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Environmenial Quality Commission

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

B.

C.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
February 23, 1973

Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse
1021 S. W. Fourth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

AGENDA
Minutes of the December 15, 1978, EQC Meeting
Monthly Activity Report for Jtanuary 1979

Tax Credit Applications

PUBLIC FORUM - Opportunity for any citizen to give a brief oral or written

presentation on any environmental topic of concern. |f 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.

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS (authorizes future public hearings)

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed rules
governing contested case procedure and civil penalty assessment.

E. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on the matter of
whether to modify the order prehibiting or limiting installation of
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the River Road-Santa Clara
area, Lane County.

F. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed changes
to Indirect Source Rules (OAR 340-20-100 through 20-135).

G. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed
amendment to rules for open burning (0AR 340-23-025 through 23-050).

ACTION ITEMS
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Open Burning Dump - Request by Clatsop County disposal sites for extension

DELETED

of variances from rules prohibiting open burning dumps (0AR 340-61-040(2)(c)).

(MORE)



EQC MEETING AGENDA (continued)
February 23, 1979

J. City of Gearhart - Request for permanent amendment of Clatsop Plains
subsurface sewage system installation moratorium (OAR 340-~71-020(7)).

K. City of Seaside - Proposed amendment to Stipulation and Final Order
number WQ-SNCR-77-159, Amendment number 2.

L. Champion Building Products - Request for approval of Stipulated Consent
Order for Champion Building Products' wet hardboard plant at Dee, Oregon.

M. City of LaGrande - Request for approval of a Stipulated Consent Order.
10:30 am N. Sunrise Yillage, Bend - Request for variance from OAR 340-71-020(4).

OTHER INTEREST ITEMS (requiring no action)

§11:00 am 0. Noise Control Rules - Discussion of proposed noise control rules for
airports.

P. Motor Vehicle Inspection - Report on Motor Vehicle Emissions Inspection
Program, 1977-1978.

1:30 pm Q. Field Burning - Discussion of submission of Tinal field burning rules to
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
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Because of uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the right
to deal with any item at any time in the meeting, except items H, N, 0, and Q.
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 Standard Plaza Building,
L Conference Room A, 1100 S. W. Sixth; and Tunch in Room 511, DEQ Headquarters,
522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland.



MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED SIXTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

February 23, 1979

On Friday, February 23, 1979, the one hundred sixth meeting of the Oregon
Environmental Quality Commission convened in Room 602 Of the Multnomah County
Courthouse, 1021 5. W. Fourth Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Present were Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr. Ronald
Somers; Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock; and Mr. Albert Densmore. Dr. Grace Phinney,
Vice~Chairman, was absent, Present on behalf of the Department were its Director
William H. Young, 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 5. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon.

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 15, 1978 EQC MEETING

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried
unanimously that the minutes of the December 15, 1878 EQC meeting be approved
as presented. -

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR JANUARY 1979

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore and
carried unanimously that the Monthly Activity Report for January 1979 be
approved as presented.

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Mr. Ralph Nordland, Stimson Lumber, appeared regarding the Director's recommendation
to approve Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit for their bark drver.

He said this was only a part of the facility and they appreciated the Director
granting Preliminary Certification for that part and wanted to make the

Commission aware that the rest of the project would come up at a later date.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Directeor's Recommendation as follows be approved:

1. Issue Polluttion Contrel Facility Certificates to applications
T-1034 {(Willamette Industries, Inc.)] and T-1040 {(Tektronix, Inc.)

2. Reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificates 659, 726 and 941
to reflect change of ownership from Georgia-Pacific Corporation to
Husky Industries, Inc.

3. Be informed of the Director's intention to issue Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit to the Stimson Lumber Company for
their bark dryer.



PUBLIC FORUM

No one wished to appear on any subject.

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS

AGENDA ITEM D - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING
ON PROPCSED RULES GOVERNING CONTESTED CASE PROCEDURE ANKD CIVIL PENALTY
ASSESSMENT

AGENDA ITEM F - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING
ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO INDIRECT SOURCE RULES (OAR 340-20-100 TEROUGH 20-135)

AGENDA ITEM G - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING
ON PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO RULES FOR OFEN BURNING (OAR 340-23-025 through
23-050)

Mr. Jan Sokol, speaking on Item F, appeared representing OSPIRG. He said the
Indirect Source Program directly addressed automobile traffic in Metropolitan
Portland. He said the automobile had been identified as the greatest contributor
to particulate problems in the Portland airshed. The proposed rule, Mr.

Sokol continued, should go to the Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee for
digcussion prior to the holding of a hearing.

In regard to Item G, Mr. Sokol (speaking as the Vice-Chairman of the Portland
AQMA Committee) wanted to make clear that the Committee's recommendations weren't
limited to those they made in a letter which was included.in the staff report.
They wished all alternatives to be investigated, he said. 1In response to
Chairman Richards, Mr. Sokol said the Committee was not opposed to holding a
public hearing on the open burning rules at this time.

Commissioner Hallock asked how much time the Advisory Committee would need on
the Indirect Source Rule revision. Mr. Sokol replied they were waiting for
the final study from the Oregon Graduate Center and assumed that they might
be able to submit something to the Commission within one month.

Ms. Melinda Renstrom, appeared representing the Oregon Envirommental Council in
regard to Ttem F. Ms. Renstrom said she was alsc a member of the Portland

Alr Quality Advisory Committee and was speaking for Steve Lockwood, the Chairman
of the Committee. She said they were opposed to Item F on the Imndirect Source
Rule going to hearing at this time. She said the Committee was interested in
this program and would not like to see it abandoned at this time.

Commissioner Hallock asked if the hearing on the Indirect Source Rule could be
postponed for 60 days to give the Advisory Committee a chance to study the
problem. Director Young replied that if the Commission was reluctant to
authorize a hearing at this time, he would prefer the staff be instructed to
bring this matter back at the next meeting with whatever input the aAdvisory
Committee would have in that pericd of time.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried
unanimously that public hearings be authorized on proposed rules governing
contested case procedures and civil penalty assessment and on the proposed
amendment to rules for open burning (OAR 340-25-025}.
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that Item F, a request for authorization to hold a public
hearing on proposed changes to the Indirect Source Rules, be postponed until
the Commission's next meeting.

AGENDA ITEM E = REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING ON

THE MATTER OF WHETHER TO MODIFY THE ORDER PROHIBITING OR LIMITING INSTALLATION
OF SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS WITHIN THE RIVER ROAD-SANTA CLARA AREA
CF LANE COUNTY

Mr. John Borden, Willamette Valley Regional Manager, said the purpose of this
item was to determine whether or not to authorize a public hearing on modifying
the order prohibiting or limiting installation of subsurface fewage disposal
systems in the River Road-Santa Clara area of Lane County.

Mr. Roy Burng, Lane County, presented a slide show demonstrating the progress
of the groundwater study in this area.

Ms. Vora E. Heintz, spoke in favor of holding public hearings regarding this
matter. She also presented several letters from various persons favoring the
holding of public hearings. Ms. Heintz's written statement and the letters she
presented are made a part of the Commission's record on this matter.

Ms. Bonnie Lindsay, requested that public hearings be held on this matter.

Ms. Dian Crumpacker, also requested that public hearings be held in the Eugene

area on this matter.

Mr. Don Cole, asked that the public hearings be held as soon as possible in the
Fugene area. He sald he was concerned that with removal of the moratorium hundreds
of septic tank permits would be issued unwisely.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the following Director's Recommendation be approved
and that public hearings be authorized to be held in Eugene on March 28 and
March 29, 1979.

Director's Recommendation

Basged on the summation in the staff report, the Director recommends that:

1. The River Road-Santa Clara moratorium under Oregon Administrative
Rule 340-71-020 be continued until March 1980, at which time
sufficient data and analysis will be available to predict ground-
water guality, including a relationship to growth.

2. The Department staff be directed to continue working with staff
of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission, Lane County,
the cities of Eugene and Springfield, and the TLane County Local
Government Boundary Commission to obtain development and im-
plementation of a plan for preventing and reducing groundwater
pollution in the River Road-Santa Clara area.
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3. A public hearing be authorized and the Department staff bhe
directed to provide the Commission with recommendations by March 1280
on whether to modify the “Order Prohibiting or Limiting Installation
of Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems within the River Road-Santa
Clara Area, Lane County."

AGENDA ITEM N - SUNRISE VILLAGE, BEND - REQUEST FOR VARIANCE FROM QAR
340-71-020(4)

Mr. Richard Nichols, Central Region Manager, presented the following Summation
and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.

Summation

The Commission may grant a variance to OAR 340~71-020(4). However, the
Department believes a sewer agreement between the City of Bend and

Sunrise Village is the most desirable form of municipal control.

Sunrise Village was aware of the need for municipal control and was
discouraged, but not prevented from forming a sanitary district. The

City of Bend has expressed to Department staff a willingness to enter

into a sewer agreement. Formation of a sanitary district is also

possible. The homeowners assoclation proposed by Sunrise Village, even
with a $25,000 performance bond and a proposed County maintenance

agreement, is not equivalent to a municipality as defined by ORS 454.010(3).

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that the
request by Sunrise Village for a variance from subsurface sewage
disposal system rule OAR 340-71-020(4) be denied.

Mr. Nichols presented letters from the City of Bend and Deschutes County
concerning this matter. These letters are made a part of the Commission's
record on this matter., THe letter from the City of Bend indicated a willingness
to work with the Developers of Sunrise Village and the City Commission's
belief that this property should be included in a regional sclution to the
sewer problem. The letter from the Deschutes County Board of Commissioners
asked that the request for a variance be denied Sunrise Village.

Mr. Tim Ward, developer of Sunrise Village, said that the letters presented

by Mr. Nichols caught him off-guard. He expressed the opinion that the City
and County would not have known they were asking for a wvariance unless
Mr. Nichols had told them and asked for the letters.

Mr. Ward said that due to time delays they have lost their market for the land
and interest on their loans was costing more than $70,000 per month.

Mr. Ward said that in order to get a PUD designation they included providing
sewer and water service intoc their full-service development. He said they
had all the approvals for a community sewer system and that those approvals
had come within the past two years. The law, Mr., Ward continued, made these
approvals binding on local and state governments.



,_5_

Mr. Ward said five homeowners asscciations, such as the one they had, existed
in the Bend area. Just downstream from their proposed development, Mr. Ward
said, Mt. Bachelor Village had a community sewer system. He said that the
experience of these community sewer systems proved them to be functionally
superior to sanitation districts.

Commigsioner Somers asked what the recourse would be if the system failed,
other than collecting on the $25,000 bond. Mr. Ward replied that because

of the wvested interest the persons in the development would have, they could
assess themselves for costs. He said they wanted the system to work so they
would not lose the $25,000.

Chairman Richards asked if there was a jurisdiction that would oppose Sunrise
Village forming a sanitary district at this time. Mr. Nichols replied that

he did not know of any, however the Deschutes County Commissioners were more
incluned to try to get a City agreement before a sanitary district was formed.

Some discussion followed among Commission members regarding the feasibility of
granting the variance for a specific period of time with the understanding that
unless a sanitary district was formed in that time, the system would be abandoned.
Mr. Young said he believed that it would be a mistake for the Commission to

. ?roceed on that assumption . et e o o

Chairman Richards said he felt that both the Department and the developer had
acted in good faith on this matter, and if granting the variance under the
condition that a sanitary district be formed within a specific period of time
was a resk to the developer, then the developer need not take advantage of
the variance.

Mr. Young said the Department was concerned that the system be installed
within some management structure and that it be made clear the nature of the
service that would ultimately be required in the &rea. The reason for his
recommendation to not approve the variance, he said, was that he did not
think the Department was well served by individually owned systems with
multiple ownership and use of the properties.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore and
carried unanimously that a variance be granted teo Sunrise Village, Inc. for

a period not to exceed six months and as a condition of granting this variance,
any property that is sold would have deed restrictions placed on it notifying
prospective buyers that a system had been approved which must be taken over

by a sanitary district within a six month period or the system would have to
be abandoned.

AGENDA TITEM J - CITY OF GEARHART - REQUEST FOR PERMANENT AMENDMENT OF CLATSOP
PLAINS SUBSURFACE SEWAGE SYSTEM INSTALLATION MORATORIUM (OAR 340-71-020{7))

AGENDA ITEM X - CITY OFVSEASIDE — PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO STIPULATION AND FINAL

o

ORDER NUMBER WQ-SNCR-77-159, AMENDMENT NUMBER 2

AGENDA ITEM L - CHAMPION BUILDING PRODUCTS - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF STIPULATED
CONSENT ORDER FOR CHAMPION BUILDING PRODUCTS' WET HARDBOARD PLANT AT DEE, OREGON
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AGENDA ITEM M - CITY OF LAGRANDE - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A STIPULATED

- CONSENT ORDER

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the following Director's Recommendations in regard
to the above agenda items be approved.

Agenda Item J - Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that, based on the summation in
the staff report, the Commission take action as follows:

1. Adopt as a permanent rule Attachment A of the Hearing Report,
such rule to be filed with Legislative Counsel and the Secretary
of State before its expiration as a temporary rule.

2. Adopt as its final state of Need for Rulemaking the Statement of
Need incorporated in the staff report, such statement to be filed

with the rule as set forth above.

Agenda Item K - Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that the
Commission approve Amendment No. 3 (attachment no. 2) to Stipulation
and Final Order No. WO-SNCR-77-159, DEQ v. City of Seaside.

Agenda Item L - Director’s Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is the Director's
Recommendation that the Environmental Quality Commission approve the
Stipulated Consent Order for the Champion Building Products Dee Plant.
It is also recommended that the Commission direct the Department to
impose necessary penalties for failure to comply with the Order.

Agenda Item M -~ Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that
the Commission approve Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-260,
DEQ v. City of LaGrande, Union County.

AGENDA ITEM O - NOISE CONTROL RULES - DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED NOISE CONTROL

RULES FOR AIRPORTS

Mr. John Hector of the Department's Neise Control Section, said that at the

last meeting, the staff was directed to prepare proposed noise regulations for

alrports. These proposed rules, he said, had been distributed to airport
proprietors and other interested parties throughout the state for their
review and comment. In addition, he said, the Department met informally
with staff from the City of Portland thd the Port of Portland.

Mr. Hector said they received letters from four families living near the
Portland Airport expressing concern about noise. In addition, he said, they
received comments from the City of Portland, the State Aeronautics Division,
and the Federal Aviation Administration.



Ms. Melinda Renstrom, Oregon Environmental Council, said they were pleased
with the staff recommendations on this matter and they felt the draft
regulations were excellent. She said it was imperative that these regulations
go to public hearing soon. Due to the air traffic controllers designating
specific flight paths for safety reasons, she continued, the proposed
regulations would be more workable and enforceable.

Mr. Clifford Hudsick, Port of Portland, said they felt that to hold informatiocnal
hearings right away would be premature because there were several public

policy and technical questions which needed clarification, direction, or

revision for clarity in order to reasonably inform the public. He

recommended a 30 day "breathing periocd" to resoclve some of these differences.

A written presentation from the Port of Portland is made a part of the Commission's
record on this matter.

Mr. Richard Daniels, Multnomah County Department of Environmental Services,

said they were concerned about the effect of noise from the Portland Inter-
national Airport on the residents around it. The County Commissioners reguested,
he said that DEQ as the lead agency ccordinate the development of a noise
abatement program for Portland International Airport. He said that if the
proposed regulations were adopted the county would continue to work with all
concerned parties to improve the present situation.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Department be authorized to undertake discussions
and hold informational hearings with affected parties and return within 90
days with recommendations for action, be approved.

AGENDA ITEM I - REQUEST BY CLATSOP COUNTY DISPOSAL SITES FOR EXTENSION OF
VARIANCES FROM RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS (OAR 340-61-040(2) (c))

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore and
carried unanimously that the following Director's Reccmmendation be approved.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the f£indings in the summation of the staff report, the
Director recommends that:

1. vVariances be granted to expire on March 1, 1980 for Seaside,
Cannon Beach and Elsie landfills in Clatsop County.

2. Disposal sites be closed prior to expiration date of variance
1f a practical alternative method of disposal is available.

3. The EQC find the variance requests meet the intent of ORS 459.225(3) (c)
in that strict compliance would result in closing of the disposal
sites and no alternative facility or alternative method of
solid waste management is available.



AGENDA ITEM O - DISCUSSION OF SUBMISSION :QF FINAL FIELD BURNING RULES TO
U. &. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

Mr. Scott Freeburn of the Department's Air Quality Division, .said that at

the time the field burning rules were adopted in December, the staff was
directed to submit them to EPA and to ask EPA to withhold action on them until
the Department could pursue some means of restricting the submittal of the
rules and minimize the adoption of those rules into the State Implementation
Plan (SIP). He said the staff and others were concerned about the need to
have an acreage limitation included in the SIP.

Mr. Freeburn said that something needed to be submitted to EPA in order to
revige the 50,000 acre limitation currently in the SIP to the 180,000 acres
provided for in the recently adopted rules. He said that legislation was
now pending which would have no acreage limitation and disallow the field
burning rules to be submitted in the SIP. Also, Mr. Freeburn said, the
Eugene-Springfield AQMA SIP revision submittal had been postponed until
sometime after the 1979 field burning season and the final report of the
field burning and slash burning study are also not expected to be available
early enough to become part of a SIP revision.

Mr. Freeburn then presented the following Director's Recommendation from
the staff report.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the information set forth in pages. one through four of the
Director's February 23, 1979 staff report to the Commission, it is
recommended that the Envirommental Quality Commission instruct the

staff to submit the rules previously adopted and set forth in Attachment
1 to the Director's Staff Report of December 15, 1978, to the
Environmental Protection Agency and request that these submitted rules
be approved as a one-year interim strategy for the control of open field
burning during 1979.

Chairman Richards said he had talked to EPA Region X's Director, Donald Dubois

to see if EPA would disapprove a one-year control strategy. In effect,

Chairman Richards said, Mr. Dubois indicated he would prefer a SIP revision

and that the last one-year control strategy was approved to solve a special
problem. However, he said, EPA would consider a second one-year control strategy.

Chairman Richards said Mr. Dubois through the passage of prospective legislation
to not limit the acreage would be a large problem for EPA because it would

not give enough guidelines by which EPA could determine whether or not the
source was being controlled. '

Mr. Bob Elfers, City of Eugene, said the City opposed the staff proposal for
another one-year interim control strategy. He said they were concerned that
the staff proposal was more political than technical.




Mr. Elfers said their concern was the same as EPA in that they wanted to have
" something in the SIP that could be enforced. EPA had indicated to the

City of Eugene, he said, that they did not see how the field burning rules

could be enforced unless there was some reference to acreage limitations.

Chairman Richards said he knew that a SIP amendment would be the mest
acceptable to the City, however it sounded as 1f the granting of an interim
control strategy would not give the City what it wanted in terms of an acreage
control for the coming burning season. Mr. Elfers replied that although they
had some reservationsg about the recently adopted rules, there was a feeling of
semi-permanence to those rules. He said that the staff proposal now before
the Commission went back to a more temporary situation.

Mr. Elfers guestioned whether or not a state agency should be responding to
potential legislative changes. He said the bill was still in Committee and
he felt it would probably never become law.

Mr. Elfers said the proposal before the Commission would invite potential
litigation and they felt strongly that if the Commission accepted the proposal
the City would have no alternative but to petition EPA to reject ancther
one-year control strategy on the basis that there was no evidence which
indicated the need for one.

Mr., Elfers urged that the Commission reject the staff recommendation and submit
the 1979-1980 field burning rulesg as part of a partial revision to the SIP.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be adopted.

AGENDA ITEM P ~ REPORT ON MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS INSPECTION PROGRAM, 1977-78

Mr. William Jasper of the Motor Vehicle Inspection Program, presented the
Commission with the vehicle emission inspection program report for 1977-78

as a means to update the Commission on the activities of the Vehicle Inspection
Program. '

This report was presented for the Commission's information and no action was
necessary.

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

QoS

Carcl A. Splettstaszer
Recording Secretary




Environmental Quality Commission

ROBE ovtman 8 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem B, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

January Program Activity Report

Discussion
Attached is the January Program Activity Report.

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and speci-
fications for construction of air contaminant 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 Commis-
sion.

The purposes of this report are:

1) to provide information to the Commission regarding the status of
reported program activities and a 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
specifications; and

3) 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, giving confirming approval to
the air contaminant source plans and specifications listed on page 2 of the

report. A
et R s

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

M.Downs:ahe
229-6485
02-12-79
&9
Cantaing

Recycled
Marerials

DEQ-46



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

January, 1979

Month
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality, Solid Waste,
Water Quality Divisions
(Reporting Unit)

January, 1979

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received hpproved Disapproved Plans
Month Fig.¥r. Month = Fis.Yr. Month  Fis.¥r. Pending

Alr
Direct Sources 14 118 16 123 2 32
Total 114 ]]8 }6 ]23 0 Z 32
Water
Municipal 58 783 66 745 22
Industrial 6 73 11 72 . - 18
Total 64 856 77 817 0 0 4o
Solid Waste
General Refuse 2 13 2 14 2 2
Demolition 3 1
Industrial 3 13 16 [
Sludge 2 2 1
Total 5 31 2 32 0 2 8
Hazardous
Wastes
GRAND TOTAL 83 1,005 95 972 0 i 80




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division January, 1979

{(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 16

AR ANAEN

(1295)

Four electric orchard fans

* * ‘ x . *
¥ County * Name of Source/Project * Date * Action
¥ ¥ /Site and Type of Same ¥ Received f
* * * *
Direct Stationary Sources
Mar ion Brookman Cast, Inc. 12/19/78 Approved
(NC 1223} Steel casgting plant
Coos Coos County 1/4/79 Approved
{NC 1241) Incinerator :
Klamath Weyerhauser Company 12/15/78  Approved
(NC 1247) Lumber sander to
hardboard plant
Douglas Champion Internation Corp. 11/3/78 Approved
{(NC 1268) Veneer Burley Scrubbers (4)
Baker Ellingson Lumber Company 12/7/78 Approved
(NC 1271) Pave log deck
Portable Roy L. Houck Constr. Co. 1/4/79 Approved
(NC 1272) Baghouse :
Harney Edward Hines Lumber Co. 12/28/78 Approved
{NC 1286) Veneer scrubbers & dryer
Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co., 12/22/78 Approved
{NC 1288) Roseburg
Wellons H. F. boiler
Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co., 12/15/78  Approved
(NC 1289) pixonville
Wellons K., F. beiler
bouglas Mt. Mazama Plywood 12/27/78 Approved
{NC 1294) Replacement baghouse
Hood River Mt. View Orchards 12/22/78  Approved



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division January, 1979

{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 16, cont'd

* 6% A A

* % * *
¥ County ¥ Name of Source/Project % Date * Action
X ¥ /Site and Type of Same  } Received }
* * . * *
Direct Stationary Sources (cont.)
Linn Publishers Paper Co., 12/27/78 Approved
(NC 12938) Sweet Home

Add a cyclone to present system
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 1/10/79 Approved
{NC 1299) Convert to oil fired boiler
Clackamas Publishers Paper Co. 12/28/78  BApproved
{NC 130;) Recovery furnace controls
Linn Wilcos Feed & Seed Inc. 1/5/79 Approved
{NC 13086) Add 2 c¢yclones ‘
Jackson Boise Cascade Corp. 1/23/79 Approved
(NC 1311} Venturi Rod Scrubber ’



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Ailr Quality Division

{(Reporting Unit)

Januaryg 1979 .

{(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Sourges

Permit Permit Permit Sources
Actions Actions Actions Under Regr'g
Received Completed raending Permits Permits
Direct Sources
New 2 29 - 23 24
Existing 21 8 42 7
Renewals - 15 75 2 55 .94
Modifications _5 54 -] 69 8
Total 22 179 15 188 133 1894 1325
Indirect Scurces
New 2% 15 4 20 9
Existing
Renewals
Medifications = 6 2 5 -
Total 2 21 6 26 9 110
GRAND TOTALS 24 200 © 21 215 142 2004
Number of
Pending,?e;mits Comments
10 To be drafted by Northwest Region Office
8 To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region Office
23 To be drafted by Southwest Region Office
1 To be drafted by Central Region Qffice
1] Po be drafted by Bastern Region Office
8 To be drafted by Program Operations
3 To be drafted by Program Planning & Development
51
43 Permits awaiting next public notice
38 Permits awaiting end of 30~day public notice period
82

*Cascade Highway, Monterey Avenue - Harmony Blvd. omitted from December
Report - Final Permit issued 1/23/79.

1
removed

One pending new source was included in the list twice, one entry was

2One existing applicaticon was previously issued with a different number -
the pending application was removed

30ne pending renewal was previocusly issued with a different number - the
pending application was removed

L -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division January, 1879

(Reporting Unitk) {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 21

- %* & . * *
¥ County % Name of Source/Project § Date of i Action 3
bl * /Site and Type of Same % Action ¥ ol
*- * * x* *
Direct Stationary Sources
Clackamas Northwest Pipe & Casing Co. 1/2/79 Addendum Issued
03-2637 (Renewal)
Douglas *Loone Star Minerals, Inc. -1/2/79 Addendum Issued
10-0066 (Modification)
Jackson Medford Plaza Apts. 12/22/79 . Permit Issued
15-0127 (Bxisting)
Jackson Bellview School _ 12/22/79 Permit Issued
15-0128 (Existing)
Jackson Briscoe School : 12/22/79 Permit Issued
15-0129 (Existing)
Jackson Helman School 12/22/79 Permit Issued
150130 (Existing)
Jackson Lincoln School 12/22/79 Permit Issued
15-0131 (Existing)
Jackson Walker School 12/22/79 Permit Issued
15-0132 (Existing)
Jackson Ashland Junior High Scheool 12/22/79 Permit Issued
15-0133 (Existing) '
Jackson Ashland Senior High School.  12/22/79 Permit Issued
15=0134 (Existing)
Linn Duraflake 12/13/79 Permit Issued
22-0143 (Renewal)
Linn Bohemia, Inc. 12/22/79 Permit Issued

22-1001 (Modification)
: -5 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Air Quality Division

January, 1879

{Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 2}, cont'd

*
Name of Scurce/Project Date of

County ®
/Site and Type of Same z Action

A AR
LS 2 E L

A A

Action

E 2 2

Direct Stationary Sources

Linn North Santiam Sand & 12/22/79
- Gravel, Inc.
22-6309 (Modification)

Multnomah *Farmers Union Central 12/22/79

Exchange, Inc.
26—-2976 (Modification)

Portable Sources.

Portable *Johnson Rock Products, Inc. 1/2/79
37-0201 (Modification)

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Air Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

Japuary, 1979~

(MontH and Year)

. PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 2], cont'd
* * * * , *
¥ County Y} Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of * Action d
o * /Site and Type of Same * Action * ol
* * * * *
Indirect Scurces
Marion 8.R. 99E, Pine St. = 1/18/79 Final Permit Issued
Academy St.,
Highway Widening,
File No. 29-6023
Washington Koll Business Center 1/19/73 Final Permit Issued
(Scholls Ferry Road),
1200 spaces,
File No. 34-8025
Marion Lancaster Mall, 1/2/79 Pinal Permit Issued
953 spaces,-
File No. 24-8030
Washington Tektronix - Walker Rd4. 1/17/79 Final Addendum No. 1
Phase IV, 873 spaces to original permit
File No. 34-8002 issyed
Washington Roll Business Center 1/19/79 Pinal Addendum No. 1
Phase IV Cirrus Drive, to original permit
261 additional spaces, issued
File No. 34-8014
Clackamas Cascade Highway, 1/23/79 Final Permit Issued

Monterey Ave. - Harmony Blvd.

Highway Widening,
File No. 03-8034



THER

PLAN ACTIOHS COMPLETED: 77

LOCATION

COUNTY

D A0 N0

MULT €O
REDMOND
LERANON
BCYSA

GREEH 5D
TRUUTDALE
TALENT
FLORENCE
SPRINGFIELD
USA-TIGARD
HEWPORT

NOR R3BG 5D
SPRINGFIELD
ALBAHY
REDMOND
BAKER

BAKER

BAKER
FL.LORENCE
ASHLAND
USA-TIGARD
GRESHAM
HUBDARD
MEDFORD
SPRINGFIELD
STAYTON
REDMOND

GREEN SAN DST

SPRINGFIELD
BEMND
GRESHAM

KLAMATH FALLS

LAKE OSHEGO
SPRINGFIELD
PHOEMNTX
PORTLAND
SCAPPUOSE
SALEM

SALEM

E SALEM

USA

OAK LODGE SD
EAGLE POINT
BEHD

BEND

HAIHNES

BEND

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROHMEHTAL QUALITY

MURICIPAL SOURCES:

REVIEWER = DATE

PROJECT

SUMMERPLACE PH 1

FLAT OF HALL

15TH - MAPLE

EXT HOR OF WILSOH
CUHHIHGHAM EXT

ELDON SNYDER FARMS
SECOND 5T EXT

SIUSLAI VIL REY

ROYAL RIDGE

COLOMY CREEK ESTATES
WATKINS BLOCKS

MARENOOD PLAZA

MICHELLE £AST

SAM.EM AVE EXTEN 55-78-16
HOLAH'S ADDITION REV.ADD 1
COLORADO PLACE

"K' STREET 17TH-13TH S5TS
SECONDARY 5T DIST 2-5
15TH - SPRUCE ST
REVISED-PRIM ST

SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSP
BROOKFIELD

WIMCHESTER SURD

GARNET SURD

COLT PARK 2HD ADDITION
STAYTOH THDUSTRIAL PARK
UMATILLA YILLA REV SPEC
EXTEHSION OM GREEM AVE REY
HEHTFHORNE HEIGHTS

REV DETAILL SHTS COHT 14
KIHDSFATHER'S ADD
BERKELEY ST EXTEN
WHISPERING FIRS SUBD

S ST APTS

HOLIDAY OH BEAR CREEK

Sk BROADLEAF

GTH ST SEMER

CHEMAWA TRUHK SEMER
GREENTREE MOBILE HOME SUBD
LANCASTER GREEN

MARITA PARK HO 3

KARY RAE ESTATES
RACHELLE SUBD

COHTRACT 23 F A SCRUBBERS
COMTRACT 12 WATERWELL
COLLECTION + ST¢
COHTRACT 9 S B GEHERATRS

R R e e e L e e AR L L L R AR AR R A A A il el e e AR AN RN K e Rla L MR RNA RN

REC

105779
1715779
1,227,779
1,227,779
1712779
1715779
1217779
1717/79
1r12/79
171177%
1/05/,79
1711779
1715279
12727778
1727779
1711779
1711779
1711,79
1712779
1715779
1711779

WATER QUALITY DIVISION MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT .
JANUARY

66

1711779

1715779
1715779
115779
1/05/29
115,79
12726778
12,27/78

. 12729718 -

1/16779

12/26778
111,79

1712,79

1715779
170379
1708779
1-03/79
1705779
1/08779
1/08/79
1708779
1711779
12727778
12729778
1215778
127277718

DATE OF ACTION

ACTIOHM

1/23/79
1725779
1726779
1726779
1,29/79
1730/79
1726779
1726779
1/25779
1726779
1724,79
1729779
1722779
1722779
1730779
1725779
1725779
1725779
121,79
1717779
1725779

1726779 .

1726779
1726779
1722779

1719779 -

1717779
1716779
1717779
1717779
1717779
1722779
1719779
1722779
1717779
1712779
1711779
1716779

1716779

1717779
1716779
1716779
1717779
1-19-79%
171979

. 1718779

1719779

PROV

PROV

PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PRODV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROY
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROY
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROY
PROY
PROV
PROV
PROY
PROV
PROYV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
FROV
PROV
PROY
PROV
PROY

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

APP -

APP
APP

APP -
APp-
CAPP

APP

APP -

APP
APP
APP

APP
APP .

APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP

APP

APP
APP
APP
APP

1

-

1979

DAYS TO
COMPLETE

18
190
04
04
18
15
09
09
13
.15
19
18
07
26
b3




DEFARTMEMT OF EHVIROHMENTAL QUALITY WATER QUALITY DIVISION MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (CONTINUED)  MUHICIPAL SOURCES v JANUARY 1979
SINER LOCATION ' REVIEMER DATE DATE OF ACTIOM DAYS TO
COUNTY PROJECT REC ACTION COMPLETE
30 UMATILLA CHAHGE ORDER MO 1 PUMP STAT V 12/15/78 1719779 PROV APP 25
26 PORTLAND COLUMBTIA BLYD DIGESTERS v 12714778 1/22/79 PROV APP 39
LAKESIDE STP y 1070378 1718779 PROV APP 15
LAKESIDE COLLECTIOH SYSTEM y 10/03/78 1718779 PROV AFP .15
26 PORTLAHD SE 144TH-HARNEY COURT K 12,2278 1712779 PROV APP 21
20 SPEINGFIELD  HORTH 42HD STREEY K 12/22/78 1712779 PROV APP S
3 MILMAUKIE 0TTD'S ADDITIOH K 12722778 - 1s11/79 PROV APP 20
34 USA 0TMARA PARK K 12/22/78 112779 PROV APP 21
34 USA MAYO COURT K 12722778 1/12/79 PROY APP 21
34 USA LYNH DUERER SEWER K 12722778 1712779 FROV APP 21
9 REDMOND UMATILLA VILLA K 12/22/78 1717779 PROV APP - . 26
30 PENDLETON SE THIRD STREET K 12/22/78 1718779 PROV APP 27
26 GRESHAM OO CEHIER APTS J 12,2978 1716779 PROV APP 18
26 GRESHAM PFEIFER ADD J 12722778 171679 PROV APP .25
3 SANDY NIGHYIEY J 12/22/78 1716779 PROV APP 25
15 BCVSA SOUTH OF A AVENUE J 12/22/78 171679 PROV AFP 25
15  MEDFORD SHADOW COURT FROFESSIONAL P 12/20/78 1716779 PROV APP 27
30 HERMISTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ADD K 11,21778 ~ 1/02779 PROV APP - 423
UNT SHE AGCY  GALLO'S YINYARD K 1/26/79 1731779 PROV APP 87,



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality - January 1979

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 77, cont'd

Drainage Control

g -

Name of Scource/Project/Site . -Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

j | i

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (11)

Jackson Boise Cascade - White City 6-2-78 Approved
Fill Log Pond : '

Coos Coquilile Custom Slaughter 10-4-78 Approved

' Coquilie, Staughter house

Waste Water Treatment

Marion Eugene Water & Electric Board 10-11~78 Concept Approved
Recycle Filter Back

Lane Bohemia, Inc - Eugene 10-16-78 Approved
Particleboard Waste Water Recirculation

Douglas " Mt. Mazama Plywood - Sutherlin, 11-2-78 Approved
Upgrade Waste Water Controls

Lincoln City of Newport, ' 12-12-78 Approved
Water Treatment Plant.Recirculation System

Marion David J. Beilenberg - Silverton : 12-28-78 Approved
Animal Waste

Coos Chuck's Seafood - Charleston 1-3-79 Approved
Waste Water Screening

Multnomah N.W. Natural Gas - Portland 1=3-79 Approved
Storm Run Off Collection

Clackamas Apollo Metal Finishirg - Portland 1-18-79 Approved
Rinse Water Treatment

Washington Dant & Russel, Inc., = North Plains 1-23-79 Approved



Water Quality

INYIRCTMENTAL

= X
[y

RSty
P EE et

‘—;‘C.‘:....._. Lo

{Rezor=ing Cnlw {Month and Yaax)
SUMMARY JF WATEZR PTRMIT ACTIONSG
Permit Actions Fermit Acgions Parmic Sources Sources
Recalived Jomplaced ActTions Uncder Regr'g
“ontn Tiz.¥r. Month Fiz.v¥x, Parding Parmits Permiis
* iz—* = i‘xx ® [r‘v B4 L ® ikw- *® s = ive*
Municizal
Hew ol 4 ! b 0 '0 L3 | 3
Existing ng 0 n ] f | 0 0 ; 0 0 ! ]
Renewals 3; 4 15 7 yi f ] 20 ! 8 52 E 6
Modifications 77! a 1R 0 } 0 57{ 0 10 E 1
Total 51 6. 50112 PRI M EH auh | g3 246l 87
Industrial
New 112 13 1l 12 1k 8 |2
Existing 110 0 0jo 710 4lo
Rznewals cl o 4 113 10 1 6 55 122 L7 l 2
Modifications 0 0 y) 3 1 I 0 6 E 3 3 % 0
Total 71 2 55 lagil 12 | 7 80 N 62 | 3 l&’oz‘hZS’ ikl 130
Agricultural ({Hatcheriss, Dalries, etc.)
New ola 217 o1 4ls olo
Existing alo 0 lo olo 0lo olo
Renewals Qi 0o 0 0 0 g -9 @1 2 i 0
Modificaticns ntn I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total gt 2 17 s L L % 7 2.0 62 | 21 62 { 21

GRAND TOTALS

* NPDES Psrmit

** State Permi

A
L

128 114

708| 232 7221 238

)
3

de State Permits Cancelled



SEPARTMENT OF ZMVIRGNMENTAL DUALITY

AONTHLY ACTIVITY RE20RT

Water Quality January 1979

{R=oor=ing Unlm) {Month and Year!

SERMIT ACTICNS CCMPLETED (23)

i Name of 3ource/Proiect/Sits | Sat=z of :
Jouncy % and Tvoe oI sams | Action ? Action

Clackamas UMCO Inc. or Union Mills I-12-79 State Permit Renewed
Poultry Processing

Tit lamook City of Tillamook 1-12-79 MPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Yamhili Champion Building Products 1-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Witlamina - VYeneer

Douglas Weolley Enterprises 1-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sawmill

- Coos Standard 011 Co. i-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed

Petroleum Products

Coos Keith Lucas 1-25-79 ’ State Permit Renewed
Gold Mining

Josephine Jack & Betty McCain i-25-79 State Permit Renewed
Placer Mine

Douglas Joseph A. Barnes }1-25-79 State Permit Renewed
Placer Mine

Hood River Luhr Jensen & Sons inc, 1-25-79 State Permit issued
Metal Plating

Union Boise Cascade 1-25-79 State Permit Renewed
Elgin

Linn Rem Metais Corp. 1-25-79 State Permit Renewed
Metals Plant

Lane City of Lowell 1-29-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Clackamas Harris Stud Mill 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Wood Products

Clackamas Olaf M. 0ja Lumber , ' 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed

Wood Products

=12 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality lanuapy 197

o]
{Reporting Unit) (Month' and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 23, cont'd

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of

County ~and Type of Same Action Action |

| \ { |

Jackson Boise Cascade 1-31-79 NPDES. Permit Renewed
Medford - Wood Products

Linn Frank Lumber Co. 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Wood Products

Linn North Santiam Plywood 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Plywood Plant '

Mu 1 tnomah Union Carbide Corp. : 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Metals Division '

Mul tnomah West Coast Adhesives 1-31-79 NPDES Permit |ssued
Portland

Polk Oregon Fruit Products 1-31-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Fruit Processing '

Polk Boise Cascade 1-31~79 NPDES Permit
Valsetz Add.#l Modified

Clackamas Serban Lake Farms 1-31-79 State Permit |ssued
Animal Waste

Linn Curtis Trent dba 1-31-79 State Permit Renewed
Pioneer Villa Restaurant

Lane Deerhorn’EnterprEsesr ' 1-16-79 State Permit Cancelled
Hog Farm

Yamhill Hewlett Packard Co. 1-16-79 State Permit Cancelled

Metal Plating

- 13 - ,



DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division January, 1979

{(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (3)

{Month and Year)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
\
Wasco Northern Wasco County Landfill 01/08/79 Conditional Approval
Existing Sanitary Landfill
Operational Plan Amendment
Clackamas LaVelle - King Road 01/25/79  Withdrawn
Existing Demolition Landfill
Expansion Plan
Curry Port Orford 01/31/73 Conditional Approval

Existing Modified Landfill
Operational Plan

_”*_




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division January, 1979
{(Reporting Unit} {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOQUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Eermit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites-
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month Fis.¥r. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
General Refuse
New 22 2 1
Existing ' ' 1 2 1h (*x13)
Renewals 12 27 ] 13 18
Modifications 2 9 Z 1] ' 3
Total 14 38 L 28 36 169 171
Demolition
New 1 i
Existing ]
Renewals ‘ ] ] i 1 1
Modifications 5 7 1 2 5
Total 6 9 3 b 6 23 23
Industrial
New 7 9 1
Existing i 1 1 T (%)
Renewals b 11 ] 15 5
Modifications , 1 1 3
Total 5 20 2 28 8 97 98
Sludge Dispeosal
New 1 1 1 (*)
Existing 1 ] ' * 1 (%)
Renewals 1 3
Modifications _ 1 ‘
Total . 1 2 2 5 2 11 11
Hazardous Waste
New ) )
Authorizations 9 105 i2 105
Renewals '
Modifications _ )
Total -9 105 12 {05 0 1 ]
GRAND TOTALS 35 174 23 170 52 301 304

*Sixteen‘(l6) sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued.

=15 -



DEPARTMENT OF EMVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste.Division
(Reporting Unit)

January,‘]979

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (11)

Existing facility

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County : and Tvpe of Same Action Action
[ (
General Refuse Facilities (4)
Douglas ' Roseburg LandFill 1/03/79 Permit' renewed
Existing facility
Harney Sod House Landfll} 1/25/79  Permit issued
Existing facility -~
“Lincoln -North Lincoln Landfill 1/31/79 Permit amended
' Existing facility. .
Lincoln . Waldport-Yachats Landfill - 1/31/79 Permit amended
Existing facility .
Demolition Waste Facilities.(3)‘
Coos ' Doyle Williams Landfill 1/02/79 Letter authorization
' -Existing facility : ssued
- Jackson Corps of Engineers 1/08/79 Letter authorization
Lost Creek Lake ' issued
Mew landfill
Clackamas King Rd. Landfill 1/25/79  Application withdrawn
* Proposed expansion’ '
ndustrial Waste Facilities (2)
Coos | Brookings PTywood Landfill 1/23/7% Permit amended
' Existing facility
Klamath teyerhaeuser,. Bly 1/23/79 Permit renewed
: o Landfill expansion
Sludge Disposal Facllities {2)
Klamath Six Bit Prairie 1/09/79 Permit amended
Existing sludge lagoon
. . T, . _ ]6 -
Lincoln : T & L Sludge Lagoon _”””W 1/23/7¢9 Permit renewed



MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste

{(Reporting Unit)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM=-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

January,

1979

(Month and .Year)

Waste Description

Quantity
Date Tyne Source Presant Future
i
Disposal Requests Granted {(12)
Oregon (1)
8 Spent etching acid solution Metal casting 6 drums None
Washington (9)
2 PCB filled transformers Aircraft Co. 7 units Perifodic
b Potliners consfsting of Primary Al 400 tons 400 tons/month
Can, NaF, A!F3’ C, etc. Smelting Plant '
10 Unusable paper dye product Chemical Co. 4 drums None
10 Aluminum slag consisting Secondary Al .3,000 tons 600 tons/month
of A}ZQB, Cr203, Cud, etc. smelting plant
24 Unmarketable stains and. Paint manu- 65 drums 180 drums/year
: finishes preducts facturer
26 PCB capacitors Chemical Co, 46 Units None
26 PCB waste Federal Agency 2 capacitors, None
9 transformers,
and 1 drum of
" contaminated
rags, articles,
etc.
31 Obsolete laboratory Research 6 drums 5 drums/year
Chemicals laboratory '
31 PCB capacitor P.U.D. 1 unit Mone
California (1)
2 PCB contaminated raés, Paper mill 1 drum MNone
articles, etc.
17 - -
tdaho (1)
26 PCB capaclitors " Chemical Cao. 2 units Hone




January 1979

TOTALS LAST PRESENT

Settlement Action 16 20

Preliminary Issues 16 12

Discovery 3 3

Tc be Scheduled 2 3

To be Rescheduled 1 0

Set for Hearing 0 0

Sriefing ! !

Decision Due ] b

Decision Qut 3 3

Appeal to Commission 4 5

Appeal to Court ! !

Transcript ! I

Finished w 22

56 5
KEY

ACD air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AQ Ailr Quality

AQ~SNCR-76-178 A vicolation involving alr quality occurring in the Salem/North
Coast Region in the year 1976; the 178th enforcement action
in that region for the year.

Cor Cordes

CR Central Region

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

S Civil Penalty Amount

ER Eastern Region

Fld Brn Field burning incident

Hrngs The Hearings Section

Hrng Rfrrl The date when the enforcement and compliance unit requests
the hearings unit to schedule a hearing.

Hrng Rgst The date the agency receives a request for hearing.

LQ Land Quality

Mes McSwain

MAv The Mid-Willamette Valley Region

NP Noise Pollution ‘

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater
discharge permit A

P At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a
permit or its conditions.

PR Portland Region

PNCR Portland/North Coast Region

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Crder Remedial Action Order

Resp Code The source of the next expected activity on the case,.

SNCR Salem/North Coast Region {(now MWV)

SSD Subsurface Sewage Disposal

SWR Southwest Region

T At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a tax

o credit matter.

Trancr ‘Transcript being made.

Underlined Different status or new case since last contested case leg.

Ly s e s ey ——————

_]8_



Pat/Resp
Name

Davis et al

Paulson

Trent

Faydrex, Inc.

Johns et al

Laharty

PGE (Harborton}

Ellsworth

Ellsworth

Silbernagel

Jengen

Mignot

Perry

Jones

Sundown et al

Wright

Henderson

Magness

Southern Pacific Trans

Suniga

Bun-Studs

Taylor, D.

Brookshire

Grants Pass Irrig

Pohll

Califf

McClincy

Zorich

Powell

Wah Chang

Barrett & Sons, Inc.

Carl F. Jensen

Carl F. Jensen/
Elmer Klopfenstien

Steckley

Wah Chang

Gray

Haskins

Hawkins Timber

Kdght

Wah Chang

Wah Chang

stimpson

Vogt

Hogue

BeM

5t. Helens

Champlon

Welch

Carter

Louisiana-Pacific

Louisiana-Pacific

Hood River

Reeve

Bierly

Georgia-Pacific

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

...'!9..

Hrng Hrng DEQ or Heng Hrng Resp Dec Case
Rgst Rfrrl Attty Offer Date Code Date Type & No.
5/75 575 Atty  McS 5/76 Resp 6/78 12 55D Permits
5/76 5/75 Attty McS Resp 1 88D Permit
5715 5/75 Atty MeS Resp 1 88D Permit
5/75 5/75 Atty McS 11/77 Transeg 64 SS8D Permits
- 5/75 5/75 Attty MeS All 3 88D Permits
1/76 1/66 Attty McS 9/76 Resp 1/77 Rem Grder SSD
2/76 2/76  Atty McS Hrngs ACD Permit Denial
10/76 10/76 Atty Mes Resp 510,000 WQ-PR-76-196
10/76 10/76 Atty McS Resp WQ~PR~ENF~76~48
10/76 10/77 Atty Cor Resp AQ-MWR-76-202 35400
11/76 11/76 Atty Cor 12/77 Prtys 6/78  $1500 Fld Brn AQ-SHCR-76-232
11/716 11/76 DEQ Mes /77 Resp  2/77 3400 SW-SWh-288-76
12/76 12/76 DED Cor 1/78 Hrngs Rem Order SS-SWR-253-76
4/77  1/77 DEQ Cor 6/9/78 Hrngs 8SD Permit SS~SWR~77-57
5/77 6/77 Attty McS Preys $11,000 Total WQ Viol SNCR
5/77 5/77 Atty Mos Dept $250 S5-MWR~77-99
6/77 /71 Atty Cor 1/77 Resp Rem Order S8-CR-77-136
7777 /71 DEQ Cor 11/77 BErngs 51150 Total SS-SWR-77-142
7/77 /77 Atty Cor Prtys $500 NP~SNCR~77-154
/77 1/77 Atty Lmb 10/77 Hrngs $500 AQ-SNCR-77-143
8497 9493 PEQ e Beap £396-WO-CWR-FF-152
8/77 10/77 DED McS 4/78 Dept $250 S5-pPR-77-188
9/77 9/77 Atty McS 4/13/78 Hrngs $1000 AQ-SNCR~76-178 F1ld Brn
9/71 9/77 Atty McS Prtys 310,000 WQ-SWR-77-198
9/77 12/77 atty Cor 3/30/78 Hrngs 88D Permit App
19/77 10/77 DEQ Cor 4/26/78 Prtys Rem Order SS~PR-77-225
10/77 12/77 Attty McS Resp 85D Permit Denial
10/77 10/77 Atty Cor Prtys $100 NP-SNCR-173
11/77 11/77 Axty Cor Hrngs $10,000 Fld Brn AQ-MWR-77-241
12771 12/77 Attty  MeS Prtys ACD Permit Conditions
12/77 DEQ Dept $500 WO-PR-77-307
12/77 i/78 Atty McS Prtys $18,600 AQ-MWR~77-321 F14 Brn
12/77 1/78 Atty MoS Prtys §1200 AQ~SNCR-77-32C Fld Brn
12/77 12/71 DEQ McS 6/9/78 Atty $200 RQ-MWR-77-298 Flid Brn
1/78 2/78 Atty Cor Prtys $5500 WO-MWR-77-334
2/78 3/78 DEQ Dept $250 S8~PR-78-12
3/78 3/78 Attty Dept $5000 AQ-PR-77-315
3/78 3/78 Atty Dept 55000 AQ-PR-77-314
3478 BEg Bapt £500-85-56WR~78~33
4/78 4/78 Attty Mcs Pritys NEDES Permit
L1/18 12/78 Atty MeS Resp P-WQ-WVR~78~07
5/78 Atty McS Dept Tax Credit Cert. T-AQ-PR-78-01
/787 6/78 DEQ Cor 11/8/78 Dept S8D Permit
7/78 Atty Dept P-85-SWR-78
8/78 8/78 DEQ Cor 11/1/78 Hrngs 580 Lincense
1/18 Atty McS Dept P-WO~NWR=78-03
8/18 8/78 DEQ Resp P~WQ=~CR~-78~04
10/78 10/76 Attty Prtys P«5S—-CR~78~134
10/78 DEQ 12/21/78 Resp $50 AQ~WVR-78-140
/78 10/78 DEQ DEQ $1500 AQ-3WR-78-97
9/78 16/78 DEQ DEQ $2000 AQ-SWR-T78-122
11/78 DEQ  McS Prtys $1650 WQ-CR-78-142
10/78 Atty Dept P-58-CR-78~-132 & 133
12/78 12/78 DEQ Priys $700 AQ-WVR-78-144
1/79 1/78 Atty Priys $1525 AQ-NWR-78-159

January 1979

Case
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Appaal to Court
Sattlement Action
Settlement Action
Transcript Prepared
Preliminary Issues
Appeal to Comm
Preliminary Issues
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Discovery
Settlement Action
Appeal to Comm
Decision Out
Decision Due
Settlement Action
Appezl to Comm
Decision Qut
Decision Due
Preliminary Issues
Appeal to Comm
Pintahed
Settlement Action
Degision Gut
Discovery

bDecision Due
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Settlement Action

Settlement Action
Appeal to Comm

Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary Issues

Gekbiement-Ackion

Preliminary Issues
Preliminary Issues
To be Scheduled
Briefings
Preliminary Issues
Declsion Due
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary Issues
To be Scheduled
Discovery
Settlement Action
To be Scheduled
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DEQ-48

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda ltem No. C, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission take action on the attached three
requests as follows:

I. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to applications T-103k4
{(Willamette Industries, Inc.) and T-104k0 (Tektronix, lnc.).

2. Reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificates 659, 726 and 941
to reflect change of ownership from Georgia-Pacific Corporation to

Husky !ndustries, Inc.
K} .
ﬁ /E fﬂig‘gx.ﬁ.-f{ !"(;)J e,
™
WILLIAM H. YOUNG

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
2/8/79
Attachments



Proposed February 1979 Totals:

Air Quality 3 -0~

Water Quality 1,467

Solid Waste 311,621
' $ 313,088

Calendar Year Totals to Date
(Excluding February 1979 Totals)

Air Quality S 279,319
Water Quality 70,785
Solid Waste 113,294

S 463,598

Total Certificates Sawrded (monetary values)
Since Beginning of Program (excluding February 1979 totals)

Air Quality $118,967,038
Water Quality 97,951,331
Solid Waste 46,598,451

$263,316,880
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Date 2/7/79

Stat: of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF LuVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX CREDIT APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Willamette Industries, Inc.

P.0., Box 128
Sweet Home, Oregon 97386

The applicant owns and operates a lumber and plywood mill at Sweet Home, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for solid waste pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility claimed in this application consists of 243,750 square feet of asphalt
paving over the plant scaling and sorting vard.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made August 7, 1973 and
approved August 15, 1973. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility
August 19738, completed September, 1978, and the facility was placed into operation
September 1978.

Faciltity Cost: $311,612.21 (Accountant's certification was provided),

Evaluation of Application

Prior to the paving of the Willamette Industries plant log yard over 12,000 cubic
yards per year of log yard residue {dirt, rock, bark, and scrap) was landfilled.

The log yard was dusty and muddy, and considerable amounts of rock had to be used

to provide all weather trafficability. The paving eliminated the mud problem,

dust emissions and landfil] disposal of solid waste. The clean recoverable portion
of the waste (bark and wood scraps) Is now picked up off the yard and processed into
hog fuel. The following is a cost saving analysis for the claimed facility as pre-
pared by Willamette Industries, Inc.:

A. Annual Cost Savings

1. Annual Rock Replacement $16,900.00
2. Annual Cleanup Cost 45,200.00
3. Annual Equipment Maintenance 18,500.00

Total $80,600.00




T-103%

2/7/79
Page 2
B. Annual Cost of Paving
1. Interest Expense 10 years at 10% {(average) §16,711.00
2. Pavement Maintenance 20¢ per sq. vyd. 6,150.00
3. Property Tax 6,080.00
b, Depreciation 10 years straight line 30,383.00
Total $59,324.00
Pre-tax Savings (cost savings - cost of paving) 21,276.00
Corporation Income Taxes at 50% 10,@} .00
NET AFTER TAX SAVINGS $10,638.00

Value of the recovered bark is approximately $36,000.00 annually (value of hog
fuel, $3.00 per cu. yd.).

The claimed facility eliminated generation of 12,000 cubic yards per year of solid
waste, mud prohblems, dust emissions, and substantially reduced the need for new
landfill sites. Considering that the value of the recovered bark is greater than
the annual operational savings, it appears that the substantial purpose for the
construction of the claimed facility was polliution control and utilization of solid
wastes,

k. Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to-construct and preliminary
certification issued pursuant to ORS 463.175.

B. Facility was under construction on or after January 1, 1973 as required by
ORS 468,165 (1) (c).

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

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 459
and the rules adopted under that chapter.

5. Director's Recommendation
it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$311,612.21 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control be kssued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-1034.

MS: jMc

229-6015

February 7, 1979



Appl. T-1040

Date January 24, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Tektronix, lnc.
Box 500
Beaverton, Oregon 97077

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing electronic
equipment such as oscilloscopes, information display and television
products.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of a spectrophotometer, Turner model 350,
with Instafill and Cell Assembly.

The function of the instrument is to detect chromium in the effluent
quickly, as opposed to grab sampling and laboratory delays. 1t is in-
stalled at their industrial waste treatment plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made. The
request was approved 9/13/76. Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility on 9/13/76, completed and placed into operation in September of
1977.

Facility Cost: $1,467.75. (Cost statements were provided.)

Evaluation

The applicant claims to have been able to maintain chromium levels in the
discharge to less than permit limits. The use of the claimed facility, they
claim, has been useful to this end. Staff substantiates this claim.

Summation

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

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

. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial ex-
tent 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.




Tax Relief Application Review Report, T=1040
January 2k, 1979
Page 2

5. Director's Recommendation

ft.is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T~1040, such Certif-
icate to bear the actual cost of $1,467.75 with 80% or more allocable
to pellution control.

C. K. Ashbaker /py
229-5325
January 24, 1979



State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATES

CERTIFICATES ISSUED TO:

Georgia~Pacific Corporation
Suite 200

2310 Parklake Drive, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

AMENDED CERTIFICATES TO BE ISSUED TO:

Husky Industries, Inc.
62 Perimeter East
Atlanta, Georgia 30346

Certificates 653 and 726 were issued for air pollution control facilities.
Certificate 941 was issued for a solid waste facility.

DISCUSSION

On April 30, 1976, the Environmental Quality Commission issued Pollution
Control Facility Certificate 659 to Georgia-Pacific in the amount of
$92,915 for a Doyle-type wet scrubber. On October 15, 1976, the EQC

issued Certificate 726 to Georgia-Pacific in the amount of $1,156,836 for

a hearth furnace, steam boiler and related equipment. On November 17, 1978
the EQC issued Certificate 941 to Georgia-Pacific in the amount of

$829,545 for a wood waste material dryer.

By letter of December 20, 1978, Georgia-Pacific advised the Department that
the above-mentioned assets had been sold to Husky Industries, Inc. (see
attached letter). By letter of December 21, 1978, Husky Industries notified
the Department of their purchase of those facilities (see attached letter).

SUMMAT | ON

Pursuant to ORS 317.072, Certificates 659, 726 and 941 should be amended
to reflect Husky Industries, Inc. as the new owner of the certified facilities,

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Revoke and reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificates 659, 726 and 941
to Husky Industries, Inc. These reissued certificates only to be eligible
for tax credit relief for the time remaining from the date of their first

i ssuance,

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
2/9/79
Attachments



Georgia-Pacific Corporation .4

Lega! Department THOMAS E. WITHYCOMBE
A,
900 S.W, Fifth Avenue RERNETI 1 MoCAW, 3
Portland, Oregon 97204 DENNIS M. GHORBA
~ Telephone (503) 222-5561 GLEN A KUYKENDALL

LINDSAY D.STEWART

WILLIAM E. CRAIG

KEITH T. BORMAN

J. DAVID PETERSEN

LYNN T. NAGASAKC
Attornays

December 20, 1978

Ma”ngcment Se

rvic

Dept. of Enwronmnnta?sagg;aty
Environmental Quality Commission h? EI I3 W7 p?

P. O. Box 1760 !0}
Portland, Oregon 97207 qu f

Subject: Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Certificate Nos. 659 and 726

Gentlemen:

Please be advised that Georgia~Pacific Corporation has
sold the assets of its charcoal briquet plant in White City,
Oregon, including the assets to which the subject certificates
pertain. The new owner of the certificates is Husky Indus-
trieg, Inc., 62 Perimetexr Center East, N. E., Atlanta, Georgia
30346,

If you need any additional information, please contact
the undersigned.

ly yours,

%

Dav1sson
RMD/ pc

cc: Mr. Horace H, Sibley



HUSKY IA!{DU.S TRIES

62 PERIMETER CENTER EAST | ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30346 [ TELEPHONE {404} 393-1430

December 21, 1978

Carol A. Splettstaszer

Department of Environmental Quality
522 S. W. 5th Avenue

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Ms. Splettstaszer:

This is to advise you that Husky Industries, Inc. purchased
the Charcoal Briquet manufacturing facilities, located at White City,
Oregon on December 4, 1978, from Georgia-Pacific Corporation.

Husky Industries understands that your department has issued
Environmental Quality Certificates #726 and #659, covering some of
these facilities and respectfully request that the owner of record
be changed to refiect the new owner. Further, we are attaching copy
of Tax Relief Application filed with your office and also, request
that owner of record on the application be changed to reflect the

new owners.

If you require further information concerning this reguest,
please contact me.

Very truly yours,

HUSKY INDUSTRIES, INC.
P

v ;ﬂflyiéfﬂéF%‘W“k
i
b

Y
7 kY

A. R. Sperry
Vice President - Treasurer

ARS/ftj
Attachment

cc: H. Sibley
F. A. Skirvin



. o Certilicale No.g5Q .

Date of bswe 4730776
Stale of Orepon )
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No,_T-700

PELLUTION CONTROEL FAGILITY CERTIFIGATE

Issued Tos Ast Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
Georgia Pacific Corxp. Owriexr 7890 Agate Road
900 sW rPifth Ave. ' : White City, Oregon
Portland, Oregon 97204 Jackson County

Description of Pollution Contrel Facilityt

Doyle-type wet scrubber used as a secondary control‘device to. clean air
contaminants from the stack of a hogged wood waste boiler.

Date Pollution Coutrel Facility was complctéd and placed in operation:  12/19/74; 0L/07/75

Actual Cost of Pollution antroi.Facilit.y: "% 92,915.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:  Eighty (80) percent Or more.
{Replaces Cert. No. 624 which is hereby revoRked, because the facility was

purchased from Olson-Lawyer Timber on 1/31/76.) Change of ownership effective J1/31/76.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449, 605%et seq., it is hereby certified that- the facility
described herein and in the applicarion referenced zbove is a “pollution control. facility® within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisly the intents and
purpeses of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder,

Therefore, this Pellution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with

the statutes of the State of Oregon, the repulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss :

1, The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any
proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if, for

any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose., ’

".3.  Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department cf Environmental
Quallty shall be promptly provided.

*Now ORS Chapt. 468.155 et seq.
| | J,\/
) . Sipvcd

“Tile Chalrman, EQC

p Approved by the Envirowmental Quality Connnission

on the __30th day 'of April 19_?_9_

it qmm————r P
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/ ‘ ;o : ) ' ' Certificate No. __,;25_._

State of Oregon
.DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue —10/15/76

B Co . Application No. _T=258%

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issucd To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Georgla Pacific Corporation. 7890 Agate Road

900 8.W. Fifth White City, Oregon
Portland, Oregon 97204 .

As: [J Lessee ¥] Owner

o

Description of Pollution Control Facility: ’ v
Hichols Herreschoff Multiple Hearth Furnace, ducting to boiler, Wyatt Kipper

high pressure steam boiler. (Revocation of Certificate £656 and issue new
certificate to include accounting error reported by Georgla Pacific.)

Type of Pollution Control Facility: K] Air O Water {1 Soiid Waste
Date Pollution Control Facility was compieted: 3197], Placed into operation: 1971
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Faeility: b3 1,156,836 Il

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controi:

100%

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and

in the applxcat;on referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the delinition of GRS 468.155 and that
the air and water or solid waste facility was erected, conbtructcd or installed on or after January 1, 1967, or Janu-
ary 1, 1973 respcctwelv and on or before December 31, 1980, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate
to a substanhal extent for the purpose of preventing, ‘contr ollmg or reducing air, water or solid waste pollution, and
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-

under.
Therefore, this Pollution Control facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutés of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

+  of operation of the facﬂlf;y and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for iits intended pollution control
purpose. .

3. Any reporis or mom‘torinq data requested by the Department of Environmental @Quality shall be promptiy pro-
vided.

Signed . T
Title ‘/ Chairmai:

Approvedlby the Environmental Quality Commission on

N the _1h5j"1b___ dag; of October s 1976

DEQ/TC-8 1.7
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; Certificute No.

State of Oregon o 11/17/78
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEKNTAL QUALITY Date of {ssue 111

Application No, =577 _

POLLUTICN CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: - T Location of Pollution Contirol Facility:
Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Suite 200 White City
2310 Parklake Drive, N.E, Jackson County, Oregon
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
As: [ Lessee ¥¥ Owner E

| Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Waste wood material dryer

L .
Type of Poliution Control Facility: I Air 3 Noise ] Water }@( Suviid Waste

LI-D—ate Pollution Centrol Faeility was completed: 2/3 1 /77 Placed intc operation: 3/1 /77 B

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 829 shg 76 ‘ i
4 + B —

Jarcent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: :

- 100% : i

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468,155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 463,155 and that the
a1 or water facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, the solid waste facility was under construction -
or after January 1, 1973, or the noise facility was constructed on or after January I, 1977, and the facility is designed
for, and is being operated or will operate io a substantial extent for iae purpose of preventing, conirolling or re-
ducing air, water, noise or solid waste pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposcs
of ORS Chapter 459, 467 or 468 and the regulations adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with ihe siatutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special condition:.

1. The facility shall be continuously operated al maximum efficiency for the desipgned purpose of preveiting, con-
irolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Envirommental Qualify shall be immediately notified of any proposed changze in use 9 method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facilify ceases (o operatc £3¢ its intended poliuaon eontiol
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Qualify shall be prompliy pro-
vided.

Approved by the Environmental Qualivy Commission ol:

17th November - 78

the day of 19

DE@/TC-6 10/T1 5P+54311-340

e e e TSI 3% Be wFil e WACI ina T R



Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUB

aoveRnoR POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Addendum No. 1, Agenda ftem No. C, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

Be informed of the Director's intention to issue Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit to the Stimson Lumber Company
for their bark dryer (see attached review report).

@wﬂgﬂgzign#%TMWﬁ_

oy
WILLIAM H. YOUNG

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
2/9/79
Attachment

Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46



Appl NC 1066, 1067, 1068

Date February 8, 1979

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit Review Report

l.

Applicant
Stimson Lumber Company
P.0. Box 68
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

The applicant owns and operates a lumber and veneer manufacturing mill at
Scoggins Valley, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in NC application No. 1066 is a hog fuel bark dryer
designed to reduce the moisture content of the fuel by using waste heat
from the boiler stack gases. The facilities described in NC application
Nos. 1067 and 1068 are two hog fuel boilers, each designed to produce
53,000 lbs/hr of steam.

The facilities were completed and placed into operation in January, 1979.
The estimated cost of the bark dryer is $150,000. The estimated costs of
the hog fuel boilers are $250,000 and $200,000, of which $50,000 is allocated

to pollution control for each of the boilers.

Evaluation of Applications

Stimson Lumber Company submitted requests for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit for two hog fuel boilers and a bark dryer on January 10,
1978. These requests were reviewed by the Department and it was recom~
mended to the EQC that the reguests be denied. The EQC voted to deny
preliminary certification of the bark dryer at the February 24, 1978
meeting {Attachment 1). The two hog fuel boilers were denied preliminary
certification at the April 28, 1978 meeting {Attachment 2). The Company
has requested hearings on both of these denials.

Since the requests were denied the Company has employed a consultant, Mr.
Dave Junge of Corvallis, to explain the impact of the projects on the
reduction of air pollutants and to show the importance of the components
of the system in reducing air pollution.

After receiving the report by Mr. Junge, the Department reviewed the
denials of preliminary certification and information submitted. In
regard to the hog fuel boilers the Department has arrived at the same
conclusion as presented and approved at the April 28, 1978 EQC meeting;
that they were not installed for a substantial purpose to prevent, con-
trol or reduce air pollution. The Department is of the opinion that
specified pollution control components of the mew boilers such as the
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monitoring equipment that is included in the project could be granted
preliminary certification if these items were requested separately.

With regard to the bark dryer, the Department, after reviewing the report
written by Mr. Junge, has concluded that the bark dryer could be found
to be installed for a substantial purpose to reduce air pollution and
should be given preliminary certification for tax credit. The reason
for this is that the bark dryer reduces the concentration of the parti-
culate emissions from the hog fuel boiler as well as the total amount

of emissions. The reduction in particulate concentration has been docu-
mented by Robert C. Johnson of Energy Systems Engineering, inc. of Kent,
Washington. He found that by reducing fuel moisture from 63% to 52%,
the concentration of particulate emissions was reduced by 43%. The rea-
son for this reduction is that better combustion of the fuel occurs.

The Stimson dryer is designed to reduce fuel moisture from 55% to 50%.
Therefore, taking into account the emissions from the dryer, a particu-
late concentration reduction of approximately 14% should occur. The
diyer would also reduce total emissions, since the boilers would use
less fuel. It is estimated that the total reduction in particutate
would be approximately 21%.

Since the dryer does save energy, it is anticipated that when Stimson
Lumber Co. submits its final tax credit application, 100% could not be
allocated to air pollution control.

Summation

. The denial of the Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax
Credit for the two hog fuel boilers should be upheld for the
following reasons:

a. A substantial purpose for construction of the facilities
is not the prevention, control or reduction of air pollu-
tion,

b. The Department has determined that the erection, construc-
tion or installation does not comply with the applicable
provisions of ORS Chapters 454, 459, 467 or 468 and the
applicable rules or standards adopted pursuant thereto.

2, The bark dryer reduces the concentration of particulate emissions
by an estimated 14% in addition to the emission reduction that
occurs due to reduced fuel use. Therefore, it is concluded that
the dryer was installed for a substantial purpose to reduce air
pollution as is required by ORS Chapter 468, and it should be
granted Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit.



5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit be granted to the Stimson Lumber Company bark dryer.

WIiLtLIAM H. YOUNG

Charles R. Clinton:mkw
229-6955

February 9, 1979
Attachments (2)

1. Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report
for a hog fuel dryer at Stimson Lumber Company

2. Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report
for two hog fuel boilers at Stimson Lumber Company
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State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ATTACHMENT 1

Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

1. Applicant

Stimson Lumber Company
P. O, Box 68
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

The applicant owns and operates a lumber and veneer manufacturing mill at
Scogygins Valley, Oregon,

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

2. Description of Cla}med'Fgcinty

The facility described in this application is a hog fuel dryer designed to
reduce the moisture content of the fuel by using waste heat from the boiler
stack gases,

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation August 1, 1978.
The estimated cost of the facility Is $150,000,

&’ 3. Evaluation of Application

The facility consists of a rotary dryer, exhaust gas cyclone, induced draft fan
and associated air ducts and hog fuel conveyors. The facility would utilize
waste heat from the boiler stacks to drive off free moisture from the fuel

and thereby reduce fuel usage and improve the overall energy efficiency of the
power boilers. A small increase in particulate emissions is expected from the
dryer, however this should be offset some by reduced emissions from the boilers
because of lowered fuel firing rates. '

k., Summation

A. A substantial purpose for construction of the facility is not for prevention,
control or reduction of alr, water or noise pollution or solid waste.

B. The Department has determined that the erection, construction or installation
does not comply with the applticable provisions of ORS Chapter 454, 459, 467
or 468 and the applicable rules or standards adopted pursuant thereto.

E. Director's Recommendation

. 1t is recommended that the Commission issue an order denying the aﬁﬁ]icant's
request for Preliminary Certification.

