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OREGON BNVIRONMENTJl.L QUALITY COMMISSION MEE'rING 

April 27, 1979 

Portland City Council Chambers 
City Hall 

1220 Southwest Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

AGENDA 

9:30 am CONSBNT ITEMS 

9: 45 am 

Items on the consent agenda are considered routine and generally 
will be acted on without public discussion. If a particular 
item is of specific interest to a Commission member, or 
sufficient. public interest for public comment is indicated, the 
Chairman may hold any item over for discussion. 

A. Minutes of the February 23, 1979 EQC Meeting 

B. Monthly Activity Report for March 1979 

C. Tax Credit Applications 

D. Request for authorization to hold a Public Hearing on annual 
rules review and update to Motor Vehicle Emission Testing 
Rules to include standards for 1979 model year motor vehicles 
{OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350) 

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

presentation on any env.ironrnentaJ. topic of concern. If 
appropriate, the Department will respond to issues in writing 
or at a subsequent meeting. The Commission reserves the 
right to discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if 
an unduly large number of speakers wish to appear 

ACTION ITEMS 

The Commission will hear testimony on these items at the time 
designated, but may reserve action until the Work Session later 
in the meeting. 

F. Rule Adoption - Proposed adoption of amendments to administrative 
rt1les governing subsurface and alternative sewage disposal 
{OAR 340-71-020) 

G. Field Burning Rules - Request for authorization to hold a public 
hearing to consider revision of rules pertaining to experimental 
field burning {OAR 340-26-013(6)) 
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H. Field Burning - Consideration of submission of field burning 
rules to EPA as a revision to the State of Oregon Clean Air 
Act Implementation Plan 

I. Certification of plans for sewerage system as adequate to 
alleviate a health hazard (pursuant to ORS 222.898) for an 
area contiguous to the City of Albany (Drapersville-Century 
Drive Area) 

11:00 am J. Variance Requests 

1. Request by Tillamook County for extension of variances from 
rules prohibiting open burning dumps (OAR 340-61-040(2) (C)) 

2. Request by Lake County for variances from rules prohibiting 
open burning dumps (OAR 340-61-040(2) (C)) 

K. River Road/Santa Clara Subsurface Sewage Disposal Moratorium -
Status report on public inforn1ational hearings and ground water 
contamination study 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

L.. Sewerage Works Construction Grants - Schedule and process for 
developing new priority criteria and list for F'iscal Year 1980 

M.. Land Use Coordination Program -· Status report on im.plementation of 
procedures developed to enst1re DEQ site-specific actions affecting 
land use are in conformance with I.CDC's Statewide Planning Goals 

WORK SESSION 

The Conunission reserves this time if needed to further consider 
proposed action on any item on the agenda. 

Because of the uncertain time spand involved, the Commission reserves the right 
to deal 'VJith any itera at any time in the meeting except Item J. 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) in Conference Room A off the Standard 
Plaza Building Cafeteria, 1100 S. W. Sixth Avenue; and lunch in Room 511, DEQ 
Headquarters, 522 S. w. Fifth Avenue, Portland. 
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MINUTES OF THE ONE HUND.RED EIGHTH MEETING 
OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

April 27, 1979 

on Friday, April 27, 1979, the one hundred eighth meeting of the Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission convened in the Portland City Council 
Chambers, 1220 s. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

Present were Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; 
Dr. Grace s. Phinney, Vice-Chairman; and Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock. Commissioners 
Ronald M. Somers and Albert H. Densmore were 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 s. w. Fifth 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

BREAKFAST MEETING 

The Environmental Quality Commission met informally for breakfast in 
Conference Room A off the Standard Plaza Building Cafeteria, 1100 s. w. 
Sixth Avenue in Portland, and discussed the following items without taking 
any action. 

1. The status of the current North Albany subsurface sewage 
disposal permit moratorium. 

2. Introduction of Ms. Linda Zucker as the new EQC Hearing 
Officer. 

3. Content and timing of public hearing notices. 

4. SB 915 regarding banking of emission offsets. 

5. Field Burning - proposed legislation status and submission of 
SIP revision. 

6. Status of the Department budget. 

7. status of the Evans Products Permit for their Corvallis 
glass .wool plant. 

8. Status of DEQ v. Faydrex. 

FORMAL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 23, 1979 EQC MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM B - MINTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR MARCH 1979 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 
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AGENDA ITEM D - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON ANNUAL 
RULES REVIEW AND UPDATE TO MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION TESTING RULES TO INCLUDE 
STANDARDS FOR 1979 MODEL YEAR MOTOR VEHICLES (OAR 340-24-300 THROUGH 24-350) 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and 
carried unanimously that the above consent items be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM F - RULE ADOPTION - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
(OAR 340-71-020) 

Director Young said that when the Commission adopted a package of amendments 
to Administrative Rules governing subsurface and alternative sewage disposal 
on March 30, one vital amendment was inadvertently overlooked and not 
included in the package. He said that this item would correct that over­
sight. The proposed amendment, he continued, would establish the daily 
sewage flow for single-family dwellings at 150 gallons per bedroom for the 
first two bedrooms and 75 gallons per bedroom for the third and succeeding 
bedrooms. Director Young said that this rule, if adopted, would result 
in a number of advantages for the homeowner such as homes served by 
three-bedroom systems installed after January 1, 1974 could add a bedroom 
without altering the system. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation to adopt the proposed 
amendment to Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-020 as set forth in 
Attachments A and B of the staff report, be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM G - FIELD BURNING RULES - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD 
A PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER REVISION OF RULES PERTAINING TO EXPERIMENTAL 
FIELD BURNING (OAR 340-26-013(6)) 

Director Young said when EPA reviewed the Department's proposed one-year 
interim strategy for field burning, it uncovered an oversight in the drafting 
of the field burning rule. As conceived, he said, experimental field burning 
acreages were limited on a year-by-year basis in the rules. Temporary rules 
were adopted for the 1978 season establishing a limit for that year, he 
continued, and the oversight occurred when the year was not changed to 1979 
upon permanent rule adoption last December. Director Young requested 
authorization to hold a public hearing and adopt a corrected rule at the 
Commission's May meeting. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded. by Commissioner Phinney and 
carried unanimously that the public hearing be authorized. 

AGENDA ITEM H - FIELD BURNING - CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSION OF FIELD BURNING 
RULES TO EPA AS A REVISION TO THE STATE OF OREGON CLEAN AIR ACT IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN 

Director Young said the Commission had already considered the method of 
incorporation of field burning rules in Oregon's SIP at its December and 
February meetings. At the February meeting, he said, it was decided to 
submit the rules as a one-year interim strategy to allow flexibility in 
dealing with future legislative changes and still establish acreage limits 
for 1979 above the 50,000 acres currently in the SIP. Subsequently, he said, 
EPA rejected the proposed one-year approach, therefore it was necessary to 
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consider this submittal again in order to gain approval for the 1979 burning 
season. Director Young said the staff would provide a legislative update on 
possible changes to the field burning law for the Commission's consideration 
prior to action on the proposed submissiona 

Mr. Scott Freeburn, of the Department's Air Quality Division, said the 
current field burning bill, SB 472, was approved in the Senate in its present 
form and went to the House Agricultural Committee. To date, he said, one 
hearing had been held and at that hearing several questions were raised with 
regard to the bill and its possible implications in adoption of the SIP and 
on offsets. 

Chairman Richards asked if the proposed action would mean that the SIP 
revision would be immediately submitted in its present form. Mr. Freeburn 
replied it was the Department's intent to submit what had previously been 
a one-year control strategy, with no changes, if possible. 

Mr. Freeburn presented the following Director's Recommendation: 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages one through four 
of the Director's April 27, 1979 staff report to the Commission 
and information presented with regard to the status of current 
field burning legislation, it is recommended that the Environmental 
Quality Commission instruct the staff to: 

1. Submit the current field burning rules previously adopted 
and set forth as Attachment 1 to the Director's Staff 
Report of December 15, 1978, and other appropriate documents 
as required, to the Environmental Protection Agency pursuant 
to Federal rules and request that these submitted rules be 
promulgated as a State Implementation Plan revision. Further 
inform EPA as to the status of new legislation and the 
Department's proposed plan and schedule to respond thereto. 

2. Develop a State Implementation Plan revision as may be 
appropriate in light of legislation adopted prior to the 1980 
field burning season and in substantial compliance with the 
schedule set forth in this staff report. 

Mr. Robert Elfers, representing the City of Eugene, said that the City had 
been in support of submitting the field burning rules for 1979-80 to EPA 
as part of the SIP. However at this time, he said, the City opposed the 
proposed action on this matter because it appeared to be only another one­
year strategy. Mr. Elfers asked if the Director would be making the same 
recommendation if the bill before the Legislature had already passed. They 
felt, he continued, that a viable SIP revision should look beyond just one 
year. 

Mr. Elfers said if the Commission approved the Director's Recommendation 
on this matter, the City would seek rejection by EPA and would also seek 
enforcement of the current SIP which called for a 50,000 acre limit on 
field burning. 
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It was MOVED by commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation in this matter 
be approved. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Mr. Richard Sewnson, Oregon Environmental Health Association, said the impact 
of the adoption previously in the meeting of Agenda Item F, would serve 
to greatly eliminate the issuance of unnecessary permits and would be a 
great improvement to the subsurface sewage disposal program. 

Mr. Richard Miller, representing Rough and Ready Lumber Company, appeared 
regarding the denial of the Company's request for preliminary certification 
for tax credit. He presented a diagram to the Commission indicating what 
portions of their equipment they were applying for in this case. Mr. Miller 
also briefly outlined some background on this matter as it had been before 
the Commission before. He said the equipment they were applying for in this 
instance was that which had as its end product heat energy. They did not 
apply for the equipment which used the heat energy to dry lumber, he said. 
Mr. Miller said the equipment in the kiln that they were applying for 
was essential to the use of solid waste material for its heat content. 

Mr. Miller said they understood the Commission had to be cautious in issuing 
tax credits, however they believed the equipment they were applying for 
was definitely used in the stage of energy production as opposed to energy 
consumption. 

• 
In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Miller said this was a new application 
which the Commission had not heard before. Also in response to Chairman 
Richards, Mr. Miller said the material he was presenting at this time had 
not been presented to the Department staff for review. Chairman Richards 
suggested that if the material was different than what had been submitted 
before, the staff be given a chance to review it before it came before 
the Commission. Mr. Lewis Kraus, Rough and Ready Lumber, informed the 
Commission that a letter had been sent to the Department so they were aware 
of the presentation.· 

Ms. Cynthia Kurtz, Portland AQMA Advisory Committee, appeared regarding the 
Indirect Source Program and submitted some recommendations to the Commission. 
Ms. Kurtz said that basically the Committee felt the rule should be retained 
as it now stood. A written copy of the Committee's resolution in this matter 
is made a part of the Commission's record. 

AGENDA ITEM I - CERTIFICATION OF PLANS FOR SEWERAGE SYSTEM AS ADEQUATE TO 
ALLEVIATE A HEALTH HAZARD (PURSUANT TO ORS 222.898) FOR AN AREA CONTIGUOUS 
TO THE CITY OF ALBANY (DRAPERSVILLE-CENTURY DRIVE AREA) 

Director Young said these certifications had come before the Commission a 
number of times. In this particular case, the State Health Division 
certified findings of a health hazard in an area northeast of the City 
of Albany, he said. The next step in the Mandatory Annexation Process, 
he said, was for the Commission to certify the adequacy of plans submitted 
by the City. Director Young said the Department had been involved in a 
series of meetings regarding this process generally, and the Albany area 
problem in particular, and as a result the findings and recommendations 
contained in this report differ from those presented for similar projects 
in the past. 
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Mr. Harold Sawyer, of the Department's Water Quality Division, presented 
the Sununation and the following Director's Recommendation from the staff 
report. 

Director's Reconunendation 

Based upon the findings in the Sununation of the staff report, it 
is recommended that the Commission issue an order to the City of 
Albany which: 

1. Disapproves the proposal of the City for the reasons cited 
in the Sununation. 

2. Directs the City to submit a completed Step I grant application 
to DEQ by July 1, 1979 with the scope of work and costs having 
been negotiated with DEQ and EPA prior to that date. 

3. Directs the City to submit a revised preliminary plan consisting 
of a completed facility plan and an appropriate new schedule 
to the Commission for review within 6 months after EPA award 
of the Step I grant. 

Mr. Richard Swenson, Linn County Health Department, testified that this 
situation was unique because a disease outbreak occurred during the mandatory 
annexation process. He wanted to stress the urgency in resolving this matter 
to prevent further disease in the area. 

Mr. John Huffman, Oregon state Health Division, concurred with Mr. Swenson's 
concerns about the disease outbreak and wanted to be sure a timetable was 
set for compliance. 

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

AGENDA ITEM J(l) - REQUEST BY TILLAMOOK COUNTY FOR EXTENSION OF VARIANCES 
FROM RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS (OAR 340-61-040(2) (c)) 

Director Young said Tillamook County was requesting a six-month extension 
of open burning variances for the Manzanita, Tillamook and Pacific City 
landfills. The County needed the additional six months to finalize 
engineering plans and site preparation at the proposed regional landfill 
site near Tillamook, he continued. 

Commissioner Phinney said she thought the report was encouraging and asked 
if there was opposition to this proposal. Mr. Charles Gray, of the Department's 
Northwest Regional Office, replied that the county owned the land for the 
proposed regional site and there appeared to be no local opposition. He 
said this would be an expansion of the existing Tillamook site. 
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation to grant a variance 
to OAR 340-61-040(2) (c) for the Manzanita, Pacific City and Tillamook 
disposal sites until November 1, 1979, be approved. The following 
condition was placed on the variance: 

The disposal sites are to be closed prior to the expiration 
date of the variance if a practical alternative method of 
disposal becomes available. 

AGENDA ITEM J(2) - REQUEST BY LAKE COUNTY FOR VARIANCES FROM RULES PROHIBITING 
OPEN BURNING DUMPS (OAR 340-61-040(2) (c) 

Director Young said that rural solid waste disposal sites in Lake County 
had historically open burned. The Lake County solid waste plan, he continued, 
proposed to use a portable burner to quickly burn the solid waste at a 
high temperature, however the Plan was not implemented by the County and 
the Department received a request to amend the plan to allow open burning. 
Director Young said that after a meeting with the County Commissioners 
regarding problems associated with the request, the county and the City of 
Paisley submitted requests for variances from Solid Waste Regulations 
prohibiting open burning. 

Mr. Robert Brown of the Department's Solid Waste Division, said he had talked 
with George ca.rlin of the Lake County Commission who asked him to express the 
following concerns to the EQC: 

1. All three Commissioners in Lake County feel they do not 
have the tax dollars this year, and they feel that public sentiment 
would be for closure of the sites if any more money needed to be 
spent. This could lead to promiscuous open dumping onto BLM 
property. 

2. That the sites burn fast and relatively clean. 

3. That the time to burn the sites be selected early in the morning. 

In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Brown said he could consider this 
justification for a variance for at least a one-year period. 

Commissioner Phinney asked if the County had an obligation to supply 
disposal sites for its residents. Mr. Brown replied that the statutes and 
regulations did not require counties to provide disposal sites, but they 
probably had a moral obligation to provide them. 

Commissioner Hallock said she was reluctant to grant a variance unless 
they had some assurance before July 1, 1979 that the county would arrive 
at some timetable for phasing out these burning dumps. Director Young 
replied that the Department would be reviewing a timetable with the County 
and would be coming back to the Commission prior to July 1, 1979 with some 
recommendation based on that review. 
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and 
carried unanimously that the following Director's Recommendation be 
approved: 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation of the staff report, it 
is recommended that the Environmental Quality Commission grant a 
variance from OAR 340-61-040(2) (c) until July 1, 1979, subject to 
the City of Paisley and Lake County being required to submit 
evidence to the Department to justify a variance past July 1, 1979. 

AGENDA ITEM K - RIVER ROAD-SANTA CLARA SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL MORATORIUM -
STATUS REPORT ON PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL HEARINGS AND GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 
STUDY 

Director Young said the subsurface approval moratorium in the River Road­
Santa Clara Area of Lane County was a matter of continuing concern. Public 
informational eharings were held in the area March 28 and 29, 1979, he said, 
and the hearing record had been completed and was now available. On April 3, 
1979, Director Young continued, Lane County adopted a resolution requesting 
that the moratorium be terminated. 

Mr. John Borden, Willamette Valley Regional Manager, reviewed the staff 
report and alternatives for the Commission and presented the following 
Director's Recommendation: 

• 
Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that 
a rule making hearing be convened after final technical reports from 
the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) study project are submitted 
in March 1980. 

The staff will report to the Commission at its July 1979 meeting 
on the results of the evaluation by DEQ, EPA and LCOG of the 
Interim Analysis Report. 

According to Mr. Borden's remarks, Chairman Richards said there would be 
some substantial information available in July if there was not any slippage 
in the due date of the LCOG report. He asked if it would be possible to 
schedule the hearing in July and if the technical report had not been 
received in time for a staff analysis, the hearing could be postponed to 
a later date. Mr. Borden replied that subject to the time needed for 
hearing notices, etc., it would be possible. 

Chairman Richards said he was not comfortable with scheduling a hearing 
as far away as March 1980. As substantial information would be available 
in June 1979, he said, it was incumbent upon the Commission to set the next 
reasonably closest date for a hearing. 
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Ms. Vora Heintz, River Road-Santa Clara Community Association, thanked 
the Commission for their efforts to give more consideration to the situation. 
She also thanked the Commission for holding hearings in the Eugene area. 
She noted that a year after the moratorium was imposed there was no evidence 
of disease outbreak or health hazards in the area. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney 
and carried unanimously that Option b in the staff report, as follows, be 
adopted. 

Schedule a hearing to occur approximately 30 days after the 
LCOG draft interim report is available for review. 

--Submit notice to Secretary of State - June 20, 1979 
--Notice published in Secretary of State Bulletin - July 1, 1979 
--Hold Hearing - July 27, 1979 

AGENDA ITEM L - SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS - SCHEDULE AND PROCESS 
FOR DEVELOPING NEW PRIORITY CRITERIA AND LIST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980 

Director Young reminded the Commission that at their last meeting they 
requested a report back on the schedule and process for revising priority 
criteria and developing a Sewage Works Construction Grants Priority List 
for fiscal year 1980. He said the staff report presented a brief discussion 
and schedule showing public input opportunities and decision points. 

In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Harold Sawyer, Administrator of the 
Department's Water Quality Division, replied that the Department expected 
to share everything they did with everyone, including the Commission. 
He said they would brief the Commission every month until the process was 
completed. 

This item was presented for informational purposes only and no action by 
the Commission was required. 

AGENDA ITEM M - LAND USE COORDINATION PROGRAM - STATUS REPORT ON IMPLEMEN­
TATION OF PROCEDURES DEVELOPED TO ENSURE DEQ SITE-SPECIFIC ACTIONS AFFECTING 
LAND USE ARE IN CONFORMANCE WITH LCDC'S STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 

Director Young informed the Commission that the information contained in 
this item concerned evidence of local comprehensive land use planning 
coordination with facility permits and grant and plan approval requested 
from DEQ. The coordination mechanism is called a Local Statement of 
Compatibility, he said, and is to be obtained by proponents prior to 
making application for DEQ approval. This concept was approved by LCDC 
October 20, 1978, he continued, as part of DEQ's Coordination Program. 
Director Young said the current item specifically addressed this as well 
as requirements of the LCDC State Permit Consistency Rule. 
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Chairman Richards questioned whether smaller counties were sufficiently 
staffed to comply with this coordination program, Mr. Robert Jackman, 
DEQ's Land Use Coordinator, replied that the Department did not know yet, 
but expected there would be some period of questions and concern from 
the smaller counties as they become acquainted with the program. He 
said LCDC had scheduled workshops around the state to acquaint local 
governments with the process. 

This item was presented for informational purposes only and no action by 
the Commission was required. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Carol A. Splettstaszer 
Recording Secretary 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item B, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

March Program Activity Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the March Program Activity Report. 

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and specifi­
cations 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 Commission. 

The purposes of this report are: 

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

2) to obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken 
by the Department relative to air contamination source plans and 
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 repor­
ted program activities and contested cases, giving confirming approval to the 
air contaminant source plans and specifications listed on pages 2 and 3 of the 
report. 

M.Downs:ahe 
229-6485 
04-11-79 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Monthly Activity Report 

March, 1979 
Month 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Air Quality Division 

14 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
55 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 

Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

3 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 
172 Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 

Water Quality Division 

104 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
45 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 

Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

33 . Permit Actions Completed - Summary 
149 • Permit Actions Pending - Summary . 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 

So 1 id Wastes Management Division 

5 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
7 Plan Actions Pending - Summary . 

Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

29 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 
55 Permit Actions Pending - Summary . 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 

Hearings Section 

1 
1 
2 

4 
4 
5 

1 
1 
6 

11 
11 
12 

1 
1 

15 

16 
16 
17 

DEQ Contested Case Log • . . . . . . • . • . . • • . • • • . • 21 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY 
Air Quality, Water Quality, 
Solid Waste Divisions 

(Reporting Unit) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN 

REPORT 

March, 1979 
(Month and Year) 

ACTIONS 

Plans Plans Plans 
Received Approved Disapproved 

Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 
Air 
Direct Sources 25 164 14 151 0 2 

Total 25 164 14 l 51 0 2 

Water 
Municipal 85 954 99 903 0 0 
Industrial 11 97 5 93 0 0 
Total 96 l ,05 l 104 996 0 0 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 2 17 l 16 0 2 
Demolition l 5 l 2 0 0 
Industrial l 19 2 21 0 0 
Sludge 0 2 l 3 0 0 
Total 4 43 5 42 0 2 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 125 l ,258 123 l,189 0 4 

- l -

Plans 
Pending 

55 

55 

24 
21 
45 

4 
l 
2 
0 

107 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT 

Air Quality Division March, 1979 
(Reporting unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 14 

* * * * * ! County ! Name of Source/Project : Date of : Action : 
* ! /Site and Type of Same : Action ; : 
; * * * * *~~~~~~'*'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*~~~~~·*~~~~~~~~~~-'* 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Benton 
(NC 1285) . 

Douglas 
(NC 1296) 

Crook 
(NC 1297) 

Lane 
(NC 1302) 

Linn 
(NC 1305) 

Jackson 
(NC 1310) 

Jackson 
(NC 1316) 

Jackson 
(NC 1323) 

Paul Barber Hardwood Co. 
Hogged fuel boiler 

Empire Pacific Industries, 
Inc. New Mill work plant 

Clear Pine Moulding,' Inc. 
Pref inished moulding line 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Filter houses on press 
vents 

Halsey Pulp Company 
Lime mud filter 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
Burley scrubbers, veneer 
dryers 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
(Rogue v.) 
Control for direct fired 
veneer dryer 

Melrose Orchards 
Orchard fans 

- 2 -

1/31/79 Approved 

1/25/79 Approved 

2/2/79 Approved 

2/.2/79 Approved 

3/28/79 Approved 

2/6/79 Approved 

2/6/79 Approved 

2/15/79 Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division March, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 14, cont'd 

* * * * * * County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action * * * * * * * * /Site and Type of Same * Action * * * * * * * * *· * * * * * * * 
Direct Stationary sources (cont.) 

Jackson Medford Pear corp.' Inc. 2/15/79 Approved 
(NC 1324) Orchard fans 

Malheur Amalgamated Sugar Co. 3/13/79 Approved 
(NC 1333) Scrubbers on B & W boilers 

Klamath Weyerhauser Co. 3/21/79 Approved 
(NC 1334) Re-design of conveyor sys. 

Marion Celebrity Pool Corp. 2/20/79 Approved 
(NC 1335) Resin solvent fumes 

control 

Multnomah GATX Tank Storage 3/7/79 Approved 
(NC 1339). Floating roof tanks 

Multnomah Portland Community College 3/27/79 Approved 
(NC 1357) Wachner teching facility 

. 

- 3 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division March, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Permit ' 
Actions 
Completed 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

Sources 
Under 
Permits 

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

Month FY Month FY 

Direct 
Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Indirect 
Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals· 
Modifications 
Total 

1 
3 
7 
3 

14 

2 

2 

38 
25 
95 
61 

219 

. 20 

6 
26 

3 

0 
3 

27 
42 
56 
71 

196 

24 

6 
30 

28 
10 

112 
12 1,898 1,938 

162 

10 

114 
10 -· 

Technical Assistances = 16; A-95 Reviews = 11 

GRAND TOTALS 

Number of 
Pending Permits 

11 
6 

10 
3 
4 
8 
4 

46 

12 
103 

16 245 3 226 172 2,012 1,938 

Comments 

To be drafted by Northwest Region Office 
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region Office 
To be drafted by Southwest Region Office 
To be drafted by Central Region Off ice 
To be drafted by Eastern Region Office 
To be drafted by Program Operations 
To be drafted by Program Planning & Development 

Permits awaiting next public notice 
Permits awaiting end of 30-day public notice period 

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

- 4 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED -

* * * * County * Name of Source/Project * * * * * * /Site and Type of Same · * * * * * * * * * 

Indirect Sources 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

S.E. 39th at S.E. Stark 
File No. 26-8027 

General Telephone Company 
of the Northwest -
Southern Area 
Headquarters, 275 spaces 
File No. 34-7901 

The Oregon Bank -
Data Processing Center 
Supplemental Parking, 
150 spaces 

- 5 -

Date of 
Action 

3/16/79 

3/11/79 

3/18/79 

March, 1979 
(Month and Year) 

3 

* * Action 
* * * * * 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

* * * * * * * 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY WATER QUALITY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT 

, 4/05/79 PLAN ACTIONS 
! . 

EN GINER LOCATION 

26 
26 
26 

3 
2 

36 
15· 
3't 
34 

6 
34 
24 
24 
10 
26 
26 
36 
36 

COUNTY 

9 
6 

31 
34 

9 
25 

9 
18 
22 
34 
34 

2 
24 
26 

3 
20 
20 
17 
26 
21 
10 
17 
29 

4 
36 
29 
29 

BEND 
NORTH BEND 
LA GRANDE 
UIH Si!R AGGY 
SUNRIVER 
BOARDMAN 
su~~RIVER 
Klf,M,\TH FALL 
MILLERSBURG 
UNI S\,!R AGCY 
UNI Sv!R AGCY 
COR\l,\LLIS 
SAL Etl 
GRESHAM 
LKE OSl·JEGO 
EUGENE 
EUGEllE 
CAVE JUNCT 
PORTLAND 
DEPOE BAY SD 
l-!INSTON 
GRMHS PASS 
NTCSA 
CLATSKP.tlIE 
MCrlrtlllVILLE 
tHCSA 
NTCSA 
GRESHAM 
GRESHAM 
GRESHAM 
GRESHAM 
PORTLAND 
CMl3Y 
CORVALLIS 
N El-JB ERG 
MEDFORD 
HILLSBORO 
USA 
NORTH BEND 
USA 
S/ILEf1 
SALEM 
SUTHERLIN 
MUL HIOMAH CO 
GRESH;\M 
Nn!BERG 
MCi·IINNVILLE 

COMPLETED' 104 

PROJECT 

MUNICIPAL SOURCES 

REVIEWER DATE 
REC 

CONTRACT NO 10 WESTSIDE P.S K 
CALIF ST-IDAHO ADD K 
MODELAIRE DR EXT K 
B.ROOKH,, VEN II K 
RIVER VIL III FINALS REV K 
LIFT STATION MODIFY K 
CASCADE TURllK - PU'1P STA K 
ITY SWR EXTEll K 
srn COLL SYSTEM FIN DOC u K 
MCLAIN WEST NO. 6 K 
ESDRAELON PROJ - GASTON K 
OAKVIEW ADDITION K 
LIBERTY ST RELOC K 
RAUTIO SUBDIV K 
TABARIDGE SUBDIV K 
LA CASA ESTATES K 
LUELLA SUBDIV K 
ADDISON SUBDIV K 
N OF SW HUBER ST J 
REVISED-RON COLE EXT J 
TRINITY HILLS SUBD J 
WOODLAND TERRACE J 
SEA FOREST SUBD J 
OLD US HIGllW,Y 30 J 
S DAVIS ST-1974-SC J 
NECARNEY CITY SUBD J 
P-3-4 & P-3-5 J 
CONTRACT C-1 SITE WORK V 
COllTRACT E-1 2ND CLARIFIER V 
COllTRACT E-7 V 
CONTRACT E-2 V 
NW ALEXANDRIA AVE BRIDGE J 
SORENSON ADDITION J 
AVERY CROSSING - 178-200 J 
JEFFREY PARK J 
COUNTRY woobs SUBD-11 & 12 J 
MARGARET SUBD J 
BLUFFICIPOLE INTERCEPTOR J 
RS-78-3 SEWER SEPARATION J 
SCHOLLS su;·:r'ER LP.KE 16 J 
STONE HED3E 2 I 3 J 
TERRACE LAKE MOBIEL VILLA J 
CASCADE ESTATES-3RD ADD. J 
NE SACRAf/ENTO ST J 
L & B ACRES SUBD J 
BINKLEY SUBD J 
FLEISHAUER LANE J 

2/07/79 
2/08/79 
2/15/79 
2/21/79 
2/22/7 9 
2/12/79 
2/15/7 9 
2/16/79 
2/16/79 
2/27/79 
2/21/79 
2/21/79 
2/21/7 9 
2/21/79 
2/21/79 
2/26/7 9 
2/26/79 
2/22/79 
3/01/79. 
3/01/79 
2/21/7 9 
2/26/79 
2/23/7 9 
3/01/79 
3/01/79 
2/28/7 9 
2/23/79 
l/20/7 9 
l/23/7 9 
2/06/79 
2/01/79 
3/0l/79 
2/12/79 
2/20/79 
2/12/79 
2/22/79 
2/16/79 
2/20/7 9 
2/20/79 
2/ZC/79 
2/20/79 
2/22/7 9 
3/02/79 
3/05/79 
3/05/79 
3/0l/79 
3/12/7 9 

99 FOR MARCH 1979 

DATE OF ACTION DAYS TO 
ACTION COMPLETE 

3/19/79 
3/16/79 
3/09/79 
3/09/79 
3/09/79 
3/26/7 9 
3/29/79 
3/2 9/7 9 
3/26/7 9 
3/13/79 
3/13/79 
3/09/79 
3/19/79 
3/30/79 
3/30/79 
3/30/79 
3/29/79 
3/27/79 
3/oso 9 
3/08/79 
3/08/7 9 
3/08/79 
3/07/79 
3/09/79 

'3/08/79 
3/08/79 
3/08/7 9 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/08/7 9 
3/01/79 
3/07/79 
3/01/79 
3/07/79 
3/01/79 
3/01/79 
3/06/79 
3/0l/79 
3/01/79 
3/06/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 

PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PR0V APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 

41 
36 
22 
16 
15 
42 
42 
41 
38 
14 
20 
17 
27 
38 
38 
32 
31 
33 
07 
07 
15 
10 
12 
08 
07 
08 
08 
2 '• 
52 
40 
44 
07 
17 
15 
08 
13 
11 
09 
14 
09 
07 
12 
18 
15 
15 
19 
08 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROt{MENTAL· QUALITY WATER QUALITY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT 

· 4/05/79 PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED• 104 MUNICIPAL SOURCES 

REVIEWER DATE 
REC 

ENGINER LOCATION 

26 
26 
26 

3 
2 

36 
15 
34 
34 

6 
34 
24 
24 
10 
26 
26 
36 
36 

COUNTY 

9 
6 

31 
34 

9 
25 

9 
18 
22 
34 
34 

2 
2" 
26 

3 
20 
20 
17 
26 
21 
10 
17 
29 

4 
36 
29 
29 

BEND 
NORTH BEND 
LAGRANDE 
UllI Sl!R AGCY 
SUllRIIJER 
BOARDMAN 
SUNRIVER 
KLM1.\TH FALL 
MILLERSBURG 
UNI s;!R AGGY 
UNI SfJR AGGY 
CORVI.LL rs 
SALEM 
GRESH/;M 
LKE OSvlEGO 
EUGEt{E 
EUGEtlE 
CAVE JUNCT 
PORTLWD 
DEPOE BAY SD 
l·lrnSTDN 
GRANTS PASS 
NT CSA 
CLATSKAtlIE 
MCnIMttVILLE 
NT CSA 
NT CSA 
GRESHAM 
GRESHAM 
GRESHAM 
GRES II AM 
PORTL/\t~D 
CAllBY 
CORVALLIS 
NnJBERG 
MEDfORD 
HILLSBORO 
USA 
NORTH BEND 
USA 
SALEM 
SALEM 
SUTHERLIN 
MULTMOl1AH CO 
GRESHAM 
NEl-JBERG 
MCMINNVILLE 

PROJECT 

CO~TRACT NO 10 WESTSIDE P.S K 
CALIF ST-IDAHO ADD K 
r:oaELAIRE DR EXT K 
BROO!'.llAVEN II K 
RIVER VIL III FIN~LS REV K 
LIFT STATION MODIFY K 
CASCADE TURNK - PUMP STA K 
ITY SWR EXTEtl K 
SEW COLL SYSTEM FIN DOC 11 K 
11CLAIH WEST NO. 6 K 
ESDRAELON PROJ - GASTON K 
OAKVIEW ADDITION K 
LIBERTY ST RELOC K 
RAUTIO SUBDIV K 
TABARIDGE SUBDIV K 
LA CASA ESTATES K 
LUELLA SUBDIV K 
ADDISON SUBDIV K 
N OF SW HUBER ST J 
REVISED-RON COLE EXT J 
TRINITY HILLS SUBD J 
WOODLAND TERRACE J 
SEA FOREST SUBD J 
OLD US HIGlll!AY 30 ·J 
S DAVIS ST-1974-SC J 
NECARNEY CITY SUBD J 
P-3-4 I P-3-5 J 
CONTRACT C-1 SITE WORK V 
COi/TRACT E-1 2ND CLARIFIER V 
CONTRACT E-7 V 
CONTRACT E-2 V 
NW ALEXANDRIA AVE BRIDGE J 
SOREllSON ADDITION J 
AVERY CROSSING - 178-200 J 
JEFFREY PARK J 
COUNTRY WOODS SUBD-11 I 12 J 
f1ARGARET SUBD J 
BLUFF/CIPOLE INTERCEPTOR J 
RS-78-3 SEWER SEPARATION J 
SCHOLLS SUntiER LAKE 16 J 
STONE HEDGE 2 I 3 J 
TERRACE LAKE MOBIEL VILLA J 
CASCADE ESTATES-3RD ADD. J 
NE SACRAllENTO ST J 
L & B ACRES SUBD J 
BINKLEY SUED J 
FLEISHAUER LANE J 

2/07/79 
2/08/79 
2/15/79 
2/21/79 
2/22/7 9 
2/12/79 
2/15/79 
2/i6/79 
2/16/79 
2/27/79 
2/21/7 9 
2/21/7 9 
2/21/79 
2/21/79 
2/21/7 9 
2/26/79 
2/26/79 
2/22/79 
3/ 01/7 9 
3/•0l/79 
2/21/7 9 
2/26/79 
2/23/79 
3/01/79 
3/01/79 
2/2[5/7 9 
2/28/79 
l/20/7 9 
l/23/7 9 
2/06/79 
2/01/79 
3/01/79 
2/12/7 9 
2/20/79 
2/12/79 
2/22/79 
2/16/79 
2/20/79 
2/20/79 
2/2 0/7 9 
2/2 0/7 9 
2/22/79 
3/02/79 
3/05/79 
3/05/79 
3/01/79 
3/12/7 9 

99 FOR MARCH 1979 

DATE OF ACTION 
A CTI Oil 

3/19/79 
3/16/79 
3/09/79 
3/09/79 
3/09/79 
3/26/7 9 
3/29/79 
3/2 9/7 9 
3/26/7 9 
3/13/79 
3/13/7 9 
3/09/79 
3/19/79 
3/30/79 
3/30/7 9 
3/30/79 
3/29/79 
3/27 /7 9 
3/0S/7 9 
3/08/7 9 
3/08/79 
3/08/79 
3/07/79 
3/09/79 
3/08/79 
3/08/79 
3/08/79 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/16/79 
3/08/79 
3/0l/79 
3/07/79 
"3/0l/79 
3/07/79 
3/0l/79 
3/ 01/7 9 
3/06/79 
3/0l/79 
3/01/79 
3/06/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 

PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

41 
36 
22 
16 
15 
42 
42 
41 
38 
14 
20 
17 
27 
38 
38 
32 
31 
D 
07 
07 
15 
10 
12 
08 
07 
08 
08 
2ft . 

