Sl<tans ign 
of time to i nstal 1 easy-l at-deWfl-Ge-v-i-&~l-&ef*elfl8.e.F-1-;-~ 

H. Proposed revision to sewerage works construction grant priority 
criteria 

I. Status Report - Water Qua l i ty "208" planning project 

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

K. Fi~ld Burning - Consideration of adoption of revised temporary 
rules pertaining to agricultural burning 

Because of uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the right 
to deal with any item at any time in the meeting, except item F. Anyone 
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, 
1414 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland. Lunch will be catered in Conference 

DELETED 

Room 3A on the third floor of the DEQ offices, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland. 



MINUTES OF THE NINETY-SEVENTH MEETING 
OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

May 26, 1978 

On Friday, May 26, 1978, the ninety•seventh meeting of the Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission convened In the Portland City Council 
Chambers, 1220 S. 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 in these minutes, are on file in the Director's 
Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon. 

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

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and carried unanimously 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 

It 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 poss I bi l ity of some proposed rule modifications or procedural 
modifications at the June 1978 meeting. 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Mr. Jerry Butler appeared on behalf of Stayton Canning Company. He said 
that the application for tax relief involved 95 acres of land which the 
Company added to their Brooks processing facll lty. 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. Butler 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 possible. 
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Commi ss i oner Densmore asked if the Commission had the ability to waive 
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. Michael 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 pre! iminary 
certification or notice of construction. This was done, he said, on the 
basis that staff said they had verbal conversations with the applicant 
and that verbal application had been made. 

Mr. John Borden, Willamette 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 pre! iminary 
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 eligible, 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 pre! iminary 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 pre! iminary certification request 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 out I ine 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 Sol id Waste Division 
did not believe that a notice of intent to construct was needed. As there 
was some question, he said, th.at even if verbal approval was granted, tax 
credit could be given if an applicant did not meet the letter of the law, 
application T-877 could probably be deferred until a legal opinion could 
be obtained. Chai rm.an Richards agreed. 

In regard to the certificate revocations for Reynolds Metals, Mr. Downs 
said that Commissioner Somers asked if the correct procedures were fol lowed 
for revocation and reissuance. Mr. Downs said that upon reading the statutes 
he felt the staff had proceeded incorrectly and requested that this matter 
be deferred until the next meeUing. 

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

AGENDA ITEM 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 Landfi 11 be 
approved, subject to the following: 

l. The permit for a sanitary landfi 11 expansion be issued for up 
to a maximum of five years terminating on or before July l, 1983; 
with no sanitary waste disposal being allowed 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 attenuation 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 "al 1 
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 
sol id 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. 

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Messer said the house adjacent to 
the landfill was existing before the landfill and the access road in 
question was built expressly for access to the landfil 1. 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 responsibi 1 ity 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 hold harmless from the county. 

Commissioner Somers asked if utilizing the waste going into Browns Island 
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 
landfi 11 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 sol id waste in the area. 

Mr. Robert DeArmond, Attorney representing Sanitary Service, requested 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 Island, easements 
running in favor of the State of Oregon and the County to close off the 
al 1 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 County. He said the county didn't need easements 
because they owned the road and the only problem was that occasionally 
high water closed the road. He said they could lower the road if it 
was needed, but they could not hold the State harmless and did not see 
any 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, rep I ied to Commissioner 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 Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation, amended as fol lows 
be approved. 

Amend Director's Recommendation #3 as follows: 

3. Prior to September I, 1978, Marion County (remo~e) lower the 
"all weather access" road down to natural ground elevation 
over its course to remove the restriction to the natural flood 
relief channel. 

Add a Di rector's Recommendation #4 as fo 11 ows: 

4. Prior to September I, Marion County and the applicant obtain 
in a form satisfactory to the State al I rights in the pub I ic 
to any elevation above the natural ground elevation. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

No one wished to appear on any subject. 

AGENDA ITEM D - NPDES JULY I, 1977 COMPLIANCE DATE - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL 
OF STIPULATED CONSENT ORDERS FOR NPDES PERMITTEES NOT MEETING JULY I, 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 Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried unanimously that Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-ER-78-29, 
DEQ v. City of Prairie City, Grant County, Oregon be approved; and that 
a public hearing be authorized on the matter of amending the administra;lve 
rules governing the procedures for 1 icensing hazardous waste management 
faci I ities. 

Commissioner Hallock requested that the proposed hazardous waste rules be 
routed through the Pub I ic Information Office of the Department for their 
comment. 
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AGENDA ITEM H - PROPOSED REVISION TO SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT 
PRIORITY CRITERIA 

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

Commissioner Phinney presented an amendment to Attachment I, 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 wil I be those with 
the highest Letter Code; within each Letter Code, project priority 
wil I 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 cesspools 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 Land Conservation 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 coordination continue between 
DEQ 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 comp! iance 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 comp! iance with land use 
planning goals. 
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney 
and carried unanimously that the fol lowing Director's recommendation and 
the amendment to Attachment l proposed by Commissioner Phinney be adopted. 

Director's Recommendation 

l. That the EQC acknowledge the efforts of our Water Quality Grants 
Advisory Committee. 

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

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

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 most 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 on 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 said 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 pub] ic 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 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried unanimeusly that the Director's recommendation as fol lows be approved. 

Director's Recommendation 

l. Since it's the Department's op1n1on 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: 
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Comp 1 i ance I tern 

1. Submit final engineering plans and 
specifications. 

2. Submit complete Step I I I grant 
application. 

Compliance Date 

July 1, 1978 

July 15, 1978 

AGENDA ITEM 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 look at more 
closely: 

I. 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 strip I ighting, and 

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

Mr. Freeburn said 
considerable time 
points in rules. 
agreement. 

that the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council spent 
negotiating a possible agreement to incorporate these 
He said there was insufficient time to conclude that 

In 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 to strip I ight annual ryegrass and bentgrass fields. 
He said that the rule had been worded such that annual ryegrass, 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 would not be allowed on that field. 
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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 cal Jed 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 south priority areas would not be representative of the conditions that 
had occurred in previous years. 

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

Director's Recommendation 

I. 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 2196. 

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 pub I ic 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. ls necessary in order to obtain information on air quality, 
pub I ic 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 
effective 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 a supplement to the one-year interim 
control strategy submitted to EPA on Apri I 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 6% and 15% 
moisture content with a fairly consistent average of about 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 val id consideration and should not be used at this time as a part 
of the rules. After specific emission moisture data was compiled, he said, 
it may then be that it should become a part of the rules. 

In response to Commissioner Hal lock, Mr. Myles said at the present time he 
did not feel that moisture content was a val id tool to prevent smoke but 
perhaps with further study it may be worthwhile 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 ~aid they believed that moisture controls would help 
mitigate some of the smoke related pollutants. Ms. Gillaspie requested 
that should the pollutants in the Eugene-Springfield area exceed 13 hours, 
minimum acreage not exceed 100,000 acres. 

Ms. Gi 1 laspie also suggested that for better readabi I ity the definition 
of uni imited ventilation conditions in 26-015(1) (d) be moved to the 
definition section of the rule. 

Dr. Harold 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 1 iving, 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-
1 ighting techniques. He strongly recommeneed 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 seed fields. He said he agreed 
with Mr. Myles that it was difficult to measure the accuracy of straw 
moisture because of the variabi I ity of the moisture in the straw itself and 
the inaccuracy of the quick test for moisture content. 



-11-

Mr. Stanton Long, City of Eugene, clarified that they were talking about a 
one-year condition for which a Federal 1 imitation 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 agreement 't1as made between the City of Eugene 
and the seed growers, which then became regulation, they might consider adopting 
a certain form of order so that there would be stability in the industry during 
the upcoming year. He said it was accurate that if 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 1 imited 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 1 imitation woOld be 50,000 
acres. He said it was also a problem that the Attorney General stated the 
I imitation of 180,000 acres must be adhered to if at al 1 possible. 

Mr. Long said the acreage release system was an important aspect of the overal 1 
rules and regulations. The City of Eugene felt, he said, that this acreage 
release system was consistent with the Attorney General's op1n1on. If the 
Commission did not take action on the rules as proposed, with some modifications 
to be proposed by the City of Eugene, Mr. Long said ·the City would view that 
as grounds to take some sort of action. 

In regard to the south priority acreages, Mr. Long said the objective from 
their point of view was to remove the pol icy 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 Section 26-005 
(6) (a) would permit burning on north wind days of acres which were about 
three mi Jes from Eugene. He said he did not think this type of unreasonable 
risk of intrusion was necessary. If Corval 1 is was substituted for Eugene­
Springfield in this section, he said, then those acres could be barned under 
wind conditions that would not intrude on Eugene. 

Mr. Long said that Section 26-010(2) (e) required a person who burned to 
have a permit at the burn site. He said that one of the problems was that 
burning did not always occur during the best part of the good conditions 
because of the time it took to obtain the permit and return to the burn site. 
He suggested that verbal authorization be al lowed. 

In regard to moisture content, Mr. Long said EPA suggested the Commission 
look at placing greater reliance on moisture content restrictions. He· said the 
City of Eugene's original position 't1ith respect to moisture control was that 
there be a 12% 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 rule 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 acreage 
that would have other-vise been burned. Mr. Long replied that he ,,,ould find 
such a rule to be reasonable and consistent with their purpose of attemoting 
to solve the clean air problem with due regard to the economic impact on the 
industry .. Mr. Long said they felt that the net improvement of the rules 
would not be adequate l'iithout some reliance on moisture restriction. 
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Mr. Long said their proposal '"'as for backfiring and strip! ighting of annuals 
and one type of perennial. He said they did not urge these burning techniques 
'"'here they would cause unnecessary risk to perennials. He asked that 
experiments be made using those techniques on perennials to see if the 
perceived risks were 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 
a properly regulated 50,000 acre burn. Also, he said they had enough 
confidence that this system would work '"el I enough to justify the additional 
release of acreage. Mr. Long said he had no way of knowing if the Department's 
proposal of establishing a further acreage limitation not to exceed 15,000 
acres if by August 15, 1978 the total acreage burned exceeded 120,000 acres, 
was acceptable to his client. He said what was acceptable was 150,000 acres 
plus 50,000 acres if there was an improvement. He said that Section 26-013 
(l)(a)(B) as modified by Mr. Freeburn, might be acceptable. 

Mr. Long said it '"'as his judgement that there '"'ould be sufficient improvement 
in the qua! ity 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 confident that if the · 
Commission provided a reasonable rule the improvement would be sufficient to 
release additional acres and al I the objectives of the participants would be 
satisfied. This '"'ou!d mean, he said, that the amount of acreage authorized 
by the Legislature would be burned, that the air quality in Eugene '"'ould 
have improved, and that some progress would have been made as required by 
Federal Law and pol icy with respect to improving the air qua! ity. Mr. Long 
requested the Commission look again at the City's original proposal for 
12% moisture content of straw. Also, he said, if the Commission chose not 
to deal with the moisture control regulation and authorized an additional 
15,000 acres to be burned when the conditions were bad, then the 150,000 
acre I imit should be lowered by 15,000 acres to 135,000 acres. 

Mr. Long expressed concern that the rules were being made from the standpoint 
of how to permit burning instead of how to clean up the air. He said he was 
satisfied that EPA would look at the rule from the standpoint of achieving 
comp I iance with Federal Law and pol icy. 

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

Mr. Dave Nelson, Oregon Seed Counci. l, said during the pqst few weeks tt\ey 
met with representatives of the City and came close to <1 reconcil \ation 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 meteorological conditions that exist in 
the State. 
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The moisture content rule, 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 evidence that moisture content 
has a significant bearing on the amount of particulate emitted during an 
individual season, and that it does not arbitrarily preclude burning a large 
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 
burned in the Valley. 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 accomp I i sh i ng any burning, even under good conditions. 

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr, Nelson said that th.e purpose of 
burning was for sanitation. Commissioner Somers said it would be reasonab·le 
for the Commission to require that no straw be burned, but that it be trans­
ported off the field. Thus, Commissioner Somers said, the field could stil I 
be sanitized but the pollution would be reduced. Mr, Nelson rep! ied th-at 
the Field Sanitation Committee had been trying to devise a method of doing 
that since 1971 and had yet to come up with a system of sanitizing the field 
using that approach. Mr. Nelson said the field would not burn 1vithout the 
st raw. 

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

Mr. Nelson said they supported the 180,000 acre I imitation. In regard 
to the tighter control on south priority burning, he said they supported 
restructuring the south priority area. The requirement for a broader 
application of backfiring or strip! ighting techniques and the application of 
the moisture rule, he said, proposed great promise and perhaps use could 
be made in future years of both strip I i gh ting and backfiring techniques 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. Nelson 
said this same problem existed with the transfer of data connected with 
backfiring.and into-the-•Nind strip! ighting. 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 into the upcoming summer's 
burning program, extensive experimentation and evaluation of backfiring, 
strip! ighting, 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 said, they supported Mr. Long's 
suggestion that authorization to burn could be given over the telephone. 
He said the purpose of this was to somehow provide for the co~mencement of 
burning when the hour arrived, and not only after the permit was In hand. 

Jn regard to the acreage limitation section, 1~r. Nelson said the number of 
acres was argued thoroughly during the 1977 Legislative Session and the 
Legislature 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 a~~unt 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 dally 
decisions made throughout the burning season. Mr. Nelson said it was their 
pos1 t1on that the Commission should subml t 180,000 acres in the resubmission 
of items to EPA. 

Mr. Nelson said Section 26~015(l)(d) about an unlimited ventilati.on condition 
was a new concept includecl since EPA requested resubmittal. During discussions 
with the City, he said a specific ventilation Index number was not agreed on. 
He said the Seed Council 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 occurred very infrequently. He suggested 
alternative language for Section 26-0l5(l)(d) as follows: "A ventilation 
index of 32.5 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 over a 20-day period. He suggested that 
this daily quota be increased to 500 acres, and every 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 Kil ls 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 said 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 able to conduct burning so 
that it was not upwind of the Eugene area to the maximum extent possible. 
However, he said they were concerned that the Department's Smoke Manager 
had sufficient authority and flexibility to alter the rules in case they 
were impacting someone the rule makers were not aware of. 
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In regard to th.e l'lackf(re and strip! igh.ting requirement for ISentgrass, 
Mr. Nelson said he received information from growers indicating they could 
backfire or strip! lght bentgrass. However, he said, Dr. Youngberg of OSU 
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 stripllghting 
techniques because of the topography of the area and the potent I a I 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 period of time the grower In the 
Sllberton Hil Is area could burn a maximum amount of acreage and get it out of 
the way. 

In conclusion, Mr. Nelson said, they thought the implementation of the various 
techniques may be good: however, there '<'las a certain amount of lead time 
required for a grower to gear up to handle that implementation adequately. 
He said they would prefer the Commission consider extensive experimentation 
in the Valley on the proposed burning techniques and then gear up to implement 
them In 1979 if they were successful. 

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Nelson said 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 confl ictlng testimony the Commission had, and the·re was Oregon 
data collected form various years 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 Phinney 
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 repl led 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 effect 
of backfiring and strlplightlng: howeverJthe moisture content was of 
equal Importance. 

It was MOVED by Commfssloner Hal lock, 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 l Imitation 
not to exceed 15,000 acres above the 150,000 acre I Imitation ... 
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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 have a program which could be implemented 
during the upcoming season. 

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

26-005 (6) (a) 

26-0 I 0 (2) (e) 

26-010 (3) (c) 

26-013 (1) (b) (B) 

26-010(3) (c) 

26-015(4) (e) (A) 

The words "Eugene-Springfield" be deleted and 
replaced with "Corval 1 is" 

After " ... at the burn site" add "or be able to 
readily demonstrate authority to burn ... " 

Add "After August 15, 1978" before "No field 
sha 11 be burned ... ", and change 11 15%" to "12%". 

After " ... acreage limitation" add "not to exceed 
15, 000 acres ... ", as previous I y adopted by the 
Commission 

After the first sentence ending in "conditions 
exist." add "Unless the Department shal 1 find 
that this moisture content rule enforcement has 
caused or is 1 ikely 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 . 11 

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 rules 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 if 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 to 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 no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~\\~~\lttt~et'.:>l\ 
Carol A. Splettstaszer \' 
Recording Secretary ij 



EXHIBIT A 

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

FINDINGS RE EMERGENCY 

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

1. acres registered to be burned in 1978; 

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

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

4. By letter dated January 27, 1978, Donald Dubois, Regional Administrator 
of Region X, Environmental Protection Agency (document #10 in 1 ist of 
documents on oage 2 of staff report) returned Oregon's proposed State 
Implementation Plan revision and suggested that Oregon submit another 
State Implementation Plan revision proposal, or a one year interim 
control strategy (JCS) .. '. 

5. 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; 

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

7. By letter dated April 26, 1978 (document #16) Mr. Dubois refused to 
approve the I CS as con st i tut i ng the undertaking of "a 11 reasonable 
measures" until the Environmental Qua] ity Commission has considered 
the additional measures of the types set forth in the proposed rule 
amendments; 

8. Agreement of the principal· parties (Department of Environmental Quality, 
Seed Council and City of Eugene) to the provisions of a revised JCS 
has been sought and good faith negotiations have been conducted since 
receipt of the April 26, 1978 Dubois letter; 

9. Complete agreement by the principal parties has not yet been reached; 

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

11. Existing Oregon statutes and Environmental Quality Commission rules 
are inconsistent with the Federal Clean Air Act; 
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12. 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; 

13. To 1 imit 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. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item B, May 26, 197B,YEQC Meeting 

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 plans 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 

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

Recommendation 

It 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. 

M. Downs:ahe 

229-6485 
05-18-78 

(]ld?/ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



DEPARTMENT OF ENV I RONMEllTAL QUAL ITV 

Monthly Activity Report 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Apr i 1 , 1978 

Air Quality Division 

33 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

43 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
26 Permit Actions Completed - Surrrnary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
154 Permit Actions Pending - Surrmary 

Water Quality Division 

127 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Llsting 

74 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
11 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Perm It Actions Completed - Listing 
142 Permit Act ions Pending - Summary 

Sol id Waste Management Division 

4 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

21 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
21 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
56 Permit Actions Pending - Surrrna ry 

Hazardous Waste Disposal Authorization Requests 

Hearings Section 

1 
2 
1 
5 
6/ 
5 

1 
8 
1 

14 
15 
14 

1 
15 

1 
17 
18 
17 
20 

DEQ Contested £ase Log ••••••••••••••• 22 



Air 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 
Air, Water, and 

April, 1978 Solid Wastes Divisions 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans Plans Plans 
Received Approved Disapproved 

Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. ---
Direct Sources 18 179 33 164 

Total 18 179 33 164 

Water 
Municipal 123 1 '161 118 1 ,215 
Industrial 5 95 9 87 
Total 128 1,256 --1zr- 1 ,302 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 35 2 25 
Demolition 5 2 
Industrial 20 2 17 
Sludge 5 5 
Total 2 65 li9 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 148 1'500 164 1,515 ----

- 1 -

Plans 
Pending 

43 

43 

65 
9 

74 

12 
3 
6 

21 

138 



DEPARTMENT OF EN 'IRONMENTAL QlJALITY 

MONTHLY /\CfIVITY REPORT 

Air Qua! ity Division. April 1978 
---

(Reporting unit) (Month and Year) 

PL/\N ACTIONS COMPLETED (33) 

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of 
County and 'I'ype of Same Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (33) 

Linn 
(NC979) 

Linn 
(NC1031) 

Lane 
(NC1053) 

Linn 
(NCJ060) 

Deschutes 
(NC1065) 

Klamath 
(NC107l) 

Linn 
(NC1077) 

Lane 
(NCJ080) 

Lincoln 
(NC1090) 

Columbia 
(NC1091) 

Lane 
(NC1093) 

Jackson 
(NC1095) 

Jackson 
(NCJ096) 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 3/15/78 
Relocation and modification 
of Hf02 mfg. 

Albany Planing Mill, Inc. 3/14/78 
Newmillworkshop · 

Kingsford 4-77 
Secondary cyclone system 

Te 1 edyne Wah Chang Albany 4/ 4/78 
15,000 CFM Pure Chlorination 
scrubber 

North Pacific Products 3/22/78 
Hog fuel boiler 

Columbia Plywood Co. 4-78 
Convert veneer dryer to wood fired 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 4/3/78 
Modification to 12,000 cfm 
sand scrubber 

Willamette Industries 
Veneer dryer with sand filler 

Georgia Pacific, Toledo 
Hog fuel cell and veneer dryer 

Multnomah Plywood 
Gas veneer dryer with afterburner 

Monsanto Co. 
Incinerate off gas 

Melrose Orchards 
Four (4) orchard fans 

Medford Pear Corp. 
Six (6) orchard fans 
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4/3/78 

4/4178 

3/29/78 

3/31/78 

4-78 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

·Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 



County 

DEPARTMENT 01.' EN IEONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC!'IVITY REPORT 

Air Qua I ity Division. 
(Reporting Unit) 

Apr i I 1978 
(Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (33, cont'd) 

Name of Sourc<0/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Deschutes 
(NCI097) 

Deschutes 
(NCllOO) 

Linn 
(NCI 112) 

Deschutes 
(NCl116) 

Linn 
(NCl118) 

Jackson 
(NClll9) 

Portable 
(NCl120) 

Linn 
(NCl121) 

Portable 
(NCl122) 

Coos 
(NCll25) 

Jackson 
(NCll26) 

Hood River 
(NCl127) 

Deschutes 
(NCll28) 

Lane 
(NCll31) 

Sisters Shake Co. 
Sawdust cyclone 

Bend Willamette 
New infeed to paintl.ine 

North Santiam Plywood Co. 
Scrubber for veneer dryer 

Central Oregon Pavers 
Asphalt plant 

Western Kraft 
Expand noncondensable 
collection system 

3/30/78 

3/31 /78 

4/26/78 

4/4/78 

3/23/78 

Down River Forest Products 4/11/78 
System #3 baghouse 

Quality Asphalt Paving 4i 17178 
Drum mix plant 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 3/28/78 
Burn Zr sponge to oxide 

L. W. Vail, Co., Inc. 4/4178 
Cedarapids asphalt plant 

Coos Head Timber Co. 4-78 
Burley scrubber on veneer dryer 

Medford Corp. 4-78 
Veneer dryer 

Thomsen Orchard 4/18/78 
One orchard fan 

Bend Mi I I work Co., Inc. 4-78 
Baghouse exhausting inside building 

Georgia-Pacific, Eugene 
Replace veneer cyclones with 
stainless 
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4/20/78 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 

App roved 

Approved 
(Tax Credit Only) 



County 

DE:PARTMENT OF EN IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC l'IVITY REPOH1' 

Air Qua I ity Division April 1978 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (33, cont'd) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Mari on Wi 11 amette University 3/28/78 Approved 
(NCI 133) Steam generating incinerator 

Hood River Roy Webster 4/17/78 Approved 
(NCll34) One orchard fan (Tax Credit Only) 

Jackson Hillcrest Orchard 4/17/78 Approved 
(NCI 136) Sprinkler water holding pond (Tax Credit On I y) 

Malheur Ontario Asphalt Paving 4/17/78 Approved 
(NCll37) Boeing drum mix plant 

Baker Ellingson Lumber Co. 4/20/78 NC App roved, Tax 
(NCl 138) Elcoboard mfg. plant credit delayed 

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang 4/17/78 Approved 
(NCll42) Smokehouse with packed tower 
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DEPllR'l'MENT OF EN IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MON1'HLY AC rIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division April 1978 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT llCTIONS 

Permit Actions Permit Actions Pern-.i t Sources Sources 
Received Completed Actions under Reqr 1 q 

!'-1onth Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Pern1its Permits 

Direct Sources 

Nevi 5 47 6 28 22 

Existing 14 94 6 55 35 

Rene-wals 3 l l Ol 3 51 48 
----~ 

Moclifications 9 859 9 843 27 
----

Total 59 l 'l 0 l 24 977 132 l '797 l ,854 

Indirect Sources 

5 26 19 5 

Existing l 5 

Renewals 

Modifications 2 7 5 2 

Total 7 33 2 24 22 72 

GRJ\ND TOTALS 66 l 'l 34 26 l ,00 l l 54 
--~ 

l ,869 
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DEPARTMENT OF Et! IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC't'IVITY REPORT 

April 1978 Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED ·· (26) 

j 
Name of Source/Project/Site Date of 

County and Type of Same Action Action 
~---~-----t---+----1 

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 Wi 11 amette Industries 3/29/78 Addendum issued 
09-0002, Modification 

Deschutes North Pacific Products 3/22/78 Permit issued 
09-0051' Modification 

Deschutes Sagel and Manufacturing 3/30/78 Permit issued 
09-0062, Existing 

Jackson Bristol Silica & Limestone 3/30/78 Permit issued 
15-0100, New 

Jackson Shady Coves Landscape Ma int. 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, Modification 

Malheur Skaggs Co. 3/30/78 Permit issued 
23-0025, Existing 

Morrow Kinzua Corp. 3/27 /78 Addendum issued 
25-0005, Modification 
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DEPARTMENT OF EN .'IRONMENT!\L QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC'c'IVITY REPOR'r 

April 1978 Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (26' cont Id) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Washington 

Portable Plants 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Shell Oil Co. 
26-2028, Modification 

Linton Plywood 
26-2073, Modification 

Anodizing Inc. 
26-2988, Existing 

And-Rich Shingle 
27-4079, New 

Catlin Gable Schools 
34-2649, New 

Deschutes Ready Mix 
37-0026, Renewal 

C. H. Stinson 
37-0047, Renewal 

Centra 1 Pre-Mix Concrete 
37-0187, New 

M. C. Lininger & Sons 
37-0191, Existing 

L. W. Vail 
37-0192, New 

Indirect Sources (2) 

Mar ion 

Multnomah 

Lipman-Penny's Site 
(Modified) 540 spaces 
File No. 24-7023 

East Hill Church 
540 spaces 
File No. 26-8003 

- 7 -

Date of 
Action 

3130178 

3/27/78 

3/30/78 

3/30/78 

3/30/78 

3/30/78 

3/29/78 

3/30/78 

3/30/78 

3/30/78 

3/31/78 

4/24/78 

Action 

Permit issued 

Addendum issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Final permit 
issued 