Steven €. Carter:cs
“/  329-5297
2/17/78
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Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

Applicant

Stimson Lumber Company

P. 0. Box 68

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

The applicant owns and operates a lumber and veneer manufacturing mill at
Scoggins Valley, Oregon.

Applications were made for preliminary certification for air pollution
control facilities. :

Pescription of Claimed Facility

The facilities described in these applications are two hog fuel power
boilers designed to produce 53,000 ibs/hr of steam each,

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation August 1, 1978,

The estimated cost of the facilities are $250,000 and $200,000 of which
$50,000 is allocated to pollution contro! for each of the power boilers.

Evaluation of Application

The proposed boilers will replace two existing hog fuel boilers which have
a combined rating of 75,000 Ibs/hr. The existing boilers were source
tested in mid 1976 and determined to be in compliance with Department
emission standards. The proposed boilers will have a combined rating of
106,000 lbhs/hr. The multiclone serving the existing boilers will be used
to control emissions from the proposed boilers. MNo other pollution control
equipment is included in this proposal, Particulate emissions will not
change significantly from existing levels.

The applicant indicated that since the boilers will be operated below rated
capacities, fewer particulates will be released because less particulates
will leave the fuel piles and combustion will be more complete due to
longer residence times. They conclude therefore that the boilers will
serve in part as pollution control facilities. The Department does not
concur with this rationale.

The Department concludes that the applicant will expand its steam produc-
tion capacity even though they may not use it without either significantly
decreasing or increasing its emissions. Therefore, in the absence of any
pollution control benefits, preliminary certification as a pollution’
control facility is not warranted.



Preliminary Certification For Tax Relief Review Report
Stimson Lumber Company
Page Two

L, Summation

A. A substantial purpose for construction of the facility is not for
prevention, cohtrol or reduction of air, water or noise pollution or
solid waste.

B. The Department'has determined that the erection, construction or
installation does not comply with the applicable provisions of

ORS Chapter 454, 459, 467 or 468 and the applicable rules or standards
adopted pursuant thereto,

5. Director's Recommendation

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

Stephen {. Carter:as
229-5297
4717777




February 16, 1979

Mr. Bud Keeney, Plant Manager
Stimson Lumber Company

Post Offlce Box 68

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

Re: A - Stimson Lumber Cdmpany
Flle No. 34-2066, NC 1066, PR-100A
Washington County

Dear Mr. Keeney:

After our meeting of December 1), 1978 the Department reviewed the report
by Dave Junge that you submitted and the other Ttams which have bean sub-
mitted in conjunction with the request for Preliminary Certiflication for
Tax Credit of the two hog fuel bollers and the bark dryer. The Department
has determined from this review that the hog fuel bollers cannot he granted
preliminary certification for tax credit. The reason ls, as we have pre-
viously Indicated, that a substantial purpose of the facillity is not for
pollution control. It is the Department's determination that the substan-
tial purpaose for installing these hog fuel boilers was to conserve energy
and to provide flexibility in operation. As a result of the energy con-
servatlon the emission of pollutants is reduced.

If requests for preliminary certification for tax credlt were submltted
for speciflied pollution control components of the new boilers such as the
opacity monitors, oxygen monitors and the television monitors, the Depart-
ment would consider granting prelimlnary certification for them,

The Department has determined that the bark dryer should be granted pre-
Viminary certificatlon for tax credit slnce it reduces the concentration of
particuiate amissions In addition to reducing total particulate emissions
through reduced fuel requlrements. This determination would have to be
approved by the Environmental Quality Commission at their February 23, 1979
meeting which will be held i{n Room 602 of the Multnomah County Courthouse,
1021 S. W, hth, Portland. Enclosed you will find a staff report that has
been prepared for this meeting.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call Mr, Charles R, Clinton

at 229-6955.

Sincerely,

Robaert E. Gllbert
Manager
CRC /mb Morthwest Region
Enclosure
cc: Alr Quality Division, DEQ
Department of Justice, General Counsel Division
Attn: Frank Ostrander




ROBERT wW. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. D, February 23, 1973, EQC Meeting

Authorization for Public Hearing on Procedural Rule
Revision Proposals: Contested Cases

BACKGROUND

An objective of the Hearings Section has been to review procedural rules
and suggest changes in the light of contested case experiences. The
enforcement group, the Justice Department, and Agency Management have
participated.

An attempt to refine the rules governing civil penalty amounts must
await further study.

SUMMAT1ON

1. ORS Lk68.020, h68.120(1) (b)(2), L468.125 and 183.341(2) provide
statutory authority for these amendments.

2. The proposed amendments to OAR 340-11-116 are to clarify who may
obtain and/or issue subpoenas and who may modify or withdraw one,
how to serve it, and who pays the fees.

3. The proposed amendments to OAR 340-11-132 are inten?ed to remove the
present provision for simultaneous filing of exceptions and argument

by all parties.

4. The proposed amendments to OAR 340-12-040 adds intentional violations,
unauthorized deposition of sewage or solid waste, and unauthorized
installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems to the list of
violations for which the imposition of a civil penalty does not have
to be preceded by a five-day notice.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended the Commission authorize one or
more public hearings to be held for public comment on the proposed rules.

jzii/! /£ Jf/ﬂ -Cu")f{ !;Elcﬁ,ﬂrﬁf—f;h,

b E vy

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

MdDowns:cs
229-6485
2/13/79

Avrtnrhmant+ (1)
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* NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING *
REXKIR AR IRRIEARRRR IR L AR LT R &R

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is proposing to revise
its rules regarding enforcement and contested case progedures. A public
hearing on this matter will be held in Room 511 of the DEQ offices located
at 522 5.W. Fifth (Yeon Building) in Portland, Oregon, at 2:00 p.m., on
Tuesday, June 5, 1979.

WHAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING?

Interested parties should request copies of the draft rule revisions.
Some of the highlights are:

*%* Clarification of the procedures in obtaining, issuing, and serving
subpoenas in a contested case proceeding.

*#%% (Clarification of the procedures by which a party to a contested case
proceeding may appeal the decision,

*%% The addition of intentional wviolations, unauthorized deposition of
sewage or solid waste, and unauthorized installation of subsurface
sewage disposal systems to the list of violations for which a civil
penalty may be imposed without the DEQ first serving a five-day
warning notice on the violator.

WHO IS AFFECTED?

Persons, or attorneys representing clients, that may be involved in a
contested case proceeding with the DEQ.

HOW TO SUBMIT YOUR INFORMATION:

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality,
Hearings Section, P.0. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be
received by June 4, 1979.

Oral and written comments may be offered at the public hearing.
WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
Copies of the draft rule may be obtained from:

Department of Environmental Quality
Hearing Section

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

(503) 229-5829

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP?

The proposed rule revisions along with the Hearing Officers'
recommendations from the testimony presented at the public hearing will
be presented to the Environmental Quality Commission on June 29, 1979,
for final consideration.



SECTION

(Note: Material proposed to be deleted is shown in brackets

[]; material proposed to be added is underlined)
prop

Subpoenés {and Depositions]

340;ll~116 [Subpoenas and Deposiﬁions shall be as provided
by ORS 183.425, 183.440, and 468.120 and shall be preceded

by a showing of good cause, general relevance, and reascnable
scope wWith regard to the evidence sought. Such showing may
be by affidavit based on knowledge and belief.- Subpoenas

aﬁd Deposiﬁions may be modified or withdrawﬁ for good cause

shown. }

(L) Any party teo a contested case, upcon reguest shall be

issued subpoenaes to compel the attendance of witnesses and

the production of hooks, records and documents.




(2) The parfv requesting the subpoena shall be

responsible for serving the subpoena and tendering the

fees and mileage to the witness.

(3) Subpoenas authorized by this section'may be

served by the partvy or any person over 18 vears of age.

{4) Witnesses who are subpoenaed shall receive

the same fees and mileage as in civil actions in the

circuit court.

(5) Subpoenas may be issued by

(a) A hearing officer, or

(b) The Chairman of the Commission or

(¢) The attorney of record of the party requesting

the subpcena.

(6) A person present in a hearing room before a hearing

officer during the conduct of a contested case hearing may he

required, by order of the hearing officer, to testify in the

same manner as if he were in attendance before the hearing officer

Upon a suopoena.

(7) Pursuant to a request by a subpoenaed witness a

hearing officer or the Chairman of the Commission may modify

or withdraw a subpoena upon good cause being shown therefor,

(8) Nothing in this section shall preclude the possibility




of making informal arrangements for the oroduction of witnesses

or documents, or both.

" Statutory Authority: QRS 468.020, 468.120(1)(b), (2)
| 183.341(2) |
Hist: S Filed and Eff. 9-13-76 as DEQ 122



Comment:

There is needed clarification concerning who may obtain and/or
ilssue subpoenas and who may modify or withdraw one, how to

serve it, and who pays the fees.



SECTION

"340-11-132 Appeal of [Presiding] Hearing QOfficer's [Officers’

Proposed Order in Hearing Before Commission] Final Order.

(1) Hearing Cfficer's Final Order

In a contested case [before the Commission,] if a majority
of the members of the Commission have not heard the case or
considered the_recbrd, the [Presiding] Hearing Officer shall

prepare a written [proposed order] Hearing Officer's Final

Order including findings of fact and conclusions of law. [Copies]

The original of the [proposed order] Hearing Officer's Final

Order shall be filed witk the Commission, and copies shall be

served upon the parties in accordance with section 340-11-097

(regarding service of written notice).

(2) Hearing Officer Reconsideration or Rehearing;

Commencement of Appeal to the Commissicn

(a) [The parties shall have] The Hearing Officer's Final

Order éhall be the final order of the Commission unless within

[fourteen (14)] 20 days from the date of mailing, or if not

mailed then from the date of personal service, [in which to]

1 - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OCAR 340-11-132



any of the parties or any -three—or more memberg of the

Commission [file] files with the Commission and [serve]

serves upon [the other parties] each party a [request that

the .Commission review the proposed order] Petition to

the Hearing Officer for Reconsideration or Rehearing or a

Notice of Appeal to the Commission. A proof of service

thereof shall also be filed, but failure to file a proof

of service shall not be a ground for dismissal of the

petition or notice.

(b) If the Hearing Officer does not otherwise act,

a timelvy served and filed Petition to the Hearing Officer

for Reconsideration or Rehearing shall be deemed denied

on the 20th'day following the date the petition was filed,

and in such a case, the Notice of Appeal to the Commission

shall be served and filed within 20 davs only follpwing such

date. If the Hearing Officer denies such a petition within

20 days of its filing then the Commission and parties shall

have 20 davs from the date of denial to serve and file_a_Notice

of Appeal to the Commission pursuant to subparagraph (a) of

this subsection (2). The grant or denial of such petition

within 20 days of filing of the petition shall be made in

writing and shall be filed with the Commission in order to

be effective. It shall be deemed effective as of the date

of filing. It shall also be served upon the parties. It

need not state any grounds therefor,

(¢) The timelvy filing and service of a Notice of

2 -~ PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR 340-11-132



*

Appeal to the Commission is a jurisdictional requirement

for the commencement of an appeal to the Commission and

cannot be waived; a Petition to the Hearing Officer for

Recongideration or Rehearing or a Notice of Appeal to the

Commission which is filed or served late shall not be

considered and shall not affect the validity of the Hearing

Officer's Final Order which shall remain in full force and
effect. '

[{3) Unless a timely request for Commission review is
filed with the Commission, or unless within the same tine
the Commission, upon the motion of its Chairman or a majority
" of the members, decides tp review it, the proposed order of
the Presiding Officer shall become the final order of the
Commission.]

" {3) Automatic Stay Of Hearing Officer's Final Order

(2) The timely filing and service of a Petition to the

Hearing Officer for Reconsideration or Rehearing shall auto-

matically stay the effect of the_Hearing Officer's Final Order

until the petition is denied or the Hearing Officer's Final

Order is modified or reissued.

(b) The timely filing and service of a sufficient Notice

of Appeal to the Commission shall automatically stay the effect

of the Hearing Officer's Final Order.

(4) Contents of Petition to Hearing Qfficer for Recon-

sideration or Rehearing - A Petition to the Hearing Officer for

/77
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Reconsideration or Rehéaring shall be in writing and shall

state the grounds and arguments therefor.

(5) Contents of Notice of Appeal to the Commission

A Notice of Appeal to the Commission shall be in writing
and need only state the party's of@%hfee_eéﬂmegaﬁCommission—
{ :

ers' intent that the Commission review the Hearing Officer’'s

Final Order.

[(4)] (8) Proceduie on Appeal (a) Appellant's Ex-

ceptions and Brief =-[If the Commission review is invoked,

~ then the parties] The Appellant (appealing party) shall

[be givén] within [thirty] 30 days from the date of service |

or filing of his Notice of Appeal to the Commission, which-

ever i1s later, [mailing or personal service of the Presiding

Officer's proposed order, or such further time as the Director
or Commission may allow, to] file with the Commission and

serve upon [the other parties] each other varty written

exceptions [and arguments to the proposed order.] , brief

and proof of service. Such exceptions [and arguments]

shall spe01fv those flndlngs and COHCLhalOﬂa obje ted To

and reasoning, and shall include proposed alternative findings

of fact, conclusions of law, and order [and shall include]
with specific references to those portions of the record upon

which the party relies. In any case where more than one party

timely serves and files a Notice of Appeal to the Commission

the first flled.shall be considered to be the appeal and the

second the cross appeal. ﬁnQitbq12gf£4ﬁg4gggL4£ﬁ42E&21£&

)‘dem““ﬁ W\ M@M:&” Caixag _A_/émum_ AMJ? M/&C
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(b) Appellee's Brief - Each party so served with exceptions

and brief shall tﬁen_have 30 days from the date of service or

filing, whichever is later, in which to file with the Commissiomn — —

and serve upon each other party an answering brief and proof of

service.

(c) Reply Brief - Except as provided in (6)(d) below,

gach party served with an answering brief shall have 20 days

from the date of service or filing, whichever is later, in

which to file with the Commission and serve upon each other .

‘party a reply brief and proof of service.

(d) Cross Appeals - Should any party entitlé& to_file

an answering brief so elect, he may also cross appeal to the

Commission the Hearing Officer's Final Order by filing with

the Commission and serving upon each other party-in addition

te an answering brief a Notice of Cross Appeal, exceptions

(described above at (6)(a)), a brief on cross appeal and

proof of service, all within the same time allowed for an

answering brief}~ The appellant-cross appellee shall then

_ have 30 days in which to serve and file his reply brisf,

cross answering brief and proof of service. There shall

be no cross reply brief without leave of the Chairman or

the Hearing Officer. [As to any findings of fact made by

the Presiding Officer, the Commission may make an identical
finding without any further consideration of the record.
 Further, the Commission may make a finding identical to that

proposed by all parties other than the agency without any

5 -~ PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO QAR 340-11-132



— further consideration of the record.]

1

{Auth. note: see (6)(j) below]

hange proposed

by McSwadin

C

(e) Briefing on Commission Invoked Review - Where one&

[#hree] or more members of the Commission commence an appeal

to the Commissicn pursuant to subsection (2)(a) above, and

where no party to the case has timely served and filed a

Notice of Appeal to the Commission, the Chairman shall prompt-

ly notify the parties of the issues that the Commission desires

the parties to brief and of the schedule for filing and serving

briefs. The parties shall limit their briefs to those issues.

Where three or more members of the Commission have commenced

an appeal to the Commission and a party has also timely

commenced such a proceeding, briefing shall follow the

schedule set forth in subparagraphs (a), {(b), (¢}, (4),
(f) and (i) of this subsection (6).

(f) Extensions - The Chairman or a Heafing_Offlcer,

upon request, may extend any of the time limits contained

in this subsection (6). FEach extension shall be made

in writing and be served upon each party. Anv request for

an extension may be granted or demied in whole or in part.

(g) Failure to Prosecute - The Commission may dismiss

any appeal {(or cross appeal) if the appellant (or cross

appeliant) fails to timely file and serve any excentions or

brief reqpired.by_these rules.

[(5)] (h) Oral Argument - Following the expiration

of the time allowed the parties to present exceptions and [ar-

6 - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR 340-11-132



‘guments] briefs, the Chairman may at his discretion schedule

the [matter] appeal for oral arqument before the Commission.

[(6)] (1) Commission Review Prior to Completion of

Briefing =~ [Notwithstanding whether the procedures set ocut in

subsection (i) through (5) of this section have besn completed, ]

Following the timely service and filing of a sufficient Notice

of Appeal to the Commission a majority of the members of the

Commission may at any time personally consider the whole record
i -

or appropriate portions‘thereof and issue a final order based

thereon notwithstandihg'the fact that the procedures set out

in subnaragraphs‘(a) through (h) of this subsection (6) have

not been completed.

[(7)] (i) Scope of Review - In [reviewing] an appeal

to the Commission of a [proposed order prepared by a Presiding

Officer,] Eearing Officer's Final Order, the Commission may,

based upon the record made before the [Presiding] Hearing
Officer or appropriate portions thereof, substituie_its judg-
ment for that of the [Presiding] Hearing Officer in making
any particular finding of fact, conclusion of law, or order.

As to any finding of fact made by the Hearing Officer the

Commission may make an identical finding without anv further

consideration of the record.

[(8)] (k) Additional Evidence - - In [reviewing] an

appeal to the Commission of a [proposed order prepared by a

Presiding Officer,] Hearing Officer's Final Order, the Commission

may take additional evidence. Requests to present additional

7 - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR 340-11-132



evidence shall be submitted by motion and shall be supported by

{an affadavit] a statement specifying the reason for the failure

to present it at the hearing before the [Presiding] Eearing
Qfficer. If the Commission g¢grants the motion,'or so decides
of its own motionm it may hear the additional evidence itself
or remand to a [Presiding] Hearing Officer upon such conditions
és it deeﬁs.just. | -‘ _

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020 and 183.341(2)

Hist: Filed 9-6-74 as DEQ 78, Eff. 9-25-74

' Amended by DEQ 115, Filed and Eff. 7-6-76"
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CCMMENT

The intent here 1is to remove the preéént provision for simultanecus
£iling of exceptions and argument by all parties who wish to do
so. The parties requesting review must file them. Those not
requesting review initially have two new options. The first is
to respond to the exceptions and arguments of others after having
seen them, rather than trving to anticipate them. The second 1is
to elect to regquest review and propose an alternative order in
light of the fact that an adversary has done so. Some litigants-
might choose not to seek review unless an adversarv does so.

Under the present rule they must seek review 1f they even suspect
an adversary will or their opportunity gees out the window.

Under the proposal, all parties will have an opportunity to
respond to the exceptions and arguments of others so as to fully
inform the Commission regarding the respective positions of each
of the partieé involved. The time limitations can'be enlarged by
the Commission or the presiding officer. The current rule results
in many requests to the Director for extensions and places the
Director in the center of-controversies between his own ccounsel

and oppesing litigants. It hasn't proven comfortable tc administer,



SECTION

"340~12-040 Notice of Violation (1) Except as provided
in subsection (3) of this section, prior to the assessment
of any civil penalty the Department shall serve a [written
notice] Notice of [violatioﬁ] Violation upon the respondent.
Service shall be in accordance with section 340-11-097.

(2) A [notice] Notice of [violation] Violation shall be

in writing, specify the violation and state that the Department

will assess a civil penalty if the violation continues or
occurs after five days following [service] receipt of the
notice.

(3)(a) [Written nétice] A Notice of Violation shall

not be required where the respondent has otherwise received
actual notice of the violation not less than five days prior

to the viclation for which a penalty is assessed.

(b} No advance notice, written or actual, shall be re-

quired where:

1 -~ PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO QAR 340-12-040



(1) the act or omission ceonstituting the

violation is intentional;

(i1) the violation consists of disposing of golid

waste or sewage at an unauthorized disposal site;

(1ii) the wviolation comsists of constructing a

sewage disposal system without the department’s permit;

(iv) [where] the water pollution, air pollutionm,
or air contamination source would normally not be iﬁ
existence for five days{,]; or

| (v) [where] the water pollution; air pollution
or air contamination source might leave or be removed
from the jurisdiction of the department.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.125, 183.341(2)

Hist: Filed 9-6-74 as DEQ 78, Eff. 9-25~74"
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COMMENT

1977 Oregon Laws, Chapter 317, Section 3 amended ORS 468.125
by adding intentional violations, unauthorized depcsition

of sewage or solid waste, and unauthorized installation of
subsurface sewage disposal systems to the list of violations
for which the iﬁposition of a civil penalty does not have to be
preceded by a five-day notice. The present rule does not
reflect this amendment and requires the Department to give
notice where it was required by the old statute. It will

allow the Department to proceed with the full latitude allowed

by the statute.



" Environmental Quality Commission

RO svenon 8 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503} 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda ltem No. .E , February 23, 1979 Environmental
Quality Commission meeting.

Authorjzation to Conduct a Public Hearing on the Matter
of Whether to Modify the Order Prohibiting or Limiting
Installation of Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems Within
the River Road-Santa Clara Area, Lane County.

Background

I. The Commission initiated a public hearing at its March 31,
1978 meeting in Eugene on the question of imposing a moratorium
on the issuance of construction permits for new subsurface
sewage disposal systems and favorable reports of site suita-
bility in the River Road-Santa Clara area of Lane County.

2. The hearing was continued so Department staff could more
thoroughly address factors required by statute for rulemaking.

3. At its April 28, 1978 meeting, the Commission heard the Depart-
ment's completed staff report. Based on that report and testi-
mony the Commission adopted an amendment to Oregon Administrative
Rules 3L40-71-020 which approved the subject moratorium and
caused initiation of a detailed groundwater study by Lane
County. The April 28 staff report is Exhibit 1, attached.

. Today's agenda item is in response to Director's Recommendation
#4% in the April 28 report, which required a status report re-
garding the River Road-Santa €lara Groundwater Analysis sponsoret
by Lane Council of Governments and Lane County Department of
Environmental Management.

5. An EPA grant was awarded and study design was completed,
sampling stations established (including existing well conver~
sion, well drilling, and surface site). Water quality sampliing
began on October 23, 1978 and development of a computer based
hydroiogy model! is proceeding as scheduled. Some data is now
available. The study schedule, Exhibit 2, is attached.

DEQ-46



Evaluation

i.

2.

Facts collected to date are presented in this section. Those
ITisted below are extracted from study progress reports.

Most soils in the study area can readily accept septic tank
effluent. Many of the soils accept effluent so efficiently
that Timited treatment occurs for some constituents.

0f the L4O-inch annual precipitation, 13 inches reaches the
water table, and the balance is runoff, evaporation and/or
transpiration. Precipitation is the major recharge to the
shallow aquifer. Additional recharge is provided by groundwater
underflow (generally from the south) and from imported domestic
water via water districts, '

About 30 percent of the aquifer recharge (1.1 billion gallons)

is from household use and resuiting septic tank effluent disposal
of the imported water. Although high density areas use imported
domestic water, the northerly downgradient area depends on
groundwater as a sole source for domestic supply.

Nitrate is the focus of the study because it is an effective
tracer in groundwater movement. Nitrate is also significant
because of the EPA 10 mg/l nitrate-nitrogen primary drinking
water limit., The study estimates nitrate-nitrogen socurces to
the subject aquifer as follows:

precipitation and water supply background

dwelling unit fertilizer

septic tank effluent 9
agricultural and '"other'" sources: not quantified

jo T o T v i 13
— o —
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Based on the above and making certain assumptions about disper-
sion and dilution attenuation, the study predicts steady state,
i.e., long term, nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in the ground-
water ranging from 3.7 to 13.9 mg/1. This is shown in Exhibit
3, attached. Background nitrate-nitrogen concentrations have
been measured from 0.0 to 0.86 mg/1.

Department staff has examined the limited nitrate-nitrogen

data available (October, November, December, 1978). Concentra-
tions range from trace to 26.2 mg/l with values most frequently
from 5 to 9 mg/1 in the highly developed areas. This compares
favorably with the above predictions. A visual reference is

-provided in the following Exhibits:



1.

a. Exhibit 4: Study area map showing sampling locations, a
maximum concentration isopleth (solid line) and a reference
baseline {(dashed line).

b. Exhibit 5: Using the maximum nitrate-nitrogen concentration
isopleth, nitrate-nitrogen concentrations as a function
of an east-west distance from the isopleth are plotted.
This plot illustrates the nature of decreasing nitrate con-
centrations as a function of distance from the isopleth.

¢. Exhibit 6: WUsing an arbitrary baseline through the study
area, this plot ‘illustrates the maximum nitrate-nitrogen
concentrations measured through December, 1978. The average
maximum is about 7 mg/t.

Further evaluation is difficult at this time, since limited
data is available.

Summation

The River Road-Santa Clara area represents a potential ground-
water contamination problem resulting from subsurface sewage
disposal systems in a densely developed residential community.
This problem is of particular concern to the downgradient sole
source domestic aquifer.

The prediction of elevated nitrate-nitrogen levels in areas
of concentrated septic tank development is supported by the
limited analytical data, and is in reasonable agreement with
predicted ranges (Exhibit 3).

Many nitrate-nitrogen concentrations even now approach the EPA
10 mg/1 primary drinking water standard, and a few exceed it.
Early implications are for further increments above background
levels with time and growth.

Based on the Lane County Board of Commissioners' request and
public testimony, the Environmental Quality Commission amended
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Section 71-020 by
prohibiting or lTimiting installation of subsurface sewage dis-
posal systems within the River Road-Santa Clara area.

The moratorium should remain in effect at least until more
complete study results are available. It is essential that
the study be completed so that impacts of future development
on groundwater can be accurately predicted and controlled,

(3)



Current data is insufficient to make reliable quantitative
nitrate-nitrogen predictions within and downgradient from the
study area, but will be sufficient upon completion of the study .

Director's Recommenation

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that:

1. The River Road-Santa Clara moratorium under Oregon
Administrative Rule 340-71-020 be continued until
March 1980, at which time sufficient data and analysis
will be available to predict groundwater quality,

including a relationship to growth.

2. The Department staff be directed to continue working
with staff of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management
Commission, Lane County, the cities of Eugene and
Springfield, and the Lane County Local Government
Boundary Commission to obtain development and im-
plementation of a plan for preventing and reducing
groundwater pollution in the River Road-Santa Clara

area.

3. A public hearing be authorized and the Department
staff be directed to provide the Commission with recom-
mendations by March 1980 on whether to modify the
“"Order Prohibiting or Limiting Installation of Sub-
surface Sewage Disposal Systems within the River Road-

Santa Clara Area, Lane County."

/ . ,
"V@Qﬁéi«VJz‘5§@7Mma_
Lt
WILLITAM H. YOUNG
John E., Borden: wir
378-824¢p
February 9, 1979

Attachments: (6)

1. Ethbft 1: Agenda ltem F, April 28, 1978 EQC meeting.

2. Exh!b}t 2: River Road-Santa Clara Study Schedule.

3. E§h|b:t 3: Theoretical N03~N Concentration in Ground Water,
, River Road-Santa Clara.

Exhibit 4: Map of River Road-Santa Clara area showing concen-
tration levels.

5. E;h:bit 5: River Road-Santa Clara nitrate concentration vs.
dlsFance to peak concentration isopleth.

6. Exhibit 6: River Road-Santa Clara nitrate concentration vs.

basel ine.



ROBERT W STRAUB

GOVEN DY

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-Dod6

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. F, April 28, 1978, EQC Meeting -
Continuation of Public Hearing on Proposed Order Proh{bitiqg

or Limiting Installation of Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems
Within the River Road - Santa Clara Area, Lane County :

Background

The Commission initiated a public hearing at its March 31, 1978 meeting
in Eugene on the question of imposing a moratorium on the issuance of
construction permits for new subsurface disposal systems and favorable

‘reports of site suitability in the River Road - Santa Clara area of Lane

County. The hearing was continued to this meeting. The Department's
staff report of March 31, 1978 failed to specifically address, in order,
those factors required by statute, to be considered by the Commission
whenever a moratorium is imposed. ‘Each of those eleven {11) statutory
factors is addressed below under evaluation.

Statement of Need for Rule Making

(?

Containg
Prmueined

1. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 454.625 requires the Commission to
adopt such rules as it censiders necessary for the purpose of
carrying out ORS 454.605 to oh 7h4E,

Orders limiting or prohibiting construction of subsurface sewage
systems under ORS 454.685 are imposed by the Commission through
adoption of an amendment or Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR) 340~
71-020.

2. A resclution received from Lane County Board of Commissioners
requests imposition of a moratorium to prevent further degradatton
of groundwater pending a resolution of the problem.

The Department's evaluation {discussed bealow) supports conclusion
that a problem exists and that a moratorium is the only apparent
way to prevent further degradation while a plan for resolving the
problem is being developed.
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3. Document relied upon in considering the need for the proposed rule
is:

Santa Clara - River Road
Groundwater Contamination Evaluation 1978
By: Environmental Geology & Groundwater
H. Randy Sweet
Consulting Geologist/Hydrogeologist

Evaluation

"Order Limiting or Prohibiting Construction"

Factors to be considered, in accordance with ORS 454.685(2) are as
follows:

(A) Present and projected density of population

The present population of the River Road - Santa Clara area is
approximately 27,500. By the year 2000 the population is projected
to reach 40,000. :

(B) Size of building lots

The residential parcel size in the area north of Beltline Road
indicates 58 percent of the parcels to be 10,000 square feet or
less, 33 percent of the parcels to be between 10,000 and 20,000
square feet in size, and 8 percent to be larger than 20,000 square
feet.

In the area south of Beltline Road, 52 percent of the parcels are
10,000 square feet or less in size, 40 percent are between 10,000
and 20,000 square feet in size, and 7 percent are greater than
20,000 square feet in size.

(C) Topography

The area topography is virtually flat (0 - 3% slope} with seyeral
filled river meander channels cutting through the area oriented to
the north - northwest. ' .

(D) Porosity and Permeability of the Soils

The soils dominant in the area have moderate to high permeability
in the upper profile of 36 to 48 inches from the ground surface.
Absorbency is good, with silty clay loam textures with good pore
size and distribution. Some areas have restrictive silty clays
occurring at 36 to 48 inches from the ground surface. In these
areas the soils may be somewhat restrictive to water movement.
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i Throughout the area, gravel beds occur at depths ranging from 3 to
: 9 feet from the ground surface. These gravel strata vary from clay
cemented gravels to very clean, rapidly permeable material.

Gn the west and north sides of the area, restrictive clays occur at
12 to 30 inches from the ground surface. Water perches on the
ground surface in these areas.

(E) Any geological formations which may adversely affect the
disposal of sewage effluent by subsurface means

Highly porous and permeable substrata materials, a seasonably high

and locally recharged groundwater table, and excessively to moderately
well-drained soils (including clean gravels)}, adversely effect the
suitability of the River Road - Santa Clara area for the installation
of high density subsurface sewage disposal systems.

The area is underlain by geologically recent, unconsolidated,
valley-filled alluvium that consists primarily of discentinuous
fayers and lenses of porous and permeabj&b sands and gravel with
minor amounts of silt and clay. '

These deposits are part of the Willamette River Valley altuvial
aquifer that is the primary source of groundwater for industrial,
domestic, and agricultural uses in the Willamette Valley Region.

(F) Ground and surface water conditions and variations therein
from time to time

o A major source of recharge to this groundwater system js the infil-
tration and downward percolation of precipitation that falls directly
on the valley floor. As a result, the water table beneath the

River Road - Santa Clara area fluctuates in response to seasonal
variations in precipitation, with the late winter-early spring

water table rising to within 5 to 10 feet of land surface. This
recharge is enhanced by moderately well to excessively drained

soils that offer little impedance to the downward percolation of

soil moisture.

Once in the groundwater flow system, water beneath the River Road -

5 Santa Clara area moves generally northward toward downgradient
discharge points such as wells, streams, rivers, and other surface
water bodies. There is a direct hydraulic connection bhetween

surface and groundwater in the River Road- Santa (lara area. The
nature of the connection (the discharging of groundwater to surface
water bodies, or the infiltration of surface water into the groundwater
system) is dependent on site specific characteristics and/or seasonal
variations in ground and/or surface water levels.
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Surface water drainage is not well defined, and is limited to the
old river meander channels in the area. Some of the more western

and northern channels have been excavated to improve flow conditions.
(Amazon Flat Creek Project Flood Control). Some of the channel

flows are intercepting perched water tables and the upper surface

of the regional water table.

(G} Climatic conditions

"Typical' climate conditions of the River Road - Santa Clara (Eugene
Area) produce mild wet winters and warm dry summer seasons. Seasonal
changes in rainfall are gradual with about 50% of total annual
precipitation falling in the months df November to January. The
igverage'' rainfall Is about 42 inches per year.

Temperature norms range from mean daily maximums of 63/ F and a
minimum of 43% F.

Relative to evaporation potential, most authorities agree that,
normally, annual precipitation exceeds annual evaporation.

{H) Present and projected availability of water from unpolluted
sources

Presently, water supply to the River Road - Santa Clara area is

- provided through two water districts which purchase water from the

Eugene Water and Electric Board.

Water supplies north and northwest of the River Road - Santa Clara
are taken directly from the underlying flow system in the River
Road - Santa Clara area.

Numerous shallow wells exist in the subject area with usage predomi-
nately for irrigation purposes. However, it is possible that some
wells may, or are being used, as potable water supplies.

(1) Type of, and proximity to, existing domestic water supply sources

Water supply to the River Road - Santa Clara area is provided
through two water districts which purchase water from the Eugene-
Water and Electric Board. The River Road Water District is located
south of Beltline Road with the Santa Clara Water District serving
northerly of Beltline Road.
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() Type of, and proximity to, existing surface waters

The River Road - Santa Clara area is bordered on the eastern boundry
by the Willamette River and its meanders.

Spring Creek, which flows all or most of the year, has its origin
from Sprlng action in the mid-eastern portion of the area. Spring
Creek is located east of River Road and west of the Willamette
River and flows in a northerly direction to discharge into the
Willamette River.

Numerous small surface drainage ways (|ntermittent streams) are
located in the western portion of the area and flow in the northwest
direction along with the total net water flow systems. These
intermittent drainage ways originate as rainfall and discharge to
lower land, ultimately flowing into the Long Tom and Fern Ridge
Reservoir systems

(K) Capacity of existing subsurface sewage disposal systems

Estimated subsurface sewage discharge:

3 million gal/day (1.1 billion gal/yr.); individual septic tank-
' drainfield systems
in addition to
.2 million gallons per day from Lynnbrook subdivision lagoon

3.2 l!llon gallons per day TOTAL

Approximately: 30% of toal annual aquifer recharge within
the. grea®

(* from Table 8, page 24, H. Randy Sweet
Report)

Other points to consider®

"{A) Due to natural development and structure of the soils in the
River Road - Santa Clara area, the local groundwater aquifer is
particularly susceptible to contamination.

(8) About 30 percent of the shallow aquifer recharge in River

Road -Santa Clara may be attributed to water imported for domestic
use. Most of this water is discharged (wasted) as sewage into the
ground.

(C) On-site disposal of sanitary wastes is the major source of
nitrogen (and eventually nitrate-nitrogen) to the shallow alluvial
aquifer in the River Road =~ Santa Clara area.
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(D) Areas downgradient from the River Road - Santa Clara area are
now, and are projected to be, solely dependent upon groundwater for
domestic supply. Therefore, assurance of a long-term potable water
supply must be considered in any continuing or future evaluation of
groundwater quality in the River Road - Santa Clara area.

(E) The significance of NO3-N in drinking water has been discussed
for many years. It is supposed that excessive nitrate ingestion in
infants and/or nursing mothers may result in methemoglobinemia
(blue babies). Other recent studies have questioned this relation-
ship. However, the fact remains that the Environmental Protection
Agency Drinking Water Standards prohibit the use of water for
dr:nk:ng purposes when the nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N) concentration
is in excess of 10 mg/1.

The following individuals will be available for addltlonaltestlmony
or to respond to questijons:

Mr. Roy Burns, Director
Lane County Water Pollution Control Division

Mr. Kent Mathiot, Hydrogeologist
State Water Resources Department

Mr. Larry Lowenkron, Engineer
Eugene Branch CGffice, DEQ

Long~Range Solution To Problem

Because much of the River Road - Santa Clara area is already developed

at urban-level densities, the ultimate solution to the identified groundwater
contamination problem is the installatieon of sanitary sewers. Even now

the design of new sewage treatment facilities for the Eugene- Spr:ngfzeid
area, including capacity for the River Road -Santa Clara area, is underway.

The present service for the new facilities is essentially coterminous
with the city limits of Eugene and Springfield. The Southern Pacific
railroad and a few residences located along the interceptors between the
cities and their sewage treatment plants receive sewage services even
though they are currently outside of the Cities. e

Since design is now underway for an improved system, and funding is
available from the EPA Construction Grant Program, now would be an
opportune time to look towards areawide sewerage services. This would
require a method of bringing the unincorporated areas either into the
County Service District or formtng a separate entity contractlng for
sewage services with the other entities.
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ORS 454,685 provides, in part, that whenever the Environmental Quality
Commission finds that the construction of subsurface sewage disposal
systems should be limited or prohibitied.in an area, it shall issue an
order limiting or prohibiting such construction. The order shall issue
only after public hearing for which more than 30 days notice is given.

Such order would issue in the form of an amendment to OAR 340-71-020 by
adding a new subsection (9) as shown on Attachment "A'.

Summation

1. Lane County Board of Commissioners has requested imposition of a
moratorium on new subsurface sewage system construction permits and
favorable reports of site suitability Wlthln the River Road -Santa
Clara area.

2. ORS 454,685 provides that whenever the Commission finds that the
construction of subsurface sewage disposal systems should be limited
or prohibited in an area, it shall issue an order limiting or
prohibiting such construction. The order shall be issued only
after public hearing for which more than 30 days notice is given.

3. Proper notice was given and published within the affected area.

k., Testimony was received at a public hearing by the Commission on
March 31, 1978 in Eugene. That hearing was continued to this date
to receive additional testimony.

5. Factors required by statute (ORS 454.685) to be considered by the
Commission in imposing a moratorium have been addressed in the
“"evaluation' section of this report.

6. Evidence indicates probable groundwater pollution in the River
Road - Santa Clara area and areas down gradient. There is g likeli-
hood of increased pollution if subsurface disposal of sewage is
expanded. '

7. A moratorium is the only apparent way to temporarily stop increase
of pollution pending development of a plan for prevention and
reduction of groundwater pollution.

-7
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Director's Recommendation (restated with revisions)

I.

Impose a moratorium on issuance of -construction permits for new
subsurface sewage disposal systems and favorable reports of site
suitability in the River Road - Santa Clara area of Lane County by
adopting the proposed amendment to OAR 340-71-020 as shown in
Attachment "A'f,

Impose a moratorium on approval of any pending new, or modified
sewage disposal facility which would use subsurface injection.

Direct Department staff to work with the staffs of the Metropolitan
Was tewater Management Commission, Lane County, the Cities of Eugene
and Springfield, and the Lane County Local Government Boundary
Commission to obtain development and implementation of a plan for
preventing and reducing groundwater pollution in the River Road -
Santa Clara area.

Direct Department staff to provide the Commission with a status

report within the six months period proposed by the Lang County
Board of Commissioners regarding investigation progress.

WILLEIAM H. YOUNG

John Borden:aes
378-8240
April 18, 1978

Attachments: "A'" Proposed Amendment to OAR 340-71-020

"B Map, Proposed River Road - Santa Clara Moratorium Area



PROPOSED

Amend Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-020 by adding a new subsection (9)
to read as follows:
""(9) Pursuant to ORS 454,685, neither the Director nor his authorized

representatives shall issue either permits for new

sewage disposal facility which would use subsurface in-
jection, or construction permits or favorable reports of evaluation
of site suitability for new subsurface sewage disposal systems, withinr

the boundaries of the following described geographic area of the State:

The area generally known as River Road-Santa Clara, and

defined by the Boundary submitted by the Board of County
Commissioners for Lane which is bounded on the South by the

City of Eugene, on the West by the Southern Pacific Railroad,

on the North by Beacon Drive, and on the East by the Willamette
River, and containing all or portions of T-165, R-4W, Sections 33,
34, 35, 36, T-175, R-4W, Sections 1, 2, 3, &4, 10, 1, 12, 13,

14, 15, 22,23, 2L, 25, and T-175, R-1E, Sections 6, 7, 18,

Willamette Meridian."



TO

'FROM . Roy L. Burns, Director - Water Pollution Control Division

MEMOL.ANDUM sne courty

Environmental Quality Commission

SUBJECT Request for Establishment of a Moratorium DATE April 24, 1978

on Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems in
the River Road/Santa Clara Area, Lane County, Oregon

On February 22, 1978 the Lane County Board of Commissioners approved
Resolution No. 78-2-22-3 which requests that you "...place a moratorium upon
the issuance of construction permits and favorable reports of evaluation of
site suitability for new subsurface sewage disposal systems within the boun-
daries of River Road - Santa Clara, Oregon...”. The Board further resolved
to aggressively pursue a solution to the waste disposal needs of the area,
and to re-assess the situation after six months to ascertain whether or not
the moratorium should be continued.

At your commission hearing regarding the matter, conducted on March 31,
1978 at Harris Hall in Eugene, Oregon, additional information was requested
in support of the County request of both EQC staff and Lane County.

Attached for your 1nf0rmat1on is a Lane County report that summarizes the
River Road - Santa Clara status and County position.

The County's position is:

1. Substantial portions of the River Road - Santa Clara
area are already developed at urban-level residential
densities and continuation of such development patterns
may be expected in the future in the absence of limits
on development.

2. Urban services, including sewers, must be provided in
areas where extensive deve]opment to urban-level densi-
ties is occurring.

3. While available ground water quality information may not
demonstrate that a public health hazard presently exists,
it certainly provides sufficient evidence that effluent
from subsurface sewage disposal systems is entering the
ground water in the River Road - Santa Clara area and is
degrading the water quality.

4. Continued development in the River Road - Santa (lara area
utilizing subsurface sewage disposal systems, will increase
the extent of degradation of the ground water,

5. A moratorium on the issuance of construction permits and
favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability for
‘new subsurface sewage disposal systems is warranted as a
result of factors existing in the River Road - Santa Clara
area.
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Memo to EQC
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6) Issuance of subsurface sewage disposal systems in
compliance with existing EQC regulations and in
accordance with adopted comprehensive plans in the
River Road - Santa Clara area will not protect the
shallow aquifer from degradation.

Requested Action:

1) Adopt the requested moratorium.

2) Direct DEQ staff to assist in defining the extent of
ground water degradation.

3) Direct DEQ staff to assist the County and River Road -
Santa Clara citizens in solving sewerage needs.

RLB:dk1



STAFF REPORT

RIVER ROAD - SANTA CLARA AREA
LANE COUNTY, OREGON

HISTORY

The River Road - Santa Clara area is located north of the City of
Eugene and is generally bounded on the South by the City, on the West by
the Southern Pacific Railrcad, on the North by Beacon Drive, and on the
East by the Willamette River. The area contains approximately 7,000 acres
of which just over one-half (3,550 acres) has been developed for residential/
commercial uses and attendant roads and streets.

Significant development and population growth in the River Road - Santa
Clara area began in the 1940's and 1950's and reached a peak in the 1960's.
Between 1940 and 1976 the estimated population of the area increased from
approximately 3,000 to 27,500. The current estimate of dwelling unit equiva-
lents in the area is approximately 8,500 and essentially all of the population
in the area disposes of sewage wastes through individual subsurface sewage
disposal systems.

For several years now, public health officials have been expressing
concerns that the extensive, dense development of the River Road - Santa
Clara area might be causing contamination of the shallow ground water in
the area. Specifically, the concerns have been related to the large number
and density of subsurface sewage disposal systems in use in the area and to
the possibility that certain pollutants from the septic tank effluent could be
significantly contaminating the ground water. Several reports addressing various
aspects of the ground water situation in the area have been published, as follows:

T. A.M. Piper, 1942: The Eugene area was included in this
early reconnaissance level investigation of geology and
ground water in the Willamette Valley.

2. R.G. Dickinson, 1972: The ground water guality in the
River Road - Santa CTara area was evaluated in this de-
tailed study. This study specifically indicated that
the widespread use of subsurface sewage disposal systems
in the area was resulting in contamination of the ground
water, :

3. F.J. Frank, 1973: The ground water situation in the Eugene-
Springfield area was discussed in this report. Although the
evaluation was primarily intended as an aid in future develop-
ment of ground water supplies, it did indicate that subsurface
sewage disposal activities in the River Road - Santa Clara area
could result in contamination of the ground water.
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4. 208 Update, 1977: As part of the '208' Wastewater
Management Project administered by the Lane Council
of Governments {L-COG) an attempt was made to re-es-
tablish the monitoring well network used by Dickinson
(1972). Although wells at sites approximating those
used by Dickinson were located and monitored, the test
results were inconclusive as a result of the drought
conditions prevalent during the 1976-77 winter.

5. H.R, Sweet, 1978: This report presents an evaluation
of the relationship between ground water quality in the
River Road - Santa Clara area and the use of subsurface
sewage disposal systems based upon a detailed review of
previous monitoring results. The conclusions reached
during this evaluation will be discussed later in this
report.

Land use and sewerage planning activities within the Eugene-Springfield
metropolitan area have long anticipated that the River Road - Santa Clara area
would ultimately receive sewer service. For almost 30 years now, the provision
of sewer service to the area has been a central issue in numerous sewerage
studies, including a 1950 regional study by CHyM, a 1970 regional study by
CHoM, another 1970 study by DMJIM, and 1975 and 1977 regional studies by CHpM
HILL. 1In 1972, residents of the Santa Clara area even tried to establish a
Sanitary District, but were unsuccessful when their request for approval was
denied by the lLane County Local Government Boundary Commission. An adopted
facility plan involving a regional sewerage system with capacity for serving
the River Road - Santa Clara area is now being implemented for the Eugene -
Springfield metropolitan area.

DEMOGRAPHY

The population and development density of the River Road - Santa Clara
area is already unique for unincorporated areas within Lane County. Since the
area contains a substantial amount of presently vacant land, it may logically
be concluded that the population and cevelopmeni densily will continue to in-
crease in the absence of any limits on development. Following is a brief
summary of information describing the existing and projected 1990 characteris-
tics of the area assuming development is permitted to continue:

ESTIMATED PROJECTED

PARAMETER EXISTING 1990
Land Area {acres) 7,060 7,060
Population {# people) 27,500 32,500
Equivalent Dwelling

Units (#DU) 8,500 10,050
Development Density

{(# people/acre) 3.9 4.6

Development Density
(#DU/acre) 1.2 1.4
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Property sizes 1in the River Road - Santa Clara area vary from very
small lots (less than 5,000 square feet) to parcels of over 100 acres. Over
_one-half (55.3%) of the properties in the area are smaller than 10,000 square
feet, and more than one-third (36.7%) are between 10,000 and 20,000 square
feet in size. Less than 10% of the properties in the area contain in excess
of 20,000 sguare feet.

Most of the soils in the River Road - Santa Clara area can readily accept
septic tank effiuent. However, subsurface sewage disposal of sewage in the well-
drained soils can result in rapid movement and inadequate treatment of septic
tank effluent as it percolates from the disposal system to the shallow under-
lying alluvial aquifer. This shallow ground water is widely used by residents
of the area, primarily for yard irrigation. Essentially all River Road - Santa
Clara residents utilize imported water suppiied through water districts serving
the area for potable purposes.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL ACTIONS

- As a result of concerns related to the impact of intensive development in
the River Road - Santa Clara area on the shallow ground water, the Lane County
Board of Commissioners have taken a number of increasingly severe actions to
1imit unrestrained land development in the area. Following is a summary list
of these actions:

1. High Waste Load Prohibition: Preventing approval of
multiple family residential and other developments which
would generate high waste loads, except when sewer service
is available.

2. Moratorium on Major Subdivisioﬁ: Preventing approval of
new major subdivisions (4 or more lots) in the River Road -
Santa Clara area effective June 9, 1971.

3. EQC Moratorium Request: If approved, would essentially
stop development in the River Road - Santa Clara area.
Thic request is being considered at this meeting.

4. Partition and Re-Zoning Moratorium: Preventing the
creation of additiondl parcels and increased density
through zone changes in the River Road - Santa Clara
area. lLane County took this action to supplement the
requested EQC action discussed in #3 above, to limit
speculative permit applications pending a dec1s1on on
the moratorium question.

While recognizing the potential ground water contamination problem in

the River Road - Santa Clara area and taking the discussed steps to alleviate
it, the Board of Commissioners still recognizes the need to more fully address
the problems of the area. To this end, the Board recently created a Task Force
of the area residents to provide guidance on the waste disposal matter and other
issues of concern to the area. In addition, the Board has recently asked the
Lane Council of Governments to seek a Section 208 Water Quality Management Grant
from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for a detailed ground water study

in the River Road - Santa Clara area.
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H.R. SWEET'S GROUND-WATER EVALUATION

Lane County recently hired H. Randy Sweet, a consulting ground-water
geologist, to evaluate available existing information pertaining to the
ground water quality in the River Road - Santa Clara area and its relation-
ship to development in the area. In his report, dated February 28, 1978,
Mr. Sweet concludes that:

1.

A highly permeable and productive aguifer underiies
the study area . and this shallow aquifer is readily
accessible for development as well as surface contami-
nants.

Disposal of sanitary wastes via on-site disposal systems
is the primary source of nitrogen in the study area, and
as the population increases, a proportional increase in

NO3-N can be expected.

Theoretical and measured NO3-N concentrations have been
shown to locally exceed E.P.A. primary drinking water
standards.

Area-wide verification and/or calibration of ground
water flow model is not possibie given the paucity of
available acceptable data.

Quantification of the extent of NO3-N contamination in
the study and down-gradient areas require an improved
data base. .

COUNTY POSITION

In summary, Lane County's position on the River Road - Santa Clara area
may be stated by the following brief comments:

1.

Substantial portions of the River Road - Santa Clara
area are already developed at urban-level residential
densities and continuation of such development patterns
may be expected in the future in the absence of limits
on development.

Urban services, including sewers, must be provided in
areas where extensive development to urban-Tevel den-
sities is occurring.

While available ground water quality information may
not demonstrate that a public health hazard presently
exists, it certainly provides sufficient evidence that
effluent from subsurface sewage disposal systems is
entering the ground water in the River Road - Santa
Clara area and is degrading the water quality.



Page 5 ,
Staff Report - River .vad/Santa Clara
April 12, 1978

4, Issuance of subsurface sewage disposal systems in
compliance with existing E.(.C. regulations and in
accordance with adopted comprehensive plans in the
River Road - Santa Clara area will not protect the
shallow aquifer from degradation. '

5. Continued development in the River Road - Santa Clara
area utilizing subsurface sewage disposal systems will
increase the extent of degradation of the ground water.

6. A moratorium on the issuance of construction permits and
favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability for
new subsurface sewage disposal systems is warranted as a
result of the factors previously discussed.

GCS :dk1
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THEORETICAL NO3~N CONCENTRATTON IN
GROUND UATER, RIVER ROAD-SANTA CLARA
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DEQ-46

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.0. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. F , February 23, 1979 EQC Meeting
Indirect Source Rules - Request for Authorization to Hold
a Public Hearing Regarding Proposed Rules Amendments
(OAR 340-20-100 through OAR 340-20-135)

Background

Administration and effectiveness of the present Indirect Source (1/8)
program has become increasingly questionable in view of: a) the
impracticality of denying construction of projects which otherwise meet
all land use requirements, and b) concerns by developers that review
criteria are not c¢learly defined.

In order to respond to those criticisms of the I/8 program, the EQC has
previously directed the Depariment to prepare for public hearing a Rules
change which would require all projects that would have a significant
impact in areas projected to exceed air quality standards after 1982 to
apply all reasonable mitigating measures. If projects meet these
requirements they would be approved. Proposed significant impact criteria
for carbon monoxide (CO) and Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) are shown
below:

Pollutant Significant Impact Criteria
Co 0.5 mg/m 3 {8 hour average)
TSP 1 ug/m3 (annual average)

5 ug/m3 (24 hour average)

The proposed modification to the I/S Rules is shown in Attachment 1.



Environmental Quality Commission
February 23, 1979
Page 2

Under the existing Rules and proposed Rules change the cummulative effect
of many approved projects could be a violation of air guality standards
after the clean air act deadline of standards attainment by 31, December
1982. As an alternative to the above outlined I/S Rules change, the
Department could reguire local jurisdictions to develop Parking and Traffic
Circulation Plans (P&TCP's) in areas projected to exceed air quality
gtandards after December 31, 1982, and suspend at least until then the

I/S parking permit program in those areas. A reasonable time to expect
plans to be completed would be July 1982. This alternative is shown in
Attachment 2.

Evaluation

1. The I/5 Rules change shown in Attachment 1 (Alternative 1) would result
in the approval of nearly all projects, provided that all reasonable
mitigation measures were incorporated. It would not address the
cummulative air quality impacts of many projects,

2. The I/S Rules change shown in Attachment 2 (Alternative 2) would
require local jurisdictions to develop Parking and Traffic Circulation
Plans (P&TCP's) which would address the long term cummulative impact of
many projects in identified problem areas. The I/S permit porgram could

be reinstituted after plan development, if necessary, as a plan enforcement
mechanism.

3. While the change in the Federal Ozone standard and projections of
carbon monoxide air quality will leszen the need for PSTCP's in many
areas for these pollutants, recent evidence indicates that transportation
sources contribute significantly to regional particulate air gquality
problems, and their regulation through means of P&TCP's appears needed.

4. Because of Jackson County's documented transportation related air
gquality problems, the Department proposes in Attachment 2 to apply the
20,000 ADT rather than 50,000 ADT review criterion for new or modified
highway projects in Jackson County.

5. Deletion of the present I/S review engineer's position in the
Department's recommended 79-81 Biennial Budget and the unavailability of
other planning staff due to SIP extension requests threatens to hamper
implementation of either of the altermative Rules changes shown in
Attachments 1 and 2.

6. On a priority basis, the most beneficial course of action would be

to put available staff to work on the development of P&TCP's, which would
address long term transportation-air quality related problems, than for
the Department to spend time processing parking permits and trying to
control air quality problems on a case by case basis.
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Summation

1. Administration and effectiveness of the present Indirect Source {(I/5)
program has become increasingly guestionable in view of a) the
impracticality of denying construction of projects which otherwise meet
all land use requirements, and b) concerns by developers that review
criteria are not clearly defined.

2. The EQC has previously directed the Department to prepare for public
hearing a Rules change which would result in approval of all parking
projects even if their impact is projected to exceed specific air quality
criteria, provided they incorporate all reasonable mitigating measures.

3. BAn alternative to the potential Rules change cited in 2 is to require
parking and circulation plans in areas projected to exceed alr quality
standards after December 31, 1982 and suspend the I/S parking permit
program in those areas at least until then.

4. While the change in the Federal Ozone Standard and projections of
carbon monoxide air quality will lessen the need for parking and
circulation plans in many areas for these pollutants, recent evidence
indicates that transportation sources are a much greater cause of regional
particulate air guality problems, and their regulation through parking
and circulation plans appears needed.

5. Because of Jackson County's documented transportation related air
quality problems, the Department proposes in Attachment 2 to apply the
20,000 ADT rather than 50,000 ADT review criterion for new or modified
Highway projects in Jackson County.

6. Deletion of the present Indirect Source review engineer's position in
the Department's 79-81 Biennial Budget threatens to hamper implementation
of either of the two alternatives cited in 2 and 3.

7. On a priority basis it would be more beneficial to put available staff
to work on the parking and circulation plan development to address long
term transportation-air quality related problems, than for the Department
to spend time processing parking permits and trying to control air quality
problems on a case by case basis.
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Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize
the Department to proceed to public hearing before a public hearings
officer on modification to the I/8 Rules under Alternative 2 {(Attachment
2) .

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

JFRowalczyk:nlb
229-6459
February 9, 1979
Attachments (2)



Attachment 1
EQC Agenda
February, 1979

Proposed Amendments to OAR 340-20-130

Issuance or Denial of Indirect Source Construction Permits

(5) For Highways and Airports, [ An ] an Indirect Source Construction

Permit may be denied if:

{a}) The Indirect Source will cause or contribute to a violation of
the Clean Air Act Implementation Plan for Oregon,

(b) The Indirect Source will cause or contribute to a delay in the
attainment of or cause or contribute to a violation of any state
ambient air quality standard { . ] and cauge the following

incremental impacts:

{(A) Carbon Monpoxide: The Indirect Source will cause a greater
than 0.50 mg/m 8 hour average incremental concentration above the
8 hour average carbon monoxide standard after December 31, 1982;

(B) Total Suspended Particulate (TSP): The Indirect Source will
cause either a greater than 1.0 ug/m annual average incremental
concentration or 5.0 ug/m- 24 hour average incremental concentration
above the respective TSP secondary standards after December 31, 1982.

(c) The Indirect Source causes or contributes to any violation of
any State Ambient Alr Quality Standard by any cther Indirect Source
or system of Indirect Sources [ . ] and causes the increments in

OAR 340-20-130 (5) (b) (A)~(B} to be exceeded.

{d} The applicable requirements for an Indirect Source Construction
Permit application [ s ] are not met.

(6) For Parking Facilities and other Indirect Sources with Associated
Parking where the Indirect Source will cause or contribute to a violation
of any State Ambient Air Quality Standard after December 31, 1982 and will
cause an incremental impact greater than specified under OAR 340-20-130 (5)
{b) (AY-(B), the Indirect Source Construction Permit may be denied if:

(a) The Indirect Source fails to submit an Indirect Source Emission
Control Program which either incorporates all reasonable mitigating
measures or incorporates those measures that will reduce the impact

below the above referenced increments.

[ (6) 1 (7) Any Owner or operator of an Indirect Source operating without
a permit required by this rule, or operating in violation of any of the
conditions of an issued permit shall be subject to civil penalties and

injunctions.
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[ (1) ] {8) Nothing in this section shall preclude a Regional Authority
authorized under section 340-20-105 from setting the permit conditions
for areas within its jurisdiction at levels more stringent than those
detailed in sections 340-20-100 through 340-20-135.

[ (8) 1 (9) If the Department shall deny, revoke, or modify an Indirect
Source Construction Permit, it shall issue an order setting forth its
reasons in essential detail.

[ (99 1 (10) An Indirect Source Construction Permit shall be applied for
at least 90 days in advance of the anticipated start of construction.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468,320

Hist: Filed 12-5-74 as DEQ 81, Eff. 12-25-74
Amended 3-11-75 by DEQ 86, Eff. 4-11-75
Amended by DEQ 110 {Temp),

Filed and Eff. 3-17-76 through 7-14-76
Amended by DEQ 118, Filed and Eff. 8-11-76



Attachment 2

Proposed Amendment to OAR 340-20-120
340-20-120 Establishment of an Approved Parking and Traffie Circulation
Plan(s) by a City, County, or Regional Government or Regional

Planning Agency.

(10} Upon the Commissions's concurrence of the Department's findings

relative to the need for establishing a Parking and Traffic

Circulation Plan, the Department or Regional Authority shall suspend,

until January 1, 1983, the requirements of OAR 340-20-115 (1) ~ (2)

for Parking Facilities or other Indirect Sources with Associated

Parking locating within the P&TCP geographic area.




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR
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Environmental Quality Commission

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.0. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, CREGCN 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

Tos Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing for
Proposed Amendments to Rules for .Open Burning
{OAR 340-23-025 through 23-050)

BACKGROUND

Open burning of domestic waste has been permitted within certain areas

of the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area on a twice vearly basis,
This burning is permitted for approximately five weeks in the Spring and
eight weeks in the Fall and was permitted to allow citizens to dispose

of wood, needle and leaf material generated at their place of residence.

Under OAR 340-23-045 {6), this authorized open burning program is scheduled
to expire July 1, 1979. The Department had anticipated, in establishing
the initial July, 1 1979, date, that alternative methods for disposal of
these domestic wastes would have been developed. This is not believed

to be the case.

Alternatives to open burning of this type of material are: composting,
chipping or removal to a landfill.

Composting is a viable alternative for some citizens who have a need for
composted material and an area large enough to hold this material.

Chipping of branches and twigs is an alternative although not a viable

one for most citizens. Purchase prices of a domestic sized chipper are
from $350 - $2,000. Rental rates are approximately $12 ~ $18 for a minimum
four hour period. Rental of this equipment necessitates the means for
towing or hauling to the place of residence. Chippers are noisy and can

be dangerous when children are present or are used by inexperienced
operators. Chippers cannot dispose of leaves or grass clippings.

Landfilling, normally requires the use of a pickup truck or similar vehicle
to which many citizens do not have access. The two sanitary landfills

in the Portland area are expected to be full in 1980 and 1982 without the
addition of this material.
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The Department proposes to:

(1) Have citizen advisory committees consider the problem in their
regpective areas and make recommendations. Comments have been
received from the Portland Air Quality Maintenance Area Citizens
Advisory Committee (Attachment I). These comments will become part
of the record at the proposed public hearing.

{2) The Solid Waste Division has agreed to address the matter of
alternative solutions with specific objectives and a time
schedule--designed to investigate potentially wviable alternatives
and either develop these or conclude that alternatives are not
practicable within a specific time frame.

{3) Implement a much better public relations program so citizens may
have a better understanding of the problem, the air guality impacts,
cleaner burning procedures, and current and potential alternatives.

Proposed rule revisions include:

{1) To allow a continuation of Spring and Pall domestic open burning
in those portions of Multnomah, Clackamas, Columbia and Washington
counties, where such burning would be otherwise prohibited, until
December 31, 1980.

{2) To allow a continuation of Spring and Fall domestic open burning
of Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties until July 1, 1982.

{(3) To extend the permissible burning period; commencing on the third
Tuesday in April through the fifteenth of June and the fourth Tuesday
in October through the fifteenth of December. This additional time
would allow a greater flexibility in permitted burning days.

{4) Removing the coastal area of Lane County from the definition
and current inclusion in the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control
Area. (The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority is in agreement
with this proposed change.)

(3) Including "Wet or green vegetation" in prohibited open burning
activities.

SUMMATION

Under existing rules, domestic open burning in the Willamette Valley Open
Burning Control Area will be prohibited after July 1, 1979 unless the

current rule is modified.
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The Department propoges the following changes to the open burning
regulations:

(1} To allow a continuation of domestic open burning in the Portland
Metropolitan Area through 1980,

{(2) To allow a continuation of domestic open burning in all other
areas of the Willamette Valley (except the city of Bugene, where
burning is prohibited by city ordinance), until July 1, 1982,

(3) To allow domestic open burning, commencing on the third Tuesday
in April through the fifteenth of June and the fourth Tuesday in
October through the fifteenth of December.

{4) To remove from the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area,
that portion of Lane County wesgst of the Coast Mountain Range summit.

(5) To include "wet or green vegetation" in prohibited open burning
activities.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that a public hearing
before a hearings cfficer be authorized for 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, March
21, 1979, in Room 602 Multnomah County Courthouse, 1021 S.W. Fourth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon for the purpose of accepting public testimony on the

proposed rule changes.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

BEJ Weathersbee:jl
229-5397
February 15, 1979

Attachment I = Letter from Portland AQMA
Attachment II - Drafi Rules



Fébrﬁary 9, 1979

Mr. wWilliam H. Young

‘Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW FPifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Young:

The Portland AQMA Advigory Committee is concerned about the continuous
delay of the open burning ban. Domestic rubbish burning was prohibited
in urban areas in July of 1970. Yet 9 years have passed, and residents,
even in densely populated areas, are being allowed by DEQ to burn their
vard trimmings. Attached is a history of the initial action by CWAPA and
the variances which have been granted approximately every two years.

The reason for the first variance granted in 1971 as well as the
subgsequent ones is that solid waste alternatives have not been developed.
Therefore, people have continued the habit of burning which is the guickest
and cheapest means of disposal.

It is recognized that outdoor burning adversely affects health and
vigibility.

Our recommendations to you are these:

1. That the DEQ coordinate an effort among the MSD and local
jurisdictions to provide alternatives to open burning.

2, That the DEQ not wait until landfill and large-scale burning
options become available.

3. That the alternatives of chipping and composting be implemented
wherever possible. Chips and compost are valuable resources
as mulch or landfill cover.

4, That the DEQ consider limiting the variance to rural areas where
the disposal options are fewer.

5. That the DEQ accompany the final phase-out of open burning with
a major public information effort aimed at educating the public
about the impact of burning and the alternative disposal methods.

Other committees have developed positive programs to handle yard
trimmings so that the public does not feel the need to burn. We would
like you to investigate these programs and to give them full consideration
prior to further extensions. Attached is a sheet outlining some of the
programs we have heard about.



Mr. William H. Young
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We would like to see a plan of action which can be implemented within
a specific time frame. We plan to discuss this matter again at our
February 27 meeting and would appreciate your comments at that time.

%jy

Steve Lockwood, Chairman
Portland AQMA Advisory Committee

mg

cc:  Mayor Neil Goldschmidt, City of Portland
Commissioner Connie McCready, City of Portland
Rick Gustafson, Metropolitan Service District
Joe Richards, EQC
Grace Phinney, EQC
Ronald Somers, EQC
Jackie Hallock, EQC
Al Densmore, EQC



ALTERNATIVES OF BACKYARD BURNING

Portland. Cloudburst, a local garbage company, had a CETA
grant to determine what to do with compostable materials. One idea of
theirs was to buy a shredder mounted on a trailer which would be taken
through a community each month to shred people's yard trimmings. Norwood,
Village in Bellevue, Washington does this.

The City of Portland already has a leaf pick-up program and a
Christmas tree chipping program. These could be expanded to include limbs
and branches,

Gladstone pays its hauling company to pick up people's vard trimmings.

BEugene passed an ordinance against backvard burning in 1970. Vern
Adkison of Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority says there has been close
cooperation between air gquality and solid waste personnel. They have made
it convenient for people to haul trimmings by establishing drop boxes;
they have kept up with landfills; and they have a new transfer station
planned. At the time of the burning ban, chipping companies were
encouraged so that people can hire them to do big jobs. Private chippers
are often shared within neighborhoods. The city has a good leaf pick-up
service and gives these away to people with gardens. The county has
initiated a composting project which will begin this spring. (Lane
Regional is ready to extend their burning ban, but is having a hard time
getting Springfield to go along because Portland and Salem aren't doing
anything.)

Berkeley began a composing leaf banking program in 1976. Plant debris
from parks and private individuals is delivered to a composting site on
city property not far from the landfill. Citizens pay a nominal fee and
get a voucher to obtain finished compost. The material is ground by a
Tub grinder hammermill into a fine mulch and is then windrowed.

Nashville collects yard trimmings from residences. It shreds and
composts the material on a field. It uses the compost as a soil
conditioner in parks.

01d Westbury, New York in 1971 began making wood chips, as well as
leaves, available to residents. People may leave limbs and branches no
longer than four feet near the roads. The city collects and shreds them.

Many cities require people with brush to deliver it to a certain site
at the landfill. Public works people shred it and spray it over the
landfill. The advantage is that this saves money for landfill cover.
Jerry Powell, a Portland recycling consultant and chairman of the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee, says he doesn't know why Portland isn't doing
this with the debris from the storm.



HISTORY OF THE OPEN BURNING BAN IN THE NORTHWEST REGION

A phase-out of open burning was begun by the Columbia-Willamette Air
Pollution Authority in 1968.

July 1968 No outside rubbish burning by industrial or commercial
sources or apartments.

July 1969 No large land clearing debris burning in suburbs
surrounding Portland. This was extended to an area
as far as PForest Grove, Gresham, Canby, and S5t. Helens
by January 1970.

July 1970 No domestic rubbish burning in urban areas. Washington
County was given a variance until January 1971 toc allow
development of solid waste sites. All rural fire
digtricts of the four counties were to be in compliance
by January 1972. {Lane Regional and Mid-Willamette
Alr Pollution Authorities instituted the same ban.)

The last phase of the ban aroused some resistance. Many people on
both sides of the issue began to express their opinions on backyard
burning. A March 1971 CWAPA staff report stated that compliance was good,
but the prohibition had caused solid waste problems, particularly for those
with large acreages. It suggested that if the Board felt it neceasary
it could grant a variance to allow households to burn wood, needle or
leaf materials in April and May. But it also stated its position:

"It is the staff opinion, open burning must be eliminated to
achieve desirable air quality and that continued open burning
is not an acceptable solution to the solid waste problem . . .
the staff cannot justify any permanent modifications in the
existing open burning rules."

A bill was introduced in the legislature to permit individuals to
burn wood and leaves from their own residences until 1975.

Because of the controversy, CWAPA's Advisory Committee agreed to hold
four public hearings in August 1971. They heard from the public that there
was no organized means of disposing of yard trimmings. The problem was
mainly in rural and suburban areas. People in populated areas seemed to
be in favor of no burning. The committee recommended that CWAPA allow
spring and fall burning for a limited time. The committee also expressed
frustration because no one was doing anything about solid waste and agreed
to meet with the appropriate agencies to encourage solutions.



Variances continued to be granted:

1972

1975

1977

1979

CWAPA agreed to continue to allow twice a year
a cutoff date of January 1975.

DEQ requested an extension to July 1977.
DEQ requested an extension to July 1979.

DEQ will request an extension to 1981.

burning with




'DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION 23

Rules for Open Burning

[ED NOTE: Administrative Order DEQ 37 repealed previous rules
340~23-005 through 340-23-021 (consisting of AP 4, filed 3-12-59; and

applicable portions of SA 16, filed 2-13-62).1

340-23-005 [Filed 2-15-72 as DEQ 37, Eff. 3-1-72
Repealed by DEQ 123, Filed and Eff. 10-20-76]

340-23-010 [Filed 2-15-72 as DEQ 37,3-1-72

Repealed by DEQ 123, Filed and Eff. 10-20-76]

340-23-015 [Filed 2-15-72 as DEQ 37, Eff. 3-1-76
Repealed by DEQ 123, Filed and Eff. 10-21-76]

340-23-020 f[Filed 2-15-72 as DEQ 37, Eff. 3-1-72
Repealed by DEQ 123, Filed and Eff. 10-20-76]

Policy

340-23-025 1In order to restore and maintain the quality of the
air resources of the state in a condition as free from air pollution
as is praeticable, consistent with the overall public welfare of the
state, it is the policy of the Environmental Quality Commission: to

eliminate open burning disposal practices where alternative disposal



methods are feasible and practicable; to encourage the development
of alternative disposal methods; to emphasize resource recovery; to
regulate specified types of open burning; to encourage utilization
of the highest and best practicable burning methods to minimize
emissions where other disposal practices are not feasible; and to
require specific programs and timetables for compliance with these
rules.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 as DEQ 123

Definitions

340-23-030 As used in these rules unless otherwise required by
context:

(1) "Commercial Waste" means combustible waste which is
generated by any aetivity of wholesale or retail commercial offices
or facilities, or by industrial, governmental, institutional, or
charitable organization offices and facilities, or by housing
facilities with more than four living units ineluding, but not limited
to, apartments, hotels, motels, dormitories, and mobile home parks,
but does not include any waste which is defined as industrial waste
under subsection (9) of this seetion or which is prohibited in section
340-23-040(7).