52 
40 
44 
07 
17 
15 
08 
13 
11 
09 
14 
09 
07 
12 
18 
15 
15 
19 
08 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY WATER QGALITY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT 

4/05/79 PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED• 104(Cont.) MUNICIPAL SOURCES 

ENGINER LOCATION 

34 
34 

3 
3 

15 
36 
3 r, 
34 
26 
24 
22 
34 
26 

8 
26 
2'• 

6 
15 

3 
3 

10 

COUNTY 

HILL SBORO 
HILLSBORO 
CAN SY 
GL1\DSTONE 
BCVSA 
NEG!BERG 
USA 
USA 
PORTLAND 
SAL El1 
HALSEY 
USA 
PORTLAND 
BROOUNGS 
TROUTDALE 
SALEM 
COOS BAY 
P.SHLAND 
CANBY 

PROJECT 
REVIEWER DATE 

REC 

BALDWIN PARK J 
JACKSON SCHOOL RD J 
CRESTVIEW REPLAT J 
LUDEAN ADDITION SUBD J 
EARY PROPERTY J 
NE LID 222 J 
COLEnAN-730 J 
DATSUN SEL·JER EXT J 
N CRAWFORD/N PIERCE J 
SALEflTOWN NO 6 J 
WOOD PRODUCTS J 
HURT EXT-731 J 
N JUNEAU/N ATTU J 
H BROOKINGS SD J 
SANDEE PALISADES 111 J 
OLYMPIAN ESTATES J 
26 TH N OCEAN BLVD J 
JAQUELYN & BARBARA STS J 
WILLAMETTE GREEN PHASE 2 J 
GREENANN CREST ADDITION J 
PALOMAR A PLANNED J 

9 
3 

26 
3 

26 
20 

CCSD 
REEDSPORT 
STAGE STOP 
CCSD 

NE 3RD & .4TH ADDITION J 

3/07/79 
3/07/79 
3/05/79 
3/05/79 
3/05/79 
3/03/79 
3/09/79 
3/07/79 
3/09/79 
3/12/7 9 
3/05/79 
3/14/79 
3/14/79 
3/08/79 
3/14/79 
3/15/79 
3/16/79 
3/22/7 9 
3/21/7 9 
3/23/79 
3/23/7 9 
3/23/7 9 
3/15/79 
3/09/79 
3/l 3/7 9 
3/15°/7 9 
3/05/79 
2/12/79 
2/20/79 
2/20/79 
3/13/79 
3/09/79 
3/21/7 9 
3/14/79 
3/12/79 
3/l 6/7 9 
3/15/79 
3/06/79 
3/20/79 
3/23/79 
3/20/79 
3/23/79 
3/22/79 
3/23/7 9 
3/22/79 
l/30/79 
3/23/7 9 

6 
13 
18 
20 
3" 
20 
2 '+ 

9 
9 
7 

2't 
20 
17 
17 
30 

2 
3 r+ 

3" 
34 
20 

MUL T CO 
r·:OLALLA 
PORTLA'ND 
EUGEt1E 
BMIDON 
SO SUB S D 
MERRILL 
EUGEtJE 
TUMA TIN 

. SPRINGFIELD 
SALEM 
SUtWIVER 
SUHRIVER 
PR!tlE'IILLE 
JEFFERSON 
EUGEt:E 
GR.b.!lTS PASS 
GRf..tlTS PASS 
HERMISTON 
CORVALLIS 
UN I Sl·JR AGGY 
UtH Sl·iR AGGY 
UtlI SL·JR AGCY 
SPRIHGFI ELD 

BEN-BOW TERRACE J 
BRANDYWINE SUDD J 
ANDERSON MEADOW ADD J 
NE 27 AVE/NE SARATOGA J 
BLACKSTONE ADDITION J 
ROHLES-HOPSOH IMP K 
HIGHLAND PARK K 
REV SWR REPL SPECS K 
TREEHOUSE PUD K 
SAGERT PROJECT K 
FISCHERS PLAT K 
GLEN EDEN IV K 
MTN VILLAGE EAST TRUNK K 
MTN VILLAGE EAST V K 
LAUGHLIN INTERCEPTOR K 
EXTEN TO SCHOOL EPA C410510 K 
COBURG MEADOWS SUBDIV K 
F STREET PROJECT K 
SUNHILL SUBDIV K 
SO HILL ADDITION K 
TIMBERHILL SE 4TH ADD K 
KNEELAND ESTATES K 
RAY JEAN PARK K 
WINSOME TER-TIGARD K 
SMITH DRIVE K 

99 FOR MARCH 1979 

DATE OF ACTION 
ACTIOtl 

3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/2 0/7 9 
3/26/7 9 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/09/79 
3/20/79 
3/20/79 
3/22/79 
3/22/79 
3/22/7 9 
3/22/7 9 
3/30/79 
3/30/79 
3/29/79 
4/02/79 
3/29/79 
3/27 /7 9 
3/27/79 
3/27/79 
3/27/7 9 
3/27/7 9 
3/09/79 
3/2 0/7 9 
3/13/79 
3/30/79 
3/2 9/7 9 
3/30/79 
3/29/7 9 
3/29/79 
3/30/79 
3/30/79 
3/29/79 
3/30/79 
3/3 0/7 9 
3/29/79 
3/30/79 
3/2 9/7 9 
3/30/79 
3/30/7 9 
3/20/79 
3/30/79 

PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
RESUBMIT 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
CO:"iMENTS 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV A.PP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV-APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV.APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 
p;wv APP 
PROV APP 
PROV APP 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

13 
13 
15 
15 
21 
12 
11 
13 
11 
08 
04 
06 
06 
14 
08 
07 
06 
03 
09 
06 
10 
06 
12 
18 
14 
12 
22 
25 

'23 
21 
17 
20 
09 
15 
15 
14 
15 
23 
10 
07 
09 
07 
07 
07 
03 
49 
07 



. ) 
. 

I 

DEPARTMENT OF EHVIRONMEllTAL QUALITY WATER QUALITY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT 

4/05/7 9 PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED:. 104 (Cont.) MUNICIPAL SOURCES 99 FOR MARCH 1979 

El1GINER LOCATION REVIEWER DATE DATE OF ACTION DAYS TO 
COUNTY PROJECT REC ACTION COt'IPL ETE 

34 UNI S:•!R AGGY SUt'.MERCREST !IEST K 3/26/7 9 3/29/79 PROV APP 03 
36 SHERIDAN YO;(K SUBDIVISION K 3/26/79 3/30/79 PROV APP 04 
21 L IllCOLN CITY INDIAN SHORES III K 3/27/79 3/30/79 PROV APP 03 

9 BEHD EXEC·cotlT ~13 SWR COLL K 2/23/7 9 3/25/79 PROV APP 30 
9 BEND FIN DOCUM CONT ~10 K 2/27/79 3/12/79 PROV APP 13 

'-" 

·; 

• 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua 1 i ty March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 104, cont'd 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (5) 

Clackamas 

Ti 1 lamook 

Ti 1 lamook 

Lane 

Lane 

Loren Obrest, Inc. 
Sump for Oil Recovery 

Gary R. Oldencamp Dairy 
Tillamook, Animal Waste 

Bi 11 Utter Dairy 
Tillamook, Animal Waste 

International Paper - Veneta 
Spill Prevention 
Containment 

Chembond Corp. - Springfield 
Phenol Spill Recovery 

- 10 -

3-1-79 Approval not Necessary 

3-6-79 Approved 

3-6-79 Approved 

3-20-79 Approved 

3-21-79 Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Municipal 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Ranewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Penni t Actions 
Received 

Month 
* I** 

0 0 

7 3 

Fis. Yr. 
* I** 

13 0 

60 17 

14 15 

l 0 

66 15 

3 3 
84 33 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month 
• I** 

4 0 

18 0 

2 

0 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fis. Yr. 
• I** 

l 0 

51 11 

14 16 

9 0 

72 22 

6 3 

01 41 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

. GRAND TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** State Permits 

0 0 

0 0 

l 0 

0 0 

l 0 

30 I a 

2 7 

0 0 

l 0 

0 0 

3 z 

i4z l5z 

l/ Includes 3 NPDES Permits Canceled. 

2/ Includes 4 NPDES Permits Canceled. 

0 0 4 6 

0 0 0 0 
I l 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 5 7 

33 lo 12z 12~ 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 
* I** 

.9--
4 l 

.49 16 

7 8 

3 0 

56 4 

4 0 

70 12 

2 0 

0 0 

2 0 

12 I '2s 

lJ Includes NPDES Application Withdrawn (Permit Not Necessary) 

- 11 -

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g 

Permits Permits 
* I** * I** 

2 """4 5'--'--=--s 3 2 46 I s9 

406 I I 28 4 I 6 I 136 

62 21 62 I 21 

713 I 232 Z24 I 246 



County 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Lincoln 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Klamath 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Coos 

·-'' ··.Hood River 

Jackson 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (33) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tune of Sarne 

City of Klamath Falls 
Spring St. Add. #1 

City of Klamath Falls 
Kingsley Field Add. #1 

City of Lincoln City 
Sewage Disposal 

Armour & Company 
Meat Processing 

Pacific Meat Company 
Meat Processing 

Ollie Welch Meat. Company 
Meat Processing 

Kenton Packing Company 
Food Processing 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Bly 

Damasch State Hospital 
Sewage Disposal 

Fishhawk Lake Rec. Club 
Sewage Disposal 

Chuck's Seafoods Division 
Seafood Processing 

Parkdale Sanitary District 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Rogue River 
Sewage Disposal 

- 12 -

I 
Date of 
Action Action 

I 
3-6-79 Modification Issued 

3-6-79 Modification Issued 

3-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Issued 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Issued 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

~---------'---·------------~-·-· -·--..•........ -. ---~ .. ···--- -···-· 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua 1 i ty March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 33, cont'd 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
County and Tvpe of Same 

Josephine City of Cave Junction 
Sewage Disposal 

Tillamook City of Garibaldi 
Sewage Di sposa 1 

Benton City of Adair Village 
Sewage Disposal Add. #1 

Clackamas City of Sandy 
Sewage Disposal 

Clackamas Zig Zag Condominiums 
Sewage Disposal 

Grant City of Mt. Vernon 
Sewage Di sposa 1 

Hood River Odell Sanitary District 
Sewage Disposal 

Jackson Southwest Forest Industries 
Medford, Plywood 

Multnomah City of Troutdale 
Sewage Disposal 

Multnomah Huntington Rubber Company 
Cooling Water 

Columbia Owens/Corning Fiberglas 
Kaiser Gypsum (St. Helens) 

· ,, • ... Washington Unified Sewerage Agency 
Hillsboro, Westside Add. #1 

- 13 -

Date of 
Action Action 

3-12-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-12-79 NPDES Pe·rmi t Renewed 

3-14-79 Modification Issued 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Issued 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-14-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-16-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-28-79 NPDES Permit Renewed 

3-21-79 Modification Issued 



County 

Coos 

Washington 

Linn 

Lane 

. Josephine 

Mari on 

Klamath 

Curry 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua 1 i ty March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 33, cont'd 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Bandon Fish Hatchery 

City of Forest Grove 
Filter Plant 

Pacific Power & Light Co. 
Lebanon Plant 

Zip-0-Log Veneer 
Wood Products 

River Haven Mobile Estates 
Sewage Disposal 

North Marion Fruit Company 
Fruit Processing 

Bonanza School 
Sewage Disposal 

Western States Plywood 
Wood Products 

- 14 -

Date of 
Action 

3-13-79 

3-79 

3-79 

3-79 

3-79 

3-79 

3-79 

3-79 

Action 

Application Withdrawn 
Permit not necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewa 1 Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

NPDES Permit Canceled 
No Renewal Necessary 

--------'---------------------· - ... - . 



County 

Linn 

Linn 

Crook 

Harney 

Yamhi 11 

DEPARTMENT OF EN · '. ii.ONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (5) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

W. I. - Sweet Home Sawmi 11 
Existing Industrial Site 
Operational Plan 

Roche Road 
Existing Demolition Site 
Odor Control Plan 

Hudspeth Lumber 
Existing Non-Permitted Site 
Operational Plan 

Oard's Service & Garage 
New Sludge Site 
Construction and Operational 

Plans 

Newberg Landfill 
Existing Sanitary Landfill 
Pesticide Container Handling 

Plan 

- 15 -

Date of 
Action Action 

3/1/79 Letter Authorization Issued 

317179 Conditional Approval 

3/16/79 Approved 

3/21/79 Conditional Approval 

3/30/79 Conditional Approval 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Sol id Waste Division March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites 
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g 

Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits 

General Refuse 

New 3 2 2 * 
Existing 1 1 3 15 ;'> ( 12) 
Renewals 28 5 18 12 
Modifications 13 1 14 2 
Total 45 7 37 31 168 171 

Demolition 

New 1 2 
Existing 1 
Renewals 2 2 3 
Modifications 7 2 5 
Total 11 2 7 5 22 22 

Industrial 

New 2 11 12 2 ;'> 

Existing 1 1 1 
Renewals 1 2 4 19 6 
Modifications 1 3 5 
Total 28 5 32 14 99 100 

Sludge Disposal 

New 1 * 
Existing 1 * 
Renewals 1 
Modifications 
Total 0 11 11 

Hazardous Waste 

" .. , 
New 
Authorizations 16 136 12 134 2 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 16 136 12 134 2 

GRAND TOTALS 2z 223 2~ 218 55 301 304 
1<E i ghteen ( 18) sites operating under temporary permits unt i 1 regular permits are issued. 

- 16 -



DEPARTMENT OF EN\'IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY AC'.~IVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division March 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (14) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Sarne 

Genera 1 Refuse Fae i 1 it i es (7) 

Josephine 

Baker 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Grants Pass Landfill 
Existing facility 

Huntington Landfill 
Existing facility 

Beatty Landfi 11 
Existing facility 

Bonanza Landfill 
Existing facility 

Chemult Landfill 
Existing facility 

Merrill Landfill 
Existinq facility 

Sprague River Landfill 
Existing facility 

Demel it ion Waste Facilities (2) 

Benton 

Klamath 

Tremaine Demolition Site 
Existing facility 

Langell Valley Landfill 
Existing facility 

Industrial Was·te Facilities (5) 

Linn 

Linn 

Coos 

Tillamook 

Willamette Industries 
Existing wood waste site 

Priceboro Landfill 
Existing wood waste site 

Westbrook Hood Products 
Existing wood waste site 

Port of Tillamook 
New wood waste site 

Lincoln Georgia-Pacific, Toledo 
Existing landfill for proper 
mi 11 sol id wastes - 17 -

Sludge Disposal Facilities - None 
...,._..,.,,..._, ___ ., ___ , ____ .._ .. __ _ 

Date of 
Action 

3/6/79 

3/30/79 

3/30/79 

3/30/79 

3/30/79 

3/30/79 

3/30/79 

3/20/79 

3/30/79 

3/1/79 

3/15/79 

3/19/79 

3/19/79 

3/30/79 

Action 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Letter authorization 
renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit renewed 

Permit issued 

Permit renewed 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 0.UALI TY 

MONTHLY ACT.IV I TY RF.PORT 

Sol j d Waste 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

HAZARDOUS \./ASTE DISPOSAL REO.UESTS 

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO. 

Waste Description 

Quan.ti ty 
Date Type Source Present Future 

Disposal Requests Granted (14) 

Oregon (6) 

2 Obsolete pesticides Chemical 1,800 lb. none 
Company 

8 Pesticide waste Federal 1 , 000 1 b. none 
Agency 

9 Miscellaneous laboratory Foundry 3 drums none 
chemicals 

13 Pesticide waste F'edera 1 10 drums none 
agency 

19 Scrubber s 1 udge Aluminum 14,ooo drums none 
smelting 

21 Obsolete printed circuit Electronic 1 drum none 
etchant firm 

Washington (3) 

2 PCB transformer School 1 unlt 2 units/yr. 
District 

,, 
. '"'-

6 PCB capacitors PUD 6 units none 

22 Surplus gas generants Aerospace 3,500 lb/yr. 
(sodium az i de) Company 

British Columbia (5) 

12 Spent chemical solutions Electronic 17,400 gals. 17,400 gals/yr. 
consisting of acids, firm 
caustics, organic solvents, 
etc. 

- 18 -



Date 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY RF.PORT 

Solid Waste March 1979 
(Reporting Unit). (Month and Year) 

Type 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL RErl.UESTS 

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO. 

Waste Description 

Quantity 
Source Present Future 

British Columbia cont'd. 

12 

14 

26 

30 

PCB transformer 

PCB transformer 

HF alkylation bottoms 

Miscellaneous laboratory 
chemicals 

Chemical 
company 

Electrical 
equipment 
manufacturer 

Oil refinery 

Steel plant 

- 19 -

1 unit Periodic 

1 unit None 

16,000 gals. 16,000 gals/yr 

24 1 b. None 



MARCH 1979 

TOTALS LAST PRESENT 

Settlement Action 
Preliminary Issues 
Discovery 

19 
9 
3 
6 
0 
0 
0 
4 
1 
4 
0 
1 

20 
8 
3 
4 
0 
0 
1 
4 
0 
4 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 

To be Scheduled 
To be Rescheduled 
Set for-Hearing 
Briefing 
Decision Due 
Decision Out 
Appeal to Commission 
Appeal to Co~rt 
Transcript 
Finished 
Appeal to Commission Dismissed 
Commission Affirm~d Decision 

10 
0 
0 

57 

ACD 
AQ 
AQ-SNCR-76-178 

Cor 
CR 
Dec Date 

$ 
ER 
Fld Brn 
Hrngs 
Hrng Rfrrl 

Hrng Rqst 
LQ/SW 
Mes 

MWV 
NP 
NP DES 

p 

PR/NWR 
PNCR 
Prtys 
Rem Order 
Resp Code 
SNCR 
SSD 
SWR 
T 

Traner 
Underlined 

KEY 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Air Quality 
A violation involving air quality 

Coast Region in the year 1976; 
in that region for the year. 

Cordes 
Central Region 

48 

occurring in the Salem/North 
the 178th enforcement action 

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

Civil Penalty Amount 
Eastern Region 
Field burning incident 
The Hearings Section 
The date when the enforcement and compliance unit requests 

the hearings unit to schedule a hearing. 
The date the agency receives a request for hearing. 
Land Quality/Solid Waste 
Mcswain 
The Mid-Willamette Valley Region 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater 

discharge p·ermit 
At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a 

permit or its conditions. 
Portland Region/Northwest Region 
Portland/North Coast Region 
All parties involved 
Remedial Action Order 
The source of the next expected activity on the case. 
Salem/North Coast Region (now MWV) 
Subsurface Sewage Disposal 
Southwest Region 
At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a tax 

credit matte·r. 
Transcript being made. 
Different status or new case since last contested case log. 

20 



Pet/Resp 

~ 

Davis et al 
Paulson 
Faydrex, Inc. 
Johns et al 
Laharty 

PGE {Harborton) 
Ellsworth 
Ellsworth 
Silbernagel 
Jensen 
Mignot 
Jones 
sundown et al 
Wright 

Magness 
southern Pacific Trans 
Suniga 
Taylor, D. 
Grants Pass Irrig 
Pohll 
Califf 
Zorich 
Powell 
Wah Chang 
Barrett & Sons, Inc. 
Carl F. Jensen 
Carl F. Jensen/ 

Hrng 

~ 

5/75 
5/75 
5/75 
5/75 
l/76 

2/76 
10/76 
10/76 
l0/76 
ll/76 
ll/76 
4/77 
5/77 
5/77 

7/77 
7/77 
7/77 
6/77 
9/77 
9/77 
10/77 
10/77 
ll/77 
12/77 
12/77 
12/77 

Hrng 

~ 

575 
5/75 
5/75 
5/75 
l/66 

2/76 
10/76 
10/76 
10/77 
ll/76 
ll/76 
7/77 
6/77 
5/77 

7/77 
7/77 
7/77 
10/77 
9/77 
12/77 
10/77 
10/77 
ll/77 
12/77 
2/76 
l/76 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case L09 

DEQ or Hrng Hrng 
Atty ~ ~ 

Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
Atty 

Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
DEQ 
DEQ 
Atty 
Atty 

DEQ 
Atty 
Atty 
DEQ 
Atty 
Atty 
DEQ 
Atty 
Atty 
Atty 
DEQ 
Atty 

MOS 
Mes 
McS 
McS 
Mes 

Mes 
MOS 
Mes 
Cor 
Cor 
Mes 
Cor 
Mes 
McS 

Cor 
cor 
Lmb 
Mes 
McS 
cor 
Cor 
Cor 
Cor 
Mes 

Mes 

5/76 

ll/77 

9/76 

12/77 
2/77 
6/9/76 

ll/77 

10/77 
4/76 

3/30/76 
4/26/76 

Resp 

~ 

Resp 
Resp 
Dept 
All 
Resp 

Hrngs 
Resp 
Resp 
Resp 
Prtys 
Resp 
Hrngs 
Resp 
EQC 

Brngs 
Prtys 
EQC 
Dept 
Prtys 
Hrngs 
Prtys 
Prtys 
Brngs 
Prtys 
Dept 
Prtys 

Dec 
~ 

6/76 

l/77 

6/76 
2/77 

Case 
Type & No. 

12 SSD Permits 
l SSD Permit 
64 SSD Permits 
3 sso Perm! ts 
Rem Order SSD 

ACD Permit Denial 
$10,000 WQ-PR-76-196 
WQ-PR-ENF-76-46 
AQ-MWR-76-202 $400 
$1500 Fld Brn AQ-SNCR-76-232 
$400 sw-sWR-266-76 
SSD Permit ss-SWR-77-57 
$11,000 Total WQ Viol SNCR 
$250 ss-MWR-77-99 

$1150 Total ss-SWR-77-142 
$500 NP-SNCR-77-154 
$500 AQ-SNCR-77-143 
$250 SS-PR-77-166 
$10,000 WQ-SWR-77-195 
SSD Permit App 
Rem Order SS-PR-77-225 
$100 NP-SNCR-173 
$10,000 Fld Brn AQ-MWR-77-241 
ACD Permit Conditions 
$500 WQ-PR-77-307 
$18,600 AQ-MWR-77-321 Fld Brn 

March 1979 

Case 

~ 

Settlement Action 
Settlement Action 
Briefing 
Preliminary Issues 
Appeal to Comm 
dismissed 
Preliminary Issues 
Settlement Action 
Settlement Action 
Settlement Action 
Settlement Action 
Appeal to Comm 
Aooeal to Comm 
settlement Action 
comm Affirmed 
Decision 
Decision Due 
Settlement Action 
Appeal to Comm 
settlement Action 
Discovery 
Decision Due 
Settlement Action 
Settlement Action 
Preliminary Issues 
Settlement Action 
To be Scheduled 
Settlement Action 

. Elmer Klopfenstien 12/77 1/78 Atty Mes Prtys $1200 AQ-SNCR-77-320 Fld Brn Settlement Action 
Steckley 12/77 12/77 Atty McS 6/9/76 EQC $200 AQ-MWR-77-296 Fld Brn Appeal to Comm 
Wah Chang 1/78 2/78 Atty Cor Prtys $5500 WQ-MWR-77-334 Settlement Action 
S~fty--------------------~fT8---~~e---BBQ-------------~---H~ft~e---------•~se-ss-PR-TS-~~----------------P~e%~M~fta~r-:~~tte~ 
Hawkins 3/78 3/78 Atty Dept $5000 AQ-PR-77-315 Preliminary Issues 
Hawkins Timber 3/78 3/78 Atty Dept $5000 AQ-PR-77-314 Preliminary Issues 
Wah Chang: 4/78 4/78 Atty McS Hrng:s NPDES Permit (Modification) Preliminary Issues 
Wah Chang 11/78 12/78 Atty McS Prtys P-WQ-WVR-78-07 Preliminary Issues 
Stimpson 5/78 Atty McS Dept Tax Credit Cert. T-AQ-PR-78-01 Settlement Action 
Vogt 6/787 6/78 DEQ Cor 11/8/78 Dept SSD Permit Decision Due 
Hogue 7 /78 Atty Dept P-SS-SWR-78 Preliminary Issues 
B & M 8/78 8/78 DEQ Cor ll/1/78 Hrngs SSC License Decision Due 
Welch 10/78 10/78 Atty Resp P-SS-CR-78-134 Settlement Action 
Heeci-R~ve~--------------i±T~8--i~7~8~BBQ----Mes-----------Reep----------~i~58-WQ-€R-~8-i4~---------~---see~i-em.ene-Aee~ert-
Reeve 10/78 Atty Hrngs P-SS-CR-78-132 & 133 Discovery 
Bierly 12/78 12/78 DEQ Resp $700 AQ-WVR-78-144 Settlement Action 
Georgia-Pacific 1/79 1/78 DEQ Prtys $1525 AQ-NWR-78-159 Settlement Action 
Glaser 1/79 1/79 DEQ Prtys $2200 AQ-WVR-78-147 To be Scheduled 
Batley 1/79 2/79 DEQ Prtys $3250 AQ-WVR-78-157 To be Scheduled 
Roberts 2/79 3/79 DEQ Prtys P-SS-SWR-79-0l To be scheduled 
TWCA 2/79 2/79 Atty Prtys $3500 WQ-WVR-78-187 Settlement Action 
TEN EYCK 12/78 DEQ Prtys P-SS-ER-78-06 Discovery 

21 



Contilins 
Recycled 
Matedals 

DEQ.46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. C, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission take action to issue Pollution 

Control Facility Certificates to applications T-1044, T-1045, T-1048, 

T-1049, T-1056, T-1057, T-1058, T-1059, and T-1062, per the attached 

Review Reports .. 

MJDowns:cs 
229-6485 
4/16/79 
Attachments 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



Proposed April 1979 Totals: 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$ 21,000 
764,507 

-0-
Noise -0-

Calendar Year Totals to 

Air Quality 
water Quality 
Solid Waste 
Noise 

Date 

$ 785,507 

$ 279,319 
615,005 
424,915 

84,176 
$1,403,415 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Tektroni·x, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 500 
Beaverton, Oregon 97077 

App 1 • 
Date 

T-1044 
March 23, 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a complex manufacturing electronic 
equipment such as oscilloscopes, Information display, and television 
products at their Beaverton Industrial Park. 

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

2. Description of Claimed facility 

The claimed facilities consist of Waste Treatment Plant Laboratory 
Equipment: 

A. Gas Chromatograph, Hewlett Packard Model 5840A and Strip 
Recorder. 

B. Infrared Spectrophotometer Perkin-Elmer 735B. 

C. Turbidimeter, Hach Model 2100A with accessories. 

These instruments are used in the Industrial Waste Treatment Plant 
soley for the determination of the quality of treatment effluent. 

Request for Pre] iminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
October 18, 1976, and approved November 18, 1976. lnstal lat ion of 
the equipment was· initiated, completed, and placed into operation 
on January 25, 1977. 

Facility Cost: $19,817.73. (Certified Public Accountant's statement 
was provided.)_ 

3. Evaluation 

With the Installation of the claimed facility (laboratory instruments) 
the applicant has the abll ity to control industrial waste treatment 
constantly and monitor effluent qua] ity as required by Permlt 
2615-J and U.S.A. requirements. 

Staff has verified the instruments are in use for industrial waste 
treatment monitoring and are effective in controlling operation of 
the treatment plant. 



Appl. T-1044 
March 23, 1979 
Page 2 

4. Summation 

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

B, Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967, as 
required by ORS 468. 165 (lL (a) , 

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

D, The fadl ity 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 percent of costs allocable to pollution 
control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
Issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1044, such Certificate 
to bear the actual cost of $19,817-73 with Bo percent or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

C. K. Ashbaker/W, D. Lesher:lb 
229-5318 
March 23, 1979 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Walter Wells & Sons 
1802 Wells Drive 
Hood River, OR 97031 

Appl _T;;;.-...;l:;,;0:..;4;.;;5_ 
Date -"'3/:...8::.t./...;7..;;9_ 

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

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is two Orchard Rite Wind 
machines, Part No. GPT 855 and GPT 766, used for frost damage 
protection. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
10/26/78, and approved on 10/31/78. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on ll/1/78, 
completed on 12/20/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 
12/20/78. 

Facility Cost: $21,000.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

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

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is 
a temperature inversion--down into the trees. There is a second mode 
of operation on poor inversion nights which uses perimeter heaters 
along with the fan to provide frost protection. The fans have proven 
effective in the Hood River area where frost control is needed on an 
average of 30 hours per year. One orchard fan serves 10 acres and 
reduces the number of heaters required for frost protection from 340 
heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction. 



App. T-1045 
Page Two 

4. 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) • 

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution Control 
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $21,000.00 with 80% or more 
allocated to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Credit Application No. T-1045. 

FAS: jo 
(503)229-6414 
March 12, 1979 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 500 
Beaverton, Oregon 97077 

Appl. ~~T~.~~1_04~8_,..,.__,,_.,,,­
Date MC1rch 23, 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing electronics 
equipment such as osci'lloscopes·, information display, and television 
products at their Beaverton Industrial Park. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility coniists of: 

A, The construction of a 475,000 gallon lagoon. 

B. Division of No. 2 Pond into two separate ponds. 

C. Lining of No. 3·Pond with gunite. 

D. Construction of a sludge drying bed. 

E. LC1ndscaplng and fencing the lagoon area. 

This work was initiated concurrently with the installation of the 
stainless steel flumes (Appl. T~1049) but is on this separate 
application for cost accounting convenience. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit wC\s made 
April 13, 1977 and approved Apr[l 22, 1977. Construction was 
initi'ated on the claimed facility in May, 1977, completed June ·15, 
1977, and placed into operation July l, 1977. 

facility Cost: $388,327.29. (Certified Public Accountant's statement 
was prov i'ded.) 
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3. Evaluation 

A treatment method was needed to reduce effluent limit parameters 
to comply with waste discharge Permit 2615-J, issued August 19, 
1977, and to provide spil 1 prevention and treatment failure contingency. 
Existing waste treatment was not sufficient to attain the more 
stringent ·1 imits of the new permit. A decision was made and approved 
by the DEQ to make the improvement along with the flume work (Appl. 
T-1049). to upgrade operation of the lagoon system. Staff confirms 
that the total facility is performing as intended. 