Final permit 
issued 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Water Qual !ty Division Anrll 1978 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED ( 127) 

t: Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 
c 

Date of 
Rec'd Action Action 

0 
0 

u Mu.niclpal Sources - 12P_ 

---i6 WINSTON PARKWAY SUBD J03l078 030478 PROV APP 

(AV• JCT PLANT EXPANSION V030278 031678 PROV APP 

SANITATION SYSTfM L KNIGHT J032778 040178 PROV APP 

Ti me to 
Complete 

Ac.ti on 

03 

14 

04 

. ··--z9 PACIFIC .ClTY CHANGE NO 1 INTERCEPTOR SYS 6032478 040378 APPROVED 10 

29 PACIFIC CITY CHANGE NO 1 COLLECT SYSTEM 6032478 040378 APPROVED 10 

29 PACIFIC CITY CHANG• ORn~R NO I V032478 040378 APPROVED ID 

P1XffUNn TA~ARA UUAYS ·•on PROPOSAL T032978 040478 (MMT LTR 06 

10 YONCALLA TIMRER SUBDIVISION J031678 040578 PROV APP 26 

NORTHWE•T N~WRERG INTERCEPT J031478 040778 PROV APP 

;1032778 -040778 PROV APP 

21 LINCOLN CITY FORFSTVIFW suon J032778 040778 PROV APP 

23 0NTARTO SW llTH AVF J032978 040778 PROV APP 

24 -<:HYfON 1'1<'5TOWN PARK NO 8 J032978 040878 PROV APP 

J032278 041078 PROV APP 

2 rn~VALLTS Snl~R 51!1=1.!') K032978 041078 PROV APP 

21 TWIN ROCKS SD GRcB DEVELOPMENT K032978 041078 PROV APP 

20 •lmFNF LAWRFNCF,& LINCOLN ST K032978 041078 PROV APP 

20 SPRINGFTFLn l7TH • • ST K033078 041078 PROV APP 

7 PRINEVILLF TYL~RS SUBD J032478 041078 PROV APP 

3 CLACKAMAS CO SAUTFRS BERRY FARM J032278 041078 PROV APP 

34 USA •ARMINGTON WFST NO 4 EXT 696J032878 041078 PROV APP 

24 SALEM . TRAGEN SUBD 

3 rL.6rKA~~s (0 TU~rANV PLA(F 

24 SALEM JAW RAE GARDENS NO 10 

24 SALF~ rU~MINS ADDITION 

26 TRO!JTn.\LF TROllTr"All=: FXP,6/\1 PHASF 

- 8 -

J032778 041078 PROV APP 

J032878 041078 PROV APP 

J032978 041078 PROV APP 

J033078 041078 PROV APP 

V021778 041078 LETTCR 

V040378 041078 PROV APµ 

23 

10 

10 

09 

10 

19 

12 

12 

12 

11 

17 

19 

13 

13 

13 

12 

34 

52 

07 



OEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Water Quality Division 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 

6 COOS ~Av SANFORD AVFNUE 

3 cr~n HJ nFLL ~TLWAUKT~ 

34 USA SHERWOOD MAHHOLE CONSTRUCTION SSES 

. ---<6 PORTLAN"-- ---N- Pi;flO!)FLPHI ,;.-

31 LA (;R.lNf'\F" 

Aori I 1978 

(127, cont'd) 

Date of 
Rec'd Action Action 

J040478 041078 PROV APP 

J04'578 141011 PROV APP 

.033078 041178 APPROVEP 

K092778 041178 PROV APP 

K032878 041178 PROV APP 

K032778 441178 PROV APP 

15 MEDFORD N HILLCREST RD & W H!GHCRFSTK032978 041178 PROV APP 

~6 ~EWBERG SAN SEWER INTERCEPTOR 

34 llSA-ROCr CR BRllOKHAVEN III 695 

34 TUALATI" DAKOTA HILLS 

10 r.Ll"F <,LJOE-IOLFYLO PRFSS SS R 

26 MLJLT CO FASTCLIFF 

13 ~IJRN< TILLERS MARKFT 

27 MONMOUT~ .CiOtlTHC.ATF Af"tnJTJON #2 

24 AllMSVILLF A'Ji'SVILLE ADDS & MODIFS 

4 ASTOR!• W•ST MCCLUR• AVF 

27 TNOFPFN"FNCE ASHRROOK AlllllTTON 

J032778 041178 PROV APP 

J033078 041178 PROV APP 

~033178 041278 PROV APP 

K032278 041278 PROV APP 

J033078 041278 PROV APP 

V020378 041278 PROV APP 

H040778 041378 PROV APP 

K040378 041378 PROV APP 

K032478 041778 PROV APP 

K032478 041778 PROV APP 

J040778 041878 PROV APP 

032878 041878 PROV APP 

V020778 041878 PROV APP 

K040678 041978 PROV APP 

K032978 041978 PROV APP 

22 ALBANY EAST CENTRAL SAN SEWER PH !VK032478 041978 PROV APP 

3 WJLSONV1LLF PU~P STATION 

3 LAKF OSWFGO T!TTAN PARK 

5 ST HfLfNS GABLE RoAn 

- 9 -

J040378 041978 PROV APP 

J040478 041978 PROV APP 

J040478 041978 PROV APP 

J040778 042078 PROV APP 

Time to 
Complete 

Action 

06 

12 

15 

14 

15 

13 

14 

35 

12 

21 

13 

69 

06 

10 

24 

24 

II 

21 

69 

13 

21 

26 

16 

15 

15 

13 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Water Quality Division April. 1978 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127, cont'd) 

Date of 
Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec 1d 

.. J040178 
Action Action 

042078 PROV APP ~ q HFL FN' AllAllCHON DR! VE 

K040378 042078 PROV APP 

24 <ALF~ CHARLIE BROWN ESTATES K040378 042078 PROV APP 

34 tl.C..a -su~~FRFIFLT"I 11 - -;J04D778 1)42178 >'ROV A>'P 

1 C) Rf)r;l.JC' RTVC'R VALLFY VJt='W r'\R J04l078 042178 PROV APP 

,4 Ttlfl.LATJM PJPF"R@S RlJN J04ll78 042178 PROV APP 

24 <ALE~ AUTOBAHN ACRES J04ll78 042178 PROV APP 

70 ~PRJNGFTFLn 

10 TR! rTTv Si' 

24 SALFM 

6 COOS BAV 

24 WOOnRURf..J 

20 VF"Ni='TA 

34 Pf'lRTLANr-1 

2 fl r;RF SHA"' 

2fi PORTL/\Nt"i 

11 .6RLTNfiTr"N 

WARDELL ACRES lST & 2ND ADD K040378 042178 PROV APP 

(AMFLOT PLA(C' SURD K040378 042178 PROV APP 

TRfSTLETRFE fSTATES-~ETZER -J0403781l42178 >'ROV APP 

EMPIRE DISTRICT LAKESHORE TEJ040478 042178 PROV APP 

WOO~AURN VILLAGE !! K040478 042178 PROV APP 

WINTER l\R IOGF TOWNHOUSF ~0406 78 042178 PROV APP 

l'IJNHAM AVFN!Jf' J040678 042178 PROV APP 

TANYA PARK J040678 042178 PROV APP 

HEATHFR LANE SURD REVISION J041078 042478 PROV APP 

SW FLOW•R CT & ~OF SW 48TH K041178 042478 PROV APP 

K0411780042478 PROV APP 

F!LRfRT HILL J041278 042478 PROV APP 

SF 30 BFT SF LONG & SCHILLFRK042078 042478 PROV APP 

VAYALLA HC'Jr;l-{TS 

W~STRJD~~ fSTATf5 

FROST AOD!TION 

(HANGC- NO 6 

K040378 042478 PROV APP 

J040478 ~42478 PROV APP 

K040S78 042478 PROV APP 

V04n778 042578 APPROVED 

29 TWTN RO~K~ ~n CHANGF OROFR A-1 V04107B 042578 APPROVED 

J041478 042578 PROV APP 

vn4J478 042578 APPROVED 

.$lJN<;F'T .&.VFNUC-

2 CMVALLT~ CHA %f ORnER 72 

- 10 -

Time to 
Complete 
Act 1 on 

13 

17 

17 

14 

II 

10 

10 

18 

lB 

"18 

18 

17 

15 

15 

15 

14 

13 

13 

12 

04 

21 

20 

19 

18 

15 

II 

11 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Water Quality Division April, 1978 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127' cont'd) 

Date of 
Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec'd Action Action 

10 SUTHF.RL!N 

9 BEND 

3 0 UK I AH . - ---

18 AONANZA. 

CHANGF ORDFR NO l VD41878 042578 APPROVED 

THE HERITAGE SUBD K032778 042578 PROV APP 

NETART OCEANSIDE CH. 1-7 V030278 042578 APPROVED 

UKIAH SEWERAGE CH 2 . V030878 042578 APPROVED 

BONANZA F.PA PROJ CH 9 & lD ¥031478 042578 APPROVED 

29 NF.TARTS-OCEAN CONT ~OD #4 VD32378 D42578 APPROVED 

25 ROAR!if'lfAN 

22 LF~ANON 

~I f"OVE 

2 roRVALLTS 

ID TRT CITY SO 

3 rrso NI 

10 TRJ CITY Sn 

26 TROUTDALE 

34 USA-ROCK rR 

24 r,FRVATS 

9 RFNO 

17 HARBFCK SO 

17 HARBECK SD 

24 SALFI' 

26 GRESHAM 

24 C'A'ST SAL~M 

CH-ORnER R-4 VD32478 042578 APPROVED 

AnnFNnA NOS I ANn 2 V032778 042578 APPROVED 

CHANGF OROFR NO l V032978 042578 APPROVED 

LAKEWOOD FSTATES VD33078 D42578 APPROVED 

CHANGE NO R2 V04D378 042578 APPROVED 

CH•NGF 97 & 34 V040578 042578 APPROVED 

JFFFfRSON SCH A ~ ~ V021678 042578 PROV APP 

ARROW WAY EXTENSION K04!278 042678 PROV APP 

TANYA PARK J041276 042676 PROV APP 

JOnfE ST FXTFNSJON · K041276 042678 PROV APP 

WOOnALF. K041376 042678 PROV APP 

NOR~ANVALE SUBD 699 K041778 042676 PROV APP 

SIXTH STREET EXTENSION K04l976 042678 PROV APP 

MAT~ON PARK K040478 042678 PROV APP 

WTLLJAM' HWY-ALMFNA FARRIS K041078 042778 PROV APP 

GROVE~-DELAY WILLIAMS HWY ~041078 D42778 PROV APP 

PRnADBENT WILLIAMS HWY K041D78 042778 PROV APP 

KOKKO E~TATFS K041178 042778 PROV APP 

GLF-NOR SURO J041378 042778 PROV APP 

RANDALL~S HOLLYBROOK UNIT 2 J041378 042778 PROV APP 

ROLLJF PARK SURO K041778 042778 PROV APP 

- 11 -

TI me to 
Complete 
Action 

07 

29 

54 

48 

43 

33 

32 

29 

27 

25 

22 

20 

69 

14 

14 

14 

13 

09 

07 

22 

17 

17 

17 

16 

14 

14 

10 



• 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Water Quality Division April , 1978 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127' cont'd) 

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 

26 Portland SE 8li & SE Francis 

20 Veneta 

34 USA MCCOY ESTATES TIGARD 

17 ~RllJTrlAL~ !in WTLLJtiM5 HWY Sf'W~R F. 7WAN 

17 •RUJTDALF sn rLOVfRLAWN ~R 

Date of 
Rec'd Action Action 

K041778 042778 Prov Aoo 

K04 I 778 0112 778 Prov App 

K04l876 042778 PROV APP 

K04197B 042778 PROV APP 

K041976 042776 PROV APP 

Ko42078 04277B PROV APP 

K~4247B 042778 PROV APP 

K042478 042778 PROV APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

10 

10 

09 

08 

OB 

07 

03 

03 

J7 FRIJTTnALE 5~ WJLLHMS HWY SEWER ll JONES- 1<:042478 042778 PROV APP 03 

29 NrT1RT• 06 •n K1Lr,ORE FIT 

20 JI JN CT ION rTY TEDUENOAMA SU80 

31 LA r,RAN'F OLIVER JNN MOTEL 

- 12 -

J042578 042778 PROV APP 

K041878 042878 PROV APP 

K042478 042876 PROV APP 

02 

10 

04 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

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

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (127, cont'd) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (10) 

Mari on 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

C 1 acka·mas 

'Polk 

Washington 

Mari on 

Mari on 

Mari on 

Mari on 

Boise Cascade - Salem 
Ammonia Control Equipment 

Crown Zellerbach - West Linn 
Ash Handling Water 

Crown Zellerbach - West Linn 
Clarifier 

Crown Zellerbach - West Linn 
Cinder Handling Water 

Chiappisi Hog Farm - Philomath 
Hog Waste Disposal 

Tektronix - Beaverton 
Cyanide Destruct - Ozone System 

4-12-78 

4-14-78 

4-14-78 

4-17-78 

4-17-78 

4-19-78 

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

Stayton Canning - Stayton 
Irrigation Main Line and Laterals 

Mallories Dairy - Silverton 
Manure Disposal 

Boise Casca~e - Salem 
Outfall Reconstruction 

- 13 -

4-25-78 

4-26-78 

4-28-78 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Withdrawn 



DEPARTMEN1' OF El\\'IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Hater Quality April 1978 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Municipal 

New 

Existing 

Renev;als 

J>lodi f ica tions 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renev:als 

l>lodif ications 

Total 

Permit Actions 
Received 

~:on th Fis.Yr. 
* I** * I** 

0 0 3 

0 0 0 2 

3 0 31 B 

2 0 12 0 

5 0 44 3 

± 14 

I~ I~ 12 2 

4 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 
* I** * I** 

0 0 3 5 

0 0 0 4 

_lj 4 0 76 6 

0 0 14 l 

4 0 93 16 

() 0 6 l l 

0 l l 2 

_lj' 0 52 l l 

0 16 3 

4 75 37 

Aqricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 

Existing 

Renewuls 

Modif icaticns 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

* Nf'DES Permits 
** State Pennits 

0 0 ' 3 

0 0 0 l 

0 l 2 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 l 5 6 

is I 3 120 !53 

0 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 

0 2 3 

8 I 3 i 69 I 56 

I/ .Permits canceled or connected to sewer 

- 14 - . 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 
* I** 

0 0 

38 7 

4 0 

43 8 

6 

2 

2._L_8_ 

_9_ 0 

68 12 

3 

0 

2 

0 

5 

0 

3 

118 ! 24 

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g 

Permits Penni ts 
* I** .. I** 

243 I 79 244! 80 

4o i I i 18 409! 122 

59 I i 2 62 1 14 

707 I 209 71~ 216 



County 

Linn 

Mu 1 tnomah 

Po 1 k 

Mari on 

Grant 

Lane 

Umati 1 la 

Linn 

Ti 11 amook 

Umatilla 

Morrow 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua! ity April 1978 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED ( 11 ) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Exotic Metal Facility 

Portland Mobile Home Court 
Domestic Sewage 

Franklin Equipment Company 
Cooling Water 

Boise Cascade 
Salem Sulphite 

City of Prairie City 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Veneta 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Hermiston 
Sewage Disposal 

Willamette Industries 
Griggs Division 

Publishers Paper Co. 
Reservoir Sediment 

Athena Cattle Feeders 
Cattle Feeding 

Clarence C. Frederickson 
Cattle Feeding 

- 15 -

Date of 
Action Action 

4-3-78 NPDES Modification Issued 

4-10-78 Connected to Sewer 

4-12-78 Canceled 

4-13-78 NPDES Permit Renewed 

4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed 

4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed 

4-25-78 NPDES Permit Renewed 

4-25-78 NP DES Permit Renewed 

4-27-78 State Permit Issued 

4-27-78 State Permit Renewed 

4-27-78 State Permit Issued 



County 

Jackson 

Umat i 11 a 

Crook 

Coos 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC'rIVITY REPORT 

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

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (4) 

Nill1le of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Medford Corporation 
New Site 
Operational Plan 

Sanitary Disposal-Hermiston 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Crook County Landfill 
Existing Site 
Lagoon Construction Plan 

A 11 egany Shop 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan Change 

- 16 -

Date of 
Action 

4/3/78 

4/11/78 

4/14/78 

4/20/78 

Action 

Conditional 
Approva 1. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Conditional 
Approva 1. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

.MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Sol id Waste Division Apr i I 1978 

General Refuse 

New 
Existinq 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Industrial 

Ne\.; 

Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Sludge Disposal 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Hazardous Waste 

New 
Authorizdtions 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis. Yr. 

8 

8 
31 

0 54 

2 

2 

12 
2 

20 

0 4 

16 150 

16 150 

18 230 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

l l 

7 
29 

9 
56 

4 

l 0 

7 
9 
5 

31 

3 
2 

0 

18 168 

18 168 

21 264 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

l l 

37 

0 

7 
2 

l 0 

0 

9 

9 

56 

Sites 
Under 
Permits 

l 84 

20 

99 

8 

312 

*Sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued. 

- 17 -

Sites 
Reqr 1 g 
Permits 

189 

20 

100 

8 

318 



DEPARTMENT OF EN\'IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Di\rision Apr i 1 1 978 
(Month and Year) (Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (21) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

General Refuse Facilities (1) 

Clatsop Elsie Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Demolition Waste Faci 1 ities (l) 

Clackamas Richard Millhouse 
New fa c i l i ty 

Sludge Disposal Facilities None 

Industrial Waste Facilities (l) 

Jackson Medford Corp. 
New fac i l i ty 

Hazardous Waste Facilities (18) 

G i l l i am 

II 

II 

Chem-Nuclear Systems 
Existing facility 

II II II 

II II II 

- 18 -

Date of 
Action 

4/11/78 

4/4/78 

4/3178 

4/4/78 

4/6/78 

4/7/78 

Action 

Permit amended. 

Letter authoriza­
tion issued. 

Letter authoriza­
tion issued. 

9 verbal authoriza­
tions confirmed in 
writing. (Smal 1 
quantities of various 
chemicals). 

Disposal authoriza­
tion granted (epoxy­
carbon composite & 
asbestos & wood). 

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



County 

Hazardous 

Gilliam 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

DEPARTMENT OF EN\'IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC'l'IVITY REPORT 

Sol id Waste Division Apr i 1 l 978 

Waste 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Facilities (continued) 

Chem-Nuclear Systems 
Existing facility 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

Date of 
Action 

li/7178 

417178 

11/12/78 

4/13/78 

4/17/78 

11/25178 

4/27/78 

Action 

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (us*d 
PCB capacitors). 

Disposal authori za-
tion gra[l.ted 
wastes)." 

(PCB 

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (raw 
asbestos fiber). 

Disposal Authoriza-
tion granted (PCB 
contaminated oil). 
Disposal authori za" 
tion granted 
(aerosol cans con-
taining isopropyl 
alcohol & methylene 
chloride). 

Disposal author i za-
tion granted 
(flammable waste 
containing acetone, 
dolomite sand & 

resins). 

Disposal author i za-
tion granted (empty 
pesticide containers). 

'"Approved by the EQC at their 4/28/78 meeting. 
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NOTE: 

Page 20 - Hazardous Waste Disposal Authorization Requests (Out of State) 

will be distributed at the meeting. 
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TOTAIS 

Settlement Action 
Prelira.i.nary Issues 
Discovery 
To be Scheduled 
To be Rescheduled 
Set for Hearing 
Briefing 
Decision Due 
Decision Out 
Appeal to Comm. 
Appeal to Court 
Transcript 
Finished 

Totals 

Key: ACD 

AQ 

AQ-SNCR-76-178 

Cor 

CR 

Dec Date 

$ 

ER 

Fld Brn 

Hrngs 

Hrng Rfrrl 

!!mg Rqst 

I tali cs 

LQ 

Hes 

NP 

NP DES 

PR 

PNCR 

Prtys 

Rem Order 

Resp Code 

S!lCR 

S.S. D. 

Sl'IR 

Traner 

WQ 

Last This 

8 13 
16 18 

7 5 
3 3 
1 0 
3 4 
2 3 

10 10 
0 0 
3 2 
0 0 
1 1 

-7 -3 

54 59-3 ,,; 56 

Air Contaminant Discharge Perrni t 

Air Quality 

fY\_Qc~r lC('(g' 

A violation involving air quality occurring in the 
Salem/North Coast Region in the year 1976 - the 178th 
enforcernent action in that region for the year 

Cordes 

Central Region 

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

Civil penalty amount 

Eastern Region 

Field burning incident 

The Hearings section 

The date when the enforcernent an compliance unit 
request the hearings unit to schedule a hearing 

The date the agency receives a request for a hearing 

Different status or new case since last oontested case log 

Land Quality 

McSwain 

Mid Willamette Valley Region 

Noise Pollution 

National Pollution Des charge Elimination System 
wastewater discharge permit 

Portland Region 

Portland/Northcoast Region 

All parties involved 

Remedial Action Order 

The source of the next expected activity on the case 

Salem/Northcoast Region ( now 11\·NR ) 

Subsurface sewage disposal 

Southwest Region 

Transcript being made 

Water Quali ty 
- 21 -



Pet/Resp 
Name 

Hrng Hrng 
Rqst Rfrrl 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

DEQ or Hrng Hrng Resp Dec 
Atty Offer Date Code Date 

Case 
Type & D 

/fay JO, 1978 

Case 
status 

Davis et al 5/75 5/75 Atty HcS 5/76 Dept 1/78 12 SSil Permits Decision Due 
Paulson 5175 5175 Atty HcS Prtys 1 SSD Perml t Settlement Aation 
Trent 5175 5175 Atty HcS Resp 1 SSD Permit Briefing 
Faydrex, Inc. 5/75 5175 Atty McS 11/77 Transc 64 SSD Permits Transcript Prepared 
Johns et al 5/75 5175 Atty McS Al I 3 SSD Permits Prel !mi nary Issues 
Laharty 1/76 1/76 Atty HcS 9176 Resp 1/77 Rem Order SSD Appeal to C011YT1 
PGE (Harborton) 2/76 2/76 Atty McS Prtys ACD Permit Denial Prel !mi nary Issues 
Allen 3/76 4/76 DEQ McS Resp SSD Perm! t To be Scheduled 
Taylor, R. 9/76 9/76 Atty Lmb · 12/76 Resp 12/77 $500 LQ-MWR-76-91 Appeal to C011YT1 
Ellsworth 10/76 10/76 Atty McS Prtys $10,000 WQ-PR-76-48 two cases Preliminary Issues 
Silbernagel 10/76 10/77 Atty Cor Resp AQ-MWR-76-202 $400 Discovery 
Jensen 11/76 11/76 DEQ Cor 12/77 Hrngs $1500 Fld Brn AQ-SNCR-76-232 Decision Due 
Mignot 11/76 11/76 Atty McS 2/77 Resp 2/77 $400 SW-SWR-288-76 Settlement Action 
Hudspeth 12/76 12/76 Atty McS 3/77 Hrngs $500 WQ-CR-76-250 Settiement Action 
Perry 12/76 12/76 DEQ Cor 1/78 Hrngs Rem Order SS-SWR-253-76 Decision Due 
Jones 4177 7177 DEQ Cor 6/9178 Hrngs SSD Permit SS-SllR-77-57 Set for Hearing 
Beaver State et al 5/77 5177 Atty Car 10/77 Hrngs $150 AQ-SNCR-77-84 Decision Due 
Sundown et al 5/77 6/77 Atty MCS Prtys $20,000 Total SS Viol SNCR Settlement Action 
Wallace 5/77 6177 DEQ Car 1/78 Hrngs , SSD Permit Denial Decision Due 
\/right 5/77 5/77 Atty McS Resp $250 SS-MllR-77-99 Pre] lminary Issues 
Henderson 6/77 7177 Atty Cor 1/77 HrngS: Rem Order SS-CR-77-136 Decision Due 
Exton 6/77 8/77 DEQ Cor 6/12/78 Resp Rem Order SS-PR-76-268 Set foI' Hearing 
Lowe 7/77 7177 DEQ Cor Prtys $1500 SW-PR-77-103 Settlement Action 
Magness 7/77 7177 DEQ Cor 11/77 Hrngs $1150 Total SS-SWR-77-142 Decision Due 
Southern Pacific Trans 7/77 7177 Atty Car Prtys $500 NP-SNCR-77-154 Prel !mi nary Issues 
Suniga 7/77 7177 DEQ Lmb I0/77 Resp $500 AQ-SNCR-77-143 Decision Due 
Sun Studs 8/77 9177 DEQ Dept $300 WQ-SllR-77-152 Preliminary Issues 
Taylor, D. 8/77 10/77 DEQ McS 4/78 Dept $250 SS-PR-77-188 Settlement Action 
Brookshire 9/77 9177 Atty HcS 4/19/78 Hrngs $1000 AQ-SNCR-76-178 Fld Brn BI'iefing 
Grants Pass lrrig 9/77 9177 Atty McS Prtys $10,000 WQ-SllR-77-195 Discovery 
Pohl I 9/77 12/77 Atty Cor 3/30/78 Prtys SSD Permit App Briefing 
Trussel et al 9/77 9177 DEQ Cor 10/77 Hrngs $150 AQ-SNCR-77-185 Decision Due 
Califf ·I0/77 10/77 DEQ Cor 4/26/78 Prtys Rem Order SS-PR-77-225 Settiement Action 
Mc Cl incy 10/77 12/77 Atty McS Prtys SSD Permi·t Denial Preliminary Issues 
Zorich 10/77 10/77 Atty Cor Prtys $100 NP-SNCR-77-173 Discovery 
Clay 11/77 12/77 DEQ McS Hrngs $200 SS-MllR-77-254 Pre I imlnary Issues 
Jenks 11/77 12/77 DEQ Dept $1000 Fld Brn AQ-MWR-77-284 Pre] iminary Issues 
Koo•--------------------tlf77--l<f77---BE~------------------Bept--------"--$l<B-Ao•mt-Fld-Brn---c----------Fini•hed------------
Oak Creek Farms 11/77 12/77 DEQ McS 3/78 Hrngs $500 AQ-MllR-77 Fld Brn Decision Due 
Powel I 11/77 11/77 Atty Cor Prtys $10,000 Fld Brn AQ-MWR-77-241 Preliminary Issues 
Wah Chang 12/77 12/77 Atty McS Dept ACD Permit Condftfons Pre I imi·nary Issues 
Barrett & Sons, Inc. 12/77 DEQ Dept $500 WQ-PR-77-307 Pre I lminary Issues 

Carl F. Jensen 
Carl F. Jensen/ 

12/77 1/78 Atty HcS Prtys 
Unsewered Houseboat Moorage 

$18,6DO AQ-MllR-77-321 Fld Brn Discovery 

Elmer Klopfenstein 12/77 1178 Atty McS Prtys $1200 AQ-SNCR-77-320 Fld Brn Discovery 
Se"roek;-B,-------------t<f77---lf78---BE~----Eor--4ft\f78--Prty•----------$<BB-AQ-MWR-77-3<4-Fld-Brn------Finieked-----------­
Se"roek-Formo;-tne,-----t<f77---lf78---BE~----Eor-----4f78--Prty•----------$<BB-AQ-MllR-77-388-Ftd-Brn------Finieh•d------------
Steckley 12/77 12/77 DEQ McS 5/24/78 Hrngs $200 AQ-MWR-77-298 Fld Brn Set foI' Hearing 
Van Leeuwen 12/77 DEQ Prtys $320 AQ-MllR-77-295 Fld Brn Settlement Action 
Heaton 1178 2/78 DEQ HcS 5/31/78 Hrngs $500 AQ-PR-77-325 Fld Brn Set for Hearing 
Towery 1/78 2/78 DEQ Resp $375 SNCR-77-326 Fld Brn Settlement Action 
Wah Chang 1/78 2/78 Atty Dept $5500 WQ-MWR-77-334 Pre! iminary Issues 
Cook Farms 2/78 2/78 DEQ Dept $200 AQ-HllR-77-330 Fld Brn Preliminary Issues 
Gray 2/78 3/78 Dept Dept $25D SS-PR-78-12 Pre I iminary Issues 
Hawkins 3/78 3/78 Atty Dept $5000 AQ-PR-77-315 Preliminary Issues 
Hawkins Timber 3/78 3/78 Atty Dept $50DO AP-PR-77-314 Preliminary Issues 
Knight 3178 Dept Resp $500 SS-SWR-78-33 Settlement Action 
Langston 3178 3/78 Hrngs $1000 AQ-NWR-78-31 Preliminary Issues 
AVeI'y 4178 5/78 Dept Hrngs $500 AQ-SNCR-78-05 To Be Scheduled 
Coos Head 4/78 Prtys l Water Penni't (Log H1ndl ing) Settlement Action 
Al Pierce 4/78 4/78 Atty Car Prtys l Water Penni t (Log Hand, ing) Settlement Aation 
ViUereai 4178 Resp $250 SS-llVR-78-78 Settlement Action 
Wah Chang 4178 Atty Hrngs NPDES Permit To be Scheduled 
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ROBERT W. STRAUB 

Contains 
Pecycled 
M1Heri11ls 

DEQ-46 

GOVEiNOR 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda, 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. 