(2) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission.



(3) "Construction and Demolition Waste" means combustible waste
whieh is generated by the removal of debris, logs, trees, brush, or
demolition material from any site in preparation for land improvement
or a construetion project; any waste occuring as the result of a
construction project; or any waste resulting from the complete or
partial destruetion of any man-made struetures such as houses,
apartments, commercial buildings, or industrial buildings.

(4) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.

(5) "Director" means the Director of the Department of
Environmental Quality or his delegated representative pursuant to
ORS 468.045(3).

(6) "Domestic Waste" means combustible household waste, other
than wet garbage, such as paper, cardboard, leaves, yard elippings,
wood, or similar materials generated in a dwelling houseing four (4)
familes or less, or on the real property on whiech the dwelling is
situated.

(7) ™"Fire Hazard" means the presence or accumulation of
combustible material of such nature and in sufficient quantity that
its continued existence constitutes an imminent and substantial danger
to life, property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands.

{8) "Forced-air Pit Incineration" means any method or device
by whieh burning of waste is done in a subsurface pit or above ground

enclosure with combustion air supplied under positive draft or air



curtain, and controlled in such a manner as to optimize combustion
efficiency and minimize the emission of air contaminants.

(9) ™"Industrial Waste" means combustible waste produced as the
direct result of any manufacturing or industrial process.

(10) "Open Burning" means conducted in such a manner that
combustion air and combustion products may not be effectively
controlled inecluding, but not limited to, burning conducted in open
outdoor fires, burn barrels, and backyard incinerators.

(11) "Open Burning Control Area" means an area established to
control specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open
burning standards which may be more stringent than those established
for other areas of the state ineluding, but not limited to, the
following areas:

(a) All areas within incorporated cities having a population
of four thousand (4,000) or more within three (3) miles of the
corporate limits of any such city.

(b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, as generally
depicted on Attachment 1, and as defined as follows: Beginning at
a point approximately 4-1/2 miles WNW of the City of North Bend, Coos
County, at the intersection of the north boundary of T258, RI3E and
the coast line of the Pacific Ocean; Thence east to the NE corner
of T26S, RI2E; thence south to the SE corner of T26S, RI12E; thence

west to the intersection of the south boundary of T26S, RI4W and the



coastline of the Pacific Ocean; thence‘northerly and easterly along
the coastline of the Pacifie Ocean to its intersection with the north
boundary of T258, R13E, the point of beginning.

(e} The Rogue Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally
depicted on Attachment 2, and as defined as follows: Beginning at
a point approximately 4-1/2 miles NE of the City of Shady Cove,
dJackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RIW, Willamette Meridian;
thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW corner of T37S,
R1W; thence East to the NE corner of T388, RIE; thence South to the
SE corner of T38S, RIE; thence East to the NE corner of T398, R2E
thence South to the SE corner of T39S, R2E; thence West to the SW
corner of T39S, RI1E; thence NW along a line to the NW corner of T39S,
RIW; thence West to the SW corner of T38S8, R2W; thence North to the
SW corner of T36S, R2W; thence West to the SW corner of T36S, R4W;
thence South to the SE corner of T378, R5W; thence West to the SW
corner of T37S, R6W; thence North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W;
thence Ests to the SW corner of T35S, RIW; thence North to the NW
corner of T34S, RIW; thence East to the point of beginning.

{(d) The Umpqua Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally
depicted on Attachment 3, and as defined as follows: Beginning at
a point approximately 4 miles WNW of the City of Oakland, Douglas
County, at the NE corner of T25S, R5W, Willamette Meridian; thence

South to the SE corner of T25S, R5W; thence EAst to the NE corner



of T26S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner of T27S, R4W; thence
West to the SE corner of T27S, R5W; thence South to the SE corner
of T30S, R5W; thence West to the SW corner of T30S, R6W; thence north
to the NW corner of T29S, R6W; thence West to the SW corner of T288S,
R7W thence North to the NW corner of T27S, R7TW; thence East to the
NE corner of T27S, RTW; thence North to the NW corner of T26, R6W;
thence East to the NE corner of T26, R6W; thence North to the NW
corner of T25S, R5W; thence East to the point of beginning.

(e} The Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined
as follows: All of Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, [keamel, Linn, Marion,

Mul tnomah, Polk, Washington, Yamhili and that portion of Lane County

east of Range 7 West.

(12) "Person" means any individual, eorporation, association,
firm, partnership, joint stock company, public or municipal
ecorporation, political subdivision, the state and any agency thereof,
and the federal government and any agency thereof.

(13) "Population" means the annual population estimate of
incorporated cities within the State of Oregon issued by the Center
for Population Research and Census, Portland State University,
Portland, Oregon.

{(14) "Regional Authority" means the Lane Regional Air Pollution

Authority.



(15) "Waste" means any useless or discarded materials.
Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 as DEQ 123

Exceptions, Statewide

340-23-035 The provisions of these rules shall not apply to:

(1) Fires set for traditional reereational purposes and
traditional ceremonial occasions for which a fire is appropriate
provided that no waste materials which may emit dense smoke or noxious
odors as prohibited in seetion 340-22-040(7) are included as any part
of the fuel used for such fires.

(2) Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund
raising purposes, nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial
or fund raising purposes for no more than two periods in any calendar
year, each such period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any
single area.

(3) Fires set or allowed by any public agency when such fire
is set or allowed to be set in the performance of its official duty
for the purpose of weed abatement, instruction of employes in the
methods of fire fighting, or for prevention or elimination of a fire
hazard, and which are necessary in the opinion of the public ageney

responsible for such fires.



(4) Open burning as a part of agricultural operations which
is regulated in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 26, Agricultural
Operations.

(5) Open burning on forest land permitted under the Smoke
Management Plan filed pursuant to ORS 477.515.

(6) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruection
of employees of private industsrial concerns in methods of fire
fighting, or for civil defense instruetion.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 and DEQ 123

General! Requirements and Prohibitions

- 340-23-040 (1) No person shall cause or allow to be initiated
or maintained any open burning which is prohibited by any rule of
the Commission.

(2) Open burning in violation of any rule of the Commission
shall be promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or person
responsible when notified to extinguish the fire by either the
Department, or by any other appropriate public official.

(3) Any person who owns or controls, including the tenant of,
property on whiech open burning ocecurs or who has caused or allowed
such open burning to be initiated or maintained shall be considered

the person responsible for the open burning.



(4) Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly
attended by a responsible person until extinguished.

(5) All combustible material to be open burned shall be dried
to the extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke.

(6) All combustible material to be open burned shall be stacked
or windrowed in such a manner as to eliminate dirt, rocks, and other
non-combustible material, to promote efficient burning. Equipment
and tools shall be available to periodically re-stack the burning
material to insure that combustion is essentially completed and that
smoldering fires are prevented.

(7) Open burning of any waste materials whieh normally emit
dense smoke, noxious odors, or which may tend to create a public

nuisance such as, but not limited to, household garbage, wet or green

vegetation, plasties, wire insulation, auto bodies, asphalt, waste

petroleum products, rubber produets, animal remains, and animal or
vegetable wastes resulting from the handling, preparation, cooking,
or service of food is prohibited.

{(8) If the Department determines that open burning allowed by
these rules may cause or is causing a publie nuisance, the Department
may require that the burning be terminated or that auxiliary
combustion equipment or combustion promoting materials to be used
to insure complete combustion and elimination of the nuisance.

Auxiliary combustion equipment required under this subsection may
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inelude, but is not limited to, fans or air curtain inecinerators.
Combustion promoting materials may include, but are not limited to,
propane, diesel o0il, or jellied diesel.

(9) No open burning shall be initiated in any part of the state
on any day or at any time when the Department advises fire permit
issuing agencies that open burning is not allowed in that part of
the state because of adverse meteorological or air quality conditions.

(10) No open burning shall be initiated in any area of the state
in whieh an air pollution alert, warning, or emergency has been
declared pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 340-27-010 and
340-27-025(2), and is then in effect. Any open burning in progress
at the time of such declaration shall be promptly extinguished by
the person in attendance or person responsible when notified of the
declaration by either the Department of any other appropriate public
official.

(11) Open burning authorized by these rules does not exempt or
excuse any person from liability for, consequences, damages, or
injuries resulting from sueh burning, nor does it exempt any person
from complying with applicable laws, ordinances, or regulations of
other governmental agencies having jurisdietion.

(12) Foreced-air pit inecineration may be approved as an
alternative to open burning prohibited by these rules, provided that

the following conditions shall be met:
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(a) The person requesting approval of forced air pit
inecineration shall demonstrate to the satisfacection of the Department
or Regional Authority that no feasible or practicable alternative
to foreced-air pit incineration exists.

(b) The foreced-air pit inecineration facility shall be designed,
installed, and operated in such a manner that visible emissions do
not exceed forty percent (40%) opacity for more than three (3) minutes
out of any one (1) hour of operation following the initial thirty
(30) minute startup period.

{c) The person requesting approval of a forced-air pit
incineration faecility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit, if required therefor, and the person shall be granted an
approval of the facility only after a Notice of Construetion and
Application for Approval is submitted pursuant to OAR Chapter 340,
Sections 340-20-020 through 340-20-030. Statutory Authority: ORS
468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 as DEQ 123

Requirements and Prohibitions by Area

340~23-045 (1) Lane County: The rules and regulations of the
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority shall apply to all open burning
conducted in Lane County, provided that the provisions of such rules
and regulations shall be no less stringent than the provisions of

these rules.
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(2) Solid Waste Disposal: Open burning at solid waste disposal
sites is prohibited statewide except as authorized by a Solid Waste
Permit issued as provided in OAR Chapter 340, Sections 340-61-005
through 340-61-085.

(3) Commercial Waste: Open burning of commerical waste is
prohibited within open burning control areas except as may be provided
in subsection [?] (8) of this section.

(4) Industrial Waste: Open burning of industrial waste is
prohibited statewide except as may be provided in subseection
[?] (8) of this section.

(5) Construetion and Demolition Waste: Except as may be provided
in subseetion [7] (8) of this section, open burning of construetion
and demolition waste, ineluding non-agricultural land clearing debris,
is prohibited as follows:

(a) Within all open burning control areas in Baker, Benton,
Clatsop, Coos, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, dJackson,
Josephine, Klamath, Linecoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Polk, Tillamook,
Unatilla, Union, Wasco, and Yamhill counties.

(b) In Multnomah County west of the Sandy River.

{e) In Washington County in all areas within rural fire
protection districts, including the areas of incorporated cities

within or surrounded by said distriets.
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(d) In Columbia and Clackamas counties within control areas
established as:

(A) Any area in or within three (3) miles of the boundary of any
city of more than 1,000 but less than 45,000 population.

(B) Any area in or within six (6) miles of the boundary of any
city of 45,000 or more population.

(C) Any area between areas established by this rule where the
boundaries are separated by three (3) miles or less.

(D) Whenever two or more eities have a common boundary, the
total population of these cities will determine the control area
classification and the municipal boundaries of each of the cities
shall be used to determine the limit of the control area.

(6) Domestie Waste: Open burning of domestic wastes is
prohibited in the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, except

such burning is permitted [untii-dJuty-35-19%9+] until December 31,

1980:

(a) 1In Columbia County excluding the area within the Scappoose
Rural Fire Protection Distriet.

(b} In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Distriet
and in all areas, outside of rural fire protection distriets in

Washington County.



(e)
Clackamas
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)
(1)
Distriet
(d)
(e)
Columbia

from tree
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In the following rural fire protection distriets of
County:

Clarkes Rural Fire Protection Distriet.

Estacada Rural Fire Protection Distriet No. 69.
Colton~Springwater Rural Fire Proteetion District.

Molalla Rural Fire Protection District.

Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District.

Monitor Rural Fire Protection Distriet.

Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District.

Aurora Rural Fire Protection District,

All portions of the Clackamas-Marion Fire Protection
within Clackamas County.

In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River.

In all other parts of Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas and
counties, for the burning of wood, needle and leaf materials

s, shrubs or plants from yard clean-up on the property at

which one resides, during the period [eemmeneing-with-the-1ast-Friday

tn-Oetober-and-terminating-at-sunset-en-the-third-Sunday-itn-Beeembery

and-the-period-ecommeneing-the-seeond-Friday-in-Aprit-and-terminating

at-sunset

Tuesday i

-on-the-third-Sunday-in-May=] commencing on the third

n April and terminating at sunset on the fifteenth of June

and commencing on the fourth Tuesday in October and terminating at

sunset on the fifteenth of December.
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(7) Domestic Waste: Open burning of domestic wastes is

prohibited in the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, except

sueh burning is permitted until July 1, 1982:

(a) In the counties of Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill

for wood, needle and leaf materials from trees, shrubs or plants from

yard cleanup on the property at which one resides, during the period

commencing on the third Tuesday in April and terminating at sunset

on the fifteenth of June and commencing on the fourth Tuesday in

QOctober and terminating at sunset on the fifteenth of December.

[£] (b) 1In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations of the ﬁane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

[g] (e¢) Domestic open burning is allowed under this section only
between 7:30 a.m. and sunset on days when the Department has advised
fire permit issuing agencies that open burning is allowed.

f2] (8) Open Burning Allowed by Letter Permit: Burning of
cdmmereial, industrial and construction and demolition waste on a
singly oceurring or infrequent basis may be allowed by a letter permit
issued by the Department, provided that the following conditions are
met:

(a) No praticable alternative method for disposal of the waste

is available.

o
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(b) Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made
in writing to the Department, listing the quantity and type of waste
to be burned, and all efforts which have been made to dispoée of the
waste by other means.

(e¢) The Department shall evaluate all such requests for open
burning taking into account resonable efforts to use alternative means
of disposal, the condition of the particular airshed where the burning
will oceur, other emission sources in the vieinity of the requested
open burning, remoteness of the site and methods to be used to insure
complete and efficient combustion of the waste material.

(d) If the Department is satisfied that reasonable alternative
disposal methods are not available, and that significant degradation
of air quality will not oecur as the result of allowing the open
burning to be accomplished, the Department may issue a letter permit
to allow the burning to take place. The duration and date of
effectiveness of the letter permit shall be specifie to the individual
request for authorization of open burning, and the letter permit shall
contain conditions so as to insure that the burning is accomplished
in the most efficient manner and over the shortest time period
attainable.

{e) Within the boundaries of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah,
and'Washingfon counties, such letter permits shall be issued only

for the purpose of disposal of waste resulting from emergency
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oceurrences ineluding, but not limited to, floods, windstorms, or
oil spills, provided that such waste cannot be disposed of by any
other reasonable means.

(f) PFailure to conduct open burning according to the conditions
of the letter permit, or any open burning in excess of that allowed
by the letter permit shall cause the permit to be immediately
terminated as provided in OAR 340-14-045(2) and shall be cause for
assessment of eivil penalties as provided in OAR 340-12-030,
340-12-035, 340-12-040(3)(b), 340-12-045, and 340-12-050(3), or for
other enforcement action by the Department.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 as DEQ 123

Records and Reports

340-23-050 As required by ORS 478.960(7), fire permit issuing
agencies shall maintain records of open burning permits and the
conditions thereof, and shall submit such records or summaries thereof
to the Commission as may be required. Forms for any reports required
under this seection shall be provided by the Department.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020, 468.295, and 468.310

Hist: Filed and Eff. 10-20-76 as DEQ 123




Environmental Quality Commission

RS A POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-56896

Ohy
By
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. I, February 23, 1979

Requests by Clatsop County for Extension of Varjances from Rules
Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, 0AR 3h0-61-0k0(2) (c}.

Background

At the September 23, 1977, EQC meeting, staff presented variance requests
from Clatsop County (Agenda Item Mo. H, attached) to allow for continued
open burning at (3) solid waste disposal sites. At the time of the
request it was the opinion of staff that (18) months would be sufficient
time to correct immedlate site deficiencies and initiate a sound solid
waste program.

Evaluation

Clatsop county Board of Commissioners on behalf of private operators at
Seaside and Cannon Beach Disposal Sites and the County at the Elsie
Disposal Site have requested 12 to 18 months variances commencing March

1, 1979.

Clatsop County has spent the major portion of the (18) month variance
period attempting to locate a suitable landfill site. Some time was
lost because of the possible reactivation of the composting project
which Clatsop and Tillamook Counties had expected to solve thelr solid
waste disposal problems.

A solid waste disposal landfill search committee has been very active.

A consulting geologist was hired to assist in locating and engineering a
regional landfill site. Two potential sites were found. One site
(C1ifton Rd.) is available for purchase, but due to the long distance
from the major volumes of solid waste, other alternate sites were sought.
The other potential site is owned by Bonneville Power Adminlstration.
This site 15 the best landfill site both from its cantral location and
environmental considerations. Recent dlscussions with BPA officials,
however, indicate a lengthy procedure to attempt purchase of the property.
Purchase proceedings could take up to two years. The projected two-
yvear delay in acqulsition of the BPA site is unacceptable to the County
and the Department. Other alternatives are being discussed with the
County.



Summation

1.

Because of technical and land purchase difficulties, previously
adopted time schedules for phase out of open burning solid
waste disposal sites have not been met.

Strict compliance with 0AR 340-61-040(2) (c) would result in
substantial curtailment or closing of the 3 disposal sites in
Clatsop County.

No alternative facility or alternative method of solid waste
management i{s currently available in Clatsop County.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, the Director recommends that:

1.

C.H.Gray
229-5288
2/13/79

Attachment

VYariances be granted to expire on March 1, 1980 for Seaside,
Cannon Beach and Elsie Tandfills in Clatsop County.

Disposal sites be closed prior to expiration date of variance
1f a practical alternative method of disposal is available.

The ENC find the variance requests meet the intent of ORS
459,225(3) (c) in that strict compliance would result in
closing of the disposal sites and no alternative facility or
alternative method of solid waste management is available.

fy i/ Zl‘if;,’.-g”ru)g\ !%fmw-.‘.

F e

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
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covaNcl 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PCRTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHOCNE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: - Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Requests By Coastal Cities and Counties for Extensions of Variances
from Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps,.0AR 340-61-040(2) (c).

Background

At the September 26, 1975, E0C meeting staff presented variance requests from
five coastal counties {Agenda ltem No. G, attached) to allow for continued open
burning at 11 solid waste disposal sites. At the time of the request it was the
opinion of staff that two years would he sufficient time to correct immediate
site deficiencies and at least initiate a sound solid waste program in all
coastal counties. ‘

Varying degrees of upgrading and/or progress has been made by each county.
However, [t appears that none of the counties can meet the October 1, 1977,
variance expiration date with an implemented envrionmentally acceptable solid
waste program.

Requests for variance extension have been received from the following:

Clatsop County. Clatsop County Board of Commissioners on behalf of private
operators at Seaside and Cannon Beach Disposal Sites and the county at the
Elsie Disposal Site have requested an 18 month variance commencing fctober 1,
1977. (Because of limited area at the Elsie Site, burning is necessary for
volume reduction.) '

‘A1l sites have been upgraded and are operated as near compliance with
regulations as possible. Clatsop County has spent the major portion of the
"two year variance period working with Tillamook County toward implementation

of a composting system {(private industry). Service districts were formed
in each county (Clatsop County by an election with approximately a five-to-
one margin) and intergovernmental agreements were consumated. Due to
various economic reasons private Industry was unable to bid on the project
and both counties are left without a disposal system. The county has
reactivated a landfill search committee and adopted a time schedule for
selection of a site.

-
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Tillamook County. Tillamook County through the Public Works Department has

requested a 19 month extension (to May 1, 1979) for Manzanita, Pacific City, .

and Tillamook Disposal Sites.

Tillamook County has participated in the composting project described above
and has made improvements at the Tillamook Site. The advisory committee is
now addressing options available to the county. The county has set a

- December 1, 1977, date for final decision.

Lincoln County. By resolution Lincoln County Commissioners in behalf of
private operators have requested a nine (9) month extension to the variance
for North Lincoln and Waldport.

Lincoln County voters approved a $650,000 bond issue for solid waste disposal.
However Lincoln County private operators have made agreements with private
operators In Benton County for the transfer of Lincoln County solid waste

to Coffin Butte Sanitary Landfill (Corvallis}. Final intergovernmental
agreements and conditional use changes on the site are pending thus the
extension request.

Curry County. Curry County Commissioners have requested a one (1) year
extension for the county operated Brookings and Nesika Beach (Gold Beach)
Disposal sites.

During the two year period Curry County has upgraded the Port Orford Disposal
Site. The county anticipated an energy recovery plant in the Coos Bay area
after completion of the Coos-Curry Solid Waste Plan and Phase | of the Port

of Umpqua plan. As the project has not evolved, Curry County has by .
resolution withdrawn from the Coos-Curry Solid Waste Planning Council and

has contracted with fregon Sanitary Service institute for a secondary

stuydy. Curry County has pledged immediate action toward Implementation

upon completion of this study {January 1978).

Cities of Myrtie Point and Powers {Coos County). Requests have been received
from the Cities of Myrtle Point and Powers to extend the variance for a
period of two years. Both cities have agreed to develop source separation
projects to reduce the volume of solid waste entering the disposal sites.

Coos County has closed the Fairview Disposal Site and has upgraded operation
at Joe Ney (Coos Bay) and Bandon Disposal Sites. The Bandon site is available
for use by cities and private industry if they can get thére. The county to
date has chosen to not proceed with apparently feasible energy recovery
projects and has not developed an alternative county-wide solid waste
management plan.

EValuation

The varlance requests involve variance from the Department's Solid Waste Management
regulations OAR 340 61-040(2){c) which prohibits open burning or open dumps of
putrescible solid wastes. Under air quality Administrative Rules adopted

October 1976, all open burning considerations are now made under the Solid Waste

Disposal Permit. . _.




Clatsop and Tillamook Counties, supported by the Department have spent most of
the two year period negotiating with and preparing for transfer to the private
tndustry composting ptant. [t has been quite recent that the project stalled
out and they are actively resuming the search for alternatives.

Lincoln County voters passed the $650,000 Bond Election to finance construction
of an in-county processing facility. Capitol and operational costs would have
exceeded $11 per ton. Private collectors in negotiation with private operators
in Benton County have found that they can transfer for approximately $7 per ton.
A conditional use change s needed on the Coffin Butte (Corvailis) Sanitary
Landfill bafore they can receive Lincoln County solid waste. The public hearing
for this change is scheduled for November. The Department has supported this
project as it will in all probability, speed the realization of a planned
resource recovery plant in the Corval]ns area.

Curry County relied on Coos County to take the lead In further study and imple-
mentation of our energy recovery system to serve the coast from Reedsport south.
Since it appeared to them that the facility would not be constructed they have,
wlth Department support, contracted for a study to provide at least interim
acceptable faclilities for Brookings and Gold Beach,

The Cities.of Myrtle Point and Powers {in Coos County) have pledged to attempt
recycling activities to minimize open burning. However, there is no rgcognized
county-wide plan for implementing an acceptable long-term scolution which an
extension of their variances will lead toward.

It 1s the staff's opinion that with the exception of Coos County, the programs
presented in support of variance reguests on September 26, 1975, have been
diligently pursued. The Coos County situation could be considered further and
in more detall at the ENC meeting scheduled for October 1977 iIn Coos Bay.

Summation

i. Because of technical and political difficulties previously adopted
time schdules for phase out of coastal open burning solid waste
disposal sites have not been met.

2. Clatsop and Tillamook Counties have reactivated their solid waste
committees to seek an alternate solutlon to the composting project.
Even 1f the composting project is successful, construction time is
such that a variance is needed,

3. Lincoln County is finalizing negotiations to transfer all solid waste
to Benton County.

L, Curry County has contracted for a second phase study to be completed
by early 1978 and is committed to foliow through with implementation.

5. Coos County has upgraded the two remalning county operated disposal
sites, providing free disposal at each. However, no recognized
county=wide plan s in effect which will assist the Cities of Myrtle
Point and Powers to a final closure of their open burning sites.

e _ﬁl_ i iiﬁk i i i ii-iiii iiﬂ - -



6. It 1s the opinion of the staff that approval of the variances as
requested is necessary to facilitate transition to an acceptable solid
waste program.

7. To approve the variance requests the EQC must make a finding that the
facilities meet the requirements of the statutes in that strict
compliance would result in closing of the facilities and no alternatlive
facility or alternative method is yet available.

Director's Recommendation

1t Is the Director's recommendation that:

1. Variances be granted to expire as dated below for each specific
county:

Clatsop County (Seaside, Cannon Beach, Elsle), March 1, 1979
Tillamook County (Manzanita, Pacific City, Tillamook), May 1, 1979
Lincoln County (North Lincoln, Waldport), July 1, 1978

Curry County (Brookings, Nesika Beach), October 1, 1978

2. Varlances be granted for Myrtle Polnt and Powers (Coos County) to
expire December 1, 1977, and that Coos County solid waste program be
considered as a separate item during the October 1977 EQC meeting (to
be held in Coos Bay).

3. Disposal sites to be closed prior to expiration date of variance if a kﬂd
practical alternative method of disposal is available.

L, The EQC find that the variance requests meet the intent of
{ ORS 459.225(3) (c) in that strict compliance would result in closing of
: the disposal sites and no alternative facility or alternative method
of solid waste management is available.
WILLIAM H. YODUNG
RLBrown/kz
229-5913
9/8/77

Attachment (1)
Agenda Item No. G, September 26, 1975, EQC Meeting



ROBERT W. STRAUR
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem J, February 23, 1979 EQC Meeting. City of Gearhart -

Request for Permanent Amendment of Clatsop Plains Subsurface
Sewage System Installation Moratorium (0AR 340-71-020(7})

Background
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Please see the background materials in the attached Hearing Report
(Attachment 1). ,

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

1. ORS 454,625 is relied upon in adopting the proposed amendment(s).

2. On April 1, 1977 the EQC adopted OAR 340-71-020(7). The intent of
this section was to protect and preserve the quality of the ground-
water. Amendments to this section have occurred on October 21, 1977,
March 31, 1978, June 30, 1978, October 27, 1978 and November 17, 1978.
In particular, the EQC at its October 27, 1978 meeting adopted tempo-
rary rule amendments which allow construction of new subsurface sewage
disposal systems in the City of Gearhart up to a maximum of 57 single
family equivalent units. There is a need for permanent adoption of
the rule to permit the City of Gearhart to implement its land-use
decisions without endangering waters of the state.

3. Principally prepared by the Agency and/or relied upon in considering
the need for and in preparing the rule are the reports of the staff
and the hearings records before the Commission and pertaining to the
subsurface sewage rules in the ''"Clatsop Plains' area in the Commis-
sion's meetings of April 1, 1977, October 21, 1977, March 31, 1978,
June 30, 1978 and October 27, 1978.

Evaluation
With regard to the temporary rule (Attachment A of the Hearing Officer's

report), testimony offered was all in favor. It is, therefore, deemed
appropriate to adopt it as a permanent rule.

Summation

Requisite public notice, public participation, filing with legislative
counsel, statement of need preparation and Land Use coordination notice
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approved density fiqgure for areas of Clatsop Plains no longer under
the moratorium (one acre/family density).

A pubtic hearing on the issue of making the temporary rule permanent
was authorized by the Commission, held in Gearhart on February 8, 1979
and is the subject of this hearing report.

SUMMARY The hearing, after requisite public notice, was commenced at
7:30 p.m. on February 8, 1979 in the Gearhart City Hall in Gearhart,
Oregon. Present were some 20 persons. Technical questions and other
environmental concerns were dealt with informally and off the record.
Formal testimony was offered by the following three witnesses:

Mr. William Berg of Gearhart spoke in favor of adopting the temporary
rufe as a permanent rule. He stated that the City was having no prob~
Tems with the procedure agreed to with the County for septic tank permit
issuance.

Mrs. Doris Ferguson of Gearhart spoke in favor of permanent adoption of
the rule.

Mr. Leo Sayles, chairman of the Gearhart Planning Commission, testified
in favor of adopting a permanent rule. Mr. Sayles represented the Plan-
ning Commission in this matter.

RECOMMENDATION Your Hearing Officer recommends permanent adoption of
the rule.

Respectfully submitted,

Donald L. Bramhall
Hearing Officer

DLB : mkw
Attachment



ROBERT W. STRAUS
GOVERNOR

ATTACHMENT |

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer
Subject: Hearing Report; City of Gearhart - Request for Permanent

Amendment of Clatsop Plains Subsurface Sewage System
Installation Moratorium (OAR 340-71-0206(7))

CAUTION A general discussion of the proposed amendments follows. The

discussion is in terms more general than the proposals are worded.
Reading the discussion is not a substitute for carefully reading the
proposed amendments if you are likely to be affected by them.

BACKGROUND In April of 1977, after a public hearing in Seaside, the

Commission adopted a rule which prohibited permission for new or ex-
panded on-site subsurface sewage disposal systems (usually septic tank-
drainfield facilities) in the area of Clatsop County gemerally known

as Clatsop Plains. This area (whose exact political bounds are speci-
fically set forth in the rule) is characterized by sand dunes of great
depth and 30 to 40 percent voids through which a potentially invaluable
groundwater supply can be found at varying depths from the surface of
the land. This water supply (aquifer) is, from what measurements are
presently available, subject to increasing infiltration of nitrates with
increasing use of conventional on-site disposal methods. The presence
of nitrates in domestic water supplies is the subject of a federal
drinking water standard of ten parts per million. The potential devel-
opment in the Clatsop Plains Area was found to constitute a significant
risk of contamination. With its adoption of the rule the Commission
stated its intention to consider such alternatives as might later be
proposed by local government or in the light of further information

. regarding the risk of contamination.

@
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In late 1977 the Commission modified the rule, at the request of
Clatsop County, to allow development not to exceed one acre/family
density equivalent of sewage treatment in certain unincorporated
areas covered by the original prohibition. The rule was modified
agaln in June of 1978 to allow for one acre density development of
systems to serve planned unit developments under the Unit Ownership
law. At its October 27, 1978 meeting the EQC adopted temporary rule
amendments which allowed construction of new subsurface sewage dis-
posal systems in the City of Gearhart up to a maximum of 57 single
family equivalent units. This change coincided with the currently
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procedures have been undertaken to facilitate the adoption of the tempo-
rary rule as a permanent rule. It is appropriate to adopt the rule.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that, based on the summation above,
the Commission take action as follows:

1. Adopt as a permanent rule Attachment A of the Hearing Report, such
rule to be filed with Legislative Counsel and the Secretary of State
before its expiration as a temporary rule.

2. Adopt as its final Statement of Need for Rulemaking the Statement of
Need incorporated in this report, such statement to be filed with
the rule as set forth above.

Wik uh [
fom_.
WILLIAM H. YOUNG
DLB:mkw

842-6637
February 9, 1979

Attachment (1)
1. Hearing Officer's Report



ATTACHMENT A

0AR 340-71-020 (7) (a) (H):
(H) The cities of Gearhart, Hammond and MWarrenton except as

described in subsection {(q).

0AR 340-71-020 (7)(g):

{g} Pursuant té ORS 45%.695, the Director and his authorized
representative shall issue construction permits for new
subsurface sewage dfsposal systems or favorable reports
of evaluation of site suitability, in accoraance with
Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Division 7
under the following cﬁnditions:

{A) In the City of Gearhart a maximum of 57 single
family equivalent units shall be permitted on
subsurface sewage disposa]'systems. The subsur-
face sewage disposal permits or reports shall be
issued in accordance with procedures developed
by the City of Gearhart and the Department of

Environmental Quality.



o w s | Environmental Quality Commission

522 8.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. K, February 28, 1979, EQC Meeting

City of Seagide, Proposed Amendment to Stipulation and
Final Order, Number WQ-SNCR-77-159.

Background

The City of Seaside has been unable to meet the time schedule set forth
in its Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-159 as amended by the
Environmental Quality Commigsion at its December 12, 1978 meeting
{attachment No. 1).

By a letter dated January 11, 1979 (Exhibit A, attachment No. 2), the City
has submitted a compliance schedule for completing the facilities plan
and Step II grant application by June 1, 1979.

Summation

1. Amendment No. 2 to Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-159
required the City to submit a completed facilities plan and Step II
grant application by February 15, 1979.

2. The City has been unable to meet that deadline as the Department has
asked the City to look at additional methods of treatment which do
not include advance waste treatment processes.

3. To allow time to complete and submit the facilities plan and Step II
grant application, the City has submitted a revised compliance
schedule and has requested an extension until June 1, 1979.

Directors Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve
Amendment No. 3 (attachment No. 2) to Stipulation and Final Order No.

WQ-SNCR-77-152, DEQ v. City of Seaside.
g@{¢{4;¢ ﬁg%f%VVuL
2

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Fred Bolton:vh
229-5373
ég%é February 7, 1879
containg Attachments (#1 and $2)

Recycied cc: City of Seaside
Materials Strahm Engineering

DEQ-46
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Attachment No, 1

BEFORE THE ENVIRCHMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

QUALITY of the
STATE OF OREGON

AMENDMENT NO, 2 T0 STIPULATION
AND FINAL ORDER
No. WQ-SNCR-77-159

Department.
Vs,

CITY OF SEASIDE

Respondent.

WHEREAS the Commission finds the .facts to be as.follows:

1. The City of Seaside ({"Respondent”} did not submit a proper and
complete facility plan report and Steﬁ II grant application by November

1, 1978, in violation of Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-159.

2. Respondent has requested an extension of time (Exhibit A) to comply
with the Commission's Order and has acted in good faith in trying to comply
with that Order.

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby ordered that the date in Paragraph A(l) (a)
bf Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ=SNCR-77-159 is amended to February
15, 1979%.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

pater  [BEC 20 1978 By% N e
: _ ‘ William H. Young/( Pdrector””

Department of Environmental Quality
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(L)

1 - AMENDMENT TO STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER




vexIBIT A .. - O MAAIV 3@5’&\

Engineers, Inc.

5505 S.E. Milwaukie Avenue : Combines

P.C. Box 02201 Stevens, Thompson & Runya_n, Inc.
‘Portland, Oregon 97202 and
{503) 234-0721 A.A. Mathews, Inc.

TWX: 910-464-8042

PT-510-02-01 Dept. of Environmental Quality

November 13, 1978 ' GB EGE[Y E
, - : NOV 14 19/5

Mr. Robert Gilbert '
Department of EnvwonmentaT Quality NORTHWEST REGION
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Bob:

On behalf of our client, the City of Seaside, we are requesting ah addi-
tional extension to the.compliance date for submitting a completed sewage
treatment Facilities Plan and Step II grant application.

We plan to submit to you a preliminary draft of both our Facilities

Plan and Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES) reports for your review
and comments on about December 15th, prior to the public hearing. We
would then have the formal public hearTng on the Facilities PTan shortly
after the f1rst of the year.

Assuming that the public hearing is held early in January 1979 and allowing
an additional month for finalizing the Facilities Plan and SSES reports
would mean that we would submit an approved Facilities Plan, SSES, and

Step II grant application by February 15, 1979.

We feel that the above schedule is more realistic than the initial schedule
we submitted in our letter, dated August 28, 1978, and is justified

in view of the complexities of the project and the eventual costs that

will be required to upgrade and expand Seaside's sewerage facilities.

Sincerely,

STRAAM Engineers, Inc.
Leon J. Wilhelm, P.E.
Engineer

LJY:cag

cc: Steve Desmond
Burton Lowe

A CRS Design Associates, Inc., Company

Portland, Houston, Rockvilie, Seattie, Milwaukee, New York, Los Angeles, Phoenix, Allanta, Boise, Denver, Washington, D.C.,
Coral Gables, Riyadh, Bahrain, and London




HEXHIBIT AY tjl fﬁ/u\fjd\/| K/ﬁﬁf;(@\)
Engineers, Inc.

5505 S.E. Milwaukie Avenue Combines

P.O. Box 02201 Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc.
Poriland, Oregon 97202 and
{(503) 234-0721 A.A. Mathews, Inc.

TWX: 910-464-8042
PT-810-02-01

January 11, 1979
Dept. of Environmental Quality

Mr. Nﬂ:iiam G11dow | . E (B E u w E @

Department of Envirommental Quality JAN 231979
Yeon Buiiding, Second Floor e

522 Fifth Avenue :
Portiand, Oregon 97204 NORTHWEST REGION

Dear Mr. Gildow:

Per your request, we are submitting the following revised schedule for com-
pletion of the Seaside Facility Plan and Step II Grant Application for your
approval. As the attached schedule indicates, on behalf of our client, the
City of Seaside, we are requesting an extension of the previously approved
compliance date of February 15, 1979, to a new compliance date of June 1,
1979. We wish to reaffirm that we are making every possible effort to
expediEﬁous]y complete the Facilities Plan and Step II Grant Application.

Sincerely,

STRAAM Engineers,m
Lot

Leon J. éa}helm, P.E.
Engineer

Enclosure

cc: Robert Gilbert
Burton Lowe

State
ok 2 of Dra
ARTMENT OF ENV!RQNM%E?AL QUALITY

EQE V E @
AN T 51979

WATER Quarspy CONTRGY

A CRS3 Design Associates, inc., Company

Portland, Houston, Rockville, Seattle, Milwaukee, New York, Los Angeles, Phoenix, Atlanta, Boise, Denver, Washington, D.C.,
Coral Gables, Riyadh, Bahrain, and London

TR 3 (e T TN T R e
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2.

lUl

SCHEDULE TO COMPLETE SEASIDE FACILITIES PLAN

State of Qregon

AND DEPARTMEHT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
STEP II GRANT APPLICATION E‘% E @ E U \W E @
JAN 151979

Print draft copies of facility plan - February 15
Advertise public hearing - February 15 WATER QUALITY. CONTROL
Hold public hearing - March 15

Receive written comments from public hearing and insert comments as
Appendix to report - March 30

Print final copies of report - Aprii 15

Submit report and form for A-95 Review - April 15

Compiete Land Use Questionnaire - April 30

Complete A-95 Review - May 15 _

Complete Engineering Agreement for Step II Design - May 15

Submit Facility Plan and Step II Grant Application - June 1




v Attachment No. 2

1 BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
2 OF THE STATE OF OREGON
3 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

OF THE STATE OF OREGON AMENDMENT NO, 3 TO STIPULATION

)
)
4 ) AND FINAL ORDER
Department, ) No. WQ-SNCR-77-159
5 - )
vs. )
6 ' )
CITY OF SEASIDE ) ‘
7 ] ) '
Respondent. )
8
9 WHEREAS the Commission finds the facts to be as follows:
10 1. The City of Seaside ("Respondent"} did not submit a proper and coniplete
11 facility plan report and Step II grant application by February 15,
12 1979, in violation of Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-159,
13 2. Respondent has requested an extension of time (Exhibit A) to comply
14 with the Commission's Order and has acted in good faith in trying to
15 ‘ comply with that Order.
16 NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby ordered that the date in
17 Paragraph A(l) (a) of Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-77-159
18 is amended to June 1, 1979.
19
20 IT IS SO ORDERED:
21 , | ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
22
23 Date: By

William H. Young, Director
24 . ‘Department of Environmental Quality

Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1)}
25

26

Page 1 - AMENDMENT TO STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER




Environmental Quality Commission

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

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. L, February 23, 1979, BEQC Meeting

Request for Approval of a Stipulated Consent Order for
Champion Building Products Wet Hardboard Plant at Dee,

OIESOH

Background

Champion International Corporation, Champion Building Products Division
owns and operates a wet hardboard manufacturing plant at Dee, Oregon in
Hood River County. The plant produces approximately 100 tons per day of
hardboard, A conventional biological wastewater treatment system was
installed in 1970, Treated wastewater is discharged into the East Fork
Hood River.

In December 1977, a flood washed away a portion of the dike on the sgludge
storage pond, discharging a portion of the sludge into the river. The
aludge storage pond receives sludge from the final settling pond. The
final settling pond settles out bacterial solids created in the treatment
process. Without the sludge storage pond, the final settling pond cannot
be cleaned regularly and permit effluent limitations cannot be met.

A permit was granted by the Division of State Lands to replace the dike,
but the permit contained such restrictions that company felt it would be
impractical to comply. As a result, the company investigated other alter-
natives of bacterial solid removal and disposal. The most practical alter-
native appears to be a dissolved air flotation unit and mechanical sludge
dewatering unit (the exact type of dewatering unit has not yet been deter-
mined). These units would replace the existing final settling pond and
sludge storage pond.

Evaluation

The company cannot meet its permit limits with its facilities as they now
exist., The company has proposed to enter into a stipulated consent order
with the Department (see Attachment A). During the period covered by the
order, the company would install necessary pollution control facilities.



Also, the company would agree to meet interim effluent limits which the
Department believes will not adversely impact water quality and will
adequately protect recognized beneficial uses. These interim effluent
limits are slightly higher than permit limits imposed upon the company prior
to implementation of federal standards. When these effluent limits were
met, the Department witnessed no adverse impact upon water quality.

The one complicating factor in this matter is that the EPA has withdrawn its ef-
.fluent standards for the wet hardboard industry for reevaluation. As a result, the
EPA must reestablish thege standards. This could result in higher stan-

dards than were used in the previocus permit. While the company has agreed

to meet the previous limits during the summer, they believe the limits

may be overly restrictive during cold weather months. As a result, the

company has proposed the stipulated consent order to extend into 1981 to

allow them to monitor their treatment capabilities during the 1980-81 winter.
The consent order would expire at the same time the current permit expires.

The Department would consider the company's winter data and the new EPA
standards (they should be known then) when drafting the new permit.

Summation

The wastewater treatment facilities at Champion Building Products-Dee Plant
have been damaged by flooding of the East Fork Hood River. Because of the
damage, the company has been unable to meet permit limits. Champion Building
Products has proposed a stipulated consent order which, if approved by the
Commission, would allow them to exceed the permit limits while they install
pollution control equipment. The new eguipment should be preferable to the
old facilities because it will no longer be susceptible to flood damage.
Interim effluent limits should not adversely affect water guality. No daily
penalty is proposed during the duration of the consent order. Data submitted
by the company shows the plant is operating at a deficit.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is the Director's recommendation that the Environ-
mental Quality Commission approve the Stipulated Consent Order for the
Champion Building Products Dee Plant. It is also recommended that the
Commission direct the Department to impose necessary penalties for failure
to comply with the Order. :

m’/‘ ot ?’"‘5" {SM Ve

e

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Richard J, Nichols:dmc
382-6446
February 7, 1979
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY,
of the STATE OF OREGON,

CHAMPION BUILDING PRODUCTS OF
CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION,
a New York corporation,

vees
/1
/77

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

STIPULATION AND FINAL

ORDER

No. WQ-CR-78-164

Hood River County
Department,

'

L W

Respondent.

WHEREAS
On or about July 17, 1978, the Department of Environmental Quality
{"Department”) issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
{("NPDES") Waste Discharge Permit Number 2791-J ("Permit") to Champion
Building Products of Champion International Corporation
{"Respondent"), a New York corporation. The Permit authorized
Respondent to construct, install, modify or operate waste water
treatment, control and disposal facilities at Respondent's hardboard
plant located at Dee, Oregon, and discharge adequately treated waste
waters therefrom into East Fdrk Hood River in conformance with the
requirements, limitations and conditions set forth therein. The
Permit expires on June 30, 1981.
Condition 1 of 8chedule A of the Permit does not allow Respondent

to exceed the following waste discharge limitations:

1 STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER




1 Loadings

2 Monthly Avg. Daily Max.

3 Parameter kg/day (1lb/day) kgs {ibs)

4 BOD~5 236 (520) 708 {1560)

5 Suspended Solids 500 (1100} 1500 (3300)

6 Other Parameters . Limitaticns

7 PH Within the range of 6.0 ~ B.5

8 3. 1In December 1977, flooding of the Hood River severly damadged part

g of Respondent's waste water treatment system. By letter of July 10,
10 1978, incorporated herein as "Exhibit A," Respondent reported its
11 results of evaluating various alternatives to repair or modify the
12 existing treatment system. Respondent determined that the most
13 feasible alternative was to modify the existing treatment system and
14 therefore requested either a modification of its NPDES Permit or to
15 enter into a stipulated consent order to provide for a period of time
16 to obtain approval, purchase and install additional process waste
17 water treatment facilities.
18 4. Respondent proposes to comply with the effluent limitations specified
19 in Condition 1 of Schedule A of the Permit by installing additional
20 process waste water treatment facilities. Respondent has not
21 completed construction and has not commenced operation thereof.
22 5. Respondent is presently capable of treating its effluent so as to
23 meet the following waste discharge limitations, measured as spegified
24 in the Permit:
25 ///
26 /77

Page 2 STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER




1 Loadings

2 Parameter Monthly Avg. Daily Max,
3 June 1 to Oct, 31
7 4 BOD-5 1200 lbs/day 3600 lbs
g 5 Suspended Solids 3500 lbs/day 6600 1bs
§ 6 Nov. 1 to May 31 Phase I Interim Winter Effluent Limitations
d 7 BOD-5 2000 lbs/day 4000 1bs
8 Suspended Solids 4400 lbs/day 6600 1bs
9 Other Parameters Limitations
1¢ pH Within the range of 5.0 -~ 8.5
11 6. After June 1, 1980 the Respondent will be capable of treating its
12 effluent so as to meet the following waste discharge limitations:
13 a. Betweem June 1, 1980-October 31, 1980 and June l-June 30, 1981,
14 Condition 1 of Schedule A of the Permit as set forth in Paragraph
15 2 of this Stipulation and Final Order.
16 b. Phase II Interim Winter Effluent Limitations Nov. 1, 1980-May 31,
17 1981:
18 Loadings
19 Monthly Avg. Daily Max.
20 Parameter kg/day  (lbs/day) kgs (1bs)
21 BOD-5 455 (1000) g10 (2000)
22 '~ Suspended Solids 1000 (2200) 1500 (3300)
23 Other Parameters Limitations
24 pH Within the range of 6.0 - 8.5
25 " 7. The Department and Respondent ("Parties") recognize and admit that:
26 /17 |
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i0.

a. Until additional waste water treatment facilities are completed
and put inte full 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 is discharged.

b, Respondent has committed violations of its previous NPDES Permit
Number 1809-J and its current Permit., Those violations were |
disclosed in Respondent's waste discharge monitoring reports,
covering the period from April 1, 1978 through the date which
the order below is signed by the Environmental Quality Commission
{("Commission").

The Parties acknowledge that the removal efficiency for BOD-5 in the

Respondent's aeration lagoon is dependent on ambient temperatuie and

as such during the winter months the effectiveness of the Respondent's

aeration system can be significantly reduced.

The Parties recognize that there is insufficient information at thisg

time to adequately predict what impact the winter months could have

on the effectiveness of the additional treatment system's ability

to comply with Condition 1 of Schedule A of the Permit.

The Parties agree that between now and time for renewal of the

Respondent's NPDES Permit an effort will be made to accomplish the

following:

a. A study of the impact ambient temperature has on the Respondent's
waste watér treatment system.

b, A determination, based on the findings of the above study, whether
separate, specific winter numbers for BOD-5 and Suspended Solids

are justified.

4 STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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11.

12,

13.

14.

The parties alsc recognize that the Commission has the power to imposg
a c¢ivil penalty and to issue an abatement order for any such
violation. Therefore, a pursuant to ORS 153.415(4), the Parties wish
to resolve those violations in advance by stipulated final order
requiring certain action, and walving certain legal rights to notices,
answers, hearings and judicial review on these maters.
The Parties intend to limit the violations which this stipulated final
order will settle to all those violations specified in Paragraph 7
above, occurring through June 30, 1981, the date that the Permit
expires,
This stipulated final order is not intended to settle any violation
of any effluent limitation set forth in Paragraphs 5 and 6 above.
Furthermore, this stipulated final order is not intended to limit,
in any way, the Department's right to proceed against Respondent
in any forum for any past or future violation not expressly settled
herein, |
Now Therefore, in consideratiqn of the mutual covenants and agreements
of the Parties hereto, it is stipulated and agreed that:
I. The Commission shall issue a final order:
A. Requiring Respondent to comply with the following schedule:
1., Submit quarterly reports on the progress of installing
additional waste water treatment facilities,
2. Complete construction and installation of additional
waste water treatment facilities by January 1, 1980.

B. Requiring Respondent to meet the interim effluent

5 STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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II1.
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limitations set forth in Paragraph 5 above until May 31,
1980,

C. Requiring Respondent to meet the interim effluent
limitations set forth ip Paragraph 6 above from June 1,
1980 until June 30, 1981.

D. .Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, schedules
and conditions of the Permit, except those modified by
Paragraphs I-A, I-B, and I-C above.

Regarding the violations set forth in Paragraph 7 above, which are
expressly settled herein, the Parties hereby waive any and all of
their rights under United States and Oregon constitutions, statutes
and administrative rules and regulations to ény'and all notices,
hearings, judicial review, and to service of a copy of the final
order herein,

Respondent acknowledges that it has actual notice of the contents
and requirements of this stipulated final order and that failure

to £fulfill any of the requirements hereof would constitute a
violation of this stipulated order and could subject Respondent to
liability for civil penalties in the amount of not less than $50

nor more than $10,000 for each day of violation. = Therefore, should
Regpondent commit any violation of this stipulated order, Respondent
hereby waives any rights it may then have to any and all ORS
468.125 (1) advance notices prior to the assessment of civil penalties

for any and all such violations.

6 STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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Date

2-2-79

Date

IT IS SO ORDERED:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

RESPONDENT

ey .
4{’1{ 7 m@(ﬁ/‘"
(Name I/ Ritgare J. DAvis )
(Title CGFCRAToS Mo,

FINAL ORDER (Title ern Environmenta)

Aftairs)
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION J)-15-#3
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522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.0. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Approval of a Stipulated Consent Order
for the City of LaGrande

Background

The City of LaGrande's wastewater treatment lagoons are not capable of
achieving secondary treatment of domestic sewage. The City has been
violating the effluent limitations of its NPDES Waste Discharge Permit

and will continue to violate those limitations until modifications to the
sewerage system are completed. The Department and City now wish to resolve
those viclations through a stipulated final order.

Summation

1. The proposed Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-ER-77-26
{(Attachment 1) provides interim effluent limitations the City can
reasonably achieve with its existing treatment facilities until the
time that upgrading is completed.

2. When the proposed QOrder was originally drafted, final plans and a
Step III grant application had not been submitted. Therefore, the
construction schedule was based on a future, at that time unknown,
date which a Step III grant offer would be made to the City by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).,

3. The City has submitted final plans and a Step III grant application
to the Department.
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4, EPA made a Step III grant offer to the City on December 18, 1978,
The applicable compliance dates of the proposed Order are now:

A (1} b. Begin construction by April 18, 1979.
¢. Submit a progress report by January 18, 1980,
d. Complete construction by October 18, 1980.

e, Demonstrate compliance with the final effluent limitations
of the Permit by December 18, 1980.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve
Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-ER-77~260, DEQ v. City of LaGrande,
Union County.

(Z/M/f%;ﬁ (s

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

Fred M. Bolton:eve

229~5372

2/6/79
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PENDLETON sisTRICT OFFicE

-BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,
of the STATE OF OREGON,

ST1PULAT (ON AND
FINAL ORDER
WQ-ER-77-260

Department, UNICN COUNTY

)
)
| »
v. _ ) YA
: : )
CITY OF LA GRANDE, ; . %%,77
Respondent. )
WHEREAS

1. The Department of Environmental Qualitv (''Department') will soon iscue

National Pollutant Discharge Ellmination System Waste Diéchafge Permit {'"Permit’) -

Number ’;} 754“3 (to be asslgned upon issuance of the Permlit) to CITY OF

LA GRANDE (''‘Respondent’) pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes ("'ORS'") 468.740 and

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, P.L. 92-500. The
Permit authorizes the Respondent to construét, install, modify or operate waste
water treatment, contéSi‘and disposal facillties and discharge adéquately treated
waste waters into waters of the State in conformance with the requirements, limita-

tions and conditicns set forth in the Permit. The Permit expires on December 31,

1982, -

-

Condition 1 of Schedule A of the Permlt does not allow ReSpondent to exceed
the following. waste discharge limltations after the Permlt issuance date:

Effluent Loadings

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Dally
Concentrations Average Average Max imum

Parameter “‘Monthly  Weekly kg/day (1b/day) kg/day (1b/day) kg  (ibs)
Jun 1 - Oct 31: - _ ' '
- BOD . 30mg/ Lsmg/1 170 (375) 256 (563) 350 (750)

TSS : 30mg/ | 45mg /1 - 170 (375) 256 (563) 340 (750)
Nov 1 - May 31: :

BOD 3Cmg/] k5mg/1 170 (375) . 256  (563) 340 (750)

TSS 30mg/1 h5ma/1 170 (375) 256 (563) 340 (750)

Page 1 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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1 3. Respondent proposes to comply with all the above effluent limltaticns
2 of its Permlt by constructing and operating a new or modifled waste water ¢
3 treatment facility. Respondent has not completed Eonstruction and has not |
4 commenced operation thereof.
5 4. Respondent presently is capable of treating Its effluent so as to meet
'_é . .the following effluent limitations, measured as specified in the Permit:
7 Effluent Loadings
Average Effluent Monthly Week 1y . Daily
‘8 . Concentrations : Avarage ~ Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly  Weekly v -kg/day (1b/day) ka/day (1b/day) ko  (1bs)
9 Jun | - Gct 31: f
: BOD Lismg/ 60mg/1 ’. 375 (826 499 EHOO% 751 1651
10 TSS . 60mg/ 1 75mg/ ; 439 {1100 625 1376 997 2200
11 Nov 1 = May 31: o . ‘
BOD 45ma/1 60mg/ 1 375 (826) 499 (1100) 751 1651)
12 "TSS 60mg/ ] 75mg/ 1 499  (17100) 625 {1376) 997 2200)
N .
13 5. The Deﬁartment and Respondent recognize and admlt that:
14 . a. Until the prdposed hew or modified waste water treatment
15 facllity is completed and put Into full operation, Respondent
16 will:
17. . (1) Violate the effluent limitations set forth in
18 ' Paragraph 2 above the vast majority, if not all,
19 of the time that any effluent Is discharged.
20 (2) ‘Violate the water quality standards of the Grande
21 Ronde Basln as Respondent is unable to consistently
22 achleve 85 percent removal of biochemical oxygen
23 demand {1'BOD') and total suspended solids (''TsS").
24 (Oregon Administrative Rules ("OAR") Sectlon 340-
25 ~ 41-735(1) (b} requlires a minTmum of secondary treat~
26 _ ‘ment of sewage wastes. OAR Sectlon 340-41-006(16} (a) /

Page 2 = STIPULATION AND FiNAL ORDER
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defines secondary treafment as the minimum leve!l

of treatment mandated by EPA regulations pursuant

to Publlc Law 92-500. Those EPA regulations require
85% removal of BOD and TSS.)

Respondent has committed violztions of its NPDES
Permit No. 1663-J) and related statutes and regula-
tions. Those violatlons have been disclosed in
Respondent's waste discharge monitoring reports to

the Department, covering the period from July 22,

© o AW N
o

1974 through the date which the order below is issued

Y —t
- o=
1]

by the Environmental Quality Commission.

p—
N

6. The Department and Respondent also recognize that the Environmental

15’ Quality Commission has the power to impose a civil penalty and to issue an

14 abatement order for any such vioiatlon. Therefore, pursuant to ORS 183.415(k),
15 the Department and Respondent wish to resolve those violations En.advénce by

16 stipulated final ordef requiring certain action, and waiving certain legal rights
17 to notices, answers, hearings and,judicial réview En these matters.

HE: 7. The Department and Respondent intend to limit the viclations which this
19 stipulated final order will settle to all thosg violations sﬁecified in Paragraph
20 5 above, occurriné through.(a) the date that complilance with all effluent Timita-
21  tions is required, as specified in Paragréph A(1} below, or (bj the date upon

22  which the Permit is presently scheduled to expire, whichever first occurs.

23 A 8. This stipulated final order is not Intended to settle any violation of
24 apy effluent limitations set forth iﬁ Paragraph 4 above. Furthermore, thls .

25 stipulated final order Is not Intended to limit, in any way, the Department's

26 right to proceed against Respondent In any forum for any past or future violation
Page 3 ~ STIPULATION AND FiNAL ORDER-
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not expresst sectled herein.

NOW THEREFORE, it is stipuiated and agreed that:

A. The Environmental Quality Commission shall issue a final order:'

(15 Requiring Respondent to comply with the following schedule:

a. Submit complete and biddable final ptans and specifi-
-cations and a proper and complete Step Il grént apﬁ1i~<
caﬁion by July 31, 1978,

b. Begin conétrdction within four (E) months of Step 111
:grant offer.

c. Suomit a progress report within thirteen (13) months of
Step (Il grant offer.

d. Complete construction within twenty-two (22} months of
Step 11l grant offer. .

e. Denonstrate compliance with the final effluent limitations
specified in-Schedule A of the Permit within ;Ixty k60)
days of completing construction.

(2) Requiring Respondent to meet the interi@ effluent limitations set
forth in Paragraph 4 above until the date set in the schedule in Paragraph A(1)
above for achieving compliance with the final effluent lim}tations.

(3) Requiring Respondent to comply with all the terms, conditions and
schedules of the Permit, except those modified by Paragraphs A{1)} and (2) above.
B. Regarding the violations set forth in Paragraph 5 above, which are
expressly settled herein, the parties hereby waive any and all of their rights
undef Uﬁited_States and Oregon Constlitutions, statutes and administrative rules

ahd regulations to any and all not[tes{ hearings, judicial review, and to service

of a copy of the final order herein.

Page 4 - STipylATION AND FINAL ORDER
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: L. Respondent acknowledges that it has actual notice of the contents and

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

of the requirements hereof would constitute a violatjon of this stipulated final

order, Therefore, should Respondent commit any violation of this stipulated

final order, Respondent hereby waives any rights It might then have to any and all

ORS 468.125(1) advance notices prior to the assessment of civil penaities for any

and all such viotations. However, Respondent does not waive its rights to any and

all ORS 468.135(1) notices of assessment of civil penalty for an? and all violations

of this stipulated final order.

Date:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

By

Date: January 10, 1979

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director L

RESPONDENT

IT 15 SO ORDERED:

Date:

By WMK 2&%,\,‘
Name  max ¢, T

hompsoh
Title City Manager

FiNAL ORDER

-ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CCMMISSICN

By

WILLYAM H. YOUNG, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1)

Page 5 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER
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Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 228-5696

MEMCRANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. N, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

Request by Sunrise Village-Bend for a Variance to
Subsurface Sewage Disposal Rule OAR 340-71-020(4)

Backg:ound

Sunrise Village is a proposed planned unit development near Bend, Oregon.
It is outside the City of Bend, but inside the Bend Urban Growth Boundary.
&t its last meetinyg, the Environmental Quality Commission ruled upon the
gsubsurface sewage disposal requirements imposed upon Sunrige Village by the
Department, (Note: Attachment A is the staff report concerning Sunrise
village for the January EQC meeting.) The Commission approved the disposal
requirements as stated in the Director's Recémmendation except that it
deleted one sentence, The requirements ag approved by the Commission are:

1. Detailed plans and specifications for the proposed sewerage system are
approved by this Department.

2. A municipality, as defined by ORS 454.010(3), must control the proposed
sewerage system. (This may be achieved by an agreement with the City of
Bend to operate and maintain the system or by formation of a county ser-—
vice district, or sanitary district.)

3. We must have a gtatement from Deschutes County indicating that they
have tested your proposal in regard to the Statewide Land Use Goals
and found it compatible.

In a letter dated February 5, 1979 {(Attachment B), to the Environmental Quality

Commission and Mr. William H. Young, Sunrise Village has now reguested that
it not be reguired to have a municipality control the sewerage system that
would serve its proposed development.
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Evaluation

OAR 340-71-020(4) requires a municipality to control a subsurface sewage
digposal system serving more than one lot or parcel. This regulation was
in effect prior te the Sunrise Village proposal and Sunrise Village was
aware of it. The Commission may grant a variance from this rule as pro-
vided in ORS 454.657, which states:

"454,657 Variance; conditions; hearing. After hearing the
Environmental Quality Commigsion may grant to applicants for
permits required under ORS 454.655 specific variances from the
particular requirements of any rule or standard pertaining to
subsurface sewage disposal gystems for such period of time

and upon such conditions ag it may consider necessary to
protect the public health and welfare and to protect the
waters of the state, as defined in ORS 468.,700. The com-
mission shall grant such specific variance only where after
hearing it finds that strict compliance with the rule or
standard is inappropriate for cause or because special physical
conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome
or impractical."

The Department considered a sewer agreement with the City as the best

form of municipal control. Such agreement would assure no obstacle to
orderly implementation of the Bend master sewerage plan. We discouraged
formation of a sanitary district because history has shown such districts
to be obstables. A city agreement would assure compatibility with
Oregon's Statewide Land Use Goals and was supported by the Department of
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). Though the Department required
a city agreement and discouraged formation of a sanitary district,

Sunrise Village wags not legally prevented from forming a sanitary district.

Following the Commisgsion's review of this matter at the November meeting,
Sunrise Village requested DLCD to review the requirement for a city
agreement as it pertained to their development. Upon review, DLCD
determined that a city agreement was appropriate, but, because of previous
county approvals, the Sunrise Village matter should be settled locally.
Accordingly, the Department revised its reqguirements for Sunrise Village.
{(These requirements were listed in last month's Commission staff report
concerning Sunrige Village which is Attachment A. Note that Attachment A
also includes correspondence between DEQ and DLCD.)

When the Department informed Sunrise Village of the revised reqguirements
{the requirements are stated in a letter from W. H. Young dated January 9,
1979 and is included in Attachment A}, we pointed out that, from the
Department's view, a city agreement was still most desirable, and that we
intended to encourage the County not to form a sanitary district until
all reasonable attempts to reach agreement with the City have been
exhausted. Following the Commission's January meeting, the Department
informed the City of Bend and Deschutes County of the EQC's action. We
discussed the 'pros and cons' of a sanitary district ingide the Bend
Urban Growth Boundary and possible alternatives to a sanitary district.
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We also made it wvery clear that should the County form a sanitary district
for Sunrise Village, the Department would approve the sewerage system
plans and the development would be free to proceed as far as we were
concerned.

For the Commission's information, a portion of the Sunrise Village is
inside Bend's sewer service boundary. This boundary was defined in
degign Memorandum 6 which was an update of the original facilities plan
and was prepared by the City of Bend's ceonsultant in the Fall of 1977.
Deschutes County and the City of Bend have proposed that the sewer
service boundary be extended to include all of Sunrise Village,

While the City of Bend was originally not interested in providing sewer
service to Sunrise Village, the Department believes the City has for
several months been willing to negotiate an agreement. At the time of
this report, the City was also negotiating to acquire the private water
system that would serve Sunrise Village. Based upon this information and
our belief that the City is willing to enter into an agreement, a city
sewer agreement between Sunrise Village and the City of Bend must still
be considered a viable alternative.

sunrise Village has stated their proposed incorporated home owners
association with $25,000 performance bond and subdivision improvement and
maintenance agreement with Deschutes County will provide the Department

with adequate assurance of proper operation and maintenance. Our review

does not convince us that such an arrangement ig eguivalent to a municipality
in terms of the ability to generate needed cash for operation and maintenance.
Further, the County maintenance agreement proposed by Sunrise Village

does not appear to provide an avenue for the Department to force the

County to provide operation and maintenance of the sewerage system in

event the homeowners association fails to meet its cobligations.

Summation

The Commission may grant a variance to OAR 340-71-020(4). However, the
Department believes a sewer agreement between the City of Bend and Sunrise
village is the most degirable form of municipal control. Sunrigse Village

was aware of the need for municipal control and was discouraged, but not
prevented from forming a sanitary district. The City of Bend has expressed

to Department staff a willingness to enter into a sewer agreement,

Formation of a sanitary district is also possible. The homeowners association
proposed by Sunrise Village, even with a 525,000 performance bond and a
proposed County maintenance agreement, ig not eqguivalent to a municipality

as defined by ORS 454.010(3).

Director's Recommendation

Based wupon the summation, it is recommended that the request by Sunrise
Village for a variance from subsurface sewage disposal system rule QAR

340-71-020(4) be denied. Ao .
ﬁbpihﬁgwujz LE%WVwﬁ_
b

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Richard J. Nichols:dmc/ak
3826446
¥ebruary 12, 1979

Attachments A and B
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Environmental Quality Commission

BB vtamcn 2 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem P, January 26, 1979, EQC Meeting

Sunrise Village, Bend - Reconsideration of Appeal of Subsurface Sewage
Disposal Requirements

Background

At the November 17, 1978, Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) meeting in Eugene,
Sunrise Village, Bend, a proposed planned unit development, presented an appeal of
a subsurface sewage disposal requirement imposed by the Department. (Staff report
for this appeal is Attachment A.) Sunrise Village appealed the Department's re-
quirement that a sewer agreement be entered into with the City of Bend. This
requirement was deemed necessary by the staff to assure compliance with Goal 11

of the Statewide Land Use Goals.

The Commission suggested that Sunrise Village request the matter be continued until
the next Commission meeting. During this period, Sunrise Village would meet with
Department staff to work out an arrangement agreeable to both parties. 1f an ar-
rangement could not be reached, the matter would be reconsidered by the Commission.
Sunrise Village accepted the suggestion.

Since the November Commissién meeting, the staff has met with Sunrise Village sev-
eral times. In addition, Sunrise Village has appealed the Department's interpreta-
tion of Goal 11 to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).

DLCD responded to the appeal (see Attabhment B, letter from DLCD dated 12-/9-73) by
stating that the Department of Environmental Quality was acting appropriately by
requiring a sewar agreement with the city. However, because local planning actions
had been completed by Deschutes County, DLCD determined that the matter should be
settled by local government. In a follow-up letter dated December 27, 1978 (see
Attachment C), DLCD clarified its December 19, 1978, letter by stating that the
city must agree to any action taken by the Department in regard to Sunrise Village.

Based upon DLCD's responses, the Department reconsidered its position and, in a
January 9, 1979, letter to Sunrise Village (see Attachment D}, agreed to approve
their proposal if the following reguirements were met:

&y
Contains

Recycled
Materials

LEC-IE
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I. Detailed plans and specifications for the proposed sewerage
system are approved by this Department.

2. A municipality, as defined by ORS 454.010(3), must control
the proposed sewerage system. This may be achieved by an
agreement with City of Bend to operate and maintain the
system or by formation of a County Service District, or
Sanitary District. Frankly, we prefer the agreement with
the City, but will accept a County Service District or San-
itary District, preferring the service district.

3. We must have a statement from Deschutes County indicating
that they have tested vour proposal in regard to the State-
wide Land Use Goals and found it compatible. This state-
ment must have the concurrence of the City of Bend. Should
the City refuse to concur or otherwise object to either the
formation of a special district (if that is your choice of
municipality) or the County's Statement of Compatibility, we
will be unable to approve your proposal.

Sunrise Village agrees to these conditions except it does not accept the Depart-
ment's position that allows the City of Bend to have a pact in approving their
proposal.

Evaluation

The Department feels that our original requirement for a sewer agreement with
the City of Bend was generaily appropriate as evidenced by letters from DLCD,
the first dated July 31, 1978 (see Attachment E), and the second dated December
19, 1978 (Attachment B)}. However, in considering this requirement as it relates
to Sunrise Village, DLCD appears to feel that. it may not be appropriate-and
should be a local decision. DLCD does say that the City of -Bend may object to
whatever action the Department takes in regard to Sunrise Village (see Attach-
ment C). It should also be noted that the Department's Program for Coordination
(Attachment F) with LCDC requires that the Department not take any action that
would impact land use unless the appropriate planning jurisdiction(s) provide a
Statement of Compatibility with Oregon's Statewide Land Use Goals. The appro-
priate planning jurisdiction(s) when outside city limits but inside the Urban
Growth Boundary includes the city. We, therefore, believe it would be inappro-
priate for DEQ to approve the Sunrise Village proposal should the City of Bend
object either to the formation of a special sewerage district or to Deschutes
County's Compatibility Statement.

Summation

Sunrise Village of Bend has submitted a proposal for a community sewage collec~
tion and disposal system to serve a planned unit development located inside Bend
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Urban Growth Boundary. The development would not be served by the Bend sewer
system now under construction, but it could be served when a sewer 1s extended
out to the area.

The Department would approve the proposal if the following conditions are met:
1. The sewage disposal facility would be under the control of a municipality.

OAR 340-71-030(4) states:

"Muttiple Service. Where a water-carried subsurface or
alternative sewage disposal system will serve more than
one (1) lot or parcel, such a system shall be under the
control of a municipality as defined in ORS 454.010(3)."

2. The plans and specifications for the proposed sewage disposal facility are
submitted to the Department for review and, in the review, the Department
finds that: ,

a. System is properly designed and meets applicable rules.

b. Assurance of proper operation and maintenance is evident so
that a health hazard and water pollution will not be c¢created.

3. The Department finds that applicable land use planﬁing requirements will
not be violated (0AR 340-71-015(6).)

The Department believes that to comply with the third condition, we must have a
Statement of Compatibility with Statewlde Land Use Goals from Deschutes County.
For the Compatibility Statement to be valid it must have City concurrence. This
reguirement is consistent with the Department's Program for Coordination with
LCDC (Attachment F) and is supported by a letter from LCDC {Attachment C).