4. Summation 

A. Faci 1 ity was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct 
and Preliminary Certification Issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

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

C, Facl 1 ity is designed for and is being operated to a substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing 
water pollution. 

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

E. Applicant claims 100 percent of costs allocable to pollution 
contra 1. 

5. Di rector's" Recommendat i·on 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued for the facility claimed in Application T~l048, such Certificate 
to bear the actual cost of $388,327.29 with 80 percent or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

c. K. Ashb<'lker/W. D. Lesher:lb 
229-5318 
March 23, 1979 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 . Appl leant 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 500 
Beaverton, Oregon 97077 

App 1 • 
Date March 23, 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing electronic 
equipment such as oscilloscopes, information display and television 
products at their Beaverton Industrial Park. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Faci 1 ity 

The claimed facility conilsts of the installation of stainless 
steel flumes {_approximately 724 feet total) to improve flow patterns 
through the lagoon system, and sol ids sett] ing efficiency. Other 
work was Initiated concurrently with flume installation, but is on 
separate application for cost accounting convenience. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
December 23, 1976, and approved January 28, 1977. Construction was 
initi'ated on the claimed facility on December 31, 1976, completed 
and placed into operation on June 30, 1977. 

Facility Cost: $82,169.87. (Certified Public Accountant's statement 
was provided), 

3. A treatment method was needed to reduce suspended solids and other 
parameters to comply with wa.ste discharge Permit 2615-J, issued 
August 19, 1977. These 1 im its were being exceeded under existing 
waste water treatment. A decision was made and approved by the DEQ 
to upgrade operation of the existing settling lagoons. The flume 
flow changes were a part of the work necessary. Staff confirms 
that the total facl 1 ity Is performing as intended. · 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct 
and Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 
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B, Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967, as 
required by ORS 468. 165 (l) (a). 

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faci 1 ity Certificate be 
issued for the faciltiy claimed in Application T-1049, such Certific11te 
to bear the actual cost of $82, 169.87 with 80 percent or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

C, K. Ashbaker/W. D. ~esher:lb 
229-5318 
March 23, 1979 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
P. 0. Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

App 1 • 
Date 

T~l056 
March 23, 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a zlrconium, hafnium, tantalum and 
niobium plant producing metals and mill products at 1600 Old Salem 
Road. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of the installation of a spare ammonia 
recovery distillation column involving: 

A. Distillation column, 72 inch diameter. 

B. Column foundation (concrete). 

C. Column structure (steel)_. 

D. New condenser. 

E. Process piping, fittings, valves and pumps. 

F. Instrumentation. 

G. Electrical. 

Request for Prel i·minary Certi'fication for Tax Credit was made 
December 30, 1976 and approved January 11, 1977. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facility on February 9, 1977, completed 
and placed into operation on March 13, 1977. 

Fadl ity Cost: $201,719.00. (Certified Public Accountant's statement 
was provided.) 



Appl. T-1056 
March 23, 1979 
Page 2 

3. Evaluation 

The efficiency of a single column becomes marginal as solids build 
up. Ammonia in the bottoms effluent increase as this occurs. The 
Installation of the spare distillation column allows one to be shut 
down for cleaning while the second is operating efficiently. The 
applicant claims that this installation has reduced the ammonia 
lost in the column bottoms from 447 mg/l to 144 mg/l. Staff substantiates 
this. 

4. Summation 

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

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as 
required by ORS 468. 165 (l) (a). 

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

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmentc1l 
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 percent of costs allocable to pollution 
contra l. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facfl ity Certificate be 
Issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1056, such Certificate 
to bear the actual cost of $201,709.00 with 80 percent or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

C. K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:lb 
229-5318 
March 6, 1979 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Dtvfsion 
P. 0. Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Appl. 
Date 

T"l057 
M<irch 27,. 1979 

The appl kant owns and operates a pl<1nt produc!ng zirconium, hafnium, 
tantalum and niobium metals and mill products at 1600 Old Salem 
Road in Albany. 

Appl ;·cation was made for tax credit for water pollution control 
facility. 

2. Description of Claimed facility 

The claimed faci 1 ity consists of the inst<11 lation of a 96 station 
Panalarm System, Model 80105 with central control area panel, alarm 
units, flashers and worwick ]eye] sensors on rafflnate chemical 
tanks. 

The system's primary function is to prevent tank overflow and 
spills to plant waste waters. 

Request for Preliminary Certlf[cation for Tax Credit was made 
February 15, 1977, and approved March 3, 1977. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facil lty in March, 1977, completed and 
placed into operation In April, 1977. 

·Facility Cost: $31,896.00. (Certlfled Public Accountant's statement 
was provided.) 

Applicant states that 85% of the cost of the facility is applicable 
to pol luti·on control. The rema1nlng 15% Is process control. 

3. Eva 1 uat ion 

The applicant states that before installation of the alarm system, 
tank overflows occurred on the average of one per day. The claimed 
facility has, for all practical purposes, eliminated this condition. 
Staff confirm this. 
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4. Summation 

A. Faci l lty was· constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct 
and Preliminary Certification Issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was cons·tructed on or after January 1, 1967, as 
required by ORS 468.165 (11 (a). 

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

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

E. Appl leant claims 85% of costs allocable to pollution control. 

5. Director's Recommendatlon 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faci 1 ity Certificate be 
issued for the facility claimed In Application T-1057, such Certificate 
to bear the actual cost of $31,896.00 with 80% or more allocable to 
pollution control. (85%) 

C. K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:lb 
229-5318 
March 27, 1979 



1. App 1 icant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledy-ne Wah Chang Albany 
P. 0. Box 460 
A 1 bany, Oregon 97321 

App 1 • 
Date 

T~l058 

March 23, 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum and 
niobium plant producing metals and mill products, in Albany on Old 
Salem Road. 

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

2. Description of Claimed faci 1 ity 

The claimed facility consists of mechanical, electrical and flow 
meas-uring additions to the existing process pH control station. 

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax 
Credit was not required. 

Construction was ini'tiated on the claimed facility in January, 
1971, completed and placed into operation in August, 1971. 

Facility Cost: $4,617.00. (Cost statements were provided.) 

3. Eva 1 ua ti on 

All process waste streams pass through this station. The claimed 
fac i 1i ty Insures better pH adjustment of the to ta 1 waste waters. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct 
or preliminary certification. 

B. Facfllty was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as 
required by ORS Chapter 468. 165 ( 1) (a). 

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

D. The faci 1 ity is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes 
of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter. 
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E. Appli'cant claims 100 percent of facility costs are allocable 
to pollution control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a,,Pol lution Control Fac'i'lity Certificate be 
issued for the facility claimed in Application r~1058, such certificate 
to bear the actual cost of $4,617.00 with 80 percent or more ot the 
cost applicable to Pollution Control. 

C. K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher: lb 
229-5318 
March 23, 1979 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
P.O. Box 460 
Albany, OR 97321 

Appl. 
Date Apr i1 2. 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a plant producing zirconium, hafnium, tantalum 
and niobium metals and mill products at 1600 Old Salem Road. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of modifications to No. l Ammonia Distillation 
Column by changing the packing from three inch ceramic saddles to two Inch 
steel pall rings, adding redesigned distributors, changing the feed point and 
revising operating parameters. 

The modifications were made to Improve the operation of the ammonia recovery 
column and reduce the ammonia discharged to the waste treatment system and 
Truax Creek. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made July 28, 1976 
and approved October 13, 1976. Construction was initiated on the claimed 
facll lty, completed and placed Into operation November 1976. 

Facility Cost: 

3. Evaluation 

$28,152.00 (Certified Publ le Accountant's statement 
~as provided.) 

The bottoms of the ammonia recovery column were a source of ammonia 
nitrogen In the applicant's effluent. Staff considers reduction of toxic 
ammonia by modification of the column to be worthwhile. Reduction of 
ammonia In the bottoms was reduced from a range of 1000 ~ 400 mg/l 
down to an average of 144 mg/l. However, sulfate plugging continued 
requiring that a spare column be installed (T~l056). 
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Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after' rece1v 1ng approval to construct and 
Preliminary Certification Issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967, as required 
by ORS 468. 165 (l )(a). 

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, contra 11 i,ng or reducing 
water pollution. 

D. The fac i l i ty 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. Although 
there is a value in the recovered ammonia, operating costs 
exceed this. , 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Fact! ity Certificate be issued 
for the facility claimed in Application T-1059, such Certificate to bear 
the actual cost of $28,152.00 with 80% or more allocable to pollution 
control. 

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. Lesher:em 
229-5318 
March 30, 1979 



STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 • App 1 i cant 

Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
P.O. Box 460 
A 1 bany, Oregon 97321 

Appl. T 1062 

Date April 10 1 1979 

The applicant owns and operates a plant producing zirconium, hafnium, 
Niobium and tantalum metals and mill products at 1600 Old Salem Road, 
Albany. 

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

2. Description of claimed faci 1 ity 

The claimed facility is a Beckman total organic carbon (T.O.C.) instru­
ment and analyzer, model 915 A, 

The instrument is used to me.asure T.O.C. in the applicant's treated 
effluent. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 9/15/76 
and approved 10/11/76. Construction was initiated on the claimed 
facility in October 1976, installed and placed into operation 1/7/77. 

Facility Cost: $7,810.00 (statement was provided). 

3. Evaluation 

The Department had determined that reporting T.O.C, in lieu of C.O,D. 
would give a more consistent and meaningful indication of oxygen de­
pleting carbon compounds in the effluent, DEQ by letter of July 11 1976 
requested that the applicant monitor T.O.C. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct and 
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 463. 175, 

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

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent 
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water 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, 
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5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued for the facility claimed in Application T 1062, such Certi­
ficate to bear the actual cost of $7,810.00 with 80% or more allocable 
to pollution control. 

C. K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw 
April 10, 1979 
229-5318 
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DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. D, April 27, 1979 EQC Meeting 

Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Rules - Request for 
Authorization for Public Hearing for Annual Rules Review and 
Update To Include Standards for 1979 Model Year Motor 
Vehicles OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 

At the Environmental Quality Commission's meeting of June 30, 1978, 
amendments to OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 were approved. These 
amendments effectively updated the inspection criteria to include the 1978 
model year motor vehicles. This was part of the annual review and update 
required to keep the inspection program's rules current. Review of the 
1979 model year vehicles is complete, and it is time to update the 
inspection criteria to include these vehicles. 

Evaluation 

The actions in the attached proposed rule amendments, Appendix A, provide 
for the following: 

1. Housekeeping changes in the definitions and procedures; OAR 
340-24-305(25), 24-320(3)' 24-325(3). 

2. The updating of the specific emission criteria for various vehicle 
classes and the extension of the enforcement tolerance through June 1980; 
OAR 340-24-330 and 24-335. 

The housekeeping change in the definition for pollution control system 
is a change that clearly includes the fuel filler inlet restrictor as a 
pollution control device. This change in the definition is complimentary 
to the addition of the fuel filler inlet restrictor as a pollution control 
device in Section 24-320 and 24-325. The fuel filler inlet restrictor 
prevents the inadvertent use of leaded motor fuels. These fuels can 
decrease the effectiveness or totally poison a catalytic convertor. Such 
a reduction decreases the overall effectiveness of the vehicles pollution 
control system contrary to ORS 483.825. It is not anticipated that this 
will increase the reject rate at the inspection stations. Department 
studies had previously observed about a 3% "tamper" rate in this area; 
and most of those vehicles were observed with other causes for rejection, 
such as catalyst disconnects or high emissions. 
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The changes in the inspection standards involve the updating of all the 
vehicle class standards to include standards for 1979 model year motor 
vehicles. The standards selected continue to be based upon vehicle design. 
Along with the standards, the enforcement tolerance is extended for another 
year. The maintenance of the enforcement tolerance compensates for 
variability in garage analyzers and for some of the variability among 
vehicles. 

Summation 

The changes proposed for the inspection program rules 
update the standards for current technology vehicles. 
definition and procedure have been updated to provide 
of current technology pollution control devices. 

Director's Recommendation 

are reasonable and 
The changes in 

for the protection 

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Department be granted 
authorization to conduct a public hearing to receive testimony on these 
proposed amendments to the inspection program rules. It is proposed that 
the hearing be held before a hearings officer in the Portland metropolitan 
area and has been tentatively scheduled for May 17, 1979 at 1:00 p.m. in 
the State Office Building, Portland. 

W.P. Jasper:sb 
229-6235 
4-11-79 
Attachments: Appendix A 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



APPENDIX A 

PROPOSED REVISION 'ID OREGON A™INISTRATIVE RULES, CHAPTER 340 

MO'IDR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL INSPEX::TION TEST CRITERIA, METHODS, AND 
STANDARDS. 

OAR 340-24-305(25) 

(25) "Motor vehicle pollution control system" means equipnent designed 
for installation on a motor vehicle for the purpose of reducing the 
pollutants emitted from the vehicle, or a system or engine adjustment or 
modification which causes a reduction of pollutants emitted from the 
vehicle[,], or a system or device which inhibits the introduction of fuels 
which can adversely effect the overall motor vehicle pollution control 
system. 

340-24-320(3) 

(3) No vehicle emission control test for a 1979 or newer model 
vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the following 
factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control systems have been 
disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made inoperative in violation of ORS 
483.825(1), except as noted in subsection (5). llllotor vehicle pollution 
control systems include, but are not necessarily limited to: 

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation {PCV) system 
(b) Exhaust modifier system 

(A) Air injection reactor system 
(B) Thermal reactor system 
(C) Catalytic converter system - (1975 and newer model 

vehicles only) 
(c) Exhaust gas recirculation {EGR) systems - (1973 and newer 

model vehicles only) 
(d) Evaporative control system - (1971) 
(e) Spark timing system 

(A) Vacuum advance system 
(B) Vacuum retard system 

(f) Special emission control devices 
Examples: 

340-24-325 

(A) Orifice spark advance control (OSAC) 
(B) Speed control switch (SCS) 
(C) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC) 
(D) Transmission controlled spark (TCS) 
(E) Throttle solenoid control (TSC) 
(F) Fuel filler inlet restrictor 

(3) No vehicle emission control test [eeriatteeea-a€ee~-JttRe,-l9~~7 ] 
for a 1970 or newer model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element 
of the following factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control systems 
have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made inoperative in violation 
of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted in subsection (5): 
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(a) Positive crankcase ventilation 
(b) Exhaust modifier system 

Examples: 
Air injection system 
Thermal reactor system 
Catalytic convertor system 

(c) Exhaust gas recirculation (N.;R) systems 
(d) Evaporative control system 
(e) Spark timing system 

Examples: 
Vacuum advance system 
Vacuum retard system 

(f) Special emission control devices 
Examples: 
Orifice spark advance control (OSAC) 
Speed control switch (SCS) 
Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC) 
Transmission controlled spark ('!CS) 
Throttle solenoid control (TSC) 
Fuel filler inlet restrictor 

340-24-330 LIGHT DUTY M<YIDR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL IDLE EMISSION 
STANDARDS 

(1) Carbon monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded: 

ALFA ROMID 

1978 and 1979 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

AMERICAN MOIDRS CORPORATION 

1975 through [±9f8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1975 through [±9f8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1972 through 1974 
1970 through 1971 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1974 through 1978 
Above 8500 GVWR, 1979 

% 

0.5 
1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

1.5 
0.5 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
6.0 
2.0 
2.0 

Enforcement 
Tolerance 

June~i~¥~~1980 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
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ARRCW, Plymouth - see CDLT, Dodge 

AUDI 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 1.5 0.5 
1971 through 1974 2.5 1.0 
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 

AUSTIN - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

™W 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 1.5 0.5 
1974, 6 cy.l. 2.5 1.0 
1974, 4 cyl. 2.0 1.0 
1971 through 1973 3.0 1.0 
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 

BRITISH LEYLAND 

Austin, Austin Healey, Morris, America, and Marina 
1975 2.0 0.5 
1973 through 1974 2.5 1.0 
1971 through 1972 4.0 1.0 
1968 through 1970 5.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.5 0.5 

Jaguar 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 0.5 0.5 
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0 
1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 

MG 
1976 and [±9+8] 1979 MG 0.5 0.5 
1975 MG, MG Midget and 1976 MG Midget 2.0 0.5 
1973 through 1974 MGB, MGBGT, MGC 3.0 1.0 
1971 through 1974 Midget 3.0 1.0 
1972 MGB, MGC 4.0 1.0 
1968 through 1971, except 1971 Midget 5.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.5 0.5 

Rover 
1971 through 1974 4.0 1.0 
1968 through 1970 5.0 0.5 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 



Tritnnph 
1978 and 1979 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

BUICK - see GENERAL MO'IORS 

CADILIJ\C - see GENERAL MO'IORS 

CAPRI - see FORD MO'IOR COMPANY 

CHECKER 
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1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 

CHEVROLEr - see GENERAL MO'IORS 

CHEVROLEr L.U.V. - see L.U.V., Chevrolet 

CHRYSLER - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION 

CHRYSLER CORPORATION (Plymouth, Dodge, Chrysler) 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 

CITROEN 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1972 through 1978 
Above 8500 GVWR, 1979 

1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

COLT, Dodge 

1978 and 1979 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
pre-1971 

0.5 
2.0 
3.5 
4.0 
6.5 

0.5 
1.0 
2.5 
3.5 
6.0 

1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
1.5 
2.0 
6.0 
1.0 
4.0 
2.0 
2.0 

3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
3.0 
5.0 
6.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.5 
1.5 
2.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 
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COURIER, Ford 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 
1973 through 1974 
pre-1973 

CRICKET, Plymouth 

DATSUN 

1973 through 1974 (twin carb. only) 
1972 (twin carb. only) 
pre-1972 (and 1972 through 1973 single 

carb. only) 

[l~~@] 1975 through 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1968 through 1974 --
pre-1968 

DE 'IDMASO -see FORD MO'IDR COMPANY 

DODGE - see CHRYSLER CORIDRATION 

DODGE COLT - see COLT, Dodge 

FERRARI 

FIAT 

1978 and 1979 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-catalyst 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1974 --
1972 through 1973 124 Spec. sedan and wgn. 
1972 through 1973 124 sport coupe and spider 
1972 through 1973 850 
1971 850 sport coupe and spider 
1971 850 sedan 
1968 through 1970, except 850 
1968 through 1970 850 
pre-1968 

FIESTA - see FORD MJTOR CCMPANY 

FORD - see FORD MO'IDR COMPANY 

1.5 
2.0 
4.0 

3.0 
4.5 

7.5 

0.5 
2.0 
2.5 
6.0 

0.5 
2.0 
2.5 
4.0 
6.0 

1.5 
0.5 
2.5 
4.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
6.0 
5.0 
6.0 
6.0 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 

1.0 
1.0 

0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.5 
1.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
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FORD MYIDR CCJ!'.llPANY {Ford, Lincoln, Mercury, Capri, except Courier) 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1974, except 4 cyl. 
1973, except 4 cyl. 
1972, except 4 cyl. 
1972 through 1974, 4 cyl., except 1971-1973 

Capri 
1971 through 1973 Capri only 
1970 through 1971 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines {all years) 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1972 through 1973 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1974 through 1978 
Above 8500 GVWR, 1979 

1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

2.0 
2.5 
2.0 
3.5 
6.0 
1.0 
4.0 
3.0 
2.0 
2.0 

GENERAL MYIDRS {Buick, Cadillac, Chevrolet, GMC, Oldsmobile, Pontiac) 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1973 through 1974 --
1971 through 1972, except 1971 4 cyl. 
1970, except 4 cyl. 
1970 through 1971, 4 cyl. 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines {all years) 
Above 6000 GVIVR, 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1972 through 1973 
Above 6000 GVWR, 1974 through 1978 
Above 8500 GVWR 1979 

GMC - see GENERAL MYIDRS 

HONDA AU'.IDMOBILE 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 CVCC 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 except CVCC engine 
1973 through 1974 
pre-1973 

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER 

1979 below 8500 
1979 above 8500 GVWR 
1975 through 1978 
1972 through 1974 
1970 through 1971 
1968 through 1969 

1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
1.5 
1.5 
2.5 
3.5 
6.0 
1.0 
4.0 
3.0 
2.0 
2.0 

1.0 
1.5 
3.0 
5.0 

0.5 
2.5 
2.5 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.5 
2.0 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
Q.5 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 



INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER 

pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

JAGUAR - see BRITISH Ll>Yl:AND 

JEEP - see AMERICAN MYIDRS 

JENSEN-HEALEY 

1973 and 1974 
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6.0 
1.0 

4.5 

JENSEN INTERCEPTER & CXJNVERTIBLE - see CHRYSLER CXlRroRATION 

LAND ROVER - see BRITISH LEYLAND, Rover 

LINCXJLN - see FORD MO'IDR CXJMPANY 

L.U. v., Chevrolet 

MAZDA 

1974 through [!9~8] 1979 
pre-1974 

1978 and 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through [~9~8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1968 through 1974, Piston Engines 
1974, Rotary Engines 
1970 through 1973, Rotary Engines 

MERCURY - see FORD MO'IDR CXJMPANY 

MERCEDES-BENZ 

1975 through 1977 Non-Catalyst, 4 cyl. 
1975 through [~9~8] 1979, all other 
1973 through 1974 
1972 
1968 through 1971 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

MG - see BRITISH LEYIAND 

OLDSMOBILE - see GENERAL MO'IDRS 

1.5 
3.0 

0.5 
1.5 
4.0 
2.0 
3.0 

1.0 
0.5 
2.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 

1.0 

1.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 



OPEL 

1975 through 1978 (1979) 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
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PANTERA - see FORD MJ'IDR COMPANY 

PEUGEOT 

1975 through [±9~8] 1979 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

PLYMOUTH - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION 

PLYMOUTH CRICKET - see CRICKET, Plymouth 

PONTIAC - see GENERAL MJ'IDRS 

PORSCHE 

RENAULT 

1978 and 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through [±9~8] 1979 Non-Catalyst 
1972 through 1974 --
1974 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter (914) 
1968 through 1971 
pre-1968 

1977 through [±9~8] 1979 
1976 Carbureted --
1975 and 1976 Fuel Injection 
1975 Carbureted 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

ROLLS-ROYCE and BENTLEY 

1975 through [±9~8] 1979 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

ROVER - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

1.5 
2.5 
3.0 
3.0 
6.0 

1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 
1.0 

0.5 
2.5 
3.0 
5.0 
5.0 
6.5 

1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
0.5 
3.0 
5.0 
6.0 

0.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 



SAAB 

1978 and 1979 Catalyst 
1975 through [!9~8] 1979 
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1968 through 1974, except 1972 
99 1. 85 liter 

1972 99 1.85 liter 
pre-1968 (two-stroke cycle) 

0.5 
1.5 

3.0 
4.0 
3.0 

SAProRO, Plymouth - see COLT, Dodge 

SUBARU 

'IXJYOTA 

1975 through [!9~8] 1979 
1972 through 1974 --
1968 through 1971, except 360's 
pre-1968 and all 360's 

1975 through [!9~8] 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through 1978 4 cyl. 
1975 through 1978, 6 cyl. 
1968 through 1974, 6 cyl. 
1968 through 1974, 4 cyl. 
pre-1968 

1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
2.0 
1.0 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

TRIUMPH - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

VOLKSWAGEN 

VOLVO 

1979 all others 0.5 
1977 and [!9~8] 1979 Rabbit, Scirocco and Dasher 2.0 
1976 Rabbit and Scirocco 0.5 
1976 through 1978 All Others 2.5 
1975 Rabbit, Scirocco, and Dasher 0.5 
1975 All Others 2.5 
1974 Type 4 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter 5.0 
1972 through 1974, except Dasher 3.0 
1972 through 1974 Dasher 2.5 
1968 through 1971 3.5 
pre-1968 6.0 
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 

1978 and 1979 0.5 
1975 through 1977, 6 cyl. 1.0 
1975 through 1977, 4 cyl. 2.0 
1972 through 1974 3.0 
1968 through 1971 4.0 
pre-1968 6.5 

0.5 
0.5 

1.0 
1.0 
3.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
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NON-coMPLYING IMPORTED VEHICLES 

All 6.5 

DIESEL POWERED VEHICLES 

All 1.0 

ALL VEHICLES NOT LISTED and VEHICLES FOR WHICH NO VAilJES ENTERED 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-catalyst, 4 cyl. 2.0 
1975 through [±9+8] 1979 Non-Catalyst, all 

except 4 cyl. 1.0 
1975 through 1979 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 
1972 through 1974 3.0 
1970 through 1971 4.0 
1968 through 1969 5.0 
pre-1968 and those engines lesss than 

820 cc (50 cu. in.) 6.5 

(2) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded: 

No HC Check 

1500 

1200 

800 

600 

500 

400 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

All two-stroke cycle engines & diesel 
ignition 

Pre-1968 4 or less cylinder engines, 
4 or less cylindered non-complying 
imports, and those engines less than 
820 cc (50 cu. in.) displacement 

Pre-1968 with more than 4 cylinder 
engines, and non-complying imports 
with more than 4 cylinder engines 

1968 through 1969, 4 cylinder 

All other 1968 through 1969 

All 1970 through 1971 

All 1972 through 1974, 4 cylinder 

All other 1972 through 1974 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

0.5 

300 

200 

125 

100 

100 

100 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 without catalyst 

1975 through [±9+8] 1979 with catalyst 
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(3) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state 
unloaded and raised rpn engine idle portion of the emission test from 
either the vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase. In the case 
of diesel engines and two-stroke cycle engines, the allowable visible 
emission shall be no greater than 20% opacity. 

(4) The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing 
from those listed in subsections (1), (2), and (3), for vehicle classes 
which are determined to present prohibitive inspection problems using the 
listed standards. 

24-335 HEAVY DUTY GASOLINE MOIOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL EMISSION 
STANDARDS 

(1) Carbon Monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded: 

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through 1973 
1974 through 1978 
1979 

6.0 
4.0 
3.0 
2.0 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

(2) Carbon monoxide nominal 2,500 RPM emission values not to be 
exceeded. 

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through [~91&] 1979 
Fuel Injected 

3.0 
2.0 

No check 

(3) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded: 

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through 1973 
1974 through 1978 
1979 

700 
500 
300 
200 

1.0 
1.0 

200 
200 
200 
100 
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(4) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state 
unloaded engine idle and raised rpn portion of the emission test from 
either the vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase. 

(5) The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing 
from those listed in subsections (1), (2), (3), and (4) for vehicle classes 
which are determined to present prohibitive inspection problems using the 
listed standard. 
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DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F April 27, 1979 EQC Meeting 

Adoption of Pro osed'Amendment to Oregon Administrative 
Rule OAR'3 0~71~020; Subsurface·& Alternative Sewage'Disposal 

Background 

On March 30, 1979 the Commission adopted a package of amendments to 
Administrative Rules governing subsurface and alternative sewage disposal. 
At the time of adoption a number of amendments to the proposed package 
were accepted by the Commission. One vital amendment was inadvertently 
overlooked and not included in the package that was finally adopted. 
That proposed amendment is set forth on Attachments 11A11 & "B". 

This proposed amendment was the subject of pub] ic hearings on 
March 2, 1979. 

Statement of Need for Rule Making 

a. ORS 454.625 provides that the Commission, after public hearing, 
may adopt rules it considers necessary for the purpose of 
carrying out ORS 454.605 to 454.745. ORS 454.615 requires the 
Commission to adopt by rule, among other things, standards for 
design and construction of subsurface, alternative and nonwater­
carried sewage disposal systems and prescribe minimum requirements 
for operation and maintenance of such systems. 

b. A package of rule amendments adopted on March 30, 1979 was 
inadvertently missing one vital rule amendment. That proposed 
amendment eases the rule on sewage flows for single family 
dwel 1 ings and is in the public interest. 

c. The principal document prepared by the Department and relied 
upon in considering the need for and in preparing the rule 
amendments was "Discussion of Issue, Sizing of Subsurface 
Disposal Systems and Draft of Possible Amendments to Rules 
Governing Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Systems; February 
1979; Department of Environmental Quality. 
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Eva 1 uat ion 

This proposed amendment would calculate sewage flows from dwellings upon 
basis of 150 gallons per day per bedroom for first two (2) bedrooms and 
75 gallons for the third and succeeding bedrooms. This would replace 
the current requirement that flow be based on 150 gallons per day per 
bedroom regardless of the number of bedrooms. 

The result of the rule adoption would be: 

(a) 4 bedroom homes could be served by same sized system now 
required for 3 bedroom homes. 

(b) Homes served by 3 bedroom systems installed after January 1, 
1974 could add a bedroom without altering system (if system not 
failing). 

(c) Homes served by 4 bedroom systems installed after 
January 1, 1974 could add two bedrooms without altering system 
(if system not failing). 

Stlmlilat ion 

1. Administrative Rules governing subsurface and alternative sewage 
disposal are provided for by statute; ORS 454.625. 

2. Administrative Rules may be adopted by the Commission after public 
hearing. 

3. The Commission authorized pub] ic hearings on January 26, 1979. 

4. After proper notice, public heari.ngs were held on March 2, 1979 at 
five locations around the State. 

5. Notice was given by publication in the Secretary of State's Bulletin, 
February 15, 1979 edition; by mailing to Subsurface, Alpha and 
Special Land Use mailing 1 ists. · 

6. The Department's Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) considered the 
proposed amendments on March 16, 1979. 

7. As a result of the public hearings, a package of proposed rule 
amendments was adopted by the Commission on March 30, 1979. However, 
one proposed amendment was missing from the pa.ck.age at that time. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that: 

The Commission adopt the proposed amendment to Oregon Administrative 
Rules, 340-71-020 as set forth in Attachment "A" and 11811 for 
immediate filing with the Secretary of State to become effective 
May 4, 1979" . 

T. Jack Osborne:em 
229-6218 
Apri 1 9, 1979 

Attachments: A. 

~iQQ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Proposed amendments to Rules Governing Subsurface 
and Alternative Sewage Disposal · 

B. Table 3 with Proposed Amendments 



ATTACHMENT A 

.. PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO OAR·340~71~020 

Amend Table 3 of OAR 340-71-020, Quantities of sewage flows. In Table 3 

amend Columns and 2 for single family dwellings as set forth on 

Attachment 11 8". 
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AHACHMENT B 

Table 3 

Quantities of Sewage Flows 

Type of Establishment 

Airports 
Bathhouses and swimming pools 
Camps: (4 persons per campsite, where applicab_le) 

campground with central comfort stations 
With flush toilets, no showers 
Construction camps (semi-permanent) 
Day camps (no meals served) 
Resort camps (night and day) with limited 

plurr.bing 
Luxury camps 

Churches 
Country clubs 
Country clubs 
Dwellings: 

Bo.arding houses . 
i'\ddi tional for non-res

0

ident boarders 
Multiple family dwellings (apartments) 
Rooming houses 
Single-f arnily dwellings 

·Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, 
with shower facilities) 

Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, 
without shower facilities) 

Hospitals 
Hotels with private baths 
Hotels without private baths 
Institutions other than hospitals 
Laundries, self-service 
Mobile home parks 
Motels with bath, toilet, and kitchen wastes 

'Hotels 
Picnic Parks (toilet wastes only) 

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted • 
Under.] i ned material is n'ew. 

Column 1 Column 2 
Minim;m Gallons 

Gallons Per Day Per Establislunent 
Per Day 

5 (per passenger) 150 
10 (per person) 300 

35 (per person) 700 
25 (per person) 500 
so (per person) 1000 
15 (per person) 300 

so (per [>'Orson) 1000 
100 (per person) 2000 

5 (per seat) 150 
100 (per resident member)· 2000 

25 (per non-resident member present) 

100 (per bedroo~) 600 
10 (per person) 

150 (per bedroom) 600 
80 (per bedroom) 500 

150 (per bedrooml[D First two (2) bedrooms, 75f300] 450* 
per bedroom for third & succeeding bedrooms ~~ 

35 (per person per shift) 300 

15 (per person per shift) 150 
250 (per bed space) 2500 
120 (per room) 600 
100 (per room) 500 
125 (per bed space) 1250 
500 (per machine) 2500 
250 (per space) 750 
100 (per bedroom) 500 

80 (per bedroom) 400 
5 (per picnicker) 150 

·k See 340-71-020 ( l) ( i) 
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DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. G, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 
Request for Authorization to Hold Public 
Hearing to Consider Revision of Rules 
Pertaining to Ex erimental Field Burning -
OAR Chapter 3 O, Section 2 -013 6 

Background 

Rules allowing experimental open field burning beyond the acreage limitations 
established for issuance of permits was authorized by Oregon Law in 1977. The 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted temporary rules in 1977 and 1978 
allowing up to 7,500 acres to be burned each year under Department regulation 
and oversight. Such acreages have been burned experimentally in programs designed 
to assess field burning emissions, the effectiveness of large acreage rapid burns, 
rapid ignition techniques and equipment, and the effects of stripl ighting and 
backfiring on crops. 

The experimental burning rule establishes an upper limit on the amount of 
acreage which may be burned outside the normal permitting process as part of 
an experimental program. By identifying the year for which authorization is 
granted the present rules require annual review by the EQC of proposed experimen­
tation. In addition, in order to closely control such unpermitted burning, the 
rule requires the Department to specifically approve each operation. 