Di rector's Recommendation 

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

l. Issue Pollution 
applications: 

Control Facility Certificates for ~ight 
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 
Paul Aubert per the Director's recommendation 
report (attached). 

MJDowns:cs 
229-6484 
51l0/78 
Attachments 

l. Tax Credit Summary 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

2. Tax Credit Application Table 
3. I 0 Review Reports 

request of 
in the review 



Proposed May 1978 Totals 

Air Qua 1 i ty 
Water Quality 
Sol id Waste 

Attachment 

Calendar Ye<1r Totals to Date. 
(Excluding April 1978 Totals) 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Sol id Waste 

$24.,446, 159 
2,582,589 

-0-
$27,028,748 

$1,508.,177 
4 '524 '10 1 

1 3' 122 '221 
$19' 154 ,11§9 

Total Certific(1tes. Aw.arded CMonetary Values} 
Since Beginning of Program 
(Excluding May 1978 Totals) 

Air Quality 
Water Qua 1 i ty 
Solid Waste 

$113,695,262 
83,819,240 
27,550,850 

$225,065,352 



Applicant/ 
Plant Location 

Bickford Orchards, Inc. 
Hood River 

Bickford Orchards, Inc. 
Hood River 

Lage Orchards, Inc. 
Hood River 

Reynolds Metals Co. 
Troutda 1 e 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Cottage Grove 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
Salem 

Bob Thomsen 
Hood River 

Anodizing, Inc. 
Portland 

Stayton Canning Co. 
Brooks 

Paul Aubert 
Mt. Hood 

Appl. 
No. 

T-981 
AQ 

T-982 
AQ 

T-985 
AQ 

T-986 
AQ 

T-991 
WQ 

T-995 
AQ,WQ 

T-996 
AQ 

T-997 
WQ 

T-964 
WQ 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS SUMM~RY 

Claimed 
Facility Cost 

Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 8,000.00 

Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 8,000.00 

3 Tnopic Breeze Wind Machines 33,781 .OD 

Pollution Control System 24,384,381.00 

Spill prevention plan facilities 24,251.00 

Continuous countercurrent belt 2,552,224.00 
pulp washers 

Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 11,997.00 

Effluent neutralization control 6,114.27 

90 acres of land 142,524.29 

Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 7,000.00 (est.) 

% Al 1ocable 
to Pollution 
Centro 1 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

Director's 
Recommendation 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

l ssue 
Certificate 
Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Deny 
Certificate 

Deny request 
for Preliminary 
Certification 



1. Applicant 

STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Stayton Canning Company, Cooperative 
P. 0. Box 458 
Stayton, OR 97383 

Brooks Plant No. 5 

App 1. I-;J64 

Date M<iy 4, 1978 

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

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control 
faci 1 i ty.; 

2. 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 also 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 into operation on August 31, 1977. 
No plan approval or pre! iminary certification for tax credit was 
granted by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Facility Cost: $142,524.29 (Certified Public Accountant's statement 
was provided.) 

3. 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 discha.rge 
of waste to pub! le waters. 

Problems with runoff and pondi.ng were noted from time to time by 
the staff. It was thought that the prob 1 em may have been ope rat Iona 1 
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 application states only that the additional land and equipment 
was necessary to improve di sposa 1 and odor contro 1. 



Appl. T-964 
May 4, 1978 
Page 2 

4. Summation 

A. 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. 

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

C. It is claimed by the applicant that the faci 1 ity was designed 
for and is being operated to a substantial extent for the 
purpose of preventing, control! ing or reducing water pollution, 

D. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution 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 to 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 

1. 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 pollution control 
faci 1 i ty. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine powered 
by an electric motor and installed 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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). 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission issue an order denying the applicant's request 
for Preliminary Certification. 

F. A. Sklrvin:mh 
229-6414 
May 8, 1978 



" State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon ~7207' 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT 
and 

· REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERT I F.1 CAT I ON FOR TA RED 1.T 
(Check Type of . n or ) 

(g) -·Request for Construction 
Approval 

D - Request for Preliminary 
Certification for Tax Credit 

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

IRJ- Air D - Noise D- Water D - Sol.id WasGb / 0 

;u~i ;e~s-N;m:: - - - - p;,;, - - -fl~ 6 ;rt-------- ;h~n::-r - 3-S Z:: Z,;;)=( r 
Address of Premises: ~qq5 Avbut p..- City & Zip: /fit. H •• J Off 970'1/ 
Mailing Address: ..So.M{ City & Zip: 

Nature of Business: 0, c.-h11-Y d ·. 
Responsible Person to Contact: · B,,11 / (Jv b.i..-"t Title: 

0- Corporation D - Partnership ~ - Individual 

s. W\ 

0 - Gov' t Agency 

Name of Legal Owner of Business: 

Legal Owner's Address: £0.M.t. Ctty & Zip: 

Description of proposed construction & or facility: 55 hi· Tro(!ic. f3,.,,;e2e. 
£ / u;t r : c. + "'-n '1 n sf..,/ / .._ cl ,· n 0 r c,. ha.rd -, ----'--'--'----'--'--+• '-'-"''---'-'----

Describe pollution control equipment to be incorP.orated and/or utilized: 
El-<c.tr;c. fo.,.., "tho .. :t re.p/C<ces cfies.e...I H<tvt-t..vs 'th;,,'t C<•.e 

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

-"'-l?T-' cl~vc,.:..;t:;._1;-::' •..:."'::__-'70--'-i::-;----'"'""""'' "-;:,,C""''""< __ S"-.JM""-"O""k""e."'--_a""."""'""d~----"'-s ""'-'-''·="'9 d ,· ~' e I C) d 0 r $ froM. 

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

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

-~.<.::...-'--'"'""--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Est. cost of construction $ !SOD 0 & of pollution control faci 1 ity $ ]QO{) 

Est. construction starting date: L{ / 5/7'if & compietion date: 4/15/78 

Signature f?zd--1L n.a,k1LTitle 0W)1.?1.--" Date f;/:l-~IZY 
NOTE: Enclose plans and specifications and any other pertinent information 

such as proces'S'f'low diagrams, process equipment operating parameters, 
control equipment specifications, source test results, etc., whicli 
will demonstrate the compliance of the project with applicable statutes 
.and administrative· rules. 

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



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Appl T-981 

Date 5/4/78 

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. 

2. 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). 

3. 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. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng 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-981 
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 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 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 pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-981. 

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



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Appl T-982 

Date 5/4/78 

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. 

2. 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). 

3. Evaluation of Appl.ication 

There is no law limiting the use of fuel oi 1 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. 

4. Summation 

A. Fae i 1 i ty was constructed after rece iv 1.ng approvii 1 to construct and 
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468. 175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 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 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 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 Faci 1 ity 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-982. 

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



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Appl T~985 

Date 4/25/78 

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. 

2. 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. 

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

3. Evaluation of Application 

There is no law 1 imiting 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. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng 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-985 
4/25/78 
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 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 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Reynolds Metals Company 
Troutdale 
N. E. Sundial Road 
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 

Appl T-986 

Date 5/3/78 

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. 

2. 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 1 ifts, 
associated air slides, one bridge crane, ambient S02 stations, pothooding, 
alumina hand] ing 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 for 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}. 

3. 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 faci 1 ity is part of an approved 
control strategy which the Department required to bring the plant into 
comp] iance. · 

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

4. 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). 
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C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent 
for the purpose of preventing, control] ing or reducing air pollution. 

D. 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. 

E. The claimed facility is expected to reclaim $1,412,474 of AlF3 per 
year 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 pollution control be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-986. 

F. A. Skirvin: as 
(503) 229-6414 
515178 

cc: Northwest Region Office 



Appl T-991 

Date May 4, 1978 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

l. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Willamette Region 
Wood Products Manufacturing 
P.O. 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 
~laner shavings, at Cottage Grove, Oregon. 

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

2. 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 level alarms. 

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

Notice of intent to 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.) 

3. Evaluation 

The claimed facilities were constructed to implement the spill 
prevention and contingency plan, a requisite of Condition 517 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. 
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4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to 
construct pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

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

C. Facil lty 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 

lt is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued for the fac[l ity 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 4, 1978 



I. Applicant 

STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

·TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 
P. 0. Box I 420 I 
Salem, OR 97309 

Appl. T-995 

Date May 9, 19?8 

The applicant owr1s and operates a mi I I 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. 

2. Description.bf Claimed Facility 

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

a. Washer bui I ding (approximately 50 ft. by 65 ft., two floors) and 
foundations 

b. Washer support equipment 
c. Repulpers 
d. Filtrate tanks 
e. High density tank, pump and agitator 
f. Pumps and motors 
g. Air emission exhaust system 
h. Electrical equipment and instrumentation 
i. Piping, valves, fittings and tank appurtenances 

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: 

3. Evaluation 

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

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 boiler impossible. Spent liquor solids 
overloaded secondary treatment. The applicant claimes that because of the 
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increased efficiency of the new washers, a greater recovery of sol ids 
reduces the BOD load to treatment and, in turn, discharged to the Willamette 
River. 

Staff concurs that there has been 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 SO absorber was a necessary part of the 
facility and eliminates any air potlution from the claimed facility. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued 
pursuant to ORS 468. 175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 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. IZ. Ashbaker 
W. D. Lesher:em 
229-5318 
May 9, 1978 



l. Applicant 

Bob Thomsen 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

2450 Old Dalles Drive 
Hood R.i ver, Oregon 97031 

Appl T-996 

Date 5/4/78 

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. 

2. Description of Claimed Faci 1 ity 

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine 
Model GP39l 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). 

3. 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. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct and 
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

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



T-996 
5/4178 
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 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 $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 



l. Applicant 

Anodizing, I nc. 

STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

·TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

7933 N. E. 21st Avenue 
Portland, OR 97211 

Plant Site - 8222 S. E. 6th Avenue 

Appl. T-997 

Date May lO, 1978 

The applicant owns and operates an aluminum chemical polishing and 
anodizing plant in S. E. Portland. 

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

2. 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 
Control ]er. 

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

Request for Pre] iminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
August 22, 1977 and approved November 23, 1977. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facility February l, 1978, completed 
March 17, 1978, and placed into operation March 20, 1978. 

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

3. 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 control. Since the facility has been in 
operation, pH of the effluent has been within permit limits. 
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T-997 
1978 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct 
and Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 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 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-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:em 
229-5318 
May l O, 1978 



Environmental Quality Commission 
ROBERT W. STRAUB 

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

ContRins 
Recycled 
Mat01'ials 

DEQ-46 

oov~•No• 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director, DEQ 

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

NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for 
approval of St1l•pulated 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 
construction 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 facilities 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 Prairie City, Grant County, Oregon. 

FMB:gcd 
229-5373 
May 10, 1978 
Attachment: The above 1 isted Order. 

William H. Young 

~ 
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City of Prairie City 
Prairie City, Oregon 97869 

April 26, 1978 

Steven F. Gardels 
Department of Environmental Quality 
424 S.W. 6th St. 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Mr. Gardels: 

As per resolution of the City Council, the Mayor has signed 
the erder as per your letter of March 24th, as amended at 
the Council meeting last night. 

The signed Stipulation and Final Order is enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

enc. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

\o)~@~O~~ffij 
\J1) /IPR 2 7 1978 

PEMBLETON DIST111GT OFF\CE . 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, ) STIPULATION ANO FINAL ORDER 
of the STATE OF OREGON, ) 

) 
Department, ) WQ-ER-78-29 

v. ) Stu:to:! of Oregon 
) GRANT COUNTY DEPARTMENT DF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAlilY 

C ITV OF PRAIRIE CITY, ) 00 rn ® rn ~ w rn fil) ) 
Respondent. ) MAR 7 1978 

WHEREAS: 
~EllDlETOfi DISTRICT OFFIC!; 

1. The Department of Environmental Qua 11 ty ("Department") wl 11 soon Issue 

10 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit ("Permit") 

11 Number~~~ (to be assigned upon issuance of the Permit) to City of Pral~le City 

12 ("Respondent") pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes ("ORS") 468. 740 and the Federal 

13 Water Pollution Control Act Ame~dments of 1972, P.L. 92-500. The Permit authorizes 

14 the Respondent to construct, Install, modify or operate waste water treatment, 

15 control and disposal fact 1 I ties and discharge adequately treated waste waters Into 

16 waters of the State In conformance with the requirements, limitations and conditions 

17 set forth In the Permit. The Permit expires on January 31, 1983. 

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

19 the foi iowing waste discharge i imitations after the ?ermit issuance date: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Parameter 
June 1 - Oct 

BOD 
TSS 

Average Effluent 
Concentrations 

Monthly Weekly 
31: 

30mg/1 
30mg/1 

45mg/1 
45mg/1 

Nov 1 
BOD 
TSS 

-May31: 
30mg/1 
30mg/1 

45mg/1 
45mg/1 

26 /// 
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Effluent Loadings 
Monthly Weekly Da I 1 y 
Average Average Maximum 

kg/day (Tb/day) ks/day (lb/day) kiJ ( 1 bs) 

23 (50) 34 (75) 46 ( 100) 
23 (50) 34 (75) 46 ( 100) 

23 (50) 34 (75) 46 ( 100) 
23 (50) 34 (75) 46 ( 100) 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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

Its Permit by constructing and operating a new or modified 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 Da 11 y 

Concentrat Ions Average Average Maximum. 
Parameter Monthly Weekly kf;j/ day (lb/day) kl:l/day (lb/day) kg ( 1 bs) 
May 1 - Oct 31 : 

BOD 50mg/1 50mg/1 38 (83) 38 (83) 76 ( 166) 
TSS 50mg/1 50mg/1 38 (83} 38 (83) 76 ( 166) 

Nov 1 - Apr 30: 

BOD 
TSS 

70mg/1 
70mg/1 

70mg/1 53 
70mg/1 53 

( 117) 
( 117) 

53 
53 

(117) 106 
(117) 106 

5, The Department and Respondent recognize and admit that: 

a. Untl 1 the proposed new or modified waste water treatment 

(234) 
(234) 

facl 1 lty Is completed and put Into ful 1 operation, Respondent 

will violate the effluent limitations set forth In Paragraph 

2 above the vast majority, If not all, of the time that any 

effluent !s disch~rged. 

b. Respondent has committed violations of Its NPDES Permit No. 

2520-J and related statutes and regulations. Those violations 

have been disclosed In Respondent's waste discharge monitoring 

reports to the Department covering the period from November 30, 

1976 through the date which the order below ls Issued by the 

Environmental Quality Commission. 

26 /// 
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I 6. The Department and Respondent also recognize that the Environmental 

2 Quality Commission has the power to Impose a clvll penalty and to lssue an 

3 abatement order for any such vlolatlon. Therefore, pursuant to ORS 183.415(4), 

4 the Department and Respondent wish to resolve those vlolatlons ln advance by 

S stipulated final order requlrlng certain actlon, and walvlng certaln legal rights 

6 to notices, answers, hearings and judlclal review on these matters. 

7 7. The Department and Respondent Intend to llmlt the violations which this 

8 stipulated final order wlll settle to all those violations specified ln Paragraph 

9 5 above, occurring through (a) the date that compliance with all effluent llmltatlons 

10 ls required, as speclfled. ln Paragraph A(l) below, or (b) the date upon which the 

11 Permit ls presently scheduled to expire, whichever first occurs. 

12 8. Thls stipulated final order ls not Intended to settle any vlolatlon of 

13 any effluent limitations set forth in Paragraph 4 above. Furthermore, this stipulated 

14 final order ls not Intended to llmlt, ln any way, the Department's rlght to proceed 

15 against Respondent ln any forum for any past or future vlolatlon not expressly 

16 settled herein . 

. 17 NOW THEREFORE, lt ls stipulated and agreed that: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

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

(1) Requiring Respondent to comply with the foiiowing schedule: 

(a) Submit a proper and complete facility plan report 

and Step I I grant application by September 1, 1978. 

(b) Submit complete and biddable final plans and specif!-

23 cations and a proper and complete Step I I I grant 

24 application wlthln slx (6) months of Step I! grant 

25 offer. 

26 (c) Begin construction within three (3) months of Step I I! 

Page 3 - ST I PU LAT I ON AND FINAL ORDER 
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8 

9 

gr;rnt offer. 

(d) Submit a progress report within eleven (11) months 

of Step Ill grant offer. 

(e) Complete construction within eighteen (18) months of 

Step II I 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) Requt ring Respondent to meet the Interim effluent 1 Imitations set forth 

10 In Paragraph 4 above until the date set in the schedule In Paragraph A(l) above for 

11 achieving compliance with the final effluent limitations. 

12 

13 

14 

(3) Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, schedules and conditions 

of the Permit, except those modified by Paragraphs A(I) and (2) above. 
(4) See insert, next page. 
B. Regarding the violations set forth In Paragraph 5 above, which are expressly 

15 settled herein, the parties hereby waive any and all of their rights to any and all 

16 notices, hearings, judicial review, and to service of a copy of the final order herein. 

17 C. Respondent acknowledges that It has actual notice of the contents and 

18 requirements of this stipulated and final order and that failure to fulfill any of 

19 the requirements hereof would constitute a violation of this stipulated final order. 

20 Therefore·, should Respondent commit any violation of this stipulated final order, 

21 Respondent hereby waives any rights It might then have to any and all ORS 468. 125(1) 

22 advance notices prior to the assessment of civil penalties for any and all such 

23 violations. However, Respondent does not waive Its rights to any and all ORS 468. 135 

24 (1) notices of assessment of civil penalty for any and all violations of this stipulate 

25 final order. 

26 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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- Insert from Page 4 -
" -l•, A. ( 4) Requiring Respondent to immediately 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 Environmental Quality Commission shall review in six (6) 

6 months the Respondent's progress towards making temporary corrections 

7 to 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 c. That homes or establishments under construction on April 26, 1978 

14 be allowed to connect to the collection system 

15 d. That connections that do not add additional sewage load to the 

16 system be alloved to connect to the system. 

17 e. That established residences 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 

24 

25 

26 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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IT IS SO ORDERED: 
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By\.J~ JJ·~ 
William H. You~ector 
Director 

RESPONDENT 

By~~ 
Tl t 1 e : Mayor 

FINAL ORDER 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

By~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
W l LL 1 AM H. YOUNG, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Purs~ant to OAR 340-11-136(1) 
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DEQ-46 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

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

Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing on the Question of 
Amending the Administrative Rules Governing the Procedures for 
Licensing Hazardous Waste Management Facilities. 

Background and Statement of Need, for Rule Making 

The statutory authority for 1 icensing 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 
collection 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 sol id 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 basis as it does for locally generated waste. 
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Evaluation 

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

Summation 

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 sol id waste disposal site. In addition, they wi 11 
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. 

Fred Bromfeld:mg 
229-6210 
May 10, 1978 

Attachment (1) 
Proposed Rule 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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DIVISION 6 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Subdivision 2 

~Proeed~res-for-+~•~anee;-Bentat; 

Modtfteatton-and-Re~oeatton-of-tteenses 

for-the-Btsposat-of-En~+ronmentatty 

PROCEDURES FOR LICENSING HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 



62-005 PURPOSE. The purpose of these {+e9Y+at+eAs~ rules is to prescribe 

uniform procedures for {eeta+A+A§-f+£eAses-f+effi-tAe-~ef>a+tffieAt-ef-fA¥•+eRffieAta+ 

Qu&llt¥-fe+-e£taelleAlR9-aRa-epe+atlA§-eA¥l+eRffieAtally-Aa~a+aeYs-waste-als~esa+ 

sltes-aAd-fa£llltlee-a6-p+e6£+leea~ the issuance, denial, modification and 

revocation of a 1 icense 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 Quality Commission. 

(2) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Qua] i ty. 

(3) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental 

Qua 1 i ty. 

~--~b)--~Dlspose~-O+-~Dlsposel~-ffieeRS-tAe-d!s£aFdlA9,-t+e&tffieAl,-Fe€¥£JlR9 

o+-de€OAtaffilRatleR-ef-eA¥l+oAffieRtally-Aa~a•deYs-wastes-e+-tRel+ 

£elle£tleA,-ffialRteRaR€e-e+-ste+a9e-at-a-dlspesal-slte.+ 

~--~l>f--~Dlspesal-S.j.te!.!-ffieaAs-a-9ee9+apR-1£al-s+te-lR-Ol'-Yf'OR-WR+sR-eRv++eR-

ffieMte+ty-ne~erdotls-westes-are-,tored-or-otherwf ,e-d+,po"ed-of-+n 

aeeordanee-w+th-the-prov+,+on9-of-9RS-45974+9-459769e7t 

{--{G}--LIEnv+reAffienta++y-Ha~ardetis-WastesLI-ffieans-Env+renffienta++y-Ha~a!'cletis 

Waste•-as-def+ned-by-9RS-45974+e,-whteh-+ne+~de•-e+sea!'ded, 

tisefe9s-e!'-~nwanted-pest+e+des-e!'-pesttefde-festcltie,-+ew-teve'f 

rad+eaet+ve-waste•-and-reeeptae+e•-and-eontatne!'s-tised-theFefe!', 

tRat,-beeatise-ef-the+r-ht§h-eeneeAtl'at+en-andfef-J"Bl'9t9tenee-ef 

tex+e-efeffients-er-ether-ha~arde~9-prepert+es,-and-wh+eh-have-net 

been-detextf+ed-er-eannot-be-detexffted-by-any-pfaetfeat-ffieans, 

ffiay-be-e+ass+f+ed-by-the-Env+ronffienta+-~tiat+ty-6omm+ssten-as 

Env+ronmente++y-Ha~ardotl,-Wastes-ptlr•~ent-to-6RS-34e~4te,-b~t 



s!la++-Aet-+Ae+~ee-eAvtFeAffieRtat+y-Ha~aFee~s-Wastes-wA+eA-Aave 

beeA-eetex+f+ed-by-epeatffieA<r-Fee~etteA-tA-eeReeAtFatteA-eF-tAe 

texfe-eteffieAt-eF-by-aAy-etllef-ffieaAs-aAe-FeFffiafty-eeetass+Ftee-ey 

tlle-ERvtFeAffieRta+-~~a+f<y-GeffiffitssteA-as-Ae-teA§eF-Aa2aFeeYs-te 

tRe-eRvtFeAffieRt,} 

(l1) "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, m<inagement 

or control, is responsible for causing or al lowing to be caused 

the creation of a hazardous waste. 

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

or residues in sol id, 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 459.410-459.690. 

~--~g}--WPe.YseR!!-meaRs-tlle-ldR-itee-l>tates-aREl-a§eAe-ies-tllef;<ef-;-aR'(-s4;ate, 

aRy--iREl-i¥-ieYa-l1-fYe-l-ie-e.Y-f.Y-ivate-eaFf0Fat-ieR,-fe-l-it-iea.J-syed-i¥-is-ieR, 

§a¥e.YRmeRta-l-a§eRey1-HJYA-ie-ifa.J.lty,-+AdYst+y,-,;e1"a+tA"+sl:i-if, 

asse,;.lat-ieR-;-f-i+m,-t+Yst,-estate-e+-aR'(-etl:i"+-.Jega-l-"At-it¥-WR~t~e"¥"+-J 

(8) "Hazardous waste disposal site" means a geographical site i,'n 

which or upon which hazardous wastes are disposed in accordance 



with a 1 icense issued pursuant to ORS 459.1110-459.690. 

iii fil "License" means a written 1 icense {f55tted-by-the-€ommh~tonh 

bearing the signature of the Director, which by and pursuant to 

its conditions authorizes the 1 icensee to {eon5tYt1et;-fn5te++; 

mes+fy-eri establish and operate specified facilities or conduct 

specified activities for the storage or disposal of {env+Yenmenta++yi 

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. 

(l l) "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. 

{+} Delete 

{2'} (l) 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 tFe~tt-

~aHens} rules. 

(a) Licenses H5'st1ed-l>y-Hte-9ef'aF!:Jfler.!:)- shall establish 

minimum requirements for the disposal of -(-env-if-on--

requirements for operation, maintenance, monitoring 



.(4). 

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. 

(b) Licenses shall be issued to the appl leant 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 NECESSITY FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE. Any person 

proposing to establish .(g~-Q~t~tR-~-lt~9R~e-fg~). a disposal site {fo~ 

Envtronmenta++y-Ha~ardotls-Wa~test shall ~prepare-aRdt submit to the 

Department a detailed report with supporting information, justifyrng 

the necessity for the disposal site as proposed, including anticipated 

sources of wastes and types and quantities of wastes to be disposed. 

~Envtronmenta++y-Ha~ardotl•-Wa•tes-9enerated-o~tsfde-tMe-State-of 

9regon-and-propo•ed-to-be-fmported-for-dfsposa+-+n-9re9on-sRatt-Feeefve 

speefHe-approva+-by-tfle-onvfFonmenta+-Q.~a++ty-Ge111ffitSst<;iR-t>f't<;if'-te 

safd-dtsp<;isah). 

62-025 APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE LICENSE, {tt 

Any-person-w+•hfn9-to-obtafn-a-new;-111odfffed-<;iF-fenewa+-++eense-ff<;iffi 

the-Bepartment-•ha+t-•~bmft-a-mfnfmtlm-of-~8).-eopfes-of-a-wrftten 

app+teat+on-on-forms-provtded-by-the-Bepartment~--Att-apprfeatfon 

form•-m~•t-be-eompteted-+n-f~tt;t (1) An application for a disposal 



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

signed by the applicant or his authorized representative, ~a~d-•ball 

ae-aeeeffi~8Atea-ay-a-ffitAtffi"ffi-9f-{gt-ee~te5-9f-8tt-Fe~HtFea-eXAtBt~5~ 

{~}--AA-a~~++ea~+eR-feF-a-++eeRse} 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 {eRVtFeAffieR~a++y} hazardous 

wastes and in the handling of such substances. 