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Environmental Quality Commis-
sion direct the Department to not permit a community sewage disposal system for
Sunrise Village unless the following conditions are met:

1. Detalled plans and specifications for the proposed sewerage system are
approved by this Department

2. A municipality, as defined by ORS 454.010(3), must control the proposed
sewerage system. (This may be achleved by an agreement with the City of
Bend to operate and maintain the system or by formation of a county ser=-
vice district, or sanitary district.)
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3. We must have a statement from Deschutes County indicating that they
have tested vyour proposal in regard to the Statewide Land Use Goals
and found it compatible. This statement must have the concurrence
of the City of Bend.

The Commission should also instruct the staff to continue to work with Sunrise
Village, the City of Bend, and Deschutes County to achieve these conditions.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Richard J. Nichols:ahe
382~-6446

January 11, 1979
Enclosures -
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MEMCORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Dirsctor

Subject: Agenda item No. M , November 17, 1978, EQC Meeting

Appeal of Subsurface Disposal Requirement by Sunrise
Village - Bend

Background

On May 26, 1978, the Department received a proposal from Sunrige Village

for a planned unit development to be iocated in the southwest comner of the
Bend Urban Growth Boundary along Century Drive. The proposal cailed for a
portion of the development (about 120 units) to be served by a community
sewage collection and disposal system. The disposal system would consist of
a septic tank, dose tank and drainfield.

The Department responded to the proposal by stating we would consider
issuance of a permit for the disposal system as long as the systam was
interim and ultimate connection to the Bend regional sewage system was
assured. We requested that Sunrise Village provide the Department with a
signed sewer agresment between the City of Bend and the developer stating
that the system would be connected to the regional sewer system when avail-
able.

The City and Sunrise Village have bean unable to come to agresment. The
City did not want to enter into a sewer agreement because they wers unsure
if they would be able to provide a sewer to the area, In addition, if the
City provided sewer servica, the development would have to annex. The City
wanted to be sure that, if they were to annex the development, it would meet
City standards,

To satisfy their concarns, the City offared the following terms for a
sewer ag resment,

1. Sunrise Village would bulld a sewer interceptor to Phase | of the
Bend sewer project.

2. Sunrise Village would annex to the City when requested,
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3. Sunrise Village would build their water system to City specifica~
tion and would turn it over to the City at annexation.

4. The development wouid comply with all City development standards
and would be inspected by the City during comstruction.

5. The Clity would operate and maintain the interim sawage disposal system
until Phase | of the Bend sewer project was ready for cperation.

Sunrise Village was unable to agree to these terms. As a result, they have
been unable fo satisfy the Department's raquirement that their sewage dis~
posal system be uitimately connected to the Bend sewer system.

Recently, the City of Band has affered a sewer agraement to the (.J. John
Shopping Center, another proposed development in the Bend Urban Growth
Area. This agreement contained the following major components:

1. The developer would give the City $20,000 to develop a sewer plan
for a segment of the UGB, The plan would investigate alternatives
for interim disposal systems as well as the location of the final
sewers. The plan would take three months to complete.

2. The City would guarantee sewer servics to the developer so that
construction of the development could start as soon as practicable.
The developar would install the Interim system designated by the plan.

" The City would operate and maintain the interim system until ulti-
mate connection to the Bend sewer system occurred, Ko specific
date for ulitimate connection would be sat,

Evaluation

The Department believes that any community sewage disposal system to be
constructed inside the Bend Urban Growth Boundary should be a part of the
regional sewerage plan and should be yltimately comnected to the Bend
regional sewer system, This belief is based on the foillowing:

1. Only the Bend regional sewer system will be able to provide reliable
long-term, effective sewer service. We doubt that a homeowner's
association as proposed by Sunrise or a sanitary district can provide
this assurance of servica.

2. We are unsure that large subsurface disposal systems will function
.reliably over the long term (30 to 40 + years). We, therefore, be-
lleve that they shouid only be considerad as interim systems.
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3. The state and federal governments have invested many millions of
dollars to provide the Bend area with 3 sewage collection and treat-
ment system. We believe use of the system should be encouraged. We
do not beiieve we should ailow small community sewage disposal systems
to proliferata in the Bend Urban Growth Ares when a more desirable
aiternative will be available socon.

The Department also belliaves that the requirement for uitimate connecticn
to the Bend sewer system is not unreasonable, The sewer agreement with
C.E. John, recently proposed by the City of Bend, could also be applied to
Sunrise Viliage, The city's agreement should not place an unreasonable
burden upon Sunrise Village.

Summation

Sunrise Village of Bend has submitted a proposal for a community sewage
collection and disposal system to serve a planned unit development located
inside the Bend Urban Growth Boundary. The development would not be
served by the Bend sewer system now under construction, but it could be
served when a sewer is extended out to the area,

The Department would épprove the proposal if the Fol!éwing conditions are
met: .

1. The sewage disposal facility would be under the contrel of a municipality.
0AR 340-71-030(4) states:

YMultiple Service. Where a water-carried subsurface
or alternative sewage disposal system will serve more
than one (1) lot or parcei, such a system shall be
under the contrel of a municipality as defined in

ORS 454.010(3)."

2. The plans and specifications for the proposed sewage disposal facility
are submitted to the Department for review and, in the review, the
Department finds that: '

a. System is properly designed and meets applicable rules.

b. Assurance of proper operation and maintenance is avident so
that a health hazard and water pollutxon will not be
created,

3. The Department Tinds that applicable iand-use planning reaquirements
will not be violated. (0AR 340-71-015(6).}

The Department has required that Sunrise Village enter into 3 sewer agree-
ment with the City of Bend to assure uitimate connection to the Bend
regional system. We believe connection is necessary to assure.rsliable,
long-term, effective sewage disposal. We are not confident that large
subsurface disposal systems will perform effectively for the long term.

The city has the staff and equipment to assure proper maintenance and
operation of city's sewerage facilities. We do not believe Sunrise Village
will be able to provide the same level of maintenance and operation.




.

Currently the Sunrise Village proposal does not meet Goal 11 of Seatewide
Planning Goals and Guidelines. Goal 11 cails for the cuordinated develop-
ment of public facilities with all other urban facilities and services.

Goal 11, Guideline A, Section 5 states:

“A public facility or service should not be provided in an
urbanizable area unless there is provision for the coordinated
development of all the other urban facilities and services
appropriate to that area.'

By requiring an agreement between proposed devéiopments inside the Urban
Growth Boundary and the city, the Department is assured that Statewide
Planning Goal 1! will be aschieved.

The City of Bend has recently proposed a sewer agreement to C.E. John for
sewer sarvice to a development also inside the UGB, but ocutside the service
area of Phase | of the Bend sewer project. We believe a similar agreement
could be utilized to resolve our concerns with the proposed sewage system
for Sunrise Village.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Environmental Quality
Commission direct the Department to not permit a community sewage disposal
system for Sunrise Viliage unless such system is a part of the overail
regionial sewerage plan and would be connected to the Bend reagional

sewerage system at some future time, The Commission should also direct

the Department staff to woek with the City of Bend and Sunrise Village to
reach agreement for ultimate connection of the sewage system to the regional

system, Q "0

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Richard J. Nichols:dme
382-6446

November 1, 1978
Enclosures
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Octobexr 30, 1978

City of Bend

City Hall

P, O. Box 431 :

Bend, Oregon 97701 m fg @ E W E @

Attention: Mr. Art Johnson NOV 06 1978

Re: Sunrise Village Water Quality Division -
‘ ' Mept. of Environmental Qualits

Sir:

I am writing you on behalf of the Mammoth Lakes Corporation,
developers of Sunrise Village. As you are probably aware, our
project has bégﬁ-gﬁﬁﬁfga_gfﬁEE June of this year due to the
Department of Environmental Quality's insisting we obtain a
seweér agreement with the city and cur being unable to comply
in particular with two of the cities stipulations for said
agreement. Specifically, we haven't any water to deed the
city as although we have contributed $60,000. in development
¢osts, M.R.S5. owns the well and reservoir and is unwilling to
relingquish them. It is also prohibitorily expensive for
Sunrise Village on its own to construct a dry line sewer
collection system and extend an interceptor line toc meet the
Phase I sewer system.

™o recent events have occured which may offer a solution
‘to our dilemma. We respectfully regquest you consider their
application to our case. They are as follows.

1. The city of Bend, Brooks Resources and C. E. John Con-
struction Company are near to completing a sewer agreement
of a kind the Department of Environmental Quality thinks
might have application to our case.

2. Our water delivery syétem is to be built to city stand-
ards and M.R.5. has agreed to allow us to disconnect at
any time and deed the delivery system to the city.

Please be assured it is our every intention to cooperate to
the best of our ability with all concerned 4o the end that

our development is both an asset and source of pride to the
Bend community. However, excepting for some help fxrom the
city we are faced with deviating from our plan and downgradlng
the project by putting everything on septic tanks.
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City of Bend
Octobexr 30, 1978
Page Two

‘Your efforts and concerns are much appreciated. I am at the

disposal of you and your staff as the need may be.

Vary truly yours,
Tn Wwand
Tim Ward

Vice President
Mammoth Lakes Corporation

CC: Richard J. Nichols
Bill sSmith
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Date:  October 26, 1978

Fram:

Subject: § - Band
g Deschutes Couut'r

e -."‘The C:’ty of" Bendf made- a-giant'strfde towards extension of the Bend sewer
. preject into- the Phase 1l area. The sewer committee at their morning
meeting offered the. followmg proposal to C. E. John:

1. G E. John wouid prowde $20,000 to the City to conduct
7 a- sewer study of the northem segment of the Phase ||
area.. This study would determine not only the wltimate
".plan for sewering the area, but would aiso determine
- Interim disposal methods to be used until final sewers
; are. mstalled

T 2e. So that C E. John cou!d proceed with their project, the
. City would agree to provide the company with sewer service
.- 'when:- the. shopping centar was completed and ready for

"business.. This sewer service would consist of an intarim .
‘disposal systesr (as determined by the abome pian} which
would he operated and maintained by the City of Bend until
connection is made to the Send sewerage system. The City
would comuit to. connecting the interim system to the Bend
sewer project at some future date. This date woaid not be
__speclﬂed. )

l tnld the comi ttee; that we. found thls appruach acceptable. i based
- this: decision on the foHowing-

T ‘fhe mterim disposal system will be a part of the ovaer-all
Saott sewer- plan for the Bend urban growth area.

2“.~ Hith the City of Bend opeeatmg and maintaining the system,

o ‘we can be assured the interim system will be uitimately
‘connected: to the Bend project and that the interim system will
be properiy ccastructed operated and maintained.

Ny . believe th:s covers our: basic congerns mth deveiopment and sewage
. d!sposal in the Bend area,- :

. Though dlsposal wel¥5‘could be. considerad as an interim disposal systenm,
the City of Bend and C. E. John recognize. that dispesal weils are not
an option for the C. E. John site because of the relatively shallow
water table in the area. Disposal wells could be considerad for those
areas in the Northern segment of Phase {{, which are not over the
shallow water table. The City recognizes that dispesal wells are

DEG 4
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currentiy prnhib-ited' outside the Bend city limits and that only the

EQC. could change this. | think the City also recganizes that the EQC
would not approve extension of the disposal well Loundary into Phase
il unless the Clty showed the wells would be phased out by a scheduled
date. ‘ . .

Hopefully, this approach‘- to th& sewers 3n the Phase |! area of Bend
is. acceptable o yous. | propose: to handle other deveiopment projects

: _ in a s.imiiialf' manner.

In C. E. John's: dasé,. | !ntend. _to follou-up on the«. City's p-roposal in

* the fuliowmg manner:

1. Upou receipt of a. Ietter from the Clty of Bend stating
 that they will provide C. E, John with sewer service,
~ that they will operate and maintain the interim disposal
system until it is comnected to the Bend System and that
the: City commits Itself to ultimate. phase-qut of the.
[intarim system, | will inform. the county that the
Department. has no chlection to issuance of a building
.- permit to:C. E. John.: We would allow issuance of the
s bmlding pemit couditloued on the follming‘

Operation of the shoppmg center would not start
_ -_,until an approved, mterim disposal system was -
;;'lnstailed. ) RS e

.a__.The plans fur‘the interim systeﬂ shall be approved
SRRt B nriting by  BEQ. A copy of the sewer agreement
- setween: C, E. John and the City of Bead must be:

subnﬁted with the plans. ‘

A ;If‘ the mterin systeat is an on-s:te. septic tank and
s drainflield, the: system would have to be cwned by
the City- of Bend and would be operated by a letter
- permit from DEQ. Any other interim system whether
- disposal well,. package STP, or whataver, would
require a WPCF permit issued to- the City of Bend.

a i ot L s e b - mm it L
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BEND DISTRICT OFFICE ‘ .
| 2151 N. E. FIRST STREET, BEND, OREGON 97701

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

October 25, 1978 ﬁ% EEEIVE @
‘ : 0cT 271978

Department of Environmental Quality " WATER QUALITY. CONTROL
2150 Studio Reoad .
Bend, Oregon 37701

Attention: Richard J. Nichols, Regional D.E.Q. Manager
Dear Mr. Nichols:

On October 12, 1878 you telephonically informed me
of your decision to hold to the position of requiring
Sunrise Village to obtain an agreement with the city of
Bend for a future sewage connection before you would
approve our planned community sewer system. -

Your stated reasons, as I understood them, weres that
the Department of Environmental Quality has a large
investment in the Bend regional sewer system and Sunrise
Village should he a part of it because in being so it
would likely induce the ordexrly development of potential
downstream projects and avoid the risks and management
prcoblems over the long term with respect to the relia-
bility of a community sewer system. In view of your
decision I hereby formally request an appeal at the ear-
liest possible time with the Environmental Quality Commisiof.

It is our contention as supported by the text of
Ross Mathers letter of September 27, 1978 that there is
legal, moral, and practical justification for exempting us
- from the city sewer agreement policy due to the policies
being implemented subsequent to our accomplishing in good
faith and at considerable expense of time and money,
an environmentally sensitive development plan based on and
evolving around a sewage disposal method originally recom-
mended by Mr. Borden of your office.
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Furthermore, insisting we obtain the city sewer
agreément is counter productive in that we are unable
to meet the cities requirements of giving them the water
system as we don't own it or funding ( which the city
racognizes would not be justifiable even for them )
a sewer interceptor line nearly twe miles to the Bend
phase one sewer system for a maximum 121 single family
residential homes within a 233 acre develcpment.
Therefore, we would have no alternatives to abandoning
our plan, a high standard community sewer system and to
the detriment of the environment and all concerned; put
" everything on individual septic tanks. We also disagree
that Sunrise Villages being on the city system is integral
to the systems orderly development in that no one is up-~
stream from us and as a negative by product, high down-
stream density would be encouraged. Lastly, ours is to
be a community association with the resources, management
and enforcement powers to indefinately operate and maintain
a community sewer system or until, which time it was clearly
right and feasible for us to be on the city system..

Your earliest attention to this matter is appreciated.

Please advise us of any developments as they might concern
us., _

Sincerely,

Tim Ward

T™W/sb
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Qctober 17, 1578

Sunrise Village
2151 N, E., First Street
Bend, Oregon 97701

S55D - Sunrise Village
Deschutes County

"Attention: Mr. Ross Mather, Presidant

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed your letter of September 27, 1978. We have also con-

ferred with Mr. Tim Ward of your company.

| believe that our staff understands your position in this matter. How-

ever, we still cannot aspprove your plans for a community sewage disposal

system unti] we can be assured that it will ultimately become part of
the regional sewerage system at a scheduled date.

Considerable funds are being invested to supply the Bend area with a
regional sewerage system. Large developments in that area must plan to
use this method.for sewage disposal. The Department feels that a large
drainfield is not the best sewage disposal alternative over the long term.
We need to he assured that our approvals of disposal methods are not

faced with pFoblems in the Tuture. UJltimate connection to regional
sewerage system will provide this assurance.

If you need ad&itionai assistance on this métfer, please call Mr. Dick
Nichols (382-6446) in our Bend office.

Sincerely,

Wiliiam H. Young

hk - Director
cc: Central Region 0ffice, Bend
Water GQuality Division, Portiand

Daschutes County Planning Dept. State of Oregon
Deschutes County Sanitarian Dept. BEPAREENT@OF (EE”V‘T]GNW{\;N?M QUALITY,
wWeT 191978

WATER QUALITY. CONTROL
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Department of Environmental Quality
CENTRAL REGION |
2150 N.E. STUDIO ROAD, BEND, OREGON 97701 PHONE (503) 382-6#6

Octobar 9, 1978

Daschutes County Planning Commission $ - Band

Courthouss Annex, focm (02 Propossd Hollday inn--
Band, OR 37701 Hol | doma
Santieman:

We have not recaived notics from Deschuras County oa the proposed
zone change for the proposed Hollday Inn - Holldome complex on
Highway 20 near Cooley Rocad. However, we have been contacted by
Interasted cltizsns who have given us soms Information on the pro-
posad projsct,

Based on sdulttedly scant Information, we subamiz the following
cosments !

1. ¥Ya have not been informsed on how sewags. from the complex
will be disposad of, Ua know that tha complax |3 outside
the urban growth boundary and, consequently, sewar servica
“to this area by the Clty of Bend sewerage systsm is not
avan balng contemplatad at this time,

We belisve a large complex, such as this one, should be
located %o take advantage of the new Bend sower pruoject.
Bafore we will consider an Interim sewags disposal systam
for the proposed compiex, we will have to be shown that
the Interim system Is a part of the overall sewerage plans
for the Sand area and that it would be phased cut and con-
nectad to the Band system by a known spacifled data. Ba-
cause the only area assursd to have future sewer servica
Is that contained In the Phase | area of the Bend sewer
project, currently we will oniy approve thess Inturim
systems that will be phased out with the compiation of
Phase 1,

2. The complex would be locatsd over & known perched watar
table that serves as a sourca of domastic watar., Use of
disposal weils to disposs of surface runoff from the
complex may impact the quality of the watar In this
perchad watsr tabla. '



Daschutes County Planning Cormission
October 9, 1578
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3. 1f the parking lot exceads 1000 lots, an Indirect ailr
contaminant discharge parmit nust be applled %or prior to
construction.

Sincarely,

Richard J., dichols
Regional Xanager
RJN 1dme

ccivater Quality Dlvision
:Frad Balton
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2151 N. E. FIRST STREET, BEND, OREGON 97701

State of Oregon

Septembe: 27, 1978 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
BE@EUWE@
neT 2 1978

State of Oregon .

Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW Fifth Street

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, OGregon 97207

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Attention: William H. Young, Director State of Oregon
Fred Bolton, Regional Operations AdmiBBEETRHEDTIRINHENTAL QuALTY

Re: Sunrise Village {BE GEIVE @

Dechutes County OCT 191978

Gentlemen: o WATER QUALITY. conTRor

The purpose of this letter is to document certain information
relative to the planning, development and environmental pre-
servation of the 233 acres comprising the above referenced
project. As the owner of this property I feel that there was

a very important seguence of events that transpired prior to
the Departments decision to reguire that developments using
community waste treatment facilities have an agreement with the
city to accommodate future sewer connection. Following is a
documentation of these events that I urge you to consider:

1. In early 1976 I had the opportunity to purchase the
subject property located two miles from the Bend city limits
and bordered by the Deschutes River. Since I felt it first
necessary to evaluate the development possibilities for

the property, I then negotiatsd an option to purchase.

2. In February of 1977 I brought a potential investor, Mr.
Martin West, to Bend. We met with Lorin Morgan and Jim
Meorrison of the Deschutes County Planning Staff. We were
informed that the property was located within the growth
boundary and was shown as a Development Alternative on the
Bend Area General Plan. The Comprehensive Plan did not
discourage a Planned Development that would provide the
£ull service facilities required for an urban developnent.
We were further advised that the ultimate authority as to
our method of sewage disposal was the Department of Envir—
cnmental Quality. '




Department of Envirommental Quality
September 27, 1978
Page Two

3. At the same time (February, 1977) we visited Jghn E.
Borden, Regional Manager of the Department of Environmental
YNy N .
Quality. I informed him that it was our plan to provide

a community waste treatment facility for the project. We
discussed various methods and it was Mr. Borden's opinion
that the Department would prefer a central commop septic
tank and drzin field system. This type of System has been
employed in other Bend urban developments. This concept
would also provide a collector system that would facilitate
a connection to Century Drive should the City of Bend decide

to extend its facllliijie=z at some future undetermined date.
“—‘—'__—_ a—

4. Through substantial reliance on the above information
and advice, Mr West and I decided to purchase the property
and proceed with master planning. Upon the recommendation
of Mr. Bill Smith, president of Broocks Resources, in April
of 1977 we engaged the professional land planning firm of
Hall Goodhue and Haisley to develop a Master Plan. George
Cook Engineering was also retained as was the legal firm of
Gray, Fancher, Holmes and Hurley.

5. On May 11, 1977 the Deschutes County Planning Commission
approved our request to change the zoning from A-1 Exclusive
Agriculture to PD, Planned Development. The Master Plan
indicating a community waste treatment facility was incor-
porated into the approval.

6. On October 3, 1977 we exercised our option and concluded
the land purchase at a price of $524,700.00.

7. On December 13, 1977, Preliminary Plat #389, Phase I

of Sunrise Village, was approved at a public hearing before
the Deschutes County Hearing O0fficer. On April 18, 1978,
Preliminary Plat #415, Phase II, was approved 'in a similar
manner. On June 22, 1978, Preliminary Plat #444, Phase III,
was approved. All three plats, involving approximately 200
residential lots, were engineered and designed according

to the approved Master Plan which included a private sewer
system to serve the smallexr lots.

8. In the winter of 1877-78 site work was commenced and roads
were graded according to the approved plan. Work on a joint
community water system was started including well. drilling

and the installation of a 500,000 gallon storage tank. <Tne
system is now operational. To date, in addition to the land
cost, in excess of $220,000 has been paid out by the deve-
lopers and an additional $600,000 has been committed. All

of this was done in good faith and through complete reliance
by the developer that the recommended method of sewage disposal
would receive tha approval of the Department of Enviromnmental
Quality.
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9. 1In January of 1978 engineering was started on the Final
Plat of Phase I, the River Bluff Section. All lot boundaries
for the 82 lots were surveyed and monuments were set. In the
spring, Mr. Dave Williams of George Cock Engineering accomp-
anied Mr, Bob Free of the Department of Environmental Quality
on an inspection of the proposed location of the community
sewage treatment facilities. Mr Free conlUrred that soil
cOnditions were sultable for installation of the proposed
system. In July when the Final Plat was ready for recording
we were advised that the Department of Environmental Quality
would not approve the Final Plat until the development had

an agreement with the city to accommodate a future sewage
connaction. : '

10. On January 27, 19878 the Final Plat for the River Bluff
Section of Sunrise Village was signed by the Deschutes

County Board of Commissioners and was recorded. An agree-
ment was executed by the developers and the commissioners

in which--the—devedapers agreed not to COmMmence construction
Qf the community sewage system until plans forx ihe sygtem,
have been approved by the Department of Emvirommentallgeality.

11, On July 26, 1978 we received staff recommendations
from the Bend City Sewer Committee setting forth certain
conditions that would have to be met before the city would
grant an agreement. It is estimated that the cost to
satisfy these conditions would amount to in excess of
$1.500,000. On August 4 I had a lenghty conversation with
one of the members of the city sewer committee. I as his
opinion that the ‘best soluticn for all concerned would
occur 1f the Depariment would alter its position of requir-
ing an agreement with the city.

12. During August and September we have conducted exten-—

- sive soll tests on the property and have attempted to re—
design the plat so that each lot could accomodate an
individual septic tank and drain field. The conclusions
are not only not feasible for the develcpment but poten-
tially could have a disastrous impact con the natural
environment. The removal of thousands of trees would be
necassitated to accommodate the drain fields. In contrast,
the community drain field was planned for an open, treeless
area that was to be converted to a gfééﬁ_ﬁggagshﬁﬁrough
the presence of underground dfain fields.

In summary, we earnestly request that you consider this appeal
and allow Sunrise Village to proceed in its original concept
which we have proven has priority over recent Department
decisions. We have offered to post any necessary financial
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guarantees to assure the continued maintenance and operation
of the facility. WNot only will the environment be forever
presexrved but a workable system for central sewage collection
would be provided for the future benefit of the community and
the Department of Environmental Quality. Untimely duplication
costs would be avoided. The city sewer system which apparently
does not have sufficient capacity for existing high density
aredas would not be rturtier burdened by Having to provide
sgrvices to a distant, low density community that 1ies on the
edge OF tne urpan growth boundarv and is not an integral part

of the city's annexation plans regarding the continulty o .
Sewer Services

Very truly yours,

Ross Mather
President, Sunrise Village

CC: Richard J. Nichols
John E., Borden
Gray, Fancher, Holmes and Hurley

Exhibits attached:

1) Master Plan and Summary as approved with zone change,
2) Notification of zone change approval.

3} Staff recommendations for Phase I.

4} Hearing Officers decision on Phase I,

S} Hearing Officers decision on Phase IT.

6} Hearing Officers decision on Phase III.

7) Subdivision Agreement,

8} Agreement with Commissioners.

9} City Sewer Committee Staff Recommendations.

10} August 24 article frem Bend Bulletin,
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Department of Enwronmem‘ai Quality

CENTRAL REGION
2150 N.E. STUDIO ROAD, BEND, OREGON 97701 PHONE (503) 382-6445

August 9, 1978

'Mr. John Glover S - Bend

Deschutes County Health Department $ - Bend Phase 1|
Courthouse Annex
Bend, OR 97701

Dear Mr. Glover:

in July 15878, the City of Bend signed a contract for construction of
the first segment of the Bend seweragz system. The Department con-
siders this as the start of construction. Therefore, the sewage dis-
posal well boundary for the City of Bend is expanded in accordancs
with the letter signed by William Y. Young, Director of DEQ, on

May 16, 1378,

To assure that proposed developments meet the requirements of our
May 1o, 1978 letter and to facilitate DEQ county réview, the follow-
ing procedure should be used:

1. For developments with dry sewers that would be served by
interim, individual septic tanks and drill holes.

a. The developer will submit the following information to
the Bend office of DEQ:

1. Proof that the development is inside the current
Bend city Iimits or in the process of annexing:

2. Proof that the development would be served by
Phase | of the Bend sewerage system and would be
activated concurrently with the rest of the city
system;

3. Proof that a sewer service agresment has been
signed between the developer and the City of Bend;

b, DEQ would review and approve dry sewer lines prior
to construction of sewer. |If this has already been
done, the developer will submit proof that the plans
have been approved by DEQ.

b. This office will then issue a letter to Deschutes County

stating that the development qualifies to be served by
disposal well,



Mr. John Glovar
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c. The county then evaluates each lot to detarmine {f
. a drainfield {with or without replacement area at
county's discretion) can be installed, or whether
it must be served by disposal well. Permits would
be issued as appropriate. Also, at this same time,
the county can siaon off on the real estate disclosure
and forward to the DEQ Bend office for our sian-off.

I1. For develiopments that would be served by a community septic
tank and disposal well.

Qur rules {O0AR 340-71-020(4)) state that sewage disposal systems for
multiple lots must be under the control of a municipality, as defined
by ORS 454,010(3). Consequently, since these developments can oniy
qualify for our disposal well agreement by being in the City of Bend
or in the process of annexing to Bend, the only way for us to approve
a community system is if the City of Bend will assume responsibility.
1'f and when they do this, DEQ, the city and county will work ocut the
details for approving such proposals. :

If you have questions or comments on this matter, please call me.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Michols

Regional Manager
RdN:dme

cc:City of Bend - John Hossick
:Deschutes County - Bill Honroe
:Water Quality Division
:Fred Bolton, Regional Operations
:Bob Free

“



Environmental Quality Commission

RCBERT W. STRAUS

vtk 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: . Oirector
Subject: Agenda ltem No. F, November 18, 1377, EQC Meeting

Public Sewerage Considerations Within Bend Urban Growth Boundary

Background

1. Since the early 1900s, central Oregonians have been disposing seotic
tank effluent down lava fissures and dry wells (sewage disposal wells)
rather than using conventional drainfields. This practice prompted a study
of disposal well practices in 1368 by FWPCA, .FWPCA (predecessor to the
EPA} concluded that continued discharges of septic tank wastes to disposal
wells pose a potential threat to groundwater guality. Accordingly, the

EQC adopted regulations on May 13, 1969 to phase out disposal wells for
inadequately treated wastes. Exhibit A illustrates the general concepts.

2. The concept of the regulations was to phase out existing sewage dis~
posal wells in rural areas by January 1, 13875, but to allow new wells in
populated areas where an acceptable sewerage construction program had been
approved by DEQ. The latter areas would be classed by DEQ as 'permit
authorized areas’ within which DEQ {or a county Health Department) could
issue temporary disposal weil permits. After January 1, 1980, no new dis-
posal weils would be permitted in the "authorized" areas, and existing wells
at that time would be sealed and abandoned.

3. To qualify as a permit autharized area, applicants had to agree to
sewerage construction thus:

a. Hire consuiting engineer by July 1, 1969

b. Submit preliminary engineering report by January 1, 197}

¢. Start construction by August 1, 1971

d. Complete construction by January 1, 1980

e. Submit annuail reports to DEQ which show reasonable progress

L, Madras, Culver, Metolius, Redmond, and Bend we¥e designated permit
authorized areas. The status today of each is as follows:

Cort oy
Recyuhe !

T

CEQA
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a. Madras--city sewerage system complete in 1976--urban arsa
sewerage planning (Step |) in progress

b. Metolius--system complete 1975

c. Culver--sewerage system complete 1976

d. Redmond--system under construction--about 40% complete

e. Bend--Sewerage Planning (Step !) complete within Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB). Final design {Step |i) underway within
current city limits (Phase 1), but not within the UGB outside
the city limits {Phase 2). There is no design or sewerage
construction proposal pending for the Phase 2 area at this
time. ' )

5. Overall Bend's sewerage project has been beset with dalays since
1969. To date, the following sewerage planning has occurred:

a. Report on a Praliminary Study of a Sewage Collection and Treatment
Facilities~-CH2M 1967 (sewage treatment plant serving about 10% of
Bend constructad in 1970)

b. Report on Cost Updating of a Proposed Sewerage System for Bend,
Oregon--Clark & Groff 1972

c. Preliminary Design and Final Plans for East Pllot Butte Intarceptor
Sewer--Clark & Groff and city staff 1972-1974 {(not built)

d. Study of the Feasibility of Accepting Privy Vault Wastes at the
Bend Treatment Plant--Clark & Groff 1973 (built)

a. Preliminary Report Sewerage Study (for the City of Bend)-~Century
West, paid for by Brooks Resources 1974 ’

f. Sewerage Facilities Plan, City of Bend, Oregon--Stevens, Thompson &
Runyan, Inc. and Tenneson Engineering Corp. 1976--approved by DEQ
and EPA

g. Supplemental Environmental Impact Assessment Draft, 23 September
1977--BECON .

h. Step 11 underway for Phase | of STER plan

6. All the central Oregon sewerage projects have been complicated by rock
excavation and local financing difficulties, but each community has over-

come these obstacles. Bend overwhelmingly passed a 39,000,000 bond issue.
Bend experienced some additional time delays due to:

a. Analysis of experimental vacuum and pressure sewer systems
b. 'Excassive cost discussions before accurate cost estimates wersa
actually pinned down,

Indead, cost estimate inaccuracy is largely responsible for Bend's decision
to return to the E-Board for more hardship funding, but that is covered
under a separate Commission agenda item,

7.  Because Bend's annual reports showed progress towards sewerage construction

(al though behind schedule) DEQ has renewed their permit authorized status for
sewage disposal wells each year through present. '
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8. Selieving sewerage construction to be in the offing, DEQ authorized
several dry sewer projects with "interim' drainfield and disposal well
facilities., The fagilities plan addresses the entire urban area, but dus
to cost projections 1t soon became clear that an immediate projech was
Hkely only inside the city limits. Unfortunately, most currant subdi-
vision activity (and homesite construction) is actually occurring within
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), but outside Bend .city limits. The Phase |
sawerage project will not serve construction outside the city limits.

9. OEQ recognized this dilemma as early as 1973, and began tentative nego-
tiations with city and county officials (staffs and commissions) to jointly
participate in sewerage planning and construction within the UGB, Although
the city and county both endorsed the facilities plan on October 6, 1976.
Deschutes County has not implemented any of its recommendations.

The facilities plan includes an adopted Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) which
influencad the plan. A quotation from the facilities plan describes the
relation of the City of Bend General Plan to sewerage servica:

“Since 1970 rapid population growth in the Bend area has
occurrad mostly in Deschutes County rather than the City.
Population growth within the City has occurred mainly be-
cause of annexation policies. ‘

"Flexibility has been a major objective in establishing the
plan and it has provided for-alternate population densities in out-
lying areas to accommodate future growth trends which are
difficult to anticipate at this time. The major determining
factor for higher densities will be the provision for sewer-
ing. It is important to recognize that proper land use plan-
ning should precede sewerage planning. The plan would provide
a north-south center strip of industrial and commercial acti-~
vities with varying types of residential activities extending
from this central core. The greatest population densities
would be located in the central area with lower densities
“toward the outer edges of the urban area.!

10. Much of the growth outside the city, but inside the UGB (i.e. the
Phase 2 area) actually has occurred with little or no regard for how sewer-
age confections wouid be made except as inadvertantly regulated by DEQ by
"indirect' planning strategies. Examples are shown in Exhibit B. The

City of Bend is powerless to Implement planning decisions outside their
city limits.

11, B8y 1976, the interface conflict and Phase 2 growth without sewers

was obviously serious. DEQ continued meetings with city and county officials.
The city was becoming conspicuously concerned about their possible "inheri-
tance.” Thus on June 1, 1377 and July 5, 1977, DEQ was successful in conduc-
ting joint sewerage policy planning sessions among City-County-0EQ.
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At the July 5, 1977 meeting, it seemed appropriate to turn initiative for
further meetings over to local officials since planning is a local function,
Deschutes County requested a follow-up meeting on September 12, 1377. At
that meeting with the County Commission DEQ volunteered that it was unable
to justify continued sewerage ''cancessions' in the Phase 2 area, since no
sewerage impiementingtauthority, such as a County Service District, was
operational there. The concept of a septic tank moratorium to halt con-
flicts with the sewerage plan was discussed.

A Joint City=founty urban planning commission concept was proposed
(Exhibit C), but Deschutes County felt that to be a premature move. In-
stead, a joint committee to study differing building standards between
city and county was extablished (Exhibit D). Intensive development con-
tinued in the Phase 2 area without sewerage services, except for Choctaw
Village Sanitary District.

Bend changed its annexation policy after forming a citizens' group to study
subdivision standards (Exhibit E).

12. Unlike many urban growth areas, Deschutes County planning ordinances
permit development at low (up to 5 acre lot sizes) as well as high densi-
ties within the UGB. This aggravates sewerage construction by permitting
"leap-frogging'' densities. For example, on a given radius from Bend you

might encounter 1000 feet of 1/3 acre lots, then 1000 feet of 2-1/2 acre

lots, then 2000 feet of 1/2 acre lots, etc. The net result is expensive

ultimate sewerage service to urban densities not immediately adjacent to

Bend's existing urban densities.

13. The key item lacking is local coordination such as a City Utility
Board, a County Service District, or some form of equivalent control,

Evaluation

1. Sewerage construction in Bend proper (Phase 1) will not likely be complete
and available at the city limits until at least 1981.

2. At least 230 sewage disposal wells exist in the Phase 2 area which are
not now scheduled for phase out by a sawerage system although the facili-
ties plan shows how that couid be done.

3. There are not many alternatives for sewage disposal in the Phase 2 ares
other than dry or wet community sewers due to:

a. Unavailability of a municipal sewerage system

b. Disposal wells not permitted per Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR)
340-44-005 through 44-045

c. Shallow soils often prevent drainfieid construction

d. Package sewage treatment plants ara not viable unless they have a
targe number of service connections



Agenda ltem No. F
November 18, 1977

Page 5

2., Experimental septic systems are costly, and encourage low density
f. Alternate systems usually turn out to be big and costiy drain-
fialds

Thus, through Geographic Region Rule A which allows drainfiald construction
in shallower soils inecentral Oregon, DEQ has actually aggravated the
planning and sewerage construction costs by allowing these systems which,
in turn, encourage low density development.

4, DEQ has documented 28 surfacing sewage failures In the Craven Road-
Cessna Drive area adjacent to Bend, which generally have no alternative for
repair other than a reglonal sewerage system. The clty is unwilling to
annex because the water system does not meet city specifications, and the
county has discussed an LID. But nothing has happened. 0EQ attanded
several local meetings to develop interest in amnexation, LID's or a County
Service District with no success, The sewage continues to surface.

5. DEQ is pressured daily for sewage disposal wel! repair permits within
the UGB, Short of vacation of the premises, drillhole repairs are the only
immediate option (although illegal), since a regional sewerage system is
not available and drainfields are usually not possible due to small lot
sizes and/or shallow soils. Authorization of such repairs actually under-
mines support for regional sewerage construction since the problem is

moved out of sight but not solved by such repairs,

6. DEQ is pressured daily to approve compromise subsurface systems within

the UGB for many subdivisions. |In so far as has been possible, DEQ has

agreed to complex terms to facilitate sewerage planning, allow intarim
fagilities, not aggravate densities, and to prevent high denial rates,
Unfortunately, lacking regional sewerage systems, the "interim'' facilities
became “permanent“--they are not designed to function permanently, and usually
do not..

7. Since federal construction grants were projected based on regional
sewerage facgilities, there is risk of losing such funding if the Phase 2
area is developed without a sewerage system.

Summation

1. The UGB was adopted by the City of Bend and the Deschutes County Commission

“on June 2, 1976. The facilities plan was adopted by ity of Bend and QOes-

chutes County Commission on October 6, 1976, and is the approved sewerage
services component within the UGB. The Oregon Department of Land Conserva=
tion and Development has not yet adopted the UGB.

2. Since there is no implementing mechanism or authority for sewerage ser-
vices within the UGB and outside the Bend city limits, DEQ has been unable
to develop guidelines consistent with the facilities plan which do not
aggravate sewerage construction in that area.



Agenda |tem No. F
November 18, 1977
Page 6

3. Thus a question exists as to whether DEQ and its contract agent,
Deschutes County Health Oepartment, can continue septic tank approvals in
the Phase 2 area when such approvals are or may be -in conflict with jocal
plan elements. To what extent are DEQ actions controlled by planning laws
is a key question. .

4, Possible DEQ alternatives range as follows: .

a. No action--continue septic tank and drainfield approvals/denials
without regard to local planning.

b. Obtain a written program from the Deschutes County Commission which *

shows how DEQ and the Commission can work together to insure that

Phase 2 sewerage construction occurs in accordance with the approved

facilities plan and its amendments, which show proposed trunk sewer

locations, The program shall diagram an implementation strategy

which addresses: : :

Who will plan collector sewers;

When sewerage facilities will be constructed;

How sewerage facilities will be financed,

Who will implement planning, design and construction;
How develapmant will be handled in the interim to insure
that it does not impair implementation.

e S o Tt Tt

¢. Restrict subsurface sewage disposal systems in the Phase 2 area
until at least.one of the following accurs:

1) Deschutes County forms a County Service District to design and
construct sewerage facilities in the Phase 2 area to accommodare
any county approvals in the UGB; or

2) An equivalent public bedy is formed to regulate these activities
in accordance with regional sewerage pilanning.

Director!s Recommendation

i. The Director recommends that the Commission direct the staff to work
with the Deschutes County Commission to obtain a written agreement outlining
how DEQ and the County Commission can work .together to solve the problems
discussed in this report, and further direct the staff to scheduie a public
hearing on November 29, 1977 in Bend to take testimony on the proposed
working agreement between DEQ and the County and on other alternative causes
of action the EQC could pursue.
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2. The Director recommends no further action at this time, but suggests
that the Commission consider findings from the November 29 hearing at

its next meetirg.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
“John E. Borden

382-6446

11/2/77

Attachments: A through F
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o e 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4926

COvYiENCE

December 19, 1978

: : . ® 0B
Tim Ward, Vice President
Sunrise Village B
2151 N.E. First 4

Bend, OR 97701 §

Dear Mr. Ward: “

This letter is in response to your letter of December 5, 1978
about Sunrise Village. :

It is my understanding that you want the Department of Land
Conservation and Development's opinion on whether or not there
is anything the Land Conservation and Development Commission
(LCDC) can do to assist you in receiving final approval from
DEQ for the sewage system for your development that is located
just west of Bend.

As I have explained to you in conversations with you and with
Mr. Richard Nicheols, Regional Manager with the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ), there are two problems that need to
be discussed. Is the method that DEQ is using for permitting
sewage treatment facilities inside an Urban Growth Boundary con-
sistent with Statewide Planning Goals?; and, is there anything
LCDC can do regarding the development of Sunrise Village?

With regard to the first question, I believe that DEQ is properly
interpreting the Statewide Planning Goals when they require
developments inside an Urban Growth Boundary to have an agreement
with the City to connect to their sewer system. The basis for
this interpretation is that Goal 11 states that public facilities
are required to serve urban and urbanizable areas. Urbanizable
lands are defined as those lands within an Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB). When a UGB is delineated, such as the one around Bend,
then the City is committing itself to provide public facilities’
services to the area at some point in the future. In a case,
such as that of Bend, where a regional facility is being developed,
it is logical that developments be required at some point to con-
nect to the facility. Otherwise, there could be a regional
facility surrounded by a large number of private systems inside a
UGB, which would not only be illogical but costly to all of the
taxpayers of the area. ,

Bend Field Office — 1012 N.W. Wall, Suite 203 - Bend, Oregon 97701 - {503)-389-2253



Tim Ward
Sunrise Village -2- December 19, 1978

Specifically regarding Sunrise Village, I believe that since all
local and statewide planning actions have been completed by

Deschutes County, this matter is a local decision. As you are

aware, one of the conditions placed upon your development by
Deschutes County was "that plans for those lots to be served by

a community sewage system shall be submitted to DEQ and approved
prior to commencing construction." Because of this condition and
the actions of the County, I feel this matter should be settled
by local government.

In the last paragraph of your December 5 letter, you stated that
your letter was to be considered an appeal to the Commission.
ORS 197.300 sets out what can be appealed to the Commission and
the time frame for doing so. The matter you raised needed to be
appealed 60 days after the Deschutes County action on your
development.

I will forward copies of the letters you have sent to me along
with this letter to the Director of the Department of Land Conser~
vation and Development recommending that he send copies to the
Commission.

If I can be of any assistance to you, please feel free to contact
me at any time.

Sincerely,

/‘\) ,' ’, . I
’:}u4~l£';%?£;£éh;f

Brent L. Lake
Field Representative

BLL:cm

cc: Richard Nichols
W. J. Kvarsten
John Hossick
William Monroe
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Department of Land Conservation and Development

ROt 8 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4926

Brent L. Lake, Field Representative
10712 N.W. Wall, Suite 203
fend, QOregon 9770_}

State of Orego[\ -
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN ° Y

December 27, 1978 | E @ E u E . ‘ﬂ
)
DEC2S 1979

Tim Ward, Vice-President

Sunrise Village BEHD DISTRICT GIFICE
21571 N.E. First Strest

Bend, Oregon 97701

Dear Tim:

I am concerned with the way you interpreted my letter of
December 19, 1978 when you wrote to William Young of D.E.Q.
on December 22, 1978.

In my letter I stated that I believe the D.E.Q. is proper in
requiring developments inside an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
to have an agreement with city for a sewage facility. Even
if D.E.Q. allowed Sunrise Village to develop a private sewer
district, I feel the city must agree to that apprpach for-
sewage disposal. :

In your letter of December 22, you went on to say the L.C.D.C.
would not challenge your development. This is correct for I
believe that if L.C.D.C. or its Depariment was to contest your
development it would have been when the county gave its approval.
However this does not precliude a governmental body from filing
an appeal under ORS 197.300 (1)(c) to L.C.D.C. For example, if
D.E.Q. approved a private sewer district for your development,
it would be possible for a governmental unit to file an appeal

, to L.C.D.C. within sixty days appealing the action taken by

' D.E.Q.

Bend Field Office — 1012 N.W. Wall, Suite 203 - Bend, Oregon 97701 - (503) 389-2253




Tim Ward, Vice President
Sunrise Yillage ’
December 27, 1978

Page Two

I hope this clarifies my position on this matter. If I can-
"be of any assistance please feel free to contact me.

Sincerelys - civaL sIGNED BY

BRENT LAKE
Brent L. Lake
Field Representative

BLL/1dg

cc: William Young
W. J. Kvarsten
Richard Nichols
John Hossick
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Department of Environmental Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGCN 97207 PHONE (503) 228- 5395

January 9,‘1979

Sunrise VYillage
2151 N. E. First St.
Bend, OR 97701

Re: $SSD - Sunrise Viliage
Deschutes County

Gentlemen:

We have reytewed your letter of December 22, 1978 and related letters
from Mr. Brent Lake, LCDC, concerning your proposed Sunrise Village
Dévelopment. Based in part on LCDC's comment that the local and
statewide planning actions have been completed and the matter should

be settled by local government, we will approve your proposal, proyided
the following requirements are met:

1. Detailed plans and specifications for the proposed sewerage
system are approved by this Department. (Note: | believe our
staff completed review of the plans and has forwarded them to our
Bend office for final approval.)

2. A municipality, as defined by ORS 454.010(3), must controil the
proposed sewerage system. This may be achieved by an agreement
with the €ity of Bend tao operate. and maintain the system or by
formation of a county service district, or sanitary district.
Frankly, we prefer the agreement with the City, but wil] accept
a county-service district or sanittary district, preferring the
seryice district.

3. We must have a statement from Deschutes County tndicating that
they have tested your proposal {n regard to the Statewide Land
Use Goals and found it compatible. This statement must have the
concurrence of the City of Bend. Should the City refuse to
concur or otherwise object to either the fotrmation of a special
distriet (if that is your choice of municipality) or the County's
statement of compatibility, we will be unable to approve your
proposal.

For the record, we need to note that the Department beljeves its
requirement for an understanding with the City of Bend is appropriate.
We believe that such agreement is necessary to assure compliance with’
Goal 17 of the Statewide Land Use Goais. We also believe that we have
preeminence concerning Goail |1 as it relates to the adequacy of
sewerage facilities and are not obligated to approve any system if we
feel it {s in confiict with our interpretation of Geal 11. (n this




Sunrise Village
January 3, 1973
Page 2

case, the statement of compatibility from the County, concurred in by
the €ity, adeguately addresses our concern, when coupled with our
review and approval for on-site sewage treatment.

Any other similar proposals inside the Urban Growth Boundary will
require concurrence of both the County and the City. In addition, the
Department will test other proposals in regard to Goals 6 and 11. |if
a proposal, in our opinion, does not comply with Goals 6 or 11, we
will not accept the proposal.

We wish to stress that a sewer agreement with the City of Bend is most
desirable from our point of view. We intend to encourage the County
not to form a sanitary district until all reasonsble attempts to reach
agreement with the City have been exhausted.

We presume that, based upon this letter, you do not wish to reappear
before the Environmental Quaiity Commission. If this ts true, please
inform us promptly. You may continue the matter to a later Commission
meeting, If you deslre.

If you have questions, please contact Mr. Dick Nichols in Bend at 382~
6hs6.

Stnecerely,

WiILLIAM H. YQUNG
Director

RJN:ak

cc: Mr. Clay Shepard, Deschutes County
Mr. Art Johnson, City of Bend
Mr. Brent. Lake, LCDC
Central Region O0ffice - DEQ
Regional Operations - DEQ
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July 31, 1978 1CE

aEHD DISTRICT OFF

‘Richard J., Jichols

Regional Manager, Central Region
Department of Enviswnmental Quality
2150 NE Studio Road

Bend, OR 97701

Dear Dick, -~

As you knwe, Brent forwarded your June 29 letter to me for
response. I appreciate your raising the issues expressed
in your letter and commend you for your concern about '
applying Goal ll. .

Although DEQ's state agency coordination program has not

yet been approved, the reasons are not related to Goal 11
application. We believe DEQ's draft program adequately
addresses CGoal 1l. Therefore, we support your g&forts to
jimplement that policy prior to program approval. At this

time it appears that the program will be approved at tke
September Commission meeting in Bend.

A recent Attorney General'’s decision on the relatioaship- - .

of school facilities and Goal 1l support your viewpolnk. : =

- In essence, the Attorney General states that provision of -

the service nust be jointly agreed to before the land use

action can be approved. While the schools don't have to

be built prior to approval, a jeint city/county/school

district agreement must be in effect. We believe that )
the school case is analogous to the sewer s;tuatlon you - .. o—
have described. -

In summary, Dick, when you review specific actions it is .7 o
important to evaluate them for consistency with future _..-._._.=. . .
urban development within the Bend UGB. We believe that the -

city sign-off is warranted, as you suggested. Do T
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Richard J. Nichols 2 July 31, 1978

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact
me, Again, we appresciate your efforts to apply Gaal 11

and the other statewide plamning goals during your project
reviews,

Sincerely,

Mancy R. Tuor . .
Program Division Manager

HRT:db
cc: Bob Jackman, DEQ : o=
Brent Lake, DLCD 7 D

ISR ST LI
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REVISED September 28, 1978
APPROVED October 20, 1978, by LCDC

{with no further revisions)
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM FOR COORDINATION WITH
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

1.0 Introduction

The Department of Environmental Quality's (DEQ) program for coordination with the
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) has been prepared to meet the re-
quirements of ORS Chapter 197, particularly ORS 137.180 (2), and the LLDC Administrative
Rule on state agency coordination programs adopted December 9, 1977.

Thase requirements, termed Key Elements in the rule; are titled:

1. List of agency rules and programs affecting land use.

2. Program for cooperation with and technical assistance to local governments.

3. Program for assur%ng conformance with the goals and compatibility with comprehen-

sive plans.

4. Program for coordination with other governmental agencies and bodies.

The Department's program presented here includes a '""How to Handbook.'' The Depart-
ment of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) previously agreed with this concept of
a coordination program complemented by a handbook as meeting the intend of LCDC require-
ments.

The handbook has been prepared to guide both writers and reviewers of local comprehen=
sive land use plans in how to incorporate the Department's pollution control programs into
the local plan. The handbook includes an introduction and sections for air quality, water
quality, solid waste management, and noise control. Section formats vary somewhat depend-
ing upon the writers' perspective on program needs and the best way to communicate with
writers and reviewers of local plans. Items relating to all four LCDC 'key elements'' are
included.

The Department's program for coordination addresses the four key elements in the
sequence of LCDC's rule. Some information is presented in appendices, including. major

portions in DEQ's handbook for local government.
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2.0 The Key Elements of DEQ's Coordination Program
2.1 List of Agency Rules and Programs Affecting Land use.
The Department's handbook lists and summarizes DEQ statutes, rules, pro-
grams and actions affecting land use, and those not affecting land use.
2.2 Program for Cooperation with and Technical Assistance to Local Governments.
2.2.A Participaticn in Development of Comprehens?ve Ptans: Compiiance Schedules,
Department resources are clearly insufficient to adequately parti-
cipate in development of all local comprehensive plans. The Department
will work with Tocal governments to do the following things by way of
participation. This participation will be undertaken to the extent
current resources can safely be diverted from other basic agency réspon-
sibilities: .

1) DEQ has identified and included in its 1979~81 biennial budget request
the additfqnal'manpower and support costs needed to provide an adequate
level of local coordination as described in this program.

2) The Department developed and forwarded a copy to DLCD of a list of cities,
counties, and appropriate special districts in whose area DEQ has pro-
blems with air or water quality, solid waste, or noise conditions.

3) DEQ headquarters has written each city, county, and special district
listed in 2) advising them that DEQ has problems with noise, solid waste,
or air or water quality conditions in their area. They were advised that
these should be addressed, if not already done so, in their local compre-
hensive plan and supporting documents before they submit these items for
LCDC Acknowledgment of Compiiance. They were also told:

a) To expect a follow-up call from DEQ's region or branch office;

b) If they don't hear from DEQ by the time they need our input, they
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should call our region or branch office first;

c) They may request through the region or branch office technical

data DEQ has available.

The apﬁropriate region or branch has been asked to Initiate contact,
through the Tocal DLCD coordinator, with the local jurisdictions listed

in 2), starting with those gcheduled first for LCDC Acknowledge of Com-
piiance. Arrangements will be made by DEQ regions and branches ta review
the draft plan, supporting documents and compliance Schedule, and talk
with local planners, if not already done. Needed compliance schedule re-
visions will be negotiated. Coéies of local compliance schedules ha;e
been distributed to DEQ regional offices. We intend to review each local
schedule, as they become available, for conflicts between when they expect
help and when we can give help. Appropriate changes will be proposed.

|f DEQ needs a ''take home'' copy of the plan during the review, we
will tell local officials that DLCD considers this a necessary cost under
the LCDC planning assistance grant to local government. This is discussed
in more detail below under 6),

We will check for adequate reference to the problem, its correction
if known, and then DEQ's other programs. This is to prevent any ''sur-
prises'' from DEQ to the city or county at Acknowledgment of Compliance
time. |

If DEQ has time to contact the other "non-problem'' jurisdictions
to schedule plan document review for adequacy of reference to DEQ programs
prior to their planned reguest for LCDC Acknowledgment, we will do so.

The priority of our working with local jurisdictions will be deter-

mined by the following:
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a) DEQ's list of local problems;
b) The scheduled local request for LCDC Acknowledgment of Compliance;
c) The LCDC approved comprehensive planning compliance schedule.
During local plan development , the Department expects local planners
to initlate requests with DEQ regions and branches for assistance and
review of preliminary plan drafts with as mﬁch advance notice as possible.
Once agreement between DEQ and local planners is reached on the tasks
and timing for DEQ involvement under the local compliance schedule, the
Department will commit to that time. We will appreciate the assistance
of the local coordinators and field representatives in scheduling our
visits to neighboring jurisdictions, particularly in areas remote from
our offices. We would prefer to schedule some of these sessions in our
own offices.

in pursuing the process of negotiating our involvement under the
local compliance schedule, we will attempt to coincide timing of our work
with'ﬁeighboring jurisdictions to facilitate trip planning and workload
management.
The following program by which DEQ reviews and comments on jocal compre-
hensive plans and ordinances wifi continue to be implementad. This is
to assure that the Department programs affecting land use have been con-
sidered and accommodated in these local documents as they are developed.
a) DEQ region and branch liaisons review and comment on how completely

the plans address DEQ programs affecting land use. They frequently

requast the assistance of the Tocal plannéar, local coordinator, and

field representative in finding the appropriate references in the plans.

b} DEQ region comments are then forwarded to headquarters where program
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division liaisons review them to assure consistency with DEQ

policy.

Region and headquarters remarks are compiled and adjusted for con-
sistency by the Management Services Division, which then routes

the official DEQ response to the local jurisdiction or DLCD, depend-
ing on whether the review was initiated directly by the lTocal
jurisdictioﬁ or DLCD. We use the same process for both.

The DEQ staff listed in Appendix 1 are designated as land use
liaisons to assist development and review of local comprehensfve
plans. )

With present manpower, DEQ needs at least six (6) weeks for
internal review of local comprehensive plans. The complexity of
DEQ programs pravents us from authOfizing direct region comment to
local governments without headquarters' concurrence.

We need a copy of the local plan for internal review during the
review period if we are to do our job with current staff in less than
the six to eight week perfod. If provided a plan copy with the re-
view request we will attempt to reduce review time to under four weeks.

Since July, DLCD has forwarded the local comprehensive plan and
~implementing ordinances with each pre-Acknowledgment review request.
This has really helped and is.greatly appreciated. However, for
other reviews, plans are often not available except in Salem or the
particular city or county. This poses a real hardship for DEQ's
larger regions encompassing eastern Oregon's 18 counties. The one
or two region land use liaisons have real problems seeing, let alone

" reviewing local plans during local business hours due to long travel
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times between jurisdictions.

2.2.B Provision of Technical Assistance to Local Governments.

1)

The following, in addition to that covered under 2.2.A above, com-

-prises DEQ's program for provision of technical assistance {information

~and services). to local governments to aid development of comprehensive

plans.

Information from DEQ:

a)
b)

e)

d)

e)

The handbook 1ists information which is available upon request.

The Department can provide other information on regquest on specific
items not contained in the publications referred to in the handbook.
tnfcfmational reports and other items such as those listed in the
handbook will routinely be mailed as soon as they are available fo
those on our mailing iists including each DLLD field representative,
the DLCD Director, the DLCD coordinator for DEQ, and each local plan=-
ning coordinator. The Department expects the local coordinator to
advise the cities and counties he has a copy for review. Additional
copies may be requested from DEQ headquarters or regions, but budget
constraints preclude us from routinely semrding a copy to each city
and county in Oregon. |

Other items will be provided upon request, insofar as is possibile,

or may be examined at DEQ offices.

Prior to DEQ adoption, notice of proposed non-site specific items
such as area-wide plans, grants, programs, criteria, rules, and other
appropriate items affecting local comprehensive plans, including those
scheduled for hearing, will be sent by the appropriate headquarters

division or public affairs office to all affected local governments,
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state, and Federél agencies as much in advance as possible, but with
at ledst the minimum notice required by law. Local governing bodles,
planning, public works, environmental healfh agencies, local coordin-
ators, the appropriate LCDC recognized city and county committees

for citizen involvement, DLCD field representatives and Direétor, and

other on our lists will be routinely advised.

2) DEQ assistance:

a)

b)

c)

Requests for technical assistance should be made to the land use
Tialsons identified in Appendix 1.
DEQ program, region, and public affairs sgaff are available on a
limited basis to brief or hold discussions with local planners and
citizen groups. Where appropriate, local officials will be invited
to accompany DEQ staff on fie}d investigations to promote mutual
understanding. -
Requests for DEQ assistance should bhe initiated by local government
or citizens' groups or committees, 45 days before it fs needed. This
will facilitate efficient workload planning, whether or not agree-
ment has previously been reached between DEQ and a local government
on the tasks involving DEQ and the timing under a local compliance
schedutae. The Department hopes that local coordinators will help us
centralize in location and time, any requested briefings or work with
neighboring local planners and citizen groups, as much as is possible
and feasible.

The Department will keep local government regularly and promptly
informed of any pertinent local situations which we find may require

DEQ assistance.
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2.3 Program for Assuring Conformance with the Goals and Compatibility with Compre-
hensive Plans.

DEQ has identified and included in its 7979-81 biennial budget request
the additional manpower and support costs needed to provide an adequate level of
coordination as described in this program.

2.3.A Review of Current DEQ Programs and Rules.
1) The Department has initially reviewed its programs listed in the handbook
for conformance and potential conflicts with LCDC's Statewide Planning

Goals.

2} By January 1, 1979, DEQ will review its rules listed in the handbook for
geal conformance.

Upon a finding by DEQ that any program or rule is not in conformance,
revision consideration will promptly begin. The Department is apt to
sometimes need DLCD's mediation of differences between state agencies
regarding conformance of DEQ programs and rules with LCDC goals.

2.3.B Review of DEQ Actions Affecting Land Use.

The Depértment is responsible for programs and actlions related
primarily to LCDC Goals 6 {(Air, Water and Land Resources Quality) and
11 (Public Facilities and Services) to the limit of our statutory author-
ity in serving as the Oregon environmental quality agency. Department
implementation of environmental quality programs may from time to time
present apparent conflicts with other LCDC goals. DEQ understands that
ail 19 LCDC goals must be considered by local governments and overall
goal conformance and comprehensive plan compatibillty assessment devel-
oped by the appropriate local government in considering any proposed

project or program. It is clearly beyond DEQ's authority and expertise
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to make such overall assessment.

- The Department will always be available to assist local governments
with information they may need on matters under DEQ's authority and will
join with other state agencies, including DLCD, and federal and local
agencies in any necessary mediations.

The following states the Department's proposed processes to assure
that its actions conform with the Statewide Planning Goazls and are com-
patible with Tocal comprehensive plans. As presented here they propose
to apply to all DEQ actions affecting land use.

The Department feels that the ;rocesses described below are consis-
tent with the intent of the statewide planning statutes (SB 10, $B 100,
and SB 570) to place the responsibility for coordinated comprehensive
planning-at the Tocal level. These processes help to accomplish that by
puttfng thg determinations of compatibility with local plans and confor-
mance with Statewide Planning Goals at the local level.

Site Speciflc Actions:

The Department intends to develop administsative rules for ail site
specific actions on new or expansion projects affecting land use. These
rules will require a ''statement of compatibility' with the acknowledged
local comprehensive plan and zoning requirements or the LCDC goals from
the appropriate jurisdiction. This statement watld have to accompany
applications for DEQ permits and construction or funding approvals on
new or expansion projects.

a) The process would work as follows: when an applicant submits an
application to DEQ it either will be accompanied by a ''statement

of compatibility," or evidence from the appropriate local jurisdic-
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tion that the app}Icant has applied for such a statement before

we accept the application as complete for processing. The local

statement must indicate the compatibility of the proposed project

under ORS, Chapter 197 with the Statewide Planning Goals or LCDC
acknowledged local comprehensive plan and ordinances. The notifica-
tion will include the date when the statement is due, within the time
limits set by Administrative Rule or other authority for processing
that category of action, unless an extension is granted.

(1) If we receive an affirmative local statement of c ompatibility,
DEQ will rely on it as evidence that there has been a determina-
tion of compatibility with the statewide goals or LCDC acknowledged

.local comprehensive plan and ordinances. If the Department
determines it should také the action, the local stagement of
compatibility will be referenced in the public notics and draft
permit for review, in the approved final permit, or in the
appropriate document Issugd by DEQ for other actions, depending
upon when the statement was received. The Department will indi-
cate that it has tested the proposed action for conformance with
Department statutes, regulations & policies, and the relevant
provisions of LCDC Goals 6 and 11 (in which the Department de~
clares preeminence in judgment for DEQ programs) and finds it
compatible. DEQ will also state that its action does not convey
a finding on compatibility with the Statewide Piénning Goals or
the acknowledged comprehensive plan and Tmplementing cerdinances,
including the applicable zoning classification. |t is the Depart-

ment's position that those findings are the responsibility of
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the local government(s) having comprehensive planning and

implementing jurisdiction.

1f we do not receive a3 local statement within the time specified,

and the Department has determined it should take the action

then it shall do so while informing the applicant and the local

government of jurisdiction that:T

(a) DEQ's action (e.g., issuance of a permit) is not a finding
of compatibility with the statewide planning goals or the
acknowledged comprehensive plan; and

(b) the app]i;;nt must receive a land use approval from the
affected local government.

However, if the applicant is the jurisdiction responsible for

the local statement the application will not be processed until

the statement of compatibility is received.

If we receive a negative statement of compatibility from the

appropriate local government indicating that the project is cur-

rently not compatible with the acknowledged plan and ordinances

or the goals because it needs a zone change or variance or other
modification, we will notify the applicant that the action applied
for cannot be taken or be allowed to stand by DEQ. If the action
is a permit it cannot issue or if already issued conditionally,

it will be suspended or revcked. The notification will state

that DEQ expects the applicant to work with the local jurisdiction

]Exberience with this rule may indicate that a substantial number of '‘conditional' per-

mits are issued. |f management of the resource base is affected, further rule~making.

may be needed.
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to obtain‘such modifications and return to DEQ when the [ssues
are resolved and the local jurisdiction has made a statement of
compatibility.
For any site specific action on new or expansion projects affecting
land use: 7
(1) Wheré more than one local jurisdiction has planning authority
over a specific site, we will expect statements of compatibility
from each of these jurisdictions (e.g., city, county, and regiocnal
planning jurisdictions).
(2) The Department recognizes its right to petition LCDC for a com-
patibility determination and statement where:
(a) a city or county negative compatibility determination
and statement or no statement  at all has been issued on
a proposaf needed to meet DEQ program requirements (e.g.,
sewage treatment plant modifications) or where a negative
detarmination by a local jurisdiction is in a goal area
under DEQ jurisdiction by statute;
(b)‘ a proposal appears to have major impact requiring a state
determination of compatibility in addition to the local

statement.

2) Non=Site Specific Actions

a)

The Department has implemented the following process for assuring
that DEQ non=-site specific actions conform with LCDC goals and are
compatible with the local comprehensive plan.

Prior to DEQ action, notice of proposed non-site specific items

such as area-wide plans, grants, programs, criteria, rules, and
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other appropriate items affecting local comprehensive plans, includ-

ing those scheduled for hearing, will be sent by the appropriate

headquarters division to affected local governments, state and

federal agencies as much in advance as passible, but with at least

the minimum notice required by law. Logal governing bedies, plan-

ning, public works, environmental héalth agencies, local coordinators,

the appropriate LCDC recognized city and county committees for citi=-

zen involvement, pLep field representatives and Director, and others

on our lists will routinely be advised essentially as they are now.
The-hotice will Indicate that the Department:

(1) Has found that the proposed action appears to conform to LCDC
Goals 6 and 11 (in which the Department declares preeminence in
judgment for DEQ programs) and upen consideration does not appear
to confiict with the other goals, which are beyond DEQ's expertise;

(2) iﬁvites public comment;

(3) Requests that local, state and federal agencies review the pro-
posed action and comment on possible conflicts with their pro-

~grams and LCDC goals within their expertise and jurisdiction;

(4) Intends to ask DLCD to medlate apparent goal conflicts resulting
from (2) and (3);

(5) intends to take the proposed actlon in a specified period after
due consideration of all comments absent apparent conflicts re-
sulting from (2) and (3) or upon the conclusion of mediation dis-
cussed in (4).

From time to time DEQ will initiate incorporation of new and devel-

oping programs into the local planning process. New and developing
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Department programs include noise control, non-point source water
quality ('208"), prevention of significant deterioration of air
quality ("'PSD"), and increased emphasis on local resource recovery
of solid wastes.

Usually, we will work (in coordination with DLCD) with local
planners to develop needed amendments to local plans with plenty of
lead time. I!f there is insufficient time to work in these elements

with a particular local government prior to LCDC acknowledgment, DEQ

will target toward the two year local revision cycle.

Once the Department's program is sufficiently developed to in= .
corporate locally, we will attempt to answer local requests for work
sessions. On occasion we may initiate a request for local plan re-

vision if lecal conditions necessitate such action.

2.4 Program for Coordination with Other Governmental Agencies and Bodies.

The Department's program for coordination of DEQ actions with affected

state and federal agencies and special districts includes the following:

a)

b)

Provision of information and call for comment on DEQ plans, programs,

and actions affecting land use as described above in 2.2.B 1) e) and in

DEQ reaction to Information and calls for comment from other agencles,
including notices from the Executive Department, Intergovernmental Rela=-
tions Division's '"A-95" state clearinghouse and '"One~Stop Permit!
coordination center.

The Department im its program rule development, framework planning and

site specific actions, such as permits, routinely works with the state and federal

agencies listed In Appendix 2. DEQ aiso has a close ongoing relationship with
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Stale of Uregon

Environmental Quality Commission
522 S¥W Fifth Street

P. 0. Zox 17640

Portland, Oregon 97207

Attention: The Commission and DEQ Director, William H. Young

Re: Sunrise Village
Deschutes County

Dear Commissioners:

On Januaxry 26, 1978 your honorable commission unanimously approved
Sunrise Village's community sewer gsystem provided the systems com-
patibility with .Statewide Land Use Goals has been tested by the
County, its design is approved by DEQ, and it is maintained and
operated by a municipality.

These reguirements appeared to be satisfactory to us as from the
onset of our development we have recognized and respected the fun-
damental purposes they served and have strived to meet their ends.

Regretfully, we have just come to realize several problems associ-
ated with the forming of a sanitation district as a means to com-
plying with the municipality reguirement. These problems are as
follows.

1. We hadn't expected regional DEQ manager, Mr. Dick Nichols,
would work in opposition to EQC's rulings by continuing to encour-
age Deschutes County and the City of Bend to resist the formation '
of a district so as to cause us to acquiesce to his persistent
position of having a sewexr agreement with the City.

2. The City of Bend apparently dosen't favor special districts
out of fear the districts will grow in size and compete with the
City for State and Federal dollars.

3. Were it not for Mr. Nichol's position regarding a sewer agree-
ment with the City ( a position not supported by the commission .}
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fhe marketing of our development would not have been delayed since
day 26, 1978. As it is , we've incurred gveabt cxpeonse and a Light-—

‘ening market without any cash filow. An additional 100 plus days
“delay in marketing while a sanitation district is being formed would

cause us further, moxe serious financial hardship.

ft would now appear that at the January 26, 1979 hearing the Commis—
sion fouched upon a satisfactory solution to these problems when it

referenced the alternative to a municipality of our posting a $25,000.

bond. ‘The provisions of OR5454.425 bolsterd by our incorporated
hommeowners association with the resources, management and enforcement
powers would egual if not exceed the same force and effect of a
sanitation district while enabling us to make needed sales and dis-
pensing with the Cities fears relative to special districts. Further-
more, we have a planned unit development subdivision improvement

and maintenance agreement with Deschutes County which is a condition
and covenant. running with the land and binding upcon the property
wherein the County may perform by enforceable lien the improvement,
maintenance and upkeep of the development should we fail to do so.

For these reasons we respectfully recuest our community sewer system
be approved subject to the conditions set forth on Januvary 26, 1979
with the exception of substituting the provisions of ORS 454.425
augmented by our hcmecowners association in place of the municipality
reguirement. In the event the system is acguired or its operation
and maintenance is assumed by the County, City oxr a special district,
the homeowners assoclation will relinguish its responsibility for
the system. ‘

We are most grateful for your thoughtful consideration of our matter
and hope it can be déecided upon at or before your Februaxry hearing.

Very truly yours,

Tim Ward
Vice President, Sunrise Village

CC: Ross Mather
Marty West
Gray, Fancher, Holmes and Hurley
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. 0, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

Staff Report - Discussion of Proposed Noise Control Regulations
for Alrports

Background

Oregon Revised Statutes 467.030 states ''the Environmental Quality Commission
shall adopt rules relating to the control of levels of noise emitted into
the environment of this state and including the following:

(a) Categories of noise emission sources, including the
categories of motor vehicles and aircraft.”

On October 27, 1978, the Department received a petition from the Oregon
Environmental Councll and members of the public as co-petitioners, to amend
existing noise rules. The petition would have amended OAR Chapter 340

Section 35 by applying standards established for industrial and commercial
noise sources to noise generated by the operation of airports. This matter
was brought before the Commission at the November 17, 1978, meeting in Eugene.
After input from staff, the proprietor of Portland international Airport and
the petitioner, the Commission decided that this item should be reconsidered
at the December 15th EQC meeting.