When the current rules were submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) for review as part of a one-year control strategy for field burning 
during 1979, it was noted that the 1 imitations on experimental burning applied 
for 1978 and had not been updated. The EPA was concerned that there was, there­
fore, no limitation on burning of experimental acreages in the coming season. 
Without an expressed limitation, the EPA indicated it could not approve either 
a one-year strategy or a regular State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision. (See 
Attachment 1.) 
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Discussion 

Review of OAR 340, 26-013(6), (attachment 2), indicates that simple oversight by 
staff resulted in the date not being changed and that it should be revised from 
1978 to 1979. Presently, proposed research plans indicate the 7,500 acre limita­
tion to be adequate, however, review of these plans is still underway. Such review 
may identify a different acreage number prior to the hearing date. 

It is proposed to correct this error in our submission to the EPA immediately 
through a technical amendment to be eventually incorporated as part of a SIP 
revision upon EQC rule adoption. Such a technical amendment would satisfy the 
EPA at least for this season. However, since the current rules have a1ready 
been filed with the Secretary of State, the Department has been counseled to 
seek a rule revision to correct the error prior to the 1979 burning season. To 
this end, it is proposed to hold a public hearing at the May EQC meeting to take 
testimony regarding this rule change, and, if warranted by testimony, to adopt 
the change at the meeting. This schedule is proposed so that field burning rules 
will be in order prior to the season start and to avoid further crowding of the 
Commission's June meetings agenda. Upon filing with the Secretary of State the 
proposed change would also be filed with the EPA for incorporation in Oregon's 
SIP if such action is deemed appropriate by the Commission • 

. summary 

In order to identify an upper limit on experimental burning during 1979, it is 
necessary to revise sub-section 26-013(6) of the field burning rule to incorporate 
the appropriate year. The change of year from 1978 to 1979 was inadvertantly 
overlooked in previous rule revisionsa 

It is necessary to hold a public hearing to take testimony on this rule revision. 
In order to adopt, submit, and gain approval of this revision prior to the field 
burning season, the public hearing and adoption should be completed prior to July. 
Public hearing and adoption are thus proposed for the regular EQC meeting in 
May, 19'79. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that a public hearing before the 
Environmental Quality Commission on May 25, 1979, be authorized to receive 
testimony regarding proposed revisions to the Agricultural Burning Rule, OAR, 
Chapter 340, Section 26-013(6) on experimental burning only as per attachment 2, 
to be submitted as a revision to the State of Oregon Clean Air Act State 
Implementation Plan. Time and place for the hearing are to be identified; 

SAF:nlb 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

Attachment 1: Letter to William H. Young, Director, Department of Environmental 
Quality from Donald P. Dubois, Regional Administrator, Region X, 
Environmental Protection Agency, March 29, 1979 

2: Proposed Field Burning Rules 
OAR, Chapter 340, Section 26-013 



,r\ ,,......,.._, Attachment 1 
u. s. E~. IRONMENTAL PROTECTIO. AGENCY 

REGION X 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: 

M/S 629 

MAR 2 9 1979 

Mr. William H. Young 
Director 
State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Young: 

I appreciate receiving your letter dated March 2, 1979 in which you 
provide information on the status of State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
revision activities. 

The letter requests formal EPA action on a number of items. Our 
review is underway on these requests, and we wi 11 keep your staff 
advised. The purpose of this l etter is to respond to the requests 
listed under the Eugene-Springfield -- Total Suspended Particulate 
sect i on of your letter. 

Three separate requests are made: (1) redesignation of the area 
f rom Primary and Secondary standard non-attainment to Secondary 
standard non-att ainment only; (2) an 18 month extension of the due 
date for submission of the Secondary standard non-attainment SIP 
revision (i.e., from January 1, 1979 to June 30, 1980); and (3) 
approval of field burning rules which allow 180,000 acreas to be 
burned in 1979 as an interim strategy. 

We anticipate approval of the first two requests, but do not believe 
there is a valid basis to agree to an interim strategy for 1979 
field burning. If the State of Oregon wants to allow 180,000 acres 
to be burned instead of 50,000 acres, a formal SIP revision request 
should be made to that effect. It appears from information 
avai lable to me that last year's field burning experience and 
associated study results can be used by the State to demonstrate 
that 180,000 acres can be burned without causing a violation of the 
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Primary National Ambient Air Quality St andard in the 
Eugene -Springfield area. We are aware that the rules already 
adopted for '79 vary in some respects from those followed last year, 
and our approval of a SIP revision containing this year's rules 
would have to contain the provisos listed in Enclosure I. 

In your request you asked for an immediate response since acreage 
registration is required to be completed by April 1 and action needs 
to be taken on permits by June 1. With the preliminary determi­
nation that the proposed rules, allowing 180,000 acreas to be 
burned, are an acceptable SIP component, it would be appropriate for 
the State to proceed on the assumption that provisional approval of 
the SIP revision would be granted before actual acreage burned 
reached 000 acres. To facilitate that arrangement, the SIP 

ould be submitted by June l. 

Donald P. Dubois 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 
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Enclosure I 

The fol l ow ing provisos would accompany the EPA approval of 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted field burning rules: 

1. Unless the experimental burning provision is either modified so 
as to be included in the 180,000 acreage limitation or fixed at some 
reasonable maximum acreage in add it ion to the 180,000, the 
Administrator could not approve the experimental burning provision 
of the rules. 

i 

2. The EQC adopted rules allow the acreage limitation to be 
reestablished every two years. An approval of these rules would be 
conditioned to allow the EQC the fl exibility to adjust the acreage 
limitation downward at their discretion . However, any increase ]n 
the allowable acreage limitation would have to be shown, through a 
formal SIP revision, to be consistent with attainment and 
maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
Therefore, the average limitati on could not be increased beyond 
180,000 acreages unless there was a documented showing of 
consistency in an approved SIP revision of standards attainment and 
maintenance. 
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burning provided that all of the followlhg cond i tions a re me t : 
(a) Field sanitizers are not available or othe rwise cannot accomplish the 

burning. 
(b) The field stubble will not sustain an open fl re . 
(c) One of the following conditions exist: 
(A) The field has been previously open burned and appropr ia te fees pa i d. 
(B) The field has been flailchopped, mowed, or otherwise cut .close t o the 

ground and loose straw has been removed to reduce the stra~ fue l load as much as 
practicable. 

26-012 REGISTRATION AND AUTHORIZATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURN ED. 
(1) On .or before April 1 of each year, all acreages to be open bu r ned 

under this rule shall be registered with the local fire permi t is s uing agency or 
its authorized representattve on forms provided by the Depa r tmen t. A. nonrefunda bl e 
$1 . 00 per acre registration fee shall be paid at the ti me of reg istration. 

(2) Registration of acreage after -April l of each yea r sha ll r equire : 
(a) Approval" of the .Department. 
(b) An additional late registration fee of $1 . 00 per acre if the l a te 

registration . is determined by the Department · to be the fault of the late r eg istrant . 
(3) Copies of all Registration/Application f orms shall be forwarded t o the 

Department and the Executi ve Department promptly by the l oca l fir e permit i ssuing 
agency. 

(4) The local . fire permitiing agericy shall mainta in a r ecord of al l r egis­
tered acreage by assigned field number, location, t ype of c rop, number o f acres 

· to be burned and status of fee payment for each fi e ld. 
(5) Burn authori zations sha ll be i ssued by. the local fire pe rmit is su ing. 

agency up to daily quota limita tiohs esta blished by the Depar tment and shal l be 
based on registered f eepaid acres and shall be is sued in acco rdance wi th the 
priorities es tablished by subsection 26-010(1) of t~ese rul es , exce pt t ha t fourth 
priority burning shall not be pe rmitted from Jul y 15 t o Sept ember 15 of any year 
unless specifically authorized by the Depa rtment. 

(6) No local f1re pe rmit i ss uing agency sha ll authorize open . f ie ld burning· 
of ·more acreage than may be sub-allocated annuall y to t he Di st ri c t by the Depart ­
ment pursuant to Section 26-013(5) of these rul es . 

26-013 LIH.ITATION AND ALLOCATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURN ED. 
(1) Except for acreage to be burned unde r ·26-013(6) and (7), the maximum 

acreage to be open burned unde r these rules: 
(a) Shall not exceed 180,000 acres annuall y . 
(bl Mav be further reduced ·such tha t, if by Septembe r 7 of ea ch vea r, the i 

avera'ae of total -c11mu la-tive hour s of ne!)he lometer read ings- exceed ing- 2.4 x_ JO_'i_ 
B-s cat units at Eugene and Sprinqfield, which have been de te rmined by the o~oa r-t ­
ment to have been significantly c-au sed. -by fi~ld burn in g , equa l s o r exceeds 16 - . 
hours. the maximum acre~qe to be ooen burned unde r the~e rul es sha ll not exceed 
150,006 acres and the sub-allocation to the fire permit i ss u ing agenci es s hal I 
be reduced accord'ingly, subject to the furthe r prov i s ions t ha t: 

{A) Unused permit allocati ons may be valida t ed and used aft e r the 150, 000 
acre cut-oft only on unlimited ventilation days as may be desi gna ted by the 
·Department. and 

(8) The Cowm i ssion may establish a further acreage li mita ti on not to exceed 
15,060 acres over and a bove the 150.000 ac re li mita ti on and aut ho rize perm i ts _to 
be iss ued pursuant the re to , in orde r to provide growe r s ot bentg rass seed c rops 
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and other late maturing seed crops opportunity to burn equivalent to that 
afforded arowers of ear.I ier maturing crops. 

(c} During 1979 and each year thereafter shall be determined and 
established by the Commission by Januarv l of each 
odd year. · The Commission shall 
after taking into consideration the factors fisted in subsection (2) of . ORS 
468.460, [~haH]by order- indicate the number of acres for which permits may be 
issued for the burning of such acreage as it considers appropriate and necessary, 
upon finding that open burning of such· acreage will not substantially impair 
public health and safety and will not substantially interfere with compliance 
with relevant state· and federal laws regarding air quality . 

(2) Any revisions to the maximum acreage to be burned, allocation procedures, 
permit issuing procedures or any other substantive changes to these ·rul es . 
affecting the open field burning program for any year shall be made prior to 
June 1 of that year. In making these rule changes the Commission shall consult 
with Oregon State University (OSU) and may consult with other interested agencies. 

(3) Acres burned on any day by approved field sanitizers and approved 
experimental field sanitizers and propane flamers shall not be applied to open 
fi eld . burning acreage allocations or quotas,. and such equipmerit may be operat~d 
under either marginal or prohibition conditions. 

(4) In the event that total registration is l ess than or equal to the 
acreage allowed to be open burned under section 26-013(1 ) all registrants shall 
be allocated 100 percent of their registered acres. 

(5) In the even~ that total reg i stration exceeds the acreage all~wed to be 
open burned unde1 26-013(1) the Department may issue acreage·allocations to 
growers totaling not more than 110 percent of the ac reage allowed under Section 
26-013(1). The ·Department shall monitor burning and shall cease to issue burning 
quotas when the total acreage reported burned equals the maximum acreage allowed 
under section 26-0 13(1) . 

(a) Each year the Department shall suballocate 110 percent of the total 
acre allocation established by the Commission, as specified in Section 26-013(1)) 
to the respective growers on a pro rata share basis of the individual acreage 
registered as of April 1 to the total acreage registered as of April 1. 

(b) · Except as provided in sub-section (l)(b) of this section, 
the Departm~nt shdl I suballocate the ~acai acre allocation estab lished by 

the Co.mmission, as specified in Section 26-013(1) to the respective fire permit 
issuing agencies on a pro rata share basis of the acreage registered within each 
fire permit issuing agency's jurisdiction as of April 1 of each yea r to the 
total acreage registered as of April 1 of each year. 

(c) In an effort to insure that permits a rc available in areas of greatest 
need, to coordinate completion of burning, and to achieve the greatest possible 
permit utilization, the Department may adjust, in cooperation with the fire 
districts, allocations of the maximum acreage allowed in Section 26-013(1). 

{d) Transfer of allocations for fa rm management purposes may be made 
~ithin and between fire districts on a one-in/one-out basis under the supervision 
of the Department. Transfer of allocations between growers are not permitted 
after the maximum acres specified in Section 26-013(1) have been burned within 
the Va 11 ey. 

(e) Excep t for addit~onal acreage al lowed to be burned by the Commission 
as provided for in (6) and {7) of this subsection no fire district 
shall allow acreage to be burned in excess of their allocations assigned pursuant 
to (b), (c) and (d) above. 
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(6) Notwithstanding the acreage limitations under 26-013(1), the 
Department may allow experimental open burning pursuant to Section 9 of the 1977 
Oregon Laws, Cha~ter 650, (HB 2196) . Such experimental open burning shall be · 
conducted only as may be specifically authorized by the Department and wil 1 be 
conducted for gathering of scientific data, or training of personnel er demon­
strating spe.cific practices. The Department shall maintain a record of each 
experimental burn and may require a report from any person:conducting an experi­
mental burn stating factors such as: 

·1. Date, time and acreage of ·burn. 
2. Purpose of burn. 
3. Results of burn compared to purpose . 
4. Heasurements used, if any. 
5. . Future appl.ication of results of principles featured. 
(a) Experimental open burning, exclusive of that acreage burned bi expe ri ­

mental open field sanit.izers, shall not exceed 7500 acres during [l-9t8·d 1979. 
(b) For exp.erirr.enta I open burning the Department ·may assess an acreage fee 

equal to that charged for open burning of regular acres. Such fees,. sha l 1 be 
segregated from other funds and dedicated to the support of smoke- management 
research to study variations of smoke impact resulting from differing and various 
burning practices and methods. The Department may contract with research orsanl ­
zations such ·as academic institutions to accomplish such smoke management research .· 

(7) Pursuant to ORS 468 .475(6) and (7) the Co.mmission may permi t the 
emergency open burning unde~ the following procedures: 

· (a) _A grower must submit to the Department an applicati on form for emergency 
field burning reque'sting emergency burning for one of the Jo! lowing reasons; 

(A} Extreme hardship documented by: 
An analysis and signed statereent fro~ a CPA, public accountant, or other 

l 
recognize~ financial expert which establishes that failure to allow emergency 

-open burning as requested will result in extreme financial hardship above 
and beyond mere loss of revenue that would ordinaril y accr~e due to lnabil ity 
to open burn the particular acreage for which emergency open burning is 
requested. The analysis shall include an itemized statement -of the applicant's 
net worth and include a discussion of potential al ternatives and probable 
related consequences of not burning. 
(8) Diseas~ outbreak, documented by: 

An affidavit or signeq statement from the County Agentt State Department 
of Agriculture or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on 
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists due to a disease outbreak 
that can only be dealt with effectively and pract ically by open burning. 

The statement must also include at least the following: 
i) time field investigation was made, 

ii) location and description of field, 
ii f) crop, 

iv) infesting disease, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii} availability, efficacy and practicability of alternati ve 

control procedures, 
viii) probable damages or consequences of ncn-cor.trol . 
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(C) Insect infestation 1 documented by .: 
Affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 

of Agriculture or ether. public agricultural expert authority that, based on 
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists due to an insect infesta ­
tion that can only be dealt with effectively and practicably by open burning. 
The statement must also include at least the following: 

i) time fteld investigation was ~ade, 
ii) location and description of field, 

iii) crop 1 

iv) infesting insect, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal) . 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alte.rnative 

control procedures, 
vi it) probable damages er consequences of non-control. 

(D) Irreparable da~age ta the land documented by an : 
An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 

of Agriculture, or other public agricultural expert authority that, based 
on his personal investigatfon, a true emergency exists .which threatens · 
Irreparable damage to the land and which can only be dealt with effectively 
and practicably by open burning. The statement must also include at least 
the fol lowing: 

i) time of field investigation, 
ii) location and desc;iption of field, 

Iii) ~rop > 

iv) ~ype and charactertstics of soil, 
v) slope and drainage characteristics of field, 

vi) - necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availaoility, efficacy and practicabil i ty of alte rnati ve 

control procedures, 
vttt) probable damages or consequences of non-control . 

(b) Upon receipt of a properly completed application form and supporting 
documentaticn the Co~.mission shall within 10 days, return to the grower its · 
decision. 

(c) An open field burning per~ft, to be validated upon payment of the 
required f ees, shall be promptly issued by the Department for that .porti on of the 
requested acreage which the Cc~:missron has approved. 

(d) Application forms for emergency open field burning provided by the 
Department must be used and may be obtained from th~ Department either !n person, 
by letter or by t e l ephone request. . 

(8) The Department shall act, pursuant to this section, on any appli-
cation ior a perrn!t to open burn under these rules within 60 cays of regi s tration 
and receipt of the fee provided in ORS 468.480. -- - - ------···-- .· ·-· ... -· · - -

(9) The Department may on a ftra district by fire district basis, 
issue limita tions more restrictive than those contained in these regulat ions when 
in their judsment it is necessary to attatn and maintain air quality. 
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POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO : Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 
Consideration for Submission of Field Burning 
Rules to EPA as a Revision to the State of 
Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan 

Background 

In complying with current field burning law, the Environmental Quality Commission 
(EQC) adopted rules, in December, 1978, establishing an acreage limitation for 
open field burning during 1979 and 1980. Since the State of Oregon was also 
required by Federa l law to file revisions to its State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
pr ior to July, 1979, the Department followed notification, bear ing, and adoption 
procedures necessary to meet Federal requirements and thereby allow pertinent 
field burning rule changes to be incorporated as part of a SIP revision. 

In December, the EQC approved a proposal to discuss with interested parties, 
methods whereby Oregon's submittal might be simp lified so as to minimize the 
need for additional revisions and the possibility of future conflict between 
state and Federal laws. Such discussions were concluded with the City of Eugene 
and seed industry representatives without agreement on a su itable submitta l . 
Both parties preferred to await 1979 legislative action. 

Without any substantive agreement regarding a more appropriate form of s ubmitta l 
and with the legislature considering revisions to the field burning law wh ich 
would remove acreage 1 imits altogether, the Commission authorized the Department 
to submit the adopted rules as part of a one-year interim control strategy. This 
approach was proposed to allow flexibility in dealing with possible legislative 
action as it might affect a SIP submittal yet establish a 180,000 acreage li mi­
tation for 1979. The interim strategy was submitted in early March, 1979. 

In late March, 1979, the En vironmental Protection Agency rejected the proposed 
one-year strategy suggesting instead that the DEQ submit a regular State lmplemen­
tat ion Plan revision . (See Attachment I .) As a result of consultations with 
the EPA two points of concern were identified within the proposed field burning 
rules submitted as part of the one-year strategy: 
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1. The regulations regarding experimental burning did not specifically 
1 imit the acreage to be so burned during 1979. 

2. Subsection 26-013(1) (c) of the rules provides for establ ishement of 
an acreage limitation by the Commission every two years. The EPA 

Discussion 

was concerned that the Commission would adopt higher acreage limita­
tions which might be construed to have EPA approval simply by the 
inclusion of this subsection of the rules in an approved SIP revision. 

The staff believes the documentation presented to the EPA as part of our pro­
posed one-year control s trategy is sufficient to justify approval of this package 
as a revision to Oregon' s SIP . The Department is well prepared, therefore, to 
s ubmit this package (probably with adjustment of the experimental burning 
acreages) for approval. Submission and approval of this package would then 
incorporate a 180,000 acre 1 imitation in the SIP. 

There has been concern expressed by the seed industry that s uch a submittal 
wou ld "lock" us into a firm 180,000 acre limit which might be difficult to change 
upward. Further, with legislation pending which would set 250,000 acres as an 
upper li mit, it has been suggested that the lower 180,000 acre limit not be 
incorporated in this SIP revision at all. If current legislation becomes law 
and the Commission approves a SIP submittal containing a 180 , 000 acre limita­
tion, another SIP revision will be mandatory prior to the 1980 season. 

Unfortunately, the s taff believes it cannot, prior to this burning season, 
develop s upporting documentation adequate for EPA approval of s ignificant acreage 
increa ses s uch as that associated with the 250,000 acres currently under legi s­
lative cons ideration. Proper documentation of s uch ah increase must include: 

1. The deve lopment of the capability to model and identify the effect s 
of s uch em iss ion (acreage) increases on air quality. Suitable 
modeling capability using an adapted version of the LIRAQ s imulation 
model i s not expected until ear ly next year. 

2. The completion of the analysis on both dally and annual bases of 
1978 field burning impacts as monitored last summer. Currently, 
analysis on a daily basis is not expected to be completed until June 
and the annual impact analysis until December of this year. 

3. The identi f ication of the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance 
Area control s trategy for obtaining National Ambient Air Quality 
standards in that area. Tentative strategies are not expected to 
be available for review until early 1980. 

In light of this schedule for development of SIP revi s ion documentati on adequate 
to support acreage 1 imits greater than 180,000 acres, the Department believes 
it i s appropriate, and would propose to submit the rejected one-year interi m 
control strategy package as a SIP revision for the 1979 season. Thi s, of course, 
would establish a 180,000 acre limitation thi s year s upplanting the 50,000 acre 
1 imitation currently in the SIP. The Department believes such a move to be 
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appropriate because an approved submi ttal including a 180,000 acre l imitat ion 
wo uld better se r ve the interests of the State than a rejected submittal requesting 
hi gher acreage 1 imits . 

In mak ing such a submitta l , s taff wou ld propose to address the concern of the EPA, 
r egard ing experimental burning limitations, by adoption of a rule revision to 
iden tify an acreage 1 imitation on experimental burning fo r 1979 . With regard t o 
Commission revision of the annual acreage limitation, the EPA is prepared to 
condition it s approva l of Oregon's SIP so that proposed further inc reases in 
acreage 1 imi tat ion would require additional EPA review and approva l. 

In the event of new legislation increa s ing the 180,000 acre limi tat ion by any 
substantia l amount, the Department wou ld propose to proceed, prior to the 1980 
burning season , with another SIP rev i s ion supported by the documentation now 
unavai lable for s uch a s ubmit t al. A rough sched ule fo r the development of such 
documentation wou ld be as fo ll ows: 

June 1979 

June -September 1979 

Jul y 1979 

Jul y-September 1979 

Aug ust 1979-February 1980 

- Receive completed ana l ys i s of daily fie ld burning 
impacts of 1978 season 

- Convert LI RAQ simulation model for use by the DEQ 

- Recei ve f irm legislati ve direction with regard to 
f ield burning 

- Conduct the fie l d burning smoke management program 
und er current l y adopted rules ( 180 , 000A limitation) . 
Monitor a ir quality impacts and burning accomplished 
during the season 

- Ana lyze 1979 f ie ld burning impacts 

September 1979-February 1980 - Using mode ling procedures, assess the impacts of 
va r ious burning scenar ios inc l ud ing those identi ­
fied in 1979 l eg i s lation 

Decembe r 1979 

Janua ry-Feb ruary 1980 

February-March 1980 

March 1980 

June 1980 

- Comp lete analysis of the ann ual impact of field 
burning during 1978 

- Fina li ze the Eugene-Springfie l d AQMA control 
strategy ; adopt f ield burning rules fo r 1980 

- Assemb le SIP Revision Package 

- Submit SIP Rev i s ion Package 

- Receive approva l from the EPA 

Ad her ing to this sched ul e and the notif icat ion and publ ic input proced ures implied 
therein woul d result i n the DEQ's SIP s ubmittal being conditioned by input from the 
Oregon Leg is la tu re, the Eugene-Spr ingfie l d AQMA Advi sory Committee, resu l ts of field 
burning impact ana lyses for 1978 and 1979, inc luding ext rapo lati ons of t hose impacts 
through mode ling, and participants in the f ield b~rning ru le revis ion process. 
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Because of the uncertainty regarding the fate of currently proposed 
legislation, the Department would propose to inform EPA immediately 
as part of the proposed SIP revision or supplemental thereto of the 
provisions of the law and DEQ's proposed plans to modify the SIP to 
assure compatabili ty. Staff would propose to update the Commission 
on the status of field burning legislation at its April 27, 1979 
meeting, and seek direction on submitting such information to EPA. 

Summary 

After reviewing various methods for submitting field burning regulations 
as a partial revision to Oregon's State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
DEQ proposed existing field burning rules, incorporating a 180,000 acre 
limitation, as a one year interim control strategy . Though this program 
was rejected by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in late March, 
1979, it is believed that these regulations, if submitted as a SIP 
revision prior to June 1, 1979 would gain timely EPA approval. 

The staff would propose to make such a submittal and thereby supplant 
the current 50,000 acre limit with a 180,000 acre limitation on field 
burning, and inform EPA of current status of field burning legislation, 
provisions of the proposed law, and the Department's proposed plans 
and schedule . If an increase in the acreage limitation beyond the 180,000 
acre limit is deemed appropriate either through Environmental Quality 
Commission or legislative review, it is believed the Department would 
need to develop additional supporting documentation in order to gain 
EPA approval. This process would require completion of on-going analysis, 
enhancement of current DEQ modeling capabilities to estimate the effects 
of burning increased acreage, identification of the Eugene-Springfield 
Air Quality Maintenance Area Strategy and input from various interested 
parties. Using current schedule estimates these functions could be 
completed and the SIP revision could be submitted by spring, 1980, for 
approval by June, 1980 . 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages one through four of this, 
the Director's April 27, 1979, staff report to the Commission and 
information presented with regard to the status of current field burning 
legislation, it is recommended that the Environmental Quality Commission 
instruct the staff to: 

1. Submit the current field burning rules previously adopted and 
set forth as Attachment 1 to the Director's Staff Report of 
December 15, 1978, and other appropriate documents as 
required, to the Environmental Protection Agency pursuant 
to Federal rules and request that these submitted rules 
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be promulgated as a State Implementation Plan revision. 
Further inform EPA as to the status of new legislation 
and the Department' s proposed plan and schedule to respond 
thereto. 

2. Develop a State Implementation Plan revision as may be appro­
priate in light of legislation adopted prior to the 1980 field 
burning season and in substantial compliance with the schedule 
set forth in this staff report . 

SAF:pas:nlb 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

Attachments: Letter to William H. Young 
Director, Department of 
Environmental Quality from 
Donald P. Dubois, Regional 
Admini strator , Region X 
Environmental Protection 
Agency, March 29, 1979 
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REGION X 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: 

M/S 629 

MAR 2 9 1979 

Mr. William H. Young 
Director 
State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

· ' Dear Mr. Young: 

I appreciate receivin~ your letter dated March 2, 1979 in which you 
provide information on the status of State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
revision activities. · 

The letter requests formal EPA action on a number of items. Our 
review is underway on these requests, and we will keep your staff 
advised. The purpose of this letter is to respond to the requests 
listed ·under the Eugene-Springfield -- Total Suspended Particulate 
section of your letter. 

Three separate requests are made: (1) redesignation of the area 
from Primary and Secondary standard non-attainment to Secondary 
standard non-attainment only; . (2) an 18 month extension of the due 
date for submissi~n of the Secondary standard non-attainment SIP 
revision (i.e., from January 1, 1979 to June 30, 1980); and (3) 
approval of field burning rules which allow 180,000 acreas to be 
burned in 1979 as an interim strategy. 

We anticipate approval of the first two requests, but do not believe 
there is a valid basis to agree to an interim strategy for 1979 
field burning. If the State of Oregon wants to allow 180,000 acres 
to be burned instead of 50,000 acres, a formal SIP revision request 
should be made to that effect. It appears from information 
availabJe to me that last year's field burning experience and 
associated study results can be used by the State to demonstrate 
that 180,000 acres can be burned without causing a violation of the 
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Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standard in the 
Eugene-Springfield area. We are aware that the rules already 
adopted for '79 vary in some respects from those followed last year, 
and our approval of a SIP revision containing this year's rules 
would have to contain the provisos listed in Enclosure I. 

In your request you asked for an immediate response since acreage 
registration is required to be completed by April 1 and action needs 
to be taken on permits by June 1. With the preliminary determi­
nation that the proposed rules, allowing 180,000 acreas to be 
burned, are an acceptable SIP component, it would be appropriate for 
the State to proceed on the assumption that provisional approval of 
the SIP revision would be granted before actual acreage burned 
reached 000 acres. To facilitate that arrangement, the SIP 

ould be submitted by June l. 

Donald P. Dubois 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 
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Enclosure I 

The following provisos would accompany the EPA approval of 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted field burning rules: 

1. Unless the experimental burning provision is either modified so 
as to be included in the 180,000 acreage limitation or fixed at some 
reasonable maximum acreage in addition to the 180,000, the 
Administrator could not approve the experimental burning provision 
of the rules . 

2. The EQC adopted rules allow the acreage limitation to be 
reestablished every two years. An approval of these rules would be 
conditioned to allow the EQC the flexibility to adjust the acreage 
limitation downward at their discretion. However, any increase in 
the allowable acreage limitation would have to be shown, through a 
formal SIP revision, to be consistent with attainment and 
maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
Therefore, the average limitation could not be increased beyond 
180,000 acreages unless there was a documented showing of 
consistency in an approved SIP revision of standards attainment and 
maintenance. 
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fnvironmental Quality Commission 
POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM : Di rector 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. I, April -27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

Certain Territory ·conti guous to ·city ·of .Al bany ·­
Certification ·of · p1 a ns ·for sewerage ·system ·as · · 

·Ad equate .t o .Alleviate ·Health .Hazard; · 0Rs · 222~898 

Background 

The Admi ni strato r of the State Hea lth Di v isi on on December l, 1978, 
after following all due process r eq uired by ORS 222 . 850 to ORS 222.9 15, 
is sued an o rd.er adopting the 1 Findings of Fact and Recommendations by 
Hea rings Officer' date.d Septembe r 8, 1978, in this matte r. A certified 
copy of same was filed with the City of Albany on December l . The order, 
f inding t hat a danger to public hea lth ex is t s, cove r s the Drapervil l e­
Cent~ry Drive a rea northeaster ly of t he City of Albany. 

The area was su rveyed between January, 1975 and August, 1978. App rox i­
mately 209 persons r es ide in t hi s a rea consistin~ of 266 properties. 
Two hundred e ig hteen properties were surveyed. Thirty-four we ll s we re 
found to be con t ami nated with sewage and 90 prope rti es had inadequate 
sewage d i sposa l . Fi fty- nine case·s of gastrointest i nal illness were 
rep.orted in t he northwest port ion of ·the a rea between July 11 a nd 27 , 
1978, an attack rate of 23 percent com pa red to 5 percent for the popu l ation 
at large. 

The City has 90 days af t e r r ece i pt of the certi f ied copy of t he Findings 
to pre pa re pre liminary plans a nd specifi cat ions, together with a time. 
schedul e for removing or a ll ev i at i~ g the health ha~ard. 

The Environmental Qua lity Commission has 60 days from t ime of receipt of 
p re liminary plans and othe r documents to determine them and t he 
proposed time schedul e e i the r adequa te or inadequate to remove or 
a ll ev iate the da_ngerous conditions a nd t o ce rti fy same to the City. 

Upon r ece ipt of EQC certi fication, the City must adopt an ordinance in 
acco rdance with ORS 222.900 which inc l udes annexat ion of t he territory. 
The City i s then r equired to cause the necessary fac ili t ies to be con­
structed. 
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By letter dated February 21, 1979 (received February 26, 1979), the City 
of Albany submitted to DEQ a pre li minary plan and specifications, together 
with a schedu le for construction of sewers in the proposed annexati'on 
area. 

Evaluation 

The schedule submitted by the City (see attachment) ties construction to 
EPA grant assistance. Grant contingent schedules have been approved in 
the past when funds were assured. · Current funding uncertainties make 
such a schedu l e very indefinite and do not insure prompt resolution of 
the health hazard. The schedu l e is different from other projects 
approved in that it proposes to delay annexat ion until after a Step 3 
grant is approved rather than immediate l y after preliminary plan certi­
fication and before design as the law provides. The Department concludes 
that the schedule is i~sufficient. 

The Department presently proposes to use the remaining federal grant 
funds in the unspecified reserve for Step 1 and Step 2 grants 1or 
addressing problems in mandatory annexation areas. By limiting the 
scope of such faci l ity plans to the immediate health hazard ~roximity, 
it appears that sufficient funds a re available to initiate the necessary 
further planning in each certified area. Design can also be initiated 
in those certi1ied areas where facility plan~ing is complete. 

The plan submitted by the City includes a map showi_ng the. genera l 
routing of co ll ection sewers with in the health hazard area, and routing 
of a ·new interceptor from the area to the City's existing sewage trea.tment 
plant which appears to have adequate capacity to serve ·the ar.ea. It 
also includes a copy of the City 1·s standard specifications for sewer 
construction . The plan does not identify pipe sizes, grades, lengths or 
pump station l ocations, if any. · 

The preliminary plan does not provide enough information to determine if 
it is the best way to address the sewage ~isposal problem. The plan 
contains l ess detail than we normal l i have received for health hazard 
projects . For federa l grant funded projects, a comp lete facility plan 
(evaluation of altern~tives) is necessary before design can commence. 
Thus, the conceptual plan submitted is sufficient to identify one 
alternative for routing sewers to serve the area, but is not sufficient 
to demonstrate that i~ is the best solution to the prob lem. 

The staff concludes from the Hea l th Division Findings that the health 
hazard in the area is a result of sewage on the s~rface of the ground, 
as well as contaminated drinking wate.r wells . Installation of a sewage 
collection system will reduce ~he health hazard by eliminating discharge 
of inadequately treated sewage to the ground surface and gr~undwater.· 
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We cannot conclude, however, that sewer insta ll ation wil l resolve the 
contaminated well problem, since the aquifer is apparently subject to 
contamination from surface sources in addition to sewage. (See middle 
of Page 17 of ~ea l th Division Findings). Thus, the itaff concludes 
thai installation of sewers in the ~rea will reduce (alleviate) the 
health hazard, but will not 11 remove11 it . 