(d) No change 

(j) No change 

{{3}--b+eeRse-a~~++ea~+eR-ffiHS~-eeR~a+A-eF-9e-aeeeffi~aRtea-9y-~Re 

faHewtR§+ 

{a} (k) No change 

{9} ( l) No change 

{e} (m) No change 

{a} (n) No change 

(2) An application to renew or modify a 1 icense shal 1 

consist of a written report, signed by the applicant 

or his authorized representative, addressing the 

requirements of this Section deemed pertinent by 

the Department. 

{4} J1l The Department 

{5} (4) Applications . 

. No ch;oinge 

No change 



{G~·939--ENG+NEER+NG-?~AN5-REaY+REB} (5) Before a . . . . . No change 

{62-935t 62-028 HEARINGS AND ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 

SITE LICENSE 

(1) 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. {tne-Ffsn-Eemmfssfen-e¥­

tne-5tate-of-9regon;-tne-5tate-Same-Eemmfssfen,-tne-5tate 

En9fneer-and-te-s~en-etner-a9enefes-er-persens-tnat-ene 

Beparemene-deems-appreprfateT} ORS 459.410-459.690 provides 

that each agency shall respond by making a recommendation as 

to whether the license appl I cation should be granted. ff 

the State Health Division recommends agatnst granttng the 

license, the Commission must deny the license. 

(2) No change 

(6) No change 

{62-9491 62-032 RENEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION OF 

A HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE LICENSE (lL An .....• No change 

{1'2-945} 62-034 SU SP ENS I.ON OR REVOcAT I.ON OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE DI SpOSAL, 

SITE LICENSE (l) 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, 'lnd 

supervision of collection sites, and shall be properly 

conditioned to ensure compl lance with pertinent local, 

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: 

62-044 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 limited to: 



(a) The name and address of the applicant and person or 

persons to be directly responsible for the operation of 

the collection site. 

(b) The experience of the applicant in the handling of 

hazardous substances. 

(c) 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 

employees, and the environment. 

(d) A schedule and description of sources, types and quanti­

ties of material to be stored and special procedures, 

if any, for their handling. 

(e) A description and preliminary engineering sketch of the 

size and type of facilities to be constructed, including 

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 hand] ing facilities and maximum capacity of such 

facilities; the location 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. 

(f) The exact location and place where the applicant pro­

poses to operate and maintain the collection site. 

(g) A proposed program for continuous surveillance of the 

collection site and for regular reporting to the Department. 



(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, including the names and addresses 

of the applicant's current or proposed insurance carriers 

and copies of insurance policies then in effect. 

(2) An application to renew or modify a 1 icense shal 1 consist of a written 

report, signed by the applicant or his authorized representative, 

addressing the requirements of this section deemed pertinent by the 

Department. 

(3) The Department may require the submission of such other information as 

it deems necessary to make a decision on grant lng, mod lfy i ng or deny i·ng 

the license. 

(4) 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. 

(5) Before a collection site is established, constructed, maintained or 

substantially modified, the 1 icensee must submit to the Department 

final detailed plans and speclficatlons 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 RENEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE 

COLLECTION SITE LICENSE 

(l) An application for renewal, modification or termination of a Hcense 



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 representative 

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 1 icensee requests a hearing before 

the Commission. Such a request for 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 clear 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 orde·r 



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. 

(2) 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 ru1es or the terms of 

the license, the threat of degradation of a natural resource, 

unapproved changes in operation, false information submitt<;!d in th"' 

appl I cation or any other cause, the Department sha11 noti·fy the 

1 icensee by certified mail of its lntent to suspend or revoke the 

1 icense and the timetable and procedures to be followed. Such notification 

shall include the reasons for the suspension or revocation. The 

suspension or revocation shal 1 become effective 20 days from the date 

of malling of such notice unless within that time the licensee 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 regulations 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 

according 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 l and 4, 

and in accordance with the following: 

(a) The applicant must demonstrate that the disposal wi 11 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) All 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 
GO~O•NO• 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, May 26, 1978, EQC Meetinq 

BACKGROUND 

Brown's Island Sanitary Landfil 1, Marion County, 
Request for Expansion. 

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, ~J.M., on 
Brown's Island in Marion County. ft is the major sol id waste disposal 
site i11 Marion County, serving the City of Salem, the southern portions 
of Marion County, and the eastern portions of Polk County. It is of 
major concern to the Department of Environmental Quality, since it is 
located in the flood plain of the Willamette River, between the flood 
plai11 relief channel a11d the main River. 

At the December 20, 1974, 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. 
(Attachme11t A) In conjunction, Marion County and the Chemeketa Region 
Solid Waste Ma11ageme11t Program were encouraged to make alternative long­
range plans to phase out Brown's tsland Landfill. Over approximately a 
year period begin11ing August 1975, l.C. Thomasson and Associates carried 
out a 1 imited ($32,000) long-range sol id 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. 

4. Lack of a market for process steam. 
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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 alternate long-range disposal site to replace Brown's Island. At 
that time, it was estimated that Brown's Island would be full by February, 
1979. In October, 1976, the Marion/Polk Sol id Waste Committee appointed 
a special Technical Site Search Subcommittee to locate potential disposal 
sites. The Subcommittee was compr.lsed of private citizens and individuals 
from federal, state, and county agencies who had expertise in solid 
waste 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 narrowed down to the top five; two in Polk County and 
three in Marion County. Due to early public and political opposition, 
the two sites in Polk County were eliminated. 

In March, 1977, the Marion County Sol id 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 given 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 landfill during all flood stages up to the 100-
year flood. 

2. A groundwater study had been made which could show that the 
beneficial use of groundwater on Brown's Island 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 
ahd implement a sound long-range solid waste management plan 
and phase out tne Brown's tsland Landfill as soon as possible. 
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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 planni·ng commitments from the Marion County 
Board of Commissioners (Attachment B). 

EVALUATION 

1. COUNTY NEEDS 

Brown's Island is the major landfill in Marlon County, and has. irn estimated 
remaining life of approximately 10 to 12 months. Once this site is fol 1, 
the only alternative .immediately available is direct transfer to the 
Marion County Landfill at Woodburn. The volume now coming into Brown's 
Island averages approximately 50,000 cubic yards per month, which is 
about 25% more than the 1974 estimates. Currently, the Brown's Island 
operation requires more than five acres of land.a year (sanitary wastes 
only). Diverting these wastes to Woodburn 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 1 ife 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 a 
hydraulic analysis regarding potential expansion of the Brown's Island 
Landfill for a given configuration. Their analysis for the 100 year 
peak flow condition indicates that the landfil 1 could expand in certain 
designated areas without significantly affecting flood levels or veloc~ 
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 relief channel, causing higher 
velocities around the western end of the landfill and, in turn, magnifying 
the potential for creating erosive velocities. 

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



-4-

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 Island 
in relation to a proposed expansion. The report identifies the primary 
beneficial uses of groundwater at Brown's Island to be water supply and 
bank storage for dry weather augmentation of the Willamette River. The 
report shows that all local domestic and irrigation wells are located 
upgradient from the site, and these wells would not be threatened by the 
landfi 11 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 landfill 
expansion is 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 be held to a smaller area, including 
the present area already affected by the existing landfill. 

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

4. 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 in design, such as trench liners, elevated trench bottoms, 
and increasing slope 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 tow<!rd the River. 
However, as noted in the Sweet report, the Dep<!rtment has not detected 
any measurable degradation of the ~/"lllamette River to date, 
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4. MARION COUNTY SUPPORT OF EXPANSION 

On April 6, 1978, the Marion County Commissioners submitted a letter 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 Marlon County were being 
considered: 

l. Marion County will try by July 1, 1978 to hire a qualified 
consultant or qualified County staff to do the short- and 
long-range planning 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 
an 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 Island, 
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 
landfi 1 ls in flood plains for obvious reasons, If Marion County had any 
viable alternative at this time, the Department would not consider this 
expansion request. This postion is also reflected in the federCll 
Resource Conservation 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 on 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 effeetive in the near future, He 
also expect the Brown's Island Landfill to be placed on the state "open 
dump" inventory for c 1 osure. 

Initial studies by the Corps of EngJneers have Indicated that the landfill 
can be expanded to some degree. There rs concern that at some time in 
the future the river may change course or otherwise act on the landfill 
causing erosion and possible washout of the solid waste, 

At present, contamination to the river cannot be measured. 
additional five-year accumulation of sol id waste there may 
increase to produce a measurable effect on the river. 

By adding <'In 
be enough 
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SUMMAT.I ON 

l. The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill 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 Mari on County, and the eastern part of Po 1 k 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. 

2. The only immediate alternative to an expansion of Brown's 
Island is to divert the wastes to the Woodburn Sanit11ry Landfill. 
This would appear to create 11 hardship for the public and 
hinder sound long-range solid waste planning in Marion County. 

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

4. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' hydraulic analysis identifies 
the "all weather access" road as a barrier to the natural 
flood relief channel. Staff observations have confirmed this. 
During smaller floods, the road diverts flows at higher 
velocities around the western end of the site and maximizes 
erosion potential. 

5. Because of Its flood plain location, the Federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 will, in all probability, 
place the Brown's Island Landfill on the state Inventory for 
closure. Once placed on the inventory, the site must be 
terminated within five years. 

6. The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill Water'Quality Ev11luatlon, 
prepared by H. Randy Sweet, Consulting Geologist/Hydrogeologist, 
concludes that from a water quality standpoint an expansion 
can occur to the northwest of the existing site without impact­
ing any current benefldal uses of groundwater on Brown's 
Island. The report further concludes that with improvements 
in landfill design, leachate production can be reduced and 
leachate attenuation improved. 

7. Marion County supports the landfill expansion. Along with 
their letter of support, they have submitted a proposal which, 
lf carried out, will provide a sound long~range solid w11ste 
management program in Marion County, including phase~out of 
the Brown's Is 1 and Landff 11 by j 983. 
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8. Complete hydraulic analysis of the final proposed landfill 
configuration have not yet been completed. Additional studies 
are now being conducted by the Corps of Engineers and the 
private landfill operator's consultant. If 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. It 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 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 allowed at Brown's 
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 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. 

3. Pr I or to September 1, 1978, Mari on County remove the "a 11 
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 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. 

Gary W. Messer 
378-8240 
May 10, 1978 
Attachments (2) 
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Marion County letter dated April 6, 1978 - Attachment B 



Gary Messer, R.S. 
Assistant Manager 

MAR.101''1 COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

COURTHOUSE, SALEM, OREGON, 97301 

April 6, 1978 

Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Messer: 

COMMISSIONERS 
Pat McCarthy, Chairman 
Walter R. Heine 
Harry Carson, Jr. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Harold F. Brauner 

LEGAL COUNSEL 
Frank C. McKinney 

TELEPHONE 588-5212 
AREA CODE 503 

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. 

l. 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 long 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 l, 1978. 

2. To determine, based on the answer to No. l, 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 l, 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 
Island, 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 ~e 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 publish0d an inventory 
showing our facility unacceptable. 

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

Sincerely, 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

,---/) (c" 
( /J,1 t" )})/c5Ji:A,~/ 

BOC:if 
cc: Solid Waste Committee 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. ,l,kPH!LLIPS 
Chairman, Mcf..\innvillo 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD!.\. SOMERS 
The 0.1lles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

·, ' 
1 ~: '~-\ " 
\ ,, I' 
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Ei\lVIR<)tJJV1ENTAl QUALITY COMNUSSl{)N 

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

'I'o: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Brov:n, s Island Sanitary Landfill, 1'1arion 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 \·.1est 1 'i'l.!>1. on Brown 1 s Island in M.arion County (se~ attached map 
fig. 1) . 

This landfill is the major solid waste disposal site in the 
Chercteketa 5-county region, serving some 117, 000 people \'rho generate 
approximately 240 tons of solid wastes for disposal each day. 

The actual site is owned and operated respectively, by two 
different private individuals; hoi\•ever, the wastes disposed therein 
are collected under franchises issued by the Ci.ty of Salem and 
Marion and Polk counties and the landfill is operated under a solid 
waste disposal site permit issued by the DEQ and a conditional ,. 
land use perrni t issued by !>1arion County. The Cherneketa Regional 
SoliJ \'la.ste Z:..lanagement Plan has designated the Bro\vn' s Island site 
as a major solid 1,,raste regional landfill for a 5 to 10 year period. 

The site lies in the floodplain of the Willamette Fiver, between 
the old \'lillamette River channel and the present river channel. 
The old channel is usually dry, but during annual high flood flows 
it becomes an important flood flo\"7 channel. 

The original access road, Homestead Road South (Brown's Island 
Road) has two low sections at approximately elevation 128 (USGS 
daturn) ivhich are inundated at river stages in excess of 19 feet 
(Salem guge) and thereby rendered non-usable for varying periods 
almost every year. During these periods of nonaccess to Brown's 
Island, in past years, the solid v1astes have been' hauled to !·larion 
County 1 s Macleay site ·for disposal. The !·1acleay site is nov1 essentially 
filled to capacity, has serious leachate and other environrnental 
problems and is not an adequate back-up site. 

•. 



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' 
Road and crosses the old river channel \·li th a rock and earth fill 
to an elevation of approximately 140 (USGS datwn) so as not to 
be overtopped by floods that would ordinarily be expected to occur 
not more than once in 10 years. The Department, by its letter of 
June 19, 197 3, supported Marion County's request to Ftll\ for funding 
construction of an all-weather access road to Bro\·.'n' s Island; ho\vever, 
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. S. Corps of Engineers) washed out the new allweather 
access road 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 greater portion of the landfill would have been washed away. 
In spite of objections by the Department, 1'1arion County has rebuilt 
the \Vashed out section of the allweather access road thereby again 
~placing the landfill in jeopardy 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 occur any given 
year. 

The Brown's Island landfill has been operated under a series 
of short term permits issued by the Department since State jurisdiction 
of solid \\'aste disposal was transferred from the State Heal th Di vision 
to the Department by the 1971 Oregon Legislature. Short term permits 
were used as a mechanism to require and obtain needed improvements 
in the construction and operation of the landfill. Also, since 
tho landfill was located in the Willamette River floodplain, the 
Department restricted operation to the 30-acre area then under 
lease Unless and until it could be shov1n 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 Bro\vn' s Island landfill in 
January, 1974, increased the urgency for a detailed flood flow 
study to determine what needed to be done to protect the landfill 
from further washout and to determine the extent and the conditions 
under which the landfill might be expanded. 
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On May 3, 1974, Department staff and a representative of the U. S. Corps of 
Engineers made a field inspection and evaluation of the landfill, 
and ~larion 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 Bro1~·n' s Island Landfill. These 
included: 

1. 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 of 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 jeopardize the landfill. 

It WilS also suggested that the landfill might be expanded 
immediately without further study into the high ground area to 
the east and downstream of the landfill if proper authorizations 
from BOR and Marion County could be obtained. This area could 
be used because it is located immediately ylownstream from the 
present landfill and \·:ould cause no further restriction of flood 
£-lov1s. The area is also at a high en~ugh 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 
Green\·1ay \"''i th BOR funds. A conditional use permit fron1 1'1arion 
County and a new or n1odified solid 'vaste disposal pcnni t from the 
Deparb.11ent would also be necessary before this area could be used. ., 

Subsequently, Cherneketa and 1•1u.rion 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 1provided 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 evaluation of the 
study results by the U. S. Soil Conservation Service, that the 
Brown's Island landfill probably could be expanded further into 
the floodplain to some yet undetermined limit if (1) the road is 
removed or substantially modified and (2) the exterior dikes of 
the landfill are properly gesigned and constructed to assuredly 
\'lithstu.nd n1aximum expected' flood flo,vs. Location of landfills 
in flood plains is not generally recommended; however, the Chemeketa 
regional solid waste planning group and its consultants were unable 
to locate a better site in almost 3 years of intense planning activity. 
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In order not to risk having the landfill washed out again 
this winter, a request was made to Marion County by letter dated 
October 2, 1974, " ... that this road be removed or modified by no 
later than December 1, 1974, such that it will not interfere with 
flood flows in the \Villafftette River in a manner to jeopardize the 
integrity of the landfill. 11 So far, !-Iarion County Has not agreed 
to rc1nove or modify the new road. Mr. McDonald has advised 1'1arion 
County that in bis opinion the new road could be used until such 
time a 5-year flood is forecasted and then a section of the road 
" ... ~lOST be weakened so that it is carried away before the landfill 
is eroded." 

The Department is not satisfied that the '1 flood forecast, 
road vteakening 11 procedure suggested by Mr. McDonald, could be carried 
out in a manner to afford adequate assurances against ,.,:rash-out 
of the landfill. Also, if the road is left to wash out at the 
\~·hirn of 1'Iother 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 disposal 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 old road 3 to 5 feet to an elevation of 131 or 
133 feet (USGS datum). It appears that this could be done without 
seriously 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 period 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-round 
if elevated 3 to 5 feet in its lowest sections. ·Lowering the 
ne\v road from its present elevation of approximately 140 to elevations 
131 or 133 might produce somewhat similar resultsi ho\;1ever 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 elevation. 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 \\1i th such a modified road system. Of course, Bro\m' s 
Island could 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. 
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The Department has been notified by the site operator, S;initary 
Services Co., Inc., that the present operating area will be filled to 
capacity by February 1, 1975. The operator also indicated that it would 
take between 30 and 45 days to prepare the Greenway land for receipt 
of solid v.taste. Since the Greenway land has not yet been acquired, 
possible short tern1 alternatives were explored and a letter outlining 
possible alternatives was directed to r.1arion County on December 6, 1974. 
Interim hauling to the Coffin Butte Landfill in Benton County or to 
Ross1nan' s Landfill in Clackamas County are possible short-term alternatives, 
subject to local approval. Construction of another lift at Brown 1 s 
Island is not considered a practical alternative because: 

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 

1. The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is the major solid waste 
disposal site in f.1arion 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 avai1able for short-ter1n ·expansion of the 
landfill is the 21-acre parcel to the east of the present landfill 
which was purchased with BOR money for the Willamette Greenway. 

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

4. In order for the 21-acre parcel to be made ready for use by 
February 1, 1974, when the present landfill will be full, 
preparation of the site should start no later than January 1, 
1974. Every effort should be made to acquire and make this 
area available for use by FE:;:bruary 1; ho1dever, contingency 
plans should bi:; made no\>' for alternative disposal sites in the 
event this schedule cannot be met. 

5. Tl1e new all-weather access road places the landfill in jeopardy 
of being seriously darnagcd or washed away by once in 5 years 
expectancy, or greater, flood flows. '!'he new road should 
irn.t1ediately be removed or modified such that flood flov-1s in the 
old channel will not Joe substantially restricted. 
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6. l\n inunediate analysis should be made to determine if the old road, 
or perhpas the new road, could be modified so as to greatly im11rove 
rcliabili ty of access to Broh'n' s Island during high-\vetter 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 solid wastes will be disposed 
of in an acceptable manner on 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 Bro\vn' s Island Sanitary Landfill until 
February 1, 1975. Additional time will be incorporated to allow 
co1111Jletion of specified site closure procedures including the 
provision of adequate exterior di-ke protection. (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 local land-use 
approval, a solid waste disposal permit to either Sanitary Services 
Co., Inc., or to .Marion County to allow inunediate expansion of the 
Brown's Island landfill into the 21-acre area to the east. 

Such action will require submission of an appli·cation to exr)and the 
landfill together with detailed site preparation and operational plans. 

3) Marion County be encouraged to either remove or modify the new road 
in order to remove the serious threat of washout of the landfill by 
anticipated high river flows. 

4) Tl1e old access road be raised to provide essentially year-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) Cherneketa make irrrrnediate 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. 

Attaclunents 
Figure 1 

Letters (4) 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

·Background 

Proposed Revisions to Sewerage Works Construction 
Grant·Priority·criteria 

Each year Water Quality Division brings the "Criteria for Priority 
Ranking of Sewerage Works Construct ion Needs" before the EQC for 
review and adoption. These criteria are used to determine which 
projects will be funded from available federal 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 uti 1 ize. Section 201 (Constructio.n Grant Program) and Section 
208 (Reg i ona 1 P 1 ann i ng Program) of PL 92-500 both require the deve 1-
opment of a project prior.ity 1 ist. 

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 fol low. · 

Proposed Criteria Revisions 

A. Add New Point Category (Population Emphasis Points) 

l. Reasoning - The grant priority criteria ;edopted last 
year include some attenti.on 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 fu 11 y meet the 
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intent of national priorities and (2) to show a greater 
correlation between severity of water pollution problem and 
number of people involved, a "Population Emphasis Points" 
(PEP) category should be added to the State's priority system. 

2. What needs to be done - PEP would reflect present population 
to be servedbya 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 

l. 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. 

b. What needs to be done - Since the priority system is 
based on th"6"""prem~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) • 

2. Need Points (Change Definition of H.ealth Hazard Criterion) 

a. Reasoning - The present priority system gives high priority 
to projects which wi 11 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. 

b. What needs to be done - By simply rewording the health 
hazard criterion,tlf9h 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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Division. 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. 

3. Need Points (Change to Letter Codes) 

a. Reasoning - Need point assignment by using existing 
criteria is the critical determinant of a project's 
priority point assignment. However, when other points 
are added to need points, project ranking over-
laps occur from one need point subcategory into another. 
In addition, the probability of overlap is even greater 
if the other criteria changes proposed in this memo­
randum a re imp 1 emented. · 

b. What needs to be done - Need point subcategories should be 
representedJ;°y~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 

999 A 
soo B 
700 c 
600 D 
400 E 

For example, all projects with an A code could only be 
relatively ranked with other "A" projects after al 1 
numerical points are added (i.e., points still assigned 
in "Regulatory Emphasis, 11 "Stream Segment Ranking" etc.). 

4. Project Type Points 

a. 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 
laws 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 t6 be done - Point assignment should show 
greater di ff erencesln relation to type of project. Water 
Quality Division suggested the fol lowi.ng: 

Points 

l 0 
7 
5 
3 
2 

Project Type 

Treatment Plant Upgrading 
New Treatment Plant · 
Interceptor Sewer Replacement 
Mew Interceptor Sewer 
Collection Sewers 

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: 

l. 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 I projects compete with Step 11 and Step 111 
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: No 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 utilized. This master list 
would be supplemented 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 criteria, 
and costs would be split out separately. 

Summation 

1. An advisory committee evaluated the state's priority system used 
last year. 

2. Several changes to the state's "Criteria for Priority Ranki.ng of 
Sewerage Works Construction Needs" 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 Recommendation 

1. That the EQC acknowledge the efforts of our Water Quality Grants 
Advisory Committee. · 

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

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

Clarence P. Hilbrick, Jr.:em/ak 
229-5311 
May 11, 1978 
Attachments: 

1. Proposed FY 1979 Criteria 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

2. Water Quality Division's revi.ew of 
Advisory Commit tee's Report. 

3. Advisory Committee's Report 



OREGON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

I Purpose 

CRITERIA FOR PRIORITY RANKING 
OF 

SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FOR FY [f8] 79 

ATTACHMENT I 

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, 
[±9ff] 1978 through September 30 [±9f8] 1979. The criteria and 
rules for application shall be re-evaluated prior to September 30, 
[±9f8] 1979 to assess the necessity for changes. 

II Definition 

Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall 
apply. 

III Development and adoption of Project Priority List 

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the federal 
fiscal year related to the available grant funds, the Department 
shall prepare a proposed project priority list pursuant to the 
criteria and ru1es for application set forth herein. As required 
by federal rules and after appropriate notice, a hearing shall be 
held on the proposed list. Following evaluation of testimony 
received and modification as 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 list may be revised at any time following appropriate 
notice and hearing. 

IV Priority Criteria 

Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point 
system. 

Table A contains the schedule for Letter Code and points 
assignment within [eaefi e£] the [fi¥e] six categori;;g-of: 

a) Project Need 
b) Regulatory Emphasis 
-".) Population Emphasis 
il [e] Stream Segment Ranking 
~) [a] Project Type 
!) [el Step Status 

Note: 1. Deletions from last year's criteria are enclosed within brackets. 
2. Changes are underlined. 



Each project will receive a Letter Code IB*ee~~ ~e~ ~~e~ee~s 
~eee~~~ftg 999 ~e~a~ ~e~ft~s] und;;-r the Project Need category and each 
need or project will be assigned appropriate points from the [~ft 

eaefi e~] five remaining categories. The points for each project will 
then be separately added and each [~fie) sum therefrom will be [~fie­

~e~ft~-~e~a~] used for developing the project priority list. The 
project with the highest Letter Code and point total (i.e., within 
Letter Code subcategories) will be the highest priority project. In 
the event of ties, existing population to 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. 

V 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 additional 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 to the list 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 fewer total points than the new or re-ranked 
project shall be notified of the proposed list modifications 
and a public hearing shall be scheduled with appropriate 
notice given for the purpose of receiving testimony on 
the list modifications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the Com­
mission may adopt the modified list as under Section 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 be notified of the revised 
status of the project and may request 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 Conunission within 60 days. 
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D. Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lis.ts 

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

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

E. Project Scheduling 

Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases 
that are scheduled for 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. In the event of unavoidable schedule slippage, and upon 
formal request 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 prior 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 l'IPDES 
Waste Discharge Permit schedule, the Department has 
authority to enforce that permit schedule. Also, 
the Envirorunental Quality Commission may enforce 
a schedule by order when appropriate. 

F. Contingency Reserve 

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

-3-



The 15% res;erve s.ha.ll c:onsJ.st of; lL a 5%. reserve spec:;U'.i.c:.a1ly 
for increases after grant award, 2) a $500,000 reserve under CFR 
35.915(i), 3) the remainder to be state undesignated at the time of 
priority list adoption. 

VI Eligibility for Funding 

A. Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant 
assistance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, inter­
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 [~8] ?.!!_ 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 regulations 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 
sufficient federal funds are available to permit extension 
without jeopardizing the construction program for essential 
treatment works and interceptor sewers. Collection sewer 
eligibility must be determined in accordance with 40 CFR 
35.925-13. collection sewer funding will also be possible 
in mandatory annexation cases (i.e., after health hazard is 
certified by Health Division) when the municipality involved 
is willing to provide service to the proposed annexation 
area on a contractual basis. 

VII Set-Asides 

A. Facilities Planning Funds. In order to allow the Director 
more flexibility in getting new projects planned, he may set­
aside up to $1,500,000 each year specifically to fund Step I 
Grants. These funds shall be drawn from the undesignated 
reserve established under Paragraph V(F) (3). The funds must 
be used in accordance with adopted priority criteria. 