The December 15, 1978, EQC meeting was held in Portland. The report discussed
the roles of federal, state and local governments in aviation noise abatement.
The Director's Recommendation contained in the staff report recommended that

the petition be denied, primarily because the regulation of noise from airports
is not well suited to the type of regulatory scheme used on more typical
industrial and commercial noise sources. The report further recommended that

2 noise abatement program be developed for Portland International Airport over

a six-month period to be brought to the Commission for approval.) After receiving
testimony from the petitioners, the Port of Portland and others, the Commission
denied the Oregon Environmental Council petition (and another, similar, petition
presented to the Department December 13, 1978,) and directed staff to develop
proposed airport noise rules for the Commission's consideration.

Evaluation

. The airport problem results primarily from the introduction of jets into the
ég§§ air carrier fleet in the early 1960's, encroachment upon the alrport by noise

Contains
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sensitive uses, and airport expansion and operational increases and changes.
Studies have shown that the severity of airport noise complaints is princi-
pally associated with a combination of the following factors:

(a) Magnitude and duration of the noise from aircraft
operations;

(b) Number of aircraft operations; and
(c) Time of occurrence (daytime or night).

Most complaints cite interference with speech communication and sleep dis~
turbance. Studies conducted on noise caused speech interference provide
substantial evidence of a relationship between the noise level and inter-
ference with speech communication. Less information is available from the
results of sleep and physiological studies, however evidence does conciude
there Is a causal relationship between the noise level and the disturbance.

To identify, evaluate, and eventualiy reduce airport noise impacts, it is
necessary to quantify the noise problem. This proposal establishes a
procedure for defining a noise impact area surrounding an individual airport.
The criterion utilized to define the boundary of the noise impact area Is
based on studies of community reaction to noise, and noise interference with
speech and sleep.

A fundamental philosophy underlying the procedures in this proposal is that
the noise quantity be measurable by relatively simple means. The proposal
utilizes the A-weighted noise level, which is a preferred tool for airport,
as well as other source, noise measurement. The criterion is a single A~
weighted decibel level representing an annual average day, and is expressed
as a day-night noise level descriptor, L,k , which weights nighttime events
more heavily. One may argue that an ave?gged descriptor, which is based on
a 24-hour time period, and averaged over 12 months, is not representative of
"'real world" noise impacts. The Department believes that an '‘annual average
day" formulation is warranted, however, since (1) predicted public reaction
to nolse correlates well with average daily levels, and (2) data requirements
for analysis by specific time periods during the day and throughout the year
would quickly become so large as to render such a scheme unmanageable.

The Department believes 55 dBA - L, is a reasonable criterion for persons
residing in urban residential areagnwhere houses are of typical Oregon
construction and may have windows partially open. 1t has been selected with
reference to speech and sleep interference and community reaction. Figures

! and 2, taken from an EPA document, Indicate the response of people impacted
by aircraft noise. Figure | relates to sleep interference and Figure 2 shows
the effect of aircraft noise on speech communication and other factors. Note
that at a day-night airport noise level of 55 dBA (L, ) outside, approximately
45 percent of the impacted people are awakened and hgnpercent suffer speech
interference.

The proposed airport noise control rule would require all air carrier airports
to determine the extent of noise impacts within the criterion boundary and,
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if needed, develop an alrport noise abatement program. {Air carrier airports
presently include Eugene, Klamath Falls, Medford, North Bend, Pendleton,
Portland International, Redmond and Salem.)

Non-air carrier alrports notified by the Director must initiate noise impact
evaluation and an airport noise abatement program. Only those smaller
airports that the Director identifies as causing noise impacts would need to
conduct a noise study. New airports would, prior to construction, demonstrate
their compatibility with the community and develop a plan to maintain
compatibility.

The noise criterion defined by the draft rule may be exceeded under circumstances
determined by the Commission, and any mitigation measures would be required only
to the extent the Commission found to be necessary and practicable.

Copies of the draft proposed noise control regulations for airports have been
forwarded to the proprietors of the larger Oregon alrports, signers of the
October 27th and December 13th petitions, and other concerned parties. The
DPepartment distributed these copies with a cover letter soliciting timely
comments, and expressing the willingness of staff to meet with those who
wished to discuss the rule draft.

Summation

Drawing from the background and evaluation presented in this report and from
the reports on the same subject presented to the Commission at the November
17, 1978, and December 15, 1978, EQC meetings, the following facts and
conclusions are offered;

1. The Commission is provided specific authority to adopt rules
to control aircraft noise under ORS 467.030.

2., The Commission has directed staff to develop proposed rules
for their consideratjon.

3. The rule draft would require an airport noise abatement
program for those air carrier airports with noise
sensitive property exposed to noise levels exceeding
55 dBA - Ldn'

4, Non-air carrier airports would only need noise abate-
ment programs if they are identified by the Director
as causing noise impacts.

5. Airport noise abatement programs would primarily focus
on alrport operational measures to mitigate existing
noise levels, however a program would also evaluate
the effect of aircraft noise emission regulations and
land use controls.

6. Subject to any federal preemption, the Commission may
approve any airport noise abatement program that it
determines to be necessary and practicable.



Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation above,it is recommended that the Commission
authorize the Department to undertake discussions and hold informational
hearings with affected parties and return within 90 days with recommendation
for action.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

John Hector:dro
2/13/79
Attachments
1. Figures | and 2
2. Proposed Airport Noise Control Rules
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Department of Environmental Quality
Proposed Noise Control Requiations for Alrports
Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative Rules

January 22, 1979

35-015 Definitions. As used in this Division:
(1) "Air Carrier Airport' means any alrport that serves air carriers holding
Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity issued by the Civil

Aeronautic Board.

(2) "Airport Master Plan' means any planning effort conducted by the airport

proprietor to establish long-term development plans for the airport.
(3) "Airport Noise Abatement Program'’ means a Commission-approved plan
designed to achieve noise compatibility between an airport and its

environs.

(k) “Airport Proprietor' means the person who holds legal title to an existing

or proposed airport.

(5) “"Annual Average Day-Night Airport Noise Level’ means the average, on an

energy basis, of the daily Day-Night Airport Noise Level over a 12-month

period.

(6) *Class | Property" means schools, hospitals and nursing homes.

(7) "Class Il Property' means residential uses.

{8} ''Class Il Property'" means churches, libraries and transient lodging.
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{9) '"Class 1V Property' means those uses that are not noise sensitive,
inctuding those recreational, industrial, and commercial uses not

included as Class |, iI, or {1l property.
(10) '"'Commission'' means the Environmental Quality Commission.

{11) "'Day-Night Airport Noise Level'' means the equivalent A-weighted sound
level during a 24~hour time period, with a 10 decibel penalty applied
to the level measured during the nighttime hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m,

The mathematical definition is:

] _ Lh + 104y
L, (Afrport) = 10 log “ZH~ D5 (1049719} 4 5 lo(“”"o’“"“)_l

where
Ly = Leq for the daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.)
L =1L for the nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
n eq
Leq = Equivalent noise lTevel of the airport.

(12) "Department' means the Department of Environmental Quality.

(13) "Director' means the Director of the Department.
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{14) '"Equivalent Noise Level (Leq)“means the equivalent steady state sound
level in A~weighted decibels for a stated period of time which contains
the same acoustic epergy as the actual time-varying sound level for

the same period of time. The mathematical definition is:

- . P’ ]
- T 2 2
Leg = 10 logbz £ j Po dt
5
where

t, and tz are the two time points defining the period

P(t) is the time-varying sound pressure

Po is a reference pressure taken as 20 micropascals

(15) "New Airport" means any airport for which installation or construction

commenced after January 1, 1980,

(16) 'Noise Impact Boundary' means the locus of points around any airport for
which the annual average day-night alrport noise level is equal to the

airport noise criterion.

{(17) "Noise Sensitive Property' means real property on, or in, which people
normally sleep, or on which exist facilities normaliy used by people as
schools, churches, or public libraries. Property used in industrial or
sgricultural activities is not defined to be Noise Sensitive Property

unfess it meets the above criteria in more than an incidental manner.

(18) ''Sound Transmission Loss' means the average difference in A-weighted

decibels between aircraft noise levels in free space outside the Hoise
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Sensitive Property and the corresponding noise lTevels in rooms on the

exposed sides of the structure.

35~-045 Noise Control Regulations for Airports
(1} Statement of Purpose. The Commission finds that noise pollution caused

by Oregon airports may threaten the public health and welfare of citizens
residing in the vicinity of airports. To mitigate airport noise impacts
a coordinated statewide program Is desirable to ensure that effective
Airport Noise Abatement Programs are developed and implemented. An
abatement program shall include measures to prevent the creation of
new noise impacts or the expansion of existing noise impacts to the
extent necessary and practicable. £Each abatement program shall primarily
focus on airport operational measures to prevent increased, and to
lessen existing, noise levels. The program shall also include the effects
of aircraft noise emission regulations and land use control. It is
therefore necessary that abatement programs be developed with the
cooperation of federal, state and local governments to ensure that all
potentlial noise abatement measures are fully evaluated. These rules
are desligned to cause the alrport proprietor, aircraft operator, local
governments, pilots and the Department cooperatively to prevent and
diminish noise. These rules accomplish these ends by encouraging
compatible land uses and controlling and reducing the noise in com-

munities in the vicinity of airports.

(2)  Airport Noise Criterion. The criterion for airport noise impacting Class I,
Class 11, or Il Property is an Annual Average Day-Night Airport Noise

Level of 55 dBA.



(a)

(d)

(A)
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Alrport Noise Abatement Program and Methodology.

Any Hew Alrport shall have an Airport Meoise Abatement Program. Any
existing airport which has Noise Sensitive Property within its air-
port Noise Impact Boundary may be required to have an Airport Noise

Abatement Program.

The proprietor of any proposed Mew Airport shall, prior to construction
or operation, submit a proposed Airport Nolse Abatement Program for

Commission approval.

The proprietor of an existing airport whose airport Hoise Impact Boundary
includes Noise Sensitive Property or may include Noise Sensitive Property
because of proposed physical or operational changes shall submit a
proposed Alrport Noise Abatement Program for Commission approval within
12 months of notification, in writing, by the Director. The Director
shall give such notification when he has reasonable cause to belleve

that an abatement program is necessary to protect the health, safety,

and welfare of the public.

The Airport Noise Abatement Program shall consist of the following

elements unless written exception is given by the Department:

A map of the airport and its environs, identifying:

Projected airport Noise Impact Boundaries under current proposed

operational noise control measures and at periods of five, ten, and

twenty vears into the future,



—

-l

A1l existing Nolse Sensitive Property within the airport Noise Impact

Boundary.

Present zoning and comprehensive land use plan permitted uses.

An airport operational plan designed to reduce airport noise impacts
at Nolse Sensitive Property to the Alrport Noise Criterion to the

greatest extent practicable including:

An evaluation of the noise impact of projections for numbers of flight
operations and aircraft noise emission source controls at five, ten

and twenty year periods into the future;

Evaluation of corrective actions to mitigate. impacts to existing noise

sensitive uses.

An evaluation of the effectiveness of the following noise abatement

options by estimating potential reductions in the airport Noise Impact
Boundary and numbers of Nolse Sensitive Properties impacted within the
boundary, incorporating such options to the fullest extent practicable

Inte any proposed Airport Noise Abatement Program:

Takeoff and landing noise abatement procedures such as thrust reduction

or maximum climb on takeoff;

Preferential and priority runway use systems;

Modifications in approach and departure flight tracks.



(d)

e

(q)

Rotational runway use systems;

Higher glide slope angles and glide slope Intercept altitudes on

approach;

Displaced runway thresholds;

Limitations on the operation of a particular type or class of aircraft,

such as prohibiting the use of aircraft which do not meet the certifica-

tion noise 1imits of Federal Aviation Regulation Part 36;

Limitations on operations at certain hours of the day;

Limiting the number of operations per day or year;

Establishment of landing fees based on aircraft noise emission characteristics

or time of day.

Rescheduling of operations by aircraft type or time of day;

Shifting operations to neighboring airports;

Location of engine run-up areas;

Times when engine run—up for maintenance can be done;

Acquisition of noise suppressing equipment and construction of physical

harriers for the purpose of reducing aircraft noise impact;
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(EQ Development of new runways or extended runways that would shift noise
away from populated areas or reduce the noise impact within the Airport

Hoise Impact Boundary.

{C) A land use and development control plan to protect the area within the
airport Noise lImpact Boundary from encroachment by non-compatible
noise sensitive uses and to resolve conflicts with existing unprotected
noise sensitive uses within the boundary. Affected local governments
shall have an opportunity to participate in the development of the
plan, and any written comments offered by an affected local government
shall be made avajilable to the Commission. Appropriate actions under

the plan may include:

(i) changes in land use through non-noise sensitive zoning,

(i1} influencing land use through the programming of public improvement

projects,

—
-
—
—
St

purchase assurance programs,

(iv) voluntary relocation programs,

{v)  soundproofing programs,

(vi) purchase of land for alrport use,

(vii) purchase of land for alrport related uses,
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(a)
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) purchase of land for non-noise sensitive public use,

purchase of land for compatible resale,

noise impact disclosure to purchaser.

The proprietor shall use good faith efforts to obtain such concurrence
or approval for any portions of the proposed Airport Noise Abatement
Program for which the airport proprieter believes that Federal Aviation
Administration concurrence or approval is required. Documentation of
such efforts and a written statement from FAA containing its response

shall be made available to the Commission.

Each Airport Hoise Abatement Program approval shall expire five (5) vears
from the date of Commission approval. The program shall be revised and
submitted for Commission consideration no later than six (6) months

prior to the expiration of the previous program. |If the Director
determines that circumstances warrant a program update, the Airport
Proprietor shall submit a revised program within twelve (12) months

of written notification. Each program revision is subject to all

requirements of this rule.

Airport Noise Impact Boundary

Hew Alrports. Prior to the construction or operation of any Mew Alrport,
the Alrport Proprietor shall submit and receive Department approval of

an analysis, using applicable acoustical calculation techniques, to

estimate the airport Noise impact Boundary using the airport noise criterion.



(b)

(c)

(d)
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Existing, Mon~Air Carrier Airports. Within twelve months of receipt

of written notification from the Director, the proprietor of any

existing non-air carrier airport shall determine and submit for
Department approval, the airport Noise impact Boundary using the

airport noise criterion. The airport Noise impact Boundary shall

be determined using (1) applicable acoustical calculation techniques,

(2) actual field measurements or (3) both of the above, at the Director's

discretion.

Existing Air Carrier Airports. Within twelve months of the adoption

of this rule, the proprietor of any existing Air Carrier Airport shall
determine and submit for Department approval, the airport Noise Impact
Boundary using the alrport noise criterion. The alrport Noise Impact
Boundary shall be determined using (1) applicable acoustical calculation
techniques, (2) actual field measurements or (3) both of the above,

at the Director's discretion.

Airport Master Planning. Any non~air carrier airport that has obtained
funding to develop an Airport Master Plan shall include in that planning
effort an analysis of the airport Noise |mpact Boundary using the

alrport nolse criterion and submit the analysis for Department approval.

Noise Sensitive Use Deviations. The airport noise criterion is designed
to provide adequate protection of noise sensitive uses based upon out-
of-doors airport noise levels. The following noise sensitive use
classes and acoustical treatment measures may adequately protect
interior activities. Certain noise sensitive use classes may be
acceptable within the airport Noise Impact Boundary provided that all

necessary and practicable measures are taken as determined by the Commission

to protect noise sensitive activities.
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(b)
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Existing Class I1l Property at Annual Average Day~Night Airport Noise
Levels between Ldn 70 to 75 dBA with a minimum of 30 dBA sound
transmission loss and between 65 to 70 with a minimum of 25 dBA sound
transmission loss. At impacts below Ldn 65 dBA no extraordinary

treatment is needed,

Existing Class 11 Property at Annual Average Day-Night Airport Noise
Levels between L, 60 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 25 dBA sound
transmission loss. At impacts below Ldn 60 dBA no extraordinary

treatment s needed.

Existing Class | Property at Annual Average Day-Hight Airport Noise
Levels between Ldn 60 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 25 dBA sound

transmission loss and between L . 55 to 60 dBA with a minimum of

d

20 dBA sound transmission loss.

Hew Class FEl Property at Annual Average Day-Night Alrport Noise Levels
between Ldn 70 to 75 dBA with a minimum of 30 dBA sound transmission
loss, between Lan 65 to 70 dBA with a minimum of 25 dBA sound trans-
mission loss. Below Ldn 65 dBA no extraordinary treatment is needed.

New Class 11 Property at Annual Average Day-Night Airport Noise Levels

between L 60 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 25 dBA sound transmission

dn
loss and between Ldn 55 to 60 dRA with a minimum of 20 dBA sound

transmission loss.

Mew Class | Property at Annual Average Day-Night Alrport Noise Levels

between Ldn 60 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 25 dBA sound transmission



(c)

(d)

)

-.12_

loss and between Ldn 55 to GO dBA with a minimum of 20 dBA sound

transmission loss.

Airport Noise HMonitoring

Determination of airport noise impact may be determined or verified

through field sound measurements.

Measurement points shall be located at Noise Sensitive Property near
the alrport. Locations shall be selected in a manner so that non-
airport noise sources will not significantly contribute to the Day-

Hight Alrport Noise Level.

An intermittent monitoring schedule shall be designed that wiil allow

a realistic statlistical sample of the Annual Average Day~Night Airport
Noise Level to be taken at any location within the airport HNoise Impact
Boundary. As a minimum, the schedule shall specify that measurements

be taken continuously for 24-hour periods during four 7-day sample
periods throughout the year, chosen such that for each sample, each

day of the week is represented, the four seasons of the year are
represented, and the results account for the effect of annual proportion

of runway utilization.
Sound measurements shall also conform to the requirements and procedures
set forth in Sound Measurement Procedures Manual {NPCS-1) and Require-

ments for Sound Measuring tnstruments and Personnel (NPCS-2}.

Exceptions. Upon written request from the Airport Proprietor the
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Department may authorize exceptions to this rule pursuant to Section

35-010 for:
{a) unusual or infrequent events,
(b) noise sensitive property owned or controlled by the airport,
(c) noise sensitive property located on fand zoned exclusively for

industrial or commercial use.



GOVERMOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

o
oy
Containg

Recycled
Materials

DEG-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: . Agenda Item No. P, February 23, 1979, EQC Meeting

Motor Vehicle Inspection - Report on Motor Vehicle
Emission Inspection Program, 1977-1978

The Motor Vehicle Emission Inspection Program began mandatory operation
July 1975. ©On January 14, 1977, the Commission adopted a report for
submisgion to the 1977 Oregon Legislature on the effectiveness of the
motor vehicle inspection program.

Attached is a report prepared by the Department for vour consideration.
The purpose of the report is to update the Commission on the activities
of the Motor Vehicle Inspection Program during 1977 and 1978.

Wt 2o
: L.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

William P. Jagper/dc

229-5081

February 8, 1979

Attachment: Report on Motor Vehicle
Emission Inspection Program
1977-1978
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REPORT CON MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION INSPECTICON PROGRAM

. 1977.=.1978

Background and Legislative History

Motor vehicles are a source of air pollution in the United Stateg, as well
as in many other industrialized countries of the world. The major air pol-
lutants produced by motor vehicles are carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon gases,
and oxides of nitrogen. Particulate matter, including lead compounds, and
sulfur oxides are also preoduced. In many urban areas the buildups in the
concentrations and the reactions in the atmosphere of these motor vehicle
vroduced air pollutants have given rise to public health concerns.

As a result of recognition of a national motor vehicle pollution problem,
Congress enacted the 1965 Clean Air Act Amendments. Thig action initiated
a Federal motor vehicle pollution control program which applied the 1966
California auto emission standards nationally in 1968. Thisg 1965 Act did
not produce the results Congress intended. Subsequently, the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970 was enacted.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 established a national air quality con-
trol program with specified geoals, objectives, and time schedules. New
motoyr vehicle emission standards were promulgated. The states were required
to submit implementation plans that outlined how these national goals and
objectives were to be met within the gtate and within the specified time
schedule.

Oregon's Tmplementation Plan was originally submitted by the Governor in
1972. This was followed in 1973 by the Transportation Control Strategy
which specified in greater detail the methodology chosen by the State to
control automotive caused air pollutants. The State's plan relied upon

a combination of control measures at various governmental levels to obtain
compliance with the national standards. These control measures included
traffic flow improvements in the city, a parking/traffic circulation plan,
significant mass transit improvements, an annual motor vehicle emission
control inspection program, and the federal new vehicle emission control
program. The State's plan has not yvet met its objective. This ig pri-
marily due to delays in the federal new vehicle program and enactment by
the state legislature of a biennial inspection program rather than the pro-
jected annual program.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 extend the time schedule for compliance
with national ambient air standards to 1982. If a state implements all rea-
sonable control measures--including a schedule for a motor vehicle inspection/
maintenance program—-and is gtill unable to project compliance with the na-
tional standards, then an extension of the time schedule until as late as

1987 is possible. A summary of federal and state motor vehicle emission
control legislative and administrative action is contained in Appendix A.



Oregon Inspection Program Operations

Since July 1, 1975, the Department of Environmental Quality has operated a
motor vehicle emission inspection program within the boundaries of the
Metropelitan Service District which includes the City of Portland. These
boundaries are legislatively set and specify those which were in existance
as of March 14, 1974, By state law, vehicles registered within these boun-
daries must comply with the emission control standards and obtain a Certi-
ficate of Compliance prior to registration renewals. Certain vehicle classes
are exempt from this requirement by statute. The certificates are available
only from the Department operated inspection centers. A $5 fee, which
totally supports the program operations, is charged for issuance of a certi-
ficate.

Passenger car and light truck registrations in Oregon are valid for a two-
year period. Consequently certification for emission control purposes is
required every other year for these vehicles. Trucks which operate with
 standard truck license plates are required to be certified annually since
their registration period does not exceed one year. Government licensed
vehicles, which have a continuous license period with no renewal necessary,
are reguired to be emission certified annually.

To conduct the vehicle emission ingpection and maintenance program seven

test centers operate in the Portland metropolitan area. During this last

vear over 577,000 emission tests were conducted. Table 1 summarizes the
testing activity during 1977 and 1978 and Figure 1 shows the testing volume

on a monthly basis for 1977 and 1978. The dramatic change in testing activ-
ity over this period is due to Oregon's biennial registration system. In-
gpector staff size is fluctuated to respond to these work load changes. BAn
overall pass rate of 60% was maintained or exceeded during this period. A
general discussion of the inspection program operation is contained in Appen-
dix B. To compliment the State's inspection efforts, private motor wvehicle
fleets of 100 or more vehicles and publicly owned fleets of 50 or more vehicles
can qualify for self-inspection status. A discussion of the fleet self-inspec-
tion program is contained in Appendix C.

Reduction of Motor Vehicle Emissions -

The measure of the effectiveness of any inspection/maintenance program is the
reduction of the emissions from the wvehicles subject to inspection, how well
the emissions are maintained at the reduced level, and the effect on air

gquality.

The bulk of the data available for analysis comes from recording the emission
levels from the cars and trucks that are inspected. A more detailed discus-
sion of the idle emission data is contained in Appendix D. Aside from deter-
mining pass/fail rates, many inferences can be drawn. But the main comparison
is by means of comparing the characteristics of the current ropulation with
those of past populations. Idle emission reductions for the passenger vehicle
'population were maintained below the levels achieved in 1976 for carbon mono-—
xide, about a 25% reduction. Idle emissions for hydrocarbons, also measured



an 8% reduction compared to 1976, but a difference in the characteristics of
the emission distribution indicates that a change may be taking place. This
change, which can potentially affect both carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon
emissions, appears to be due to two prime factors. 1) The older vehicles,
and over half of the vehicles statewide may have mileages in excess of 50,000
miles, are displaying signg of engine wear and deterioration of emission con-
trol which can significantly increase their emission output. This also can
have an adverse affect on vehicle performance and fuel economy. The sclution
for these vehicles is to repair the cause of the problem. The cost of repair
falls upon the vehicle owner. The cost of repair information, Appendix K,
indicates that the average repair costs are still low, over 60% reported
costs are lower than $10. And 2) the emission reduction potential of some
new cars is not being achieved. The poor performance of some of these newer
cars is due in part to overall system designs and to maladjustment or tamper-—
ing with the emission control systems. Emission reductions from repaired
vehicles, Appendix F, are impressive, up to 60% measured at idle. The dis~
turbing aspect is that many emission controlled cars, on the initial inspec-
tion, exhibit emissions indicative of lack of proper maintenance.

The program coverage was extended to heavy duty trucks late in 1977. Appendix
E discusses the results of the heavy duty truck testing program. The emission
reduction potential from heavy duty trucks is sizeable (estimated 12% CO and

42% HC), and it is achieved in the congested urban areas.

The Environmental Protection Agency has been conducting an extensive study

of Oregon's I/M program. One major aspect of this study is the deteriora-
tion of emissions from cars subject to Portland's population compared to
those in Eugene where there is no I/M program. EPA has recently released

a report, included in Appendix G, which includes the results of the study
through last November. Additionally, Figures 2 and 3 show the Portland

test fleet compared to the Eugene control group for a 9 month study period.
Data from that study indicates that 1975 - 1977 Portland cars after the in-
spection compared to Eugene cars on a mass emissions basis (using the federal
test procedure} were up to 44% cleaner for carbon monoxide and up to 31%
cleaner for hydrocarbons. After six months the HC and CO emission reductions
for the entire fleet were 27% and 32% for the newer cars, and 8% and 10% for
the older cars.

The effect on air quality is the final test. BAppendix H, discusses the ef-
fects on air guality of the State’s transportation control strategy, which
includes the inspection program. The data indicates that the national carbon
monoxide health standards are projected to be achieved at the Portland Con-
finuous Air Monitoring station considerably earlier than is possible with
no program. However, the analysis is also showing that even with our pre-
sent program, violations will be occurring on some of the area's streets
through 1987. But without inspection/maintenance, the non-compliance would
be more wide spread. Achievement of national health standards for oxi-
dants are projected at 1983 with the I/M program. Precise predictions

for the biennial program are not available due to the complexity of the
modeling ltechniques and the lack of hard data on emission characteristics



of cars in their second year after inspection. Ambient data for Portland
shows decreases in carbon monoxide violations and indicates some stabila-
tion for oxidants. Data from other cities in the Willamette Valley indi-
cates increasing trends for these pollutants since 1974. The relative
reduction . attributable to the I/M program for controlling carbon mono-
xide and hydrocarbons is estimated at approximately 20% carbon monoxide
and 15% hydrocarbons.

Portland Metropolitan Area Population and Traffic TPrends

In previous reports to the Commission, population and traffic trend projec-
tions for the Portland metropolitan area were made. Appendix I updates
these previous studies. In general, population and traffic volume have
continued to grow in the tri-county Portland area.

The annual working population growth rate in Clackamas and Washington counties
has averaged between 6% and 8% for a number of yvears. Multnomah County work-
ing population, on the other hand, has changed only glightly during this same
time.

Traffic volume in the metropolitan area has increased over 36% in the last
three of four vears. Area traffic trends have changed over the past years
indicating a growing industrialization in what was once the bedroom commun-
ities. From the traffic count data on main roads in and out of the Metro-

" politan Service District, it is estimated that less than 14% of the passenger
vehicles operating within the MSD would be from outgide the vehicle inspec~
tion area. Almost one-half of these out-of-area vehicles are from Clark
County, Washington.

In the May 1978 primary, the people approved a major restructuring, including
the boundaries, of the Metropolitan Service District. In Appendix I, it is
estimated that adoption of these new boundaries would result in the inclusion
of additional urbanized area, but that the number of wvehicles which would re-
quire inspection would be reduced slightly.

Contractor Operation of the Inspection Program

ORS 468.377 directed the Commission to evaluate private contractor operation
of the inspection program. Appendix J, presents the Commission's findings
which concluded that given the current statutory nature of the inspection
program, there would not be a savings to the public, increased efficiency,
nor would program guality be maintained. The Commission did direct an addi-
tional review of the private contractor operation following the 1979 Legisla-
tive session.

Status of Other Inspection Maintenance Programg

Mandatory emission inspection programs are in operation in =ix states: Arizona
California, Nevada, New Jersey, Oregon, and Rhode Igland. Voluntary inspec-
tion programs are operational in about a dozen additional states. A total of



40 states are designated as having non-attainment areas for motor vehicle re-
lated pollutants within their boundaries. I/M is under study in these states
as one element that may be necessary to achieve the cleah air godls

by December 31, 1982. Appendix L outlines the programs currently in operation
and lists those states which are studying I/M.

Conclusion

The Clean Air Act and its amendments have established a naticnal air quality
control program with specified goals, objectives, and time schedules. Oregon's
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan includes a motor vehicle emission inspection
program in the Portland metropclitan area as an important element in control-
ing Oregon's motor vehicle related air pollution. This inspection program
began operation in July, 1975.

On a fleet basis, new motor vehicles, certified by the manufacturer as meeting
the federal new vehicle emission standards have not been meeting the emission
standards when maintained and operated by the general consumer. The purpose

of an inspection/maintenance program is to reduce the emisgions from individual
vehicles by promoting improvement in the maintenance performed. Both idle
emission distribution studies and federal test cycle data show emission re-
ductiong occurring as a result of the inspection program operation. This is
most clearly shown in the data comparing emissions from Portland area catalyst
eguipped vehicles to the emissions from similar vehicles in Eugene where an
inspection program is not operated.

With the current biennial inspection program operating and the other ongoing
control measures, compliance with the ambient air carbon monoxide standard
is projected to occur between 1981 and 1987. With the current biennial pro-
gram operation, the other ongoing control measuresg, and the addition of the
volatile organic compound (VOC) program, compliance with the national oxidant
standard is currently projected to be achieved during 1982.

Oregon's inspection/maintenance program has been demonstrated to be effective
in reducing the individual motor vehicle's emissions, in maintaining those
emission reductions, and contributing to the overall effort.of meeting national
clean air goals. '



Table 1

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM

Activity Summary for January 1977 - December 19278

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 761,287
OVERALL PERCENTAGE PASS 61%
COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATES ISSUED 451,978

Emission Inspection Tests

Pass Emission Test 461,332 = 61%
Tegts Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 132,035 = 17%
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 65,365 = 8%
Tests Falled for Both HC & CO 38,421 = 5%
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 23,221 = 3%
Tests Failed for Other Causes 40,913 = 5%

(i.e., smoke, dilution, idle RPM)

Pre-Emisgion Control Vehicle Tests

NHumber of Tests 172,645 22% of all Tests

Emissioﬁ Controlled Vehicle Tests

]

Number of Tests 588,642 78% of all Tests
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FIGURE 2~

COMPARISON OF PORTLAND (i/M} TO EUGENE (No .1/M)
CARBON MONOXIDE

From FEDERAL TESTi PROCEDURE 1975-77 Model Year Cars

FTP CO VS MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH THREE QUARTERLIES)
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FIGURE 3
COMPARISON OF PORTLAND {1/M) to EUGENE (No 1/M)

HYDROCARBONS
(GRAMS PER MILE)

From FEDERAL TEST PROCEDURE 1975-77 Model Year Cars

FTP HC VS MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH THREE QUARTERLIES)
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APPENDIX A
A SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS

FEDERAL LEGISLATION

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1965 Title II ("Motor Vehicle Air Pollution
Control Act") empowers HEW to establisgh
emission standards for sale in California
beginning with model year 1966,

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1967 BEstablish emission standards for pollutants
from new motor vehicles manufactured for
sales in remaining 49 states beginning with
model year 1968. Emissions regulated by
HEW were crankcase emissions (HC), fuel
evaporative emigssion (HC), and exhaust
emigsions (CO and HC).

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970 Directs EPA to manage the national control
of air pollution by developing Interstate
Air Quality Agencies or Commissions, Alr
Quality Control Regionsg, establishing
national primary and secondary air quality
standards and requiring each state to submit
implementation plans. Specifies 90%
reduction in exhaust emissions of CO and
HC from allowable 1970 levels by the 1975
model year and 90% reduction in NO_ emissions
from average measured 1971 levels ﬁy the
1276 model year. Required manufacturers
to warrant emission control equipment for
5 years of 50,000 miles; subjects certain
persons to a civil penalty of not more than
$10,000 for tampering.

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 19740, Requires EPA to comply with provisions of
AS AMENDED, JUNE 1974 Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination
Act of 1974,

CLEAN AIR ACT Requires States to rewrite State Implementa-

AS AMENDED, AUG. 1977 tion Plans. Ties compliance with National
Clean Air Goals to federal monies. Modifies
compliance schedule for automobile exhaust
emissions. Modifies mandated manufacturers
emission performance warranty to 2 years,
24,000 miles. Requires States to implement
all practicable control strategies. Allows
States, under certain circumstances, to adopt
California's emission standards for new cars.

Prohibits tampering of emission control systems
by any person engaged in the business of repair-
ing, servicing, leasing, selling, or tyading
motor vehicles or operating a motor vehicle fleet.



March 30, 1966

June 4, 1968

July, 1970
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SUMMARY

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES' ACTIVITIES

The initial Federal motor vehicle emission
standards became applicable with the 19268
models, The standards and procedures were
similar to those which had been employed

by California and required specified control
of exhaust hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide
from light-duty vehicles and one hundred
percent control of crankcase emissions from
gasoline~fueled cars, buses, and trucks.
The term light-duty vehicle refers to self-
propelled vehicles designed for street or
highway use, which weigh less than 6,000
pounds and carry no more than twelve
passengers.

Revised Federal standards were published
which require more stringent control of
hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from
light-duty vehicles, of evaporative emissions
from fuel tanks and carburetors of light-duty
vehicles, of exhaust hydrocarbons, and carbon
monoxide emissions from gasoline-fueled
engines for heavy-duty vehicles, and of smoke
emissions from diesel engines for heavy-duty
vehicles. The fuel evaporative emission
standards became fully effective with model
year 1971. The other standards applied to
1970 model year vehicles and engines.

The Federal Government adopted a Constant
Volume Sample or CVS procedure, during which
the vehicle is run through a test cycle
designed to simulate urban driving. The
characteristics of the standard test drive
were based on an elaborate study of

Los Angeles traffic patterns in 1965. All
emissions from ignition key-on after a
12-hour storage period to the end of the

test c¢ycle are collected and analyzed. EPA
further refined the test procedure by later
including both a cold start (after a l2-hour
storage) and a hot start (after a lO0-minute
wait) and the computation of a weight average
as a basis for 1975 and 1976 numerical
standards. These changes, as well as certain
minor modifications in analytical techniques,
were intended to make test results more
representative of emissions from in-use
vehicles.



November 10, 19870

April 30, 1971

May, 1971

June 18, 1271

June 29, 1971

December 15, 1972

January 1§, 1973
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Standards were published applicable to 1972
model light and heavy-duty vehicles and
heavy~duty engines,

National primary and secondary ambient air
guality standards were published in final
rulemaking, including standards for hydro—
carbons, carbon monoxide and oxides of
nitrogen. Also, the State of California

was granted the first of several waivers

of Federal preemption for motor vehicle
emission standards more stringent than those
currently in effect by Pederal regulations.

Three contracts were awarded to provide
prototype cars for government testing and
evaluation under the Federal Clean Car
Incentive Program.

The Low-Emission Vehicle Certification Board
held its initial meeting and approved pro-
cedural regulations concerning preferential
purchasing of low-emission vehicles for use
in government fleets.

The first Federal standards were issued re-
guiring control of oxides of nitrogen
emissions and prescribing measurement
techniques for this pollutant applicable

to 1973 model light-duty motor vehicles.
Also, standards were promulgated to prescribe
the 1975 exhaust hydrocarbon and carbon
monoxide emigsion requirements and 1976
oxides of nitrogen emission regquirement
applicable to light-duty vehicles. In addi-
tion, modifications in test and analytical
procedures were included.

EPA ordered six motor vehicle manufacturers
to eliminate certain emission control system
disabling devices from their 1273 automobiles
produced after specified dates.

Fuel regulations were promulgated to inszure
that lead-free gasoline would be available
by July 1, 1974 to owners of automobiles
equipped with catalytic converters. Also,
regulations were promulgated requiring the
amount of lead in gasoline to be reduced

to an average of 1.25 grams per gallon by
January 1, 1978.



Aapril 11, 1973

July 20, 1973

August 7, 1973

January, 1974

January 27, 1974
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EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1975
model year light-duty wvehicle emission
standards for hydrocarbons (HC) and carbon
monoxide (C0) and established interim
standards.

EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1976
model year emission standards for nitrogen
oxides (Nox) and established interim
standards.” The 1976 standards are applicable
to light-duty vehicles and engines manufac-
tured during or after model vear 1976.

Regulations for the control of exhaust
pollutants from diesel-powered light—duty
passenger vehicles to be effective with the
1975 model year were promulgated. These
vehicles were now reguired to meet the same
emission standards that were applicable to
gasoline-fueled light-duty wvehicles. Also,
regulations for the control of emissions
from light-duty gasoline-fueled trucks,
effective with the 1975 model year were
promulgated. (A light-duty truck is defined
as any motor vehicle weighing 6,000 pounds
or less, which is designed primarily for
transporting property, or is a derivative

of such a vehicle, or has special features
enabling off-street operation). This action
was in response to the U.S. Court of Appeals'
decision regarding emission standards for
1975 model year light-duty vehicles {Inter-
national Harvester Company vs. Ruckelshaus,
D.C. Cir. No. 72-1517, February 10, 1973)

in which the court ordered EPA to remove
light-duty trucks from the light-duty vehicle
category. The new emission standards for
light=-duty trucks were significantly more
stringent that the 1974 standards, but were
slightly less stringent than the interim
1975 standards for light-duty vehicles.

EPA published the first of yearly fuel
consumption results in a hooklet for
consumer use,

EPA promulgated regulations designed to
accomplish three main purposes: (1) to
clarify certain requirements pertaining to
vehicle emissions certification, and

provide that certification may be denied

(or revoked) on account of a failure to
comply with such requirements; (2) to clarify
that the Administrator would not certify

any vehicle employing Auxiliary BEmission



June 25, 1974

September 4, 1974

October 15, 1974

October 22, 1974

November 18, 1974

November 21, 1974

December 23, 1974

May 30, 1975
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Control Devices which have been determined
by the Administrator to be "defeat devices;"
and (3) to provide that once the regulations
are in effect, production vehicles which

do not conform in all material respects to
the same design specifications that applied
to a certification vehicle would not be
covered by the Certificate of Conformity.

Under the Recall Program, EPA tested in-use
vehicles and announced that four
manufacturers of certain 1972 model year
vehicles appeared to be in violation of
Federal air pollution emission standards.

Regqulations were promulgated which provided
for the exclusion and exemption from emisgsion
standards for certain motor vehicles and
motor vehicle engines.

EPA and the Federal Energy Administration
{FEA) published a notice of Voluntary Fuel
Economy Labeling for 1975 model year
vehicles.

EPA published the final rulemaking concerning
the control of emissions from light-duty
powered trucks.

EPA promulgated regulations which required
manufacturers to certify new motor vehicles
designed for initial sale at high altitude

to comply with emission standards at those
altitudes. These amendments are applicable
to light-duty gasoline-fueled wvehicles, light
duty diesel wvehicles, and light-duty trucks
beginning with the 1977 model vear.

EPA promulgated regulations for the emissions
control of 1976 and later model vear
light-duty diesel powered trucks.

EPA promulgated regulations governing the
recall of motor vehicles and motor vehicle
engines which failed to conform to emission
standards for their useful life.

EPA promulgated regulations to establish

the certification procedures for 1977 model
year light-duty diesel powered trucks offered
for sale in high altitude regions.



June 5, 1975

June 23, 1975

Pebruary 6, 1976

May 11, 1976

July 20, 1976

November 3, 1976

November 10, 1976
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FPA established standards for 1976 model
year light-duty vehicles and light-duty
trucks and emission standards for 1977 and
later model year light-duty vehicles, light-
duty trucks and diesel-powered light-duty
trucks.

EPA promulgated regulations to deny impor-—
tation, except as a bonded entry, to all
vehicles certified with a catalyst which
were driven outside the United States,
Canada, and Mexico unless the vehicles were
included in an internal control program.

EPA announced it was considering amendments
to increase in the upper weight limit for
1978 and later model year light-duty trucks
from 6,000 to 8,500 pounds gross vehicle
weight (GVWR). Also proposed was a reduction
of the current light—-duty truck emission
standards which would represent more than

a 10% reduction from the present limits for
current light-duty trucks, and more than

a 67% reduction for vehicles to be added

to the class.

EPA published proposed revised regqulations
for 1979 and later model year heavy-duty
gasoline-fueled and diesel engines.

EPA promulgated regulations establishing

a testing program for new antomobiles coming
off the assembly line in order to insure
that these vehicles conform to the pollution
control requirements of the Clean Air Act.

EPA published an advance notice that it was
considering the development and promulgation
of regulations to provide general clarifi-
fication concerning the coverage of Section
207(a) of the Clean Air Act (the emission
control production warranty) for light-duty
vehicles and light-duty trucks. 1In EPA's
view, this was necessary because the Section
207(a) warranty has not developed intec an
effective remedy for the consumer, despite
its presence since the 1972 model vear.

EPA promulgated regulations which require

manufacturers of 1977 and later model year
automobiles and light-duty trucks to label
each vehicle with fuel economy information.



November 16, 1976

December 28, 1976

January 5, 1977

April 20, 1977

May 2, 1977

May 19, 1977

May 25, 1977

June 6, 1977

June 8, 1977

June 28, 1977

August 10, 1977
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EPA issues advanced notice of rulemaking
regarding the Emission Control warranties
for light duty cars and trucks.

EPA issues the reviged the light duty truck
regulation for 1979 and later model year
vehicles. The revisions increase the weight
on light duty trucks from 6,000 1lbs to

8,500 lbs gross.

EPA issues regulation for the emission
certification and test procedures for new
motorcycles.

EPA issuesg final rule on the sale on the high
altitude vehicles.

Proposed EPA estimates of emission reduction
achievable through inspection and maintenance
of light duty vehicle, motorcycles, and light
duty trucks are made. (Appendix N)

EPA issues final rule on regulation of fuels
and fuel additives. The rule clarifies EPA's
regulation for phased reduction of lead
additives in motor gasoline and does not
preempt state or local governments' from
controlling other aspects of fuel and
additives used in motor gasolines.

EPA issues emission control system

per formance regulations and proposed rule
for the short test cycle establishment.
Issues the procedures and tests that will
invoke section 207B of CAA.

EPA issues fuel economy and emission testing
procedures for 1978 and later model wehicles.
The EPA proposes several changes to it's
fuel economy labeling requlations.

EPA isgsues certification test results for
1977 model year.

Republication of the 1977, 1978, and 1979
model year vehicle certification regulations.
One aspect of this publication was the
inclusion of the motorcygle test proceedure.

EPA issues notice of interim final rulemaking
on regulations which established evaluation
criteria and test procedures for evaluating
fuel economy improvement claims per retrefit
devices.



August 11, 1977

August 25, 1977

August 29, 1977

October 21, 1977

January 6, 1978

February 2, 1978

June 7, 1978

June 22, 1978

July 20, 1978

August 24, 1978

August 29, 1978
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EPA issues final light duty vehicle exhaust
emission standards for 1978 model vear.

EPA issues notice of availability that
procedures for measuring exhaust sulphuric
acid content are available.

EPA issues notice to the public that emission

control system performance warranty
regulation public work shops are available
and sets dates. One of the meetings held
September 30th, was in Portland.

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking
changes to the emission test procedures.
Such revisions to the testing procedures
would allow for certification testing within
any .range of engine adijustment available.

EPA issues a notice of intent to propose
regulation to include new motorcycles and
in the selective enforcement auditing
procedures.

EPA issued rulemaking for the selective
enforcment enforcement auditing procedures.

EPA issues notice of hearing for the MMT
waiver reguest. The outcome of this
hearing was that MMT the fuel additive
methylcyclopentadienyl manganesetricarbonyl
was banned.

EPA issues correction notice on a final
rulemaking early in the year requiring fuel
economy labeling procedures for 1979 and
later model year vehicles.

EPA issues some miscellaneocus admendments
and corrections regarding the fuel economy
regulations.

EPA issues a final rule for the evaporated
emission regulation for light duty vehicles
and trucks, applicable with the 1981 model
year.

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking
which announces a set of regulations for
testing fuels and fuel additives.



September 5, 1978

January 29, 1979

EPA issues the final rule on the fuel
economy calculation and test procedures
for 1979 and later model 1light trucks.

EPA issues a change in the ambient oxidant
health standard from 0-08 ppm to 0.12 ppm.



1969

1971

1973

1974

1975

1976
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SUMMARY

OREGON LEGISLATIVE ACTION

Adopted legislation which prohibited the
removal or rendering inoperative of factory-
installed pollution control equipment.

Legislation was adopted which directed the
Department of Environmental Quality to
develop a periodic Motor Vehicle Emission
Inspection Program,

Assembly reviewed Motor Vehicle Emission
Control Inspection proposals, but adjourned
without providing budget for a mandatory
program,

Emergency Board authorized the Department

to implement a voluntary pilot program using
$1,000,000 in funds appropriated during the
regular session.

During the Special Session, action was taken
to provide for an increase of inspection
fees to $5.00; restricted the program to
within the Metropolitan Service District;
required annual emission control inspection;
and set the start up date as July 1, 1975.

Legislative Assembly again reviewed the
implementation of the program and at the
end of the session changed the laws so that
an ingpection would be required only every
other year with vehicle license renewal as
of July 1, 1975,

Emergency Board approved a revised budget
reflecting the reduced fee income resulting
from bi-annual inspection of vehicles.

Speaker of House of Representatives assigned
a five member Task Force on Auto Emission
Control to review the program and forward
recommendations. '



1977
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Legislation was adopted requiring publicly
owned vehicles to comply with emigsion
inspection regulations; exempted "fix load".
vehicles and vehicles operating in interstate
commerce from ingpection requirementsg; direc-
ted EQC to determine most cost effective
method of conducting inspection; and enacted
legislation prohibiting visible emissions
from motor vehicles operating on the public
rocads, setting limitations and establishing
penalty.
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SUMMARY
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ACTION

March 30, 1970 Adopted motor vehicle visihle emission
regulation.

October 25, 1972 Approved the projected inspection/maintenance
program after reviewing a comprehensive staff
report.

March 2, 1973 Held public hearings to designate those

Oregon counties in which the vehicle in-
spection program would be instituted.

March 21, 1973 Designated Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah
and Washington counties and set an effective
starting date for the program of January 1,
1974.

May 29, 1973 Adopted the Portland Transportation Control
Strategy as an Amendment to Oregon's
Implementation Plan (Clean Air Act).

November 26, 1973 Commigzion authorized the deletion of
Columbia County from the inspection program
requirements and to extend the effective
date of the program to May 31, 1974.

January 25, 1974 Adopted criteria for Certification of Motor
Vehicle Control Systems which precluded the
use of retrofit devices.

December 20, 1974 Gave authorization for Public Hearings to
adopt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program
Criteria.

March 28, 1975 Adopted proposed Motor Vehicle Emission

Control Inspection Test Criteria, Methods
and Standards.



June 25, 1976

August 27, 1976

January 14, 1977

February 25, 1977

April 1, 1977

May 27, 1977

June 24, 1977

November 18, 1977

February 24, 1978

April 28, 1978

June 30, 1278

September 22, 1978

September 22, 1978
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Adopted Emergency Rules Extending Enforce-
ment Tolerance for the Motor Vehicle In-
gpection Program through June 30, 1977.

Repealed the Emergency Rules adopted June 25,
1976 and adopted Revisions to OAR Chapter
340, Sections 24-320 through 24-~330
pertaining to Motor Vehicle Inspection Stan-
dards.

Transmitted report to legislature on Motor
Vehicle Bmission Inspection Program.

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro-
posed heavy-duty truck inspection criteria.

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro-
posed revisions to light-duty inspection
criteria.

Adopted inspection criteria for heavy-duty
trucks.

Adopted inspection criteria revisions for
light-duty vehicles.

Authorized Public Hearing for testing pro-
cedures for publicly owned vehicles.

Adopted procedures for testing publicly owned
vehicles,

Authorized Public Hearing for revisions to
ingpection criteria.

Adopted revisions to motor vehicle inspection
criteria.

Conducted Public Hearing and adopted minor
revision to inspection criteria.

Received status report on contractor vs.
state operation of inspection program and
issued finding.
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Appendix B
PROGRAM OPERATIONS

Inspection Requirements

ORS 481,190 provides that all motor vehicles registered within the
boundaries, existing on March 13, 1974, of the Metropolitan Service
District, which includes the City of Portland, comply with emission
criteria established by the Environmental Quality Commission in order to
register or renew the motor vehicle registration. The passender car
registrations, which constitute the bulk of the inspection workload, are
on a biennial registration renewal system, while heavy duty vehicles are
renewed on an annual basis. During the last quarter of 1877, heavy duty
gasoline trucks began being certified as meeting emission control
standards. The addition of the heavy duty trucks increased the testing
workload by approximately 18,000 inspections at the Department's testing
facilities,

Rules and procedures for the inspection of publicly owned wehicles became
effective July, 1978. These vehicles are tested in the same manner as
privately owned vehicles except Oregon Law requires they be tested

annually. This monthly testing schedule is based upon the final digit
of the license number.

Inspection Activities

To accomplish this task of inspecting approximately 600,000 vehicles during
the biennium, the Department of Environmental Quality operates a motor
vehicle emission inspection program in the Portland Metropolitan Area.
There are seven stations with two lanes each and a mobile unit to service
the test area. The general locations of these stations are in Southeast
Portland, Northeast Portland, Northwest Portland, Milwaukie, Gresham,
Tigard, and Hillsboro.

With the biennial cycle, the motor wvehicle passenger car registrations,
and the emission inspections, are not spread evenly throughout the two
yvear cycle. They are concentrated more in the "even® years (1978) than
the "odd" years (1977). 'his is shown in Figure B-1 which is a graph of
the monthly testing activity during 1977 and 1978.

During the first six months of 1977, the testing volume remained at the
anticipated reduced level at the four permanent stations and the two
permanently assigned mobile units. These stations, operating Tuesday
through Saturday, were staffed with as few as 15 inspectors. In July 1977,
the enforcement tolerance on emission control eguipment disconnects
expired. This resulted in about a 4% reduction in the overall pass rate.

As the testing volume began to increase, in the fall of 1977, vacant
inspector positions and one field supervisor position was filled.
Testing station hours were also expanded to Monday through Saturday f£rom
9:00 a.m, to 7:00 p.m., and the unassigned mobile unit was also placed
into service at various locations throughout the metropolitan area.
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Between July, 1977 and December, 1978, 664,036 light duty vehicles and
19,210 heavy duty vehicle inspections were conducted at the Department's
facilities. 1In this period over 400,000 Certificate of Compliance were
issued.

At the beginning of December, 1978, the testing operations were again
reduced to a Tuesday through Saturday schedule. Due to not £illing every
inspector position as it became vacant throughout the year, only 12
inspectors were layed off. Only 30 inspector staff positions are expected
to be filled during the remainder of the fiscal year.

Customer Service

The program's goals call for a continued effort, within budgetary
restraints, to improve the level of public service while achieving the
¢lean air goals. Efforts to improve customer service have centered in
four major areas.

A. Sufficient and Accessible ingpeciton facilities.

The inspection program's permanent facilities, with the exception

of the Southeast Powell station, are all leased facilities. The
Powell station, on Highway Division right-~of-way for the I-205
project, was built by the Department during the voluntary inspection
program in 1974. ILeasing of property has been effective, except for
the Southwest Portland - Tigard - Beaverton area, in providing
suitable and accessible facilities, Station operating hours provide
for evening and Saturday testing.

The permanently assigned mobile unit in Tigard was located inside
the Family Drive-In Theatre in September, 1977. At the same time
the Hillsboro facility was upgraded and relocated on vacant City of
Hillsboro property. A larger and more accessible site was obtained
in Northwest Portland in December, 1977. This facility is also
utilized as a staging area for the mobile units; a malntenance and
repair shop for the program's testing equipment; training center for
inspector classes and service industry seminars; and as offices for
the program's operations staff. A permanently assigned mobile unit
was located in Northeast Portland in March, 1978, thereby providing
the public with up to 8 testing locations.

B. Customer waiting time.

Customer waiting times at the stations have been closely monitored.
This was done to find out which locations were experiencing the
longest customer delays so that changes in operations could be
considered in an effort to reduce that level of customer
inconvenience. During the fall of 1977, average walting times at
all stations were about five minutes or less. As the workload
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increased during 1978 waiting times increased but not to the levels
experienced in 1976. Waiting times at Powell, the busiest in the
system, averaged about 15 minutes during 1978 compared to 25 minutes
for 1976.

The Tigard station since its move to the Family Drive-In Theatre,
has increased in testing volume to beyond the capacity of the
facility. Overall, however, the average waiting times experienced
by the Program's customers have been reduced during 1978 compared
to 1976, Figure B-2 dramatizes the uneven nature of the inspection
worklead, especially during the holiday periods and at the "end of
the month.”

Training and Information availibility

A total of 2240 hours were devoted to training newly emploved
inspectors. This program's inspector training program, for both state
inspectors and fleet inspectors, has been accepted for accreditation
by Clackamas Community College. The semester credit awarded is
dependent upon the amount of training hours received.

Twenty-eight seperate emission control testing training seminars have
been presented by the program's staff for 455 representatives of the
automotive service industry. These seminars have been conducted at
various locations including community colleges, high schools, auto
manufacturers, oil company training centers, parts distributor's
facilities, and the program's training center.

The frequency of the Information Bulletin, a fact sheet on the
ingpection program for the auto service industry, has been increased.
The Bulletin continues to provide a useful mechanism for disseminating
information about the program and associated emission conirol matters
the over 1400 recipients.

Testing equipment gquality control

Maintenance activities and increased calibration checks of the
program's equipment have been geared to maximizing the system
accuracy. Variations in emission measurements at the stations have
generally been within the design limits of the testing equipment.

A recent investigative report by the Willamette Week newspaper
concluded that only significant variations from test to test, or
station to station, were due to the state-of-tune of the wehicle,
waiting times, or other variables outzide of the program's control,
rather than the accuracy or repeatability of the station's test
equipment.
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Table B-1

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM

Activity Summary for January 1977 - December 1978

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 761,287
OVERALL PERCENTAGE PASS 61%
COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATES ISSUED 451,978

Emission Inspection fests

Pass Emission Test 461,332 = 61%
Tests Pailed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 132,035 = 17%
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 65,365 = 8%
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 38,421 = 5%
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 23,221 = 3%
Tests Failed for Other Causes 40,813 = 5%

{i.e., smoke, dilution, idle RPM)

Pre—~-Emission Control Vehicle Tests

Number of Tests 172,645 22% of gll Tests

H

Emissioﬁ Controlled Vehicle Tests

Number of Tests 588,642 78% of all Tests
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Appendix C

Fleet Inspection Program

The inspection program allows two avenues for compliance with the emission
certification reguirement: DEQ inspection stations or Fleet self
inspection. 8ince program start up, self-inspection has been a testing
option for large motor vehicle fleets. To qualify as a fleet there are
certain criteria that must be met. These include having a minimum fleet
size, bonding requirements, and compliance with other administrative
procedures. By 1976, fourteen fleets were licensed for self-inspection.
During this last biennium 21 new fleets joined the program, bringing the
total to 35, The list of licensed fleets are shown in Tables 1 and 2.
Significant changes that affected the fleet inspection program in the past
two year were:

1) the addition of heavy duty truck testing
2) the addition of publicly owned vehicle testing

Heavy duty truck testing began in the fall of 1977 with the EQC's adoption
of standards and procedures for this class of vehicles, Four additional
large trucking fleets have been licensed for self-inspection since that
time. The majority of the larger truck fleets have not applied for
licensing because of the small amount ©of vehicles that would be involved.

The other significant action affecting fleet operations was the inclusion
of publicly owned vehicles in the testing regime. During the hearings

held in January, 1978, testimony was received requesting publicly owned
vehicle fleets be allowed to be licensed with a minimum of 50 rather than
100 vehicles. 'This modification to the rules was adopted by the EQC and

as a partial result, the number of governmental fleets increased, primarily
due to school districts and some of the smaller cities taking advantage

of this method of certification. Publicly owned vehicle fleets now account
for about 65% of our total fleet inspection activity. Another provision
provided the opportunity for smaller governmental units to contract with
other governmental bodies for this service. 0Oak Lodge Sanitary bistrict,
the City of Gladstone, and Wolf Creek Water District have used this option.

The fleet inspection program for both commercial and governmental fleets
allows for the inspection outside of DEQ test lanes of about 10,000 motor
vehicles or slightly less than the 2% of the total vehicles in the MSD
area. Tables 1 and 2 summarizes the activity of these fleets. The
provigion allows the individual fleet flexibillty in their operational
requirements and improves the usefulness of both their and our existing
resources. In most fleet operations, the inspection has become the final
stage of the regularly scheduled maintenance. Fleets are checked
approximately gquarterly for gquality and audit control. During the check,
the equipment calibration and procedures are verified, and documents
reviewed. Findings from these checks show that the fleets are complying
with the requlations.

Commercial fleets account for about 35% of the total fleet volume,while
governmental fleets have the remaining 65%. . Fleet self-inspection tends

te benefit both the fleet well as the inspection program operation. During
the last biennium, this option has been expanded to allow for increased
numbers of governmental fleets and for heavy duty vehicle testing.



TABLE 1

Licensed Commercial Fleet Self Inspection Activity

Certificates Issued

Total
Jan-Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Certificates
Inspectors Vehicles{a) 1977 1978 1978 1878 1978 1978 1978 1978 1977-1978

Mobile Chef, Inc. 2 150 8 32 11 5 34 90
General Telephone 400 62 116 10 33 31 252
N.W. Natural Gas 4 250 1 112 40 7 82 242
Portland General Electric 13 400 281 255 123 10 23 3 83 778
Pacific N.W. Bell Telephone 10 850 75 251 59 93 65 113 656
United Parcel Service 1 165 120 120
Pacific Power and Light 2 150 5 5 4 6 20
United Buses, Inc. 2 115 44 44
Carnation Company 1 110 —
Columbia Bus Company 1 225 147 33 33 213
Pacific Coca-Cola Company 2 125 18 18
School Bus Services, Inc. 3 200 16 16
Consolidated Freightways 2 100 48 48
Portland Bottling Company 1 105 —
Totals 3345 2497

{a) = Estimated number of wehicles that must be certified.
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TABLE 2 -
Licensed Governmental Fleet Self Inspection Activity

Certificates Issued
Total

Jan-Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nowv Dec Certificates
Inspectors Vehigles(a) 1977 1978 1978 1978 1978 19278 1978 1978 1977-1978

i1.8. General Services Admin. 2 700 12 12 7 39 24 94
U.S. Postal Service 4 800 122 122
State of Oregon 8 700 21 55 10 25 15 126

General Services Division

State of Oregon 1 250 7 16 23
Highway Division 5
Clackamas County 2 200 22 36 21 27 9 115
Multnomah County 1 400 7 14 75 6 33 135
Washington County 2 150 5 4 17 15 10 8 59
City of Milwaukie 1 50 3 3
City of Lake Oswego 2 80 9 7 16
City of Oregon City 2 55 23 41
City of Portland 7 1100 B 40 143 21 51 71 65 399
City of West Linn 2 50 13 13
Port of Portland 2 100 10 10
Tri-Met Trans. Dist. 1 55 6 8 14
N. Clackamas School 2 160 10 6 16
Dist #12
Beaverton School Dist. 2 150 17 30 47
#48
Lake Oswego School Dist. 1 50 14 14
27
Oregon City School Dist. 1 60 0
Parkrose School Dist. 1 55 6 6
Portland School Dist #1 2 225 - 25 10 25 24 42 84
Washington County Fire 3 50 17 17
District #1
1354

(a) = Estimated number of vehicles that must be certified.



Appendix D
AUTO EMISSIONS FROM MOTCOR VEHICLES

Currently about 20% of all passenger cars manufactured throughout the world
are designed so as to meet an emission control standard. Over 27 countries
have enacted legislation restricting emigsion levels from automobiles.
Automobiles as well as light and heavy duty trucks, manufactured for sale
in the United States must be certified as meeting national emission
standards.

The U.8. Federal emission standards for new automobiles and light trucks
require that vehicles be tested throughout their specified mode of
operation. This mode of operation is designed to represent an urban
driving pattern, including engine studies under both cool and hot
conditions. In addition to thisz driving cycle, which requirea about 25
minutes to complete, the certification vehicles also undergo a 50,000 mile
durability test cycle. The purpose of the durability cycle is to insure
that the designs selected by the manufacturer will in fact, when the
vehicle Ils properly maintained, keep emission levels within standards as
the vehicle ages. The Federal emission standards specify the maximum
weight of pollutant allowed to be emitted during the testing procedure
regardless of the wehicle size or design characteristics. Consequently,
the methods to meet the emission standards used by the manufacturers vary
considerably. Quite clearly, pre-production, prototype models of vehicles
are used in this certification procedure.

When the actual production vehicles of these certified models are new,
they generally meet or exceed compliance with the pollution standards.

As the vehicle accumulates miles, there is a gradual deterioration which
proper maintenance is usually able to offset. When, however, there are
system malfunctions which are not observed or corrected during the normal
maintenance, the rate of deterioration may increase. As the vehicle
accumulates miles through owner use, detericration and wear begins to take
its toll, emission levels begin to rise; and if wear and component failures
occur, normal periedic maintenance may not be sufficient to offset the
increasing emissions, declining fuel economy, or declining performance.

The Department of Environmental Quality has continued to monitor the
emissions from cars and trucks that participate in the inspection. This
data is one element for the comparison, monitoring, and measuring the
effectiveness of the inspection program in general and the individual
vehicles' pollution control effectiveness. The data that the DEQ auto
inspection program has accumulated over the past several yearg can be
divided into three groups.

1. Background or baseline data (1974)
2., First inspection cycle data (1976)
3, Second inspection cycle data(1978)



The baseline data was obtained during the voluntary inspection period,
1974. That data indicated the general idle emission distributions of
Portland area vehicles before the inspection program started. Data
reviewed during the first inspection cycle 1976, showed emission decreases
from the baseline study. Data from 1978, the second inspection cycle shows
the characteristics of today's wvehicle population.

The data for both the baseline and the 1976 cycle was adjusted only to
include through 1975 model year cars. The 1978 data includes through 1978
model year vehicles, three additional years of catalyst controlled
vehicles. Figure A shows the idle emission distribution for carbon
moncxide for the three observation pericds. There was a 25% reduction
between 1274 and 1976, Overall there has been an additional 25% reduction
in idle CO emissions for 1278 compared to 1976. Figure B shows the idle
emissions for CO for a popular auto make. Displayed in figure B are the
1275 through 1978 model year cars idle CO emissions as tested during 1976,
1977, and 1978. As can be seen, when initially new, most of these cars
displayed low emissions. But as vehicle age has increased, the emission
levels from many of these cars has increased to a much higher level.
Figure C shows that the 1970 model of the same car as Figure B, has been
able to maintain relatively the same emission distribution for CO.

A similar picture appears when examining hydrocarbon distributions. Figure
D shows idle emission distributions for hydrocarbons for these three
observation periods. Between 1974 and 1976 there was a 30% reduction
observed. Overall there has been an additional 8% reduction, but as can
be seen there appears to have been a change in the characteristic shape
of the distribution curve. Figure E shows the idle hydrocarbon for the
same popular make. Again, in each succesive year of testing, a portion
of the population has tended to increase its emissions. Figure F, the
1970 model, shows a loss in hydrocarbon control compared to the last
inspection cycle, even though during the last cycle it maintained similar
levels for CO.

Figures G and H present data from EPA's Portland Study Project digcussed
in Appendix G. These figures indicate substantial differences in emissions
between the Portland and Eugene study fleets. One can also observe a
portion of the gradual deterioration in emissions that occurs in all cars
and trucks over time. There are two general reasons for the observed
deterioration of the cars in the Portland data, and one can apply the
effects to Bugene cars or to cars in general. One reason is due to the
general effects of vehicle deterioration - the general degradation due

to normal wear and tear. Average west coast mileage accumulation averages
about 12,000 to 15,000 miles per year. Based upon these mileage
accumulations, the mileage range estimates per model vear are made:

MODEL YEAR MILEAGE RANGE
pre - '68 (12 yrs) 144,000 - 180,000 mi.
'68 ~ '69 (10 yrs) 120,000 - 150,000 mi.
'70 - '71 (8B yrs) 96,000 - 150,000 mi.
172 - '74 (6 yrs) 72,000 - 90,000 mi.
75 {4 yrs) 48,000 - 60,000 mi.
'76 {3 yrs) : 36,000 - 45,000 mi.
v77 {2 yra) 24,000 - 30,000 mi.



Based upon motor vehicle registration data,and the above mileage range
estimates more than 50% of the registered motor vehicles in the state,
fall into age categories where the vehicle mileage accumulation should

be in excess of 100,000 miles. 100,000 miles is often listed as a measure
of the "useful" life of an automobile.

It has been stated that new motor vehicles will be the answer to the motor
vehicle pollution problems. There have been, however, extentions and
modifications to the auto emission standards, and more modifications can
probably be predicted for the future. Couple the probability of less
stringent than initially projected control, with the facts of long lasting
vehicles and a real question of how long will the effectiveness of new
motor vehicle control last. Remember figures B and E showed the emission
deterioration from new technology cars. Average vehicle mileage
accumulation for 1975 wmodel year new technology cars should now be between
48,000 ~ 60,000 miles.

The deterioration of these new cars is a function of many things, just

as it is for earlier model cars. Carburetion, ignition, and other systems
can become out of adjustment. 1975 was the first vear that catalytic
converters were installed. These units can also f£ail with time. A recent
study "Emissions from Catalyst Cars Beyond 50,000 miles and the Implication
for the Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program" (SAE paper #780027) has
indicated emissions from vehicles with failed converters can effectively
triple to guadruple the vehicles' emissions over its lifetime.

Failures of this type of pollution control system as well as many others

do not normally exhibit any symptoms to the motorist. Inspection of these
cars ls virtually the only mehtod of determining the effectiveness of their
emission control systems.

The second reason for this deterioration can be laid to tampering with

the emission control systems. Emission equipment inspection was
incorporated into the inspection program in 1977. Currently approximately
4% of the vehicles are turned away from the inspection lanes because of
tampered, malfunctioning, or missing pollution contrel equipment. The

DEQ tampering inspection, however, concentrates on the more obvious pieces
of equipment, such as air pumps and catalysts, and other items readily
visible under the hood of an average car. In a recently released
nationwide

study, however, the incidence of malfunctioning or tampered emission
control equipment was much higher than 4%. Readily visible items were
observed at about the same rate as observed in the state inspection lanes.
More hidden items, such as the EGR systems, had either failed or were
disabled in over 18% of the cars in that survey. Idle emission data
gathered during the study showed significantly higher idle emission levels
from the noted vehicles than the "good" cars.



The above data indicates the emissions inspection program is effective
in maintaining good emission control from the area's motor vehicles. It
further shows that as vehicle age increase, the need still exists to
identify high emitting wvehicles even with the newest level of
emission control technology.

TABLE I
POPULATION MEAN IDLE EMISSIONS

Portland Before Portland After
MY Maintenance Maintenance Eugene
75-77 CO% 1.13 0.23 1l.29
75=77 BC ppm 164 73 157
72-74 CO% 1.70 0.77 2.85
72-74 HCl ppm 225 150 202
TABLE II

POPULATION MEAN FTP EMISSIONS (Grams per mile)

MY Portland Before Portland After

Maintenance Maintenance Bugene
75-77 CO 21.04 13.76 25,17
75«77 HC 1.82 1.34 1.86
75-77 NOX 2.54 2.54 2.72
72-74 CO 39.96 33.62 46.52
72~74 HC 3.45 2.92 3.35
72-74 NO 3.36 3.37 3.93
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Appendix E
HEAVY DUTY VEHICLE TESTING

Emission control testing and certification of heavy duty gasoline powered
vehicles began near the end of 1977, Heavy duty vehicles are defined as
motor vehicles having a combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load
rating to be carried therein of more than 3855 kilograms (8,500 pounds).
Basically, the definition of light duty vehicles includes 3/4 ton pickups
and vans—-—larger vehicles are in the heavy duty class.

Most heavy duty vehicles that need to be certified are trucks with "T"
license plates. These "T" license plates must be renewed at least every
year. Thus, the heavy duty vehicle emission testing program is an annual
inspection program.

Legislatively exempt from the emission certification requirement are both

light and heavy duty farm licensed vehicles, an unusual class of licensed

vehicles called "fixed-load" vehicles (a common example lg tractor mounted
alr compressors), and vehicles licensed under reciprocity agreements with

one or more other states (interstate commerce trucks and buses).

Diesel powered heavy duty vehicles are not reguired to be emission
certified for license renewal. The majority of such vehicles are licensed
under reciprocity agreements with other states, and as such would be
statutorily exempt from a certification requirement even if specific

emission testing standards were adopted. At present, the only effective
emission test For heavy duty diesel powered vehicles appears to be one
which loads the engine. This would require expensive dynomometer equipment
at testing stations. Since a typical high emission heavy duty diesel
powered vehicle emits excessive smoke under load, the most effective
emission control program for these vehicles is to enforce Oregon's "smoky
vehicle" laws on the highways. Such citations would result in corrective
maintenance and reduced emissions from these wehicles,

During the development of the heavy duty gascline powered vehicle emission
regulation, it was estimated that approximately 10,000 trucks would be
inspected at the state operated test lanes. During 1978, over 11,000 such
heavy duty trucks were certified for compliance with emission standards

in the DEQ Centers.