In summary, the staff concludes that the City's preliminary plan should 
not be approved . It is preferable that the facility plan be submitted 
as the preliminary plan together with a new schedule based on better 
funding information. Li~ited funds are available for a Step I grant for 
facil .ity plan preparation from the unspecified reserve. A faii l ity p l an 
will take about 6 months to complete from the time .of grant award. By 
the time it would be complete, federal funding levels. should be known 
for .FY 80 . In addition, the Department's new priority criteria and 
priority list will be complete so that a specific schedule for design 
and construction can be deve l oped . · 

Summation 

1. Pursuant to the prov1s1ons of ORS 222.850 to .222.915, the 
State Health Division issued an order adopting Findings and 
certified a copy of the Division's Findings 'to the c·ity of 
Al bany. 

2. The City has submitted a preliminary plan and standard specifi­
cations, together with a time schedule to the DEQ for review. 

3. ORS 222.898(1) requires the Commission to review the preliminary 
plans and other documents submitted by the City within 60 days 
of receipt. 

4 . ORS 222.898(2) requires the Commission to certify to the City 
its approval if it considers the proposed facilities and time 
schedule adequate to remove or alleviate the d~ngerous conditions. 

5. ORS 222.898(3) requires the Commission, if it considers the 
proposed facilities or time schedu l e inadequate, to disapprove 
the proposal and certify its disapproval to the City including 
the particular matter causing the disapproval. The City 
Council shall then submit a~ additiona l or revised proposal. 

6. The plan and schedule submitted by the City are inadequate in 
that the plan lacks sufficient detail on the proposal and 
possible alternatives and the schedule is too indefinite as to 
timing for reso l ution of .the health hazard and does not appear 
to follow the statute with r.egard to relative timi_ng for 
anAexation. 
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7. Step I grant funds can be made available to the City to assist 
in fu~di~g a facility plan for the health hazard Area. Such a 
plan will be required eventually in any event and can be 
completed in 6 months from the time of grant award. Such a 
plan should be a major component of a ·revised submittal from 
the City . 

Director•s ·Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission issue an ~rder to the City of Albany which : 

1. Disapproves the proposal of the City for the reasons cited in 
the Summation. 

2. Directs the City to submit a completed Step I grant application 
to DEQ by July 1, 1979 with the scope of work and costs having 
been negotiated with DEQ and EPA prior to that date. · 

3. Directs the City to submit a revised preliminary plan consisting 
of a completed facility plan and an appropriate new schedule · 
to the Commission for review within 6 months after EPA award 
of the Step I grant. 

WI LL I AM H •. YOUNG 

James L. Van Domelen:gcs/em 
229-5310 ' 
April 18, 1979 
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BEFORE THE STATE HEAL TH DIVISION . 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In thB Matter of an Annexation of 
Certain Territory Referred to as the 
Drapersville-Century Drive Area, to 
the City of Albany, Linn County, 
Oregon, Pursuant to the Provisions 
of ORS 222.850 to 222.915, Due to 
Conditions Causing a Danger to Public 
Health. · 

TO: Kristine M. Gebbie 

) 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
) 
) 

Assistant Director, Human Resources 
Administrator, State Health Division 

FINDING OF FACT AND 
RECOMME NDATION BY 
HEARINGS OFFICER 

The above entitled matter, having come on for hearing on the .15th day of 

August, 1978, at the George Miller Room in the Old Armory Building at 4th and 

Lion Street, Albany, Oregon, a place near the territory proposed to be -annexed, 

and having been heard by Max W. Braden, Hearings Officer appointed by the State 

LMealth Division; Leonard W. Pearlman having appeared as counsel for the State 

Health Division; members of the public having appeared personally and not by coun­

sel, evidence having been presented in behalf of the State Health Division and 

the af~rementioned members of the public having been heard, the Hearings Officer, 

having considered all the evidence presented and being fully advised in the 

premises makes the · following : 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

I. 
" 

By order of the State Health Division dated July 10, 1978, a hearing was 

·. 

ordered in the within matter for the purpose of determining whether a danger to 

public health exists due to conditions existing in the territory proposed to be 

annexed and described in a resolution dated July 5, 1978, of the Board of Health 

of Linn County, Oregon. 
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I I. 

Notice of the said order and resolution was thereupon immediately given by 

the Division by publishing it once each week for two consecutive weeks in the 

Albany Democrat Herald, a newspaper of general circulation within the city of 

Albany, Oregon, and the territory proposed to be annexed, and by posting copies of 

the said order and resolution in each of four public places within the territory 

proposed to be annexed. 

I II. 

Sewage disposal and treatment within the area proposed to be annexed is by 

facilities serving individual properties as opposed to a community collection 

system. There are approximately 266 developed properties within the area, all 

dependent upon individual sewage .disposal facilities. Additionally, the ·properties 

within· the area are dependent upon individual wells for dom~stic water, as · oppos­

ed to an area-wide domestic water supply system. Two hundred eighteen of these 

properties have been investigated or surveyed . · Inadequate facilities for the dis­

posal of sewage existed on 90 of these properties. Thirty- four wells serving the 

area were contaminated with sewage . Specifically, the following conditions exist­

ed on properties within the area during the course of investigations and surveys 

conducted between January, 1975 and August of 1978 . Without evidence to the con­

trary, the inadequate sewage disposal facilit1es and contaminated wells evidenced 

by these conditions are presumed to continue to exist: 

1. On August 2, 1978, at 3579 David Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging into a ditch that leads to 

David Avenue. 

2. On February 27, 1978, and August 9, 1978, at 3551 David Avenue, raw or 

inadequately treated sewage from the household was discharging to the 

surface of the ground from under a plywood cover adjacent to a concrete 

tile in the front of the property at the .roadside ditch. 
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3. On February 27, 1978, at 3519 David Avenue, inadequately treated sewage 

was standing on the surface of the_ ground in the backyard. 

4. On July 25, 1978, at 3505 Dian Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewag.e from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

from a pipe at the back of the property from which it discharged down a 

bank towards Truax Creek . 

5. . On August 3, 1978, at 3580 Dian Avenue, raw or inadequately treated sew­

age from the household was discharging to the surface of the grou~d 

from a pipe near the east property line . 

6. On January 7, 1976, at 3698 Dian Avenue, sewage from the sink or laundry 

in the household was standing on the surface of the ground under and 

around the rear of the dwelling . On Au.gust 3, 1978, the laundry waste 

from the household was discharging through a line that ran across the 

front yard and part of Dian Avenue and into a creek north of Dian Avenue . 

7. On May 25, 1978, at 1101 Century Drive, raw sewage including toilet waste 

from a mobile home and a duplex had accumulated in a pool between 

these two living uni ts at the front of the property. On May 23, 1978 

and June 7, 1978, the well serving these residences was contaminated 

with sewage . ·-. 

8. On July 25, 1978, and July ·28, 1978, a·t 1203 Century Drive, also known 
. . 

as Country Boy Market, water in. the well serving the market and a resi-

dence was co~taminated with sewage. 
-

·9. On August 2, 1978, at 1491 Century Drive, kitchen sink waste water was 

discharging directly to the surface of the ground from a pipe at the 

exterior rear of the house. 

10. On August 2, 1978, at 3439 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging into a hole in the front yard 

which was covered with a piece of plywood. 
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11. On July 24, 1978 at 3489 Bernard Avenue, water .in the well serving 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contam­

ination. 

12. On February 15, 1978, at 3462 Eleanor, raw sewage including toilet waste 

was discharging to the surface of the ground where the sewer line emerg­

ed from under the house . On January 31, 1978, water in the well serv­

ing the residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage con­

tamination. 

13. On July 25, 1978, at 3503 Eleanor, the drainfield was located in an ~rea 

saturated with ·standing water during the wintertime. Such condition 

causes the raw sewage to discharge to the ground surface. On July 25, 

1978 and July 28, 1978, water in the well serving this residence con­

tained coliform bacteria evidencing sewage contamination . 

14. On July 20, 1978 and July 25, 1978, at 3526 Eleanor, water in the well 

serving the residence was contaminated with sewage. 

15. On July 27, 1978-at 3437 Adah Avenue, raw or inadequately treated sewage 

from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground at the 

west edge· of the property adjacent to a pile of gravel. · 

16. On January 25, 1978 and July 24, 1978 at 3448 Adah Avenue, water in th_e 

well serving this residence was contaminated with sewage. 

17. On July 24, 1978 at 3604 Adah Av~nue, water in the well serving this 

residen~e contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

18. On July 24, · 1978 ai 3609 Adah Avenue, wate~ in the well serving this res­

idence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

19. On Augus t 2, 1978 at 1020 Huston Street, raw or inadequately treated sew­

age from the residence was di scharg ing to the surface of the ground from 

a pipe at the rear of the house. 
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20. On July 24, 1978, at 117 Curtis Street, the septic tank on the property 

discharged to the surface of the ground during the wintertime. 

21 . On July 28, 1978, at 130-A Curtis Street, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

22 . On .February 27 ,. 1978 at 105 Clover Ridge Road, raw or inadequately treat­

ed sewage from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

at the rear of the house. 

23. On February 27, 1978 at 4015 Knox Butte Road, water in the well serving 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contam-

ination. 

24. On February 27, 1978 at 4055 Knox Butte Road, water in the well serving 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contam-

ination. 

25. On February 27, 1978 at 4119 Knox Butte Road, water in the well serving 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contam­

ination. 

26. On July 26, 1978 at 150 Charlotte Street, raw or inidequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharging _to the surface of the ground 

from around the lid of the septic tank. 

27. On February 27, 1978 at 230 Charlotte Street, raw · or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 
-

at the rear of the building. 

28. On March l, 1978 at 329 Charlotte Street, raw sewage from the household 

was discharging to the surface of the ground at the rear of the house. 

29. On February .27, 1978 at 4605 Santa Maria Avenue, raw or inadequately 

treated sewage from the household was discharging into an open top sep­

tic tank which was covered by a piece of plywood. 
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30. On February 27, 1978, the ditch which drains the central portion of the 

subdivision commonly called Drapersville where it crosses Santa Maria 

Avenue was contaminated with sewage. Said drainage ditch drains into 

Truax Creek, a tributary of the Willamette River. 

31 . On July 26, 1978 at 330 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was d1scharging into a ditch in the back yard 

of the residence. 

32. On February 27, 1978 at 135 Onyx Street, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

33. On August 1, 1978 at 3551 David Avenue, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

34 . On July 25, 1978 at 3580 David Avenue, water in the well serving the 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

35. On July 26, 1978 at 3437 Bernard, water in the well serving the residence 

contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

36. On August 8, 1978 at 3489 Eleanor, water in the well serving · this resi-

dence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage _contamination. 

37. On August 3," 1978 at 1197 Century Drive, water in the well serving the 

trailer court on the property contained coliform bacteria indicative of 

sewage contamination. 

38. On January 7, 1976 at 3510 David Avenue, raw and inadequately treated 
-

sewag~ from the residence was ·discharging to the surface of the ground 

through an exposed and broken sewer line in the back yard . 

39. On January 7, 1976 at .3520 David Avenue, sewage would not drain adequately 

from the plumbing fixtures in the household and would back up upon flush­

ing the toilet. The drainfield for the subsurface sewage disposal system 

serving this dwelling was located in the flood channel of Truax Creek 
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and was under water preventing the system from serving its intended 

function of treating and disposing of the sewage effluent. 

40. On January 7, 1976 at 3530 David Avenue, the septic tank and drainfield 

system were located in the Truax Creek flood channel . Water standing 

over these facilities prevents the disposal _or treatment of sewage 

discharged to them. 

41. On January 8, 1976 at 3480 Dian Avenue, the toilet in the household could 

not be flushed. The septic tank and drainfield were located in an 

area with a very high ground water condition preventing the disposal 

or treatment of sewage discharged to these facilities. 

42 . On January 10, 1976 at 3515 Dian Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging from a pipe at the back of 

the property. 

43. On July 28, 1978 at 3529 Dian Avenue, water in the well serving this 

residence was contaminated by sewage. 

44. On January 8, 1976 at 3560 Dian Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discha_rging to the surface of the ground 

south of the house. 

45. On July 25, 1978 at 3580 Dian Avenue, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamin­

ation . 

46. On July- 28, 1978 at 3625 Dian Avenue, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamin­

ation. 

47. On March 31, 1976 at 3629 Dian Avenue, raw sewage including toilet waste 

was discharged to the surface of the ground adjacent to the foundation 

on the north side of the house. 
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48. On July 8, 1976 at 3656 Dian Avenue, inadequately treated sewage from 

the household was . discharging to the surface of the ground from a sump 

pump located approximately 85 feet south of the house. 

49. On January 10, 1976 at 3660 Dian Avenue, inadequately treated sewage 

from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground within 

four feet of the well to the south of the house. 

50. On January 8, 1976 at 3690-1/2 Dian Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

in the yard . 

51. On July 25, 1978 at 3481 Bernard Avenue, water in the well serving this 

· residence was contaminated with sewage. 

52. On January 8, 1976 at 3511 Bernard Avenue, raw sewage from the house­

hold was discharging to the surface of the ground from the broken sewer 

line where the cast iron pipe leaves the house. The septic tank and 

drainfield. for this household was located in an area saturated with 

ground water, preventing the system's intended function of disposing of 

and treating sewage discharged to it . 

53 . On January 9, 1978 at 3521 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging into an open ditch leading 

northwest from the septic tank. 

54. On January 9, 1976 at 3530 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household ~as discharging to the surface of the ground 

approximately 30 feet south of the house. 

55 . On January 9, 1976 at 3548 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

in .the back yard . 
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56. On January 8, 1976 at 3549 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

from an overflowing septic tank. 

57. On January 9, 1976 at 3570 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

south of the house. On July 26, 1978, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

58. On January 9, 1976 at 3580 Bernard Avenue, raw or inadequately trea.ted 

sewage from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

south of the house. 

59. On January 9, 1976 at 3596 Bernard Avenue, inadequately treated sewage 

from this household discharged into the drainage ditch which runs along 

the easterly part of the property. On July 19, 1978 water in the well 

serving this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage 

contamination. This well also serves the househoid located at 3590 

Bernard Avenue. 

60 . On January 12, 1976 at 3472 and 3.470 Eleanor, inadequately treated sew­

age from the household was discharging into an open hole in the back 

·yard. •, 

61. On January 10, 1976 at 3489 Eleanor, the toilet backed up frequently when 

it rained. The area in which the septic tank .system was located in a 

high ground water table had a distinct odor of sewage. The location of 

the sewage disposal system in high ground water prevented it from accom­

plishing its intended function of disposing of and treating sewage, ·and 

the high water causes the sewage to rise to the surface of the ground. 
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62 . On January 12, ' 1976 at 3496 Eleanor, ina_dequatel,y treated sewage from the 

household was discharging to the surface of the ground approximately ten 

feet east of the garage, and approximately 60 feet south of the well. 

On June 12, 1978 the water in the well serving this residence contained 

coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination . 

63. On July 28, 1978 and August 2, 1978 at 3482 Adah, water in the well serv­

ing .this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage con­

tamination. 

64. On January 15, 1976 at 3519 Earl, inadequately treated sewage from the 

household was discharging into the Winter Creek at the northwest portion 

of the property. 

65 . On January 15, 1976 at 3521 Earl , raw or inadequately treated sewage 

from the household was being discharged directly on the surface of the 

ground . 

66. On January 15, 1976 at 3523 Earl, inadequately treated sewage from the 

household was discharging to the surface of the ground near the septic 

tank. The area in which the septic tank and disposal field was located 

was saturated to the ground surface. 

67. On January 13, 1976 at 3535 and 3603 Earl, these two residences are on a 

lot 80 feet by 100 feet leaving a very limited area for the septic tank 

and drainfield. The tile field lines were discharging sewage into the 

drainageway on the neighboring property. 

68 . On January 13, 1976 at 3605 Earl Street, the septic tank drainfield serv­

ing this residence was partially located in an existing drainageway in 

which the soil was saturated with ground water. The septic tank had an 

open top exposing the raw or inadequately treated sewage to the surface 

of the ground. 
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69. · On January 15, 1976 at 3615 Earl Street, the septic tank system would not 

. accomplish its intended function of disposing of and treating sewage due 

to water standing on the ground surface in the area where the septic 

tank and drainfield was located. 

70. On July 28, 1978, at 3555 Dunlap Avenue, the water in the well serving 

this residence was contaminated with sewage. 

71 . On January 19, 1976 at 3585 Dunlap Avenue, there was a broken sewer line 

between the house and the septic t ank, and approximately eight feet 

beyond the septic tank two drain tiles had been uncovered and exposed to 

the surface of the ground. 

72. On January 26, 1976 at 3705 Knox Butte Road, raw or inadequately treated 

·sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

from an open top septic tank. 

73. On January 26, 1976 at 3715 Knox Butte Road, there was a recent blockage 

of the subsurface sewage disposal system, and raw or inadequately treated 

sewage was discharging to the surface of the ground in the back yard next 

to the back fence. 

74 . On January 26, .1976 at 3725 Knox Butte Road, surface water caused the 

subsurface sewage disposal system to function inadequately. ~ 

75. On January 26, 1976 at 3735 Knox Butte Road, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the . household was being discharged to the surface of the 

ground just north of the house. 

76. On February 25, 1975 at 4615 Knox Butte Road, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from this residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

on the west bank of the drainageway which runs between Charlotte and 

Marilyn Streets. 
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77. On February 26, 1975 at 110 Charlotte, water in the well serving this 

residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination . 

78. On February 24, 1975 at 115 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from this residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

in the drainageway spoken to in item 30, east of this dwelling. 

79. On February 24, 1975 at 125 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from. the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

from the exposed septic tank. 

80. On February 24, 1975 at 145 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground in 

an open ditch in the back yard. 

81. · On February 26, 1975 at 215 Charlotte Street, the winter water table close 

to the ground surface caused the toilet in the house to not flush, and 

sewage was rising to the surface of the ground in the yard. 

82. On August 8, 1978 at 240 Charlotte Street, sewage from laundry waste was 

present in an open ditch in the rear yard. Water standing in the rear 

yard in the wintertime caused the household plumbing to drain slowly. 

83. On February 24, 1975 at 270 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treat­

ed sewage from this residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

next to the house. On . February 26., 1975, the water in the well serving 

this property contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamin­

ation. 

84. On February 24, 1975 at 310 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharged into an open pit from which it 

was pumped by a sump pump through a black plastic pressure l i ne onto the 

ground surface near the north property line . On February 26, 1975, 

water in the well serving this residence contained coliform bacteria 

indicative of sewage contamination . 
-12-
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85. On February 24, 1975 at 319 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was being discharged onto the surface of the 

ground. 

86 . On February 24, 1975 at 350 Charlotte Street, raw or inadequately treat­

ed sewage from the residence was being discharged onto the surface of 

the ground . 

87 . On February 24 , 1975 at 110 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

behind the house in the area of the barn . 

88. On February 24, 1975 at 140 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground . 

89 . On February 24 , 1975 at 145 Marilyn Street, soil conditions on the prop­

erty were extremely poor for septic tank drainage due to high clay content 

and a high winter ground water table. The system had recently failed . 

90 . On February 24, 1975 at 150 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

. sewage from the household was discharging i~to an open ditch spoken to in 

item 30; in the back yard west of the house. 

91 . On February 24, 1975 ·at 205 Marilyn Street, raw sewage was discharging to 

the surface of the ground from a broken sewer line . . 

92 . On February 24, 1975 at 210 Marilyn Street, raw ·or inadequately treated 

sewage _ from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground in 

an open ditch spoken to in item 30, at the rear of the property . A deter-
-

iorated septic tank was also exposed to the surface of the ground. 

93 . On February 24, 1975 at 220 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from ·the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

in an open depression . 

-13-
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94. On February 25, 1975 at 230 Marilyn Street, a metal pipe leading away 

from the dwelling was discharging waste water onto the surface of the 

ground near a wire fence~ 

95. On February 24, 1975 at 250 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharging into an open ditch adjacent to 

the dwelling . On February 26, 1975 water in the well serving this res­

idence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination. 

96. On February 24, 1975 at ·310 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging to the surface of the ground 

into an .open ditch spoken to in item 30. 

97. On February 25, 1975 at 315 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the residence was discharging to the surface of the ground 

and running down a bank into a large depression containing water east of 

the house. 

98. On February 24, 1975 at 340 Marilyn Street, sewage was befog discharged 

into the open drainageway spoken to in item 30. 

99. On February 24, 1975 at 345 Marilyn Street, raw or inadequately treated 

sewage from the household was discharging onto the surface of the ground 

at the rear of the house . ~ 

100 . On February 26, 1.975 at 350 Marilyn Street, water in the well servi.ng 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contam­

ination. 

101. In September 1974 at 3450 Adah Street, sewage was discharging onto the 

surface ~f the ground and into the creek. 

102 . On January 14, 1976 at 3601 Adah Street, sew.age was discharging onto the 

ground surface north of the house. 

-14-



103. On January 29, 1976 at 3511 Dunlop Street, sewage was discharging into 

the east side road ditch along Century Drive adjacent to the property . 

104. On January 23, 1976 at 3435 Kathryn Street, sewage was discharging from 

a concrete manhole north of the house . Laundry wastes were discharging 

onto the ground ·surface east of the manhole and north of the house. 

105 . In February of 1975 at 3801 Knox Butte Road, sewage was discharging to 

the surface of the ground north of the house. 

106 . On January 27, 1976 at 3865 Knox Butte Road, inadequately treated sewage 

was discharging to the surface of the ground north of the house in the 

garden area. 
J 

107 . On January 18, 1976 at 4535 Knox Butte Road, water in the well serving 

the residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamination . 

108. On February 26, 1975 at 105 Charlotte Street, water in the well serving 

this residence contained coliform bacteria indicative of sewage contamin­

ation. 

109. On February 24, 1975 at 160 Charlotte Street, sewage was discharging onto 

the ground surface. 

110. During the summer of 1974 at 260 Charlotte Street, inadequately treated 

sewage was discharging onto the surface of the ground. ~ 

111. On February 25, 1975 at 305 Marilyn Street, inadequately treated sewage . 

was discharging to the surface of the ground over the septic tank drain­

field area. 

Sewage discharged into subsurface sewage facilities , to be adequately treated 

bacteriologically and rendered non-septic, must be retained in the soil. The treat­

ment depends upon oxygen and bacteria present in the soil . If soil in septic tank 

drainfield areas is saturated with water, there will not be oxygen present to treat 

the sewage effluent discharged to that area. Saturated water conditions will also 
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force sewage discharged into the drainfield to the ground surface -and back into 

household plumbing. Sewage effluent rising or discharging to the ground surface 

from a subsurface sewage disposal facility is inadequately treated and essentially 

raw. The sewage and sewage effluent which is discharging into ditches or flowing 

from one property to another is distributed widely throughout the area proposed 

for annexation and also into areas beyond the boundary of the subject area . 

IV . 

The majority of the soils in the subject area have severe limitations for 

installation of individual subsurface sewage disposal systems, being heavy clay 

soil with very slow water permeability and high water tables of from ground sur­

face to two and a half feet below the surface. These conditions are true of the 

entire portion of the area known as the Drapersville area. 

There are small inclusions of soil in the Century Drive portion, the area hav­

ing mode~ate permeability, and the high water table is between two and a half to 

five feet below the ground surface. This soil has less severe limitations for the 

installation of .individual -subsurface sewage disposal systems, but water tables closer 

than three feet to the ground surface will cause the drainfield inadequacies pre-

viously mentioned . 

Only a very small inclusion of soil in the southern portion of the area with 

slight limitations for installation of individual subsurface sewage disposal systems 

exists in the area. However, these soils,being rapid draining, may subject ground 
-

water to contamination . 

v. 

Listed in Ffoding III above are findings which indicate many of the individual 

wells in the subject area are or have been contaminated with sewage. Numerous in­

dividual domestic wells in the subject area are driven wells. The driven well, due 
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to the manner in which it is installed, cannot be properly sealed to preclude 

surface drainage or septic tank effluent from reaching the ground water aquifer 

from which domestic water is being drawn. Proper· sealing of the annular space 

around the casing of drilled wells is difficult in the strata underlying the area. 

Several of the drilled wells in the area have inadequate annular seals. A properly 

constructed annular seal is necessary to prevent surface contaminants from moving 

alongside the well casing and entering the ground aquifer. 

The ground water into which the above mentioned wells are driven is a shallow 
. . 

alluvial aquifer. The water table of this aquifer ranges from 6 to 21 feet below 

the surface of the ground during summer months with seasonal fluctuations of 10 to 

12 feet. Highest levels occur during winter and spring months . The alluvial 

aquifer ranges ·from 50 to 100 feet thick and consists primarily of stratified sands 

and gravels. ·Because of the relatively shallow aquifer with seasonally high water 
. . 

table levels, and because the ·overlying soils do not always provide adequate pro-

tection, the aquifer is subject to contamination from surface sources. Contaminants 

can be carried to the water table and transported considerable distances as a re­

sult .of downward percolating soil moisture, injection directly into the water table 

or by reaching the water table via artificial channels such as improperly sealed 

wells . The individual sewage disposal systems in the area being constructed in , 

high ground water tables or,· in some instances of sewage 6n "the surface of the 

ground in the area, rapid draining soils, a~d ·the nature of the well construction 

in the area leads .to such contamination of the aquifer serving wells in the area 

under consideration. 

Raw or inadequately treated sewage may contain communicable or contagious dis­

ease producing organisms found in the intestinal tract of.man and which cause 

physical suffering or illness. When sewage containing such organisms is permitted 

to discharge on the surface of the ground there is a possibility of transmission 
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of disease to humans, either by direct contact of the sewage or through the inter­

vening contact of the sewage by vectors with the subsequent ingestion of the dis­

ease producing organisms . The recipient's contacts with others may then lead to 

further disease transmission to the general public. Sewage conveyed to the aquifer 

supplying domestic water, as aforementioned, may also contain these disease produc­

ing organisms . Transmiss i on of disease is then directly through the drinking water 

supply with the same retransmission potential. 

Between July 11, 1978 and July 27, 1978, 59 cases of gastrointestinal illness 

were reported in a small area in the northwest portion of the subject area. Gastro-

intestinal illness is a term used in referring to a group of diseases caused by 

several different organisms, all of which infect the intestinal tract of man, and 

some of which also infect the intestinal tract of animals. Two hundred nine per­

sons live in the small area, for an attack rate of 23% as compared to an expected 

attack rate of 5% for gastrointestinal illness in the population at large. 

VI I. 

In the subject area, -the possibility of transmission of disease through dir­

ect or indirect contact with raw or inadequately treated sewage, as aforementioned, 

occurs due to : 

1. T.he normal day- to-day activities being carried on in and around the 

residential li~ing units. 

2. The individual domestic water supplies. 
-

3. Children playing in the area. 

4. Domestic animals, such as dogs and cats. 

--

5. Insects, such as flies and mosquitoes, are found in the area where standing 

water and sewage is present on the surface of the ground . 

6. Persons from outside as well as inside the area are exposed due to com-

mercial establishments in the area serving the general public, some small 

-·18-
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' ·/ industries, the contamination of the creek flowing out of the area, 

and residents of the area must frequent shopping facilities, restaurants, 

public schools, churches and places of employment outside the area, 

either in the cities of Albany or Millersburg. 

VIII. 

·A danger to public health exists in that there are conditions in the territory 

legally described in the aforementioned resolution of the Linn County Board .of 

Health which are conducive to the propagation of communicable or contagious disease 

producing organisms and which present a reasonably clear possibility that the public 

generally is being exposed to disease caused suffering or illness and, specifically, 

conditions caused by inadequate instalJations for the disposal and treatment of sew­

age in the territory. 

RE COMMENDATION 

That the Administrator of the State Health Division adopt the findings herein. 

~ . 

Dated this~ day of September, 1978. 

-19-

Max W. Braden, 
Heari_ngs Officer 
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City of Albany 

February 21, 1979 

Environmental Quality Commission 
P. 0 . Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Gentlemen: 

harcr Cu:ility Division 
D:;:!. cf E:wiro~:r.:::r.t:! I C.:u:i1:t1 

On December 4, 1978, the City of Albany received notice from the Administra­
tor of the State Health Division certifying the area known as Centurfud?rive­
Dragery j 1 le tn be a health-hazard. 

di 
In compliance with ORS 222.897, the Engineering staff of the City of Albany 
has prepared the enclosed preliminary plan for extension of sanitary sewers 
to tfiis area as well as a copy of our current Standard Specifications, and 
an implementation plan (with time schedul e) for alleviating the health hazard . 
Also enclosed is a copy of a resolution adopted by the City Council on 
February 14, 1979. 

The City of Albany is applying for assistance to construct this sanitary sewer 
system through the Environmental Protection Agency's Construction Grants Program. 

Should you have any questions or need additional . information, please phone 
me or Mr . Jim Rankin at 967-4318. 

J,w~~ 
T. Wayne Hickey, P. E. 
City Engineer 

aph 
cc: Administrator of the Oregon 

State Health Division 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

John E. Borden 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Tom Bl ankenship 

P. 0. BOX 490 • ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

AN EQ UAL OPPORTUN IT Y EMPLO Y ER 

• (503) 926-4261 
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CITY OF ALBANY 1 S PLAN AND TIME SCHEDULE 
FOR 

ALLEVIATING THE CONDITIONS CAUSING A DANGER TO PUBLIC HEALTH 
WITHIN 

THE DECLARED HEALTH HAZARD AREA OF CENTURY DRIVE-DRAPERVILLE, LINN COUNTY 

1. City to submit preliminary plans, specifications and time table within 
90 days of receipt of Certified Findings. 

2. City to apply for Step 1 funds through the Environmental Protection 
Agency within 180 days of receipt of Certified Findings . 

3. City to apply for Step 2 funds · through the Environmental Protection 
Agency within 90 days of approval of the Step 1 Facility Plan, by the 
E.P.A. 

4. City to apply for Step 3 funds through the Environmental Protection 
Agency within 90 days of approval of Step 3 Plans and Specifications, 
by the E.P .A. 

5. City to advertise for bids to construct wastewater facilities within 
45 days of approval of Step 3 grant money from the E.P .A. 

6. City to begin annexation proceedings of health hazard area within 45 days 
of the receipt of approval of Step 3 grant money from the E.P.A. 

7. City to award contract(s) for construction of wastewater facilities 
within 30 days of the opening of the bids . 

8. City to begin construction within sixty (60) days of the award of bid(s) . 



b 
RESOLUTION NO. 2040 

NOW, THEREFOR, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE ALBANY 
CITY COUNCIL THAT: 

The City Engineer's preliminary construction plans, specifications, 
and implementation plans including a time schedule for alleviating 
the conditions causing a danger to public health in the Century Drive­
Draperville Area, as described by the Administrator of the Oregon State 
Health Division's findings certified to by same on December 1, 1978 
be approved, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that prior to March 4, 1979, the City Engineer 
shall submit the approved preliminary plans, specifications and implemen­
tation plan along with the time schedule to the Oregon State Environmental 
Quality Commissfon, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in initiating the implementation plan the 
Mayor be authorized to sign an Application (Form 5700-32) and all · 
pertinent attachments for federal assistance through the U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency for Facilities Planning (Step 1). 

DATED this 14th day of February, 1979. 

ATTEST: 

state of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

\IB lUil IU \VI ~ ill) 
FEB 2 3 1979 

WAtER QUALITY CONTROL 

/0 



·-· 

L •, 
~ 

- - --t--- - ....,, -1 

·-:---J,_ 
,-t 
=-~-:.J. ._,- - 1· 

. .. ___ _ 

' 

City nr Allrnny 
l".tun Como t h A u•• 

C:11111pn:hC't1 >i,,_• 

Plttn S111dy 

·---~ .. 
... ~ . .... 1i 11••f :"" I . 

• __; 

.I 

1 970 MASTER PIA N 
STUDY BOUNDARY 

BY CHzM-HILL 

. i 
'--. 



> 
~ 

0 

~ 
at 

I 
AVID 

DIAN 

>­
:x: .... 
a: 
0 

~ 
w 
~ 

AVE. 

AVE. 

AVE. 

BERNARD AVE. 

ADAH AVE. 

EAR L AVE. 

ALBANY 

MUNICIPAL 

A IRPORT 

AVE. l 

~ 

\ 
n J ~ 
"' '.ll 34 0 

'Z- 4 "· ~ 

\ 
ST. 

DUNLAP AVE. 

2ND AVE_._,.. --------
··~~· .. 

HAFEZ LA E 

PETERSON 

..~ 

N 

~ · · ·~ .. . ~: 

~ ~. ... ~ 

I 
"'T-'· · ·~ 

SANTA MARIA AVE 

City of Albany 
Preliminary Plans 

Scale: 1"=1000' 

Health Hazard Area 
- Proposed Sewer-

\ 

w 

I= 
0 
..J 
a: 
<( 
l'. 
(J 

~ ~-r ., 
j . 

_/. ·.\__ 
~AV<. ···~ 

z 
>­
..J 

Draferville 

a: 
<( 

~ 

AV< I 
1 I 

~ ... ......__ 

TT 

PRIVATE 

AIR PORT 

\'vater Quality Divis ion 
C::;:!. cf Environmental Qual:tl 



• 
. . . . . . . . Environmental Quality Commission 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

OEQ.46 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Qua lity Commission 

FROM: Di rector 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. J (l) , April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Requests by Tillamook County for Extension of 
Variances from Rules Prohibiting Open Bu r n ing 
Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2) (c). 