B. Rural Communities With Innovative * Projects. The Director, 
through appropriate grant program management must insure that 
at least 4% of the State's federal grant allotment be used each 
year to fund innovativeprojects 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 be used each year to 
fund sewer-related projects. 
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D. ·Innovative * Projects. The Director, through appropriate 
grant program·martagernent, must insure that at least~ of 
the State's federal grant allotment be used in FY 1979 to 
allow 85% grant funding of innovative projects. 

* Note: "Innovative", and "sewer related" as defined 
in EPA's Construction Grant Regulations. 

VIII Resolving Differences Between Statewide Construction Grant 
Priority List ~ Regional Priority Lists 

If priority assessmerit of projects within ~regional 208 waste 
water management planning area does not agree with the Statewide 
201 priority list, the Statewide list has precedence. The 
Director will, upon request from~ 208 planning agency, meet to 
discuss and evaluate regional vs state priorities. 
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Letter Code 
or 

Point 
Assignment 

T/\.BL!': /\ 

PROJECT PRIORITY RANKING CRITERIA FOR FY !"8] 79 

[Feifte eaee~e~ies] 
CATEGORIES 

PROJECT NEED 

A [999 ~eea±*] Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order 
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR 
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (includes sewage col­
lection system, where determined eligible for grant partici­
pation after comparison with federal grant criteria). 

OR [*Pe±ft~s ~e~ fe~H~a~ef~ em~Ras~s, s~~eam se~meB~ faft~±ft~, 

~~ejeee ey~e, aftff see~ seaetts ifie±tteee ift eeea±.] 
Projects resolving other health hazards that are 
certified which do not involve annexation). 

B [899] Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Water 
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation. 

c ['799] 

D [699] 

E [499] 

150 [±99] 

90 

80 

50 

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

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

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution 
problems. 

REGULATORY EMPHASIS 

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation. 

NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

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

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



Point 
Assignment 

0.1 to 10 

12 to 95.73 

10 

7 

[8] 5 

3 

2 

1 

2 

3 

CATEGORIES 

POPULATION EMPHASIS 

Points Assigned on the basis of ~ point/thousand 
people with 10 ~the maximum number of points. "Number 
of people" is existing population that would be served by 
the project if it ~ in operation. 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING 

Refer to Table B 

PROJECT TYPE 

Upgrading Sewage treatment plant [~~ojee~s] including 
but not limited to cost-effective sewer rehabilitation. 

New sewage treatment plant. 

Replacement of interceptor sewers, major pumping stations 
and pressure mains. 

New interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and 
pressure mains. 

Collection sewers. 

STEP STATUS 

Step I - Facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. 

POINT ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY 

category High Low 

Project Need A 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 



TABLE B 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING TABLE 

Stream Segment Point Ranking Formula 

Segment Points = 100 - 2(BR) - l (SR) (50) 

l'lote: 

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) 

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 POEJUlation Segments Rank 

Wi 11 amette · l ,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 4 13 
Sandy 16,552 3 14 
John Day 11 '500 2 15 
\'la 11 a Wa 11 a 9,210 2 16 
Malheur Lake 7 ,350 3 17 
Goose & Summer Lakes 6 '560 2 18 
Owyhee 3,285 2 19 

- l -



Stream Segment Ranking Points 

Segment 

Tualatin 
Willamette (River Mile 0-84) 
Willamette (River Mile 84-186) 
South Yamhill River 
North Yamhill 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 
Long Tom River 
Columbia Slough 
Thomas Creek 
Remaining Willamette Basin Streams 

Bear Creek and Tributaries 
Applegate River 
Middle Rogue 
Remaining Rogue Basin Streams 

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 

- 2 -

Points 

95.73 
93.45 
91.18 
88. 91 
86.64 
84.36 
82.09 
79.82 
77. 55 
75.27 
75.27 
73.00 
70.73 
68.45 
66. 18 
63. 91 
61. 64 
59.36 
57.09 
54.82 
52.55 
50.27 
48.00 

83.50 
71 . 00 
58. 50 
46.00 

77 .33 
60.67 
44. 00 

82. 00 
72.00 
62. 00 
52.00 
42.00 



Segment 

Lewis & Clark River 
Klatskanine River 
Uilson River (RM O - 7) 
Trask River (RM 0 - 6) 
Skipanon River 
Nestucca River (RM 0 - 15) 
Nehalem River 
Wilson River (RM 7-
Trask River (RM 6 - ) 
Nestucca River (RM 15 -
Nehalem Bay 
Tillamook Bay 
Tillamook River (RM O - 15) 
Nestucca Bay 
Necanicum River 
Tillamook River (RM 15 -
Netarts Bay 
Remaining N. Coast - Lower Columbia Streams 

Lost River 
Klamath River (RM 210-250) 
vii 11 i amson 
Sprague 
Remaining Klamath Basin Streams 

Crooked River 
Deschutes River (RM 120-166) 
Deschutes River (RM 0 - 120) 
Remaining Deschutes Basin Streams 

Umatilla River 
Columbia River (Umatilla Basin) 
Remaining Umatilla Basin Streams 

Siuslaw Bay 
Yaquina Bay 
Siletz River 
Yaquina River 
Alsea River 

- 3 -

Points 

87.22 
84.44 
81 . 67 
78.89 
76. 11 
73.33 
70.56 
67.78 
65. 00 
62.22 
59.44 
56.67 
53 .89 
51 . 11 
48.33 
45.56 
42.78 
40.00 

78.00 
68.00 
58.00 
48.00 
38 .OD 

73.50 
61 .DO 
48.50 
36,00 

67.33 
50.67 
34.00 

77 .DO 
72.00 
67 .DO 
62.00 
57 .DO 



Segment 

Siuslaw River 
Alsea Bay 
Salmon River 
Siletz Bay 
Remaining Mid Coast Basin Streams 

Hood River Main Stem 
Columbia River (Hood Basin) 
Hood River East, Middle and West Forks 
Remaining Hood Basin Streams 

Grande Ronde River 
Wallowa River 
Remaining Grande Ronde Basin Streams 

Malheur River 

Snake River (Powder Basin) 
Powder River 
Burnt River 
Remaining Powder Basin Streams 

Columbia River (Sandy Basin) 
Sandy River 
Remaining Sandy Basin Streams 

John Day River 
Remaining John Day Basin Streams 

Walla Walla River 
Remaining vJalla Walla Basin Streams 

- 4 -

Points 

52.00 
47. 00 
42.00 
37.00 
32.00 

67. 50 
55.00 
42.50 
30.00 

61.33 
44.67 
28.00 

26.00 

61 . 50 
49.00 
36.50 
24.00 

55.33 
38.67 
22.00 

45.00 
20.00 

4 3.00 
18.00 



Segment 

Silvies River 
Donner & Blitzen River 
Remaining Malheur Lake Basin Streams 

Points 

49.33 
32.67 
16.00 

Chewaucan River 39.00 
Remaining Goose and Summer Lakes Basin Streams 14.00 

Ov1yhee River 
Remaining Owyhee Basin Streams 

- 5 -

37.00 
12.00 
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To: 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

William H. Young 

ATTACHMENT I I 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Date: 5/8/78 

From: Water Qua l i ty Division 

Subject: Comments and Recommendations Based on Review of Report Entitled "Advisory 
Committee's Recommended Cha.nges to the Oregon Sewage Works Construction 
Grant Priority system" 

DEQ 4 

We prepared this memorandum with several goals in mind, the most important 
of which is the need to achieve water qu.al ity 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 congratulate all members 
for producing a meaningful result. · 

Several of the committee's proposals merit inclusion in the state's 
priority system as soon as possible. Other suggested changes require 
closer examination. Our discussion will evaluate each proposal. 

We suggest that the priority 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 l 0 for the. EQC 
and will furnish a copy to each Advisory Committee member. 

Committee Recommendation 

l. "Water Quality Index Points" 

Comment 

l. 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 dis.charge to sma 11 
streams ( if available) to get 
the maximum number of points, 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 
"R.egulatory Emphasis" criterion. 
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2. "Land Use Planni.ng 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 priority system 
is to demonstrate that DEQ Is actively 
encouraging compl lance 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 11 1 'm agin it." 
if the number of possible points are 
kept small, then these points would have 
little impact. 

3. If the number of possible points is 
kept small, this change could easily be 
accommodated. Exist.ing priority criteria 
(e.g., Stream Segment Ranking Points) 
already take population int'o account. 
The population points proposed by CRAG 
would penalize communities with high 
growth rates, which in most cases means 
smaller communities. 

4. This added emphasis is attractive to 
DEQ field staff since it recognizes the 
relative 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. s,e~: 
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6. Change "Need Points" to 
Letter Codes 

7. "Project Type Points" 

8. Other Revisions 

6. This modification will have minimal 
imp~ct on the existing priority system, 
s i nee very I i tt I e overlap (between need 
point subcategories) now occurs. The use 
of Letter Codes will guarantee that 
"Need Point" assignm.ent is the major 
deciding factor in project ranking. 

7. Placing more emphasis on treatment 
of waste waters will meet th~ 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 rev1s1ons such as: 
(I) 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 

11 20 l" p·r i or i ty . 1 is ts and regional "208" 
priority lists, can all be handled by 
describing appropriate changes in DEQ's 
present priority system and making 
adjustments In how we administe~ the 
grant program. We feel that projects 
funded o·ut 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 wi 11 be 
funde~ from which'"set-aside". 
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Committee Recommendations 

I. "Water Qua] ity Index Points" 

2. "Land Use Planning Status 
Points" 

3, "Population Emphasis Points" 

4. Put more emphasis on EQC Order. 

5, Expand Health Hazard Criterion. 

6. Change "Need Points" to 
Letter Codes 

7, Project Type Points 

8. Other Revisions 

THB:aes 

Staff Recommendations 

1. Do not implement. 

2. Do not implement. 

3, Ask for EQC adoption. 

4. Ask for EQC adoption. 

5. OK on higher priority but restrict 
grant el igibi 1 ity. 

6. Ask for EQC adoption. 

7, Ask for EQC adoption. with emphasis 
on upgrading existi.ng sew.age treatment 
faci 1 ities. 

8. Ask for EQC adoption. 
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State of Oregon 

.. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

William H. Young, Director 

Water Quality· Advisory Committee - Grant Program 

ATTACHMENT 11 I 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Dote' 311 0/7 8 

Subject Recommended Changes to the Oregon Sewage Works Construct ion 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 r.egional 208 planning pr.ograms. 

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 her.ein wi 11 in fact 
be used by DEQ and the 208 agencies. H.owever, we do fee 1 that the 
system we propose is more a·cceptable to all parties than DEQ's FY 78 
priority system. Attachment Mo. 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. 

If you wish to confer with the Committee regarding this memorandum, please 
set up a meeting so that a 11 members can part i c (pate. 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 Projects): 

1. "Water Quality Index Points" 

a. objective - to recognize that a waste water discharge 
is more significant when its volume and waste load· 
is large ·in comparison to receiving st ream fl ow 
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b. description - these points would provide a relatively 
scaled numerical i·mpact assessment of a prpposed 
discharge on receiving waters. Before pol-nts are 
assigned, an index n·umber is derived by applying 
the. fol lowing formula: · 

V X ~OD = X, where 

Q =Average flow of rece1v1ng stream at the critical 
discharge period in CFS 

V =Average discha.rge quantity at design 1 imits in CFS 

BOD= Biochemical Oxygen Demand in mg/1 

X =Water Quality Index 

The Index Number is then ass.igned a point value: 

Index Number Point Value 

If X ~ 10 50 points 

If 
> )( 100 25 points 10 - > 

If 100 ~ x >a> 10 points 

A "no discharge" project (referring £!!.!i:. 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 encour.age 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 d.egree 
of comp! iance with the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission's (LCDC) organization goal: 
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Points Assigned* 

10 

8 

6 

2 

SI tuat ion 

Project complies with public facilities 
element of acknowledged (i.e., LCDC approved) 
comprehensive plan ·and has capacity to serve 
area within acknowledged Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) . 

Project has 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; 
a 1 so, service area .includes 1 and outside 
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 

c. 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) land use planning compliance has little relation 
to water pollut.ion problems 

(4) current DEQ procedures assure project compliance 
with State Land Use Law before grants are given 
for design or construction 

(5) term "city 1 imits" should be replaced with 
"sewer.age .agency boundary" (acc. to CRAG)· 
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3. "Population Emphasis Points" (PEP) 

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 populati·on in "stream 
segment ranking points" and in a "tie-breaker" procedure. 
P.EP ref 1 ect p.resent popu 1 at ion to be served by the 
project, not design capacity. 

., 

Points would be assigned to all projects within a specific 
"project need point" category, based upon .1 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 ·point per percent of design popu 1 at ion 
presently in existence within t.he proposed service 
area. 

* Points could be cha.nged to increase impact on project priority ranking 

(2) this category places too much emphasis on population 
since ex.isting DEQ criteria already reflect population 

Revise Existing Point Categories 

1. "Regulatory Emphasis Category," In order to place more significance 
on. an EQC Order (as compared to other regulatory act ionsL an order 
should receive 150 rather than 100 poin.ts. 

Comment - John LaRiviere felt this category should not 
be used unless the reasons behind EQC Orders become more 
uniform 

2. "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 categ.or i es assess the degree of water 
pollution control need with A representing the highest d.egree 
of need and E, the lowest. · 

Need Points Letter Code 

999 A 
800 B 
700 c 
600 D 
400 E 

For example, all projects with a B code could only be relatively 
ranked with other "B" projects. 

3. "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 
!Ind various waste water c.ol lection projects. CRAG suggested the fol low­
ing: 

Other Revisions 

Points 

10 
5 
2 
0 

Project Type 

Treatment 
Interceptor Replacement 
New l nterceptor 
Collection Sewers 

1. Beginning in FY 79, Oregon will be required to reserve 4% of 
its allotment specific.ally 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 r.egulations. 
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2. Beginning in FY 79, Oregon must utilize a minimum of 25% of 
its allotment to fund sewer-related project.s, such as collec­
tion sewers, interceptors, combined sewer elimination, or 
sewer rehabilitation. 

3. Have a separate priority list and set aside a certain 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). 

4. DEQ needs to develop procedures for resolving differences be­
tween state and regional priority lists. These procedures 
should be identified in the non-numerical 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 

5395 

Sept0111ber 15, 1977 

Letter sent to all participating 
agencies. 

The cornerstone for Implementation of Section 201 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) Is the State's 
annual Sewerage Works Construction Project Priority List. Section 
35.915 of the tnvlronmentel Protection Agency's regulations statu that 
construction grants will be awarded (from allotments available) In 
accordance with the approved priority list as developed from the State 
priority assessment system. The key to the priority assessment syst0111 
la the State's criteria for assessing water pollution control needs. 
The needs are derived from (1) the Statewide Water Quality Management 
Plan, and (2) the Waste Discharge Permit Program and (3) staff analysis. 
Each year we are expected to establish an unbiased ranking of projects. 
The criteria used to rank projectl must satisfy Federal requirements and 
be approved by EPA, Region X. 

During development of the FY 178 project priority list, I became aware 
that some designated 208 planning agencies had developed their own 
priority lists from criteria which differed from ours. As a result, the 
regional 208 priority lists were not In agreB1Uent with our Statewide 
Priority List. It Is obvious that priority ranking deter111lned by 
different agencies cannot be the same unless Identical criteria aro 
used. Therefore, because of the need and requirements to coordinate the 
201 and 208 programs, and since little Input Into developing the criteria 
hu come fror.i outside DEQ, I have determined that an ;ldvlsory comlttee 
would be appropriate to review the criteria. The express purpose of 
this advisory committee will be to review the State's present criteria 
and make reco<mlCndatlons to nie for enhancing our ability to establish nn 
Impartial ranking of projects based on Statewide needs. The C011111lttee 
will be advisory only and will not have declslon-maklny authority. I 
will evaluate recommendations and forw.rd proposals for change to the 
Environmental Quality Ccr.vulsslon, who adopts the criteria, 

''. '. 

'•'1-. 
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Mr. Jerry Orrick, Executive Director 
Association of Oregon Counties 
September 15, 1~77 
Pago _2 

It Is expected that four meetings will be needed to develop the final 
recormiendatlon& by February 1978, the target date for completion. 

PleHe keep In mind when selecting c01!1nlttee i;iembers that no funds are 
available for the comnlttee and therefore no expenses will be authorized 
for c011111lttce operations, 

The raeroberahlp of the advisory committee will be as follow11 

member from EPA, Oregon Operations Office 
2 n•.embers from OEQ · 
I r.iember selected by the designated 208 planning agencies 

(Council of Governments) to represent them 
l!ICl!lber from the non-designated COGs, selected by 

the Oregon Intergovernmental Relations Division 
I member from the League of Oregon Cltlen 
1 member from the Association of Oregon Counties 
I member from the Department of Land Conservation 

end Oevelcpmcnt 
l member from the 10000 Friends of Oregon 

I am hopeful that we can have our first meeting late In October 1977, 
I will advise you by October 10, 1977, of the time, date and place of 
the meeting, 

Please have your representative to the c01m1lttee contact Tom Dlankenshlp 
at 229-531~ as soon as possible. 

/ 

WEG1em / 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM H, YOUllG 
DI rector 

. ' 



ATTACHMENT NO. 2 

REVISED PRIORITY POINT SYSTEM 

POINT CATEGORIES 

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 identified in the Land Use Framework 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 
problems. 

REGULATORY EMPHASIS 

Points 

150 
90 
Bo 

50 

Regulatory Situation 

EQC Order or Regulation 
NPDES or State Permit Requirement 
Letter Directive, preliminary planning 
approval or project authorization from DEQ 
Other written statement of project desirability 
by DEQ or EQC 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING 

(same as existing DEQ Criteria) 

PROJECT TYPE 

Points 

10 
5 
2 
0 

Project 

Treatment 
Interceptor Replacement 
New Interceptor 
Co 11 ect ion 

--::., 



STEP STATUS 

Points Status 

1 
2. 
3 

Step 
Step 
Step 

- Eacility Plan Preparation ~ 

11 - .Design 

WQ INDEX 

Points 

50 
2.5 
10 

100 

(Note: 

II I - Construction 

Index Number 

If lnde~ Number < 10 
If 10 ;; Index Number < 100 
If 100 - Index Number < "' 
If non-discharge project 

Index number is developed by using 

LAND USE PLANNING COMPLIANCE 

Points 

10 
8 
6 
4 
2. 

POPULATION EMPHASIS 

Points 

Situation 
(as explained in memo) 

·situation 

formula) 

0. 1 to 1 0 Based on • 1 point per thousand people 
or fraction thereof with a maximum of 
10 points 

POINT ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY 

Category High Low 

Project Need A E 
Regulatory Emphasis 150 50 
Stream Segment Ranking. 95.73 12. 
Project Type · 10 0 
Step Status 3 1 
WQ Index 50 10 
Land Use 1 0 2. 
Population Emphasis 10 • 1 

TOTALS 32.8.73 75.10 

-2-



"' RATING TABLE: APPLYING NEW CRITERIA ·-
"' '" 111 .i= 
a. .... ::J 

E c ... .:.!. ., w ., ., '" "' c ..., E a. 111 .... .... '" 0 >- O> O> >- ::J "' c c a:: 
u ... ., c 1-- .... 0 111 -

0 "' ·- '" x ., O> ·- ·- 0 ., 
... .... .:.!. .... .... ., "'c .... "' <>- > ., 

'" E c 0 "' 
..., :::> ·- '" '" ·-.... - '" '" 

., c c - .i= - .... ..., .... ::J ., a:: . .., a. - ..., c ::J a. '" '" ., ., O> ... 0 ., 
c '" a. E .... -., --' ., .... ... .... cl '" - ow 0 ., 

Project z~ a: "' <>- "' 3 --' <>- <>- 1-- a:: 

Terrebonne A 150 36.00 10 1 10 * .2 A207 .2 3 

Silverton A 150 79.82 10 2 25 .5 A267. 32 

Salem B 90 93.45 10 1 50 7.7 8252. 15 4 

lone B 150 34.oo 10 2 50 • 1 B246.10 5. 

Clackamas Co. S.O. c 90 93.45 10 2 25 3.5 C223.95 8 
(Kellogg Sludge) 

Jacksonv i 11 e c 90 83.50 10 2 50 .2 C235.70 7 

Cannon Beach c 150 40.00 10 2 50 . l C252.10 6 

Rainier c 90 40.00 10 2 10 .2 Cl52.20 9 

N. Albany S.O. 0 90 91 • 18 2 2 10 .2 0195.38 10 

Happy Va 11 ey A 150 48.00 10 2 50 .2 A260.20 2 

Turner 0 80 48.00 10 1 25 • l 0164 .. 10 11 

Columbia City 0 80 40.00 2 2 10 . l 0134.10 13 

North Plains 0 50 48.00 2 1 50 . l 0151.10 12 

* Information not readily available. 



COMPARATIVE TABLE - NEW VS. OLD CRITERIA 

"' 
L. ..... Q) _,,_ ..... _,,_ 

"' "' "' ..... c: "' c: ""C ..... ·- ..... ·- 0 "' ·- ro Q) ~ c: ....I c: L. z a: ....I a::(/)~ 
·- u oco 0 >- Q) co Q) > "' "- ..... "- "O ..... .:: ,...... > Q) ·-Q) ·- a:: L.. - >- - "' co L. ..... >- ..... Q) 

"' u. "'·- ..... 0 ! u. "' ..c: ..... ..... ..... > - +..I•-

Project 0 c: 0 Q) >- L. Q) c: Q) ·- I-1-0 I- a: "- "- a: a C:: ~ LI 

Terrebonne 999 A207.2 46 3 

Silverton 999 A267 .32 50 2 

Salem 994.45 B252.15 53 3 4 

lone 946 B246.10 62 4 5 

Clackamas Co. S. D. 895.45 C223.95 68 5 8 
(Kellogg Sludge) 

Jacksonv i I I e 885,50 c235,70 75 6 7 

Cannon Beach 852 C252.10 93 7 6 

Rainier 842 C152.20 107 8 9 

North Albany S.D. 791 • 18 0195.38 116 9 10 

Happy Va 1 ley 758 A260. 20* 120 10 2 

Turner 739 0164.10 126 11 I 1 

Columbia city 730 DI 34. I 0 132 12 13 

North Plains 709 0151.10 139 13 12 

* Due to documented "hea 1th hazard." 
** Does not include land use planning status points. 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 3 

SUMMARIES OF COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
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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 

DFO .4 

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 concerni.ng Or.egon's Sew.age Works Construction 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 I 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, Bi 11 Sobolewski, John LaRiviere, Craig Starr, 
Terry Waldele and Tom Blankenship; others - Dick Miller (Bear Creek 
Sanitary 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: 

l. 

2. 

3, 

4. 

A minimum of 25% of the State's allotment must be utilized to fund 
collection sewers. 

"'"'"'+ 4% of the State's allotment~~ specifically set aside for rural 
areas .aA.~ innovative projects. 

Wo . 

2% of the State's allotment can be used by the State to administer 
the grant program, if the State asks for and receiv~s del.egated 
authority from EPA. 

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. 
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Several committee members made presentations concerning possible rev1s1ons 
to DEQ's grant priority criteria. Each of these are ·briefly summarized 
as fol lows: 

1. Water Quality Index Points - Craig Starr explained how the impact 
of a discharge on receiving waters could be assessed. The impact 
would be as.signed a numerical value, and that value would be added 
to the exisiing priority point total (for a particular project). 

The formula Cra.ig developed relies on established streamflow data, 
projected effluent discharge quantities, and effluent quality: 

Q = X, where V x BOD 

Q =Average flow of rece1v1ng stream at the 
critical discha.rge period in CFS or MGD 

V =Average discharge quantity at design 
limits in CFS ~r MGD 

BOD= Biochemical Oxygen Demand in .mg/l 

X =Water Quality Index 

The Water Quality Index could be ass.igned point values, such as: 

50 points 
25 points 
10 points 

The point assignment could be reversed if you wanted to encourage 
discharge (i.e. when adequate dilution is available, a new discharge 
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 felt 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 100 points 
Permit Requirement 50 points 
Letter Directive 40 points 
Statement of Project Desirability 25 points 

or 
EQC Order 150 points 
Permit Requirement 90 points 
Letter Directive Bo points 
Statement of Project Desirability 50 points 
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3. Go Over 1000 Points All committee members agreed that the 1000 
point limit (on total project points) was arbitrary and should be 
dropped. 

4. "Mini-Priority List" for Unspecified Reserve - One of DEQ's Regional 
Managers suggested that a special priority 1 ist be prepared each 
year. Th(s. 1 ist would determine which projects would receive funds 
from unspecified reserve funds available to the Director. 

Al though the "Mini-Priority List" would reduce grant program 
flexibility, it would be consistent with regulatory intent.ions of 
EPA. A possible drawback to this action would be the commitment of 
unspecified monies, which previously were not bound to particular 
projects. 

5. Have A Separate Priority List For Step I Projects - Establishment 
of a separate priority list. for Step I 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 I 

6. 

grants can be processed. · 

Obviously there would be no need for a separate priority list if we 
had sufficient appropriations from Co.ngress 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 plan~ing goals(as 
they apply to each proposed project area). Mr. Benner 'suggested 
that criteria be established to discourage growth in 11 ru·r·al areas" 
and encourage growth in "urban and urbanizable areas". Quotations 
were place.d a.round these terms, since they mean different things to 
different people. Definitions established by the Land Conser'vation 
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 ~tep 3 projects. 

Three examples of assigning points accordi.ng to land use were 
discussed, as follows': · 

(a) add 100 points to urban project~ & 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 

100 

Bo 

Situation 

Project ins.ide city 1 imits, inside LCDC 
approved urban. growth boundary (UGB) 

Project inside LCDC approved UGB, but 
includes land outside city limits 

1 /5/78 

60 Project inside city limits, inside adopted 
UGB not yet approved by LCDC 

40 

20 

Project inside adopted UGB not yet 
approved by LCDC, but includes land not 
inside city 1 im its. 

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 rec.ognized comp! iance", although 
they are outside city 1 imits. 

After reviewing the three examples, it was generally concluded that (b) 
would be very difficult to implement becau.se of insufficient data; 
however, (a) and (c) could be investigated further. Also, we agreed 
that this criteria would not be appi'ied 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 Heal th Division 
for certification of a health hazard, This type of health hazard 
certification may require l~gislative action. 

8. Emphasis On Population - Please refer to attached letter from Bill 
Sebo 1 ewsk i. 

Closing Remarks 

I volunteered my services, and those of our grant program staff, to 
apply the criteria changes to several projects appeari.ng on the FY'78 
priority list. Priority ranking using the existing criteria will be 
compared to ranki.ngs after cha.ngi.ng the criteria '(in one way or another). 

The information 11 11 develop will be presented at our next committee 
meet i.ng. 