The test method used for the emission check of heavy duty trucks is
slightly different than for passenger cars. It is classified as a two
stage idle test, that is, it is necessary to pass both the idle and the
raised idle portion of the test. During 1978, the overall pass rate for
heavy duty trucks averaged just under 60%. A summary of the truck testing
results are shown in Table I. Overall failure rates are relatively
consistent within the three heavy duty vehicle classes (pre~70, 70-74,

74 and later). Carbon monoxide related failures, both at idle and the
raised idle portion of the inspection test accounted for just over half
of the failures. Excessive Hydrocarbon emissions accounted for about 40%
of the failures.
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Emission equipment disconnects, as observed in the inspection lanes, was
only about 1% for trucks as compared to 4% for passenger cars. The
remaining failures were for miscellaneous causes such as high idle speed
and vehicle smoke.

At the time heavy duty vehicle standards were adopted, it was estimated
that mass emission reductions of 12% for CO and 42% for HC at a 35%
rejection rate would be achieved. These emission reductions were based
upon studies conducted by New York City. Further documentation was
presented in the Department's Staff report to the Commission on February
25, 1977. The heavy trucks subject to the inspection represents about
2-3% of the total metropolitan area vehicle population. Airshed emission
reductions from these inspected trucks alone are estimated to be in the
range of 0.2 - 0.4% for CO and 0.8 -~ 1.3% for HC.

In the case of CO, the actual emission reduction benefits achieved in the
congested, high pollution areas from the heavy duty vehicle program would
be greater than that indicated by the airshed reductions. This, of course,
results from the relatively high useage rate of heavy duty vehicles in
these areas.

Emission characteristics f£rom heavy duty gagoline powered trucks are shown
in Figures E-1 and E-2. Figure E-} shows the carbon monoxide curve with
graphical presentation for the three levels of emission control levels

in heavy duty trucks. Figure E-2 shows the same for hydrocarbons.

Emission control for heavy duty trucks has been implemented on a different
schedule than for passenger cars. The reason for the different schedules
is that heavy trucks are used for the purposes of work or the
transportation of property, while passenger cars are used primarily for
the transportation of people. The federal emission standards reflect this
difference in that the heavy duty standards are expressed in terms of grams
of pollutant per brake horsepower~hour {mass per work). Light duty motor
vehicles are measured against a standard expressed in terms of grams of
poliutant per vehicle mile. Two levels of pollution control for heavy
duty trucks has been established. The first level covered 1970 - 1973
model year trucks. ‘'he current level covers 1974 and later trucks. A
third level is scheduled to be implemented in the 1980 model year. It

is of note that the idle emission distributions for the three groupings

of heavy duty trucks (pre~control, first level, and second level) are
approaching the ranges for the equivalent control in passenger cars.
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Table 1

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM

Heavy Duty Gasoline Vehicle Test Summary

December 1977 - December 1978

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS
OVERALL PERCENTAGE PASS

Pre-1970 Trucks (8,670}

Pass Emission Test

Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Hydrocarhons (HC)
Both HC & CO

CO @ 2500 rpm

Other Causes

1970-1973 Trucks {5,606)

Pass Emission Test

Tests Failed for
Tegts Pailed for
Tests Pailed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Hydrocarbong (HC)

Both HC and CO

CO @ 2500 rpm

Emission Equipment Disconnects
Other Causes

1974 and Later Trucks (5,559)

Pass Emission Test

Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for
Tests Failed for

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Hydrocarbons {HC)

Both HC and CO

CO @ 2500 rpm

Emission Equipment Disconnects
Other Causes

19,835
58.3%

55.3%
11.2%
14.0%
5.1%
11.2%
3.2%

59.5%
14.2%
10.3%
4.0%
6.0%
3.5%
2.5%

62.0%
14.5%
13.9%
3.7%
2.5%
1.6%
1.8%
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APPENDIX F

EMISSION REDUCTIONS FROM REPAIRED VEHICLES

Within the greater Portland area, 96% of all carbon monoxide emissions

and 66% of all hydrocarbon emissions are estimated to come from motor
vehicles. This is illustrated in Figure F-1. In turn, these emissions
have contributed to violations of the Federal health standards for ambient
concentrations of carbon monoxide and oxidants. The purpose of Portland's
inspection/maintenance program is to reduce emissions of carbon monoxide
and hydrocarbons by promoting improved vehicle maintenance.

Emission reductions due to inspection/maintenance have been shown by at
least four independent sources. These include:

a) Oregon idle emission data comparing pass/fail results.
B) EPA dynamometer emission data from the EPA Portland Project.

<) An independent study of areas without inspection/maintenance
by Champion Spark Plug Company of "Car Maintenance Around the
World."

D) Data from other programs.
A discussion of these sources is as follows:
A) Oregon Idle Emission Data (Pass/Fail Results)

During 1978, a study was made of the idle emission From some 2100 vehicles
which initially failed the DEQ clean air test. The idle emission
distributions from these vehicles were compared before and after passing
the test.

Figures F-2 and P-3 show cumulative distributions of carbon monoxide and
hydrocarbon emissions respectively. BRach graph shows vehicles which
initially failed the idle test and those same vehicles retests after
maintenance. Average idle emission reductiong from this data is summarized
as follows:

Average Idle Emission Reductions
From Repaired Vehicles (DEQ results)

Average Carbon Monoxide Average Hydrocarbon

Model Year Idle Emission Reduction Idle Emission Reduction
Pre - 1968 50% decrease 54% decrease

1968 - 1971 60% decrease 54% decrease
1972 - 1974 70% decrease 62% decrease
1275 ~ 1978 76% decrease 71% decrease
Overall 64% decrease 60% decrease
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The largest idle emission reductions occurred with the newest class of
vehicles (1975 -~ 19278) where the catalyst technology predominates.
Emission reductions from this group are important because the catalyst
technology will eventually predominate the entire vehicle population.
The catalytic converter was designed to produce substantially lower
emissions. Improper maintenance of these vehicles reduces their
effectiveness in emission control. Figures F-2 and F-3 show emission
reductions achievable for this 1975 - 1978 vehicle class. Other studies
have indicated that improper maintenance of catalyst equipped vehicles
may reduce the life expectancy and efficiency of these devices.

Although substantial emission reductions are shown for these repaired
vehicles, there is a disturbing observation. The curves representing the
failed vehicles for both carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons are remarkably
similar in all emission controlled classes (1968 and later). This
indicates that improperly maintained vehicles lose most of the emission
reduction potentials of their designs. It also indicates that even the
most advanced emission control technologies currently available can revert
to being no better than the earliest levels of pollution control,

B) EPA Portland Project

During the last two years, EPA has been conducting a special study of
vehicles in the cities of Portland and Eugene. This study is discussed
in Appendix G.

Preliminary data from this study shows the following reductions in mass
emigsions for vehicles which were repaired after failing the DEQ clean
air test:

Average Mass Emission Reductions
From Repaired Vehicles (EPA results)

Average Average
Carbon Monoxide Mass Hydrocarbons Mass
Model Year Emission Reduction Emission Reduction
Pre - 75 (pre catalyst) 33% decrease 12% decrease
75 - 78 (catalyst) 32% decrease 30% decrease

Differences between DE) and EPA emission reductions are due to the test
methods. The EPA study is still in progress and is measuring the effects
of emission deterioration. Preliminary data shows that these emission
reductions are being maintained.



C} Champion Spark Plug Company

Champion Spark Plug Company did an independent survey of car maintenance
around the world. It involved 13,609 vehicles from the USA, Burope,
Canada, and Mexico. In their study, when Champion performed malntenance,
they found that American cars had idle emission reductions between 45%
and 56%. At the same time fuel economy improved from 3 to 11%. 1In all
countries, Champion found that from 78% to 94% of vehicles tested had at
least one maintenance deficiency that adversely affects fuel economy,
emissions, or performance. In gpite of the needed maintenance, Champion
found that 90 to 95% of the vehic¢le owners were satisfied with their
vehicle's performance. Worldwide, between 4.6 and 19.3% of the population
were Eound to be "gross emitters."™ That is, emissions were so high that
they could not be measured because the readings were all above the scale
of the test instruments. Their conclusion was "that more attention to
the car and maintenance of the vehicles worldwide will bring greater
benefits in energy savings, cleaner air and driver satisfaction."

D) Data from other programs

Emission reductions have also been reported by emission inspection programs
located in other parts of the country. Although the actual percent
reductions may differ due to different stringency levels {failure rates)

as well as different methods of reporting data, proper maintenance is
consistently shown to reduce emissions. Examples from these other areas
are:

New Jersgz

New Jersey has the longest operating emission inspection program in the
country. Between 1974 and 1977, they are reporting a 26% reduction in
ambient carbon monoxide concentrations,

Arizona

Arizona is reporting average idle emission reductions of 25% for carbon
monoxide and 41% for hydrocarbons. These figures were derived by comparing
1977 idle emission data with data from their voluntary period.

Virginia

A voluntary program in Virginia is reporting potential idle emission
reductions of 63% for carbon monoxide and 43% for hydrocarbons. This is
based on a comparison of idle emissions from failed wvehicles before and
after maintenance.

An overall conclusion of the various studies shows that emiszsions can be
significantly reduced by improved maintenance due to inspection/maintenance
programs, Further, improper maintenance can seriously reduce benefits
obtained by improved automobile new car emission control technology. As
was pointed out in one of the studies, this needed maintenance may be
neglected because owners are often not aware of their vehicles' emission
problens.
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Figure F-3 Cumulative Distribution of Hydrocarbon Idle Emissions of the
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Appendix G

EPA Portland Study Project

The Environmental Protection Agency has been conducting a study project

in the Portland metropolitan area to determine the correlation with the
short test cycles and the federal test proceedure and to monitor the
effectiveness of the Portland Inspection/Maintenance Program. The EPA
Study was finalized in late 1976 and testing started in 1977. The federal
project consisted of two elements, the first element being the correlation
between the different short cycle tests and the federal test proceedure.
The second element consisted of documentation of the effectiveness of
inspection maintenance programs, {(i.e., the Portland Program and the
emission control deterioration over one year's period). The scope of that
study as been expanded. Todate the federal government has issued two
preliminary reports on the project. The first preliminary report, released
some time back, showed a good indication of correlation, but insufficient
data to document any deterioration. The second report has just been
released and is inciuded in this Appendix.

During the course of the DEQ's participation in the test study, (1977 -
1978) three of our inspection personnel were assigned to conduct the
gpecial tests to help determine the correlation that would exist between
two facilities, the DEQ test lane, and the Hamilton Test Systems
lzboratory, which is under contract to EPA.

In a seperate contract with EPA, with the Department, a test center was
outfitted with all of the special test equipment, such as chassis
dynamometers, constant volume samplers, and special exhaust gas analysers,
necessary to conduct all of EPA's proposed short tests.

During that time, the DEQ inspection personnel conducted over 2500 short
cycle tests. The f£indings to date from this study indicate that DEQ's
short test is effective in identifing high pelluting vehicles, that the
program is effective in reducing emissions as compared to the control
group, and that emission reductions are substantial for carbon monoxide
and hydrocarbons.
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_ Introduction

Through the cooperation of the Oregon Department of Environmental -
Quality (DEQ) and the contracted services of Hamilton Test Systems
(HTS), EPA is currently conducting the Portland Study, a large scale
vehicle testing program designed to study Oregon's motor vehicle inspec-—
tion program. The primary goal of the study is to quantify the costs
and effectiveness of an ong01ng "real life' 1nspect1on and maintenance
(I/M) program.

Due to the great demand for information on inspection and maintenance
programs, the following report is being prepared as data are still being
collected in the Portland Study. 1In a series of interim reports, results:
from this study will be made available as soon as possible. The anal-
yses in this report are based upon data which were complete, edited, and
verified as of September 14, 1978 when they were placed on magnetic tape
in final form. Inquiries may be addressed to Janet Becker (313-668-
4351).

Summerz

- The main objectiﬁes of the Portland Study are as follows:

1. To determine the ability of an actual I/M inspection test to
correctly identify high emitting cars; i.e., cars which need
remedlal maintenance; - :

2, To determlne emission reductions achieved following mainte-
nance on so~identified cars, w1th maintenance performed by mechanics
in the. fleld ‘

3. To determlne the duratlon of emlssion reduction when compared B
to non-I/M situation; : S

4, " To determlne the cost of maintenance for I/M.vs. non—-I/M -
81tuat10n° ‘

-5, To determine the energy impact.

Prelimlnary eonclusmons regarding each of these obgectlves are listed
below. , ,

- 1. Exhaust emission levels as measured by the complete Federal ° R
Test Procedure of vehieles which failed the Oregon inspection test & .
are much higher than for vehicles which passed. For catalyst-. ... .
equipped, 1975 through 1977 model year vehicles, failing cars
emitted 2.18 times as much hydrocarbons and 2.96 times as much .
carbon monoxide as passing cars. For 1972 through 1974 model year
vehicles, failing cars emitted 1.40 times as much hydrocarbons and =
1.73 times as much carbon moncxide. : -
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2. TFollowing maintenance, HC and CO FTP emissions of the failed

1975-77 model year vehicles? were reduced 477% and 547 and emissions o

of the failed 1972-74 model year cars were reduced 34% and 33%,
respectively., For the fleet (including both passed and failed

cars), HC and CO emission reductions were 26% and 35% for the newer o

cars and 157 and 167 for the older cars, Maintenance did mnot
affect NOx emlssion levels.

3. Averaged over six months; HC and'CO emission reductions** for
the entire fleet were 277 and 324 for the newer cars, and 82 and
107% for the older cars.. : R

4, The average cost of repair was $24 for the newer cars and $35
for the older cars. - Fifty percent of all failed cars had repair

costs of $14 or less. Ninety percent of all cars had repair costsf f-"

of $70 or less. There is currently no quantitative comparison
between maintenance costs which would normally have been incurred
and those which were incurred specifically due to I/M.  However,
such a comparison would reduce the net cost of I/M to the vehicle .
owner. : '

5. The Portland Study shows on the average no fueél économy'gain L
or loss due to I/M.maintenance-performed on failed cars. '

Program Desigﬁ-l

In the Portland Study design, two basic:study areas have been defined. "
The first area, designated Element I, addresses the question of the -

"ecorrelatability" of short emissions test procedures with_theAFederéll,:{"u:"

Test Procedure (¥TP).. For Element I, some 2,000, 1975-77 model year = .
light-duty vehicles are included in the study. They are tested accor- .
ding to three short emission tests plus the FTP at the HTS laboratory,

and also are subjected to the Oregon State inspection test at an Oregon :;f;"‘

State dinspection lane. In addition, state personnel performed the two -
loaded short tests on many of these vehicles. :

The second study area, designated Element II, addresses questions

relating to the effectiveness and the cost of dinspection and maintenamce  ‘{f‘A

as an in-use vehicle emission control strategy. This sample.includes:
approximately 600 light-duty vehicles. Approximately 400 of the Element
II vehicles were recruited from the Portland area, where I/M is requlred

The other 200 were recruited from Eugene, Oregon, where I/M is not }f.ff"J'i :

-

required, Most of the remainder of this status report focuses on the f;,j””-'

Element II vehicles.

*Includes only those failed vehicles which have been tested through six.

months. These reductions are slightly dlfferent from those given on page 4 S

for all failed vehicles. - L
**These estimates are based on a comparison of 1) the Portland fleet® 5,,1;
emissions as they would be expected to deteriorate without I/M, with '
2} the Portland fleet's emissions as measured in this program lnltlally '
“and over the 51x months following 1nspectlon and malntenance._ . '
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Table 1 describes the sample of wvehicles in Element II in more detail.
Vehicles are divided into two main groups: 1972-74 and 1975-77 model
year vehicles. Emission control technologies are thus generally sepa-
rated into pre-catalyst and catalyst, respectively. Within each main
group, vehicles were subject to the same federal exhaust emission stan—
dards for FTP HC and CO. The pertinent standards are given in Table 2a. .
Table 2b provides the applicable Oregon state inspection test (idle)
standards for Element II vehicles. Vehicles from Eugene, Oregon, are
intended to serve as a "control group" in the sense that I/M is not Ny
required of these cars and they have been selected to match the Portland
vehicles with respect to model year, englne cubic inch displacement
(CID), and model’ type.‘ ,

All vehicles-in Element II are subjected to several short emission

tests, a diagnostic inspection, the FTP, and the Highway Fuel Economy :

Test (HFET). 1If a Portland area vehicle fails the state test, it returns
; following maintenance and is retested according to the 1975 FTP, the hor.
. start FTP, the HFET, and the idle test to determine the immediate

effect of maintenance. Information on the type and cost of maintenance

performed and on dlagnostics is also collected.

A1l vehicles in Element'II are.retested at approximately 3-month inter-
vals during the following year to obtain information on FIP emission
deterioration, idle emission deterioration, fuel economy deterioration,
and information on diagnostics and voluntary owner maintenance.

‘Following vehicle testing, data packets containing test-related infor-
mationt such as strip charts, calibrations, etc., are manually reviewed
by EPA personnel assigned to Portland. When EPA approves the data
packets, the complete sets of data are placed onto computer files and
are computer-checked for reasonableness. Once this checking/editing

¢ procedure is completed, the data are transferred onto magnetic tape for
data analysis. Analysis is carried out in Ann Arbor by the Inspection.
and Mainteuance Staff of the Emission Control Technolegy Division.

Prelimlnaries to the Analysisig

This analysis is belng prepared based upon data available from the
Portland Study as of September 14, 1978. At that time there were 1001 - .

- Element I test sequences and 1907 Element II test sequences available. _
The distribution of the Element II test sequences is given in Table 3 by o
vehicle group and test sequence type.. . Since the study is incomplete, :
estimates and tentative conclusions are subject to revision pending’ _—
further ana1y51s. :

In the estimates which follow an attempt has been made where appropriate -~ -
to weight the sample of vehicles in the study to make it representative =
of the population of vehicles in the Portland tri-county area. It was
possible to devise such a weighting scheme for the 1975-77 model year
vehicles, and this weighting scheme has generally been applied. Pre-
sently, sufficient information is not available to perform this weighting
for 1972-74 model year vehicles. -
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' Iﬁmediate Effects of Maintenance

The immediate effects of I/M on 1dle HC and CO FTP HC CO, and NOx, ana

~ urban and highway fuel economy are indicated in Tables -4 and 5. The

idle measurements are the minimum of the two curb idle measurements at
the HTS lab. Results for 1975-77 model year vehicles have been weighted
in an effort to better reflect the experience of the Portland fleet of

1975-77 cars. Results for the 1972-74 model year vehicles are unweighted _;-'“

sample means..A

Table 4 gives the best current evaluation of immediate I/M effectiveness fﬁfﬁfiz

jin Portland., It is seen that dinitial HC and CO emission reductions are
substantial for failed 1975-77 vehicles: there is a 44%Z reduction in '

‘FTP HC and a 53% reduction in FTP €0 after maintenance. Fleetwide .

average urban fuel economy improves slightly, highway fuel economy )
decreases slightly, and NOx increases slightly though none of these
changes is very different from zero. The mean emission levels after =~
maintenance for the failed population are only slightly above the
appropriate -federal exhaust emission standards (1.5 grams per mile (gpm)
HC, 15.0 gpm CO). Per inspected 1975-77 model year vehicle (including
both passed and failed cars), ‘there is a 257 reduction in FTP HC and a -
35% reduction in FTP CO after malntenance., o : : :

1As 1nd1cated in Table 5 and. the following summary tables, reductlons of
- FTP HC and CO for 1972-74 model year failed cars in the Portland Study

sample following maintenance are 257 and 38%, respectively. Fleetwide
reductions (considering both passed and failed cars) are 13% and 227,
respectively. (Fleetwide estimates represent sample averages; no weights
have been applied for the 1972-74 model year cars.) As with the 1975-77
carg, fleetwide average fuel economy and NOx emissions do not appear to

—be 31gnif1cantly affected by I/M maintenance.

Fuel Economy Results and FTP Em1551ons Before and After Haintenance.ﬂ

: : 1972—74_Model Year Cars (Sample Means)
"BC - G0 . - NOx - -City F.E. . Highway F. E.

. (cPM) e (GEM) - (MBG)Y - (MPG)
Before 4.04 55.3  3.15 14,41 20.79
After  3.02 - 344 3.26 1462 20.65

Percent’ S : . : _ ' ,
Change -25% - -38% 3% ‘ +1.5% ) T =77
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Fuel Economy Results'and_FTP~Emissions Before and After Maintenance

1975~77 Model Year Failed Cars (Weighted Means)

HC co - © NOx City F.E. Highway F.E.

(GPM) (GRM)  (GBM) (MPG) (QF6) :

Before = 2.87 40.9 2.32 . 16.42 23.37
After  1.60  19.4 2,37 16.59 23.03
Percent o o
Change - -447 -53% +2Z - +1.0% - -1.5%

-retestlng at quarterly iutervals. S

Ongoing‘Effects-of I/M

As seen above, I/M is initially effective in reducing FTP HC and CO

' emissions as observed immediately after maintenance. Of extreme impor-

tance is whether the emission levels remain below levels which would be

 experienced in the absence of I/M. A major question is whether cars

involved in an I/M program have emissions which deteriorate faster than
they would without I/M. This topic is being addressed in the Portlaad
Study by retesting the Element IT vehicles during the year following the
initial test. All Element II vehlcles are returned to the HIS lab for

t e

As seen in Table 3, the,current data set contains fifotrqoarterly

-results for most vehicles in the study and second quarterly results for

well over half the vehicles while very few third quarterly results are
present. As a preliminary application of this data to the question of
deterioration over time, data were considered for those vehiecles which ..
had completed testing through the second quarterly retest. _

The effects of I/M on HC and €O emlssion'levels for 1975~-77 model year '
vehicles over time can be seen in Figures 1-4. The figures indicate

. that after maintenance on the failed Portland vehicles, the compoS;te 5

means drop significantly below the Eugene. (without I/M) mean emission -
levels for HC and CO for both idle and FTP results. Following the
itial reductions these emissions appear to deteriorate along roughly .
parallel paths thus preserving significant emission reductions. at - least
through the second quarterly retest.

Table 6 presents the welghted mean odometer readlngs, emission levels

and fuel economies for the 1975-77 wodel year vehicle Portland popu~-
lation from which Figures 1-4 were derived. These estimates represent .
the experience of vehicles through about six months from the time of a’
passed state inspection test. The estimates are based upon all Element
II vehicles in the Portland Study which have completed the first two .
quarterly test sequences. The results in Table 6 for the initial amnd
retest after maintenance test sequences are generally similar to those =
seen in Table 4, even though Table 4 was based upon a greater number of
vehicles~—all those which had completed initial and retest after main-,r-
tenance sequences. '
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Table 7 gives absolute changes (in gpm) and deterioration rates in gpm

per 10,000 miles for estimated mean FTP emissions for 1975-77 vehicles
through the second quarterly retest. For both HC and CO, the lower
deterioration rates for passed vehicles and higher rates for failed
vehicles yield a composite rate which is lower than that for Eugene -
vehicles. This indicates that, at least through the second quarter, the =
initial reductions due to I/M are well-sustained. EPA's best nationwide
estimates of emission deterioration rates, based on EPA's surveillance .-
data, are. labeled "predicted" and are presented here for comperlson. o

Table 8 presents sample mean odometer readings, emission 1evels and S
fuel economies for 1972-74 model year vehicles at test points through o
approximately six months. Figures 5 and 6 present the ¥TP HC and €O ... -
information graphically. Table 9 presents deterioration rates (gpm per =

" 10,000 miles) calculated from the results in Table 8. Preliminary e
indications are that, although substantial emission reductions due to = -
maintenance are occurring, fleet average hydrocarbon deterioration is - ..
- large for the 1972-74 model year cars in the months following main- s
tenance. Much of the relatively rapid HC deterioration appears to be " ...
due to ignition system problems. Further investigations relating to -

this issue including a review of more detailed information on individual =& -
vehicles and application of an apprdprlate weighting scheme to make the -
1972-74 model year car sample more representatlve of the ?ortland popu—_fﬁ o
- lation are eurrently belng planned : o o

Maintenance oo

Cost of maintenance information was requested on every failed -Element II
vehicle following passage of the DEQ test. .For the 1975-77 model year
cars, the sample average repair cost was 524.46. The average repair
cost weighted to represent the Portland population was $23.35. The L
‘following table provides percentiles of cost which may be read as, for =~
example, 50%Z of the sampled 1972-77 model year vehicles had- malntenance'ﬁﬁ;"
costs of $14 or less, and 907% had costs of $70 or. less. : -

- Repair Costs

Percentiles

Model Years Sample Mean-‘ 25 30 75 90
1972-74 - §34.97 . 85 'sl; L8410 §78
1975-77  $24.46  §7  $14  $37 §59

1972-77  $29.47 - $6 . §14  §38°  $70
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It should be noted that the median (50 percentile) cost of maintenance
in the sample is far below the mean cost of maintenance. This pheno-
menon is further illustrated in Figure 7 which indicates frequencies of
maintenance costs. The implication of these results is that cost of
maintenance is skewed heavily to the low end and a2 relatively small
number of high costs are bringing up the mean. TFor the earlier model
year vehicles, there were five extreme examples which had extensive
tune~ups. For example, a $260 repair included a muffler replacement and
a $333 repair included replacement of the camshaft, 1In these and other
less extreme cases, repairs not necessary to pass the DEQ test may be
inflating average cost of repair for I/M failure. The median might
therefore be a more approprlate measure for estimating repalr costs

'whlch are due to I/M

Review of the maintenance data. indicates that the majority of cars in
the Portland Study required only minor tune-up work to pass the state
inspection test., Carburetor work in the form of repair, adjustment, or
replacement was indicated on a large proportion of the vehicles (88% of
the earlier and 907 of the later model year vehicles). Cost data indi-
cate that most of the carburetor work was adjustment. In addition to
carburetor work, spark plugs, choke, air filiter, idle speed, timing, and
dwell were common maintenance items. Although higher cost parts and
repairs were observed they were infrequent. These costs undoubtedly

inelude some costs which would have been incurred for routine maintenance,.

even in the non-I/M situation. A breakdown of "routine maintenance”

costs vs. I/M-related maintenance costs w1ll be attempted for a subse~ .
.quent report., s : EEN Ce

It is seen in Table 10 that nearly half of the newer cars had maintenanee
performed at auto dealer service departments while for older cars the
most frequent maintenance facility was independent repair garage.

"Preliminary analyses have not established any effects of where the

maintenance was done on emisgion reduetlons.

As an 1ndicator of the ese'of diagnostlc 1nformatioﬁ supplied to mechanies;

Table 11 indicates the frequency of maintenance items for vehicles which

fail the state inspection test for HC only, for CO only, and for both. " - )

These results indicate that certain adjustments are performed on most -
vehicles regardless of the pollutant(s) failed., Carburetor adJustment
is an obvious example. However, "spark timing control devices" are-
repaired, replaced, or adjusted approximately'two or three times. more‘i-
frequently for HC only fallures then for co only fallures._

Tables 12 and 13 present mean emissicns and fuel economies. on.pollutant—
specific failure for 1972-74 and 1975-77 Element II vehicles. Before

and after maintenance results are given in addition-tb'perceut reduc- ffi .
tions. In general, repairs to a vehicle failing only ome pollutant do -
not provide large FTP emission reductions on the other pollutant. The -

exception 1Is for 1975-77 model year vehicles failing only on-idle CO, -

where a 29% reduction in FTP HC occurs after maintenance. This result

is expected since the correct idle mixture setting increases the catalyst’'s

efficiency thus reducing emissions of both pollutants. This suggests
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that an area with only an oxidant problem will benefit from implementing
an I/M program with both HC and CO cutpoints., This possibility is -
currently receiving further evaluation. o o

SIT Efficiency in Identifying FIP Failures

Overall it appears that the Oregon state test is doing a good job of .
identifying those vehicles which are high polluters and are in need of
remedial maintenance. The table below indicates how well the Oregon
State test is doing. : - S

Oregon State Test' s‘Aﬁllity to Detect High Emitters
(As Measured Relatiwve to the Federal Test Procedure)
1972-77 Model Year Portland Vehlcles

1972-74 Models ©1975-77 Models < | -

Passed Cars:  "Avg. FTP HC = 2.92 - Avg. FTP HC = - 1.20
- . Avg. FTP CO = 32.07 - Avg. FIP CO = 12.92
- Avg. FIP NC 3 45 "Avg. FIP NOx= 2.40

Failed Cars:  Avg. FTP HC = 4.09  Avg. FTP HC = 2.63
: - ‘Avg. FIP CO = 55.53~....Avg. FIP_CO = 38.18"
Avg. FIP NOX= -3.16 . . Avg. FIP NOX= 2.40.

Fast Deterioration

As sugpested by Figures 3, 4, 5, 'and 6, some of the vehicles in the
Portland Element II fleet appear to be deteriorating relatively rapidly .
following maintenance. The phenomenon of rapid deterioration following
passage of the state inspection test was therefore investigated for the
whole sample (both passed and failed cars). As an initial investigation
into this phenomenon, Portland area vehicles in the data base were
identified as being possible "fast deteriorators' if their FTP or HFET
emissions had doubled from the time when the state inspection test was 7
passed until the first quarterly retest, Following the screening procedure, -
all pertinent information available for these vehicles including emission
tests, engine diagnostics, and maintenance records was studied in an .
effort to determine the reasons for the apparentideterioration. A o
summary of the findings regarding probable causes. is presented in Table =
14, The majority (15 out of 26 1972-74 model year vehicles and 13 out of
20 1975~77 model year vehicles) appeared to have experienced some
carburetor adjustment between the two test points. Of the earlier model _
year vehicles, 9 appeared to have spark plug or spark plug wire failure - '
as the likely cause for deterioration. For many of these vehicles, .
driveability problems were cbserved at the test following the passed SIT
which were not observed at the first quarterly retest. This suggests

that driveability problems following certain I/M-related repairs may be
encouraging subsequent readjustments, thus decreasing I/M's potential.
effectiveness. Whether the poor driveability is a result of the vehicle
design or improper engine parameter adjustment is yet to be determined.




Table 1

Description of Element II Vehicle Groups

Group Description

1.

4.

Portland area 1972-74 model year
vehicles which passed the state
inspection test,

' Portland area 1975-77 model year '

vehicles which passed the
state. inspection test,

Portland area 1972-74 model year
vehicles which failed the state
inspection test,

| Portland area 1975—77 model year
- vehicles which failed the state

inspection test,

Eugene, Oregon 1972 74 ‘model year ‘

vehicles,

Eugene, Oregon 1975—77 madel year

vehicles.

TOTAL ELEMENT I 'VEHICLES

Number of Vehicles

ioq
100 R
100
100 '

100
100

. 600
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Table 2a

Federal Exhaust Emission Standards Applicable to Element II Vehicles

o o o . Certlflcation Standards (gpm)
Model Year . Procedure [ co Nox =~

1972 - 72 FTP* : 3.4(3.0) 39. 0(34 0 - L
1973-1974 .72 FTP% 13.4(3.0) . 39.0(34, 0) 3 0(3 1) ’ i
1975-1976 . . 75 FTP . 1.5 15.0 = .3.1 ’f{_ﬁ}{ﬁffifé
1977 -~ 7sF L5 -15.0 . 2.0 -
Table 2b

Ranges in Oregon State Inspection Idle Test Standards N
Appllcable to Element II Vehicles

State Idle Standards

 Model Yeer . HC . @
- 1972-74 - 400-500 ppm Coo0-t.0% ::Q,?}{"i
Cae7s-77 0 225-300 ppm  1.0-3.5% R |

*The 1972 FTP, which consists of bags 1 and 2 of the 75 FIP, was used to
determine whether a 1972-74 model year vehicle was correctly passed or
failed since these vehicles were certified when new on the basis of the, = -
72 FTP, However, FTP emission results for all vehicles are presented -
as 1975 FIP results. For comparison, the estimated equlvalent 75 FTP
standards are prov1ded in parentheses. : . =
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Table 3

Number of Test Sequences Completed by Element II Vehicles

. Portland, Model Years

72~74, passed

- Portland,'Model Years

15-77, passed

Portland, Model Years

 72-74, failed

Portland, Model Years

75-77, failed

Eugene, Model Years

72-74

: Edgene, Model Years

75-77

{as of 14 September 1978)

Initial

111

112

102

114
Co111

109

:.‘*Third quarterly results have

‘- Retest After First Second Third
Maintenance Quarterly Quarterly Quarterly®

- 103 85 20

- - 109 83 17

.92 88 - 54 7

99 , 93 74 2

- 93 59 0

- 95 75 0.

not been included in this report.
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Table 4
Immediéte Effects of Maintenance*
1975 77 Model Year Cars
Portland Pass ‘wmmene—=Portland Fail ‘ “ortland Composite - S Eugene
: ‘ After : After ) e - .
Initial Maintenance- ¥ Change Initial Maintenance % Change Initial = % Difference®*** ¥% Difference®M
o S ‘ : . . . : .~ (Eugene to - (Eugene to
’ ‘ : - o Portland, initi1al) Por¢land, after
7 . ‘ maintenance)
Odometer (Miles) 23,508 | 24,583 25,455 3.5 33,880 24,182 1.3 23,053 . 3.6 . 4.9
Tdle HCH* (PPH) | 69 - 325 80  -75.4 158 72 544 . 150 . . 53 -52.0
1dle CO** (%) 0.24 3.09 0.7 . -94.5 1.23 0.22 -82.1 = 1.3 -8.2 ' -83.6
FIP HC (GPM) 1.16 - 2.87 . 1.60  -&.3 175 - 131, -25.1 1.90 -7 ona
FTP CO (GPM) ' ) 11.23 40,87 19.361_' -52.6 . 21.49 15.0& -34.7 25,16 . =14.6 -44,2
FIP NOx (GPM) 2.56 Co2.32 . L2310 2.2 248 249 0.4 275 © - -9.8 . -8.5
* Urban Fuel Ecomomy (MPG) 17.72 - 16.42  16.59 1.0 17.27 ¢ 17.33 .03 1728 . -0.1 0.3
| Highway Fuel Ecomomy (MPG) 25.25 23,37 23,03  «L.5 . © 24,60 . 2448  -0.5 2677 . 0.7 - -l.2

#A11 numbers have been weighted to give best estimates for the Portland tri-éouﬁfy vehicle popuiatioh. Eugehe vehicles do not
‘undergo I/M but are matched to the Portland sample and weightad to represent the Portland population in the absence of I/M

*4Based on measurements taken at the contractor & lab.r The lower of the two eurb idle measurements wag use& as the 1d1e
level for each car. S

- R*%100 X (Portland Composite Average - Eugene Average)l(zugene Avetage) whera the Pottland Cumposite Average 13 Initial
or Aiter Maintenance. respectively. o . .




Table 5
Immediate'ﬁffects of Maintenance®
1972~74 Yodel Year Cars
Portland Pass wr—swm-Portland Fall Total Portland Sample~——w ~<—~~Eugane
After ' " After

Initial Maintenance Z Change TInitlal Maintenance Z Change  Initial ~ X Difference*** ¥ Difference.
- : . ] (Eugene to (Eugene to

Portland, initial) Portland, after

maintenance)
Odometer (Miles) . 53,833 - . 55,234 55,970 1.3 - 54,486 54,801 . 0.6 54,630 ‘ - -0.3 0.3
+ Idle HCC#* (EPM) 148 328 - 189 =42.4 230 167 -22.4 209 " 10.0 - -20.1
1dle CO** (¥) o 0.88 ’ 3.20 0,72 ~77.5 1.93 : d.&l -58.0 2.7 -30.3 ) ~70.8
FTP HC (GPM) : 2.93 | 4.04 3.02 -25.2 3.43 2.97 ~13.4 3,60 -4.7 ~-17.5
FTP CO (cPM) . 32.08 55,30 34,41 =37.8 42,60 33.41 -22.2 48,25  -11.7 -31.3
FIP NOx {GPM) 2.46 3.15 1,26 3.5 3,32 3.37 1.5 3.63 -8.5 -7.2
Urban Fuel Economy (MPG) 14,14 14,41 14.62 L5 14.26 14.36 0.7  14.44 -1.2 -~ -0.6
Highway Fuel Economy (MPG) 20.42 . : 20. 79 . 20,63 0 -0.7 ‘ 20 59 . 20.52 ~0.3 ‘ 21.11 . L ~-2.5 ~2.8

*All numbers are sample averages i.e., the sample has not been waighted to represent the Portland population.

#*Bgsed on measurements taken at the contractor's lah. The lower of the two curb idle measurements
was used as the idle level for each car. - ’

*#4%100 X (Total Portland Sample Average ~ Eugena Averaga)l(Eugene Avarage) Where Total Portland Sample Avarage
is Initial or After Maintenance, respectively.. ‘

e e e e

i m—— s e

e e s o T many

s A1 A T g e AT At v e



ﬁ‘able 6

(ngolng Bffects of L/M* : ) . : . L
197577 Hodal Year Cavs ‘ . . o . S E S

Portland Pass ‘ - I’ortl.ami Fail S Portlan(i Compogite Fugena ;

First  Second . After Firat !‘:ecu:nd' Aftey Fira:l éecﬁmi . First Second f'

Initial Quarterly Quarterly Initinl Maintenance OQuarterly Quarterly Initial Haintenance Quarterly Quarterly In lcial Qua rterly Qu.rterly ;

Odometer (Miles) 22004 25408 . 28174 . 24470 25144 27795 30708 - 22830 23055 26207 29022 22748 26222 1949 |
Idle HCMA (PRM) 70 950 s .. 3y .. 80 153 ”1 166 1 n o om "'13 131 sy 178 185

Tdle COE (3) . 0.26 0.34 - 0.47 360046 . 076 11 131 023 048 . 0.68 . 129 1.55 .50

FIP HC (CPM) 1.20 L1y L2 L0 w62 177 1.76 1.8 1.3 138 143 1.8 1.95 2,05
ET? CO (GPH) 10,48 10.66  © 12.41 42.00 20,26 23.01 2379 204 13.96 . .80 - 16.22 23.17 26,37 sa.49

FIP NOx (GPY)  2.62 276 260 239 231 - 2.y 237 . 2.5 2.5 .2.63 B 2.52 272 269 . 247 :

gzsé; Fuel Economy 18,03 . 17.74 1816 16.30  16.3 . 16.60 - 16.68 . 17.45 "iw.bs T 5 T i;;:i;? T2 1n% 17.47 f

Highway Fuél Economy 25.71 24.86 25.93 o3 22.68 S23.03 . 23,34 2%.87 . 24.70 - 26.25 . 25.06 25,94 24,45 24,93 f

(4PC) R , . ‘ _ _ o - , ‘ o

%A1l numbers have been weighted te plve best estimates for the Portland tri-county vehicle population. Fugene vehicles do not
undergo I/M but are matched to the Fortland samwple and wefghted to represent the Portland population in the ahsence of I/M.
"Initial" and "After Malntemance" numbers differ from Table 4 because Table 6 :lncludea only vehicles which have completed
the second quarterly retest. . R

##Based on maayurements taken at tht contractor's lab, Tha lower of the two curb idle mensurements was uded as the 1dle ‘ C L . - ’ o
level for each car. . o : .
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. Table 7
FTP Emission Changes Through the First Six Months after Tnspection’

(1975-77 Model Year Vehicles Weighted to Reflect tﬁe Portland Fleet)

Increase from Initial® Test

To Second Quarterly ‘Change pér 10,000 Miles

Odometer FTP HC FTP CO FTP NOx " FTP HC FTP CO  TFTP NOx

~ Portland A : .
Pass 6170 .07 . - 1.93 -.02 . .11 - 3,13 -.03
" Portland : - o .

Fail 5564 - .14 - °3.53 0.00 , .25 6.34 0.0
. Portland _ ' o ' ' _ ' - :
" -Composite 5967 .09 2,46 ~.02 W15 4,12 ~-.03
Eugene 6746 .18 - 3.32 =25 .27 492 -37

| “Predicted** - ,23 2.8 - .08

*Test after malntenance for failed vehlcles.

o ey,

**MOBILEL estimates of I/M beneflt are based on the use of equal w1th and
without I/M deterioration rates giVEn by the predlcted rates in this table

. for 1975-77 model year cars.



et Lt e et 1L - - - A

Table 8

Ongoing Effecta of I/u¥
1972~74 Model Year Cara

Portlagg Pass . : ' Portland Fail ‘ Portland Toral Sample

Eugene

First  Second | - ! After First ~ Second After Flrat Second First . Second

‘ Tnitial Quarterly Quarterly Initial Maintenanca Quarterly Quarterly Initisl Maintenance OQuarterly Quarterly Init!al Quarterly Quarterly,

Odometer (ufles) 53657 56153 ss281 osaey 55453 57647 59849 54115 54385 56733° 58890 . 50510 53302 56064
Tdle HC** (PPM) 148 165 207 - o6 - 153 - 220, . 293 25 150 187 20 BT 254 a3
Idle €O () . 0.9 . 143 L.49 REX R X 1.59° 186 L.70 0 1.49 1.63 s 2,32 .
FTP HC (CPY) ~sn 3.27 328 3,99 2.62 . .41 413 3.45 2.92 '2.32 .62 135 . 312 310
FIP OO (CRW) | M.18 . 3,02 . .63 49.06 373 C 4L26 - 40.6L 35.96 33.62 38.67 38.79 46.32 39,56 o
FIP NOx (GRN)  3.43 153 C3LSL . 326 L2 341 . 3.2 336 3.37 345 3l 3.93 3.9 1.65
1:;:2:; Fuel Ecomomy  16.27 . 14.04 . 1428 15.13 1522 14.81 ©15.08 1.5 14846 14,33 14.53 - 13,95 1620 14.07
Highvay-Fuel Economy 20.62 20,09 - 20.69 . 2181 - . 2050 21.91 21.50 2107 2096 20,50 21,00 20,35 20.26 20,47

(‘IPG}

"7 %Al1 numbers are sample averages, 1.e., not weighted to Teflect the Portland fleet. “Initial" and “After Maintenance” nuﬁhers
differ from Table 5 becausa Yable § includes only vehicles which have completed the second quarterly.retest,

| ##%Baged on measurements taken at thé'cont;nctor'a lab. - Tha lower of tha two curb idle measurements was used as the
idle level for each car. ‘ .
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Table 9

- FT? Em1351on Changes Through the First Six Months after Inspection
(1972-74 Model Year Vehicles, Unweighted)

Increase from Initial Test®
To_Second Quarterly Change per 10,000 Miles

Odometer FIP HC FTP CO FIP NOx FTP HC FTP CO  FTP Nox

Portland

Pass 4624 18 3,45 .08 .39 7.46 .17
'Portlénd . ’ : . :
Fail 4396 1,51 7.88 -.02 3.43 17.93 -.05
Portland : _ | S :
Composite 4535 .70 5.17 .04 1.54 11.40 - .09
‘Fugene 5554  -.25  -3.54  -.28 -45  -6.37 =50 .

- Predicted®* .53 6.15 0.00

*Test after maintenance for failed vehicles.

**4MOBILEl estimates of I/M beneflt are based on the use of equal with and
without I/M deterioration rates glven by the predicted rates in this table
for 1972-74 model year cars.



Table 10
Repairs Performed on Vehicles Failing the State Inspection Test

Model Year Model Year
1972-74 Vehicles ,1975—77 Vehicles

Total Number of Cars 92_ o 99

_ Were the following items repaired, repléced;lor adjusted? (yes)

Spark Plugs = - R 34 - 34
Spark Plug Wires ' o 14 - 27
Points and Condemsor . - 28 - S 11
Distributor Cap amnd Rotor - =~ .~ .. 17 , - 10
Spark Timing Control Devices = 13 o 20
Carburétor : S ‘ 81 89
Choke R oo 46 - - 35
Intake System R 5 7
Air Filter o o 30 o - 38

Engine 0il ' - , - 20 o 17

. Idle Speed _ IR Y T .70
" Timing ' , ‘ — - 46 65
Dwell - - _ o 39 : 9
Air Injection System o 5 6
EGR System i 6 5
PCV System & 4
Valves 7 -2

Maintenance was performed by:

Auto Dealer Service Department . 17 . - 48
Independent Repair Garage . L 38 21
" Service Station G 16 - .18
- Owner S I . 19 : 12
Other L A - 0

No Maintenmance - . 1 B ¢




Repairs Performed on Vehicles Failing the State Inspection Tegt (SIT)

Table 11

{by pollutant failed)

SIT CO Failure*

81T HC Failure*

Both HC and CO. Failure

Model Years 1972-74 1975-77 1972-74 1975-77 1972-74 1875-77
Total Number Cars 64 34 8 13 9 43
Were the following items repaired, replaced, or adjusted? (yes)
Spark Plugs 22 (34.4)%* 8 (23.5) 4 (50.0) 6 (46,2) 3 (33.3) 16 {37.2)
Spark Plug Wires 8 (12.5) 7 (20.6) 2 (25.0) 5 {(38.5) 2 (22.2) 11 (25.6)
Points and Condensors 20 (31.3) 4 (11.8) 2 (25.9) 2 (15.,4) 3 (33.3) 2 (4.7)
Distributor Cap and Rotor 13 {20.3) 3 (8.8) 1 (12.5) 1 (2.7 2 (22.2) 2 (4.7)
Spark Timing Control Devicea 8 (12.5) 5 Q4.7 . 3 (37.5) 3 (23.1) 1 (11.1) 10 (23.3) .
Carburetor 59 (92.2) 32 (94.1) 8 (100.0) 11 (B4.6) 8 (88.9) 39 (90.7)
Choke 34 (53.1) "8 (23.5) 5 (62.5) 5 (38.5) 3 (33.3) 21 (48,.8)
Intake System 2 (3.1) 1 {2.9) 1(12.5 1 (7.7 ¢ (0.0) & (9.3)
Air Filter 20 (31.3) 11 {32.4) 3 (37.5) 4 (30.8) - & (44.4) 20 (46.5)
Engine 011 14 (21.9) 4 (11.8) 2 (25.0) 2 (15.4) 1 (11.1) 8 (18.6)
Idle Speed 32 (50.0) . 21 (61.8) 4 (50,0) 12 (92.3) 5 {55.6) 30 (69,8)
Timing 33 (51.6) . 22 (64.7) 4 (50.0) 9 (69.2) 5 (55.6) 30 (69.8)
Dwell . 29 (45.3) 3 (8.8) 2 (25.0) 1 (7. .. 4 (44.8) 4 (9.3)
Ar Injection System 4 (6.3) "3 (8.8) 0 (0.0} 0 0.0) ¢ (0.0} 3 (7.0}
EGR System 3 4.7 0 (0.0 2 (25.0) 2 (15.4) 0 (0.0} 2 (4.7
PCV System 4 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) o (0.0) 0 {0.0) 3 (7.0)
Valves 5 (7.8) 0 (0.0) 1(2.5 2 {15.4) 0 (0.0} 0 (0.0
Maintenance Was performed byt
Auto Dealer Service Department 15 (23.4) 18 (52.9) 1 (12.5) 8 (61.5) 0 (0.0) 19 (44.2)
Independent Repalr Qntage 26 {40.6) 7 (20.6)} 4 (50.0) Z (15.4) 4 (4b.4) 10 (23.1)
Service Sration 12 (18.8) 7 (20.6) 1 (12.5) 1(0.0 3 (33.3) 9 (20.9)
Owner 11 (171.2) 2 (5.9) 2 (25.0) 2 (15.4) 1 5

*Exclusive, 1.e., includes vehivles which failed one and not the other

*#Numbetry 1n parentheses are percent of column total,

of idle HC and idle €O,

(11.1)

(11.6)

e ] T T e e w



Highway FE 21.03 . 20,75 1.3 19.81 20.13 ~l.6 18.92 19.31

*Exclusive, 1.e. includes vehicles which failed one and not the other of idle HC and idle CO,

**The values have not been weighted to better reflect the Portland fleet.

~
_ Table 12 )
Sample Heaﬁ Emiéaions for 1972-74 ﬁodel Year Vehiclesk*
‘ (By Pollutant Failure)
Idle €O Failurex (64 Vehicles) Idle HC Failure®* {8 Vehicles) Fail Both BC and €O (9 Vehicles)
Before After ] © " Before After % ~ Before - Afrer 4

Maintenance Maintenance Reduction - Maintenance Malntenance Reduction Maintenance Maintenance Reducrion
Idle HC . 210.47 189,38 " 10.0 1187.50 181.25 - 84,7 912.78 - 287.78 68.7
Idle CO 3.63 .15 79.3 66 .22 . 66.7 | 5.99 . .68 88.6
FTIP HC 3.47 j.22 7 .7.2 4.50 2,70 . 40,0 - 9.73 3.00 69.2
FIP CO 57.45 36.75 36.0 . 32,58 30.62 6.0 94.45 35.06 . 62.9
FIP NOx - 312 3.18 -L9 3.28 .11 5.2 3.03 3.92 -29.4
Urbap FE 7 ’14.57 14,63 -t | 13,73 14.10 -2.7 13.09 14,32 -9.4
~2.1



Table 13

Mean Emissions for 1975-77 Model Year Vehlclesh*
(By Pollutant Failure)

Tdle CO Pallure* (34 Vehicles) Idle HC Failnré* (13 Vehicles) _ Fail Botﬁ HC and CO {43 Vehicles)
Before After : b4 ©. Before After z Before ~ After 2
Maintenance Maintenanee Reduction Maintenanece Maintenance Reduction Maintenance Maintenance  Reduction
Tdle HC . 172.06 77.94 54,17 310.00 127.6% 58.8 476,23 : 91.98 - 80.70
Idle CO ‘ 2.39 .30 87.4 . .09 .02 77.8 4.83 , .22 95.4
FTP HC 2,07 - L7 29.0 2.10 1.43 e 344 1.54 55.2
FIP CO | 31.86 17.84 47.3 13.58 14.40 .-6.0 50,16 19.54 l 61.0
FTP NOx 2,72 2.96 -8.8 2.31 2,47 -6.9 2,16 2,12 1.9
Urban FE 15.74 15.86 -.8 13.89 13.26 s 15.17 . 15.20 -0.2
Highway FE 22,45 2225 .9 19.43 .02 - 2.1 21.24  20.62 2.9

*Exclusive, i1.e., includes vehicles which fatled one and not the other of i1dle HC and idle CO.

**Thege values have not been weighted to better reflect the Portlend fleet.

¢ e s e Y e ] e e
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Table 14

Frequency of Fast Deteriorators and Likely Causes¥®

'?, Total Identified in Sample

Carburetor Our of Adjustment
Distributor Malfunction
Choke Operation Failure
Spark Plug Failure

EGR Disabled

Mnknown

*For some vehicles more than ome likely cause was indicated.

1972-74 Model Year Vehicles -

1975-77 Model Year Vehicles

26

15

2

0

20
13

I R =



Figure 1

Ongoing Effects: 1975-77 Model Year
Portland Population Estimated Means

IDLE HC VS, MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)
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Figure 2

Ongoing Effects: 1975-77 Model Year
Portland Population Estimated Means

IDLE CO VS. MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)

3
ysesas PUATLGH ‘
CLiPUIITE
3 e EUGEHE
o
o2
u -
.-
-3}
g N - £
= E///-h
1} £ |
&
E’: | m-s-wﬁ!:mmu-nmmsmu““‘E
[4 APV *
f,éﬂh“,m‘wﬂ\'-““
o 1 1 1 : I
<2888 24682 26506 28806 260868

| ‘
32880
HILERGE

e i o e e i e g e 80

s e totte it s = e avam S ey e e T T




Figure 3

Ongoing Effects: 1975-77 Model Year
Portland Population Estimated keans

FTP HC VS. MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)
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" Figure 4
Ongoing Effects:

1975-77 Model Year
Portland Population Estimated Means

FTP CO VS. MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)
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Ongoing Effects: 1972-74 Model Year Sample Means

FTP HC VS, MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)
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a0l
EAR § . , . G . “wﬁ.
' : : e
. \E '-.:-_‘ ‘-‘f':‘s\f‘&
0. A Lo ia
T wostre PORTLAND
CORPOSITE
2.0l — EUGENT
19 T ) S 1 . | L
bt 5151715 I Lo¥45 18151 54808 SEah S530098 Siudng
BILENGE A




Figure 6

Ongoing Effects: 1972-74 Model Year Sample Means

FTP CO VS. MILEAGE (VEHICLES WITH TWO QUARTERLIES)
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Appendix H

ATR QUALITY TRENDS

Background

Carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants {primarily ozone) are two
important contaminants which are related to motor vehicle emissions.

Carbon monoxide has been and remains the most abundant air contaminant
emitted in the Portland airshed. Motor vehicles are the predominant source
of carbon monoxide emissions contributing 96 percent (796,300 tons per
vear) of the total carbon monoxide emissions in 1977 in the Portland AQMA
area.

The Federal and State carbon monoxide health standard of 10 mg/m3 - 8 hour
average was exceeded B8 days in 19270 at the Burnside monitoring station

in downtown Portland. The worst day recorded that year had a maximum 8
hour average of 20.8 mg/m”.

In contrast to carbon monoxide which usually shows health standard
violations close to high emission areas, oxidants are more of a regional
problem. Health standard violations are usually more wide spread and often
occur away from the emission source. In 1975, a monitoring station was
placed south of Oregon City at Carus which drew attention to the extent

of the problem. Since that time, average hourly oxidant concentrations

as high as 0.23 ppm have been measured. This is well above the present
oxidant standard (0.12 ppm).

In response to The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970, the State of Oregon
developed a Transportation Control Strategy (TCS) to meet the carbon
monoxide and oxidant standards in the Portland area by May 1975 {later
extended to May 31, 1976). These gtrategies were oriented towards motor
vehicles as they represent the majority of the emissions that lead to these
violations. The City of Portland and the Department of Environmental
Quality developed such a strategy which was submitted to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) by the Governor on April 13, 1973 and subsequently
approved.

The transportation control strategy consisted of the four major elements:

New Motor Vehicle Program ~— Federal responsibility
Inspection/Maintenance (I/M) Program —— State responsibility
Mass Transit Improvements -- Tri-Met responsibility

Traffic Flow and Circulation Improvements -~ Local Government
responsibility

F TR Xy

All of these elements have been implemented and their effectiveness was
reported on in 1976. 1In 19277 Congress amended the Clean Air Act and set
new timetables for meeting clean air goals. Recently, EPA has adopted

a major change in the ambient health standards for oxidants.



As a result of this strategy, carbon monoxide emissions as well as the
number of carbon monoxide health standard violation days have decreased
in the Portland downtown area.

However, violations of the federal health standards are still occurring
for both carbon monoxide and oxidants. Earlier projections had indicated
that these violations would decrease more rapidly than what is now being
cbserved. This may be due to federal delays in the new car program,

the implementation of biennial rather than annual inspection/maintenance,
and rapid growth in the area.

Implementation

When the federal government introduced the new car program, the aim was

to reduce the individual auto pollutants by 90%. By reducing these
individual sources, the aggregate emissions would then be reduced.

However, even with the first pollution controls, their in-use effectiveness
was not up to expectations. As Congress passed the Clean Air Act of 1270,
and the State's inherited the job of its implementation, the facts
available showed that the federal new car program was not adequate to
achieve our nation's air quality goals within most of the US major cities,

The cars and trucks of the late 60's and early 70's were produced with
designs that started on the first steps toward cleaner vehicles. Oregon
proposed a vehicle emigssion inspection/maintenance program to reinforce
the potential benefits of these new designed automobiles. Coupled with
these programs, additional transportation strategies were proposed to
maximize these benefits, especially for our congested urban areas.
Congested urban areas, though not always limited to downtown, are often
areas where carbon monoxide standards are exceeded. In Oregon, downtown
Portland is the only area that has a full transportation control stategy
in effect.

But the step between the numerous sources, in this case automobiles, and
ambient air guality is complicated. Analyzing the trends in various areas
requires the recognition of regional and local differences; primarily
meteorology, sensor placement, and traffic, as well as the existence of

an I/M program.

The importance of meteorology is guite apparent. For carbon monoxide,

the highest concentrations are measured during the fall and winter periods.
It is during these seasons that atmospheric inversions are usually
strongest and most frequent. At the same time, temperatures are colder

and carbon monoxide emissions are higher from their primary source, motor
vehicles. Conversely, photochemical oxidants reach their highest
concentrations during the summer months. Oxidants are not directly emitted
by motor vehicles, but are formed in the presence of sunlight from
hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen, the other requlated pollutants from



motor vehicles., Meteorology can affect these different pollutants causing
higher concentrationg {and often health standard violationg) during
different times of the year.

One of the analyses used in this section is a comparison of air quality
trends between Portland, Salem, and Eugene. This gives one way of
gualitatively evaluating inspection/maintenance and the total
transportation control sgtrategy. These cities are usually under the
influence of the same large-~scale meteorological patterns, though
differences also exist that complicate comparisons.

A comparison of one local difference is shown in Figure J. Average wind
speeds, Pigure 1, are different for each city. High speeds, however, tend
to occur at the same time in all three cities. The same is true of low
speeds, There would also tend to be local differences in other factors
such as inversion heights, wind direction, atmospheric stability, and
precipitation. Variations in regional traffic are shown in Figure 2,

In this figure, areawide traffic trends indicate increases in all three
cities. This is an important consideration when comparing air quality
trends. But again, local differences complicate comparisons. Receptor
location, that is the location where the air quality data is gathered,
can also affect the absolute values of the air quality data. Because of
these local variations, qualitative as well as guantitative analysis
developed by modeling technigues, is advisable. Additicnally trends over
long periods of time are more important than short-term variations.

Carbon Monoxide Trends

Carbon monoxide health standard violations are usually the result of high
traffic volumes and congested traffic combined with poor meteorology.

The central business district (CBD) is a major area of concern in Portland,
as are CBD's in any other city.

Figure 3 shows the effectiveness of the Portland Transportation Control
Strategy {(TCS)} in reducing carbon monoxide emissions near the Portland CAMS
{Continuous Air Monitoring Station) which is on West Burnside in the CBD.
Inspection/maintenance is an important element of this strategy in reducing
emigsions. In comparing this emission reduction curve with the measured
carbon monoxide health standard vioclations in Figure 4, similar variations
may be noted in both curves., Carbon monoxide air quality has improved
substantially since 1970 in line with reduced emissions.

Another way of evaluating TCS including inspection/maintenance benefits

ig to compare long term carbon monoxide concentrations at Portland with
cities that do not have inspection/maintenance. Figqures 5A through 5C
compare long term carbon mconoxide trends at the two Portland monitoring
stations with those at Salem. These figures show that the long term carbon
monoxide concentrations, since 1974, have increased in Salem. During the
same period the average carbon monoxide concentrations at two Portland



F ‘ GURE 1 . A comparison of average

wind speeds at the Portland, Salem, and Eugene
girports by vyear.
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F l GURE 2 . A comparison of regional
traffic trends in Portland, Salem, and Eugene.
. After a traffic volume decrease in 1974, traffic
has been on a steady increase in three areas.
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FIGURE 3

PORTLAND TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY EFFECTIVENESS OF REDUCING CARBON MONOXIDE

EMISSIONS BY SUB-ELEMENT AT THE PORTLAND CAMS# STATIONS
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Carbon Monoxide Concentration (mg/ms?) »

Carbon Monoxide Concentration (mg/m?) P

FIGURE SA
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area monitoring stations have remained relatively constant., During this
time regional traffic has increased in both cities and Portland's
Transportation Control Strategy, including I/M, has been implemented.

As inspection/maintenance as well as other parts of TCS began in Portland
during 1975, the programg have been instrumental in preventing increased
average carbon monoxide concentrations. At the same time, violations of
the carbon monoxide health standard have decreased. Recent comparisons
of data from Seattle, where a TCS without I/M was implemented, also
supports this £inding,

Future carbon monoxide air quality projections for Portland CAMS are shown
in figure 6. This figure is based on EPA motor vehicle emission factor
data and average traffic projections in the Portland central business
district. Three projections are shown, one for no inspection/maintenance
program, one for an annual program, and one for Portland's biennial
program. Of the three curves, the one for Portland's biennial program

is the least accurate. Thig is because meaningful emissions benefit data
is not available for the full two-year pericd following inspection/
maintenance. With inspection/maintenance, compliance will be achieved

at Portland CAMS substantially sooner than it would with no program. The
latest air quality analysis shows that some streets in the Portland area
may be in violation of federal carbon monoxide ambient health standards
through 1987. This is in spite of benefits from TCS including inspection/
maintenance. But without inspection/maintenance, these areas would be
much larger.

The 1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act require the states to be in
compliance with the federal carbon monoxide health standard by 1983,
However, these amendments provide for a possible extension of this date
to as late as December 31, 1987. However, states must demonstrate that
compliance is not possible before December 31, 1982, despite the
implementation of all reasonably available measures (including
inspection/maintenance).

Hydrocarbons and Oxidant Formation

Photochemical oxidants result primarily from a relatively slow series of
chemical reactions between oxidant precursor compounds in the presence

of sunlight. The precursors are organic compounds (eg. hydrocarbons) and
nitrogen oxides, primarily emitted from motor wvehig¢les and stationary
sources. Recent studies have shown that oxidants and their precursor
compounds have been transported anywhere from 5 to greater than 50 miles
downwind of urban areas. Department data indicates that maximum oxidant
concentrations generally occur anywhere from 13 to 30 miles from downtown
Portland. It is believed the major precursor emission sources causing
oxidant violations south of the City of Portland are motor vehicles and
stationary sources, eg. bulk fuel storage and transfer operations, located
in the greater Portland Metropolitan area including the urbanized
Vancouver , Washington area.



ki @
FIGURE &
Ly PROJECTED PORTLAND €80 CO EMISSIONS BY YEAR
V\\,
~
\ T~
~.
\\ ~.
50 - \ ) \—-..\
v
~,
Z \ \ "~
< \ '\ . .
= \\ . Avto Emissions
i ! . «  withouyt /M
= \\ — \’ ¢ /
U‘ Y o \\ \.D-
2 AN .
o N \.
= NN \ ~.
<2 P ~ '\'
:— ., ~ ~.
= > N -
S 2 3 - ’ ~ ~.
Y SN ~
PR ~ .,
] o
ey \ »
LLisgh o o —
'{‘j‘f Lot tmission Reduction o \\ e
}—‘31 - i’rt_zm 1a77 Erjﬁistsio: -Levells ‘\\\ \ Projected T -
’,32 oy Needed to Attain Standards o ~G Auto Emissions with
- At Portland CAMS.** Further | \\\ .. Biennial I/M. The position
reductions may be necessary "“'-...,,__. =~af _this line is approximate¥*
to attain standards at all Q Se—— e ——
areas within Portland. \
T ~Auto Emissions
10 ™ - With Annual I/M
*This is because biennial "Appendix N" ‘
{/M credits are not accurately known.
*%Partland CAMS is Tocated on 718 Y. Burnside.

4
po

80

i3
i

a0

CALEMDAR YLAR }



The former Federal oxidant health standard of 160 ug/ma, 1 hour maximum
wasg exceeded 7 times in 1970 witgin downtown Portland. The worst day that
year reached a level of 294 ug/m~. This standard was exceeded on 14 days
in 1971. However, data collected at the Carus monitoring station {(about

7 miles south of Oregon City) which began operation in 1975, indicates
that the oxidant problem is greater than anticipated. In 1977, there were
42 violations of that standard at the Carus monitoring station.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has recently adopted a major
change in the ambient health standards for oxidants. ,This health standard
has been Eelaxed from 0.08 ppm (which equals 160 ug/m™) to 0.12 ppm

(235 ug/m™) measured as ozonhe, the most abundant product of photochemical
oxidation. These new oxidant standards will still show the area around
Portland (primarily Milwaukie and Carus) as being in noncompliance.
Currently, Bugene is the only metropolitan area within the state that will
change from a noncompliance to a compliance status because of the new
health standards.

The reduction of hydrocarbon emissions is a major concern for reducing
oxidant violation days. 1In Portland, these emissions are being reduced
from two strategies. Motor vehicle emissions are being regulated by the
Portland Transportation Control Strategy. However, oxidants are a regional
problem. Traffic flow improvements which mainly concern the CBD are not

a major contributor to area wide emission reductions. 'Thus the main
portions of the Transportation Control Strategy for reducing these
emissions are inspection/maintenance and the federal new car program.
Another control strategy involves hydrocarbon evaporative emissions. These
emissions result from sources such as petroleum transportation and
marketing, from surface coating (painting), dry cleaning, printing, and
other miscellaneous operations. A rule was adopted by the Environmental
Quality Commission during 1978 to reduce future emissions from these
sources. A summary of the impact of these two control strategies is shown
in Figure 7.



Figure 7
Hydrocarbon Emissions Inventory
Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality Maintenance Area

Estimated Hydrocarbon Emissions (tons/year)

Source 1977 1982

Motor Vehicles 72,403 38,569%*

Other Transportation 3,534 3,978

Petroleum Storage & Marketing 13,175 6,660%*

Surface Coating 10,348 8,520%%*

Industrial Processes 632 701

Miscellaneous 9,118 9,325%%

109,270 67,753 38% expected

decrease
1977-1982

* Includes reductions from biennial vehicle I/M as well as from the Federal
New Car Program.

**% Includes reductions expected from the Volatile Organic Compound rules.

"his Ffigure shows that a considerable reduction is expected in these
emisgions. However, as motor vehicle emissions are reduced, the non-
transportation related emissons become more important.

Long term hydrocarbon ambient trends have shown increases during the period
1973 to 1978 at the two hydrocarbon monitoring stations within the
Willamette Valley, Portland and Eugene. The following table illustrates
ambient hydrocarbon trends in Portland and Eugene.



Ambient Hydrocarbon Concentrations
In Portland and Eugene

Annual Geometr i¢ Mean Hydrocarbon Concentrations

Station 1973 1977 Percent Change
Portland 1179 ug/m3 1456 ug/m3 + 23%
Eugene 658 1395 + 112%

Portland and Eugene have roughly comparable hydrocarbon emissions
inventories. While the magnitude of emissions is different, the
contribution from motor vehicles is about the same. Both cities have
transportation control strategies; however, Portland currently has a more
comprehensive program than Bugene, Also, inspection/maintenance is not

a part of the transportation control strategy in Eugene. During 1973 to
1977, Eugene hydrocarbon ambient concentrations have grown at a faster
rate than in Portland.

With the new federal health standards for oxidants, Portland will still
be in non-attainment status. This is because violations of the new
standard occur downwind of the Portland area. These are usually measured
at the Carus monitoring site. Oxidants are formed most rapidly under
sunshine and warm temperatures. In Portland, this usually results during
summer north wind conditions. This explains why oxidant health standard
violations usually occur to the south of town.

The dependence of oxidant formation on temperature is illustrated by
comparing Figure 8 with Figure 9. 1In Figure 8, average cooling degree
days by vear are shown. These are a measure of annual air conditioning
reguirements. Figure 9 compares the number of days per year where ozone
concentrations exceeded 160 micrograms per cubic meter (the former federal
health standard). A comparison of these two figures show that temperature
is an important variable to consider when reviewing oxidant data. For
example, the year 1976 was unusually cool and reflects the lower ozone
concentrations observed.

In Milwaukie and downtown Portland, the number of days exceeding the former
health standard has changed little since I/M began in the Portland area
(1275). The limited data at the Carus monitoring site resembles trends
being observed at Milwaukie.

Current estimates using the EKMA (Empirical Kinetic Model Analysis) Model
show that a 30% decrease in hydrocarbon emissions from 1977 levels is
needed to attain oxidant standards at the Carus site. This is based on
the new federal oxidant health standard of 0.12 ppm ozone.
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With the hydrocarbon emigsions reductions expected due to inspection/
maintenance, the Federal new car program, and the wvolatile organic compound
tules, a 38% decrease is expected to be achieved by the end of 1982.

Although this model projects compliance by 1983, there are complicating
variables which may underestimate this compliance date. Besides traffic
trends, long-term emission characteristics of newer cars are not well
known. There is some indication that these emissions may be higher than
expected. This problem is addressed in Appendices D and F. However,
without inspection/maintenance, compliance with the new national health
standards would not be possible.

Summary

The 1977 Amendments to the Clean Air Act require compliance with the
federal health standards for both carbon monoxide and oxidants by
December 31, 1982, They also provide for a possible extension to as late
as December 31, 1987. However, any extension requires the states to
demonstrate that compliance is not possible before December 31, 1982
despite the implementation of all reasonably available control measures
{including inspection/ maintenance). The Federal government has recently
relaxed their health standards for the maximum hourly ambient oxidant
concentrations. Even with this change, (from 0.08 ppm to 0.12 ppm oxidant
concentration measured as ozone,) Portland will still be in wviolation of
oxidant standards.

Carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants (measured as ozone) are the

two pollutants which are primarily related to motor vehicle emissions.

The Portland Transportation Control Strategy, of which inspection/
maintenance is an important element, has been instrumental in reducing
carbon monoxide health standard violation days and in preventing increased
oxidant health standard violation days. For carbon monoxide, a close
relationship was shown between motor vehicle emission reductions and the
number of violation days of the federal health standards.

A current air quality analysis of the relationship between carbon monoxide
emissions and ambient concentrations indicates that a 45% emission
reduction from 1977 levels is required to meet the Federal carbon monoxide
heaith standard at the Portland CAMS. However, the latest air quality
analysis iz showing that a larger emission reduction will be needed to
meet these standards in all parts of the metropolitan area. Even with TCS
{including the present inspection/maintenance program) it appears that
some streets in the area will still be in violation of carbon monoxide
ambient standards in 1987. Without inspection/maintenance, this would

be a much larger problem.



The main thrust of the contrel strategy to reduce oxidant violations
involves reducing hydrocarbon emissions. These are an important precursor
in oxidant formation. Between 1977 and 1982, approximately a 38% decrease
in hydrocarbon emissions is expected from inspection/maintenance, the
federal new car program and the new volatile organic compound rules. This
is greater than the ERMA model prediction of the hydrocarbon emission
reduction that is necessary to attain compliance with the new federal
oxidant health standard. Although variables exist which could cause
oxidant compliance to be achieved sometime after 1982, this compliance
would not be possible without an inspection/maintenance program.



APPENDIX T
Population Growth and Traffic Pattern Trends

In 1974, the Oregon Legislature established the boundaries for
the vehicle inspection prodgram. The legislatively set program area is
the boundaries, existing on March 13, 1974, of the Metropolitan Service
District (MSD), formed under ORS Chapter 268 and including the City of
Portland. Vehicles registered within the MBD are subject to DEQ's clean
air test.