At the September 23, 1977, Environmental Qua lity Commission meeting, staff 
presented va r ia nce requests from Tillamook County (Agenda Item No. H, attached) 
to allow for continued open burning at three (3) s~l id waste disposal sites. 
At the ti me of the request it wai the opinion of staff that nineteen (19) 
months wo uld be suffici ent time to correct immediate site deficiencies and 
init iate a sound sol id waste pr?gram. 

Discussion 

Tillamook County Board of Commissioners has requested 6- mo nth variances 
commencing May l, 1979 for the Manzanita, Tillamook and Pacific City disposal 
s ites . Al l three of these landfills are county owned and operated. 

Til lamook County al ong wi th Clatsop County had hoped the proposed regional 
composting project might materi al ize and so l ve their so l id waste disposal 
problems . Unfortunately, reactivation of t ha t composting project i s now a 
dead issue. 

Tillamook County has received monies from t he De pa rtment to financial l y assist 
them in l oca ting a regional sol id waste disposa l site. The County has hired 
a consulting geologist and a landfi ll search has been conducted. Property 
l ocated behind the existing Ti llamook landf i l l . has been selected for potentia l 
development in t o a reg ional disposal s ite. Operational plans are being drafted 
by the consu ltant and wi ll be submftted t o the Department soon. It i~ antici­
pated that the regional s ite will be operational prior to September 1, 1979. 

It is the opi nion of the staff that the physical characteristics (surface area, 
topography, soils, etc.) of the existing disposal sites, prohibit their use for 
continued so l id waste disposa l without open bu rning. Thus, strict compliance 
with the rules wou ld result in the c losing of the existing facilities and no 
alternati ve facility or alternative method is available. The Environmental 
Quality Commission may grant a va rian ce upon mak i ng such a find ing (ORS 
459 .225(3)(C)). 
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Summation 

1. Because of the time lost awaiting the now defunct regional composting 
project and conducting the landfill search, previously adopted time 
schedules for phase out of the ex isting open burning sol id waste dis­
posal sites have not been met . 

2. Strict compliance with the rules would result in closing of the 
e x isting facilities and no alternative facilit y or alternative 
method i s available. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation , it is recommended that the Environ ­
mental Quality Commission grant a variance to OAR 340- 61 - 040(2) (c) for the 
Manzanita , Pacific City and Tillamook disposal sites, until November 1, 1979 , 
subject to the following condition : 

The disposal sites are to be closed prior to the expiration date of the 
variance if a practical alternati ve method of disposal becomes available . 

Charles H. Gray/mb 
229 - 5288 
4/12/78 
Attachment (1) 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Agenda Item No . H, September 23, 1977 , EQC Meeting 
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MEMORAMDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commis~ion 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Requests By Coastal Cities and Counties for Extensions of Variances 
from RuleS-Prohibiting Open--SUrning DumpS:-OAR 340-61-0~(2)(c). 

At the September 26, 1975, E~C meetinq staff presented variance requests from 
five coastal counties (Agenda Item No. r., attached) to allow for continued open 
burning at 11 sol id waste disposal sites. At the time of the request it was the 
opinion of staff that two years would be sufficient time to correct immediate 
site defi .ciencies and at least initiate a sound solid waste program in all 
coastal counties. 

Varying deqrees of upgrading and/or progress has been made by each county. 
Howeve r, it appears that none of the counties can meet the October l, 1977, 
variance expiration date with an implemented envrionmentally acceptable sol id 
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 October 1, 
1977. (Because of limited area at the Elsie Site, burning is necessary for 
volume reduction .) 

All 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 
reacti vated 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 ~orks Department has 
requested a 19 month extension (to May 1, 197~) for Manzanita , Pacific City, ~ 
and Tillamook Disposa l Sites • 

Tillamook County has pa rti cipated In the composting project described above 
and ha s made improvements at the Tillamook Site. The advisory committee Is 
now add ressing options availab le to the county . The county has set a 
December l, 1977, date fo r final decision. 

' Linco ln County . By resolut ion Lincoln County Commissioners in behalf of 
private operators have requested a nine (9) mon t h extension to the variance 
for North Lincoln and Waldpo rt. 

Linco ln County voters approved a $650,000 bond issue fo r s~li d was te d i sposa l . 
However Lincoln County pr ivate ope ra t ors have made agreements with private 
operators in Benton County for the transfer of Linco l n County so lid waste 
to Coff in Butte San itary Landf ill (Corva lli s). Final intergovernmenta l 
agreements and conditional use changes on the site are pending t hus the 
extension request. 

Curry Coun t y. Curry County Commissioners have requested a one (1) year 
extension for the county operated B rook i~gs and Nesika Beach (Gold Beach) 
Disposa l sites. 

During the two year pe riod Curry County has upgraded the Port Orford Disposal 
Site. The coun t y anticipated an ene rgy recovery plant in the Coos Bay area 
affteur comple

1 
ti on oAf thhe Coo~- Curhry Sol id ~/as1 tedPlacn and CPhase hi ofbthe Port ~ 

o mpqua p an. s t e project as not evo ve , urry aunty as y 
resolution wi thd rawn from the Coos-Cu r ry So lid Waste Plann i ng Council and 
has contracted with Oregon Sanitary Service Institute fo r a seconda ry 
study. Curry County has pledged immediate action toward implementation 
upon completion of this . study (January 1978). 

Cit ie s of Myrtl e Point and Powers (Coos Coun ty) . Requests have been received 
f rom the-C it ies of Myrtle""""Po int and Powers to extend the variance for a 
period of two years. Bo~h cit ies have agreed to deve lop source sepa rati on 
projects to reduce t he vo lume of soli d waste enter ing the disposal si te s . 

Coos County has closed the Fairview Disposa l Site and has upgraded operat ion 
at Joe Ney (Coos Bay) and· Bandon Disposal Sites . The Bandon site is available 
for use by c i ties and pr ivate industry if they can get there. The coun ty _ to 
date has chosen to not proceed with apparently feasib l e energy recovery 
projects and has riot deve loped an alternative county-wide sol id wa ste 
managemen t pl an. 

Eva l uation 

The variance requests Involve var iance f rom the Department's So li d Waste Management 
regulations OAR 340 61-040(2) (c) which prohibits open burning or open dumps of 
putrescible sol id wastes . Under air qua l ity Administrat ive Rules adopted 
October 1976, all open bu rning considerat ions a re now made under the So li d Was te 
Disposal Perm i t. ~ 



. . 
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 
Industry composting plant. It 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 faci lity. Capitol and operational costs .would have 
exceeded $11 per ton. Private collectors in negotiation with private operators 
in Benton Cou nty have found that they can transfer for approximately $7 per ton. 
A conditional use change is needed on the Coffin Butte (Corvallis) Sanitary ~ . 
Landfill before they can receive Linco ln County sol id 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 1 is area. 

Curry County relied on Cobs 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, 
with Department support, contracted for a study to provide at least · interim 
acceptabl e facll ities for Brookings and Gold Beach. 

The Cities of Myrtle Point and Powers (in Coo~ County) have pledged to attempt 
recycling activities to minimize open burning. However, there is no recognized 
county-wide plan for implementing an acceptable long~term solution which an 
extension of their variances will lead toward . 

It ls the staff's opini on . that w~th the exception of Coos County, the programs 
presented_ in support of variance requests on September 26, 1975, have been 
diligently pursued. The Coos County situation could be considered furthe r and 
in more detail at the EQC meeting scheduled for October 1977 in Coos Bay. 

Summation 

l. Because of technical and politica l difficulties previously adopted 
time schdules for phase out of coastal open burning sol id waste 
disposal sites have not been met. 

2. Clatsop and Tillamook Counties have reactivated their solid waste 
committees to seek an alternate solution to the composting project. 
Even if the composting project Is successful, construction time is 
such that a variance is needed. 

3. Linco ln County is finalizing negotiations to transfer all solid waste 
to Benton County. 

4. Curry County has contracted for a second phase study to be completed 
by early 197& and is committed to follow through with implementation. 

5. Coos County has upgraded the two remaining county operated disposal 
sites, providi ng free disposal at each. However, no recognized 
county-wide plan is in effect which will assist the Cities of Myrtle 
Point and Powers to a fi~al closure of their open burning sites . 

...... ----------------...,...--------- ...... .....-;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;,;;;;;._ ~ . 



----

6. It ls the opinion of the staff that approval of the variances as 
requested is necessa ry to facilitate transition to an acceptable solid <:Jo 
waste program. 

7, To app rove the variance requests the EQC must make a finding that the 
facil itles meet the requirements of . the statutes in that strict 
compliance would r~sult in closing of the facilities and no alternative 
facll ity or alternative method ls yet available. · 

Director's Recommendation 

It ls the Director's recommendation that : 

1. Variances be granted to expire as dated below for each specific 
county: 

Clatsop County (Seaside, Cannon Beach, Elsie), March 1, 1979 
Tillamook County (Manzanita, Pacific City, Tillamook), May 1, 1979 
Linco ln County (North Lincoln, Waldport), July 1, 1978 
Curry County (Brookings, Nesika Beac~), October 1, 1978 

2. Variances be granted for Myrtle Point 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 ex~iration date of variance if a 
practical alternative method of disposal is available. 

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

RLBrown/kz 
229-5913 
9/8/77 
Attachment (l) 

BJ2 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Agenda Item No. G, September 26, 1975 , EQC Meeting 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To : 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. J(2) April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

Request by Lake County for Variance from Rules Prohibiting 
Open Burning Dumps (OAR 340-61~040(2) (c) 

Lake County operates solid waste disposal sites at Adel, Christmas 
Valley, Fort Rock, Plush, Silver Lake and Summer Lake (hereafter, 
these sites wi ll be referred to collectively as the Lake County 
rural disposal sites). The City of Paisley owns and operates a 
disposal site near Paisley. Except for the Silver Lake and Summer 
Lake sites, all county-operated sites are on land owned by the U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management (B LM) . The Silver Lake site is owned by 
La ke County and the Summer Lake site is owned by the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife. 

On November 26, 1975, the Department approved the so lid waste manage­
ment plan for Lake County ' s rural disposal sites. The plan was 
approved on the basis of ins ignificant vo lumes of putrescib le wastes 
and allowed the County to control-burn the wastes with a truck-mounted 
propane burner. The fire was to be extinguished following incinera­
tion of the wastes and was not to be allowed to smolder. The Paisley 
site was not approved for such incineration. Instead, the Paisley 
site was required to operate as a modified landfi ll . Non-putrescib l e 
and combustible wastes would be disposed of separate ly for open burning 
when specifica ll y approved by the Department. The staff felt the 
Paisley site served too many people and contained too much putrescible 
matter to allow controlled-burning as permitted at the other rural 
s ites. 

Currently, all the rural disposal sites and the Paisley site are 
routinely open-burned. Both the City of Paisley and Lake County have 
requested a variance from Department regulations prohibiting open­
burning of garbage. No justification was provided with the requests 
other than to claim that open-burning did not create significant 
environmental impact. 
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Discussion 

The environmental impact of open-burning of wastes at the Lake County 
rural sites is a questionable matter. Due to the remote location of 
the sites and the relatively small amount of garbage, few people, if 
any, are subjected to the odors created by burning garbage. The 
visual impact, however, is very noticeable. Due to the large open 
space of Lake County, the black smoke plumes can be seen from incredible 
distances. The overall impact of open-burning on air quality is probably 
immeasurable except for short-term, visible emissions. 

Other rural Eastern Oregon counties operate their waste disposal sites 
without open-burning. Harney County, as an example, uses its road 
crews to frequently and routinely maintain its rural sites. The esti­
mated annual cost for Harney County to. maintain nine (9) rural sites 
is about $5,000 - $10,000. The cost must be estimated because the cost 
for this is not separated from the Road Department budget . Lake 
County has claimed it would cost about $12,000 for them to operate the 
rural sites without burning. 

Actually, Lake County cannot legally open burn on sites leased from 
BLM because of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). As a matter of practice, however, BLM has allowed the leases 
to continue as long as the disposal sites are regulated under DEQ 
permit. RCRA regulations require that all open dumps be closed or 
upgraded within a five-year period from date of inventory Gometime 
in 1979-80). 

Possible Alternatives and Expected Consequences 

A. Deny the variance request and order Lake County 
and the City of Paisley to stop open-burning 
immediately. 

This option, of course, would end open-burning 
of garbage. The staff has discussed this 
option with the Lake County Commissioners. 
The Commissioners have indicated that, should 
this occur, they may close the sites and leave 
people to their own devices for disposing. of 
their garbage . Undoubtedly, this would result 
in numerous, illegal, uncontrolled dumps all 
over Lake County. Also, Lake County probably 
would need some time Ca year, perhaps} to 
budget additional monies . for operating the 
rural sites if they chose to. 

B. Approve the variance request for an indefinite time . 

In this case, open-burning . would continue . Those 
other counties that operate acceptable solid waste 
management programs may. decide to review their 
programs and request open-burning variances for 
economic considerations. 
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c. Approve the variance until July 1, 1979. 

Prior to June 1, 1979, the City of Paisley and Lake 
County would submit _justification to the Commission 
for continued open burning of garbage. If the 
justification was insufficient, then the Commission 
could order an end to open-burning on July 1, 1980. 
This would allow the City and County one year to 
develop alternatives to open-burning and to budget 
expenses as needed. 

The advantage to this option is that it requires 
Paisley and Lake County to provide the burden of 
evidence justifying open-burning. As it now stands, 
the Department and Commission have no real basis 
for considering a variance to the open-burning 
rui e. 

The disadvantage of this option is that it implies 
that open-burning may be justifiable in certain 
cases. The Department believes open-burning garbage 
is inappropriate and the rules prohibiting open­
burning of garbage were promulgated to apply to 
all Oregonians, not just those who agree wfth the 
rule. 

D. Approve the variance until July 1, 1980. 

The Commission. would . order the staff to negotiate 
a time schedule for eliminating open-burning of 
all Lake County sites and for implementing an 
acceptable sol id waste management plan by July 1, 
1980. 

The advantage to this approach is that it provides 
for a consistent, state-wide program for solid 
waste management. 

The disadvantage is that Lake County and the City 
of Paisley may decide to close the sites after 
July 1, 1980. This would result ln many uncon­
trolled, illegal dumps in Lake County. 

Thus, strict compliance with the rules would result in 
the closing of the existing facilities and no alternative 
facility or alternative method is available. The Environ­
mental Quality Commission may grant a variance upon making 
such a finding. ORS 459.225(3) (C). 
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Summation 

1. The City of Paisley and Lake County routinely 
open-burn garbage at rural disposal sites in 
Lake County. 

2. OAR 340-6l-040(21CcI specifically prohibits 
open-burning of garbage in Oregon. 

3. The City of Paisley and Lake County have requested 
a variance to this regulation citing that open­
burning creates no significant impact on the 
environment. 

4. The City of Paisley and Lake County have not 
presented adequate evidence of special or unusual 
circumstances to justify a variance. 

5. Strict compliance at this time would result in 
probable closure of the disposal sites with no 
alternative facility or method of solid waste 
disposal available. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Environmental Quality Commission grant a variance to OAR 340-61-040(2) (c) 
until July 1, 1979, subject to the following conditions: 

The City of Paisley and Lake County be required 
to submit evidence to the Department to justify 
a variance past July 1, 1979. 

Department staff shall review this evidence and return to the June 
Commission meeting with a recommendation regarding extension of the 
variance. 

Robert L. Brown:dro 
229-5157 
Apr i 1 11 , 1979 
Attachments (2) 

@dp 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

1. Letter request from Lake County 

2. Letter request from Cf ty of Paisley 
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~oaro uf illllntntissiantrs 

GEORGE CARLO:-; 

If~du~ Qtuuni]I 
STATE OF OREGON 

LAICEVIEW. OREGON !>7030 !: .\I j_\.!.·• 
LESLIE Sil1\W ( '\,,., ... LOUIS LAMB 

5 
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. f; L tJ February 8, 1979 
Ct: , j. , 
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TO: 

FROM: 

cc I 

Ri~d Nichols, Regional Manager, DEQ 

Geo>ge Carlon, Lake County Board of Commi_ssi.oners"~·(_; 
RE: Variance Request 

This letter is in answer to your letter of February 6? 1979 
regarding our Solid Waste Disposal Permits and our variance reques t . 

During our meeting of January .24, 1979, we summarized our 
position of amending our Solid Waste Plan.to our present practi.ce 
of burning with a fuel starter rather than propane . We also discussed 
our present practice and the need to continue with our present policy. 

Attached is our letter of Nov ember l, 1978, summarizing our 
situation. The letter was discussed with you and Bob Brown. 

Please consider thi s letter a request to continue with our 
present practice and your help in obtaining La ke County the needed 
variance would be appreciated. 

State of Oregon 
F _, .... ~~.,'·IEl·'TAL QUALITY 

DEPARTMENT 0 t.i> • '"''"
1
' ' 

D ~®~Ul'l~ (ID 
00 HCB 9 191-J 

BEM!l DISTRl~T OFFICE 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 3 1979 

SOLID WASTE SECTION 



.- iBoar.O .of Q1nnnnissian.er£i 
l[ake QJ:mmf:Jl 
S TATE OF OREGON 

LAKEVI EW, OREGON P7B30 

GEOHGE CARLON LESLI E SHAW DON F ITZGERALD 

TO: Depa.rbnent of Environmental Quality 

FffiM: Lake County Corrmissioners 

RE: Solid Waste Plan Amendrrent 

Lake County has reviewed its Solid Waste Plan, having recognize:l 
a discrepancy in the present practices , and has amended the Plan .to cover 
our present practices. 

Enclosed is a copy of our amendment to the Lake County Solid Waste 
Plan dated 11/1/78. 

It is our intention to change the plan to the present practice of 
controlling incineration by the use of a flamnable fuel . With the present 
practise , there has been no public objection and the solid was1edisposal cost 
has been held to a minimum. 

It is our contention that the present practise is the rrost practical for 
our County. The alternative of a M:::rlified Land Fill , Plan Alternative F , .f1.:<l-· 
ifie:l landfills· for Rural Sites , has been canpared with Plan Alternative G, 
.M'.JCl.ified. Land Fills with trench incineration , and the following problems exist: 

1. The time between coverages on an equiµnent-availabl e basis wou°ld 
not be satisfactory. Lake County does not have the equiµnent- tirre 
available to cover at a frequency satisfac:tory to keep rodents, 
snakes and other animals away, papers from blowing , foul srrells 
from emitting, and an unhealthy condition from existing. 

2. Cost calculations were made on an a l ternative of covering the land 
fills at Christ:rras Val ley , Sumner Lake, Adel, Plush and Fort Rock 
every two rronths with a new pit at six-rronth intervals. Silver Lake 
W· . .1.s figured at one coverage per rronth. and a new pit at three-rronth 
int·erval s and our cost, if the equiµnent was avail able , would be 
approxim::i.tely $33, 940 per year . The Road Department schedule v.Duld 
prevent the availability of equipnent during many times of the year. 
Comparing with present cost of approxim::i.tely $22 , 241 per year with 
burning with one new pit per year. Eguiµnent is available for this 

I frequently. . 

3. The factor of safety to the operator is an important criterion. ~'he 
ignition of the pits with a propane torch has proven hazardous . ._,he 
concept of· the propane torch omits the hazard of the oper~tor's 



exposure to heat, gases , and other obnoxious fumes. 

These are onl y a few of the reasons we have made the decision to amend 
the plan. We believe with the rrodification of the method of ignition in the 
burning of the waste .in the trenches that Lake County would be served with the 
best a l ternative of solid wasie d~SJX>sal. 

November 1, 1978 

·:C-r~-t U 
Corrmissioner 

Ccmnissioner 

/ 
t 
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CITY OF PAISLEY 
P. 0. Box 100 

PAISLEY, OREGON 97636 

April 5 , 1979 

BEflD DJSTRJGT 0 ; ::1i' ~ 
• • 'J~ECEIVE.D 

DEQ Central Region 
Richard J. Nichols, Regional ~fan.acer 
2150 N.E. Studio Road 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

Dear Mr . Nichols: 

RE. : SW - Permit !11 78 

In reply to your letter of February 28, 1979, The City of Paisley 
is financially un.;.ble to comp ly with the land fill program . o;;r only 
sanitary means is occasional burning. Our population is only 300. 

In the mid 1960 1 s , garbage 8nd trash was scattered a ll over BLM 
land. The City dug a pit and c leaned this land and burned the trash 
in the pit, and since then has kept the earbage and trash burned. 

As for nuisance and health probl ems, it is far h ea l thier to keep 
the pit clean by burning . It keeps down the flies and vermine. As for 
naisan~e there is no one around to bother. The smoke does not drift 
over· toim no:::- any residence . 

.}\l, i<. J (, \' Ii '. 

SOLID WASTE ~EGTIUN 

As stated above, burning is · the only feasib l e me2ns oE 3anitation . 
for us. We thereby feel we are justified in requestine a variance for 
occasion~l pit burning. 

CEY : hc 

.. 
I 

Sincerely , 

~o 

1.-• .!T (~uai1l/ Divi~ ion 

'-r:t. cf Er.virc~m-:n tzl Ct;::ir <-· 



Contoins 
Recycled 
Materials 

OE0-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No •. K, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

Status Report and .Preliminary Discussian ·whether to . Schedule 
·Further ·Action ·Regarding ·tne · subsurface ·sewage · Disposal 
Moratorium · in River · Road~santa · c1ara~ Lane · caunty 

Background 

1. On February 22, 1978 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted 
Resolution 78-2-22-3 (Exhibit 1) which: 

a. Requested the Environmental Quality Commission place a 
"mo ratorium upon the i ssuance of construction permits 
and favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability 
for new subsurface sewage disposal systems within the 
boundaries of River Road-Santa Clara, Oregon ••• 11 

b. Requested that said "moratorium shall last only for a six­
month period until the detailed technical eva luation of the 
relationship between the groundwate r quality of the River 
Road-Santa Clara area a~d existing and projected residential 
development is concluded and th~ appropriate fo llow-up 
actions have been completed." 

2. In response to this resolution, a staff report was presented to 
the EQC on March 31, 1978 in Eugene. Because the staff report 
failed to address all factors required by statute, the hearing 
was continued. 

3. The EQC reconvened the public hearing at its April 28, 1978 
meeting in Salem. A completed statf report was presented and the 
Commission adopted a rule and o rder establishing a moratorium on 
issuance of permits for new subsurface sewage disposal facilities, 
OAR 340-71-020(9) (Exhibit 2). ORS 454.68.5, the authorizing statute, 
does not provide for a fixed time 1 imit on the rule and order so 
the recommended six-month limit was not adopted. 

4. In addition to the permanent rule, two additional recommendations 
were adopted on April 28, 1978: 

a. "Direct Department staff to work with the staffs of the Metropoli tan 
Wastewater Management Commission, Lane County, the Cities of Eugene 
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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 c'lara area . 11 · · 

b. "Direct Department staff to provide the Commission with a 
status report within the six-month period proposed by the Lane 
County Board of Commissioners regarding investigation progress . 11 

The latter directive specifyin~ a si~-month siatus repo~t was 
the Commission's effort to ho.nor Lane County's request for 
only a six-month moratorium since the rule and order could 
not be 1 imited. 

5. An EPA grant (208 funds) was awarded to Lane Council of . Governments 
(L-COG) to undertake a study of the groundwater pollution problem 
and develop the necessary control ~rogram cited as necessary in 
Lane County's February 22, 1978 reso.lution . Work was immediately 
commenced to design the study and locate and construct the necessary 
monitoring welli. Data collection began October 23, 1978 and is 
schedule.d to be completed in Septemb.er 1979 . 

The study grant requires submittal of the followi.ng reports to DEQ 
and EPA: 

6/30/79 - Draft Interim Analysis Report covering data collected 
through May 15, 1979 and incorporati~g preliminary model 
predictions of nitrate levels in gro.undwater . (Expected 
on Schedule . ) 

12/31/79- Final Analysis Report covering data collected through 
September 1979 and incorpor~ting model predictions of 
nitrate levels in groundwater . (Expected now in 
February 1980 . ) 

In addition, the grant requires a meeting between DEQ, EPA and 
L- COG by not laier than July 30, 1979 to evaluate the draft Interim 
Analysis Report to determine whether the data and analysis provide 
sufficient justification to proceed with the next phase of the 
project which is to develop and evaluate alternative groundwater 
pollution control strategies for the area . This further phase 
would be completed by M·arch 1980 providi.ng no significant additional 
data are needed . 

6. John Borden, R.egional Manager, presented a brief status report to 
the Commission at its Oct6ber 27, l978 breakfast meeting in Eugene . 
Permission was granted to delay an agenda item status ·report ~ntil 
some preliminary groundwater study ·data was in . It was decided 
that about thre~ month's data would be needed for such a report. 
Borden distributed copies of the detailed study design to 
Commission members . 
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7. At its February 23, 1979 meeting in Portland, John Borden 
presented the formal status report (Exhibit 3) required by 
Director's Recommendation 4 of the April 28, 1978 staff report . 
Since the presentation was a status report, formal recommendations 
were not initially given . But recommendations were shown in the 
report in the eve~t the Commission decided they should take 
further action on the moratorium. The Commission ordered two 
informational public hearings in the Eugene area on March 28 and 29, 
1979 . The hearings were b~ld to gather information to help the 
Commission decide whether further action need be taken on the 
moratorium. 

8 . The hearings officer's report is not expected to be available 
until the day of the April 27, 1979 EQC meeting . 

9 . On April 3, 1979, the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted 
Resolution 79-4-3-13 (Exhibit 4) which requests . termination of 
the moratorium. 

·Evaluation 

1. The rule establishing the moratorium on subsurface permit issuance 
is a rule and order which will remain in effect until modified 
through the required formal rulemaking process. This process may 
be initiated by Commission on its ow·n motion or upon petition for 
rulemaking submitted by persons outside the agency . 

2 . The latest resolution adopted April 3, 1979 by the Lane County 
Commissioners does not appear to satisfy the requirements of 
OAR 340-11-047 relating to petitions for rulemaking. Therefore 
the Commission has the option of either rejecting the resolution 
as an insufficient petition or honoring its int~nt and scheduling 
a rulemaking hearng on the question o.f whether the moratorium should be 
maintained, modi(ied or 1 ifted . 

3. In the event the Commission elects to schedule a rulemaking hearing 
on the question of whether to maintain, modify or lift t~e morat6rium 
by appropriate rule change, the followi _ng options are available for 
timing: 

a. Schedule hearing as soon as legal notice can be given . 

Submit Notice to Secretary of State - May 5, 1979 
Notice published by Secretary of State - May 15, 1979 
Earliest hearing date - mid-June 1979. 

Since the earl lest draft report of technical information from 
the L-COG study will not be available until June 30, 1979, it 
would appear that a hearing at this time would be premature . 
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b. Schedule hearing to occur approximately 30 days .after the 
L-COG draft i~tetim report is available for review. 

Submit Notice to Secretary of State - June 20, l979 
Notice published by Secretary of State - July I, 1979 
Earliest hearing date - End of July . 1979 . 

Since this report will be a preliminary draft based on incomplete 
data, any conclusion it draws .may change in the final report . 
The staff would be uncomfortable usi~g it as a basis for any 
final action on the disposition of t 'he moratorium. 

c . Schedule hearing for sometime in March 1980 to coincide with 
the availabili .ty of the Final Analysis Report and Alternatives 
Evaluation . 

This would be the comfortable staff recommendation 
since the minimum full information necessary for a 
final decision should be available at that time. 

4. The Department is aware of increasing pressures in the moratorium 
area brought about by the inabiliti to expand existing residences, 
obtain ~ardship approvals and build on existing vac~nt lots where 
no partitioning is involved . Such issues co~ld be addressed on an 
interim basii as part of a rulemaking hearing if one is held in 
either June or July . · · 

It is noted that the latest subsurface rule amendments adopted at 
the March EQC meeting and proposed for adoption at this meeting 
will provide relief in that additional bedrooms can be added · 
without subsurface system expansion based on revised system sizing 
criteria . 

Summat ion 

l. Lane County has adopted a resolution dated April 3, 1979 requesting 
termination of the present moratorium on new subsurface sewage 
disposal systems in the River Road- Santa Clara area of Lani County . 

2. The record of Department informational hearings held March 28 
and 29, l979, in the . Eugene area is being pr.epared and will not be 
available until the April 27, 1979 EQC .meeti .ng. 

3 . A draft Interim Analysis Report of data collected through May 15, 
1979 by L-COG in its techriical studies will be availa~le on June 30, 
1979 . 
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4. Final reports of the L-COG studies will not be completed until 
about March 1980. These reports are intended to provide the basis 
for a final decision on a groundwater pollution control pr.ogram for 
the area. 

5. A rulemaki.ng hearing could be scheduled and convened either (a) in 
mid-June at the ea.rliest (without benefit of the Interim Technical 
Study report) or (b) the end of July (based on draft Technical 
Report availability), or (c) after March 1980 (when final reports 
are in) to take testimony on whether the present moratorium rule 
should be maintained, modified or repealed . 

6. Subsurface rule amendments proposed for adoption April 27, 1979 
together with amendments adopted at the March EQC mee ting may 
~rovide some relief to existing citizens who want to eipand their 
residences . · 

Director•s ·Recommendation 

Based on the summation, it is recommended that a rulemaking hearing 
be convened after final technical reports from the L-COG 'study pr6ject 
are submitted in March 1980 . 

The staff will report to the Commission at Its July 1979 meeting on 
the results of the evaluation by DEQ, EPA, and L-COG of the l~terim 
Analysis Report . 

Harold L. Sawyer/John E. Borden:em 
229-5324 
Apri 1 20, 1979 

Attachments: 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Exhibit 1 - Lane County Resolution 78-2-22-3 
Exhibit 2 - OAR-340-71-020(3) 
Exhibit 3 - February 23, 1979 Staff Report 
Exhibit 4 - Lane County Resolution 79-4-3-13 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

) 
) 

RESOLUTION ) 
) 
) 

78 -2-22-3 

IN THE MATTER OF ESTABLISHING A 
TEMPORARY MORATORIUM ON CONSTRUCTION 
PERMITS FOR SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
SYSTEMS IN RIVER ROAD - SANTA CLARA, 
OREGON 

~JHEREAS, the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted, effective 
June 9, 1971, a moratorium on major subdivision activity in the River 
Road - Santa Clara area based upon a concern that effluent from subsurface 
sewage disposal systems was contaminati ng ground water and surface water 
in the area, and 

WHEREAS, the above mentioned moratorium on major subdivisions has 
remained in effect to date, but considerab le development has continued 
to take place on previously platted lots and through minor partitioning, 
and 

WHEREAS, a ground\<Jater study, published in June, 1972 by Roger Dickinson, 
of the River Road - Santa Clara area found nitrate contamination of the ground­
water in excess of U.S. Public Health Service standards and concluded that such 
contamination was related to the dense development on subsurface sewage disposal 
systems, and 

WHEREAS, a more recent, unp ubli shed groundwater contamination study of the 
River Road - Santa Clara area by the Lane County Environmental Health Division 
proved inconclusive due to extremely limited winter rainfalls and the resultant 
low groundwater table levels, and 

l~HEREAS, the Lane County Board of Commissioners initiated a detailed tech­
nical evaluation of the River Road - Santa Clara area on August 3, 1977, in an 
effort to determine the relationship between groundwater quality in the area and 
existing and projected residential development, and 

WHEREAS, the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission, pursuant to 
ORS 454.605 to 454.745, has been granted the authority over subsurface se1<1age 
disposal systems within the State of Oregon, and therefore be it hereby 

RESOLVED that the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commiss ion be re­
quested to place a moratorium upon the issuance of construction permits and 
favora ble reports of evaluation of site suitabi lity for new subsurface sewage 
disposal systems within the boundaries of River Road - Santa Clara, Oregon her­
inafter attached as Appendix A. 

'I.. 
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RESOLVED that this rroratorium sha ll l as t only for a s ix month pe riod unti l 
the detailed technical eva l ua tion of the re lationship be twee n the groundwater 
quality of the Ri ver Road - Santa Clara area and existing and proj ected re s ide nti a l 
deve lopmen t is concluded and the app ropriate fo llow- up ac tions have been 
completed . 

FURTHER RESOLVED that, after a s i x month pe r iod , the Lane County Boa rd 
of Commissioners is committe d to review the s ituat ion and review any proposals 
that address groundwa ter quality . 

DATED this 

GCS:dkl 

22 nd day of Feb rua ry ' 1978 ·----

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMIS SION ERS , 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

Isl Gerald H. Rust , Jr . 