THB:em 
Attachment 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

OREGON OPERATION& OFFICE 

tzzo &.W. MORRISON STREET, RM. 310 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97ZOS 

REPLY TO 10Q00 AnN OF: 

o~c s rnTi 

Mr. Thomas Blankenship 
Department of Environmental 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Blankenship: 

Qual tty 

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)(l) 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 "l point per thousand 
people, or fraction thereof" (maximum 100 points) or "l point per density 
factor" or (2) assignment of points to each grouping of project needs 
based upon "l point per thousand people, or fraction thereof" (maximum 
100 points) or "l 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 
with large population and lesser needs be ranked near the top of the funding 
list. 

Thank you for an opportunity to comment on your criteria. 

Sincerely yours, 

w~~.s~~ 
William J. Sobolewski, Coordinator 
Construction Grants Program 
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To: 

From: 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Advisory Committee Members Da~: January 25, 1978 

Tom Blankenship, Committee Chairman 

Subject: Summary of January 16, 1978 Advisory Committee Meeti.ng Concerni.ng Or.egon's 
Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System 

Our January 16, 1978 meeting was held in Portland at DEQ's new headquarters. 
Bruce Niss (Mid-Willamette Valley COG), Burton Weast (League of Oregon 
Cities)' Alan Mi Iler (Association of Oregon Counties) I and Gary Gu.stafson 
(Department of Land Conservation and De.velopment) 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 (CH2M 
Hi 11) , Jeff Gibbs (CRAG) , and Dan Ho_dge (CRAG) . 

We scheduled our fourth meeting on February 17, 1978 from 10:00 a.m. to 
12:30 p.m. at DEQ's Portland ~ffice, 522 S. 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 su_ggested at earlier meeii_ngs. 

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 1 ist. °Effects were measured in terms 
of altered relative project ranki_ng. 

After concluding our review of the-referenced tables, Dan Hodge explained 
the attached priority criteria which is bei_ng 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 meeti_ngs. 
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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 bro.ught out the fol lowi.ng: 

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 briefly explained the attached priority criteria 

General 

· used by Mi nneapo 1 is - St. Pau 1 which great 1 y 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 man.agement pr.ogram. 

Committee reaction to these criteria included: (1) 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' 
wou 1 d better meet Or.egon' s needs. 

1. Mr. Hodge indicated that the need points shown in the CRAG 
Task Force's preliminary criteria could 9e applied on a 
Percentage basis [i.e. present population x need points] to · . ' Pop. des1qn,capac1tv 
di scour.age projects· that overemphasize. growth. 



Advisory Committee Members 
Memorandum 
January 25, 1978 
Page 3 

2. If the designated 208 COG's do not utilize th~·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. 

4. "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 
\' 

'.?-<{< 

Whov i l le 
You Town 

Using letters, rather than "need points", would imply (for example) that 
"A" projects could only be compared to other "A" projects - i.e., projects 
would be relatively ranked within category. 

5. The committee is in favor. of a separate priority list 
for Step I projects. 

6. 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. 

Attachments: 

THB:aes 

l. 
2. 
3. 

Tables 
CRAG Memo 
Twin Cities Priority Criteria 
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; · Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

December 27, 1977 

Water Resources Task Force 
··- .~ 

Public Facilities staff 

Project Prioritization 

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 assignments 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 
priorities 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 recommendations 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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MEMORANDUM 
December 27, 1977 
Page 2 

Points 

800 1. 

600 2. 

500 3. 

400 4. 

300 5. 

100 6. 

Project necessary to resolve a documented 
{certified) .health hazard whether required 
to comply with; manq~tory annexation 
order under ORS 22zt"·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. 

. h' ri,J~~ ProJects necessary to ac ieveAcompliance 
with in-stream Water Quality·standards 
contained in OAR Ch~pter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision 1 or eltmin,.!ate a contribution 
to standards violation. ' 

ad~ 
Project necessary to comply with,.piinimum 
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 existin~ facilities • 

• :..._ 



MEMORANDUM 
December 27, 
Page 3 

Points 

12-95.7 

Points 

10 
8 
'6 
4 
2 
1 
0 

Points 

1-100 

1-100 

• 1- {\9 

.. 

1977 

1. 

2. 

3. 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING . , .. 
·c~·'~:- --- ~ -- ~. 

->-
,0..- • ..-:...5 '; -

DEQ's exist~ng system with some 
modifications: 

1. Consideration of dilution factors 

2. Consideration of beneficial uses 
(303e) 

3. Change or ranking for other stream 
in basin 

PROJECT TYPE 

Secondary Treatment 
Sludge Management 
Effluent Application 
Tertiary Treatment 
Interceptor (replacement) 
New Interceptor 
Colleciton System 

POPULATION SERVED (ALTERNATIVES) 

One point per 1000 population served up to 
100,000 or 100 points maximum. (existing) 

One point per percent 
population (existing) 
served. 

of total regional 
within area to be 

For state ranking only 
percent of total state 
within the basin: 

Willamette Basin 69 
Sandy Basin 1 

- only one per 
population (existing) 

• 
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Points 

10 l. 
20 2. 
20 3. 
10 4. 
30 5. 
10 6. 
10 7. 
10 8. 

120 Points Total 

-LAND USE CONSIDERATIW>-_ 

,,_;~-~ 

Identified Immediate Growth Boundary 
Identified Urban Service Boundary 
LCDC approved Comprehensive Plan . 
Regionally recognized Comprehensive Plan 
Regionally recognized Sewer Master Plan 
Regionally recognized Water Plan 
Regionally recognized Drainage Plan 
Regionally recognized Road and Street Plan 

REGIONAL WASTE WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Points 

so 

0 

Project required in Areawide waste Treatment 
Management Plan (Consortium Planning) 

Project not required 

As a result of the waste Resource Treatment Facility recommendation 
regarding the use of two project priority lists, one for facilities 
planning, Step l, and the other for design and construction, 
steps 2 and 3, the two following sets of criteria for ranking are 
suggested. 

J • 



MEMORANDUM 
December 27, 1977 
Page 5 

, Step l Planning 

Points 

100-800 
12-95.7 

1)-10 
1-100 
0-120 
0-50 

113-1175.7 

Project need 
Stream segment r~nking 

*Projec:t type 
Population served 
Land use consideration 
Regional Waste Water Management Plan 

Steps 2 and 3 Design and Construction 

Points 

100-800 
12-95.7 

0-10 
1-100 
0-120 

113-1125.7 

Project need 
Stream segment ranking 
Project type 
Population served 
Land use consideration 

*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:dld 
2:1-4 

-. ..., 

. ·~·· 



WQ Index Points - Example #2 

"Reward Di I ut ion" 

'• 

-' "' "' >< 
"' I-

<( . z I- z UJ 

I- "' I- 0 ~~ <(O 
z- 0 z a: z _ _, I- -' -
0 >< >- UJ UJ 
"-co UJ 0 I- >CO > cl 

r-- 0 "' UJ "' - - r-- -3"' 
-' >- z I- V> I- co a: I- >- I- I-
<( lL - :z -z r--o <( lL <( ~z 

I- >- - -' -' 1--

PROJECT oz do UJ 0 >- a: UJZ UJ -o 
I- 0 - - '.3 Cl.. a: "- lL "- a:o a: 3 "-

Terrebonne 999 50 1049 46 

Salem 994.45 10 1004.45 53 2 2 
A 

lone 946 10 956 62 3 3 

Clackamas Co. S. 0. 
(Kellogg Sludge) 895.45 25 920.45 68 4 4 

Jacksonv i 11 e 885.50 10 895.50 75 5 . 5 j 

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 • 8 I 

I 1\ 

Happy Va 11 ey 758 10 768 120 9 . i 10 

' \ Turner 739 25 764 126 10 l.,J . . i 11 
j ~· . o .. 

Columbia City '· 730 50 780 132 11 •. ,. .I 1 :,{ 9 
0 1• 4 I 

North Plains 709 10 719 139 12 '. ·" I •'-12 
' .. .. ' 'I 

·I·•: ~--'· ~\ 1' • • '<'.'.( 

·• 



WQ Index Points - Example #1 

... ,.. "Penal I ze DI lutlon" •• 

_J ~ 
.,, I- <( . z . 
I- "' I- 0 ~ I-
:z - 0 :z "-
- _J I- I- "' 0 x >- UJ "' 

UJ I- x 
"-co UJ Cl I- >- > - UJ .... a .,, UJ .,, - - _J - J< a 
_J >- :z I- "' I-

co a:: I- I- z 
<( LL - :z -z r-..o <(co <( ~ -
I- >- - _J .... _J :z 

PROJECT oz Clo UJO >- a:: UJ >- UJ ~Cl 
I- 0 J< Cl.. a:: "- LL "- a:: LL a:: J< 

Terrebonne 999 10 1009 46 1 2 .. 
Salem 994.45 50 1044.45 53 2 1 

lone 946 50 996 62 3 3 

Clackamas Co. S. 0. j' 

(Kellogg Sludge) 895.45 25 920.45 68 4 5 

Jacksonvi 1 le 885.50 50 935.50 75 5 4 

Cannon Beach 852 50 902 93 6 6 ,. ' .. 
• 

Rainier 842 10 852 107 7 7 
I , 
I 1\ 

791.18 801.18 116 8 
, :' j 

North Albany S. 0. 10 9 . ' ~ ' 
''f /' .. 

Happy Valley 758 50 808 120 9 8 ~·· ' ''11~·( 
'·1· ~'· 

Turner 739 25 764 126 10 10 ' : ·' ~i,/,' 'f 
' ,'. '~ 'i, 

' 'I' I 11 .. 
Columbia City 730 10 740 132 11 12 . ~· 

... - . . ' ; .. ~~\; \ 

North Plains . 769 . 50 759 139 12 11 . .. '\ 1_ • ,. 

• ' 



POPULATION IMPLICATIONS APPLIED TO PRIORITY LIST NEED POINTS CATEGORY 

,. 
Need Total FY'78 Present 1 Polnt/1000 Revised FY'78 Rel. Revl sed 

Project Points Points Priority Population or Part Total Points Priority Rel. Priority 

Tri-City/County BOO 995!15 52 30900 31 1026;5 1 2 

Salem 994!15 53 80000 80 1074!15 2 1 

Cottage Grove 985.00 54 . 6900 7 992.00 3 5 

POX-Elk Rock 984.45 55 1700 2 986.45 4 6 

Coos Bay ( I /I ) 983po 56 14100 15 998.oo 5 3 

Roseburg Rehab. 979.33 57 16950 17 99633 6 .. 4 

BCVSA Westside 973.50 58 1900 2 975.50 7 7 

Dona 1 d 960.00 59 310 1 961.00 8 8 

Wauna-Westport 952.00 60 690 1 • 953.00 9 9 

As tori a (WM} 950.00 61 184 l 951.00 10 10 

lone 946PO 62 420 1 947.00 11: 11 

C 1 ack-Rhodo 940£,7 63 5000 5 945.67 1'2: 
I 1\ 

12 

St. Paul 940.00 64 370 1 941.00 l 3 1' 13 
' ' j '' 

SW Li nco 1 n 924PO 65 2040 3 927.00 1 ~·r,,1 . ._, ·.:;· 14 
I 'f' .· vi· 

' "1 ' l .:;:, . '. ~ o I 

I ' ' r~ 1,' ,, ·· , " I ii I\ 
" ' ,a . ., : ' : '.i;~ ' \ 

... .wi· . ' 
Assumption: Assignment of p'oints to 800 needs point grouping based on adding one point per thousand peopli. ·to be 

served, or fraction thereof (Max-100 points) 

;' 



XAMPLE #1 

'roject 

·erre Bonne 

;al em 

lone 

:lackamasCo. (Kellogg) 

Jackson vi 11 e 

:annon Beach 

Rainier 

~- Albany S. 0. 

Happy Va 11 ey 

Turner 

Columbia City 

North Plains 

Assumptions: 

• •• 

Total Points 
On FY'78 List 

999.00 (U) 

994. 45 (U) 
946.oo (u) 

895.45 (U) 

885.50 (U) 

852.00 (U) 

842.00 (U) 

791. 18 (U) 

758 .00 (R) 

739.00 (U) 

730.00 (U) 

709.00 (U) 

LANO USE 

Land Use 
Points 

100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

50 
100 

100 

100 

' ' 

Revised 
Total 

1099.00 

1094. 45 
1046.00 

995.45 
985 .so 
952.00 
942.00 

891. 1 B 

808.00 

839.00 
830.00 

809.00 

FY'78 
Priority # 

46 

53 
62 

68 

75 

93 
107 
116 
120 

126 

132 

139 

Relative 
Rank on 
FY 1 78 List 

2 

3 

4i 

5 
6 

7 
8 

.. 9 
ll' ;· 

·, .. 10 
I 1\ 
. · I' 11: 
'}. . . 
. ' ' ":. ':. ,. ·1,,,11 ~ ~,\'"':' 

.,. .. ~r"' ·'··.,.' ... ~ •i 
.. ! ·~. , 

I I I•\ I ' :' ' .. 
·~~-; ~ 

I 

l 

Relative 
Rank with 
Land Use Points 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

7 
8 

12 

9 

10 

11 

1. All incorporated cltl~s must have a UGB approved by LCDC and, therefore, are dusignated urban (U). Eii.ceptlon: 

Happy Va 11 ey 

2. If not an Incorporated city, then county designation determines rural or urban 

Terrebonne - Deschutes Co., Bill Renwick, 382-4000 
Clackamas Co. (Kei logg) - Clackamas Co., Jennifer Sims, 221-1646(307) 
N. Albany S. D. - Benton Co., Marve Gloge or Shirley Roberts; 757-6819 

---
.·{.; 



7124 LAND USE AND Tiff PIPE 

·1 ohle 4-2 
,, 

' 
Metropolitan Se\\·er Proj~cts Priority Criteria 

------------ ---
Crifl'rtt; 

flfr1Xi"llll'1 I'Pi'1!~ ------------- ----------- ----- ------- ---·· 
I. Prob kin: Primary Purjll"•C of Prqjl'Ct 

A. fxi~tin~ devdopment pt('.~\'nl~ i:nm.:-dhtc lhr ... ·::it !11 pu'·li. 
health 
I. Se•••,n:.; 1•:,lf.it1; 1 n ·~• p11bli• t•:,1kr suppl; 
2. l'otlution l•f rrounJt\:1lcr 
3. Scwag..: pollution of swin1min;; wa!t'rs 
4. St1il absorption abilit} dc;.rl';.i<;cd 

D. Exi~lin,c dcvclopni.:nl is pr0ct111..:i'l~ Sl'riou-; 11' 'lluti.111 of r:;~• ural 
rc~oUrtT<; 

I. rrnucnt llisdJ:.!T;!\' into 1i.,:r du..:s.11nt lll\.'C( fcl::ial-.;ta!t• 
waler qu.ili!y standards 

2. Effluent dis..:har~;:d into lake's 

C. Scrvicr 11rca i<; sch.:<lt1lC'd ft>r int·reas.:d dt·n~it; uf dt'n:l.,pml·nt 
within the next II\:.' ~c:.ir~. crn·dslcnt with otlt\·r 1\] ·:o,1pu!i'··'.l 
DcvdormL'nt C.uid.: r·ihLk.,, \\h.:n 1<1..::d m·.11:kipJlit:- h:1<: t:ll\'l\ 
suffit:icnl ai.:liPn to pro,idc lo\.·al f:Jdlitics in cnurdi;ution with 
lhc mctropolilan facilit} 

D. Current trc:11mcnt not fc:1sibk for longer than fi\·c yc~rs 

11. Ser\ kt·"-~·.! rt- ... l/11,;·1: . ._,: 1:.-•c:;cn, ... ·;i; 

A. Urha:i ~t!r\.·i ... ·t• ,·a~';i\il> \Yithiu the servkc <lTL';l or the project 
I. Hil!hw:~}''i and street<: AdL·qu:tlc 
2. Loc:tl S1'Wcr Ct.1!;._ • ._·ti11n a11J cenlr .. d w;itcr Ne ... ·(!-; sornc 

Sy~!ClllS Up_.;t:idin.: 
3. Sd1nol d..1-; ... ro,,n:, l\n ,, . ., i··c 

l.'l'.•:~I~ 

B. L1.t..::i I !!U'\~rno; 10.:n f's ;,ihi/i: > to s.:rvc increa'il~d d·:vd0pnli. , 1 l 
J. Full-lime p1,l!.:t.' :ind puhlk fire l'To...•!l'CliPf' 
2. Full-timi: ;,dminh·1'Wribn scrvkc 
3. Co;11prc1:. n-..~ ... • l:inJ u .. ..: phn 
4. (\,1,,11; .. lh·:1'1'' · .. •·.· .... ~r rl .. n su':-r.1i;h·d/app:o1\"\,.'d 
5. ( .ij'it • .:I i:·:j·f"'·· '"."lit 11r._1~·r:im 

5ll 
50 
25 
25 

50 
50 

50 

25 

0 

25 
25 
25 

1n.:25 
2) 

--- ·- - -

250 

100 

5fl 

50 

50 

275 

150 

125 

Sou~cl.': l\1c1:11,"1'1;.1n C-c•undl of th,• T\\ in Citk:; Are;i, ":'.It·! 1 t1p"!!r.1n c.n1ndl Fh·c. Yt':t; 
Capi!;d lmr.1.n·,·me11l l'ru~r;•m frir 5,_.\\\'f,l.:"1..' r..10.:il!!ic~" p.1inn,•ap11li,.1\linrh'.\Ola: J;.in:1ary 
lt17-1). 

t:u111p:rh..:nsivr plan, Zt1nin~ ordina11.._.._-, and c;1pital p1:111 \'!!.!rt! tied tl1~0.:ih;·1 in 
19()<) under ::i. specbl p..:nnit prPc..:durc. Und ... ·1 tl1i:-. procr:lurc, thu)t:' \\'ho\\ i'-h 
111 s11!idi\il:t· L111<l 1"1·1 ~!c·:,·l·1p11h.'!1t 1..11 rr 1:ct 111uliip1... cl\\·,_·:l•:1l:" 1111'"'' n!'L1ir1 a l"'r 
11:11 frl1n1 th\_· ll'hll \·.,·:irJ. f.;:-;ua11cc of 1hi~ per111it i:-; dcp:.·11·,h·11t on lh1.1 av;iilJhil1 .' 
of I hi: fullt1,vi11~: 

1. Sl".· . ..:1 .... t1r :.111 appr1•v:.·d .l1li.'t11.itive, 
2. druin.1g~ fat:i!i11,•;:; 

US! OF SfWERA(;E roury 1:-11 \l<D CSE l':n:-;TROJ ·12"' 

3. parks or rc..:reational facilities, 
4. state, cvur:.ty, 0r hl\\"n ro:!Js in1pruvcd ,,·ith curbs and side,v:iH:~. :tnd 
5. fir:?hous~·s. 

Tin: <lc::;1c.:: of availability is n1easurcd on a scale fron1 one to five. NLJ pcrn1H 
can be obt:i:!1:..·: unle~s fifte..?n points :ir..: u1~1.~i11.~·.L ·111,,~: \':ishin:• h• Jc~·d··p !.'T· 

\\.liich dut:"S 11~·._ mel~I llie criteria are t•1.1•1~- ,_! ·,, d~> si> ;--; idi11~ they prn\"iJe th:.. 
needed faciliti.:, at tli.:-ir C\Vll expense. l.<111J \vhid1 c:111~ .. t be d.::vclopc<l bcca11.:~ 
ofthi~ ordin:1!1c~ is cntitl-cJ to certain forrns oftax relief. 

Since the :i·:Jil:Jhility and locali•Jll ofpt~ 1~l!..:: servkc facilities arc rcg11lat~d h) 
the eighteen·y·: ~r capit:1l plan, the rl'"t'lt L'r ~;1.:- ordinan:.' i~ c·><:.!Pli.:dly tori:-: the 
r~:lt ~{ UcvciG;·:;:ent i11 tli.:: tv\·.-11 ~~nti gl1vcrn t!1.: stn1•;tu: .. ~·r \:~v·::qpn1':!r.:. 

Not surpri·,ingly, thi5 ne\\' rnt~lh('d uf regtilating gro·sth \VJS cl1:tllcnt!ct! in th~ 
courts ::ihnost i::irn~diatcl: .. One of the in1p(•r!aat i.~-.u,·:; in the series or cr·urt 
cases ;.\·;,1:; wli:.:~ber Ne\> )·ork St:itc's lcgislutk111 gr:!ntin~· ll~nnicir~ll .zon;ng 
authori:) con:·. :~d the p'.1\v~r to control the tinting of! .f't! !JL:"vi.::\)pr,11·;·.~. Tlicrt' 
is nl1 111ention Of tiinin6 c0nsidt'rations in lhe relc"anl statnt.:s. After Uiffering 
dcci$iOfl:> in th~ !O\\·cr COUTlS, thl.! Nc\V York State rourt of Appeals ruled in favnr 

of Ran1apo in !h~ ...:ase of (;0Jdc11 v. Plunnin6 RoanJ. :ii; AnHi.ng the findings. the 
court ci ·!~·l. ,: · l:i"! si1.:: --1\.'gillt1l~!'O: z~n1i1:::-purp_{1~..:.,·· :-;·.~iii.:\~ i;r.d.:1 ': .. 
r·lHk St.llL. L::. ,; LluUcd ··>!di::qu:ih.' pnl\'}$\(Jll or trcl11~pu;rati~ 1 11, \l.'<ltl'L .;, .. ,, ........ ;~. 
schools, p~irL:-; ~,J other public rcquire11~vts," 3; the plias~d gro\vth pl11icy 
d.~vis.:d hy P-.:!:::.~;.''' \\'a;,, ithin the sc1i~.~.\if po_\,·ers tlcle~3tcd hy the Jegish.1t!un. 

l'hi;-rul:r.· ::·..:y l·.,,·.-c f:~1-1..::idling etr;·!~ sin:-=c tl.\c ~.:o\v Y 'rk. St::ite legi'.)i.Fk>r. 
~i·. ::1~ ~ ....... i 1.-\ : .. ! i_~h t t 0 lOih? is h.~.-('d ti"P!fl~;,d1·::1~J~t;;: (), ,1 ... ·t 11 1 11 t l) fr-. 'n::Tl~'r:: 
~!:: :1d .. : · ,! St;! t~· Zl·<ling ·A..:· d.:\'clopc.:J in .\JJ!it .. 1~~~ ut; ,~r st:1 tL:"~ b:i \'t! a: ,- ; ~- .~::C 

,.,, ~ f I 

their c1;:1l1!ing ii:';l~lation url'll !hi" n10dc\ C1:.H1~1t1 ~the N:.·\•: Yur~: J.c.-i ·~ 
111!·-~hl in1lucn .. ._' ~11vcrn1ncnts in olhcr state.;; fo· ~Jvfi! sir:H:tr a;ipr11:i.l.'.hcs. 

Si1~'."<.' tl1\°' i.!Tl ck·~·i1i•':l. :.! rn:;:1"1~·r ()f '.11§'.:\lllh.:llt'i, r· . ~lid rill\, h .. ,~ ~q.';·-.:: ,.J 

un till' ft1111:.:;· ;·'..,n.31S L)::c 1.:i1i.i-:-i11:~ i:) th~it 11:11 ··.' :1c;~1;t: \'r trt1\vth. ,vJ.i•:h .. ,ill 
a ppr i:· i111~·!:..·;: •• · ::;h;i: tl1.: 1i1n.· fur the tu\\ n lt1.'r..:~11.:.h fu!: llcvelopmcnt, Yic!J1.~~ 
CtJn:;1;~uti..,n;.:~ ;.~.;.~1ntc.:s of r.~,·J()Jll or lll0Vi'r11l'lll. Als.o, although the C11 i.irt 
fp~Jrid ri1;1! I'..:". ;;,i's pl:·n '.\JS nr~l l''\':'.1r,io1?~;,ry. it ltt1" sin\:t' l- ··:-r~ ;· ,jrdl' '. .-l! 1 

ti'.·'( ll"'l:: \):· 1·' .... ~ .;•,1'·~ i!•1i1:~·'1i"'l.' d :lT:.';! ;,_.,,._ .. 1~<' ··: ,· . ._ I ,., 

L!r~;:: hits, and t; ,.t thi..' c:•p:r:il '.)fll::r;11~1 i:-- r:!:·,j ,_,t \':it!; :;·:s typ.: (~; ~···vt·l~:t .-~. i:t 

in n1ind. Thtl:'. i~ I"' ~11ruclt. the 1~ct cl'fc\·l l1f ;1 l:\;in~': pl::n h tn t'r,~0L·c- :1!l 
r:xc!.: .11;1:1• _, · .~i:: <ll"~'.: :11. t.'tilcr cri;i,i, :rr ll','' fl:· !'·iii.·~· ;·Ju:: .. :1 

:--~ ~: 1 .·11· ··niplti} ... ~ ;~ 1· , .. ;·;,1pri:tt,,: and th:~'. ll~e' ,\·1. :": .... •1!~ ,1,-·iil pl~ .. :1' u: 1: . .:i: 
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_To: 

from: .. 
Subject: 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Advisory COl!lllittee Hembers Date: 3/10/78 

Tom Blankenship 

Summary of February 17, 1978 Advisory Committee Heeting Concerning 
Or.egon 1 s Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority System · 

Attendees included: Committee Hembers - Tom Blankenship, Fred Bolton·, 
Dick Benner, John LaRiviere, Bill Sobolewski, 
Craig Starr, Terry Waldele, and B. J. Smith. 
Others - Garrett Rosenthal (Lane COG), Brent Lake 
(DLCDJ, and Dan Hodge (CRAG). 

No further meetings are scheduled. However, the Committee agreed to 
meet with Bi 11 Young if he wants to discuss the Cc:mnittee 1 s· recommendations. 

Heeting Summary 

This meeting was focused on a draft memorandum to the Director which I 
furnished ·to Committee members about 2 weeks ahead of time. The memo­
randum contained recorrrnendations for revisi.ng Or_egon's grant priority 
system. 

Several Committee members submitted written convnents either at or 
subsequent to the February 17 meeting. Each of these written comments 
is attached, and a brief summary follows (identified by individual): 

Gary Gustafson {Dept. of Land Conservation &'Development) - stated that 
"land use" points should be applied to Step I projects also. The 
Committee had proposed that these points be used with Step II & Step II I 
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 proposed study or 
service area (i.e. study area for s·tep I, service area for Step 11 
& Step I II). 

2. Wording should be changed in "land use points category to delete 
the Words 11city,1 imit.s 11 and replace them wi_th '.'sewer.age .agency". 

"Project type" points should be changed ·ff'om ex_lstlng 10 pts. for 
STP, 8 pts. for interceptor to the 'fol lowing':.::\'. · 

Points 

10 
5 
2 
0 

Project Type 

Treatment Plant 
Interceptor Replacement 
New Interceptor 
Collection Sewers 

' • 
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4. A point assignment summary should be added to the CO!Tlllittee 1 s 
recommendat·i ans. 