The Portland Metropolitan Area has grown both in population and in
traffic volume. This section reviews trends in traffic patterns as they
relate to the inspection program coverage.

Population

The MSD covers portions of Multnomah, Washington, and Clackamas
counties., While population information is available for the individual
counties, it is not readily available for the MSD itself. Probably the
best indicator of working population, including Clark County, Washington
residents within the Metropolitan area, is information from Oregon
Department of Revenue, income tax filings by county. This is summarized
in Table 1.

Table 1

Oregon State Income Tax Filings

{1969~76)
County 1969 Returns 1974 Returns 1976 Returns Growth/Yr.
Mul tnomah 223,257 (65%) 232,400 (58%) 229,500 (55%) 0.4%
Washington 52,511 (16%) 74,600 (19%) 81,700 (20%) 7.9%
Clackamas 55,871 (16%) 75,800 (19%) 81,500 (20%) 6.5%
Clark Co., Washington 12,804 (4%) 17,900 (5%) 19,600 ({5%) 7.6%

Total 344,450 400,700 412,300

This table shows that the area's growth has been occurring in the
three counties which surround Multnomah County. Further, the arowth has
been at about the same rate in these surrounding counties, with Washington
County showing a small lead. Multnomah County, on the other hand, has
shown little growth, and most recently a slight decline. As compared to
the greater Metropolitan area, Multnomah County population has decreased
from 65% to 55% of the total population. Thus, population iz increasing
within the area but not evenly throughout the area. The growth is
occurring in the suburbs as opposed to the central Metropolitan area.

Vehicle Registration

Table 2 shows passenger car registration figures for the ten Oregon
counties with highest passenger vehicle registrations. As expected, the
counties associated with the Portland Metropolitan Area are at the top
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of the list. Lane County is alsoc high on the list, but includes the
State's second largest metropolitan area.

In general, growths have occurred in both vehicle registrations and
in population with the exception of Multnomah County. However, vehicle
registrations have been growing at a rate of over twice that of population
growths. Again, the highest growth rates (both in population and vehicle
regigtrations) are occurring in Clackamas and Washington Counties., On
the other hand, Multnomah County, the State's most populous, shows no
population growth but still shows some growth in vehicle regisgtrations.

Table 2
Estimated 1978% Growth Estimated Growth
Passenger Car since 1978%% since
County Registrations 1970 Population 1970
1. Multnomah 393,315 19% 549,000 =1%
(Portland)
2. Lane 207,981 62% 262,300 +23%
{Eugene}
3. Clackamas 179,339 100% 220,000 +32%
{(Portand/
Oregon City}
4, Washington 160,733 83% 215,800 +36%
{Portland/
Beaverton)
5. Marion 147,948 04% 187,300 +24%
{Salem)
6. Jackson 106,233 79% 124,500 +32%
{Medford)
7. Douglas 74,465 68% 85,700 +1.9%
" (Roseburg)
8. Linn 69,859 61% 88,300 +23%
{(Albany)
9. Klamath 50,729 56% 58,700 +17%
(Klamath Falls)
10. Coos 50,413 49% 63,200 +12%
{Coos Bay)

*Data from the Oregon Motor Vehicles Division.

**Data from Portland State University (Center for Population Research and
Census).



Morning Traffic Trends

Figure 1 shows the average morning traffic into and out of Portiand
for June 1978. Besides showing total vehicle counts, it shows the growth
in traffic counts which has occurred since 1970, and the number of Oregon
vs. out-of-state vehicles.

Traffi¢ counts show substantial increases over the eight year period
at almost all locations. The largest increases have occurred in the
northern part of Interstate 5 and at the Vista Ridge Tunnel (Highway 26).

A rather interesting situation is that traffic out-of-town during the
morning rush hour at these two locations has ingreased substantially more
than traffic into town. At the Interstate Bridge, morning commuter traffic
out-of-town is now almost as great as it is into town. This indicates

a changing pattern with Oregon workers now being attracted into Washington.
Also, shopping malls exist on both sides of the Interstate Bridge bringing
shoppers both ways.

The growth of the Tualatin Valley area has resulted in substantial
increases (averaging 112%) in traffic through the Vista Ridge Tunnel.
Although traffic counts show a definite towards-town pattern, traffic
counts out-of-town have increased by a whopping 138%.

The Banfield Freeway, with the highest traffic counts of the area
towards town, shows a relatively small growth rate. This is because peak
traffic volumes have approached the freeway's capacity.

Traffic across the Morrison bridge is the only regular monitoring
location which shows a decrease (11-14%) over the eight-year period.
Traffic Control Strategies (TCS) have been in effect in the downtown area
and this may be an indicator of some success for that program.

As expected, the largest amount of out-of-state traffic comes in over
the Interstate bridge. Some 8500 out-of-state vehicles come in over the
bridge during that morning period, and only 500 continue on the I-5 freeway
south of town. The 8000 net out-of-state vehicles, while representing
a good share of the freeway traffic, only represents about 1% of the
three-county vehicle population.

Cross Boundary Traffic

A. Multnomah County

Figure 2 shows 1978 average daily traffic on major roads across the
Multnomah County boundaries. Although traffic counts have increased since
1970, the relative share of traffic coming in from abutting counties has
remained about the same. The largest number of vehicles (29% each) enter
from Clackamas and Washington counties. This is closely followed by Clark
County, Washington which contributes 25% of the cross-boundary traffic.
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However, not all of the Clark County traffic comes from out-of-state, nor
does it all represent commuter traffic from Clark County. It should be
noted that the interstate bridge traffic also includes Oregon vehicles
commuting into Washington and other through traffic on the interstate
system. Columbia and Hood River counties each contribute 3% of the
boundary crossing traffic.

B, Current Vehicle Inspection Boundaries

The current vehicle inspection boundaries were legislatively
established as the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) boundaries as
existing on March 13, 1974. This area is shown in figure 3. Figure 3
also shows the 1978 average daily traffic (ADT) across those boundaries.
During 1977, there was an average of 207,300 ADT on the main roads in and
out of the MSD. Assuming a worst case condition that all of this traffic
is registered outside the MSD, then 14% of the passenger vehicles operating
within the MSD would be from outside the vehicle inspection area.

Of these vehicles from outside the area, most travel on I-5. On
the north, traffic through Clark County, Washington accounts for almost
half of the cross traffic. On the south, I-~5 accounts for an additional
23%. Clackamas and Washington counties each contribute about 10% while
Columbia and Hood River counties account for the remainder.

The Department did an additional study of Oregon license plates
observed in parking lots within the Portland area to gauge out of area
impact. This study showed that about 12% of the Oregon vehicles were from
outside the area,

In comparing average traffic across MSD boundaries vs. Multnomah
county boundaries (figures 3 and 2), it can be seen that there is
considerably less traffic through the larger MSD area. Traffic counts
crossing Multnomah County lines are about twice that crossing MSD
boundaries.

C. New vs. 01ld MSD Boundaries

Recently the MSD boundaries were reorganized to an area which includes
a smaller area of Washington County and a larger area of Clackamas County.
This area is shown in figure 4.

Should the Legislature adopt the new MSD boundaries for the inspection
program area, there would be a small net loss in program coverage. It
is projected that there would be a net increase of some 8400 ADT {or 4%)
of the total cross-traffic through the area. The majority of this
increased cross-traffic results from a smaller area of Washington County
being included. On the posgitive =zide, the new boundaries would give
increased coverage on the southern and eastern portions. These areas
include several new suburban communities.
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Summary

Both population and traffic counts have increased substantially
gsince 1970. However, traffic counts have grown at a rate at least twice
the rate of population growth. Further, this growth is mainly occurring
in the suburban areas. The one area where traffic has decreased 1is in
the central business district (as measured by traffic over the Morrison
bridge).

Currently, it is estimated that on the order of 14% of the vehicles
operating within the MSD area come From outside the area. BShould the new
MSD boundaries (outlined in ORS Chapter 665) be adopted for inspection
boundaries, it is estimated that there would be a slight decrease in
program coverage. This would result mainly from smaller areas of
Washington County and northwest Multnomah County being covered. Growth
has been occcurring thoughout the suburban area, both for living and
working. Strategies that are only aimed at downtown will not address
the needs of the expanding areas.
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APPENDIX J

Private Contractor Operation of Inspection Maintenance Program.

buring the last Legislative session, ORS 468.377 was amended to
require the Commission make a determination of the most cost effective
method of conducting the inspection program, and if the finding were such,
provide for the contracting of the inspection service to private industry.
At its September Commission meeting, the Environmental Quality Commission
made a determination that given the statutory structure of the program,
i.e., biennial nature, and the other statutory restraints, that there would
be increased costs to the public if the inspection program were franchised
to private enterprise at this time. That Commission report is included
in this appendix. It should be noted that pending the 1979 Legislative
session the contractor vs. State options will again be reviewed.



Environmental Quality Commission

Ouert w. sRAG | pOST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON $7207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda [tem No. M , September 22, 1978, EQC Meeting

Status Report Contractor Operation v.s. State Operation
of the Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Program.

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission through the Department of Environmental
Quality has the responsibility of conducting a motor vehicle emission inspection
program in the greater Portland metropolitan area, This activity is part of the
State's Implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act. In developing the
current inspection program, one of the options considered was that of having a
private contractor or a franchise operator operate the program for the State.

In 1972 the Department's Motor Vehicle technical advisory committee conc¢luded

that state owned and operated inspection stations would be the most practical

and effective inspection svystem, but added that the option of .allowing state

owned inspection stationstobeprivately operated under strict state supervision,

or franchise inspection stations, should be further considered. During and
immediately after that time there was little interest from the private sector,

for private contractor operation as the whole area of Inspection and Maintenance
(1/M) Programs was new and undeveloped. Additionally, current legislation clearly
optioned private garage testing which the Commission rejected for a variety of
reasons.

As the Department implementad and developed the inspection program there was no
change in this perception. So when the Commission adopted the inspection program
rules in 1975, the State became the operator of the program.

On July 1, 1975 the mandatory phase of Oregon's |/M program began. The require-
ments for compliance were tied to vehicle registration, and thus testing and
compliance for autos was reguired every two vears in conjunction with license
renewals.

In 1976 the Speaker of the Oregon House appcinted a task force to study the effects
and operation of the Department's inspection program. The task force concluded
that the inspection program was a reasonable control for automotive air pollution
in the Portland metropolitan area. The task force also concluded that the private
contractor operation was an alternative to the State's operation.
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In the Commission's Report on the inspection program to the 1977 Legislature, the
Commission conciuded that private contractor cperation was a viable alternative

to the State's operation. ORS 468.377 (HB2298), attached as Appendix A, requires
the Commission to determine the most cost effective method of conducting the motor
vehicle emission inspection program. This act provides that upon finding that
savings to the public and increased efficiency would result and that the quaiity

of the program would adequately be maintained, the Commission may contrzct with the
private sector for the operation of the inspection program.

The Legisliature has left to the Commission the determination of the methodology
of the inspection program and has directed the Commission to evaluate a private
contractor operation. The Legislature has reserved to itself, however, the
maximum allowed inspection fee, the testing frequency, the inspection area
boundarias, and all of the other statutory structure within which the program
must operate.

For the purposes of this analysis no conjecture as to Legistative action will he
made. There are too many variabies such as annual program operation, boundary re-
evaluation, fee structure and other non-attainment areas to attempt to estimate

-

the various scenarios. -
Based onn ORS 468.377 there are two options for the Commission's consideration:
State Operated System ‘
Private Con;ractor
ORS 468.377 (HB2298) established the following criteria for evaluation:
Savings to the Public.

Increased Efficiency.

Quality be adequately maintained.

Evaluation

In evaluating the major alternatives, state operation and private contractor
operation, it is necessary to determine the various benefits and liabilities
that accrue from each system. For the purposes of this presentation it is as-
sumed that there are no differences in air quality benefits between approaches
and that all existing statutory restraints remain. A listing of the major
benefits and liabilities for the two options will be made and will include a
brief discussion of the various items.




STATE OPERATION

With the current state operated system, the following are listed as benefits:
It is an existing and established program.

It is State operated and there is no service
industry conflict.

There is a sound technical applicaticn of a
solution to the problem.

There is no general fund expenditure.
The program has flexibility,

As an existing and established |/M program, the program is operating and doing

its job. The citizens in the area (the Portland area MSD) know that it is required,
where the stations are, and are aware of what is expected. As the program s
.operated by the state, there is a definite line drawn between the testing and
compliance and the automotive service industry. '

While there were some start up costs for the voluntary program, the program is
currently self supporting through the fees received. Only those citizens who

live in the affected area pay fees which support the testing and compliance efforts.
There are no monies appropriated from the State's general fund and as such, the
program does not affect the overall tax structure.

While considering the ~alternatives, program flexibility is a benefit to
consider. This flexibility has allowed the Department to participate in various
federal studies such as the EPA Portiand Project, a survey on the use of unleadad
fuel, changes in operating schedule to provide improved sarvice to the

public, and the ability to reduce service when the demand drops, as it does
because of Oregon's blennial registration. The internal flexibility also allows
us to monitor our own quality control and expand internal studies.

With the current state operated system, the following are listed as liabilities:
it is another state bureaucracy.

Program appearance is compromised to keep costs
within budget. ' :

Public relations promotions are 1imited.

The program operates with limited resources.




A discussion of the appearance of government and buresaucracy could, especially in
this ‘time of extreme tax consciousness, go on indefinitely. However, as a
government agency, the Department must operate its inspection program within the
laws, rules, regulation and procedures of the State. Hiring, firing and layoffs
are done under very specific procedures. Purchasing of equipment and suppiies
are all done under the guidelines and requirements of Dept. of General Services
(DGS). The leasing of facilities (all DEQ test stations, except Powell St., are
privately owned and on the tax rolls) again falls under very specific procedures
from DGS. The above are procedural limitations that affect state government
operation. But just the perception of the bureaucracy by the pubiic itself is
often a liabiltity.

Operational and cost considerations have resulted in 2 compromise soclution to
facilities appearance. This is listed as a liability because impressive facilities
often have a tendency to set the motorlst at ease. However, one consultant who
recently visited Portland to study our program, stated that she was impressed with
ocur ''imaginative and thorough utilization of existing facilities and resources''.

PublTe relations is the one area where a state operated system could be said to

be deficient. State government historically has relied upon the news media and
public service announcements to convey information to the public. Philosophically
government tries to provide adeguate information to its citizens for them to make
a decision. Contrasting this, a private sector is in the positicn to ''sell' or
‘'merchandise!’ its product or service and therefore c¢an advertise and sell the
program to an extent that may not be appropriate for the State.

The program as constituted operates within limited resources. The program is

funded only by the fees received. There is no additional funding by the Legislature.
With the State's biennial budget process, all expenditures are planned for the two
vear budget period. This budget is approved by the Legislature.

~PRIVATE .CONTRACTOR OFPERATICON

Private Contractor operation of the state mandated inspection program has been
implemented in Arizona and California. Arizonma's program has been in operation

for several years. California's program is scheduled to commence January 1, 1379.

In a private contractor operation, the state contracts to the private sector for

the total operation of the inspection program to state specifications. The following
wauld be 3 listing of the major benefits of a contractor operation:

Less inconvenience to the motorist.
Potentially improved diagnostics.

Automated test equipment.




Better geographic coverage.

Potentially better or more uniform
appearing facilities.

Better merchandising of program.
Reduced State Budget.
Non-government jobs.

A private contractor as part of a final contract might be able to improve service
over the State operation through more and better locations, improved hours and
staffing, and automated equipment., These items would need to be detailed in the
contract so that the overall effect would be to improve the test-motorist interface and
bring about less inconvenience and better service to the motorist while the same

time of meeting air pollution goals.

The automation of the test procedure and data collection and analysis has many
desirable aspects. There is no indication that the overal! test time would be
reduced. Automation would, however, totally structure the test and the pass-fail
decision would be removed from the Iinspection personnel and be made by machine.
This would remove the concern that an individual inspector could personally bias

a test result. The implementation and degree of automation would be specified in -
the contract and could materially affect contract cost.

A private contractor should be able to provide better geographic coverage of an
area than the State. The contractor, having contractural obligations to fulfilt,
being gquaranteed of a long term operation, and having amoritization as a tool,
would be able to set up in areas that are currently outside of the existing
financial capability of the State. This would be true for some areas currently
in the program boundaries and other areas should program boundaries change. The
station density and geagraphic coverage would be part of the contract.

A potential benefit that would result from a private contractor operation would
be a more uniform appearance of the testing facilities and better geographic
coverage of the area. Judging from existing contractor programs (Arizona and
California), facilities appearances would be improved. In e2ach of these states, —
the contractor undertook a major capital program in terms of facilities
construction. Design criteria and station locations would need to be part of the
contract specifications and may affect the total cost. ’

Increased public awarness and understanding of program objectives may result from

private contractor operation of the state's 1/M program. Here the private
contractor can draw on resources usually unavailable to the state. The private
contractor would be in the position to merchandise this service and increase public
awarness and understanding of the purpose of the program. The degree of advertising,
public relations, and promotions could be part of the contract between a private
firm and the State.




A major benefit would be the reduction in State budget. This would not neces-
sarily affect Gregon's General Fund, since the program s currently operating

on fee income {dedicated funds). It would reduce this dedicated fund and thus
the overall State budget since the State would no longer be collecting the fees,
administering the program, hiring the inspectors and caring for the facilities.
The State would derive some income from a contractor operated 1/M program. The
monies derived would be subject to the final contract negotiations, and would
have to be sufficient to cover the State's surveillance costs so as not to re-
quire any general fund support.

As currently constituted, the program if operated by a contractor would provide
for the elimination of some 15-70 government jobs. The number varies because
of the biennial nature of the program. Arizona's totally automated lanes re-
quire about 2% persons per lane for a computer controlled dynamometer test.
_Currently, Oregon averages about 2% persons per lane over the year for a manual
idle test. The contractor operation would provide for an approximately eduiva-~
lent number of jobs in the private sector.

The following would be the liabilities or disadvantages of the contractor oper-=
ation, ’

Lack of flexibility due to contract terms.
Change in program format.

Fixed contract length.

Fee structure.

Expansion of system.

State staff audit team.

Potentially increased costs to cover profit.

Increased testing lanes and gueuing
without additional facilities.

Here the discussion turns to supposition based upon a preliminary proposal sub-
mitted by a potential contractor, Hamilton Test Systems. While the Proposal is
dated, the basics in that proposal point ocut some of the advantages and disadvan-
tages of a private contractor operation. The document is attached as Appendix B.

Once a contract is signed with a private contractor, the contract becomes the per-
formance document. Any required change in performance due to Commission action,
Legislative mandate, or operation requirements wcould require contract modification
and contract renegotiation. Each contract modification potentially could affect
the cost of the contract.
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Changing the program operation from a state operation to one operated by a
private contractor could promote an adverse reaction from the public. The
terms and transition would have to be detailed in the contract. Sufficient
public information would need to be disseminatad tc adequately inform the
public of the changes in operator, the reasons for the change, and any other
procadural changes that might occur as a result of private contractor.

A contract would be entered into between the State and a private contractor.
Should the Legislature decide tc abolish the program or cancel the comtract,
for whatever reason, there would be buy-out costs unless the contract were
to run its full term. Arizona's contract is for five years. Associated
close out costs would be a function of the contract.

The current fee structure allows for a $5 charge. Current Department prac-
tice interprets this as $5 charge for each certificate of compliiance issued.
While Department projections indicate that we may have to change that policy
and charge for testing as opposed to certificates only, a charge per test is
currently the method of funding existing contractor inspection programs. In
Arizona the fee structure is $5 fee which includes one free retest. I[n Cali-
fornia the inspection fee is estimated at $13.00 per certificate with free
retests. e

With the contractor operation there would be the requirement of the: State audit
team, While a variation of this is being done in the existing regime, it would
be necessary ko continue on a more formaiized and structed basis an audit of
quality control. The limits and extent of this audit of the contractor would
be detailed in any contract. Also included in a contract would be details

~ covering contractor payment schedules, testing rates, and performance levels.

{f the program were contracted to the private sector and assuming costs remained
the same or cost reductions over current practices were implementad, the private
sector requires a return on i{ts investment. As a measure of the magnitude of
that profit the PUC currently provides for a '"fair'' return on investment for
the major public utilities. The contracting of the program to a private con-
tractor could be considered similar to the establishment of a public utilfity.

Appendix B was provided to the State and is based. upon biennial operation.
Biennial operation versus annual operation is a legislative option. Unless a
contract specifies geographic coverage and test lane density, a contractor could
consolidate existing operations and provide more centrally located higher voiume
testing facilities. This would have the disadvantage of providing longer
distances and more inconvenience to the public. This matter, however, would be
one of prime concern during contract negotiation.

The evaluation has listed some of the various benefits and Jiabilities of the
state operated and private contractor inspection programs. These pluses and
minuses all have varying impact on the operation of the inspection program. The
purpose 1h analyzing these various Ttems and trylng to put them into perspective
is to provide the Commission information to determine whether the alternatives to
state operation of the inspection program are available and feasible within the
existing statutory restraints on the program. |t can be argued that the only way
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to actually determine the costs associated with various options to the.Commission
Is to draft and issue a request for proposal (RFP) or other document which will
detail all specifications. But because of the statutory limitations of the
program, a preliminary evaluation as to the feasibility of implementing a program
change is all that is presented.

|f the Commission were to recommend the Implementation of a private contractor
operated inspection system, it would set into operation a complex system of
specification, evaluation, selection, negotiation, and implementation. During
this period, the Department would need the assistance of lawyers, accountants,
and financial evaluators that currently are not on Department staff’ One ap-
proach that should be considered would be to have the assistance of the Public
Utilities Commissioner's staff. In implementing the private contractor approach
the state is in essence creating a privately operated public utility. The of-
fices of the PUC are among the more capable of various state agencies in inter-
facing with this section of the private sector to judge whether adequate ser-
vice is being provided, whether fees and profits are reasonable, and whether
contract terms are fair to the peopie and the state.

ORS 468.377(HB 2298) provides three criteria for the comparisons of state ver=
sus contractor operation of the Inspection program. Any change must provide a
savings to the public, provide increased efficiency, and quality must be ade-
quately malintained.

1) Savings to the Pubiic.

The inspection program is funded :through fees received and does not rely on
general fund monies for its operation, With the current $5 fee structure it
would be necessary to split the monies received to cover the contractor's ex-

. penses and the cost of the State's surveillance or to rely on general fund sup-
port. In the report attached as Appendix B, Hamilton Test Systems outlined a
$4.50/.50 split on inspection fees; $4.50 to the contractor and $0.50 to the
State. This fee split was propositioned on taking over our current inspection
system and automating the process. No additional changes or services were to

be provided. The $4.50/.50 figure is two years old and has not been re-esti-
mated to provide for inflation. If the program were to be taken over by a pri-
vate contractor there would be no fee reduction and if there was to be no addi-
tional support from the general fund, the $0.50 would need to supply all of the
Department's inspection program surveillance of the contractor and other related
staff activities. ‘

For the almost half million cars registered in the Metropolitan Service District
area, that $0.50 per car fee would provide a budget of approximately $125,000
per vear for contractor program surveillance and the other air quality areas
related to motor vehicle poillution control. That dellar amount without a sup~
plement does not appear to be adequate for the surveillance and other activities.
it would be necessary to raise the fee to cover costs or to aobtain support from
the general fund.




2) Increased Efficiency.

The inspection program currently is operating with a capacity of 14 lanes. In
the proposal, dated as it is, Hamilton Test Systems proposed, at the current
fee structure, to take over the existing system and to automate it. Any pro-
gram improvement or change in program directions would require specifications
in the contract possibly affecting either or both performance and cost.

3) Quality be Maintained.

The degree to which the quality of the program operation would be maintained s a
function of the contract specification and the surveillance and ability to docu-

ment contractor performance. The state with the $0.50 per car income cannot ade-
gquatly guarantees and document that quality will be maintained,

SUMMAT I ON e
The evaluation listed and discussed the alternatives of contractor and state
operation of the Department's motor vehicle emission i{nspection pregram. Hard
dollar figures on cost differences between the two programs are not available
without the issuance and evaluation of a request for proposal (RFP). The actual
level of interest from the private sector to take over Qregon's inspection pro-
gram can not be known without the issuance of an RFP. The costs for the pre-
paration and evaluation of a RFP can be significant. ‘

The 1979 Legislature will be meeting soon and may consider significant changes
in program operation affecting annual inspections, program boundaries, and other
related inspection program legislation. Changes in these areas could signifi~
cantly affect the viability of a contractor operation of the inspection program.
However, given the indicators that exist today and within the limits of the
statutory structure of the program, the following conclusions are made.

1. Savings to the Public. ' : T .

There is no indicater that the costs to the public, as measured by the fee charged,
would be reduced through the contracting of the inspection program to the private
sector. There would, however, be a reduction in State Budget. Supplemental appro-
priations from the general fund to the Department may also be required if the pro-~
gram were to be contracted.

2. Increased Efficiency,

Efficiency of program operations should not materially change with a private con- .
tractor operation of the inspection program. All details, however, of any pro-
gram operations would be subject to the contract negotiation.
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3. Quality be Maintained.

With an estimated fee split of $4.50/.50 between the contractor and the state,
there does not appear to be adequate revenue to fully document that the quality
of the program would be maintained.

Director's Recommendation

Having found the foregoing facts to be true, | recommend that the Commission
enter a finding on the matter of private contractor operation in comparison
to state operation of the |/M program that given the indicators available and
thhln the current statutory structure of the lnspectlon program Erere—is,

. cr by Fon?o NN ol - - - WA W . n -, 2) that
he Department wouid have inadequate resources to monitor the maintenance of
program quality, 3) that there would be no deterioration of program effic-
iency, 4) that the costs involved in the issuance and evaluation of an RFP
are not justified at this time because of statutory limitations on program
operation, 5) that the concept of a contractor operation is still a viable
alternative to state operation, 6) and that following the 1979 legislative
session, the Department shall reevaluate for the Commission's consideration
the alternative of a private contractor operation of the motor vehicle emis-~
sion inspection program.

Thars ia amdic o Hod
W % WILLIAM H., YOQUNG
W )

William P. Jasper:jo/dc

229-6235

9/6/78

Appendix A (ORS 468.377)

Appendix B (Attached to Commission copies only. A copy of this document

is available for review at the Department 0ffices and at this
Commission meeting.)




Appendix A

ORS 468.377 Cost effective inspection program; contracts with private
firms for inspection. The commission shall determine the most cost
effective methed of conducting a motor vehicle pollution control system
inspection program as reguirasd by ORS 468.375. Upon finding that
savings to the public and increased efficiency would result and the
quality of the program would be adequately maintained, the commission
may contract with a private individual, partnership or corparation
authorized to do business in the State of Oregon, for the performance
of tests or other services associated with conducting a motor vehicle
potlution control system inspection program.
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Appendix K

REPAIR COSTS ASSQCIATED
WITH THE INSPECTION PROGRAM

The purpose of operating a vehicle emission inspection program is to
protect the public health and welfare from the effects of automotive caused
air pollution by inducing improved vehicular maintenance. The inspection
standards and emission test provides a means of measuring the individual
motor vehicle's contribution to the total air pollution problem, The
maintenance is the means of bringing the vehicle into compliance with
emission standards. The retest provides the measure of the effectiveness
of that maintenance.

To monitor the costs associated with that maintenance, a questionnaire

has been incorporated into the non-compliance form that is given the
motorist failing the inspection test. When returning for the retest, many
motorists provide information on the maintenance and the associated costs.
It is these costs that are reported as the average repair costs,

The costs that are shared by all motorists are the inspection fee and the
time necessary to have the inspecion performed. The inspection fee is
$5.00 and currently is paid only once, when a certificate iz issued. The time
spent by an individual will vary on the particular location and time of
the month that is chosen. Travel time c¢an very between individuals
depending upon their locations and their choice of test stations.
Department goals are to have sufficient locations so that all stations
are within 5 miles of most locations. Waiting time averages about 15
minutes. However, should the individual desire to wait until the last
day of the month or choose to wait in a very long line, excessive waiting
times may be experienced.

The $5.00 fee charged is a concern of some citizens, for when it is
compared to Oregon's license fee structure, $20.00/biennium, it appears
large. Yet the inspection fee is in keeping with fees charged by other

I/M programs. The driving times are usually not considered significant
cost items by most persons. Waiting times can be a different matter, since
any irritation ususally increases with waiting time, though most
individuals do not equate it as a cost.

Table K-1 summarizes cost of repair information supplied by motorists who
initially failed the inspe¢tion test. The retest pass rate averages better
than B0%. These reported repair costs are lower than costs reported by
other inspection programs, Table K-2. But these costs ranges are in
keeping with costs monitored in EPA's Portland Study Program. In Arizona
and New Jersey, I/M standards provide for more lienient test standards.

As a result, vehicles failing those standards have a higher probability

of having more serious engine problems and ag a result require more costly
repairs. While similiar vehicles exist here, often times many of the
vehicles failed in the Oregon program have only minor problems, and as

a result the overall severity of the repairs is not as great. This is
somewhat borne out by noting that over 60% of the reported repair items
were for adjustments, rather than for items which would indicate parts
replacement. The costs factors indicate significant number of repairs

for under $10.00. Estimated average cost of repair is running between
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$15.00 and $25.00. Only about 4% of the motorists are reporting repair
costs in excess of $75.00. Reported costs of repair have changed only
slightly from past surveys. In the past, the average costs of repair have
been in the range of $18 to $23.

The costs data indicate that the repair costs continue to be consistant
with past surveys. This indicates that there has been no change in the
cost £or motorists to comply with the maintenance requirement.
{Maintenance is still the smallest portion of the operating expense for
the motorists.)
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TABLE K-1

Oregon Repair Costs
{July - October 1978)

Repairs and Adjustments Performed for Retest

A/F Mixture Adjustment

Idle Speed Adjustment

Air Cleaner Replacement
Choke Repair

Carburetion Repair
Dwell/Timing Adjustment
Spark Plug Replacement
Spark Plug Wire Replacement
Distributor Repair

Vacuum Hose Replacement

Other Adjustments or Repairs

Passing Retest After Repair

Reported Cost of Repair

0 - 35

$5.01 - $10.00
$10.01 - $20.00
$20.01 - $30.00
$30.01 - $50.00
$50.01 - $75.00

Over $75.00

41.7%
18.0%
6.8%
2.4%
9.5%
7.1%
5.3%
2.1%
2.6%
1.7%
4.4%

83.3%

39.0%
35.5%
12.8%
3.1%
2.9%
2.1%
4,1%



- KA -
TABLE K-2

Repair Cost Reported

by Other Inspection/Maintenance Program

New Jersey

Less than $10 29.7%
$10 - 825 26.4%
25 - 3§50 22.1%
$50 - $100 16.1%
over $100 5.6%
N = 16,000

Average repair cost = $32.40
Median - 50% of repairs cost less than $20
65% of repairs costs less than the average

Arizona
Less than $5 27%
55 - 810 17%
$10 -~ $25 24%
$25 - $50 20%
$50 ~ 5100 19%
over $100 - 2%

N = 2,000

Average Repair Cost = $23.40

Median — 50% of repairs costs less than $15
64% of repair costs less than average
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Appendix L

MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION/MAINTENANCE PROGRAM OPERATIONS
OUTSIDE OF OREGON

Motor Vehicle inspection/maintenance programs are operating in many areas
throughout the United States. I/M is under study in every state that has
ambient air violations related to the automobile. The following is a brief
synopsis of the current status of some of these programs.

ARIZONA

The Arizona program began mandatory operation in January, 1976. This
program is legislatively restricted to operation in Maricopa County, which
contains the Phoenix metropolitan area, and Pima County which contains

the Tuscon metropolitan area. All registered motor vehicles, within these
two counties must obtain a certificate of compliance in order to renew

the vehicle registration. The Arizona program is operated by a private
contractor under state supervisions.

CALIFORNIA

The State of California will initiate a mandatory inspection maintenance
program March 1, 1979 in the South Coast Air Basin area. This program,
initially affecting vehicles at change of ownership, is expected to inspect
over 1 million vehicles per vear. The program in the SCAB (Los Angeles
Area) is being operated by a private contractor, Hamilton Test Systems.

The California program is monitored by the California Bureau of Auto
Repair. Inspection standards are set by the California Air Resources
Board. The inspection stardards adopted by the CARB include the concept
of the enforcement tolerance, a feature included in Oregon's inspection
standards.

California Alr Resources Board staff indicate that inspection/maintenance
programs are under study for other non~attinment areas in the State.

CHICAGO

The City of Chicago is operating volentary idle inspection program. This
program has been in operation since June 1973. Approximately 20% of the
vehicles registered within Chicago are being inspected. Program funding
is derived from the City license fee.

CINCINNATI AND HAMILTON COUNTY OHIO

A mandatory inspection program is being operated by the City.
Approximately 90% of the registered light duty vehicles in Cincinnati
complied with I/M requirements.

COLORADO

Colorado has adopted legislation which requires implementation of I/M in
the "front range" (Denver Region) counties by January 1980. It is expected
that the program will be operated through the existing private garage
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safety inspection program, though thig iz not firm.
KENTUCKY

Kentucky initialled a volentary I/M program in December 1977 for the
northern portion of the state.

NEVADA

A privage garage I/M program for change of ownership started in Clark (Las
Vegas) County Nevada in 1974. The program is conducted in licensed private
garages. The program has been expanded to Washcoe (Reno) County. Annual
I/M is scheduled to start in July 1979.

NEW JERSEY

The State of New Jersey continueg to operate the largest and oldest
inspection/maintenance program in the country. The mandatory idle emission
test is incorporated into the State's safety inspection lanes. A
statistical analysis of New Jersey air quality data by the University of
Wisconsin concluded that the federal new car program and New Jersey's I/M
program accounted for a 28% reduction in carbon monoxide as measured

by the State's ambient monitory stations.

NEW YORK
New York State and New York City continue in their testing and study of
vehicle emissions. The report on the City's work on 1/M for heavy duty

trucks is due soon.

PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania is under a court order, pending from a citizen suit, to
develop an inspection maintenance program plan by July, 1972. It would
appear that either a state operated program or a program incorporating
the existing private garage safety inspection will be implemented.

RHODE ISLAND

Rhode Island initiated a mandatory I/M program, January 1379. The program
is operating in private garages. Enforcement is by means of a window
sticker system.

OTHER STATES

Voluntary inspection programs are operating in Xentucky, Virginia, and
Hillsborough County, Florida. In addition voluntary test studies have

been conducted in Fairbanks, Alaska, Washington State, and Boise, Idaho.
The Department has also received inguiries about the Oregon program from
the following states or their consultants They include Kansas, Oklahoma,
Nebraska, Illinois, Texas, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Maryland, Missouri, New Mexico, Illinois, Indiana, and
others. Legislators reviewing I/M from the following states have visited
the Portland I/M program: Tennessee, Kentucky, Mississippi, South Carolina,
Alabama, North Carolina. Table K~1 lists the urbanized areas in the United
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States that are disegnated non-attainment areas for photochemical exidants
carbon monoxide or nitrogen dioxide.

Twenty-seven countries required new motor vehicles to meet emission
criteria. In other countries I/M is under study or has been implemented.
Some of these counties are Canada, Japan, France, United Kingdom, and
Mexico.
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Table L-1

X : Deslgnated Nonattainment Areas for Photochemical Oxidants,
Carbon Monoxide, and Nitrogen Dioxide

URBANIZED AREA

Q
>

0
o]

NOx

New York, New York-Northeastern NJ
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA
Chicago, IL-Northwestern, IN
Philadelphia, PA-NJ

Detroit, MIX

San Francisco-0Oakland, CA
Boston, MA

Washiington, DC-MD-VA
Cleveland, OH

St. Louis, MO-IL

Pittsburgh, PA
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN
Houston, TX

Baltimore, MD

Dalias, TX

Milwaukee, WI
Seattle-Everctt, WA

Miami, FL

San Diego, CA

Atlanta GaA

Cincinnati, OH-XKY

Karisas City, MO~-KS

Buffalo, NY

penver, CO

San Jose, CA

New Orleans, LA

Phoenix, AZ

Portland, OR-WA
Indianapolis, IN
Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, RI-MA
Columbus, OH

San aAntonio, TX

Louisville, KY-IN

Dayton, OH

Fort Worth, TX .
Norfolk-Portsmouth, VA
Memphis, TN-MS

Sacramento, CA

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL
Rochestex, NY

San Bernardino—Riverside, CA
Oklahoma City, OK
Birmingham, AL

Akron, OH
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Jacksonville, FL
Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, MA-CT
St. Petersburg, FL '
Cmaha, NE~IA

Toledo, OH-MT '
Albany—Schenectady—Txoy, NY
Salt Lake City, UT
Hartford, cm
Nashville-Davidson, TN
Honolulu, HI

Richmond, VA

Bridgeport, CT
Youngstown-Warren, OH
Syracuse, NY

Tulsa, OK

Wilmington, DE-NJ

Tampa, FL

All :ntown-~Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ
Easton, PA-NJ

Grand Rapids, MI

New Haven, CT

El Paso, TX

Tacoma, WA

Filint, MI

Orlando, FL

Wichita, XS

Albuquerque, NM

Tucson, AZ

South Bend, IN-MI

West Palm Beach, FL
Charlotte, NC

Trenton, NJ-PA

Newport News-Hampton, VA
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, IA-TL
Austin, TX

Fresno, CA

Mobile, AL

Des Moines, IA

Baton Rouge, LA

Worcester, MA .
Paoria, IL ’
Oxnard-Ventura-Thousand Gaks, CA
Canton, CH

Columbia, S8C

Harrisburg, PhA

Las Vegas, NV

Shreveport, LA
Aurora-~Elgin, IL

Sbokanc, WAh
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Appendix M

Reference Material
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April 1978.
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Caplan, John D,., General Motors Corporation, Smog Chemistry Points the
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Testing, SAE Paper 760368, 1976.

Suter, Robert E., et.al., Ford Motor Company, Ford Three-way Catalyst and
Feedback Puel Control System, SAE Paper 780203, 1978.

USEPA, Mobile Source Enforcement Division, 1978 Motor Vehicle Tampering
Survey, November 12738.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. Q, February 23, 1978, EQC Meeting

Submission of Field Burning Rules to
Environmental Protection Agency

Background

At the November, 1978, public hearing on the adoption of field burning
rules the Commission heard testimony with regard to the inclusion of field
burning in the Oregon State Implementation Plan (SIP). Seed industry
representatives testified in opposition to the regulation of fieild burning
under the SIP primarily because of its minimal effects on federal standards
within Air Quality Maintenance Areas (AQMA). In addition, Oregon Seed
Council representatives stated that since field burning had not been
identified by federal law or administrative rule as a "major stationary
source” regulation was not reguired under the Oregon SIP submittal.
Therefore, to submit such regulations to the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) would be a surrender of state power.

The City of Eugene, while testifying in favor of retention of SIP
regulation of field burning, stated that field burning is one of the
largest man-made sources of particulate in the state and that successful
and economical strategies for controlling impacts from field burning can
be applied. City representatives also stated the impact of well-regulated
burning on 24-hour Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) concentrations can

be substantial, and that though impacts increase with acreage burned, it
cannot yet be determined how many acres can be burned without exceeding
standards or applicable Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
increments,

Eugene further stated that while it was probably beneficial to minimize
the submission of operational rules and procedures to the EPA, sufficient
detail must be submitted to insure federal ability to enforce compliance
should it become necessary.



Comments were also offered by the EPA with regard to a field burning SIP
submittal. The EPA stated that standards attainment in the Eugene-
Springfield AQMA was of immediate concern as well as compliance with PSD
regulations. Regarding these issues the EPA made two significant comments:

1l. If the SIP is not revised the current SIP limitation of 50,000
acres would still be in effect, a situation which could potentially result
in litigation or the necessity to adopt an Interim Strategy prior to the
1979 field burning season.

2. 'The new regulations would result in a substantial increase in
emissions over those allowed by both the current SIP and the 1978 Interim
Strategy. 'Therefore, in the absence of an approvable SIP revision or the
demonstration that standards and the PSD increments will not be viclated
as a result of the proposed regulations, the current 50,000 acre SIP
limitation would be enforced.

The staff, in its December report, stated that it believed the EPA would
require field burning to be reguliated under the SIP because it could
contribute to violations of the 24-hour Total Suspended Particulate
standard. However, the staff indicated a strong interest in eliminating
the SIP revisions due solely to changes in rules affecting operational
procedures. The staff proposed to explore the possibilities of a rule
submission not incorporating the extensive operational rules in order to
minimize further revisions toc the SIP.

Also, to eliminate the SIP revisions which result from changes in QOregon's
annual acreage limitation, the DEQ staff was interested in submitting the
1979 revision without the limitation. Subseguent changes to the state

law with respect to acreage limits would not then automatically cause a
conflict between state and federal law. Because of the sensitivity of
this particular aspect of field burning regulation, the DEQ proposed to
discuss with interested parties acceptable alternative strategies which
would remove the acreage limits from the SIP.

With adoption of the Recommendation of the December 15, 1978, Director's
Staff Report, the Commission instructed the staff to submit the adopted
rules but reguest that the rules not be acted upon except as they may be
later submitted as a part of an overall State Implementation Plan revision
package. Such a schedule would allow staff to complete the aforementioned
discussions with interested parties and revise the SIP package if
necessary.

Evaluation

Discussions were held with City of Hugene, Oregon Seed Council, and Oredgon
Seed Trade Association representatives to establish a minimum acceptable
inclugion of field burning in Oregon's SIP. The staff reviewed with the
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parties possible satisfactory strategies, but not necessarily requiring
inclusion of an annual acreage limitation as part of the SiP.
Unfortunately, no agreement was formulated as a result of these discussions
with parties preferring to await the results of 1979 legislative action.

The seed industry continues to argue that because of its generally limited
effect on standards that field burning could reasonably be removed from
the 8IP. Barring exclusion, the seed industry would seek inclusion in

a manner analagous to slash burning, that is, a smoke management program
description would be included without overall emission limitations.

Eugene represgentatives maintain that the seed industry should continue

to be regulated by the SIP so that federal enforcement of burning is
available. The City also supports an acreage limitation based upon
perceived beneficial effects of the limitation over the last several vears.

Although several regulatory approaches were discussed, those which
incorporated acreage limitations in any form were rejected by the seed
industry while other approaches were rejected by the City or by both
parties.

Without agreement regarding more desireable alternative methods for
submitting the SIP revision and because the Oregon Legislature is now
considering legislative changes which would prohibit inclusion of field
burning in Oregon's SIP, the Department would propose to submit the rules
as adopted in December, 1978, and request the EPA consider this proposed
program as the basis for a one year control strategy similar to 1978.

A finalized SIP revision would be submitted, if appropriate, prior to the
198C £ield burning season. Alternatively, to either modify the acreage
limitation rule or delete the acreage limitation from a SIP revision
submittal, would require additional public hearings (with concomitant)
time delays) and would elicit objections from the City of Eugene, the Seed
Council, or both. In addition, if only a removal of the acreage limitation
from the existing rule is considered, it may not be possible to convince
the EPA that the Smoke Management Program could prevent standards
violations.

Several factors argue in favor of submittal and promulgation of an interim
control strategy for field burnig at this time:

1. To submit the adopted rules and request promulgation as a SIP
revision now is untimely in light of current legislative deliberations.

2. It is necesgsary to submit some field burning strategy in order
to gain approval by the EPA of the adopted 180,000 acre limitation and
other rules prior to the 1979 field burning season. Without approval of
this strategy or a revision, a 50,000 acre limitation will remain an active part
of Oregon's State Implementation Plan.
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In general, the expected EPA response time for approval of a SIP revision
is on the order of three to four months. If a similar schedule was for

an interim strategy, it is necessary to submit a strategy package no later
than early March in order to gain approval prior to the season and avoid
operation under the 50,000 acre limit.

3. The submisgsion of the Eugene-Springfield AQMA SIP revision
package, the only other SIP package which might affect field burning
regulations, may be delayed perhaps as long as 18 months and is not
expected to be completed prior to the 1979 field burning seascon.
Coordination of the two SIP revisions can be facilitated if an interim
strategy is available for field burning in 1979.

4., The schedule for the final report on field and slash burning
impacts, which originally allowed for consideration of report results as
part of the field burning SIP revigsion, has been slipped. Resultg are
not expected prior to April thus not allowing their incorporation in a
timely field burning SIP submittal prior to the 1879 season. Submittal
of a formal SIP revision, after the 1979 season, would allow consideration
of these more complete resuilis.

Summation

Pursuant to the discussions at the December 15, 1978 meeting, the staff
has conferred with representatives of the Oregon Seed Council, Oregon Seed
Trade Association, and City of Eugene in order to determine the minimum
acceptable inclusion of field burning in the Oregon State Implementation
Plan (SiP}. No mutually acceptable submittal was identified as a result
of these discussions with all parties preferring to wait for possible
action by the 1979 Oregon Legislature.

Without agreement among interested parties on an alternative submittal

and with understanding that the Oregon Legislature is currently considering
the prohibition of field burning as an element of Oregon's SIP, the staff
believes it is necessary to submit the rules, including the acreaqge
limitation of 180,000 acres previously adopted, as an interim control
strategy for field burning and to ask for EPA approval at this time. Delay
in submission beyond early March is not expected to allow sufficient time
for EPA approval prior to the 1979 field burning season. Without an
approved strategy or SIP revisgion, the existing SIP would remain in effect,
thusg limiting burning during 1979 to 50,000 acres. The schedule to develop
and submit the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)
control strategy and to submit the final report on field and slash burning
impact have both been delayed. Thus this information will not be available
for incorporation in a timely submission of a field burning SIP revision
package as previously believed. Since the Eugene-Springfield AQMA strategy
may be delayed beyond the 1979 burning season and the final results
regarding field burning impact could be included in a formal SIP revision
submittal prior to this season, staff believes that though this information
should be included in a formal SIP submittal, postponement of an interim
strategy submittal to await this information should not be considered.



Director's Recommendation

Based upon the information set forth in pages one through four of the
Director's February 23, 1979, staff report to the Commission, it is
recommanded that the Bnvironmental Quality Commission instruct the staff
to submit the rules previously adopted and set forth in Attachment 1 to
the Director's Staff Report of December 15, 1978, to the Environmental
Protection Agency and regqguest that these submitted rules be approved as
a one year interim strategy for the control of open field burning during

1979.
4
WILLIAM H. YOUNG
SAFreeburn: kmm
686-7837

2/14/79
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Box 3529 Portland, OR 97208 Offices also in Hong Kong, Manita, Seoul,
5Q3/231-5000 Singapore, Taipei, Tokyo, Sydnay,
TWX:910-464-6151 ' Chicago, Pasco, Washington D.C.

February 22, 1979

Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Grace S. Phinney, Vice Chairman State of Oregon
Jacklyn 5. Hallock DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Ronald M. Somers o ED% E @ E n W IE @
H P

Albert H. Densmore

Environmental Quality Commission o2 inis
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207 OFFCE OF THE DIRECTOR

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY DRAFT
'PROPOSED RULE FOR AILRPORT/AIRCRAFT NOISE

The purpose of this letter is to convey our comments on the draft pro-
posed rule for airport/aircraft noise. The basic approach used by DEQ
staff ia the proposed noise rule is reasonable. However, a number
specific questions about public policy and technical aspects of the

rule need to be answered. We believe that substantial revision and/or
clarification is required before the clear intent of the rule can be
congidered. These changes are also needed to allow an understanding of
what is required if an airport proprietor is to make a good faith effort
toward compliance.

The following are the most critical issues. These should be addressed
and needed changes made in the proposed rule prior to further
consideration:

o There is no standard in the proposed rule or presently in the state
of Oregon for the sound transmission loss of residences, schools or
other noise sensitive uses., Without such a standard no homeowner
or builder would know if they would be required to provide acoustical
treatment under the proposed rule. The responsibility for deter-
mination and enforcement of requirements should be identified. DEQ
does not have the information available; it is needed.

o Guidelines developed by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Federal Aviation Administration are based om an interior
noise criterion, whereas the DEQ rule is based on exterior noise
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levels. The interior noise criterion used by all three federal
agencies is Ldn 45dBA. The DEQ rule would achieve an interior level
of Ldn 35-40dBA. A 5dBA difference in the interior mnoise level
could mean that acoustical treatment is required in homes at a cost
of $2.60 per square foot according to EPA figures., A 10dBA diff-
erence could mean acoustical treatment costs of $7.40 per square
foot in an average home. There is no evidence of the need for

Ldn 35-40dBA interior level. '

0 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development states that
housing in "Ldn 65 and below are Normally Acceptable and are allow—
able" with no special acoustical treatment. HUD will also approve
federal mortgages in housging in higher noise levels. Taken at face
value thisg proposed rule would prohibit housing where HUD indicates
a willingness to approve it. Again, at face value the proposed rule
could promote conflict with statewide goals and guidelines when
noise guidelines are used as the sole criteria for land use,

o The rule does not identify the of responsibility for implementation
of land use measures. Without this, the aims of the rule cannot be
‘achieved. No mechanism is defined to prevent the location of new
noise sensitive uses within areas of moderate or severe noise impact.

o How land use issues are resolved affects the extent of the opera-
tional procedures required. Without this clarification, it would
make operational abatment impracticable, Some of these operational
procedures are under the jurisdiction of the federal govermment.
Clarification of how land use issues are to be resolved is required.

o The DEQ rule does not distinguish between severity of noise impacts
within the Ldn 55 contour. The FAA, HUD and EPA identify the area
within the Ldn 65 as the area of "significant" noise impact and the
goal for immediate action. Ldn 55 is identified as an area of
"moderate" impact and thus the goal for long-term planning.

Further detailed comments are attached relating to these policy issues
and technical questions regarding noise monitoring procedures. Documen—
tation and suggested language for modification of the draft rule are

also attached. We have discussed our comments informally with DEQ staff;
however, none of the changes we have discussed are reflected in the staff
report.
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This rule can provide a mechanism for addressing airport noise impacts,
It must, however, consider all aspects of noise abatement and be designed
to accomplish its aims. Clarifications of the technical work and Commis-—
sion direction are necessary before further public discussion would be
constructive. Before then it is difficult if not impossible to comment
on the real feasibility and benefits of the rule.

We understand that the State Department of Transportation has requested
30 days to allow airports around the state to review and comment on the
rule. We support that request,

We believe these issues should be clarified before informational hearings
are held and will continue to work with DEQ staff so a proposed rule can
be brought before the Commission in 30 days. We would then suggest that
informational hearings then be held for a period of 60 days, causing no
delay in the schedule proposed in the DEQ staff report.

Clifford Hudsick will respresent the Port of Portland and provide testi-
mony and answer questions at your meeting on Friday, February 23, 1979.

. J. Church
uty Executive Director

Attachment

cc: Fred Klalso
Paul Burkett
Lee Camphouse
Robart Brown
Sam Sherer

PL3B-R



PROPOSED RULE FOR AIRPORT/AIRCRAFT NOISE -
DETATLED COMMENTS

The following comments are intended to identify technical problems,
suggest alternative language, and to better defime the guidelines.

Section 35-015 -~ Definitions

Page 2

(15) The following language is suggested: 'New Airport means any airport
for which installation or construction of a runway commenced after
January 1, 1980.,"

Page 3

(17) The second sentence of this definition should include "commercial™
after "industrial."

(18) The definition of "Sound Transmission Loss" does not provide enough
information to allow for reproducible measurement of sound trans—
mission loss. The DEQ rule then bases required sound transmission
loss values on exterior noise levels. We recommend an alternate
approach which recognizes interior and exterior noise levels. The
procedure used by California and the U.S8. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) is to define an interior level to be achieved.
HUD standards and California law are based on an interior standard
of Ldn 45. The achievement of this interior level is described in
terms of "noise reduction level" or "sound transmission loss."

"Sound Transmission Loss'" or Noise Reduction Level” means the noise
reduction (exterior to interior) sufficient to achieve an Interior
Noise Criterion of Ldn 45dB. The noise reduction level of am
existing average normal residence, school or hospital in Oregon
shall be assumed to be at least 20dBA.

Additional Comments — The State of California Airport Noise Regulatiom
states "the value 20 decibels is assumed to be the noise level
reduction of an average normal residence,” and the determination of
their criterion is based on "residential areas where houses are of
typical California construction and may have windows partially open.
It has been selected with reference to speech, sleep and community
reaction.”" Similarly, the HUD regulation assumes no special treat-—
ment is required for housing where exterior noise levels do not

exceed Ldn 65 and assumes a noise reduction level of 20 decibels for
normal construction.,

The FAA in July 1977 published a detailed analysis of noise reduction
in schools and hospitals adjacent to airports. They found that on
the average in 90 percent of the schools noise was reduced by 21dB
from exterior levels and reduced 29dB in the remaining 10 perceat.
The average value for hospitals was 23dB.



Proposed Rule for Airdraft/Airport Noise
Detailed Comments

Page 2

It is strongly suggested that the State of Oregon certify the sound
transmission loss or noise reduction level of homes built according
to code in Oregon. Additionally, the state should certify the
construction necessary to achieve varying levels (20, 25, 30 dB) of
sound transmission loss or noise reduction level.

Section 35-046 - Noise Control Regulatioms for Airports

Page 4
(1

Page 5
(3) (a) & (c¢)

The prevention of new noise sensitive uses within existing
noise impact areas should be a stated goal of this rule.
Changes in operational procedures can never be effective
in eliminating noise impacts so long as new residences can
be constructed within noise sensitive areas. The State-
ment of Purpose does not reflect a concern to prevent

new noise sensitive uses from occuring.

Recommended Language — Adds to the fourth sentence imn the
Statement of Purpose——'and to prevent the increase of noise
sensitive uses in areas of existing noise impact."

This section in the Airport Noise Abatement Program and
Methodology gives little guidance as to when a noise
abatement program is required. The statement of purpose
specifies that the aim of airport noise abatement is to
prevent creation of new impacts or the expansion of exist—
ing impacts. Additional language is suggested consistent
with this statement of purpose.

Recommended Language — To be added to Section (a). 'Noise
Abatement Programs may be required if there is evidence of
a substantial increase in noise due to modification of the
airport runways to accommodate increased operations."

(3) (d) (A) (i) The following language is recommended for the description

of Noise Abatement Program Elements:

Recommended Language —~ "Airport Noise Impact Boundaries
and corresponding contours at 5dB increments for existing
conditions and projected at periods of five, ten and
twenty years from the date of request for a noise abate-
ment program. These should be based on forecast aircraft
operations, existing operational noise abatement proce-
dures, and those included in adopted federal regulationms."




Proposed Rule for Aircraft/Airport Noise
Detailed Comments

Page 3
Page 6
(3) (&) (B
Page 8
(3) (@) (©

The three steps defined in the term Airport Operational
Plan overlap. The recommended changes below are designed
to require identification of noise impacts with altermative
noise abatement procedures. It then provides a basis for
assessing the impact of alternative noise abatement proce-
dures if implemented. Many of the suggested procedures
cannot be implemented at some airports, (e.g., priority
runway use at an airport with one runway or decreasing the
number of commerical operations) and many may not result
in any change in the noise impact boundary, (e.g., engine
runup noise is not normally used in the calculations of
airport noise contours).

Recommended Language:

(i) An evaluation of the impacts of existing and pro-
jected noise contours on existing noise sensitive
uses. The noise emission source controls and
operational procedures used should be identified.

(ii)  An evaluation of the effectiveness of the following
noige abatement options, as appropriate, or other
changes in operational procedures appropriate to
the airport being studied. The potential changes
in the airport Noise Impact Boundary and the net
change in the number of Noise Sensitive Properties
or other appropriate imdicators of the change in
noise impact should be evaluated. Options achieving
a significant noise reduction may be incorporated
to the fullest extent practicable into any proposed
Airport Noise Abatement Program.

It is also recommended that the ordering of the items (a)
through (p) be listed as in the Department of Transporta-~
tion Aviation Noise Abatement Policy, November 18, 1976,
for ease of analysis and consistency.

The section Land Use Plans does not recognize that local
governments have the statutory power to implement land use
and zoning comtrols and thus should have the responsibility
for land use plan development. The responsibility of
affected local govermments in developing and implementing




Proposed Rule for Aircraft/Airport Noise
Detailed Comments

Page 4

Page 9

(3) (4) (B

Page 10

(5)

land use measures must be specified. In addition, land
use actlong and non-land use actions——building code
requirements——must be separated so that responsibilities
and procedures can be identified.

Recommended Language ~ "Affected local govermments shall

prepare or revise local land use plans to prevent noise
sensitive uses within the airport Noise Impact Boundary
consistent with the other local land use goals and guide-
lines established by state laws. Corrective measures for
existing noise sensitive uses shall focus on areas of
severe (Ldn 75 and higher) or significant (Ldn 65-75)
impacts. Actions in areas of moderate impact (Ldm 55-65)
should primarily focus on preventive measures.

Affected local govermments shall have the responsibility
to develop land use plans to prevent the location of

new noise sensitive uses within existing noise contours.
Appropriate actions may include:"

It is also recommended that the ordering of Items (i)
through (x) be listed as in the Department of Transpor—
tation Aviation Noise Abatement Policy, November 18, 1976,
for ease .of analysis and consistency.

The circumstances requiring a program update in this
section are not defined. The definition of an "update" as
opposed to a "revision" should be clarified particularly
since the rule specifies that "Each program revision is
subject to all requirements of the rule.”

The values for "sound transmission loss" requirements in
the section on Noise Sensitive Use Deviations are not con—
sistent with widely accepted interior noise level criteria,
A letter from DEQ to the Port dated October 30, 1978,
indicated that DEQ staff has identified the criteria for
interior noise to be 45dBA. In the recommended language
below, the sound transmission loss values proposed by DEQ
have been revised to be consistent with this criteria.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency "Levels" document,
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

rules for noise abatement and control (Part 51 of Title 24
of the CFR) and the California "Airport Noise Regulation'
all identify Ldn 45 as the Interior Noise Criterion.



Proposed Rule for Aircraft/Airport Noise
Detailed Comments

Page 5

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

(£)

"Page 12

(6)

The sound transmission loss values provided by DEQ in the
draft rule mean that the interior level to be achieved
would be Ldn 34-40dBA. We believe that available data
supports Ldn 45dBA interior levels area protective.

We strongly recommend the following language: "Interior
Noigse Criterion. The criterion for interior noise levels

for residences, schools, hospitals, and nursing homes
shall be a day-night average sound level of 45dBA." The
interior noise criterion is designed to provide adequate
protection of noise sensitive uses based upon noise

levels and interior noise levels and '"sound transmission
loss" or "noise reduction levels." The following noise
sensitive use classes and acoustical treatment measures
may adequately protect interior activities. Certain noise
sensitive use classes may be acceptable within the airport
Noise Impact Boundary provided that all necessary and
practicable measures are taken as determined by the
Commission to protect noise sensitive activities.

No change.

Existing Class II property at annual average day-night
airport noige levels between Ldn 55 to 65 dBA with a

minimum of 20 dBA sound transmission loss. At impacts
below Ldn 65 dBA no extraordinary treatment is needed.

Existing Class I property at annual average day-night
airport noise levels between Ldn 55 to 65 dBA with a
minimum of 20 dBA sound transmission loss.

No change.

New Class II property at annual average day-night airport
noise levels between Ldn 55 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 20
dBA sound transmission loss.

New Class I property at annual average day-night airport

noise levels between Ldn 55 to 65 dBA with a minimum of 20
dBA sound transmission loss.

Airport Noise Monitoring - In this section the noise

monitoring procedure as defined will not provide the data
needed to either determine or verify the Noise Impact
Boundary. Noise monitoring locations and procedures
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¢hange depending on the intended use of the data. Com-—
puter model calibration for determining noise contours
uses brief measurements of aircraft noise directly under
the flight tracks and requires that each airplane be
identified. Establishment of contours without modeling,
or validation of calculated contours, requires longer
purposes such as determining noise at a particular site
would require different procedures.

Establishment of noise contours by means of actual
field measurements as suggested in Part 4, Airport Noise
Impact Boundary, creates two significant problems.

1, The future boundary could not be determined based on
monitored data. It must be calculated.

2. Noise measurements at locations appropriate for
determination of the Noise Impact Boundary may well
reflect greater noise contributions from such sources
as cars, trucks, dogs, lawn mowers, etc., than from
aircraft. Such measurements would only be valid if a
procedure were developed to isolate aircraft noise
from other noises. Five to ten decibels difference
between the airport Ldn and community Ldn is required
in order to determine the boundary by mounitoring.

The following language is recommended to be substituted for
for (6):

(a) Calculations of the Noise Impact Boundary and associ-
ated contours by computer model may be verified by
actual field measurements taken for calibration of
the model. Appropriate field measurement sites and
techniques for determining aircraft noise directly
under the flight track and from sideline positions
shall be used. :

(b) Acoustical calculation techniques should conform to
methodologies or computer models approved by the
Federal Aviation Administration for the calculation
of airport/aircraft noise.

Additional Comments — We believe that use of a calibrated
model for calculating noise contours is technically cor-
rect and the most appropriate use of noise monitoring for
achieving the aims of this rule. Use of a calibrated
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Page 12

(7)

PL3B-R

model such as that used for the Portland Internatinal
Airport Master Plan provides noise contours with an
accuracy of #1.5 dBA when compared to long term field
measurements as used in California. Use of a computer
model or calculated noise contours allows for projection
of future noise contours, as required by the rule, and
estimation of the change in noise levels which may be
achieved by various operational procedures. Noise moni-
toring alone cannot provide this information.

Exceptions - The exceptions listed for the airport/aircraft
noise are not consistent with other DEQ noise regulationms.
Two additiomal exceptions are listed below. These are
taken directly or paraphrased from Chapter 340, Division
35, of the Oregon Administration Rules - "Noise Control
Regulations." Exception (c) in the proposed rule is also
amended for consistency and clarify,

Recommended Language:

(c) "Noise sensitive property owned or controlled by
the the person who controls or owns the noise source
or noise sensitive property located on land zoned
exclusively for industrial or commercial use."

(d) "New noise sensitive property built within the Noise
Impact Boundary of an existing airport.”

(e) "Those [airports] whose [annual average day/night
Airport] noise levels at the appropriate measurement
point are exceeded by any noise source external to
the [airport] in questiom."

Additional Comments: Community noise levels due to cars,

trucks or other sources in urban areas can exceed Ldn

55 at Noise Sensitive Property. When this occurs, complete
elimination of all aircraft noise may make no measurable
difference in the total noise level at that site.
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RIVER ROAD COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION
A Lane County Chartered Commmunity Organlzatlon

EXECUTIVE BOARD

931 River Road
EUGENE, OR 97404
689~-6155

February 22, 1979

- Environmental Quality Commission
Portland, OR

RE: MORATORIUM ON SUB-SURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS
INSTALLATION - RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA AREAS

Dear Commissioners:

The River Road Community Organization requests that public
hearings be held on the question of the continuation of the mora-
torium on septic tank installations in the River Road and Santa
Clara areas in Lane County.

While it is true that a study of area groundwater is
presently underway, with interim results due for release in March,
1979, the Board feels that an informed decision by the Commission
as to the necessity of continuing the moratorium cannot be made
solely on the basis of DEQ analysis of technical data. There are
many social, economic and political guestions which are an intregal
part of any such decision. Those considerations can best be
addressed by taking testimony from the persons most directly affected
by the moratorium, i.e. landowners, builders and residents of the
area.

The Board regpectfully reminds the Commission that the
Lane County Board of Commissioners, -in its Resolution # 78-2-22-3,
which instigated the moratorium order, resolved the following:

1]
[{This] moratorium shall last only for a six month
period . . . ."

Finally, we request that any public hearings be held
in the River Road or Santa Clara areas, so as to allow access
and participation by the maximum number of people desiring to
testify. Several suitable facilities for such hearings exist
in the area.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

/ Secretary/Treasurer
River Road Commanity Organization
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To the Members of the Foresgid Committees

I wish to complain abouil you holding s public meeting in

Portland on Priday, Peb, 23, 1979. This Voratorium on the Hiver

Road/Santa Clara area, matier affects citizens of Lane County,
Therefore, it does nolt pertain to Multnomah County. The imput
from citizens of River Road/Santa Clara areas, and Public Hear-
ings - meetings should be held at Harcls Hall in Hugene, or at
North Bugene High School, not the locatlon of Multnomah County,

On late notification, can we have some advance notice (at
least two weeks) when you are going to discuss the RR/SC Moxab-
orium? The letter from Roy Burns, Director of Water Polution
Control Division {of Lane Gounty) was dated Feb, 16, 1979 and
we vecelved it on Feb, 21, 1979. Now then, I realize that I'eb,
16, was on a Friday, and last Honday was a hollday, but surely
we should have been notified by phone on friday. The letter
should have been posted out by Friday the same day, not the
following Tuesday, Peb, 20, 1979, There is no way under the
open meetings law that public board meetings can be arranged,
advertized and held in less than 48 hour notice,

Once again, a public meeting, wilth adiguale notice, should
be held on the River Road/Santa (lava Moratorium, and it should
be held here in Hugene,

Respectiully,

e

s’ €

Resident &
Board Member of the River
Road Community Organization

41 B éc‘i%’}.ﬁ-?%
Thonas B, Heintz ?



Feburary 22, 1979

MEQQ%._‘__
Enviormental Quality Commisslon N Réaring Seotlon
of the State of Oregon L
FED 23 1879

Dear Members of the Boaxd,

It was implied by this board, last spring when your agreedﬁté;asﬁqﬁg;wJ,(;h,ﬂjflﬁi;
atorium on the River Road/Santa Clara area, that a public revieu/hearw ST

ing would be held in the future on the Moratorium, I was advised by
letter less than 48 hours ago of this meeting and that the only imput
that would be received ai this time would be whether to have g public
hegring on the moratorium, I trust that since this is the advise 1o
members of the public~that you will allow no other information to be
presented at this time, by any department, etc. so as not to be in
violatioun of the public meetings law,

As a Task Force member of the River Road/Santa Clara Task Force,
Chairman of the River Road Community Organization, Preceint Committee-
person and Resident of the River Road area, supporting the will of the
people; I request and insist that it is high time that we have g Public
Meeting in an area location convenient to the Citizenry of River Road/
Santa Clara, to give input, Commissioners Archie Wiensteln, and Vance
Freeman {Chairman of the Board and Lane County) also support this re-
quest (as do others according to the letters I now hand you)., Archie
recomends that you consider a public meeting (any day except Tuesday/
Wednesday) at Harris Hall, Bugene, Oregon, while Vance Freeman recom-
ends you consider a Public Heeting at North Bugene High School in the
River Road/Santa Glara Area. I support and concure with either in
hopes of maximum citizen participation,

In reguards to a Public Hearing, the citizenry should have adiquate
notifleation, at least of several weeks, and ammss to all Informantion
relating to the ajenda items to be discussed. Cerbtainly the Community
Urganizabions should also recleve all avallable data, information etc.,
supplied to MWCP, City of Bugene, Gity of Springfield, BQC, Lane County
Boundary Commission, etec, as the Community Organlzations of RR/SG are
chartered by the County Commissioners 1o give local imput as reguards
their areas, Further, they should not be caught again in a time/distan-
ceflack of information squeze in order to do so, That would not be in
accordance with the intent of either Federal or State laws reguarding
public input as reguarding goverunmental decisions,

Respectfully Yours,
,ﬂé{/ %;fa

Vora &, Heintz
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SANTA CLARA COMMUNITD ORGANIZATION

*

established
1977

February 22, 1979

Environmental Quality Comm. Board
Portland, Oregon

Dear Board members:

The Santa Clara Community Organization wishes to go on
record as being in favor of holdlng a public hearing on the
River Road/Santa Clara moritorium. This hearing should be
held locally in the area involved, and:should have at least
two weeks prior publicity.

We feel it is important for the citizens of River Road/
3anta Clara to both give imput, and gain information on this
issue. It is one of extreme importance to the future develo-
ment of these areas.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Yours truly,

% L
Harry Whi son, PreSLdent T

253/ é{/ Secretary

rjo

a local boice in  gobernment
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A68 Durham Av
Bugene, Ov. 97404
Februayy 22, 1979

Viora Heintz
1038 Jayne 51t.
Bugene, Ox. 97402

Dear M/S Heints

Due to such a short notice, T will not be able
to attend the DEQ meeting on Friday the 23xd in
Portiand.

Wouid you kindly request in my behalf that the
DEQ hold a public hearing in Eugene regarding the
moratorium in the River Boad and Santa Clara areas.

Sincerely, xifﬂ/
Boud

Rudy NObo &
Member of the Boaxd

Taxpayers Proteciive Association
of Oregon Inec.
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
YVance Fresman
Archie Weinstein
Gerald Rust, Jr.
114 2 Quto 'Hooft
Feb Ty 22, 1979 Harold Rutherford

Environmental Quality Commission
of the State of Oregon

To the Members of the Foresaid Committee:

L, the undersigned Lane County Commissioner, call to your attention
that on March 31, 1978, you conducted a hearing in Harris Hall in
the Lane County Courthouse wherein a discussion was held on septic
tank permits for the River Road/Santa Clara area of Lane County.

Shortly thereafter, you made a decision placing a moratorium on

the septic tank permits in the said River Road/Santa Clara area.

It has now been approximately eleven months since you established
this moratorium. I believe that as soon as possible your committee
should conduct an open public forum and hearing in Eugene in Harris
Hall to review the moratorium. A decision should be made based on
what has happened in the interim as this moratorium should be lifted.

Personally, as one Comuissioner, I believe the moratorium should end
as I hereby state in writing you this letter.

Yours v

% sry tnﬂyq

Afchie Weinstein
Lane County Commissioner

AW:rs

BOARD CF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
COURTHCUSE - PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING /126 EAST 8TH AVENUE / EUGENE, OREGON 87401/ {B03) 687-4203 /  1-800-452-6379
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

BEND, GREGCN 27701

Albert AYoung Ciay C. Shepard Robert C. Paulson
February 21, 1979

Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission

Dear Mr. Richards:

The request by Sunrise Village for a variance from D.E.Q.'s regulations
requiring municipal control over the service sewage disposal systems does,
in our view, go counter to the best development in the Bend Urban Area.

Such a system this near the major sewer system presently being
constructed in Bend will duplicate services within a single-service area
and will not serve the best interests of the citizens of this community.