Chairman, Lane County Board of Commissioners 

APPROVED /t.S TO FORM 

oArtCd Z..-~~tcr;; "-" c:.··(y 
/),~,7 ( \:\ 

LJL~IC-"-"'-"'~ .... ___ -- ~-:~:;;:..' 
OFFICE OF LEG~1L COUNSEL 
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RC'/. IO· l -76 COMBINED '.TIFICATE AND CRDER FOR FILINC' DMINISTRATIVE 

RULES WITH THE (iECRETARY OF Sl'"'re 
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CERTIFICATE 

Ex hibit 2 

I HEREBY CERT IFY that the at tached copy is a true, ful l and correct copy of rules adop ted , amended or an order of repeal b y : 

_ ~n\l'_i _r_~!lm~n-~a_J___~~ -1 it)'. ~om0_i_ s ~i_o~ _ ___ _ .. 
(Agency) 

Date o f adoption, amendment o r repeal: 

'1 , . , ·.~ '!]78 : .. i \ f , 

l">ALJLUS 
s~~c;.;:E-rARY OF STAT 

Til le: Superv i so r L Sl}_b. 
1# 4J#)±P AL rZ £ ? t;i: ., Qi 

Effective Date: __ May_ 2 , 1978_ Statutory Author i ty : ORS 4 ~)11. 625, -ORS- 4)L1. 68S--- -·-- - --

Rule Number(s) 

LI New Rule 

3.11_9-J l -020 ( ~) -

Xi Ar~oencls I ! Repeals Temporary [_I Permanent 

Subject matter and purpose o f rule : O~de_~ l?_~O~ i~I .!.~~g __ J__s_suarice of pe r mit s _ for __ new sub2wf9ce s~~L-

systems in the River Road - Santa Cl ara area, Lane_ County 

ORDER 

The within rnaller huving co m e befo re the Env i r onmen ta 1 Qua 1 i t y C9rn!!_1 i _s_s LolJ_ __ _ _______ aftc. · 
(A g ··n <y) 

publ iculio n o f the in tended ucl ion upo n no t less thun 15 days notice in 1he Sec1c lMy of State's Bullet in describ ing said p ropos,. 

and advising o f the oppo rtunily und m .. mner fo r the presenld l ion of views o r argumen ts in w r i t ing or al a public hear ing ; th, 

iforesaid not ice and o ther proced ures having b een in the requi red for m and cond ucted in accordance w ith applicable statute 

11···1 rules, and l:eing f ul l y advised in the premi ses: 

l~OW THER EFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDER ED THAT the following rule(s) l:e: 

(l1s1 Rule Number(s) or Rule Title o n Appropria te Lines Below) 

Adoplecl: ------ ----·---------

A mended: 3if0-7l-020 (by adding a nevi subs ec ti o n {9) )''. .. ~;·. 

as Administrnt ive Rules o f the . Depar tment of Env i r o nmental Qua ! ity 

DATED 1his 
1st 

1A9ent'J ) 

d ay of _ ___ l_la_y ________ .. , 19 78 

By : _lL!_bl_IAM I!. Y.D LJ tlG 
IAuohorizcd Si911cr) 

Title : _ __ J)j_r_e._c;.to_r_ __ _ 

• ff 

Perm. Tem 

GJ [ 

-... 
. • ·~ :; : :Jf.~lrt 

I .. lWWW 
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ADOPTED 

Amend Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-020 by adding a new 

subsection (9) to read as follows: 

11 (9) Pursuant to ORS 454 .685, neither the Director nor his 

authorized representatives shall issue either permits 

EXHIBIT 2 

for any new sewage disposal facility which would use 

subsurface injection, or construction permits or favorable 

reports of evaluation of site suitability for new subsurface 

sewage disposal systems, within the boundaries of the 

following described geographic area of the State: 

The area genera ll y 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 o r portions of T-16S, R-4W, Section 33, 

34, 35, 36, T- 175, R-4W, Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 10 , 11 , 

12, 13, 111, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, and T-17S, R- l E, 

Sections 6, 7, 18, \./illamette Meridian . " 

. 'j 
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Exhibit 3 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. E , February 23, 1979 Environmental 

Background 

Quality Commission meeting. 

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, Lane County. 

1. The Commission initiated a public hearing a t its March 31, 
1978 meeting in Eugene on the question of imposing a moratori 11 1· 
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 Administrat i ve 
Rules 340-71-020 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. 

4. 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 Clara Groundwater Analysis sponsored 
by Lane Council of Governments and Lane County Department of 
Environmental M?nagement. 

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



Evaluation 

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

2. Most soils in the study area can readily accept septic tank 
effluent. Many of the soils accept effluent so efficiently 
that 1 imited treatment occurs for some constituents. 

3. Of the 40-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 a~uifer. Additional recharge is provided by groundwater 
underflow (generally from the south) and from imported domestic 
water via water districts. 

4 . About 30 percent of the aquifer recharge (1.1 bi 11 ion gallons) 
is from household use and resulting 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 . 

5. 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 1 imit. The study estimates nitrate-nitrogen sources to 
the subject aquifer as follows: 

a . 
b • 
c . 
d. 

precipitation and water supply background 
dwelling unit fertilizer 
septic tank effluent 
agricultural and 11other 11 sources : not quantified 

1 % 
8% 

91% 

6. Based on the above and making certain a~sumptions 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/l. This is shown in Exhibit 
3, attached. Background nitrate-nitrogen concentrations have 
been measured from 0.0 to 0.86 mg/1. 

7. Department staff has examined the limited nitrate-nitrogen 
data available (October, November, December, 1978) . Concentra­
tions range from trace to 26.2 mg/1 with values most frequently 
from 5 to 9 mg/l in the highly developed areas. This compares 
favorably with the above predictions. A visual reference is 
provided in the following Exhibits: 

(2) 



a . Exhibit 4: Stud y area map showing sampling locations, a 
maximum concentrat i on isopleth ( sol i d 1 i ne) and a reference 
baseline (dashed 1 ine) . 

b. Ex hibit 5: Using the ma x imu m n i trate-nitrogen concentra ti on 
i sopleth, nitrate-n i trogen concentrat i ons as a f unc t ion 
of an east-west distance fro m t he isopleth are plotte d . 
This plot illustrates the nature of decreas i ng n i trate con­
centrations as a function of distance from the isopleth. 

c. Ex hibit 6: Using an arbitrar y base l ine thro u gh the study 
area, th i s plot illustrates the ma x imum n i trate-nitrogen 
concentrations measured through December , 1978. The average 
maximum is about 7 mg/1 . 

8. Further evaluation is difficult a t this time, since 1 i mited 
data is available . 

Summation 

1. The River Road-Santa Clara area represents a potential grou nd­
water contamination problem resulting fro m subsurface sewage 
disposal systems in a densely developed residential co mmunit y . 
This problem is of particular con c ern to the downgradient so l ·· 
source domestic aquifer . 

2. The prediction of elevated nitrate-nitrogen levels in areas 
of concentrated septic tank de v elopment i s sup ported by t he 
limited analytical data, and is in reasonable agreement with 
predicted ranges ( Ex h i bit 3) . 

3. Many nitrate-nitrogen concen tr at i ons even now app r oach the EP A 
10 mg/1 primary drin k ing water standard, and a few e xceed it. 
Early implications are for further increments above bac kgroun d 
levels with time and growth . 

4. Based on the Lane County Board of Comm i ssioners' reque s t and 
public testimony, the Environmental Quality Commi s si o n amend ed 
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Section 71-020 b y 
prohib i ting or 1 imiting i nstallation of su b sur f ace s ewage d i s ­
posal s y stems with i n the Ri v er Road- Santa Clara area. 

5 . The moratorium should remain in effect at least unt il more 
complete study results are a v ailable. lt i s essent i al that 
the stud y be completed so that impacts of fu ture de v e lo pme n t 
on ground water can be accuratel y predicte d and c ontr ol l ed . 

( 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- 7 1-020 be continued until 
March 1980, at which time sufficient data and.analysis 
will be available to predict groundwater quality, 
including a relat.ionship to growth. 

2. The Department staff be ~irected 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 Count y." 

John E. Borden: wj r 
378-8240 
February 9, 1979 

Attachments : (6) 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

1. Exhibit 1 Agenda Item F, April 28, 1978 EQC meeting. 
2. Exhibit 2: River Road-Santa Clara Stud y Schedule 
3. Exhibit 3: Theoretical N03-N Concentration in Gr~und Water, 

River Road-Santa Clara. 
4. Ex hibit 4: Map of River Road-Santa Clara area showing concen­

tration levels. 
5. Exhibit 5: River Road-Santa Clara nitrate concentration vs. 

distance to peak concentration isopleth. 
6. Ex hibit 6: River Road-Santa Clara nitrate concentration vs. 

base! ine . 

( 4) 



R06Uf Vw ~fRAU6 
C,,"1,t• .. ~· 

Environmental Quality Commission 

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-~~6 

MEMOR:c\NOUM 

To: Env·ironmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, April 28, 1978, EQC Meeting · 

Background 

Continuation of Public Hearing on Proposed Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting Installation of Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems 
Within the River Road - Santa Clara Area, Lane County 

The Commission initiated a public hearing at its March 31, 1978 meeting 
in Eugene on the question of imposing ~ moratorium on the issuance of 
construction permits for new subsuiface disposal systems and favorable 
reports of site suitability in the Rfver Road - Santa Clara area of Lane 
County. Th~ 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 

1. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 454.625 requires the Commission to 
adopt such rules as it considers necessary for the purpose of 
carryi~g out ORS 454.605 to 454.745. 

Orders limiting or prohibiting construction of subsurface sewage 
systems under. ORS 454.685 ar'e imposed by the Commission through 
adoption of an amendment or Or.egon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-
71-020. 

2. A resolution received from Lar.e County Board of Commissioners . 
requests imposition of a moratorium to prevent further degradati~n 
of g roundvJa te r pend i.ng a re so 1 u ti on of the prob 1 em . 

The Department's evaluation (discussed below) supports conclusion 
that a problem exists and that a moratorium is the only appa rent 
way to prevent further degradation while a plan for resolving the 
problem is being developed. 
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EQC Memorandum No. F 
Apr i 1 28, 1978 
Page 2 

3. Document relied upon in considering the need for the proposed rule 
is: 

Evaluation 

Santa Clara - River Road 
Groundwater Contamination Evaluation 1978 

By: Environmental Geology & Groundwater 
H. Randy Sweet 
Consulting Geologist/Hydrogeologist 

"Order Limiting or Prohibiting Construction" 

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

(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 p~rcels to be between 10~000 and 20,000 
square feet in size, and 8 percent to be l~rger 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 topogra~hy is virtually flat (0 - 3% slope) with seve ral 
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 mode rate to high permeability 
in the upper profile of 36 to 48 inches from the ground surface. 
Absorbency is good, with silty clay loam textures wit~ good pore 
s i ze and distribution. Some areas have restrictive silty clays 
occurring at 36 to 48 inches from the g1ound surface. In these 
areas the soils may be somewhat r estrictive to water movement. 
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Throughout the area, gravel beds occur a t depths ranging from 3 to 
9 feet from the g round surface. Thes e g ravel strata va ry from clay 
cemented gravels to very clean, rapidly permeable material. 

On 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 subs ur f ace means 

Highly porous and permeable substrata materials, a seasonably high 
and locally recharged groundwater table, and excessively to moderatel y 
well-drained soils (including clean gravels), adversely effect the 
suitability of the River Ro.ad - San.ta Clara area for the installation 
of high density subsurface se\\'.age disposal systems. 

The area is underlain by geologicall y recent, unconsol idated, 
valley-filled alluvium t·hat consists pri marily of disconti nuous 
layers and lenses of porous and permeab~ sands and gravel with 
minor amounts of silt and clay. · 

These deposits are part of the Willamet te Ri ve r Va ll ey alluvi a l 
aquifer tha t is the primary source of groundwa t e r fo r i ndus tr i a 1, 
domestic, and ~gricultural uses in the Will ame tte Valley ~eg i on. 

{F) Ground and surface water conditi ons and va ri at ions t he r e in 
from time t o ti me 

A major source of recharge to this groundwate r system i s the infil­
trati on and downward pe rcolati on ~f precipi tati on t hat falls d i rectly 
on the valley floor. As a result , the water table benea t h t he 
River Road - Santa Cl a ra area f luctua t es in response to seasonal 
variations in precipitation, with . the late wi nt e r-ea rly spring 
water table rising to within 5 to 10 f ee t of l and s urface . Thi s 
recharge i s enhanced by mode ra te ly well to excessi ve l y d ra ined 
so il s that offer little impedance to the downwa rd percol a ti on of 
soil moisture. 

Once in the groundwa t er fl ow sys tem, wa ter beneath t he River Road -
Santa. Clara a rea moves generall y nor t hwa rd t oward downgradien t 
d ischa r ge po ints such ~ swells, streams, ri vers, and othe r surface 
wa t e r bodies . The r e i s a direct hyd rau l ic connection between 
sur face and groundwate r in t he Ri ve r Road - Santa Clara a r ea . The 
na tu re of the connec t ion (the d i scha rg i ng of g roundwater t o surface 
wate r bodi es, o r the in f il t r ation of surface water in to the groundwa ter 
sys t em) is de pendent on s ite spec i f ic cha racteristics and/or seasonal 
va ri at ions in g round a nd /o r surface wa t er leve l s . 
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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 Ro.ad - 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 i~ the months df November to January. The 
"average" rainfall is about 42 inches per year. 

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

Relat ive to evaporation potential, most authorities agree that, 
normally, annual precipitat ion exceeds annual evapor.ation. 

(H} Present and proj ected avail ability of wate r from un po lluted 
sources 

Presentl y , water supply to the Rive r Road - Santa Clara area is 
provided through two water districts which purchase \-Ja ter from t he 
Eugene Water ~nd Electric Board . 

Water su~plies north and northwest of t he Rive r Road - Santa Clara 
are taken directly from the unde rl y ing flow system in t he River 
Road - Santa Clara area. · 

Numerous shallow wells exist in the subject area with usage predom i­
nately for irri gation purposes. However, it is pos s ibl i t hat some 
wells may, or are bei~g used, as potabl e water s uppli es. 

(I) Type of, and prox imity t o, ex i s ting domes tic wate r supp l y sources 

Wa t er supp l y to t he Ri ver Road - Sa nta Clara a r ea i s prov i ded 
through two wate r di s tri c t s which purchas e water from t he Eugene · 
Wa ter and El ect r ic Boa rd. The Rive r Road Water Di s tri c t is loca ted 
south of Be ltl ine Road with the San t a Cl a ra Wate r Di s tr ic t serv ing 
no rtherly of Be ltli ne Road. 
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(J) 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 o~igin 
from spring 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 disch~rge tnto the 
Willamette River. 

Numerous small surface drainage ways (intermittent streams} are 
located in the western porti~n of the area and flow i~ the northwest 
direction along with the total net water flow systems. These · 
intermittent drainage ways originate as rainfall and discharge to 
lower land, ultima.tely flowing into the Long Tom and Fern Ridge 
Reservoir systems. · · · 

(K) Capacity of existing ·subsurface sewage disposal systems 

Estimated subsurface sewage discha.rge: 

3 millio~ gal/day (1.1 billion ga l/yr.); individual septic tank­
drainfield systems 

in addition to 
.2 million gallons per day from Lynnbrook subdivision l~goon 

3.2 mi 11 ion: gal Ions per day TOTAL 

Approximately: 30% of toal annual aquifer recharge within 
the. area~·; 

Other points to cons ider* 

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

· (A) Due to natural development and structure of th e soils in the 
River Road - Santa Clara area, the local groundwater aquifer is 
particularly susceptible to contaminat ion. 

(B) About 30 percent of the s hallow aquifer recharge in River 
Road -Santa Clara may be attributed t o water imported fo r domes t ic 
use. Most of this water is discharged (wasted) a s sewa ge into the 
ground. 

(C) On- s i te d i s posa l of sanita ry was t es i s the maj or source of 
nitrogen (and eventua lly nitrate-nitrogen) t o the shall ow all uvia l 
aqui fe r in the Rive r Road - Santa Cl a ra a rea . 
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(D) Areas downgradient from the River Road - Santa Clara aiea are 
~, 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 N03-N in drinking water has been discussed 
for many ~ears. It is supposed that excessive nitrate ingestion in 
infants and/or nursing mothers may result in methemoglo~inemia 
(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 
drinking purposes when the nitrate-nitrogen (NOJ-N) concentration 
is in ~xcess of 10 mg/i. · 

The following individuals will be available for additional testimony 
or to respond to questions : 

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

Mr. Kent Mathiot, Hydrogeol_ogist 
State Water Resources Department 

Mr. Larry Lowenkron, Engineer 
Eugene Branch Off ice, 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 installation of sanitary sewers. E~en now 
the design of new sewage treatment facilities for t,he Eugene-Springfield 
area, includi~g 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 resid~nces located ~long the interceptors between the 
cities and their sewage treatment ~lants "receive sewage services even 
though they are cur~ently outs·ide of the Cities. --

Since design is now underway for an improved system, and funding is 
available from the EPA Construction Grant Program, now would be an 
opportun e time to look towards areawide sewerage serv ices. This would 
require a method of bringing the unincorporated areas either into the 
County Service District o~ forming a separate entity contracting 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 pub! ic heari_ng 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 11A11

• 

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 suita~ility within 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 issu~d only 
after pu~lic hearing for which more than 30 days notice is given. 

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

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

S. Factors required by statute (ORS 454.685) to be considered by the 
Commission in imposing a moratorium have been addressed in the 
11evaluation11 section of this report . 

6. Evidence indicates probable groundwater pollution in the River 

7. 

Road - Santa Clara area and areas down gradient. There is a 1 ikeli­
hood of increased pollution if subsurface disposal of sewage is 
expanded. 

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. · - · 
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Director's Recommendation (restated with revisions) 

1. Impose a morato1ium 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 11A1

•
1

• 

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

3. Direct Department staff t~ work with the staffs 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 implementation of a plan for 
preventing and reducing groundwater pollution in the River Road -
Santa Clara area. 

4. Direct Department staff to provide the Commission with a status 
report within the six months period proposed by the Land:" County 
Board of Commissioners regarding investigation progress. 

John Borden:aes 
378-8240 
April 18, 1978 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Attachments: "A" Proposed Amendment to OAR 340-71-020 
11811 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 fol lows : 

11 (9) Pursuant to ORS 454.685, neither the Director nor his authorized 

representatives shal 1 issue either permits for new 

sewage disposal facility which would use subsurface in­

jection, or construction permits or favorable reports of evalua t ion 

of site suitability for new subsurface sewage disposal systems, within 

the boundaries of the fol lowing 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 Ra i lroad, 

on the North by Beacon Drive, and on the East by the Willamette 

River, and containing all or portions of T-16S, R-4W, Sections 33, 

34, 35, 36, T-17S, R-4W, Sect ions 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11 , 12, 13, 

14, 15, 22,23, 24, 25, and T-17S, R-lE, Sections 6, 7, 18, 

Willamette Meridian . " 



ME M 01 ~Af\TD UM lane county 

• ·r() Environmental Quality Commission 

FR()M Roy L. Burns, Director - Water Pollution Control Division 

SUBJECT Request for Establishment of a Moratorium DATE __ "-'-Ap"'-'r~i~l~2~4~,--'-'l9'-'-7-=8---
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 Cla~a~ nr~gon .. . ". 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 information is a Lane County report that summarizes the 
River Road - Santa .Clara status and County position. 

The County's position is: 

l. 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 development to urban-level densi­
ties is occurrinq. 

3. While available gr0und 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 Clara 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 
April 24 , 1978 

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: 

RLB:dkl 

l) 

2) 

3) 

Adopt the requested moratorium. 

Direct DEQ staff to assi st in defining the extent of 
ground water degradation . 

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

... 



HISTORY 

STAFF REPORT 

RIVER ROAD - SANTA CLARA AREA 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

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 Railroad, 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 resi dential/ 
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 ~umber 
and density of subsurface sewage disposal sy~tems in use in the area and to 
the possibility that certain pollutants from the septic tan k 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: 

1. 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 quality in the 
River Road - Santa Ciara 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 t he Eugene­
Springfield area was discussed in this report. Al t hough the 
evaluation was primarily intended as an aid in future de velop­
ment of ground water supplies, it did indicate that subsurface 
sewage di sposal activities in the Ri ver 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
tabl ish 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 CH2M, a 1970 regional study by 
CH2M, another 1970 study by DMJM, and 1975 and 1977 regional studies by CH2M 
HILL. In 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 Lane 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 developme11L density 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 develop~nt is permitted to continue: 

PARAMETER ESTIMATED PROJECTED 
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 Den sity 

(#DU/acre) 1. 2 1. 4 
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Property sizes in 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 square feet. 

Most of the soils in the River Road - Santa Clara area can readily accept 
septic tank effluent. 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 supplied 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 
11mit unrestrained land development in the area . Following is a summary list 
of these actions: 

l. 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 Subdivision: 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. 
This request is being considered at this meeting. 

4. Partition and Re-Zoning Moratorium: Preventing the 
creation of additional parcels and increased density 
through zone changes in the River Road - Santa Clara 
area . Lane County took this action to supplement the 
requested EQC action discussed in #3 above, to limit 
speculative permit applications pending a decision 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 ~1anagement 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 aquifer underlies 
the study area . and this shallow aquifer is readily 
accessible for development as well as surface contami­
nants. 

2. 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 
N03-N can be expected. 

3. Theoretical and measured N03-N concentrations have been 
shown to locally exceed E.P.A. primary drinking water 
standards. 

4. Area-wide verification and/or ca1ibration of ground 
water flow model is not possible given the paucity of 
available acceptable data. 

5. Quantification of the extent of N03-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. 

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

3. Whil e 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 i s degrading the water quality. 
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GCS:dkl 

4. Issuance of subsurface sewage disposal systems in 
compliance with existing E.Q .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. 
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Exhibit 4 

IN THE BOARD OF COUNIY CQ\1MISSIONERS OF LANE COUNIY, OREGON 

RESOLUTION 79-4-3-13 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

IN THE MATTER OF ESTABLISHING A 
TEMPORARY MORATORIUM ON CONSTRUCTION 
PERMITS FOR SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
SYSTEMS IN RIVER ROAD - SANI'A CLARI\, 
OREGON . 

WHEREAS, the initial request for the moratorium was expected to be 
for only a six month period to allow a reasonable time to address a 
potential ground water pollution problem, and 

WHEREAS, the period has already greatl y exceeded this six month 
period, and the present ground water study is not expected to be completed 
until April of 1980, and 

WHEREAS, the potential ground water pollution problem does not appear 
to present an imminent health hazard, and 

WHEREAS , the moratorium unduly restrains the property rights of 
the people of River Road - Santa Clara area without adequate cause, 
therefore be it hereby · 

RESOLVED that the Board of Colll'lty Commissioners requests the present 
moratorium on new subsurface sewage disposal syst ems in the River Road -
Santa Clara area be terminated. 

DATED this 3rd day of April, 1979 . 

. uCkvK..< J ,~ 
Chairman, ~ 
Lane County Board of Commissioners 

· { 

l~ ~ @ [\! n \:) ~ rm 
APR J 1979 

\, _,..;1 L.unlity Division 
---:t cf fnvirorm~ntal Quar +--· 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

DATE q/<"/~ """".'.' 
4-t~ /~ 
OFFICE Cf LEGAL <!:OUNSEL: 

I -· 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Christopher L. Reive, Special Investigator, Regional 
Operations and Designated Hearings Officer for the subject 
hearings 

Subject: 

FIRST EVENING 

Summary of March 28 and 29, 1979 Hearing Testimony regarding 
the Moratorium in Effect on the Issuance of Construction 
Permits for New Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems and 
Favorable Reports of Site Suitability in the River Road/ 
Santa Clara Area . 

Date : March 28, 1979 
Location: Harris Hall, City of Eugene 
Number of Public in Attendance : 43 

After introductory remarks by the Hearings Officer, the following tes timony 
was received: 

1 . Mr. John Borden, Willamette Valley Regional Manager, DEQ 

Mr. Borden presented basically the same report he gave before the 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) at the February 23, 1979 mee ting 
in Portland. He was assisted by Ms. Ruth Bryant of Lane County's 
staff, who presented a slide-tape show describing the current 
groundwater study. Mr. Borden concluded by reiterating the points 
outlined on pages 2 and 3 of the memorandum in support of Agenda Item E 
at the February 23, 1979 meeting and by recommending that the 
moratorium remain in effect until the groundwater study is 
satisfactorily completed . 

2. Mr. Harold Rutherford, Lane County Commissioner 

Commissioner Rutherford indicated that he represents the West Lane 
District which includes much of the study area. He also noted that 
the moratorium was imposed prior to his taking office. He views the 
moratorium as being based on supposition. In referring to the slide­
tape presentation, he felt that sufficient evidence to support the 
moratorium existed only during periods of high groundwater level. 
He said that indicated someone could make the data say anything they 
wanted. He said that he does not think there is sufficient evidence 
to support the moratorium and he feels that it was imposed against 
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the will of the Task Force created to review the matter. He maintains 
that the moratorium should have been delayed until after the results 
of the groundwater study are available. 

3. Mr. Dick Briggs, representing Mr. "Archie" Weinstein, Lane County 
Commissioner 

Mr . Briggs stated that Commissioner Weinstein opposes the moratorium 
because there are no proven health hazards , such as hepatitis, in the 
area. It is the Commissioner's opinion that we can handle any problem 
revealed by the study more efficiently when the study is completed 
and we know what we are dealing with. 

4. Mr . Rudy Ness, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Ness provided a written copy of his testimony for the record. 
He was a member of a 1972 study committee regarding sewer construction 
due to the threat of septic tank contamination in the area. He said 
that tests conducted at that time did not show evidence of groundwater 
contamination . He stated that additional tests in 1976 and Mr. Sweet's 
reports in 1977 and 1978 were inconclusive . He had the water tested 
from his own 19-1/2 foot deep irrigation well and stated that it was 
bacteriologically acceptable and had a N03-N level of 5 mg/ l. He does 
not feel that level of nitrate is a threat and sees no reason why the 
moratorium should not be lifted. He stated that he opposes the 
extension of the moratorium. 

5 . Mr. Bob Johnson, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Johnson indicated that he is skeptical of the real danger to the 
area. He said that if there was any real health danger, many more 
people would be moving from the area. He questioned the reasonableness 
of the boundaries of the study area, indicating that immediately 
outside the boundaries building continues unabated. He considers the 
moratorium an encouragement to urban sprawl by forcing growth to occur 
outside the area. The term he used was "land strangulation" and it 
is this strangulation that he felt is causing the rising cost of 
buildable lots. While not a major hardship on current landowners, 
he stated that new and/or young purchasers are being priced out of the 
market. 

6 . Ms. Vora Heintz, Member of River Road/Santa Clara Task Force and 
Chairman of River Road Community Organization. 

Ms. Heintz provided a written copy of her testimony for the record 
following her testimony on 3/29/79. Ms. Heintz maintains that, as 
a result of groundwater nitrate levels in the Eugene-Springfield area 
of 4 to 5 mg/l, the citizens have repeatedly requested that a larger 
scale study be implemented in the Eugene area to adequately assess 
the effect of sewage exfiltration in that area . She stated that 
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Mr. Sweet, by a letter dated January, 1979, agreed that the above 
concern was legitimate and that exfiltration from sewer lines within 
Eugene is a possible source of nitrates to the shallow alluvial 
aquifer, perhaps flowing below the study area. She asked why half 
of the study period has elapsed without an effort to add test sites 
upgradient of the area? She maintains that this is the desire of the 
Task Force but follow-up has not been forthcoming. 

In the same vein, she stated that other public suggestions made in 
August of 1978 to ensure, what she termed, "better scientific results" 
have been ignored. She questioned whether the public input component 
of the groundwater study had any validity at all. She said that the 
study should document the sources of nitrate-nitrogen without guesses 
or assumptions and, if those handling the study are not going to 
implement the valid requests of the concerned public to further that 
goal, then terminate the moratorium and stop the groundwater study. 

She said that the Task Force did not recommend the moratorium in 1978 
and it does not support the continuation of the moratorium as of the 
date of her testimony. 

She stated her personal studies have indicated that surface wells in 
the area are almost exclusively used for farm irrigation, not drinking 
water. If this cannot be denied by the current study, she concluded 
that the threat to downgradient supplies must be moot. Also, she 
stated that it is her understanding, from discussions with a water 
scientist, that nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in drinking water must 
be 500 mg/l to cause temporary intestinal distress in infants. In 
light of that figure, she doesn't consider an average concentration 
of 7 mg/l, present in the study area, a major threat. She compared 
the government concern over that level to what she considered 
government inaction in the Crater Lake incident of drinking water 
contamination by sewage. 

Ms. Heintz criticized sewers as an alternative for the area even if 
a problem is documented. She stated that sewers would collect their 
nitrates, transport them to a secondary treatment plant which would 
not treat the nitrates, and then dump them into our rivers. She also 
criticized spray irrigation as an alternative to direct discharge, 
maintaining that it would be another source of groundwater 
contamination. 

She asked that the moratorium be lifted and, as a final comment, she 
stated that the "Dickenson Report" and the "Frank Report" hold biased 
data and should be recognized for what they are. 

7. Mr. Don Cole, Irving Christian Church 

Mr. Cole questioned the presence of failing septic tanks and polluted 
wells in the area and he termed the County's actions a "witchhunt." 
He is affiliated with the Irving Christian Church that wants to build 
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on a parcel within the study area. He stated that he can't accept a 
subsurface system on 3-1/2 acres of ground as a threat to the 
groundwater. He sai d that a blanket moratorium forces a hardship on 
the area's residents which, in this case, is unjustified. He expects 
that expert testimony will prove that no problem exists . He understood 
that the moratorium was originally imposed for 6 months and was later 
extended to a year. He considered the current DEQ staff r eport a 
request for another e xtension without reporting back to the public. 
(Note : This is a misconception which the Hearing Officer corr ected 
later in the evening.) 

8 . Mr . Paul Brabham, Irving Christian Church 

As mentioned above, Mr. Brabham also indicated that the Church had 
purchased a 3- 1/2 acre parcel in the study area and would like to build 
on it . The parcel is an old saw mill site and, he explained, the pond 
that had served the old mill was filled with differ ent fill material 
over the years . The lack of soil continuity on the parcel has lead 
to inconsistent site suitability evaluations . He s tated that the 
Church needs to provide space for an expanding congregation. He said 
that the Church is willing to accept annexation to obtain sewers, but 
if another alternative is available they would like to try it first. 
He specifically mentioned an interest in a holding tank which, he said, 
is an alternative being used by another Church in the area. He said 
that he and his group consider the categorical denial of all systems 
during the moratorium an arbitrary exercise of power, particularly 
when, in this case, it will be at least a year before construction 
can begin. 

9. Mr . Hayden Haley, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Haley's testimony was offered in support of the Irving Christian 
Church's application for a sewage disposal system. He acknowledged 
that the Church's building site doesn't meet the minimum standards 
for a subsurface sewage disposal system and he praised the County staff 
that enforces those standards. However, he stated that he doesn't 
feel that should stop the Church from building on that site. He 
emphasized the apparent reliability and treatment efficiency of sand 
filter systems and then referred to a l etter from Mr. Roy Burns, Lane 
Co., to Mr. Gary Morse, DEQ, dated March 16, 1977 requesting a permit 
to install a subsurface system on the property (Attached Exhibit A). 
Mr . Haley said that the Church will abide by the law, but he requested 
that we consider carefully the alternatives available that would allow 
the Church to build. As a final comment, he stated that he opposed 
the moratorium because he has seen no positive effects from it . 

10. Mr. Jeff Siegel, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Siegel identified himself as a professional water chemist who, 
while in favor of the moratorium for aesthetic reasons, is very 
critical of the design and data generated from the current groundwater 
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study. He submitted a copy of a portion of a document entitled "Public 
Health Service Drinking Water Standards, Revised 1962" and referred 
to underlined portions early in his testimony (Attached Exhibit B). 

He made several statements in reference to the above document: 
1. The most probable cause of nitrate poisoning in groundwate r is 

fertilization of plants and fields. 
2. There are no reports of methemoglobinemia in infants fed water 

from public water supplies in the United States, although levels 
of nitrate in some may be routinely in excess of 45 mg/l . 

3 . There are sampling difficulties associated with a study of nitrate 
effects on humans and this leads to vague notions of what an 
acceptable nitrate level is. 

He maintained that the design of the ground water study is politically, 
not scientifically, motivated. Due to what he termed "sole source 
funding" of both the current and previous studies, he stated that 
Mr. Randy Sweet has a vested interest in confirming his previous 
conclusions. He stated that statistics used in the DEQ status report, 
as facts, are assumptions and he then challenged the validity of one 
of those statistics, i.e., the percentage of septic tank effluent to 
the total amount of water percolating to the groundwater table, which 
he maintained is closer to 8% than the 30% stated in the DEQ report. 

He said that the main problem with the study is its monitoring 
function. It, he stated, measures groundwater concentrations of 
nitrate while ignoring the "real issue" which is the ability of the 
soils in the area to handle household nitrates . He indicated that, 
in his professional opinion, the bulk of household effluent is 
dissipated to the atmosphere by evapotransportation and that the 
nitrates are pretty well used up in the process. Yet, the current 
study, he said, will neither prove nor disprove his opinion. He has 
subnitted, during one of his past appearances before the EQC, data 
which, he said, suggested that groundwater nitrate levels below the 
City of Eugene and the RR/SC area are not significantly different. 
He maintains that the current study will not produce any new data, 
and that we won't know any more in a year than we know now. 

In r esponding to a question from an individual in the hearing room 
regarding the intent of the moratorium, the Hearing Officer referred to 
the wording of the current rule prohibiting the approval of permits for 
new subsurface systems and favorable reports of site suitability. 