5. 
-

The City of Portlan<l (i.e. Cowles Mallory) supports the land use 
points category as or.iginally proposed by the-Committee. 

6. 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 
Comm i t'tee. 

Fred Bolton (DEQ) - 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 wat.er pollution control. · 

John LaRiviere (Rogue Valley COG) -

1. Disagrees with "land use" points because 
· no relation to improving water quality 

encourages LCDC comp! i'ance, which is not the 
purpos'e of EPA's grant program 
LCDC compliance ·is a long way off for many 
communities (i.e. 1 itig.ation) so points would 
-have 1 ittle meaning · · 
biases solution of pollution problems toward sewers 

2. Population emphasis points should be coordinated with 
WQ Index Points. 

· B. J. Smith (IRS) - The non-designated COGs are against land use points 
because of the effect on rural ·special service districts. 

·General Comments 

1. Emphasis (i.e., number of points) placed on population and land use 
should be reduced. 

2. Opposing views to a "general" Committee recorrrnendation should 
a 1 so tie shown in the. memo to the Di rector. 

3. The "summary" pilrt of the Co111llittee 1 s memo s;h()uld be dropped 
since individual meeti.ng summaries wil 1 be->ettached. 

4. Dick Benner provided a written response to ·crrtf;;isms of the 
"land use" criteria which is attached. 
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•·. 
5. Terry Waldele provided another,memo after the February 17 meeti.ng 

which is attached. ,-

THB:em 

Attachments: 
1. Gary Gustafson's letter of February 1$, 1978 
2. Terry Waldele 1 s message dated February 16, 1978 
3. John LaRiviere's menio dated February 14, 1978 
4. BCVSA's comments 
5. Terry Waldele's memo of February ·24, 1978 
6. Dick Benner's letter dated February 28, 1978 

• 
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. Department of Land Conservation and Development 

- 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 l projects, then it should also apply land use 
points criteria to ranking. Step l 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 l, 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. 

W1t1r Quality Division 
flop!. of Environmental Quafitv 



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, 

Gary Gustafson 
Field Representative 

GG:sd 

cc: .Wes Kvarsten 
Jim Ross 
Eldon Hout 
Bob Jackman, DEQ 
Nancy Tuor 
Brent Lake 
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COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

' 

Memorandum February 15, 1978 

To: DEQ Criteria Committee 

From: Terry Waldele 

Subject: Criteria List and Point Assignment 

Attached is the criteria list with 
mended by the CRAG Water Resources 
in prioritizing FY 1979 projects. 
were recommended at the Task Force 
1978. 

point assignments recom­
Task Force for use by DEQ 
These criteria and points 
meeting on February 8, 

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 
Col!IIllittee. 

TW/DH:ls 
3:1 
Attachment 
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Points 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

F 

Points 

95.63 
93.45 
82.09 
79.89 
68.45 
52.55 
48.00 

55.33 
38.67 
22.00 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

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 seq; 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 
violation. 

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 improve effluent 
quality of existing facilities. 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING 
(Same as DEQ 1 s Existing System) 

Segment 

WILLAMETTE BASIN 
Tualatin 
Willamette (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 



PROJECT TYPE 

Points 

10 Treatment 
5 Interceptor Replacement 
2 New Interceptor 
0 Collection 

POPULATION SERVED 

Points 

1-100 One point per percent of design populatio~ which is 
existing within the proposed Study Area: 

LAND USE PLANNING STATUS 

Points 

10 Project inside existing sewerage agency and inside LCDC 
approved Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) . 

8 Project inside LCDC approved UGB, but includes land 
outside existing sewerage agency. 

6 Project inside existing sewerage agency, inside an 
adopted UGB not yet approved by LCDC. 

4 Project inside adopted UGB that's not yet LCDC approved 
and includes land outside existing sewerage agency. 

2 Project inside existing sewerage agency, but UGB not 
adopted yet. 

0 Project outside existing sewerage agency, URG not 
adopted yet. 

POINT ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY: 

Project Need (A-F) 
Stream Segment 
Project Type 
Population Served 
Land Use Planning Status 

DH:ls:03 
S:205/l-2 

TOTAL 

High 

95.73 
10 

100 
10 

215.73 

Low 

22.0 
0 
l 
0 

'23.0 
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Water Resources Task Force 
Minutes of February 8, 197 8 
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I. CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM 

Chairman Joel Wesselman called the meeting to order in the 
absence of a quorum. 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Tom Sandwick noted that on page 7, he was counted as opposing 
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 B 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 motion 
to approve the minutes as amended. 

III. 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 CH2M 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 auning 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 quality, 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. He 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: 

l. 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 f.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. 
not possible, he would choose to fall back 
point allocation. 

If that were 
to a lower 

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 consolidating 
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 
Force 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 
questions on the wastewater management studies. One 
question 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 Connnis­
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. 

B. 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. 

C. 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:ls:03 
S:204/l-7 
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TO: Tom Blankenship 

FROM: John R. LaRiviere .;;;I{ 
Water Quality Planning Coordinator 

DISTRICT VIII WATER QUALITY PLANNING PROGRAM 
John L11Rivlere 

Coordinator 

DATE: February 14, 1978 

RE: 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 

sprawl resulting from sewer construction, but does indicate that land use 
planning constraints have prevented the elimination of documented health 
hazards. 

- The current review procedures for insuring LCDC compliance such as 
required County approval and DEQ/LCDC questionnaire are both fair and 
effective. 

- Recent developments in Medford and litigation 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. 
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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" level and which rank 
project within the need level. 

Other Revis ions 

1. Are you proposing a separate list for the 4% category? 
2. Will there also be a separate list 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 



COMMENTS ON DEQ CRITERIA ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS 

Page 2, Step 2 and Step 3 Projects, Item 1.: 

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 list 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: 

Agreethat question 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 catego.ry. "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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COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

527 S. W. HALL STREET 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

MEMORANDUM 

February 24, 197)-...__ ;,ol, 1 tvf~7V 
Tom Blankenship,~)' (''l 

Terry Waldele, CRAG ~ 

(503) 221-1646 

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: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

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. 

b. 

A recommendation for two separate lists: One 
for Step 1 construction grants and the second 
for Step 2 and 3 construction grants. 

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. 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

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 o?jft/{~ts (ten 
sample projects) for the proposed criteria i / the 
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:ls:Ol 
5:6-7 
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1000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 

February 28, 1978 

Mr. Thomas H. Blankenship 
Grant Priority Committee Chairman 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Blankenship.: 

oo~@~OW~[_ID 
FEB 2 8 1978 

Water Quality Division 
Dept. of Environmental Qualitv 

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 
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; al so within city 
limits. 

POINTS 

100 (or 10, 
depending on 
weight given 
to Land Use 
Planning Points) 

80 (8) 

60 (6) 

400 DE KUM BUILDING, 519 S.W. THIRD AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 223-4396 
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SITUATION 

Project serves or has 
reserve capacity to serve 
area within urban growth 
boundary not yet acknow­
ledged; al so serves area 
outside city limits. 

Project serves or has 
reserve capacity to serve 
only area within limits of 
city with no adopted urban 
growth boundary. 

POINTS 

40 (4) 

20 (2) 

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 
quality. 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 quality 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 criteria would serve no purpose if 
applied only to projects in the 4% set-aside for "rural 
communities" required 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. Tpere 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 questionnaire. 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. In short, the questionnaire 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 quality 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. 

RPB:g 

Very truly yours, 

Richard P. Benner 
Staff Attorney 
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POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Status Report - 14ater 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 l, 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
proj ect basis. 

Agri cul tu re 

The agriculture program contains six projects dealing with land 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 Soi 1 and \4ater 
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 project began under the Rogue Valley Counci 1 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. Work 
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 inform• 
ation on best management practices to the agricultural community. 
The Department entered into an agreement with the Oregon State 
Extension 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 is 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 Pol icy 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 various approaches over the past several months and is presently 
finalizing its recommendation to the Policy Advisory Committee. 

The Pol icy Advisory Committee wi 11 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 lands 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. S. 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 OSFD to complete this project. The OSFD 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 quality 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. 
It 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 p.roblems (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 is to develop a methodology 
which can be utilized 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 
quality control purposes which can be applied to all major streams in 
the State. The secondary purpose is to prioritize basins with streams 
suffering from water quality standards violations resulting from low 
flows. There is no intent to actually propose minimum flows. The basin 
prio.ritization 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 IVRD had, in turn, subcontracted the work to the private 
consulting firm of Tucson Myers and Associates. 

The project is now nearing completi-0n. 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 reasonable. 

The report will be printed and submitted for agency and public review 
and comment in the near future. 

Septic Tank and 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 engineering 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 into the 
statewide construction grant priority list. The pertinent information 
developed by this project will be utilized by the Department in the 
management of the Subsurface Program. 
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lnteragency 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 undergone several revisions in scope. 

A initial 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. 

Following 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 Agriculture 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. E0-78-08, "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 Oregon 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 local 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 l10 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 projects 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 
Voters 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 Drainage 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. 

Thomas J. Lucas:ak 
229-5284 
May 16, 1978 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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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 

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 compl lance schedule required submission of final engineer­
ing plans and specifications by February 15, 1978 and a proper and complete Step 
111 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 detenmine the specific acreeige and site 
configuration required. It 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
lected. 
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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 op1n1on 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 

1. Submit final engineering plans and specifications. 

2. Submit complete Step I II grant application. 

COMPLIANCE DATE 

July 1, 1978 

July 15, 1978 

2. It Is further recommended, however, that the eommisslon 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. 

RPR: gcd 
6 72-8204 

William H. Young 

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 

3 AMENDMENT OF THE DECEMBER 20, 1977 
COMMISSION ORDER NO. WQ-SWR-77-253 

4 TO THE CITY OF GOLD HILL, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

F I N A L 0 R D E R 

5 

6 WHEREAS the Commlsslon finds the·facts to be as follows: 

1 1. The Clty of Gold Hill ("Respondent") has not submitted final 

8 

9 

10 

11 

engineering plans and specifications by February 15, 1978 and 

a proper and complete Step II I grant application by March 15, 

1978, in violation of the Commission's Final Order No. 

WQ-SWR-77-253. 

12 2. Respondent was unable to comply with the above schedule due 

13 to time delays encountered in acquiring a plant site. 

14 3. Respondent acted in good faith in attempting to secure a 

15 site' through negotiation. 

16 4. Respondent has or wi 11 shortly have deed to the property on 

17 which the plant will be constructed. 

18 NOW THEREFORE, It Is hereby ordered that Paragraphs A(l) (a) and A(l) (b) 

19 of Final Order No. WQ-SWR-77-253 are amended as follows: A(l)(a) Submit complete 

20 and biddable final plans and specifications by July 1, 1978; A(l)(b) Submit proper 

21 and completed Step 111 grant appl !cation by July 15, 1978. 

22 IT IS SO ORDERED: 

23 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY COMM I SS I ON 

24 

25 

26 

Page 

BY...,..,..,..,,--....,.,--,.,--~--,""'"'~.,.-~~~~ 
William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Pur.suant to OAR 340-11-136(1) 



.• .. 

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 
Department, ) JACKSON COUNTY 

5 v. ) 
) 

6 CITY OF GOLD HILL, ) 
) 

7 Respondent. ) 

8 WHEREAS 

9 1. The Department of Environmental Quality ("Department") wi 11 soon issue 

10 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit ("Permit") 

11 Number (to be assigned 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 1972, 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 discharge adequately treated 

16 waste waters into waters of the State in conformance with the requirements, limita-

17 tions and conditions set forth in the Permit. The Permit expires on May 31, 1982. 

18 2. Condition l of Schedule A of the Permit does not allow Respondent to exceed 

19 the fol lowing waste discharge limitations after the Permit issuance date: 

20 Effluent Loadings 
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily 

21 Concentrations Average Average Maximum 
Parameter Monthly Weekly kg/day (lb/day) kg/day (lb/day) kg (lbs) 

22 Jun l - Oct 31 : 
BOD 30mg/l 45mg/l 9.7 (21 . 3) 14.5 (31.9) 19. 3 ( 42. 5) 

23 TSS 30mg/l 45mg/l 9.7 (21.3) 14.5 (31 .9) 19 .3 ( 42. 5) 

24 Nov l - May 31: 
BOD 30mg/l 45mg/l 19.3 ( 42. 5) 29.0 (63.8) 38.6 (85. l) 

25 TSS 30mg/l 45mg/l 19.3 ( 42. 5) 29.0 (63.8) 38.6 (85. 1) 

26 Ill 
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I 3. Respondent proposes to comply with all the above effluent limitations of 

2 its Permit by constructing and operating a new or modified waste water treatment 

3 facility. Respondent has not completed construction and has not commenced operation 

4 thereof. 

5 4. Respondent presently is capable of treating its effluent so as to meet the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

following effluent limitations, measured 

Average Effluent 
Concentrations 

Parameter Monthly Weekly 
Jun l - Oct 31 : 

BOD 40mg/1 60mg/l 
TSS 60mg/l 60mg/l 

Nov l - May 31 : 
BOD 60mg/1 60mg/l 
TSS 60mg/1 60mg/1 

as specified in the Perm l t: 

Effluent Loadings 
Monthly Weekly Dai 1 y 
Average Average Maximum 

kg/day (lb/day) kg/day (lb/day) kg (lbs) 

13 (28) 19 ( 4 3) 13 ( 56). 
19 (43) 19 (43) 38 (86) 

38 (86) 38 (86} 76 ( 172) 
38 (86) 38 (86) 76 ( 172) 

13 5. The Department and Respondent recognize and admit that: 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

a. Until the proposed new or modified 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 
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· .. 
' . 

.• 

I !::larch 1, 1977 and start plant construction by June 1, 1977, 

2 as required by Condition ST. 

3 6. The Department and Respondent also recognize that the Environmental 

4 Qual lty Commission has the power to Impose a cl vi 1 penalty and to issue an 

5 abatement order for any such violation. Therefore, pursuant to ORS 183.415(4), 

6 the Department and Respondent wish to resolve those violations in advance by 

7 stipulated final order requiring certain action, and waiving certain legal 

B rights to notices, answers, hearings and judicial review on these matters. 

9 7. The Department and Respondent Intend to limit the violations which this 

10 stipulated final order will settle to all those violations specified In paragraph 

11 5 above, occurring through (a) the date that compliance with all effluent llmlta-

12 tions is required, as specified In Paragraph A(l) below, or (b) the date upon 

13 which the Permit is presently scheduled to expire, whichever occurs first. 

14 8. This stipulated final order is not intended to settle any violation of 

IS any effluent limitations set forth In Paragraph 4 above. Furthermore, this 

16 stipulated final order is not Intended to limit, In any way, the Department's 

17 right to proceed against Respondent in any forum for any past or future violation 

18 not expressly settled herein. 

19 NOW THEREFORE, it ls stipulated and agreed that: 

20 A. The Environmental Quality Commission shall issue a final order: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(1) Requiring Respoadent to comply with the following schedule: 

(a) Submit complete and biddable final plans and specifi­

cations by February 15, 1978. 

(b) Submit proper and complete Step 11 I grant 

application by March 15, 1978. 

26 (c) Start construction within four (4) months of 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Step I II grant offer. 

(d) Submit a progress report within ten (10) months 

of Step II I grant offer. 

(e) Complete construction within sixteen (16) months 

of Step I I I grant offer. 

(f) Demonstrate compliance with the final effluent 

limitations specified in Schedule A of the Permit 

within sixty (60) days of completing construction. 

(2) Requiring Respondent to meet the interim effluent limitations set 

10 forth in Paragraph 4 above until the date set in the schedule A(l) above for 

11 achieving compliance with the final effluent limitations. 

12 (3) Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, schedules and 

13 conditions of the Permit, except those modified by Paragraphs A(l) and (2) above. 

14 B. Regarding the violations set forth in Paragraph 5 above, which are ex-

15 pressly settled herein, the parties hereby waive any and all of their rights under 

16 United States and Oregon Constitutions, statutes and administrative rules and 

17 reg.ulations to any and all notices, hearings, judicial review, and to service of a 

18 copy of the final order herein. 

19 C. Respondent acknowledges that it has actual notice of the contents and 

20 requirements of this stipulated and final order and that failure to fulfill any of 

21 the requirements hereof would constitute a violation of this stipulated final order. 

22 Therefore, should Respondent commlt any·violatlon of this stipulated final order, 

23 Respondent hereby walves any rights it might then have to any and all ORS 468. 125(1) 

24 advance notices prior to the assessment of civil penalties for any and all such 

25 violations. However, Respondent does not waive its rights to any and all ORS 468. 135 

26 (1) notices of assessment of civil penalty for any and all violations of this stipulated 

Page 4 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER 



J ··', ;- ' ",. 

.. 

final order. 

2 

3 

4 Date: 
IJEC Z U fl// 

5 

6 

7 

8 Date: 

9 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

By 11)1 W.tbw. "·~ WILLIAM H. YOU 
Director 

RESPONDENT 

By \~ (/4111'( r{ ) f) <91 N< 'Ji ./ 

Name Frances Brown 
Tit 1 e · City Council President 

10 FINAL ORDER 

11 IT JS SO ORDERED: 

12 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMM I SS I ON 

13 

14 Date: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. K, May 26, 1978, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Field Burning Regulations - Proposed Temporary 
Rule Revision to Agricultural Burning Rules 
OAR Chapter 340, Sections 26-005 through 26-030 

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 following areas: 

1. Tighter control of south priority acreage under north wind conditions, 

2. Increased rel lance on backfiring and strip-1 ighting techniques, 

3. Greater reliance on the moisture content concept, and 

4. A reduction in the total number of acres burned. 

With 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: 

"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 herelnabove. 11 
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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 
negotiations continued through the week of May 22, 1978, with DEQ staff members 
periodically providing technical and experentlal Inputs. The rule revisions 
proposed are based on the latest known negotiations. 

Statement of Need 

The Environmental Quality Commission Is requested to consider adoption, as 
temporary rules, proposed, revised Agricultural Field Burning Rules (OAR, 
Chapter 340, Section 26-005 to 26-030). 

a. Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 and ORS 468.460. 

b. Need 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 air quality. 

3. To establish acreage allocation procedures and the acreage for 
which permits may be issued. 

c. Documents Relied Upon: 

I. Letter from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
Region X, Regional Administrator, Donald P. Dubois, to the 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Director, William H. 
Young, January 27, 1978, Including attached legal analysis. 

2. Carroll, John J., George E. Miller, James F. Thompson, and Ellis 
F. Darley, "The Dependence of Open Field Burning Emissions and 
Plume Concentrations on Meteorology, Field Conditions and 
Ignition Technique," Atmospheric Environment, Vol. 11, pp. 
1037-1050, Pergamon Press, 1977. 

3. Co1TY11unlcation from Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority to DEQ 
on January 24, 1978. 

4. Staff report from Will lam H. Young, Director, Department of 
Environmental Quality, presented at the February 24, 1978, EQC 
Hearing. 

5. Communication from Oregon State University to the Environmental 
Qua I ity Commission presented at the February 24, 1978, EQC 
Hearing. 

6. Public testimony received at the February 24, 1978, EQC Hearing. 



7. Written testimony submitted by the City of Eugene, March 7, 1978. 

8. Written testimony submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, March 7, 
1978. 

9. Written testimony submitted by Oregon State University, March 3, 
1978. 

10. Letter from Robert G. Davis, Public Affairs Council, received 
March 1 , 1978. 

11. Opinion No. 7575 from Oregon Attorney General, received Feb­
ruary 28, 1978. 

12. Letter from Oregon Attorney General regarding Opinion Request 
OP-4295 received March 12, 1978. 

13. Staff report from William H. Young, Director, Department of 
Environmental Quality, presented at March 17, 1978, Special EQC 
Meeting. 

14. Staff report from William H. Young, Director, Department of 
Environmental Quality present at March 31, 1978, EQC Meeting. 

15. "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. 

16. Letter from U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region X 
Administrator, Donald P. Dubois to William H. Young, Director, 
Department of Environmental Quality, April 26, 1978. 

17. Memorandum from City of Eugene to Regional Administrator Donald 
P. Dubois, EPA, April 11, 1978. 

18. Memorandum from Terry Smith, Environmental Analyst, City of 
Eugene to Administrator, Donald P. Dubois, Region X, EPA, April 
13, 1978. 

19. Personal communication with Dr. Harold Youngberg, Department of 
Crop Science, Oregon State University, May 23, 1978. 

20. Memorandum and attachments regarding "Field Straw and Stubble 
Moistures," Thomas R. Miles, May 23, 1977. 

Evaluation 

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 Commission ls charged with the responsibility to act on appl 1ca­
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: 

J. 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 visibility 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 Jn the March 31, 1978, staff report, If south priority burning 
on north winds Is eliminated a biased reduction Jn overall burning would be 
expected along with a reduction in Impact. The reduction In smoke Impact Is 
expected to alter this year 1s 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 analysis. 

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 I imited 
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-Springfield and other priority areas. 

In addition to Identifying special priority areas and quotas, the proposed 
new rules would not prohibit burning upwind of highways If highway visibility 
Is maintained 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 Jost. In the south val Jey, 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-light Burning Techniques 

Backfire 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 would require that all 
annaul ryegrass, cereal, and bentgrass fields be burned using backfire and strip-
1 ight techniques. It is also proposed that this technique be used to minimize 
visibility reductions along highways when smoke is expected to affect 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 headflrlng 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. (t should be noted that long term yield information requires 
several years' study to be statistically significant so Initial data would be 
from observational studies for plant burnout only. 

3, Greater Rel lance on Moisture 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 available prior to rule adoption In 
March. After reviewing additional M.C. information, it ls evident that the 
stubble and regrowth materials exhibit much higher moisture contents than does 
the loose straw under similar field conditions. Moisture contents of stubble 
are also highly variable over small areas and do not change appreciably with 
diurnal variations in relative humidity. Loose straw M.C. follows more closely 
humidity changes and ls a better Indicator of the "burnabll lty" of the field. 
California 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 their associated 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 ls proposed to remove the 
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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 field 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 meteorological conditions with only an Indirect relationship to 
annual burning totals. The seed Industry has not, In general, supported annaul 
acreage l Imitations. 

During negotiations 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 field burning emissions. 

The presently proposed rules would have the following effects: 

I. Would allow regular permitted field burning up to 180,000 acres 
unless air qua I lty criteria proposed for the Eugene~Springfield 
area are exceeded. 

2. If air qua I lty 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 al lowed 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 limitation and only on those days that the 
Department may designate after the 150,000 acre cut-off date 
as unlimited ventilation days. 

These rules were proposed after consideration of the following: 

I. No final agreement suggesting alternative acreage amounts resulted 
from the Seed Council/City 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 significant reductions In smoke 
Intrusion Into Eugene-Springfield due to stricter control of south 
priority area burning. 

The Attorney General 1s response to Opinion Request OP-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." 

ft Is believed that the adoption of the attached proposed rules would result 
in much reduced field burning smoke Impact on air qua I tty 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 outlined in 
response to the questions of Chairman Richards (Attachment II) should improve 
results from available data. 

Questions regarding disparate Impact of south priority burning restrictions 
on 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 field 
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 I, 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 Commission take the following 
actions: 
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J. Acknowledge as of record the consultation with and reco11JT1endations 
of Oregon State University and the Department and any other parties 
consulted pursuant to ORS 468.460(3) as revised by HB 2196. 

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. Is necessary In order to obtain Information 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 recorrrnendations 
made to the Corrrnission 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. 

SAF/pas 
5/24/78 
Attachments (2) 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 



Attachment I 

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 

October31. 
(b) "Winter Burning Season" means the eight month period from November 

through June 30. 
(2) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Qua] ity. 
(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 fol lowing 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 Highway 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, [Sregon] 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 norther] wind conditions and which are defined as follows: 

a The priority area adjacent to Highway 99W between the Lane County 
northern boundary and ~e ~frp;r-i""~tcl"e.ld priority area boundar . 

b The priority area a Jae n'e to Highway 99E and U. S. Interstate 5 
between the Halsey-Shedd Rural Fire Protection District southern boundary and 
the Albany southern priority area boundar . 

c The southwest quadrant of the priority areas surrounding the cities of 
Albany and Lebanon. 

(7) [f6l-J "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). 

"[----]" represents material deleted 
Underlined material represents proposed additions 
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(8) [frt) "Southerly Winds" means winds coming from directions in the south 
half 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 

JlQl [f8f] "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 
fol lowing: 

(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 issuing 
agents or agencies in the Willamette Valley. 

(11) [f9t) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 
Tf2T [f+St) "Local Fire Permit Issuing 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 DRS 477,515, 477.530, 476.380 
or 478,960. 

(13) [f+HJ "Open Field Burning Permit" means a permit issued by the Department 
pursuaii"i:""""to ORS 468.458. 

(14) [f+2t) "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) [f+3t] "Validation Number" means a unique three-part number issued by a 
local-rT"re 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) [f+4tl "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 
length 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) [HSl"J "Approved Field Sanitizer" means any field burning device that has 
been approved by the Department as an alternative to open field burning. 

(20) [f+Gtl "Approved Experimental Field Sanitizer" means any field burning 
device that has been approved by the Department for trial as a potential alterna­
tive to open burning or as a source of information useful to further development 
of field sanitizers. 
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(21) [f+rrl "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 grain stubble or accumulated straw residue at a point 10 
feet or more behind a field sanitizer. 

(22) [f+8r] "Leakage" means any smoke resulting from the use of a field 
sanitizer which is not vented through a stack and is not classified as after-smoke. 

(23) [H9rl "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 field burning, the operation of which Is expected to 
contribute Information useful to further development and Improved performance of 
field sanitizers. 

(24) [fl!Br] "Approved Alternative Method (s)" means any method approved by 
the Department .to be a satisfactory alternative method to open field burning. 

(25) [fl!HJ "Approved Interim Alternative Method" means any interim method 
approvea--by the Department as an effective method to reduce or otherwise minimize 
the impact of smoke from open field burning. 

(26) [fl!l!r] "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 field 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 field 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 paid pursuant to ORS 468.480(l)(b) and a validation number is 
obtained from the appropriate local fire permit issuing agency for each field 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 
grain crops shall be issued only If the person seeking the permits submits to the 
Issuing authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation that the acreage 
to be burned will be planted to seed crops (other than cereal grains, hairy 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 slte'fat al I times during the burning 
operation and said permit shall be made available for at least one year after 
expiration for inspection upon request by appropriate 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 1 to October 15. Weekly summaries 
shall be mailed and postmarked no later than the first working day of the 
fol lowing week. 

[fht-A++-debrt!;-e~tttngs-end-pr~ntng!-!ne++-be-dry;-e+een+y-steeked-end 
free-of-dtrt-end-green-meterta+-prtor-to-betng-b~rned;-to-tns~re-es-neer+y­
eomp+ete-eomb~!tfon-es-po!stb+e,] 

[f+t-No-s~b!tenee-or-meterte+-~nfeh-norme++y-emfts-dense-smoke-or-fobfnox+o~s 
odors-mey-be-~sed-for-e~x+++ery-f~e+-+n-the-+gnttfng-of-debr+s;-e~tttngs-or 
pr~n+ng!•] 

(h) [fjt] 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) All 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 possible. 