The City of Bend is presently negotiating with the M.R.S. Corporation
to take over the water system - a system which is intended to supply the water
for Sunrise. If this comes about, the City of Bend will be providing the water
for Sunrise, and such a procedure will violate Bend's water policy unless the
City sewer service is also to be provided.

In the interest of the best planning for the Bend Urban Area, it would
seem appropriate for Sunrise Village's application to be denied.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS P

‘Aé Y / //7” m;;cﬂ/

CHAIRMAs\
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February 21, 1979

Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
P. O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97202

Re: Agenda Item No. N, Feb. 23, 1979 EQC Meeting
Request by Sunrise Village for a variance to

subsurface sewage disposal rule
QAR 340-71-020(4)

Dear Mr. Richards:

In considering the request for a variance for Sunrise Village Sub-
division, the Bend City Commission would like to make it clear that we have
negotiated with the developers and desire. to work with them. Their sub-
division is located within the Bend Urban Growth Boundary and the City
Commission believes their property should be included in a regional solution
to the sewer problem.

Slncerely,

Tt

ARJF:at 4 City Manager

P.0.BOX 431 * BEND, OREGON 97701 o (503) 382:4211 -



WATER & SEWER COMMITTEE MEETING
Tuesday, Januvary 16, 1979

7:00 a.m. Kopper Kitchen

PRESENT: Dick Carlson, Acting Chairman

~ Philip Young, Committee Member
Tom Hall, DEQ ‘ -
Ned Dempscy, BLECON
Bob Gladden, "

Walt Lapsely, "

Tim Ward, Sunrise Village
Martin West, "~ "
Steve Woodrufl, Bulletin

Art Johnson, City Manaper

.Jay Turley, Asst. to City Manajer
Jack ponahue, Publ Wks. Director
John Hossick, Planning Director
Tom Gellner, City lagincer

Mayor Dick Carlson‘dalled'the meeting to order and asked Art Johnson to
present the first item of business.

Mr. Johnson introduced a request by Sunrise Village for Water & Sewer Service.
Mr. Jehnson read a proposed agréément prepared by Sunrise Village for the extension
of services. Mr., Johnson indicated that the staff had reviewed the proposed agree-
ment and determined it was not considered a standard agreement. The concerns in-

cluded off-site improvements and easements, the surcharge, the interim water system
and tran&1t;on method, and . the hookup fee.

Tlm Ward of Sunrise Village outllnLd the proposed development to be served
whjch includes 300 units on a community disposal system and 85 lots on. individual

septic systems. Mr. Ward requested-that Suncise Village pay the sewer surcharge for
the units on the community system. :

Mr. Johnson explained the hookup fec, the surcharge and the purposes for each.
Mr. Jolmson indicated that once an -agreewent is reached and ‘the fees are paid, the

Cily ‘becomes responsible for the maintenance of the disposal system, and eventual
extension of the sewer lines. :

Mr. Johuson stated that Suntrise is requesting approval for an eventual extension
of water service utilizing the Westwood water system on an interim basis. Mr.
Jolmson indicated. that the City should reecive clarifdcatlon on the respoensibllity
for providing oli=site casenents aul the tlwing of the Clty sssuming responsiblilitcy
of the system.  Jack Donahme stated chat the actual Lines betng installed are up to
Clly standards, however, the proposed interim system would provide sulficient pres-

‘sure only throupgh the use of pumps., The City system is a gravity feed system and

therefoure the proposed system is neot to City standards., Mr. Donahue indicated an
elevated storage tank would be necessary. '

Martin West of Sunrise Village indicatud that the Westwood system would provide
sulficient pressure to meet necessary fire protection flows. Mr. Donahue stated
thut electric pumps are necessary to provide the pressure. The cost and lack of
cousistent reliability of pumping are the reasons for elevated- storage.



Mayor Dick Carlson said that easen ' for the water lines should be dedicated
‘ to the City at the time development occewr s, It should be totally up to the.'City when
rr\ the City will take over the system and the agreement should include that capability.

Jack Donahue indicated that thie applicant is proposing to pay the surcharge only
on the lots using the dnterim community system. Mr. Donahue stated that the exist-
ing pollcy requlres all units within 100 feet of a sewer line to connect to the
system, Tom Gellner, Clty Engineer, statoed that approval of Lhis exemption would

- establish a precedence for SLmLiar requests.

Mayor Carlson questioned where the scwer scrvice boundary is located in relation
to this proposal. Mr. Carlson indicated that the service boundary should be used in
determining whether the surcharge applies. Martin West stated that they initlated the
~development last June and understood thal at that time they were outside the boundary.
Ned Dempsey of BECON, stated that Sfunds have been applied for through EPA to study
the. area, Mr. Dempsey indicated LhaL some ELGXIbllLCy may be possible depending on
policies set by the Commission.

Art Johnson stated that the City necds a policy on whether large lots will be
served by the sewer system and il a surcharge should be paid. Tom Geliner stated
that the past philosephy has been that this is a regilonal system and the proposal
is within the regional area as delined by. the -Urban Service Boundary. Committee
Member Phil Young stated that septic faflures could occur, and the DEQ could force
annexation and extension of sewer service. If this possLbLtlty is not considered
durlng initial development: the lines would not be SufflCleﬂt and no funds would be

S avallable to serve the area.

- Mayor Carlson indicated that without a Sewer Service Boundary in the area the

o © Urban Scrvice Boundary should be used. Mayor Carlson stated that if you are inside
_Lhe boundary you should pay. Oace a. sewer service boundary is established the
situapion may change. - ' ‘ "

Martin West unbLiODPd what the (ity is providing Sunrise Vlllage in return for
the hookup and surcharge fees. Mr. Johason stated that the City would assume res-—
‘ponsibility for maintenance of the interim system, would extend sewer lines to the
development and would reserve capacity aL the treatment plant for the development. -
Mr. Johuson indicated the City would assume complete rtspon51bility for providlng
and maintaining sewer service.

Mayor Carlson moved to recommend that the surcharge be applied to that area of

Lhe development within the Urban Service loundary. This would apply until such_ time
"as the sewer servide boundary is'estagiishcd, " Mr. Young seconded, motjion_passed,

’ il Youny indicated that. the water sys stem proposal still nceds to be resolved,
Mr. Young pointed out that the City required a similar request by Brooks Resources
to build a system which complicd with Cilty standards including clevated storage,
" Me. Youny .stated that the Committee should he consistent with requirements. Mr.
Young said that no mechanism for financing a rescrvoir has been established. Mayor
Carlson said that the City should review Lhe situation futher and would like to
discuss it with Brooks Resources. Mayor Carlson indicated that the City needs to
be equitable in applying standards and felt. that a meeting with Bill Smith of Brooks
‘Resources would be helpful. Mr. Johnson stated he would arrange a meeting. Mr.
Johnson indicated the City will prepared proposed service agreements and the water
d element will be reviewed at the meeting with Brooks Resources,




City Manager Johmson introduced a ¢ 3t to pruvide service to a propdsed
NorLh Pilot Butte Medical Cenier. Mr. Jolmson indicated it was tlie stated inten-—
Lion to provide Facilitics for 100 doctors, or the cquivalent of 67 dwelling'units.
M, Johnson stated that they are requestCing an exemption [rom the moratorium on the
bawsis that they financinlly participated in the construction of sewer lines in the
ad jodndng Holiday Park Subdivision. Tom Gellner stated that a septlc system may
be possible and is an alternatlve that has not been explored,

Mr. Johnson reviewed the 4 criteria for receiving sewer service and stated that

‘this request was not based on any of the crlteria. Mr. Johnson stated that the pro-

pe rLy owners participated in the Holiday Park sewer improvement, however, it was a
private agrecment between them and Clyde Purcell. 7The City took no part in the
agreement. The existing North Pileot Butte Medical Center is serviced through that
syslen. : ' '

Mr. Johnson indicated that there has not been a site plan presented nor any

- Firm development plans. John llossick indicated the property is presently zoned High

hensity Residential and could presently be developed at a much higher density than
what is currently beiny.d1>€usmcd Mr. flossick felt that comntltting sewer service
to that property may be premature without a specilfic development plan.

Ihil Young-stated that an interim systom should be considered by the applicant,

Mr. Young moved to recommend denial of the request and suggest to the applicant that

an interim system be considered.  Mayor Carlson seconded the motion - motion passed.

Mr. Johinson. presented a draft definition of the Phase_I; Ned Demhséy of BICON
stated they would like to review the terminology further. - Mayor Carlson asked if a

‘line could be drawn based on this définition. Mr. Dempsey indicated that it could

be done. Bob Gladden stated a map could bucome a part of the definition. The

- Committee felt that a map, attached as an exhibit to the definition, would simplify

determining if a particular parcel is in or out of the Phase I area,

Mayor Carlson movad to recommend ddoptjun of the deflnltlon._ Phil Yoﬁng

"seconded

Mr. Young asked Mr. Dempsey if they could review the definition and present
any modifications at the City Commission mecting. Mr. Dempsey indicated they would
review the delfinition and have a reccmmendation ready at the City Commlssion meet-

ing. It was agreed to withdraw the motion [or adoption.

There being no further busxness before the Commlttee, the meeting was

adJourned

Rospcctfully submitied,

D fone m,.(

Jay Turley.
Anat, to Clty Manager
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February 5, 1979

State of Oregon

Envircnmental Quality Commission
522 SW Fifth Street

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Attention: The Commission and DEQ Director, William H. Young

Re: Sunrise Village
Deschutes County

Dear Commissioners:

On January 26, 1979 your honorable commission unanimously approved
Sunrise Village's community sewer system provided the systems com-
patibility with Statewide Land Use Goals has been tested by the
County, its design is approved by DEQ, and it is maintained and
operated by a municipality.

These reguirements appeared to be satisfactory to us as from the
onset of our development we have recognized and respected the fun-
damental purposes they served and have strived to meet their ends.

Regretfully, we have just come to realize several problems associ-
ated with the forming of a sanitation district as a means to com-

plying with the municipality recuirement. These problems are as
follows.
1. We hadn't expected regional DEQ menager, Mr. Dick Nichols,

would work in opposition to EQC's rulings by continuing +teo encour-
age Deschutes County and the City of Bend to resist the formation
of a district so as to cause us to acguiesce to his persistent
position of having a sewer agreement with the City.

2. The City of Bend apparently dosen't favor special districts
out of fear the districts will grow in size and compete with the
City for State and Federal dollars.

3. Were it not for Mr. Nichol's position regarding a sewer agree-
'nt with the City {( a position not supported by the commission )



H

Pavicos cntal Qualily Commisgion
felboiuaey S, 19979
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the markobting of our development would nol have been delayed since
May 26, 19780 As it is , we've incurnred great expense and a tight-
ening markelb withoul any cash flow. An additional 100 plus days
delay in marketing while a sanitation district is being formed would
cause us farther, more serious financial hardship.

[+ would now appear that at the January 26, 1972 hearing the Commis-—
sion touched upon a satisfactory solution to these problems when it
referenced the alternative to a municipality of our posting a $25,000.
bond. “The provisions of ORS454.425 bolsterd by our incorporated
homeowners association with the resources, management and enforcement
powers would egual if not exceed the same force and effect of a
sanitation district while enabling us to make needed sales and dis-
pensing with the Cities fears relative to special districts. Further-
more, we have a planned unit development subdivision improvement

and maintenance agreement with Deschutes County which is a condition
and covenant. running with the land and binding upen the property
wherein the County may perform by enforceable lien the improvement,
maintenance and upkeep of the development should we fail to do so.

For these reasons we respectfully recuest our community sewer system
be approved subject to the conditions set forth on January 26, 1979
with the exception of substituting the provisions of ORS 454,425
augmented by our hcmeowners association in place of the municipality
regquirement. In the event the system is acguired or its operation
and maintenance is assumed by the County, City or a special district,
the homeowners association will relinguish its responsibility for

the system.

We are most grateful for your thoughtful consideration of our matter
and hope it can be décided upon at or before your February hearing.

Very truly yours,

QI:;;\&!anJ
Tim Ward
Vice President, Sunrise Village

CC: Ross Mather
Marty West
Gray, Fancher, Holmes and Hurley
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THE MAYOR

NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT
MAY OR

1220 S. W. FIFTH AVE.
FORTLAND, OR. 97204
503 244 - 4120

Mr. Bill Young, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
522 Southwest Fifth

P. O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr.gg%ﬁﬁi%wwm

™

Attached is a copy of testimony which the City of Portland presented
to the Washington State Ecological Commission on October 12, 1978,
and a letter which was sent to the Clark County Commission in June,
both concerning an inspection maintenance program for Clark County,
Washingten. An identical letter was sent to the Mayor of Vancouver
at the same time.

If you have any thoughts concerning this matter please let us know.

Neil Goldschmidt, Mayor
NG:CK:rrg
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THE CITY OF

- PORTLAND

OFFICE OF
THE MAYQOR

NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT
MAYOR

1220 5. W. FIFTH AVE
PORTLAND, CR. 97204
503 248 - 4120

Management Services Div.

!

Dept. of Environmental Quality
\B EBENIWE
LT 26 1978

DR, ARPAD MASLEY, CHAIRMAN
EcoLogicaL COMMISSION
OLyMPIA, Wa. S8504

TesTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE
WasHINGTON STATE EcoLocicaL COMMISSION
oN Octoer 12, 19/8

THE STATES OF OREGON AND WASHINGTON SHARE A COMMON AIRSHED. EVEN THOUGH THE
CONTROLS WHICH ARE IMPLEMENTED TO MANAGE THIS AIRSHED ARE SEPARATED INTO
TWO STATE [MPLEMENTATION PLANS, IT IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT OUR STATES
DEVELOPE THESE CONTROLS IN A COORDINATED AND SUPPORTATIVE MANNER.

Topay I WOULD LIKE TO SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS THE USE OF AN INSPECION AND
MAINTENANCE PROGRAM FOR MOTER VEHICLES AS AN AIR POLLUTION CONTROL MEASHRE
IN CLarRK CounTy,

THE OREGON PORTION OF THIS AIR NUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA CURRENTLY HAS A
BI-ANNUAL INSPECTION PROGRAM: THE UREGON LEGISLATURE WILL CONSIDER INITIATING
AN ANNUAL PROGRAM DURING ITS NEXT SESSION.

THERE ARE THREE REASONS WHICH WE SEEL SUPPORT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A
SIMILAR PROGRAM IN THE CLARK COUNTY PORTION OF THE AIR QuUALITY MAINTENANCE

AREA.,

I WOULD LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT EACH OF THESE FOR THE COMMISSION'S CON-

SIDERATION.

1. THE STATES SHARE A COMMON PROBLEM IN THE AREA OF PHOTOCHEMICAL
OXIDANTS FOR WHICH BOTH STATES HAVE BEEN DESIGNATED NON-
ATTAINMENT, FIGURES SHOW THAT THE MOTOR VEHICLE IS THE SOURCE
oF 687% OF THE HYDROCARBONS AND 56.27 OF THE OXIDES OF NITROGEN
WHICH ARE DISCHARGED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE AND, IN THE PRESENCE
OF SUNLIGHT, FORM PHOTOCHEMICAL OXIDANTS, PRELIMINARY CALCULA-
TIONS SHOW THAT THE EXISTING INSPECTION ProcraM IN OREGON HAS



BEEN DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR A 10% REDUCTION IN HYDROCARBONS.

THESE FIGURES WILL INCREASE SUBSTANTIALLY IF AN ANNUAL INSPEC-
TION PROGRAM 1S INITIATED.

IN ADDITION TO THE PHOTOCHEMICAL OXIDANT NON-ATTAINMENT DE-
SIGNATION, THE OREGON SIDE OF THE AIRSHED HAS BEEN DESIGNATED
AS NON-ATTAINMENT FOR CARBON MONOXIDE. CONGRESS HAS PASSED
EMISSION CONTROLS FOR AUTOMOBILES PRODUCED AFTER 1981, EVEN
WITH THESE EMISSION FACTORS, THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL QuaLiTy (DEQ) mMAS DETERMINED THAT THERE WILL BE CARBON
MONOXIDE VIOLATIONS THROUGH 1990 ON MOST OF THE MAJOR HIGH
DENSITY CORRIDORS IN AND AROUND PORTLAND.

SINCE I-5 NoRTH 1S ONE OF THE MAJOR CORRIDORS WHICH IS PRO-
JECTED TO BE IN VIOLATION OF THE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR

CARBON MONIXIDE THRouGH 1990, A PRIMARY CONCERN FOR THE CiTY
OF PORTLAND IS THE AMOUNT OF POLLUTION PROVIDED BY (LARK
COUNTY VEHICLES AND THE ESTIMATED REDUCION WHICH COULD BE
ANTICIPATED THROUGH THE USE OF AN INSPECTION PROGRAM WHICH

- COVERS THESE VEHICLES.

AN IMMEDIATE CONCERN TO THE CITY IS THE NUMBER OF COMMUTERS
WHO WORK AND DRIVE INTO THE PorRTLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE
AREA ON A REGULAR BASIS BUT LIVE IN AREAS OUTSIDE OF THE
INSPECTION AREA, AT LEAST 157 OF THE CARS CURRENTLY USING
THE TOWNTOWN AREA OF PORTLAND ALONE, ARE NOT COVERED BY THE
EXISTING PROGRAM,

WHILE IT IS UNKNOWN HOW MANY CLARK COUNTY RESIDENTS WORK IN
THE PORTLAND AREA, THE TRASFIC PROBLEMS RESULTING ON THE

[-5 BRIDGE DURING PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC ALONE LEAD US TO BELIEVE
THAT THE NUMBER AND IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY IS SUBSTANTIAL.

IN 1977, WE ESTIMATED THERE WERE APPROXIMATELY 192,000 peoPLE



emPLOYED IN THE CITY, OF THIS ToTAL, 103,000 LivE IN PORTLAND
AND THE REMAINDER IN THE FOUR-COUNTY AREA, INCLUDING CLARK
CouNTY, WASHINGTON, SINCE 97% OF ALL COMMUTER TRAFFIC FROM
CLark COUNTY IS AUTO TRAFFIC, WE CONCLUDE THAT THIS IS HAVING
AN IMPACT ON THE QUALITY OF THE PORTLAND AIRSHED.

THE CURRENT DEQ INSPECTION PROGRAM HAS CONTRIBUTED SIGNIFICANTLY
TO THE CONTROL OF THE CARBON MONOXIDE PROBLEM. SINCE ITS
INCEPTION IN 1973, THE INSPECTION PROGRAM HAS PROVIDED AN
ESTIMATED 127 REDUCTION IN CARBON MONOXIDE WITHIN DOWNTOWN
PORTLAND ALONE, WITH SUBSTANTIAL CITY AND AREA-WIDE REDUCTIONS
AS WELL, DEQ ESTIMATES THAT, IN THE LONG-RUN, THE BI-ANNUAL
INSPECTION PROGRAM WILL PROVIDE FOR A 167 REDUCTION AND AN
ANNUAL PROGRAM WOULD PROVIDE A U407 REDUCTION,

3, THE CLean AIR AT AMENDMENTS WHICH YOU ARE DISCUSSING TODAY,
seT DecemBer 31, 1982 As THE DATE BY WHICH NATIONAL AVMBIENT
AIR QUALITY STANDARDS MUST BE MET. IN THE CASE OF PHOTOCHEMICAL
OXIDANTS AND CARBON MONOXIDE, A FIVE-YEAR EXTENTION (UNTIL
DeEcemBer 31, 1987) 1S ALLOWABLE IF IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED
THAT IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL REASONABLE CONTROL MEASURES WOULD
NOT BRING THE AIRSHED INTO ATTAINMENT BY THE END oF 1982, One
OF THESE REASONABLE CONTROL MEASURES IS IMPLEMENTATION OF AN
ANNUAL. INSPECTION ProcrAM,

THIS BRINGS UP THE QUESTION OF WHETHER OR NOT EPA woulLD Ex-~
TEND THE DATE FOR AN AIRSHED WHICH DOES NOT HAVE AN INSPECTION
PROGRAM WHICH COVERS THE ENTIRE AIRSHED. [HIS IS A SERIOUS

" PROBLEM WHICH COULD AFFECT THE PERFORMANCE OF THE OVER ALL
CONTROL STRATEGIES IN THE AREA AND HAVE SUBSTANTIAL IMPLICA-
TIONS FOR BOTH STATES IF STANDARDS ARE NOT MET BY 1982,

BoTH STATES ARE CURRENTLY PURSUING VIOLATILE Oreanic Compounp (VOC) conTroLs
WHICH WOULD ASSIST IN HYDROCARBON REDUCTIONS AND THEREFORE PHOTOCHEMICAL
OXIDANT REDUCTIONS. THE CITY OF PORTLAND STRONGLY SUPPORTS THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON ON THIS EFFORT. HOWEVER, BASED ON THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROBLEM



AND THE COMMENDABLE RESULTS FROM THE OREcON INSPECTION PROGRAM SO FAR, WE
FEEL THAT A YOC PROGRAM ALONE WILL NOT PROVIDE SUFFICIENT CONTROLS.

IN ORDER TO FAIRLY DISTRIBUTE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR IMPROVING THE QUALITY
OF AIR IN THIS AREA TO ALL JURISDICTIONS WHO HAVE A PART IN PRODUCING THE
POLLUTION AND TO ASSIST IN MEETING THE NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY
STANDARDS IN A TIMELY MANNER, THE CITY oF PORTLAND REQUESTS THAT THE
Fcorocical CoMMISSION CONSIDER A RECOMMENDATION TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE
WasHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY WHICH SUPPORTS THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
AN INsPECTION ProcrRAM IN THE CLARK COUNTY AREA...
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THE GITY OF

PORTLAND

OREGON

OFFICE OF
THE MAYOR

NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT
~MAYOR

1220 5 W FIFTH AVE,
PORTLAND, OR 97204
503 248 - 4120

June 8, 1978

Dean Cole

Chairman of the Board
Clark County Commission
P.0. Box 5000
Vancouver, WA 98663

Dear Mr. Cole:

As we are all aware, in August of 1877 the United States Congress
passed clean air act amendments which require areas found to be in
non-attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards to develop
an attainment plan by January of 1979. The Portland Metropolitan
area, as well as Clark County, have been designated as non-attainment
for various categoeries of pollutants.

in 1975 the Oregon Legislative Assembly gave authority for the area
within the boundaries of the Metropolitan Service District to imple-
ment an automobile inspection and maintenance program administered
by the State Deopartrment of Environmental Quality. At Lhe current
time that program is coenducted biannually and is designed to reduce
the amount of pollutants atiributed to the automobile within our air
shed.,  Even with this program the Portland A.Q.M.A., including Clark
County, has been designated as a non-attainment area for photo-
chemical oxidants. If it is determined that the existing programs
will not bring this area into attainment by 1983, the Oregon State
Department of Environmental Quality plans to invesligate the imple-
mentation of an annual inspection program. A commitiment to imple-
ment an annuai program is also necessary in order to qualify for the
5 year extension availabte for meeting photo-chemical oxidants and
carbon monoxide standards. | would be most interested in receiving
information from your office as to what plans Clark County has for
the consideration of an automobile inspection and maintenance program.

Since a significant amount of the cowmmuter traffic which comes into

the Portland azrea is from Clark County, Washington, we are not able

to overlook the pollution this contributes toc our existing air quality
orogram., | have asked the Oregon State Department of Environmental
Quality to include in their initial Legislative package to the Executive
Department, a proposal which would allow for an automobile inspection
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and maintenance program of commuter traffic from Ciark County,
Washington. That, however, is certainly not the best solution

to the probltem; and if, in fact, you are considering such a program
within your own boundaries, | would certainly be interested in
knowing about it, and would like the opportunity to discuss it

with you.

We all share a common goal of wanting to have our air quality
program be successful and allow continued economic development

so that the job base of our communities may continue to grow. We
believe that this will take the concentrated effort of all parties
involved, and that every possible solution should be evaluated.

We certainly look forward to working with you on the question of
how best to comply with the clean air act amendments.

Singerely,

Neil¥Goldschmidt
MAYOR

NG/mku

cc: Honorable Robert Straub
Governor

Mr. Don Clark, Chairman
Multnomah County Commission

LY

Mr. Bill Young
DEQ

Mr. Denton Kent, Executive Director
CRAG

Commissioner Francis lvancie
Commissioner Charles Jordan
Commissioner Connie McCready
Commissioner Mildred Schwab



STATEMENT OF THE WESTERN OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE
STATE OF OREGON
SALEM, OREGON
FEBRUARY 24, 1978
Re: Proposed Regulations For Controlling Air

Contaminant Emissions From Crude 0il Tankers

I am Bob Wrede. I am appearing on behalf of the
Western 0il & Gés Association, which is composed of the bulk of
the producers, refiners, and marketers of petroleum products in
the western United States. Needless to say, regulations such
as those currently under consideration by this Commission would
have a substantial impact on a vital aspect of the petroleum
industry.

Cur association supports responsible environmental
regqulations. By responsible regulations, we mean regulations
which demonstrably contribute to achieving a reasonable balance
between both socio-economic and environmental needs. We oppose
the adoption of the regulations cu;rently before you because we
do not believe that adequate consideration has been given to:
1. the environmental benefits which might be gained by their
adoption; 2. the socio-economic costs of such regqulations; or

3. the operational problems these regulations would create.



In the first place, the memorandum proposing these
regulationsl/ contains nothing to show that these regulations
are necessary to the attainment and maintenance of applicable
ambient air quality standards or to prevent significant deteri-
oration of air quality in the state of Oregon. Unfortunately,
a number of the assertions made in the memorandum are without
basis in fact. For example, with respect to the provision
limiting the sulfur content of fuel to be burned in crude o0il
tankers the memorandum states, "Ports in California are
limiting the % sulfur in fuel oil burned by vessels. The most
stringent rule is the Port of Ventura's, which limits vessels
to fuel 0il of about 0.5% sulfur." This statement is simply
untrue. There 1is no regulation anywhere in California, of
which we are aware, which limits the percentage of sulfur in
fuel o0il which may be burned by vessels visiting ports in that
state., Ventura has no such rule and is not currently actively
considering any such rule.

Nor does the memorandum indicate current ambient
levels of sulfur oxides in the vicinity of Port Westward or the
probable air quality impacts of either the assumed emissions of
sulfur oxides from tankers visiting the proposed GATX terminal
or the probable beneficial impacts, if any there may be, from
limiting those emissions in the fashion proposed. Nor has any

consideration been given to the cost of complying with such

1/ Memo re Agenda Item K, January 26, 1978, EQC Meeting Crude
0il Tanker Rules - Authorization for Public Hearing, Department
of Environmental Quality, January 11, 1978,

-2 -



regulations other than observing that, "Some tankers have
several fuel oil tanks, one of which can be dedicated to low
sulfur fuel oil . . . ." This obviously implies that other
tankers do not have this capability, a fact which would neces-
sitate costly vessel modifications and, as I will discuss
later, a fact which raises serious legal problems regarding the
authority of any state to regulate instruments of interstate
commerce and international trade, or to interfere with the
Coast Guard regulation of navigation.

Similarly, the memorandum contains no technical
justification for the imposition of limitations on ballasting
and inerting crude o0il tankers. No indication is given of the
current ambient levels of hydrocarbons, or the impact which
these regulationsﬁmight be expected to have on those levels.
The sole justification set forth in the memorandum for imposing
these requirements is based on the supposition that hydrocér—
bons emitted as a result of possible ballasting or inerting
operations at the terminal, combined with oxides of nitrogen
from tankers and trains serving the terminal, and the nearby
PGE Beaver turbine power plant, " . . . could drift down wind,
be acted upon by sunlight, and cause photochemical oxidant
standards to be exceeded.” This supposition, however, is
unsupported by either data or scientific analysis. The fact is
that hydrocarbons, in and of themselves, are not generally
considered harmful. It is only in combination with oxides of

nitrogen, in the presence of sunlight, that they can--under the



proper circumstances—--form photochemical oxidants, sometimes
referred to as smog. This process is such a highly complex one
that in some cases decreases in the so called precursors, that
no reactive hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen, may have no

- effect whatever on the formation of smog and can even increase
its formation. Until the environmental implications of the
proposed regulations and the cost of complying with them are
more fully understood, we do not believe they should be adopted
by this Commission.

As I have already suggested, the proposed regulations
also pose a significant legal problem. As the Department of
Environmental Quality's supporting memorandum observes, both
ballasting and inerting are regulated by the Coast Guard. This
regulation is an exercise of the Constlitutional power of the
federal government to regulate navigation. Further, tankers
are instruments of interstate commerce and international trade,
topics which are also Constitutionally regulated by the federal
government.

Because the federal government is charged with regu-
lating, and in fact regulates, both the operation and design of
tankers, serious doubts exist as to the power of any state to
impose requirements which could conflict with federal regula-
tion in the field.

Without going into boring detail, the supremacy

clause of our federal ConstitutionZ?/ provides that, in any case

2/ U.S. Constitution, Article VI, § 2.
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where there is a discernible conflict between federal law and
just about anything a state does, federal law prevails., Since
the Coast Guard already regulates the design and operation of
tankers, itris highly doubtful that a state may regulate in a
fashion affecting either tanker design, such as a provision
necessitating the addition of extra fuel tanks dr that a state
may regulate tanker operations, such as the proposed require-
ment that only 25% ballast be allowed in crude tankers within
the jurisdiction of the state of Oregon.

To illustrate, the application of this principle in
case now pending before the United States Supreme Court, a
United States District Court found that the federal Ports and
Waterwéys Safety actd/ preempted the state of Washington from
requlating oil tankérs operating in the Puget Sound. Arco v.'
Evans, U.S. Dist. Ct., W.D. Wash., No. 75-648 (Sept. 1976),

probable jurisdiction noted, 97 S.Ct. 1172 (1977). The

District Court held:

"The purpose of the original tank vessel
act, and of Title II of PWSA was to
establish a uniform set of regulations
govrerning the types of ships permitted
within c¢oastal waters of the United
States and the c¢onditions wunder which
they would be permitted to operate.
Balkanization of regulatory authority
over this most interstate, even inter-
national of transportation systems is
foreclosed by the national policy
embodied in the PWSA."4/

3/ 46 U.S.C.A. § 39la.

4/ Memorandum Opinion at p. 3.



By adopting the Ports and Waterways Safety Act
Congress expressed a clear intent that uniformity be assured by
reserving to the federal government all power to control the
design, construction, maintenance and operation of tankers. We
believe that principle casts grave doubts on the validity of
the regulations before you today.

There are other troublesome ramifications with
respect to state efforts to regulate in fields expressly
reserved to the federal government by the Constitution, such as
treaty preemption, the exclusivity of federal authority over
foreign affairs, and the federal power to regulate interstate
commerce. Rather than discussing each of those topics in my
oral presentation, I have for each of you a copy of a presenta-
tion made on behalf of the Western 0il & Gas Association before
the California Air Resources Board during the course of their
consideration of similar rules for the South Coast Air Basin
which goes into those topics in some depth. I commend it to
those who wish to delve into these problems in greater detail.

Suffice it to say that our federal system is designed
to prevent undue state interference with matters which reguire
a national perspective. It is difficult to imagine a field of
regulation in which the national interest in uniformity is
greater than the transporting of crude o0il in interstate and
international commerce. For this reason the federal government

has cooperated with the international community by participat-



ing in what is known as the Intergovernmental Maritime Consul-
tative Organization, a body charged, among other things, with
promulgating uniform international environmental regulations.
Also, it has given the Coast Guard the responsibility of
controlling the design, construction, maintenance, and
operation of vesgssels carrying crude o0il to protect the
country's interests in both safety and preservation of the
environment. The answer 1s cléar. International, national and
state interests can be best served by uniform regulation.
Unilateral state action simply cannot cope with the magnitude
of the problem and therefore must give way.

Thirdly, the requlations are operationally unsound.
The low sulfur fuel rule presents technical problems the
elimination of which may necessitate expensive vessel modifica-
tions requiring Coastal Guard approval. The portion of the
rule limiting ballasting is unwise. Each vessel has its own
stability and manuevering characteristics. These characteris-
tics must be matched to the local weather conditions in order
to determine the amount of ballast the vessel requires for safe
navigation. Any rule limiting the amount of ballast a vessel
may take could result in an unsafe situation. Finally, we
believe there is some confusion regarding inert gas systems.
Under normal conditions, vessels will not emit more pollutants
than vessels without such systems.

Please understand that our comments are being

offered with a constructive purpose. The issues involved are



exceedingly complex. It is this complexity which we believe
demands careful justification for any attempts to regulate in
this field. Because neither environmental nor legal
justification for the proposed regulations has yet been estab-
lished, we respectfully submit that they should not be adopted
at this time.

Thank you for your patient attention. I would be
pleased to answer any questions you may have regarding my

comments to the best of my ability.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Stimson Lumber Company operates a wood processing plant at
Forest Grove, Oregon. Faced with two boilers which marginally met the
emission Timitations of opacity and concentration of particulate matter
and which required major repairs for safe operation, they committed
the investments required to replace the two boilers. Concern over air
pollution from the existing boilers was a major influencing factor in
their decision because of their location relative to a major recreational
area. ' |

The replacement program also included the installation of a
fuel dryer, an air heater,‘sighificant modifications to their feedwater
treatment system, redesign of the combustion chambers for the boilers,
maintenance on particle collection systems, installation of classifier
screens, and installation of various instruments to monitor and control
the combustion process to limit air poliution emissions. These portions
of the program were directed at reducing air pollutant emissions.

The result of the completed facility will be to reduce air
poliutant emissions by approximate1y 103 tons per year. In addition, it
will result in energy conservation of Oregon's renewable energy resources
equivalent to 50,000 barrels of oil per year, '

. The total renovation project wiil cost Stimson Lumber Company
approximately $1,000,000. The company has requested and been denied
certification for tax credits on investments of $250,000 directly related
to air pollution reduction. The purpose of this report s to clarify
the impact of the overall project on reduction of air pollutants and to
show.the importance of the components of .the system in reducing air pollu-
tion. ' ‘

, Oregon Revised Statutes are presented where appropriate to
show that the air pollution portion of the facilities complies with the
definitions and intent of the Statutes.
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1. - INTRODUCTION

“On January 10, 1978, the Stimson Lumber Company of Forest Grove,
Oregon, submitted a Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary

Certification for Tax Credit. The Notice and Request were in regard to.the

planned installation of two new wood fired boilers and a system in which to
dry the wood prior to burning it in the boilers. The Notice and Request
were submitted to the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality
in keeping with the provisions of QRS 468.165 {1977 Replacement Part).

On February 24, 1978, the EnvironmentaT Quality Commission (EQC)
of the State of Oregon acted to deny the request for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit for the wood-drying system.{1) On April 28, 1978, the EQC
acted to deny the request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit for
the two wood fired boiters.(2)}

At the request of Stimson Lumber Company, a study of the facilities
was made by an independent Consultant Engineer. The objectives of the study
included the following: | |
| 1) To evaluate the new boiler installation and fuel

dryer installation in terms of their impacts upon
reduction of air pollutant emissions. Within
reasonable Timits, to specify the impact of the
pertinent components of the systems upon reduc-
~tion of pollutant emissions. _
2) To clearly define which of the system components
should be considered for tax credits according to
~the Policy Statement of ORS 468.160. |

- ORS 468,160 Policy. In the interest of the public peace, health and
Safety, it is the policy of the State of Oregon to assist in the
prevention, control and reduction of air, water and noise poliution
and solid waste in this state by providing tax relief with respect

to Oregon facilities constructed to accomplish such prevention,
control and reduction. ‘



2. LOCATION OF THE FACILITIES

. Stimson Lumber Company operates a mill on the'odtskirts of
Forest Grove, Oregon. The mill site is at the base of the Scoggins Valley
~ Dam, a recreational area used for hiking, camping, and related water sports.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE WOOD FIRED BOILERS AND FUEL DRYER SYSTEM

in early 1978 a'program was undertaken by the Company to upgrade
its wood combustion facilities. Two existing boilers were to be replaced
with new boiTers. ‘The existing boilers were marginally sized to meet the
_Steam generation requirements of the mill, particularly under conditions
of peak steam demand. During high steam demand periods, the visual
emissions from the boiler “"smoke stacks” frequently exceeded the allowable
Tevels of opacity. No citations were received by the Company for opacity
violations. However, the Company recognized the importance of meeting
both present and future emission standards on a continuing basis. Their
Tocation adjacent to a recreation area augmented the concern over reduc-
tion of poliutant emissions.

Inspection of the boilers indicated that substantial main-
tenance work was required in order to insure the structural integrity
and safe operation of the boilers. Had such maintenance work been carried
out, the boilers would still be subject to high opacity levels during
periods of peak steam demand due to their size.

‘Taking these factors into account, the Company decided to replace
the boilers with two new units. In making this decision, no consideration
wés given to increasing the steam demand of the plant site. No production
expansions were planned or anticipated.

The two original.boilers had a combined maximum steam generafing
capacity of 81,272 pounds of steam per hour. The replacement boilers have
a combined maximum steam generating capacity of 106,000 pbunds of steam per
hour. (These ratings are based on 100% of rated load).



The average steam demand of the plant site is 60,000 podnds.of
steam per hour (PPH). Peak steam demand is approximately 100,000 PPH.
| Thus, the originial boilers operated.at an average of 74% of their rated
capacity. However, peak steam demands required that the boilers operate
at 123% of their rated capacity - a substantial overload.

By comparison, the replacement boilers will operate at -an average
of 57% of their rated capacity. Peak'steam demands will require the boilers
-to operate at 94% of their'rated capacity - well within their design
capability. This increased capacity was provided to insure that the
boiler exhaust gas stream would not exceed the allowable standards of
opacity even under conditions-of high steam demand, and that it wouid
meet the requirements for concentration of particulate matter. Table 1
summarizes the comparison of steam generating capacity for the old boilers
and the new boilers.

Original Replacement

Boilers Boilers
Combined poximun dostan St etg Ty s,
Annual average piant steam demand (PPH} 60,000 60,000
Average boiler Toad (% of rated capacity) 74 57
Peak plant steam demand {PPH) 100,000 100,000
Peak boiler load (% of rated capacity) 123 94

Table 1: Comparison of Original Boilers and Replacement Boilers in Terms
of Their Rated Capacities and Plant Steam Demand

‘Both the original boilers and the replacement boilers are of the
"Dutch Oven" désign. The new boilers are manufactured by Babcock and Wilcox
Company. The fnsta]]ation was done by Stimson Lumber Company. More.
compiete information on the specific details of the boilers is on file
with the Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality.



Fuel Dryer System

Wood residue fuels burned in the boilers are generated from a
variety of processes on the plant site. The fuel includes sawdust, planer
. shavings, bark, sanderdust, residue material from a hardboard plant, and
yard cleanup material.. The woisture content of the fuel is dependent upon
the process that generates the fuel and upon seasonal conditions. The fuel
is stored outside fn a pile where it takes on high moisture Tevels from
rain, particularly during the winter months.
. The moisture content of wood fuels has a significant impact on
their compTete combustion in the boiler. If the moisture level is very
high-{i.e., if it exceeds 55% on an "as-is" basis), the presence of the
water in the combustion chamber significantly lowers the temperature in
the combustion chamber. This is indicated below in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Plot of Adiabatic Flame Temperature of Wood Fuels vs. Percent
Moisture in the Fuel - Plot is for 310°F Combustion Air



The reduction of combustion chamber temperatures slows the rate
of combustion and may prevent the complete combustion of the wood fuel.
This results in formation of air pollutant materials which are emitted from
the exhaust gas stack. |
| If the moisture level exceeds 67% on an "as-is" basis, the fire
will be extinguished. Auxiliary fossil fuels must then be used to assist
in the .combustion process for steam generation. '

Operating experience at the plant site indicated that during
- periods of prolonged rain the moisture levels in the fuel were in excess
of 60% and that opacity levels in the exhaust gas stream were frequently
in excess of the allowable Timits, particulariy during periods of peak
steam demand. Based on the successful installation of fuel drying systems
by other wood products processing plants (3}, the Company decided to install
a fuel drying system. '

In this system, wet fuel is passed through a rotary drum dryer.
Heat energy is supplied to the dryer from the high temperature exhaust
gases of the boiler. The exhaust gases leaving the dryer are passed through
an inertial separator system to remove entrained partfcu?ate matter. A
fan systems "pulls" the exhaust gases through the dryer and "pushes" them
through an exhaust gas stack where they are emitted to the atmosphere.

4. REGULATIONS AFFECTING BOILER EXHAUST GAS EMISSIONS

Chapter 340 of the Oregon Administrative Rules, Sections 21-015
and 21-020 pertain to limitations of opacity and concentration of particu?ate'
matter from boilers using wood residue fuels. Under these rules, the
original boilers were subject to opacity limitations of 40% and concentration
Timitations of 0.2 grains per standard dry cubic foot of gas corrected to
124 €0,. |

The replacement boilers are categorized as "new sources" and are
subject to opacity 1imitations of 20% and concentration limitations of 0.1
- grains per standard dry cubic foot of gas corrected to 12% C02.



Section 21-015: VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANT LIMITATIONS. (1) Existing Sources

Qutside Spec1a1 Control Areas. No person shall cause, suffer, allow,
or permit the emission of any air contaminant into the atmosphere from
_any existing air contaminant source located outside a Special Control
Area for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any
one hour which is:
(a) As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 2
on the Ringelmann Chart, or '
{b) Equal to or greater than 40% opacity.
{2) New Sources in A1l Areas and Existing Sources Within Special
Control Areas: No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the
emission of any air contaminant into the afmosphere ffom any new air
contaminant source, or from any existing'source within a Special Control
Area, for a period or.periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any
“one hour which is: .
(a} As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 1 on
the Ringelmann Chart, or
(b) Equal to or greater than 20% opacity.
- {3) Exceptions to 21-015 (1} and 21-015 (2).
(a) Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason
for failure of any emission to meet the requirements of
Section 21-015 (1) and 21-015 (2), such sections shall not
| apply. : :
(b) Existing fuel burning equipment utilizing wood wastes and
| Tocated within Special Control Areas shall comply with the
emission limitations of Subsection 21-015 (1) in lieu of
Subsection 21-015 (2). :
Section 21-020: FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT LIMITATIONS. No person shall cause,
suffer, allow, or permit the emission of particulate matter, from any

fuel burning equipment in excess of:
(1) 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot for existing sources; or
(2) -0.1 grains per standard cubic foot for new sources.



5. THE EFFECT OF EMISSION REGULATIONS ON TOTAL ANNUAL BOILER EMISSIONS

The original two boilers were tested to determine if they were
in compliance with the emission regulations. Tests conducted by'the firm
Seton, Johnson, and Odell indicated that the boilers were in compliance
with the concentration and opacity regulations at the time of testing.

' Calculations were made to determine the average annual amount
of particulate which would be expected from the original boilers if they
Just met the 0.2 gr/SDCF concentration Timitation. (Sée Appendix A,
Calc. A-1}. The calculations indicate that the average annual emission
rate from the two boilers would be 191.6 tons of particulate per year.

The replacement boilers, subject to the more restrictive
11m1t of 0.1 gr/SDCF would emit 95.8 tons of particulate per year if
operated under conditions similar to the original boilers. The effect
of the regulations is summarized in Table 2.

Original Replacement
_ Boilers ' Boilers
Opacity Limitations (%) | 40 20
Concentration Limitation {gr/SDCF 0.7 0.1
at 12% COZ) : : :
Average Annual Emissions of Particulate 191.6 95.8

Matter From Combined Boilers {Tons/Year)*

*Assumes that the boilers are operating at identical levels of eff1c1ency
and that emissions just meet the required levels.

~ Table 2: Comparison of the Effects of Emission Regu]ations on Annual
Emissions of Particulate from Original and Replacement Boilers

By undertaking the replacement of the two original boilers instead
of making major repairs to those boilers, Stimson Lumber Company.committed
themselves to meeting stringent emission limitations for both opacity and
concentration of particulate matter. This commitment plus increases in overall
boiler efficiency will result in reduction of air pollution emissions of
approximately 103 tons per year. {See Figure 2, p. 13)



_ The present emission regulations of the Oregon DEQ do not place’
Timits on the total annual emissions from wood fired boilers - only on the
concentration of emissions in the exhaust gas stream. The total annual
emissions are d1rect1y related to the annual total steam generated and to
the therma] eff1c1ency of the boa]er complex.

, In making design decisions regarding the replacement boilers,
‘the Company did not consider options for increased annual steam generation.
However, they did make spec1f1c decisions which result in thermal efficiency
1mprovements for the boilers. These efficiency improvements result in
reduced annual emissions of particulate matter. Each of the decisions and
the resultant decrease in emissions of air pollutants is discussed.

6. .CONSTRUCTION AND INSTALLATION OF EQUIPMENT TO IMPROVE BOILER EFFICIENCY
AND REDUCE ANNUAL EMISSIONS OF AIR CONTAMINANTS.

Instailation of the Fuel Dryer System ,
The installation of a fuel drying system for any wood fired boiler
comp1ex results in the following benefits:

1) The use of lower moisture level fuels in the boiler will result
in increased temperature levels in the combustion chamber. The
increased temperature levels bring about more complete combustion
.of the wood fuel and, thus, reduce. the possibility of generating
air contaminant materials in the combustion process.

2) Water in the wood fuel requires energy to evaporate. ‘This energy
detracts from the available energy for steam production in the
boiler. Thus, more wet fuel is required to generate a given
amount of steam than would be required if the fuelwere dry. For
example, if the replacement boilers continued to use wet fuel,
it would require an average of 30,082 pounds of wet fuel per hour
to meet the average annual steam demand of the plant. By drying

- the fuel in the dryer system, the fuel requirement is reduced to
25,089 pounds per hour to meet the same steam demand. (See

" Appendix A, Calc A-2). The fﬁei dryer,_therefore, results in
significant energy conservation.



3} As noted in (2} above, the fuel dryer installation results in
fuel savings of 4993 pounds of fuel per hour (30,082 - 25,089).
‘Since less fuel has to be burned to meet the steam demand, there
is Tess exhaust gas emitted to the atmosphere, Assuming that
the exhaust gas particulate concentration is 0.1 gr/SDCF, the
reduced emissions of exhaust gas result in reduced total annual
emissions of air contaminants equal to 7.0 tons per year.

In'summary,,the installation of the fuel dryer results in:
a) More complete combustion of the fuel

b) Significant energy conservation
¢) Significant reduction of air contaminant emissions.

Without - With

Fuel Dryer Fuel Dryer
Approximate Boiler Thermal Efficiency (%) 62* ' 65%
Average Annual Fuel Use (Wet Lbs/Hr) 30,082 | 25,089
ATlowable Particulate Emissions (Tons/Yr) 95.8 88.8
Reduction of Pollutant Emissions (Tons/Yr) . - 7.0
Energy Conservation Annually (Equivalent

Barrels of No. 6 Fuel 0il Per Year) ‘ 18,095

*Assumes the use of an air preheater for both cases and the use of the
feedwater treatment system.

Table 3: Summary of the Benefits of the Fuel Dryer System

Instailation of Air Preheaters

Air preheater systems are not commonly used on wood fired boilers,
It is estimated that less than 50% of the wood fired boilers in use today
are equipped with such systems.(4) The benefits of using air preheaters are
well documented, however, and include: 1) Increased thermal efficiency; 2)
More complete combustion of the wood fuel; 3) Reduced fuel useage; and 4)
Reduced total annual emissions of air contaminants to the atmosphere.
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Acknowledging these positive benefits, Stimson Lumber Company
decided to install air preheaters on both replacement boilers.** Calculations
were made to determine the magnitude of the benefits (See Appendix A, Calc.
A-3). The results of the,ca1cu1ationslare shown below in Table 4.

Without With .
Air Preheater Air Preheater

" Approximate Boiler Thermal Efficiency (%) 57 .5% 62*

Average Annual Fuel Use (Wet Lbé/Hr), 34,437 ' 30,082
Allowable Particulate Emissions (Tons/Yr) 103.3 95.8
Reduction of Pollutant Emissions (Tons/Yr) . 7.5
Energy Conservation Annually (Equivalent - 15,794

Barrels of No. 6 Fuel 011 Per Year)

* Assumes that no fuel dryer is present in the complex

Table 4: Summary of the Benefits of the Air Preheater System. .

Revisions to the Boiler Feedwater System

' In their program to upgrade the boiler complex at the plant site,
Stimson Lumber Company determined that improvements were warranted to their
boiler feedwater treatment system. The original. feedwater treatment system
resulted in high solids levels in the boiler water and it was necessary to
"blow down® a high percentage of the boiler water to prevent plugging in the
“tubes and drums.

High "blow down" rates had several environmental drawbacks. The
water blow out of the drum increased their emissions of contaminated water
to the environment both in terms of its solids content and its high tempera-
ture. Further, since the water had to be heated and was then blown out
of the boiler before it could be used for plant steam requirements, a
sﬁgnificant amount of additional fuel was required in the boiler. This, in
turn increased total annual emissions of air contaminants from the boiler
and reduced boiler thermal efficiency.

** Air preheaters were used on the originally installed boilers but they

" required substantial updating and repair in order to use them on the
replacement boilers.
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Thus, the Company installed a new feedwater treatment system to
improve the quality of boiler water and reduce the "blow down" rate. The
immediate impact of this change was seen in reduced fuel usége. Calculations
were made (See Appendix A, Calc. A-4) to determine the impact of this
system on air contaminant emissions and energy conservation. The results
of these calculations are shown in Table 5. |

Without With

- Feedwater Feedwater

Treatment " Treatment
Approximate Boiler Thermal Efficiency (%) 54.1 _ 52_0'
Average Annual Fuel Use {Wet Lbs/Hr) 34,4872 30,082
Allowable Particulate Emissions (Tons/Yr) 109.8 95.8
Reduction of Pollutant Emissions (Tons/Yr) . 14.0
Energy Conservation Annually (Equivalent 15,952

Barrels of No. 6 Fuel 0il Per Year)

*Assumes the use of an air preheater but no fuel dryer

Table 5: - Summary of the Benefits of the Feedwater Treatment System

The three systems described above (the fuel dryer, the air
preheater, and the feedwater treatment system) are each independent systems
which did not have to be included in the plans to replace the original
boilers. However, because of their environmental and ehergy conservation
benefits, the Company chose to make the required investments and to include
‘them in their overall program to upgrade the boiler complex at the plant

site. ' _ .

By making this investment, the total annual emissions of air
contaminant materials from the boiler complex will be reduced by approximately
28ﬁ5t0n5'peryear. The energy conserved annually at the plant site will be
equivalent .to almost 50,000 barrels of oil.



12

Note that the Company was not required by present regulations
to make either of these three installations. The primary regulatory
Timitation pertains to the concentration of air contaminant materials. It
places no limit on the annual total tonnage of materials which may be
emitted from the plant site. '- '

. It should also be noted that the energy conservation committment
of the Company will result in substantial reduction in the renewable
resource fuels required for steam generation. However, the economic
‘returns of these conservation  measures will be only a small fraction
of the equivalent cost of 50,000 barrels of No. 6 fuel oil. The-combined
“effects of the three installations upon reduced air contamination and

energy conservation are indicated in Table 6 and shown graphically in
Figure 2, p. 13..

Reduced Annual Energy

Air Pollution Conservation

(Tons/Yr) (Bbls 0i1/Yr)
" Fuel Dryer System : 7.0 18,0095
Air Preheater System . 7.5 15,794
- Feedwater Treatment System 14.0 15,592
Totals 28.5 49,841

Table 6: Summary of Effects of Fuel Dryer, Air Preheater, and Feedwater
Treatment Systems on Reduction of Air Contaminant Emissions
and Energy Conservation

7. CONSTRUCTION AND INSTALLATION OF EQUIPMENT TO MEET STRINGENT LIMITATIONS

ON_CONCENTRATION OF AIR CONTAMINANTS AND OPACITY

As noted on page 7 of this report, by undertaking the installation
of two replacement boilers, the Company committed themselves to meeting
concentration limits of 0.1 gr/SDCF @ 12%‘C02_and opacity Timits of 20%.

In order to meet these limits, specific engineering decisions were made to
provide the equipment necessary, and to modify existing equipment so that
it would perform satisfactorily. Each component of equipment is discussed.
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Design of the Dutch Ovens

' The two replacement boilers are furnished by Babcock and Wilcox.
HoweVer, only the steam generation part of the boilers is provided by

B & W. The combustion portion of the boilers (that area of the boiler
complex where the fuel is burned to release its heat energy) is supplied
and fabricated by Stimson Lumber Company. The particular design of this
section of the boiler is called a "Dutch Oven".

The volume of_thé Dutch Oven is very important in the design.
It must be sufficiently large to maintain relatively tow air velocities.
High air velocities in the oven will entrain partially burned wood fuel
“and generate air contaminant materials. . |

The original two boilers had a combined volume of 7,006 cubic
feet in the ovens. The two replacement boilers will have a combined
volume of 11,776 cubic feet. The larger volume will reduce the gas
velocities to low levels and avoid entrainment of particu1dte matter in
the exhaust gas stream. _

It should be noted that a major portion of the cost of a boiler
of the Dutch Oven design is in the brickwork required to construct the oven.
It would have been more economical to build smaller ovens with higher
gas velocities., However, in an effort to insure complete combustion of
the wood fuel in the oven, the Company decided to construct ovens with
67% more volume than the original boilers. The added expenditure was
principally to insure compliance with the emission regulations.

To further insure complete combustion of the wood fuel, the ovens
are equipped with secondary air ports downstream from the primary combustion
chamber. The addition of these ports serves no other purpdse than to provide
combustion in the proper location for complete burning of the fuel. Most
Dutch Ovens operating today are not equipped with such ports. However,
the Company felt that the investment was warranted in light of the necessity
for complete combustion in order to meet the air emissions limitations.
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In every wood fired boi]erAplant, equipment failures occur
and often result in upset conditions in the boilers. The Company recognizes
that from time to time their fuel handling and drying system will deliver
wet fuel to the boilers due to'equipment failures. Since wet fuel will
result in substantial combustion upsets and will result in high opacity
Tevels in the exhaust stack, the new boilers are equipped with auxiliary
0il burners. These can be used during periods of 1ight off and during

periods of combustion upsets to raise the temperature of the Dutch Oven
| rapidly and bring about complete combustion of the wet fuel.

The cost to install and to operate this system is substantial.
Its primary purpose is to control emissions of air contaminant materials
from the boilers during periods of light off and combustion upsets.

Repairs and Modifications to the Particulate Collection System

Hot gases leaving the boilers are ducted to a multiple cyclone
for particulate removal. Two multiple cyclone systems are installed at the
plant site. As a part of the boiler replacement program, one of these
muitiple cyclone systems will undergo complete maihtenance service. This
will include replacement of bent and warped plates, inspection and replace-
ment of eroded tubes, and inspection and repairs to inlet and outlet ducts.
The other multiple cyclone system is only 5 years old, and though inspection
is planned, the need for maintenance repairs is not‘anticipated.

These systems are provided for the sole purpose of removing
air contaminant materials from the boiler exhaust gas stream, A1l expenses
incurred in restoring them to good operating condition for use with the
fep]acement boilers and in ducting them to the boilers are justified only
in attempting to meet the strihgent exhaust gas concentration and opacity
requirements. ‘

In the original installation of the multiple cyclone systems, all

of the cinders and ash materials collected by the systems were re-injected
back into the Dutch Ovens. This served to increase air contaminant emissions



16

to a limited extent. It also resulted in increased tube erosion in the
boilers and in buildup of ash and dirt in the boilers.

To Timit the entrainment of air contaminants in the combustion’
chamber, the multiple cyclone systems were equipped with classifier screens.
These screens are placed at the outlet of the solids collection portion
of the multiple cyclones and are used to segregate the small fractions
of the collected material from the larger size fractions. The small
fractions, containing principally inorganic ash, sand, dirt, etc. are
used for Tand fi11. The larger size fractions are high in combustible
material which is ducted back to the Dutch Oven for complete combustion.

Because one of the primary purposes of insta]]ing classifier
screens is to reduce air contaminant discharge, a substantial portion
of the cost is justified to meet the stringent emission limitations.

Instailation of Monitoring Instruments

' To comply with the air emission regulations for the replacement
boilers, the operator must have instruments to monitor the combustion
process and the emissions generated by the'procesé. Without these
instruments he cannot properly control the variables affecting the ¢
process. o _ |
| Recognizing the need for such instruments, the Company has invested
in Smoke Density Meters for each boiler. These instruments continuously
monitor the opacity of the exhaust gas stream and provide information that
the operator can use to improve combustion conditions.

In addition, closed circuit TV cameras have been installed to
monitor the opacity of the exhaust gas stacks - another information source
for the boiler operator's control use. _

Finally, the Company will install continuous oxygen analyzers
on each boiler to provide the operator with information on the critical
fuel:air ratio. By knowing the level of excess air in the combustion
chamber, the operator will be enabled to significantly improve his control
of the combustion process in the Dutch Ovens.



17

Each of these monitoring systems is provided to upgfade the
capability of the boiler operator to control the combustion process and,
thereby, to reduce the formation and entrainment of air contaminant
materials in the boiler. The investment in these systems for purchase,

- -installation, and maintenance is substantial and is justified solely for

the purpose of meeting the requirements in emissions limitatians,

In brief summary of the foregoing, the Company recognizes that
control of air contaminants and conservation of our energy resources are
important goals. Faced with the two boilers that required major maintenance
work and which only marginally complied with opacity limitations, they

"elected to make major investments to upgrade the boiler complex.. In doing
so, they committed themselves to meeting much more stringent emission
Timitations. Major investments were made in the following areas:

-1) Installation of a fuel dryer system _
2) Repairs to and installation of an air preheater system
3) - Improvements to the feedwater treating system

- 4) Increased volume in the Dutch Ovens .
5) Addition of secondary air ports in the Dutch Ovens
6) Installation of auxiliary fuel oil burning systems
7) Repairs to multiple cyclones '
8) Installation of classifying screens
9} Installation of opacity meters

10) Installation of TV monitors

11) Installation of continuous oxygen monitors

Table 7: Summary List of Investments Made by Stimson Lumber Company
- Which Will Result in Decreased Emissions of Air Contam1nant
Materials Released to the Atmosphere

The jtems summarized in Table 7 each play important roles in
the reduction of air contaminant emissions from the plant site. Obviously
additional substantial investments were made in the complex but not for
‘purposes of limiting air contaminant discharge.
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8. REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES TAX CREDIT

ORS 468.150 through ORS 468.190 deal with Pollution Control
Facilities Tax Credit. ORS 468.155 defines "pollution control facility”
to mean "..... any ... structure, ..... installation, .... machinery,
equipment or device, or any addition to, reconstfuction of or improvement
of .. an existing structure, .... installation, .... machinery,'
quipment or device reasonably used, erected, constructed or installed
by any person if a substantial purpose of such use, ereétion, construction,
or installation is the prevention, control or reduction of air, ....
pollution .... by:

..... (b) The .... elimination of or redesign to eliminate air
contaminants or air pollution or air contamination

1

sources ...,

Based on the independent Consultant Engineer's review of the
boiler complex at the Stimson Lumber Company plant site, it is apparent
that the a substantial purpose of their program to upgrade the boiler
complex is the prevention and control of air pollution. If the control
of air pollutants from the plant site had not been a substantial purpose
in the program, then it would have been economical for the Company to
simply rebuild the existing boilers and not make the investment for
the fuel dryer, the feedwater treatment system, and all of the other
additions to the boiler discussed in this report. However, the Company
recognized the need for significant reduction of their air pollutant
emissions and committed the required investment to upgrade their

facilities.

ORS 468.165 deals with app1icatf0n for certification of pollution
control facilities. Under this section, "Any person may apply to the
~ commission for certification under ORS 468.170 of a pollution control
~ facility or facilities or portion thereof erected, constructed or installed
by him in Oregon if: ........ '
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(a} The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste as defined
by ORS 459.005 by burning ...... or use of materials
for their heat content...“

The boiler complex at the mill site is designed to burn waste
and residue wood as fuel and to burn it for its heat content. It seems
apparent that the facility complies with ORS 468.160 in that regard.

The Company has committed an investment of $600,000 to the
program to upgrade it's boiler complex. The job will be complete by
January 1, 1979 and will cost in excess of $1,000,000. Of this amount
it seeks tax-credit for $250,000 for pollution control. The result of
the installation will be to reduce air pollutant emissions from the plant
by apbroximate]y 103 tons of particulate matter per year. Further
benefits of the investment will be to conserve Oregon's renewable resources
by ‘an equivalent of 50,000 barrels of oil annua]iy.

As it is the stated policy of the regulations to "...assist
in the ... reduction of air ... pollution by providing tax relief with
respect to Oregon facilities constructed to accomplish such ... reduction"

and since the facilities which have been included in the request for tax
credit certification meet the definitions and reguirements, this engineer
would urge that the request for certification of tax credit be granted.
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Calc. A-1
Determination of annual emissions from original and replacement boilers.

Avg. annual steam demand = 60,000 pph
Assume: 24 hrs/day :
360 days/yr .
1060 btu input to steam/1b of steam
62% thermal efficiency in both original and replacement
boilers
55% avg. fuel moisture (as-is basis)
' 8800 btu/dry 1b of fuel '
Heating value of fuel: 8800 x (1.00 - 0.55) = 3960

- 0.55 x 1000 = -550
3410 bty
: 1
Fuel use rate = 60,000 1b x 1060 btu x 1 btu, x _1b fuel
hr b 0.62 btu 3410 btuin

= 30,082 wet Tbs-of fuel/hr.

Dry fuel use = 30,082 x (1.- .55) = 13,537 dry 1bs fuel

hr
Exhaust gas = 114.7* SDCF - exhaust gas
output of 1b dry fuel @ 50% excess air
particulate
matter/yr x 13,537 dry 1ibs fuel x 0.2 gr
hr SDCF
x 24 hrs x 360 days x _1__1bx 1  ton
' day yr 7000 gr 2000 1b

1

191.6 tons for original boilers
yr

*See Ref. 6 for exhaust gas products per 1b of dry fuel burned @
50% excess air, - :

The annual output for replacement boilers is % the output for original
boilers since the allowable concentration for replacement boilers

is 0.1 gr/SDCF @ 12% CO2 and the allowable concentration for original
boilers is 0.2 gr/SDCF @ 12% COp. Therefore, annual output for .
replacement boilers is 191.6/2 = 95.8 tons/yr.
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Calc., A-2
Detérmination of boiler efficiency increase due to drver fuel.

Original average fuel moisture is estimated to be 55% on as-is basis.
The fuel dryer reduces fuel moisture by an estimated 12% according to
tests conducted at the mill site. However, not all fuel fed to the
boilers goes through the dryer. The author conservatively estimates
that the average fuel mix is:

40% dry fuel @ (55 - 12)% moisture
60% wet fuel @ 55% moisture.

The resultant fuel quality will be:

0.40 x (1.00 - 0.55 + 0.12) + 0.60 x (1.00 - 0.55) = 0.50 1b dry wood
: 1b wet fuel

Therefore, "dry" fuel fed to boilers is estimated to have average
‘moisture content = 50% '

At 50% moisture, the net lTower heating value of the fuel is estimated to
be: ' :

0.50 x 8800 = 4400 btu/dry 1b of wood

Tess 0.50 x 1000 - 500
3900 btu/1b of wood burned.

The use of wood @ 50% moisture content rather than 55% moisture is
estimated to increase the boiler efficiency by 3%. Note: This is a
conservative estimate. Therefore, with fuel at 50% wmoisture, boiler
efficiency is assumed to be 65%.

Calc. of fuel use with 50% moisture fuel:

60,000 1b stm x 1060 btu x _ 1 btuijp x 1b wood = 25,089 1b
hr T 0.65 btu 3900 btu hr

Calc. of annual pollutant emissions with 50% moisture fuel @ 0.1
gr/SDCF @ 12% 002 (50% excess air).

25,089 1bs x 0.50 1b dry fuel x 114.7 SDCF ex. gas x
hr ' b wet fuel b dry fuel

0.1 gr x 1 1bx 1 ton x 24 hrs x 360 days = 88.8 tons
SDCF 7000 gr 2000 1b day yr : yr
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Determination of energy conserved by using dry fuel:

Fuel use rate with 55% moisture fuel = 30,082 1bs

: hr
Fuel use rate with 50% moisture fuel = 25,089 1bs
: ' hr
Difference = (30,082 - 25,089) = 4993 ibs wet fuel

hr
The energy savings are:

4993 1b wet fuel x -3410 btu x 0.62 btugys x 24 hr
hr 1b wet fuel btu day

x 360 days = 9.12 x-1010 btu
yr yr

The-equivalient energy of 1 barrel of No. 6 fuel o0il is:
. : 5

42 gal x 8.0 1b_ x 18,300 btu x 0.82 btuy,+ = 5.04 x 10° btu
bb1 gal ] btuip - bbl
Therefore, the energy conserved is eduiva]ent to:
10 .
9.12 x 10~ = 18,095 bbls No. 6 fuel oil
5.04 x 100 _ yr

Calc. A-3

This calculation assumes that no fué] dryer is used. Therefore, average
annual fuel use = 30,082 Tbs of fuel per hr @ 62% thermal efficiency.

The air preheater supplies combustion air at 325° F. From Ref. (5), the
increase in boiler efficiency resulting from preheated air @ 3250F
compared to ambient air temperature is approximately 4.5%.

Therefore, fuel use without air heater would be:

60,000 1b stm x 1060 btu x 1 btuinp x  1b wood
hr ' 1b (0.62-0.045) btu 3410 btu-

= 32,437 b wood
' hr

The emission rate from the boilers would be:

32,437 1b wood x 0.45 1b dry wood x 114.7 SDCF exh. gas

hr 1b wood 1b dry wood
x 0.1 gr x  1b x ton x 24 hr x 360 days = 103.3 tons

SDCF 7000 gr 2000 1b day yr yr
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Calc. A-3 continued

From calculation (A-1), the annual emission rate with an air preheater =
95.8 tons/yr. - : _

Therefore, reduction in anhual emissions would be 103.3 - 95.8 = 7.5 tons/yr.
The energy conserved by using an air preheater = 34,437 '

-30,082
T 4,355 1b of wet WOod/hr

4,355 1b wet wood x 3410 btu X 0.62 btugyt
hr 1b wet wood " btu
X 24 hrs x 360 days = 7.96 x 1010 btu
day yr . yr
The equ1va1ent energy of 1 bb] of No. 6 fue1 0il is 5.04 x 10 btu.
(See Calc. A- 2) bbT
Therefore, the equ1v$ent;energy conserved = 7.96 x 10;0 = 15,794 bbls,
_ 5.04 x 10 : yr
Calc. A-4

The company reported an immediate drop in the fuel use rate of 1 unit of
fuel per hour when the revised feedwater system was installed.

This is equivalent to:
' 3

T unit fuel x 200 ft~ x 22 1bs = 4400 1bs fuel
hr unit ft3 hr

The thermal efficiency of the boiler without the revisions to therfeédwater
system is calculated as:

Wood use = 30,082 wet 1bs/hr
+ 4,400

34,482 wet 1bs/hr assuming use of wet fuel @ 55%
moisture and the use of an air preheater.

Efficiency = 60, 000 Tb stm x 1060 btu X _hr
hr Th stm 34,482 wet 1b fuel
X wet 1b fuel = 54.1%

3410 btu
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Calc. A-4 continued

The annual emissions of particulate from the system without the feedwater
treatment system are calculated as:

34,482 wet Tbs wood x 0.45 1b_dry wood x 114.7 SDCF exh

hr 1b wet wood " 1b dry wood
x 0.1 gr x 1b X ton x 24 hr_ x 360 days = 109.8 tons.
SDCF 7000 gr 2000 1b day hr hr
The reduction in annual pollutants = ~109.8
- 95.8
14.0 tons
yr

The energy conserved by the feedwater treatment system =

4400 1b wet wood x 3410 btu x 0.62 btugyt
hr 1b wet wood btu
x 24 hr_ x 360 days = 8.04 x 101° btu
day yr yr
The equivalent energy of a barrel of No. 6 fuel oil is 5.04 x 10° btu
(See Calc. A-2). bb1
Therefore, the energy conserved is equivalent to 8.04 x 1010 = 15,952 bbls
o 5.04 x 10° yr

Calc. A~5

If the company had elected to forego the fuel dryer, the air preheater,
and the improvements to the feedwater treatment system, the fuel would
be 55% moisture {average). The additional energy consumed by the
boilers would be equivalent to 49,841 bbls of No. 6 fuel oil or:

49,841 x 5.04 x 10° = 2.51 x 10' bty .
‘ : yr
The present steam demand of the plant site on an average annual basis is:

60,000 1b x 1060 btu x 24 hr_ x 360 days = 5.50 x 10" btu.

hr b day yr yr
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Calc. A-5 continued

The present boiler efficiency using the fuel dryer, the air preheater
and the improved feedwater system is estimated to be 65%. Therefore,
the present energy input to the boilers is calculated as: '

5.50 x 101 x 1 =8.46 x 10"
- 0,65 |

The heat input required without the fuel dryer, the air preheater, and
the feedwater treatment system would be: 8.46 x 10)!
+ 2.51 x 10!

10.97 X 1011 btu/yr.

Overall boiler efficiency would then be:

550 x 101
10.97 x 1071

= 50.1%.

The average fuel use rate would be:

60,000 1b x 1060 btu btuj, X 1b wet wood

hr - Tb 0.807 btu" 3410 btu,

= 37 228 wet 1b wood .
hr

Annual emissions would be:

37,228 wet 1b wood x 0.45 dry 1b wood x 114.7 SDCF

hr _ wet 1b wood 1b dry wood
x 0.1 gr «x 1b x ton x 24 hr_ x 360 days = 118.6 tons.
SDCF 7000 gr 2000 1b day yr yr

By using the dryer, heater, and feedwater treatment system, the

efficiency is estimated to be 65%. The fuel btu content is 3900 btu/wet 1b.
The fuel useage is calculated in (A-2) to be 25,089 1bs/hr and annual
emissions are calculated {A-2) to be 88.8 tons/yr

So the combined effect of the systems is to reduce annual emissions by

118.6
- 88.8

29.8 tons/yr.

This checks reasonably closely with results in Table 6.