(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 

pruni(~)·G~;;\}~f~l~l~'i;~il /'\;~'f~~ned having a loose straw moisture content exceeding 
!,)~wet weight basis exce t such moisture content restrictions may be waived b 

the Department when unlimited 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) (Hl"J In accordance with ORS 468.450 the Department shal 1 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) [f4tl Any person open field burning under these rules shall actively 
extinguish all flames and major smoke sources when prohibition conditions are 
imposed by the Department. Normal after smoulder excepted. 

26-011 CERTIFIED ALTERNATIVE TO 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 shal 1 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 sha 11 not be enforced. 
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Applications shall be submitted ln writing to the Department and shall 
Include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(i) Design plans and specifications; 
(II) Acreage and emission performance data and rated capacities; 

(ill) Details regarding availability of repair 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 follows: 

(I) Main stack: 20% average opacity; 
(ii) Leakage: not to exceed 20% of the total emissions. 

(iii) 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 machine. 

(C) In the event of the development of significantly superior field sani­
tizers, the Department may decertify approved pilot field sanitizers previously 
approved, except that any unit built prior to this decertification In accordance 
with specifications of previously approved pilot field sanitizers shall be 
allowed to operate for a period not to exceed seven-years from the date of deliv­
ery provided that the unit Is adequately maintained as per (2)(c)(A). 

(c) Operation and/or modification of approved pilot field sanitizers. 
(A) Operating approved pilot 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 rapidly as 
practicable. 

(D) Open fires away from the sanitizers shall be extinguished as rapidly 
as practicable. 

(3) Experimental field sanitizers not meeting the emission 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. 

(c) Adequate water supply shall be available to extinguish open fires 
resulting from the operation of field sanitizers. 

(4) Propane Flamers. Propane flaming ls an approved alternative to open field 
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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 
pr act i cab 1 e. 

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 registration. 

(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 1 imitations 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 lo-4 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 accordingly, 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 
by the Department, and 1\01 k"x'J( 
// ··· (Br··.rhe Commission may establish a further acreage 1 imitation.~ver and · 

//above the 150,000 acre limitation and authorize permits to be issued 
( pursuant thereto, in order to provide growers of Bent grass seed crops 

)::.~\ . 1' LI l\ i I 
I (o \, i 
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and other late maturing seed crops opportunity to burn equivalent to that 
afforded growers of earlier maturing crops. 

(c) [~bf) During 1979 and each year thereafter shall be determined and 
estabTTShed by the Commission [by-den~ery-t-of-t979-end] by January I of each 
odd year [tnereefter]. ['fn+•-determ+netton] The Commission shal I [be-mede] 
after taking into consideration the factors listed in subsection (2) of ORS 
468.460, [•nett]by 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 (OSU) and may consult with other interested agencies. 

(3) Acres burned on any day by approved field sanitizers and approved 
exper.imental field sanitizers and propane flamers shal 1 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 al lowed 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, [Eeen 
yeer] 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-in/one-out basis under the supervision 
of the Department. Transfer of a 1 locations 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 [.fi')-] (6) and [.f8)-] (7) of this subsection no fire district 
shall allow acreage to be"i)Urned in excess of their allocations assigned pursuant 
to (b), (c) and (d) above. 
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(6) [fttl 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 scientific data, or training of personnel or demon­
strating specific practices. The Department shall maintain a record of each 
experimental burn and may require a report from any person conducting an experi­
mental burn stating factors such as: 

1. Date, time and acreage of burn. 
2. Purpose of burn. 
3. Results of burn compared to purpose. 
4. Measurements used, If any. 
5. 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 regular 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) [f8t) Pursuant to ORS 468.475(6) and (7) the Commission may permit the 
emergency open burning under the following 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 analysis shall Include an itemized statement of the applicant's 
net worth and include a discussion of potential alternatives and probable 
related 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: 
I) time field investigation was made, 

ii) location and description of field, 
iii) crop, 

iv) Infesting disease, 
v) extent of Infestation (compared to normal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative 

control procedures, 
viii) 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: 

i) time field Investigation was made, 
ii) location and description of field, 

i i i) crop, 
iv) infesting insect, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alternative 

control procedures, 
viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control. 

(D) Irreparable damage to the land documented by an: 
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 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: 

I) time of field investigation, 
Ii) location and description of field, 

i 11) crop, 
iv) type and characteristics of soil, 
v) slope and drainage characteristics of field, 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative 

control procedures, 
viii) 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) [f91l 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) [f+e1] The Department may on a fire district by fire district basis, 
issue-rlmitations more restrictive than those contained in these regulations when 
in their judgment it is necessary to attain 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. All 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. 
(c) Prohibition conditions: Forecast northerly winds, a mixing depth of 

3500 feet or less, and/or relative humidity greater than 50 percent. 
(d) Unlimited 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 [or],L priority area quotas, or special priority area quotas as listed 
in Table 1, attached 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 ls allowed ln 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 ls allowed in that jurisdiction. 

(C) The special priority area suota represents the number of areas allowed 
within the special p.!:lorlty areas of a permit jurisdiction on a marginal day when 
onl s ecial rlorlt area burnln is al lowed in that 'urlsdiction. 

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 ls 50 acres or less, a permit may be issued to include all the 
acreage in one field providing that field does not exceed 100 and provided further 
that no other permit is issued for that day. For 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
tilation conditions when necessary to attain and maintain air quality. 

(c) 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 
fol lowing: 

(A) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 
![.]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-S rin field 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 
limited to the following: 

(A) North Valley: One basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 
in the following permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes Crossing, Marion County 
District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sub] imity, and the Marion County portion of the 
Clackamas-Marion Forest Protection District. One priority area quota my be issued 
in accordance with Table I for priority area burning in all other North Valley 
jurisdictions. 

(B) South Valley: One basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table I. 
(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 techniques 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 [eny-etty;-atrport;-or-htghwey-wtthtn-e-prtortty 
eree-~n+ess-the-mtxtng-hetght-+s-foreeest-greeter-then-4;999-feet7] the Eugene­
Springfield non-attainment area. 

[fEf-A++-so~th-prtor+ty-eereeges-+oeeted-~pwtnd-of-the-E~gene-Sprtngftefd 
p r+or + ty-e rea- she+ +-be-b ~ rned- ~ s + ng -be el< tn g-f +re -or- +n to- t he-w+n d- ~tr:+ p,+ ~gh t tng 
tee"1n+q~es-;-exeept-es-pro'o'tded-by-26-9+5~4Heh l ', ~['P 1 J d liH; cxJ.(.' ·-"~-\ ', ·{-i <\ ''d I 

(e) Restrictions on burning techni ues. · :--.J' VllJ.iiJ(l,~{\W ~_, ') 'VLL~Ji 
A All annual grass seed crops, cereal crops, an .bentgrass crops shall be 

burned using backfire or into-the-wind strip burning methods except when unlimited 
ventilation conditions exist. 

8) [fetl The Department sha 11 require other cro ty es [eereeges] to be 
burned using [beektng-f+re] backfire or into-the-wind strip fi-ghttng] burning 
techniques when, in the Department's judgment, use of such techniques will reduce 
adverse effects on air quality. 
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[f5*-After-September-+;-+978;-no-f+e+d-she++-be-b~rned-"hfeh-hes-en-everege 
f~e+-mofst~re-eontent-greeter-then-29-pereent-"et-"efght-bes+s;-es-determ+ned-by 
~s+ng-the-Bepertment-of-Envfronmente+-a~e++ty-f~e+-mo+st~re-test-proeed~res,] 
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TABLE l 

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 Miils RFPD 

Total 

Marion County 

Aumsv 111 e RFPD 

Aurora-Donald RFPD 

Drakes Crossing RFPD 

Hubbard RFPD 

Jefferson RFPD 

Marlon County #1 

Marion County Unprotected 

Mt. Angel RFPD 

Basic 

50 

50 

Quota 

[59] 100 

75 

50 

50 

-2.Q. 

[375] 425 

[59] 100 

50 

[59] 100 

50 

225 

[+ea] 200 

50 

50 

Priority 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

0 

0 

50 

50 

50 

0 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Marion County (continued) 

St. Paul RFPD 

Salem City 

Silverton RFPD 

Stayton RFPD 

Sublimity RFPD 

Turner RFPD 

Woodburn RFPD 

Total 

Polk County 

Polk County Non-District 

Southeast Rural Polk 

Southwest Rural Polk 

Total 

Washington County 

Cornelius RFPD 

Forest Grove RFPD 
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TABLE I 

(cont 1 nued) 

Forest Grove, State Forestry 

Hillsboro 

Washington County RFPD #1 

Washington County FPO #2 

Total 

Bas le 

125 

50 

Quota 

Priority 

0 

50 

(399] 600 0 

[+59] 300 0 

[l!59] 500 0 

50 50 

.!& ....2E. 
[+675]2575 [l!99] 350 

50 

400 

125 

575 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

....2E. 
300 

0 

50 

....2E. 
100 

0 

0 

0 

50 

50 

....2E. 
150 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Yamhill County 

Amity RFPD 

Carlton RFPD 

Dayton RFPD 

Dundee RFPD 

McMinnville RFPD 

Newberg RFPD 

Sheridan RFPD 

Yamhill RFPD 

North Valley Total 
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TABLE I 

(continued) 

Quota 

Basic Priority 

125 50 

50 0 

50 50 

50 0 

150 75 

50 50 

75 50 

.J.£. .J.£. 
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TABLE 1 

(continued) 

SOUTH VALLEY AREAS 

County/Fire District Quota 
Special 

South Valley Counties Basic Priority Priority 

Benton County 

County Non-District & Adair 350 175 0 

Cerva 11 is RFPD 175 125 0 

Monroe RFPD 325 50 0 

Phi I omath RFPD 125 JOO 0 

Western Oregon RFD JOO 22.. g, 

Total 1075 500 0 

Lane County 

Coburg RFPD 175 50 0 

Creswell RFPD 75 100 0 

Eugene RFPD 

(Zumwa It RFPD) 50 50 0 

Junction City RFPD 325 50 50 

Lane County Non-District JOO 50 0 

Lane County RFPD #I 350 150 50 

Santa Clara RFPD 50 50 0 

Thurston-Walterville 50 50 0 

West Lane RPO _2..Q. 0 g, 

Total 1225 550 JOO 

Linn County 

Albany RFPD (Inc. N. Albany, Palestine, 
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 125 50 

Brownsville RFPD 750 100 2£. 
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TABLE l 

(cont l nued) 

County/Fire District Quota 
Special 

South Valle~ Counties Basic Priority Priorit:t 

Linn County (continued) 

Halsey-Shedd RFPD 2050 200 2£ 
Harrisburg RFPD 1350 50 0 

Lebanon RFPD 325 325 2£ 
Lyons RFPD 50 0 0 

Scio RFPD 175 50 0 

Tangent RFPD 925 325 ~ 

Total 6250 1225 250 

South Valley Total 8550 22.75 350 
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26-020 WINTER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS. 
(I) Classification of atmospheric conditions: 
(a) Atmospheric conditions 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 auxilllary liquid or gaseous fuel is used such 
that combustion is essentially complete, or an approved field sanitizer Is used. 

(c) Priority 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 
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. 

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, 
476.380 and 478.960 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of at 
least $20, but not more than $40 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 who violates 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 FACIL1TIES. 

(I) As provided in ORS 468. 150, approved alternative methods or approved 
alternative facilities are eligible for tax credit as pollution control facilities 
as described in ORS 468.155 through 468.190. 

(2) Approved alternative fact I itles eligible for pollution control facility 
tax credit shall include: 

(a) Mobile equipment including but not limited to: 
(A) Straw gathering, denslfylng and handling equipment. 
(B) Tractors and other sources of motive power. 
(C) Trucks, trailers, and other transportation equipment. 
(D) Mobile field sanitizers (approved models and approved pilot models) 
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and associated fire control equipment. 
(E) Equipment for handling all forms of processed straw. 
(F) Special straw incorporation equipment. 
(b) 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 their 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 pol lutlon 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 1 imited to: 

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for 

addition a 1 in format ion. 
(iii) Description of alternative method to be used. 
(iv) A complete 1 isting 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) If, 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, it shall, within 60 days, issue 
a preliminary certification of approval. If 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 following: 

(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. 
(iii) 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, handling 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. 
(8) Upon receipt of a properly completed application for certification 

for tax credit for approved alternative facilities or any subsequently 
requested 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 DAR 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 DRS 468.170(5). 
(a) As provided in DRS 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 DRS 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 DRS 307.405, 316.097 and 317.072. 



Attachment 11 

Joe Richards DATE: i!11y 12, l97fi 

FRO~: A1r Quality Division 

SU(iJECT; Rewirding the Proposed Field Durning Surveillance iletwork ar:d Data 
Analysis 

Tilt• fo11c<;ing <>.re responses to the questions which you posed rrior t'.l the Environ­
-·(·ri~-1 f11·· 11·tv Cll'""c1"ssion r"ne+i-n on '"'1·1·1 2" 1"7" · !.,, \..~t ~U(~. -.; _:., . ._i, • "~ v Jl:r . t'>;J .',#t ~ v. 

1. '.Jiii ~i-2 know at the end of this sea5on the er;issfons frou: v<Jrious ty;"es of 
s;rass stubb'le given dfffererlt "'oist11re content and li:)htin;:; _!.echnic,;,ies? firM will 
11e kr.011 that? · · 

It is propose.:!, at this tir:e, to conduct an er\ission stuc1y which would deter­
mine absolute e;,Jissions from grass fields, tne appropriat(' c~ission filctors 
to be ;ipp1ied to such open field burning, 1md to deternine sonethin•} of 
the nature of the particulate matter produced. The ewissicn study, ilS is 
currently er.visioned, would produce pre1ininary data suitabie for inclusion 
in the State I1:~pkr.:1:mtation Plan to be subidtted in early 1979. It would 
acdrr:ss, in particular, the effect of lighting techniq•Jes on the production 
of particulate il.nd its ea!:eup. He will, in addition, be able to co~:pare 
such enission data ~lith the r:;oisture content which existed in the field at 
the time of li!Jhtir.g. l·'.e are exrecting to be able to an;i1yze, throu~h 
stati:;t1ca1 f:.cans, what effect the t'Cisturo content r-,~ay have haJ on the 
tctal emissions. However, the proposed 110rk is pointi:d 1~-0re directly at the 
effect of 1i'.2hting techniques. Additknal work i'.JaY !,e conducted in future 
S??aS!lns if r•:quired. 

2. Bow r.»Jcb will we l;r.c~1 about where the s1mkc goes, i.e., 1n what directfcm, 
11h,, t <oo<!s up and ccr;es down, how lon9 it fl cats around, etc.? 

Thr: L'eoartr-::ent. proposes two <;tudies Hhich should efff.ctively ans11er the points 
ir. question 2. Th,; field burning r.'cnitoring netv10rk tii11 rrcvide inforc,ation 
en the ~ffccts of srr1oke. ror nx~~n::~1c. in i~hat directi-or. it gees and hov.1 ions 
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it floats around, and its general trajectory will be described for the 
southurn : . .:i1la1~<:tte Villley. J\r. additional study which proposes to evaluate 
p lur.e rise as it is effected by varfous 1 i<Jhting techr.iques will dettrr.:ine 
the dispersion qualities of the plu;;,e, The data fron the ;r.onitor1r.g net­
wcrk ar.d tlie pluce evalua.tfon study 1~111 be used to validate the liver:r.cre 
Regional tdr Quality f·:Odel which is being aµpliet! to the Hilla~tte Valley 
throu;.1h reSl!arch ongoir.r; at Oregon State University. Once this r~el is 
ful1y inp1e:;:ented. we will be able to describe withfn the accuracy of the 
r.:odel, the air quality iqn1cts of various sources, including field burnin9, 
in tile ~Ji1 la~;ette Va 11 ey. · 

3. liow ir.uch will we know allout what chanr,es occur in the sfioke as it fs being 
transport.-;d. e ,g •• phi:rtochemica 1 reactions. particulate accu~1ul <l tfons. etc.? 

The plUDe evaluation study and the field burning surveillance. network study 
conl:dnr; to answer qticstions re!]aroing ffeld burnin;; p1uii:-e reactions. It 
should be pointed out th.st these studies m;;y not bi;! tcti;lly definitive due 
to nore emphasis placed on other determinations. Hc\'iever, scm~ very u::eful 
data wil1 be co11cct!ld. First, the p;;rticu1ate size distribution in the 
pltr~ ~il1 be ceterrcined ~s a part of the r1ume eva1u~ticn stucty. Further, 
the p1ur;1es ~iill be tracked by an instrur.£nte<l <1ircr;:;ft PrClvided by EPA to 
deterc·dnc photocheroical reactions which r.ay take nlace within the plume. 
Til•J tendf:ncies of fie1d burning pi:rticubte to chari1" siz<:? r.''1Y !J.e r:sti<t.~ted 
throu9h µarticulate size- distr~butic~n studies coriductf"d <:s p~ir-t cf the 
pfo::-e evaluation ~;erk. lioi-:evr;r, it is not conterp1ate<l that truly l0ng­
range, well-aged piu;;ces wil1 bo cbserv<>t1e as par-t of this evaluation. Such 
h~Vrk r"-.ay iIJve to be c0nc1udt:d in f~lture seasons.. r ... cor.i~rehe-nsive airer;;: ft 
survey is requir(;d to oetomine ch;;1:1ical coruposition Gf r-;iteria1. F;mdinq 
for such a stucly is uncertain at this tiille. 

4. Hew r::>Uch uncertainty will there be in r'easuring ii~pacts cf the sr:oke at 
vcri·Jus receptor sites? 

' 

Th<: fie 1 d burning s•.irvei 11 a nee 11et1xirk ir.ccrpcri\te:s 2s part of its data 
m:a 1ys is an e 1 e:1<en t ba 1 a rice r:.ethod b'her<eby che1:;i ca 1 "''! tter as erd tte<l frOP.' 
various sources r,;ay bi! "na1yzed using statistical o.nd cor-;r:uter r.-ethods 
after it is colfocted on the filter 1reclia. This systes allows estin•ites 
to be r.·<ide cf the impact of individual sources on individu.:il receptor sites. 
Analysis of this tyre of work done in other .1reas indotes rossib1e erroi-s 
011 the order cf 10l:'. to 15Z. $1,Jch error r'ay te so1,·ct-1hat larger in the c~.se 
cf field J:nwnin9 where the expected emissim~s include a variety of sirrd1ar 
or-::.:;:inic particulates. To rdninfzc error Gn i<lentifht.le tr~cer is of sfg­
nific.'\nt V<tlur~. To this Pnd the Dcoilrtr::ent has sour.ht to dett?r;r;ine such ;i 

trc,cor so that fie1d burnin~! ;inti s1ash burniw; r:ay be individually id~ntiffod. 
Tc J~1te~ co.;;bintltions of cr~anic 1,~~teri3ls htlvt been iCcntffieC ~~hich appear 
to stdtably identify field Lurnfng ::1nd sbsh burninri. 0ther scurccs which 
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will have different chenica1 n;ai;eups, including inorg;rnk materials, 
should be identifiable with a hiqher de1iree of certah'ty. Any source 
;;hi ch contains a peculiar eler,:ent, e.g., l•:ad fr0;.,, the exhaust em'issfons 
of <Jutcr.:oobi1<'s. tr-<'.Y be ident1fi!?.tl with errors less than 10i. 

5. If we do not have cet:plete data on einiss1cns factors ar.d ct:ei•iical ch;in0es 
<lurin<J transport, how can Wi'.! use an eia~.ent balance techniq~ie tc determine er 
predict Si'ilQke i~pact? 

The Departi;:ent proposes to conduct the emissions study as already stat!:d 
which would detert'.ine enissior.s factors applicable to field burninr;. 
Further. the Departr.,ent does not have inforc;ation indicating that par­
ticulate rr-.atter undergo siqnificant chemical changes in <in a')ini:; p1w.'e 
(h::J~1ever, gaseous polhrtants do undergo significant chet:1ica1 reactions). 
Prdir.iim;ry work indicntes that approximately 45% to 50~ of the particulate 
r;~tter cc11ectod as a result of field b>;rning are hit;h i;-;01ecu1ar \iei9ht 
orsanics which are not expected to change siqnificantly in chemical r;.ake­
up under ;i,diient conditions. A carbon b;i lance technique wi11 be er.:r 1 oyed 
to further analyze the source/receptor rt.:1ationship for fie1d b<irnir.g. 

L If we do net h~ve a clear idea about transport conditions. hew c1rn ~IE 
rJicvc1op <• triljectory analysis? 

Eoch of the proposed ten s1tes \1ithin the fic1d burninq surveil1znce net­
w0rk wi11 hilva as part of its equip1~cnt a n;tcorolo:;ical st;itirm desic::ned 
to deterr1ine surface v:ind speed .1nd Circcticn. In a<l<liticr. to this, then; 
will be efforts to collect all avai1ab1e !.lpper •1ind fnfcr::;;ition includir:9 
soundings fro;~ Sa1ern and Viedfor<l, piiot w.11ocn wind sour.dim1s as pa'rt of 
the p1ur.,:: ;;valo.~atiGn study and as conductec by Lane Regional Air Po1iuticn 
Authority am! the r.r:q. Further upper air d<iUl will be accunulated as 
necessary infornation for the sr;:oke i:iana!;IY'.Y.int progra1:i cperations. These 
inclu<ie t-oth pilot bal icon wind so1mdin9s and teqierature soundir.•;s con­
ducted by the DEQ ;;ircraft. llased on this available irifcn.ation, the 
Dq1artt;ent propos€s to use a pcrtfon of the URAQ 1::ode1 <lesigncd to develop 
wind flow fields such that they ray be detcrr.cined within the accur1Jcy of 
the i.1odel. However, it fs not proposed to develop a long ran<y:• trajectory 
<inalysis as part of the ffo1d burning stll(!y, .:>s it is not <lee-med n>?cessary 
to deveiop such a detailed analysis when trajectories are li<llited by the 
confin;;s of the Hilla::ette Va11ey ai:d closFJ r-dctior.ship of rr.ajor field 
burr.ing an<l the Eugenc-Sµringfield z,rea. 

7. If we do not know o;dssfons and the specific ar::<is \1hc>re burning occurs, 
l!Dil wi11 the develo;;ment of LIP.AO <issist us'? 

As stated prt!viof..:s1y, the DEG <~oe.s pl3n tt:; ccn:."!uct er.ission test pro~:rc.1t,;s 
frci;1 which e:r,~issicn factors will b€> <leve1c~peJ. In ad<l1ticn,, ~ five C3-y 
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ill tens iv;) f.'{l!li torinq period is sp::>cified durfo9 the field burning seasons. 
Durins this period both specific areas of hurr.s and tkes will be c;athered 
along with the nonitcring data Hhich is routinely collcc~d as part cf the 
survei Hance prcgra;:;. These five days of the intensive study of the 
scurce/receptcr re laticnship are to provide the bas is for c11 libra ti on of 
tho LI?AQ mo<lol. 

8. \.1111 we know ;it this ti~e ne::d:: year thJt if ~1e burn l ,DC-0 acres of annual 
rye grass near Junction City by a particular lighting technique and particular 
:,,eteorological conditions with a particular r::oisture ccr.tent what impact it r.:;,y 
h11v1; fo Eugene? l!hy not? 

Yes, wittlin the limii:iltions of data accui71ulation as describf.'d in the pre­
ceding q1.iestions ;;.r.d within the accur:icy of the modeling capabilities of 
LrnAQ. 

':). lii1l W!: kno~1 next year what effocts backfiring lrns on perennials and 1ow 
leve1 s:,,oke ;m:ounts7 

\:le should be able to deterdne the effect of b:ickfirin(! en 1o11 lev;;l sro0ke 
ar:~unts through the p1ur:.e evaluation study and the er;issfon factor stur:y 
prev1ously t:'t'Cposed. Sor:f! dctcrtiinution may be 1~Je of the effects of back­
firing on perendal:; in t\:r::os of observ11bie burr.out by Septed><:r. However, 
these resu1ts will be pre1ir::inary end will cnly be GU<.uitifichfo in terr:s of 
the percent of field aµparer.tly bi.!l'n<:'d cut as deterdned by visuCi 1 insr,r,,c­
tion. By next year th2 effects of such backfiring on yieid r.:ay !:e detr;rr.ined 
throurh suitable tcstin9 .. The prfJcedures for s;Jch tests nre sti11 .Lein(! 
developed. Ho~·1ever, cr~e year~s d.:tta is ~enerally not corisidered ~dcc;uate 
to devefop sit;nifk;int statistical fr.forcation regarding yield cbrngl's. 

10. Do you believe that ~50,000 financial comdtu~ent and a thrc~-r:onth ti:::e 
Nill bo sufficient to ar.a1yz;: the dat.1? 

r;1e $50,000 fi9vre for data analysts wi11 be spread out ov2r a longer pcrfod 
ti:(ln thr.ee r~cnths, spt?cifica11ys a reriod startinp i;1 July anJ ending ·in 
ilpril , 1979. This E'Oi1ey is intended to retrieve basic data fror;i th;: prograr':, 
usable fer dotetT.:ir-1tion of imp<ict and SIP cieve1oonent. Thr: $50,000 prcvi<les 
fc1~ interirr: ?roj~:-ct reports in r:1ic!-tl(:ver~-:bet" t-,~sed· on June't Jv1y, anc!. ;'...u;;ust 
so thi'lt ciata ~ii11 be avidlable to the Eur;ene~Sprinnffel<l Air 0uality ~1ain­
tenailCtc f\rioa ;,Jvisory CoF'F.ittee. In oddition ti:: the SSG,OCO, thBre is other 
c;n'llysis proviJed for in the sur\lei11•u~ce neth'Crk contracts. This involves 
sc:;1e $30,000 for ele;;;~nta1 analysis to Le conducted a.t the Univr.rsity of 
C0llfornh ,1t Davis, ~,17,cco for ether ar.clytical costs for tracer studies 
!!nd i:aitroscopic ana_1ysis, and the D=e:_purt::r.cnt, throur,h its Oh'n pe!"'sonn~1, fs 
~;Jf)ii.jl r.g .J.pproxii'o':nte ly $30 ,GGO to hire t~-:o cher;1i sts tc do cn.;i 1yt:i ca 1 ~'lot·k 
in house.. It is \'Jorthwhile to point nut thct th2rc \-.:ill te sc..ssive ai::ounts 
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of data 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 air quality impact 
determinations for the subr.1ittal of the State Implementation Plan in 1979. 
More information may come from the data collected by the surveillance 
net~mrk. However. to !]et this additional information, the data ~1i1l have 
to be further analyzed and this analysis will mean further expenditures. 
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