Mr. Jeff Siegel testified again 

Mr. Siegel also referred to the EQC wording of the rule and alleged 
that, in fact, the implementation of the rule has gone beyond what 
he interpreted as the EQC intent. He stated that all requests to build 
in the area are being denied and cited as an example his own request 
to increase the number of bedrooms in his home, which was denied. 
He maintained that Lane County has used the moratorium as a tactic 
to stop all building in the area. 
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Mr. Don Cole testified again 

Mr . Cole stated that the Irving Christian Church at one time considered 
buying an adjacent parcel to utilize an existing subsurface system 
there. He said that they were told by the County that a connection 
would not be approved if an expansion of the system would be required. 
He doubted that this was the intent of the moratorium. 

11. Mr. Gordon Elliott, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Elliott owns just over 200 acres of undeveloped land within the 
study area. He stated that the moratorium is a tool to keep his 
property in an agricultural state which he views as unreasonable due 
to the losses that he has suffered from vandalism on his property and 
equipment . He wondered if, under the moratorium, he would be allowed 
to begin a feed lot business or dairy business, which he maintained 
would pose a much greater threat to the groundwater. 

He indicated that his desire is to develop the parcel into a 
"retirement village," i.e . , a restricted mobile home park . After 
referring to other activities going on around him, he s tated that he 
doesn't understand how his intended use of his property poses a 
pollution threat . He criticized the bureaucracy that cannot 
understand or respond to practical considerations and he said that 
he views the moratorium as a "no growth" measure and not needed to 
respond to any environmental hazard. 

12. Mr. Pete Kilger, RR/SC area resident 

Mr Kilger stated that he is opposed to the moratorium and has been 
since its onset. He said that, in his view, the moratorium is intended 
to control growth in the area and, although he is willing to accept 
the need for controlled growth, a septic tank moratorium i s not the 
proper tool to use . 

13. Mr. Donald Kempf, RR/SC area resident 

Mr . Kempf stated that he is opposed to the moratorium and specifically 
expressed agreement with the testimony of Ms. Heintz and Commissioner 
Rutherford. He pointed out that land values and tax assessments are 
increasing in the area but the land owners are restricted from 
developing. He stated that, as an employee of the Santa Clara Fire 
Department, he has an insight into the political climate of the area 
and he views the moratorium as a political move to get the area 
annexed. He referred to capacity problems at both the Eugene and 
Springfield wastewater treatment plants and maintained that, if they 
can't handle their current hydraulic load, they can't accept the waste 
from the study area. 

He stated that the concept of saving land for agriculture in the area 
is not valid because of land which, while no good for agriculture, 
can accept a subsurface system. He said that the lots in the area 
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should be allowed to be small (without a replacement drainfield area 
required) and completely developed because, when the area is eventually 
sewered, the oversized lots are unnecessary and the land is lost for 
development. 

14. Ms. Bonnie Lindsay, RR/SC area resident 

Ms. Lindsay stated that she is opposed to the moratorium and referred 
to the effect of inflation on the cost of developing property. She 
estimated that building costs have increased $10,000 in the past year 
and she expects them to increase further during the coming year. All 
of this has increased their costs for developing their property. Yet, 
she stated that the County has tested wells on her property and deemed 
them very safe. She also expressed concern over the concept of land 
spreading treatment plant sludge in the area. If you are willing to 
put nitrates on the land in one manner, why not another, she asked? 

Ms. Vora Heintz testified again 

Ms. Heintz requested additional time to speak. She specifically agreed 
with the testimony of Kilger, Ness, Kempf, Siegel, and Commissioners 
Rutherford and Weinstein. She stated that her own studies have 
verified their testimony, indicating that she has checked with both 
USDA and Forestry Service soil scientists and discovered that the Santa 
Clara area has the best soil in the County, possibly the "U.S.", for 
handling septic tank effluent. She said that over 85% of the 
subsurface systems in the area are 10-15 years old and EPA maintains 
that a properly serviced system should have an effective life of 30 
to 50 years. 

She stated that Mr. Sweet's recommendation for the current groundwater 
study was detailed within the scope of work for his previous report, 
that it was a foregone conclusion and not the result of any intensive 
study. She restated her conviction that the moratorium should be 
lifted and the groundwater study "done properly or dropped." She also 
said that, if the EQC has concerns over the anticipated rate of 
partitioning, they could limit the number to 1977 levels, at least 
initially. 

Mr. Gordon Elliott testified again 

Mr. Elliott stated that, in 1970, CHiM Hill completed a sewer study 
for the area. He said that study indicated that the current study area 
could have been sewered by 1975 at a fraction of today's costs. Yet, 
he maintains that nothing was ever done to implement the recommenda­
tions of the report because the growth it would have created would 
not have been where Eugene wanted it. He restated that there is no 
great demand for agricultural land and that the moratorium is not being 
administered fairly. 
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Mr. Jeff Siegel testified again 

Mr. Siegel requested permission to address what he considered 
inadequacies in the Department's staff report. Specifically, he 
referred to Recommendation #3, Page 8, of the memorandum in support 
of Item F at the EQC's April 28, 1978 meeting. He stated that 
recommendation requires a plan to be developed for the abatement of 
groundwater pollution in the RR/SC area. He maintained that the 
County's plan is to sewer the area and he stated that, because the 
proposed facility is a secondary plant only, it will have no effect 
on the nitrates prior to discharge to the river. He further stated 
that if these nitrates are discharged to the river they will end up 
in the aquifer of concern anyway because of the hydrologic link between 
the river and the aquifer. He stated that the cost estimate for such 
a treatment plant is around $100 million and that doesn't include the 
cost of laterals and most mains. 

He then submitted a copy of a summary of a report published by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office entitled "Community Managed Septic 
Systems - A Viable Alternative to Sewage Treatment Plants." (Attached 
Exhibit C) He stated that, based on this report, septic systems are 
environmentally sound, they are cost effective, and that the EPA has 
been criticized for ignoring septic systems in favor of cos tly 
centralized facilities. He urged the DEQ staff to read the r eferenced 
report. 

Commissioner Rutherford testified again 

Commissioner Rutherford questioned the Hearings Officer on the 
interpretation of the EQC directive establishing the moratorium which 
denies permits for the expansion of an existing system. The question 
was referred to Mr. Borden, who responded that the directive was 
extrapolated to include any activity that would cause an augmentation 
in flow. 

Commissioner Rutherford then stated that he had heard nothing in the 
evening's testimony that gave support to the moratorium. He said that 
he believes that the moratorium was based on supposition and that the 
evidence to date does not support that supposition. In light of what 
he viewed as a lack of public support and valid evidence, he urged 
that the moratorium be lifted. "Continue with the groundwater s tudy 
if you like," he said, but he warned that any subsequent action based 
upon such a study should be reviewed carefully as he feels that the 
EQC would find themselves "on very shaky ground." 

Mr. Bob Johnson testified again 

Mr. Johnson restated his concern over the boundaries of the moratorium 
area. He maintained that, if a real pollution threat exists, the 
moratorium s hould encompass the entire watershed. 

This portion of the hearing was clos ed, to be reopened the following 
evening . 
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SECOND EVENING 
Date: March 29, 1979 
Location: North Eugene High School 
Number of Public in Attendance: 68 

After introductory remarks by the Hearings Officer, the following testimony 
was received: 

Mr. John Borden, Willamette Valley Regional Manager, DEQ, again 

Mr. Borden's presentation was substantially the same as last evening. 

15 . Mr. Leslie Portis, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Portis stated that at one time he had seriously considered applying 
for a septic tank permit for a 4 acre parcel he owns in the area. 
He said that he had checked into it casually prior to the moratorium 
and that he had a verbal approval of site suitability. Yet, because 
he did not make application before the effective date of the 
moratorium, he cannot now get a permit. He stated that he would like 
a site inspection and a permit now. 

16 . Mr. James Hale 

Mr. Hale stated that he opposed the moratorium when it was proposed 
and he opposes it now. He said that Mr. Portis' testimony is 
representative of a large number of people in the area, ie., small 
investors in parcels adjacent or near their home that rarely exceed 
5 acres in size. He feels that they should be allowed to develop their 
land as their neighbors did. He stated that there is not much vacant 
property available in the area for large scale development, that a 
parcel larger than 10 acres is rare. To further restrict development 
potential, he said that in 1973 the Lane County Board of Commissioners 
placed a moratorium on major subdivisions (4 or more units) so that, 
even if the EQC moratorium were removed, the other moratorium is still 
in effect. Therefore, he maintained, there is little potential for 
rapid population growth in the area. 

He stated that the Departme nt's staff report estimating the population 
growth for the year 2000 in the area is too high. To support his 
discussion of this he submitted a rough diagram (Attached Exhibit D) 
illustrating the RR/SC area. He said that the recommended Metropolitan 
Area General Plan has eliminated that area labeled A on the diagram 
from the Urban Service Boundary. Area C cannot be developed, he said, 
because of flood plain restrictions within the same plan. Area B, he 
maintains, is the only area with the potential for l a rge subdivision 
development, which is currently restricted by the above referenced 
building moratorium. That leaves only the large unlabeled area for 
immediate development and he said that the General Plan projects a 
potential for 2000 houses in that area. He stated that, at what he 
assumes are typical approval rates in the area, about 500 of those 
would actually receive permits for subsurface systems, amounting to 
"1150 to 1300 people ." He concluded then, that the moratorium is an 
undue constraint in the face oi a very small problem. 
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He said that, while the scientific evidence for the moratorium hasn't 
changed over time, the political climate has. He requested that the 
moratorium be lifted. 

Mr. Rudy Ness, RR/SC area resident testified again 

Mr. Ness' testimony was substantially the same as last evening. 
Written copy provided. 

17. Ms. Evelyn Nordall, RR/SC area resident 

Ms. Nordall owns two parcels of land in the study area and she stated 
that she agreed with the three previous speakers. 

18. Ms. Lora Dickman, RR/SC area resident 

Ms. Dickman also stated that she owns land in the study area and that 
she agrees with the three previous speakers . 

19. Mr. Tom Heintz, RR/SC area resident and member of the River Road 
Community Organization 

Mr. Heintz provided a written copy of his testimony for the record. 
He stated that the City intends to sewer the area and annex it. He 
said that this will be accomplished by either a health hazard 
declaration or by surrounding it with annexed area. He maintained 
that the sewered alternative is expensive, that it does not reflect 
Federal priorities for sewage treatment, that a health hazard has not 
been proven in the area, and that Mr. Sweet's reports are not based 
on fact. He called for lifting the moratorium and terminating the 
groundwater study if it does not incorporate all public input on the 
matter. 

20. Mr. Frank L. Lamp, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Lamp is owner of Lamp Construction Co. He said that he does not 
question the environmental validity of the moratorium, but he does 
question the interpretation of the rule that does not allow an increase 
to an existing system. He indicated some disagreement with the bedroom 
rule and requested a relaxation of the moratorium to allow bedroom 
additions. He stated that, in his opinion, a groundwater study should 
have been completed before a moratorium became necessary. 

At the Hearing Officer's request, Mr. John Borden addressed the issue of 
the rule interpretation that does not allow the expansion of existing 
systems under the moratorium. Mr. Borden stated that EQC's counsel is 
aware of this interpretation and supports it. 

Mr. Hayden Haley testified again 

Mr. Haley again appeared as a representative of Irving Christian 
Church. He submitted the letter previously referred to and marked 
as Exhibit A along with another letter (Attached Exhibit E) that 
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outlines design and performance data for recirculating sand filter 
systems. He repeated the Church's position that the moratorium should 
be lifted and he stated that he hoped the data he submitted would help 
the DEQ decide to allow them to use an alternative system. He 
acknowledged that such a system would be expensive but indicated the 
Church is willing to bear the cost. 

21. Mr. John Mehringer, RR/SC area resident and Secretary of the River 
Road Community Organization 

Mr. Mehringer stated that the EQC is using different logic for 
justifying the extension of the moratorium than they used for the 
issuance of it in the first place. To support this, he referred to 
the following, all included as Exhibits to the DEQ staff report to 
the EQC at their February 23, 1979 meeting: 

(1) Paragraph 3 of Mr. Roy Burns' memo to the EQC of April 24, 1978; 
(2) Paragraph 2 of the memorandum in support of Agenda Item F of the 

April 28, 1978 EQC meeting; 
(3) Page 3, Number 5 of the memorandum in support of Agenda Item E 

of the February 23, 1979 EQC meeting . 

Mr. Mehringer interpreted the above as indicating that the EQC was 
originally told by the County that they were unsure whether a problem 
existed or not. He maintains that the EQC expanded that to read that 
there was, in fact, a problem. Now, he said, the EQC proposes to 
extend the moratorium because data is insufficient to determine if 
there is a health problem or not. He states that this form of logic 
is not fair to the land owners and is not a reasonable way to control 
pollution. He then referred to Exhibit #4 of the memorandum in support 
of Agenda Item E of the February 23, 1979 EQC meeting, which is a map 
of the study area showing an isopleth of the high nitrate nitrogen 
l evel in the groundwater. He stated that, if the nitrate levels were 
primarily the result of septic tank effluent, he would expect the 
isopleth to reflect the development of the area in some way. Yet, 
he said that, in his opinion, the isopleth resembles nothing in the 
area as much as the curvature of the river. 

22. Mr. Don Williams, RR/SC area resident and Waste Water Consultant to 
the River Road/Santa Clara Task Force 

Mr. Williams recommended continuance of the moratorium for three more 
months to ensure the completion of an adequate groundwater study. 
If the study fails to show evidence of a health hazard, then the 
moratorium should be lifted, he stated. He also said that he feels 
the moratorium should be immediately modified to allow gray-water 
systems due to their relatively low contribution of nitrates. 

23. Mr. Douglas Coqdill, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Coqdill stated that he owns a mobile home in the study area and 
wants to place a larger unit there to accomodate his growing family. 
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This requires expanding the existing septic system which is not allowed 
by the moratorium. He questioned the validity of the bedroom rule 
in his case and requested that the moratorium be modified to allow 
the expansion of existing dwellings. 

Ms. Vora Heintz testified again 

Ms. Heintz' testimony was substantially the same as last evening, with 
a few added comments. 

(1) She maintains that the Randy Sweet report is full of assumptions. 
She said that her opinion is shared by those to whom she has shown 
the report and who have scientific backgrounds. 

(2) She said that the area's "208" Plan, dated December, 1977, 
acknowledged the lack of a health hazard in the area and called 
for another groundwater study prior to the issuance of the Randy 
Sweet report. 

(3) She said that, though no official action had been taken to date 
by the Board of County Commissioners, three of the current 
Commissioners have publically opposed the continuance of the 
moratorium. 

In response to a question from the Hearings Officer, Ms. Heintz outlined 
the positions of the organizations she represents as follows: 

The River Road/Santa Clara Task Force considered the question of 
whether or not to continue the moratorium twice at their meeting 
earlier in the month. A motion to take a formal position on the 
subject died for lack of a second. 

The River Road Community Organization did vote on the matter with 6 
out of 9 Board Members present. The vote was 4 to 2 to recommend 
continuance of the moratorium. 

24. Mr. Walter Biegel, RR/SC area resident and member of the River Road 
Community Organization 

Mr. Biegel verified that the Organization did vote to recommend 
continuance of the moratorium. He stated that he felt the vote went 
that way because the Board wanted to see the groundwater study 
completed. They wanted a conclusion that wasn't based on assumptions. 

He stated that he does not agree that the moratorium is unfair to 
property owners. He said that high density development is inevitable 
for the area and that such development cannot be accomodated by septic 
tanks. 

25. Mr. Mehringer testified again 

In response to the Hearing Officer's question of Ms. Heintz, Mr. 
Mehringer offered the following: 
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The River Road Community Organization is a chartered community group, 
chartered by the County. They serve as an advisory body to the Board 
of County Commissioners. The Executive Committee did act to recommend 
continuation of the moratorium pending the results of the groundwater 
study. The 9 member executive committee is empowered to conduct the 
business of the Organization subject to review and possible disapproval 
at the next general membership meeting. 

26. Mr. Daryl Johnson, WVR - Eugene Office, DEQ 

Mr. Johnson addressed the concern over the bedroom rule in sizing the 
subsurface systems and outlined the proposed rule before the EQC at 
their meeting May 30, 1979 in Salem. 

No further oral testimony was offered so the hearing was concluded. The 
record was kept open for receipt of written testimony for all material 
postmarked on or before April 6, 1979. 

The 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

following written testimony was received: 

Mr. Forrest Abbott 

Mr. Abbott favors lifting the moratorium. 

Ms. Pamela Whitus 

Ms. Whitus favors lifting the moratorium. 

Mr. David Whitus 

Mr. Whitus favors lifting the moratorium. 

Mr. Victor G. Waldstein 

Mr. Waldstein identified himself as a property owner in the area who 
opposes extension of the moratorium. 

5. Mr. Norman M. Berge 

Mr. Berge identified himself as a property owner of land north of Santa 
Clara. He maintained that the groundwater study is a legitimate study 
and he encouraged its completion . He supported the moratorium, but 
felt it would be proper to issue septic tank permits in hardship cases 
and "where they would probably receive the permit anyway." 

Mr. Jeff Siegel, RR/SC area resident 

Mr. Siegel verbally testified at length during the first evening's 
hearing. He wrote that the concern expressed is of nitrate pollution 
and the only solution offered is sewers. Yet, he maintained that other 
sources of nitrates are ignored such as hatcheries, crop fertilizers, 
and feed lots. He referred to heavy application of agricultural 
nitrates in the area and suggested that a moratorium on all nitrate 
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use would be more appropriate than the current moratorium. He also 
alleged that the Lane County Department of Environmental Management 
and the "208" Project Staff, both of which support the moratorium, 
are "heavily involved in sewer building projects." 

6. Ms. Evowynne Spriggs 

Ms. Spriggs suggested that the moratorium be lifted and the groundwater 
study be continued. If "real proof" is then found, she wrote, reimpose 
the moratorium. She also indicated that she supports approval of a 
septic system for the Irving Christian Church. 

7. Mr. Russell W. Easley 

Mr. Easley wrote that the moratorium should be lifted while the 
groundwater study is continued, maintaining that the moratorium serves 
no useful purpose during the study. 

8. Mr. John F. Svejcar 

Mr. Svejcar outlined what he feels were delays by the Lane County staff 
in processing his partioning requests that carried him into the 
moratorium. He wrote, either "suspend t axes and declare a moratorium 
on contractual payments, or lift the septic tank moratorium." He also 
suggested that testing continue and, if contamination is verified, 
rectify the situation at that time. 

9. Mr. and Mrs. Harry Christner, RR/SC area residents 

They support lifting the moratorium. They specified that their concern 
was over allowing the Irving Christian Church to construct their 
proposed building. 

10. Mr. Donald J. Hougardy 

Mr. Hougardy wrote that he is not a study area resident, but he 
supports allowing the Irving Christian Church to build. He noted that 
alternative systems have been denied for the church in the past, but 
he still hopes construction will be possible. 

11. Mrs. Charles Vaneck 

Mrs. Vaneck wrote that she supports the continuance of the moratorium 
until the presence or absence of a groundwater pollution problem is 
verified. She expressed concern that increased building as a result 
of lifting the moratorium will increase traffic and encourage 
annexation to the City of Eugene, both of which she opposes. 

12. Mr. Charles Vaneck 

Mr. Vaneck wrote that he wants the moratorium to stay in effect until 
all the "problems have been answered and corrective action taken." 
He referred to the financial burden of growth on fixed income people, 
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increased traffic, and possible annexation to Eugene. He wrote that 
he fears that they and other senior citizens would have to sell their 
homes or let the County take them for taxes. 

13. Mr. Paul F. Dieteil 

Mr. Dieteil wrote posing several questions: 
(1) Why is building being allowed? 
(2) would the moratorium be lifted if the area was annexed to 

Eugene? 
(3) Why can't the Church build on a large parcel when houses 

are being built on small lots? 

14. Mr. John C. Neely, Jr. 

Mr. Neely wrote that the moratorium should be continued indefinitely. 
He maintained that the majority of those opposed to the moratorium 
are people who wish to build new homes and otherwise develop the area. 
He wrote that there is sufficient area within the existing city 
perimeter to accomodate the growth and that, if the moratorium is 
lifted, the costs incurred for providing services to the new residents 
should only be born by the developers. 

15. Larry and Kay van Norwick 

They wrote that they oppose the moratorium for the following reasons: 
(1) They maintain there is no evidence of a health hazard. 
(2) If contamination exists for downgradient users, septic tanks 

should be banned there also . 
(3) They see no guarantee that the current study will provide 

all the answers. 
(4) If contamination does not exist, they view the moratorium 

as an unfair economic and social hardship on area residents. 
(5) The amount of building that would occur by lifting the 

moratorium until the completion of the study, they maintain, 
is insignificant to the total problem, if one exists at 
all. 

(6) A moratorium should be imposed on Springfield due to leakage 
from their sewer system, using similar logic. 

(7) They feel that imposing the moratorium without the data 
of the current study is a backward approach. 

(8) They own a piece of property that they wish to develop and 
they consider a potential health hazard a "weak excuse" 
to block development. 

16. Mr. Harry Whitson, President, Santa Clara Advisory Committee 

Mr. Whitson transmitted his organization's position on this matter 
by telegram. It states that they have opposed the moratorium from 
its inception and maintain that it is "politically motivated and 
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without adequate cause." The group supports an April 3, 1979 
resolution of the Board of Lane County Commissioners requesting 
termination of the moratorium. 

Note: To date the Hearing Officer has not received a copy of any such 
resolution by the Lane County Commission, nor is there any other reference 
to it in the record. 

The following is a brief tabular summary of the two evenings of oral 
testimony and the written comments received: 

Total Number of Public in Attendance: 111 
Total Number Who Testified (excluding staff) : 23 

Of those - opposed to moratorium: 21 
- in favor of moratorium: 2 

Written Comments Received (excluding that in support of their own 
oral testimony): 16 
Of those - opposed to moratorium: 12 

- in favor of moratorium: 4 

It should be noted that there was a significant amount of testimony and 
written comment received from those who opposed the moratorium that 
supported the continuance of the groundwater study, should the EQC so 
decide. 

This report is offered for the EQC's information. The record is available 
for review. The Hearings Officer has no recommendation regarding further 
action in this matter. 

CLR:krnm 
Attachments 

APR 2 2 1979 

Respectfully submitted, 

Christopher L. Reive 
Hearings Officer 
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March 16, 1977 

Gary . Morse 
Mid-West Region 
Department ·of Environmental Quality 
#16 . Oakway Mall 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

lUl I~ l..UUI IL 'I ' 

.RE: Attig Rural Areas/Variance 
17-04-03.3 Tax Lots 3500 and 3501 
Site Inspection 77-161 

Dear Gary: 

Please find enclosed information pertaining to 
field investigation of the subject site. Based upon this 
information we propose issuance of a permit for an equal 
distribution susbsurface sewage disposal syste m based 
upon 125 lineal feet of drainf ield per 150 gallons flow 
and a trench depth of 18 inches. 

We request approval to issue such a permit in 
accordance with OAR 341-71-030(2) Rural Areas. 

The · area of the site is served by public water and as 
such would . not be adversely affected by degradation o~ 
the ground water. It is our contention, howPver, that the 
proposed system will NOT degrade the ground water. We 
further content> that the proposed system will provide a 
substantially greater protection of the ground water than some 
systems currently authorized (see enclosed drawing) . 

'\ 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 
687-4061. 

Sincere1.y, 

ROY L. BURNS, DIRECTOR 

Gary Colwell 

GC/gr 

ENCLOSURE: 

V·\ IL'! f' (l( I LI I fllN COMTROL DIV. I f-NVI fl()Nf,1.f. N·r /\I. M/\N/\GEMENT DEPT. I 135 EAST fiTH AVE. / EUGF.NE, OR !J"/40 1 / (503) b87·40£l!·, ~ 
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EX HI BIT 

J!i1hlic If ealth Service 

Drin.kin.g Water Stan.dard.s 
Revised 1962 

U.S. DEPARTMENT O.F HEALTH, EDUCATION, 

AND WELFARE 

runuc HEALTH SERVICE 

Consumer Protection and Environmental Health Service 

Enviromnenlnl Confl•ol Administrntion 

Rockville, l\fd. 20852 

('. 11 I I ' . : '. '· I : \ r- r I ) ,... r · I I i . 
,. 1 1 •• , . 

'l '. 11 ·· ' .' : . , , J.: I' I '. / /! '' I ' II) 
~ . ' I • " I ' 

~~1cr .. ·.; , ,_·1'·.1'. 'J' ',·J ,., I 
... ~ • ( I I (J ' . 

B 



• hnn l!l mi:-/1, 

' ·' " Jl. IL, nnrl 
ti ('<JlllJIOlltlll.4. 

·i!I, lll o .. 11. or 

I I 1H•ll f ~ of l'f i.:­

; . ·7:l, ·" :iy JI), 

·1 <:Jrnj:1, Ts. 1. 

' l11cl11stri1•s 011 
in (;li.:irnn 

' "· 281, Ft•l>rn-

111• t oxl!'lty or 
·C'lnlR ll H s:1ltH. 

1111 ToxlritlrR. 
- :1. Ui11!'1111111 I I, 

'I f Ill all gall C'S() 
·I :1 magr, nnd 

1· ,:-; ; rn i 11 I n Im. 
" (':t t1 : ·p. difli­
li 11ds f '1:1 I. i I. 

, .. .. I he lasfc o f 

1 1•· :!1 o n t. what 
T hr. pri nci-

n f in fin lat ion 
I !t:lf ti ll\ cl :t iJy 
· \Ii). In :rni­
·nf, sinro di ets 
rf 1>0110 f ormn.­
•Hlucc<l in r nts 
is known, tho 

t ed from om.I 

DntNKI N(: WATER STANDARDS, 1 0{} 2 47 

Tho princip:d Ten.son for limiting tho concentration of manganeso 
is lo provid!\ waler q11alily conlro l n.n<l 1.hus rcd11co tho csthcl.ic and 
economic prohlrms (1 , S, 8),. 

Tho l l.S. l'11ltlic: lf <':tllli Servieo I>rinking\\Ta! er Slandanls (l!H!i) 
s(.1do I Ital. iron Hild 111:111ga11<'SO l.ogl'l.hct• sliou ld nol. <'.'<CCCcl 0.:\ n1g/ I. 
Inn. s11rv<\y of ];\~I.at.cs reporting on levels o( mn ng:utcso giving riso 
to w:dcr q11alily problems, on ly t.hrco Stales recornmcn<le<l levels as 
11igh as 0.~ 111g/ l, 1.,,.0 pr rn1illPd O. IG mg/1 :intl four each pcrmiLl<'.d 
0.1 mg/ 1 ancl 0.05 mg/l rcspccLively. Doml\SLic complaints nriso 
when tho level of ma.11g:111rso exceeds 0.1!) mg/1 regn.rdl css of iron 
co11frn l .. Griflin (8), iii n'.vinw ing tho significn 11 rC1 of mn11gn1ws<' ns 
clminn:in of I hn I ask group 011 "J\'l:t11gn11csn Deposition in Pipr.linPs", 
q11olrcl lhe IJ('ficf o[ ccrl ni n waler nlility men !.haL wafer to co11s11111c1.·s 
1;hrntld hc1 Ire•" of 111:111gn11rsn. For somo incluslr ir.s, this is impernli ve. 
Ilowc\'er, Urillin l1elievcs lhat. concentrat ion of manga.ncso could be 
1.olr.rnl Pd by f he average consumer at. 0.01-0.02 mg/l. 

Jn view of f ho itbnvo an<l lho cl i fficu 1 ty of removing manganese to 
re.sicl11:tl conr.PnlTal. in11s' nt11ch less thn.n 0.05 mg/ l, a.nd mea.suring such 
concc11Lr:t! ions, man~aueso conccntrntions should l>o limited lo n. rnn.xi­
mum o [ O.OG mg/l. 

LITERATURE CITATIONS 

1. C:ritnn. A. M. i\l ani.:anrse removal wit h !'h lorlnc n11tl chlorine <lloxl<le. J . 
N1•1v 1•:11i.:l:111<1 Wnlc~ r Worlrn A:;:-mclnllon 72: pp. :t'..!l - :1'..!7, Rcplrmhcr l!lli8. 

2. Jticltlick , 'l'. M., r, i111lsey, N. L. , n11d Tomassi, A. I rott an<l l\lnngnncsc Ju wntcr 
1rnp pl li•11. .J. A111. Wnl•• r Wol'l11< /\. fiO: pp. ll~S.-i02, J\fny 1!lri8. 

:1. C:nl·1.lns, 1: . r.. lll n 11i.::1 11Ps<' In he:tllh 111111 <llsensc. l'hyslol. Hcv. illl: 111>. li03-
r.:1'..! (l!l;jl{). 

1. Drill, V. A. I'ltn rmn colni.:y in medicine. Ji:d. 2. New York, N.Y. lllcGrnw­
Jllll, l!l:iH. pp. 70!1, 7H7, 7!M. 

r.. !':1111111111111 , T . II. II " """"' ' or ph nrmnro lnr,"y. P:rl. R. Phlln1lrlphln, Pn., 
W. II. S:11111d1·1-,: Co., l!l!i7, pp. l'.!7H - l :!H 1. 

!I. VOii 01'111111~1· 11, W. Jr', ~l1111 1~11 11 1•::P. IU1 <li f<ITlh ttlln11, phnrmnroloi.:y n n <I hrnll h 
hn1.nrcl~. l'hyi;iol. Hcv. lG: pp. l iir-201 (HJ3!:i). 

7 . Coh1•11 , .r. J\f., l\ac11phak1'. L . • T., H :n'l'if<, r:. K., 111111 'Voo<lwnrd, n. L. 'l'nste 
(.hrl'Shol!l ('O lll'l'lllrnllon~ or mclnlH in urlnlcin~ water. J. Am. Wnt.cr WorkR 
A. !i2: pp. li<i0-li70, J\ln.v l!JOO. 

R. Griffin, A. Ji). RiA"nificnnrc nncl r<'mnvnl of mnngnucse In water supplle11. J . 
Arn. Wnlcr Worl<R A . r.2: J>p.1:126-1 334, October 1!lGO. 

NITRATE 

Serious n.n il occasionally faln.l poisonings in infa nts hn.vo occurred 
following ingest.ion of "·r.11 waters shown to contain nitrate (NOJ). 
This hns ~r.c11 rrcd wi!.h sufficient. frequency and widespread geographic 
disfribu!.ion t o comprl recogni!.ion of the hazard by assigning a liinit 
to !.ho concr.nl.r:tl.ion of ni!.rnt.o in drinking wn.tor. 
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From 1!H'7 to l!HiO, 13fl cn.scs of mel.hcmoglobincmin, including 11 
<lenlhs dno t.o nit.rnto in farm well -wnt.er s11pplics, have been reported 
in J\1innesoln. alono (J). '.YE:_stcs from chemi cal icrLiJizcr r_l~!:ts a.n<l 
fiehl forLiliz:lf".ion mn.y bo sources of poll11t.ion. The ca11snl.ive facto~· 
j}i·orl11c1ng sci-io11s11loo<~h-;,;;;;,;-r1; in r;;';~s ~~t. rcport-<~<l in 1,Vf~ i!l 
~Jl1.!.!:·9.~t~~~I...S!?ll~ill~).j,J)~,J.1Q .• rng/1 niLrn.to nitrogen (N03 -N) nncl 
0.4 rng/l niLrito (N02 ) ion in one c1ise; in tho second case-,, ~g/l 
nitrato ni~n n.nd 1.3 mg/l nitrite ion (~). Since this report, 
mn.ny instnncrs of similar occurrences hn.vo been recorded not only in 
this co11nlry but in Canada., Great, BriLain, Belgium, Germany, nnd 
other .countries. 

Tho Tnf Prnnt.ionn.l Drinking \Vn.t.er 8t.a.rnhmls of 1Vf>8 took cogni­
:1.:rnc·o of (.I HI Jll'ol>Jt-111 i11 llOl.i11g .1 lml, i11gPslion o( mtllll' co11(11i11i11g 
11il.r:il.0s in 0xrpss of !lO mg/l. (as nil.ml<\) ma.y give riso lo infnnliJo 
melhemoglobinemin. bul hn.vo inclucle<l no limit, Taylor (3), in Eng­
land, ha.s s11ggesl.etl n. limit of 20 mg/ l nil.rate nitrogen. Dosch, ct. nl. 
(1), consider nitrate nitrogen concentrations in excess of 10-20 mg/ 1 
ca.pablo of produci1?g cyn.nosis in infants. Various South Americn.n 
countries havo rocom 111on<letl mtix imum permissiblo lovcls of from 
O.f>--228 m;dl nil.ml.e (NO~) (OJ .'.:;,) mg/l nit.rate nitrogen) (4) . 

Cnscs of infanlilo nitrn.to poisonin~ hn.vo been reported to a.rise 
from concr.ntra.t.ions·r:tnging from 15-2f>O or moro mg/l nif.rato ~l it.ro­
gcn ( 11s11nl ly wil.h t.rn.ces of nit.t·ito ion) in instances in which tho wntcr 
wns a11aly:1.r.d up t.o 1fl!l2, nccor<ling lo Campbell (6). Campbell him­
s0l ( rPporl rel n. c:ise from ingesting water with 2G.2 mg/ 1 as nitrato 
nilrop:Pn ( llfl mg/1 nilrnfoion). 

J\rcording l.o mrlhocl s of nnn.lysis commonly employed fo1· nil.rnto 
in w:llP.r, I.Im prnsrnce of :tppr0.ci:ihlo nmo11nts of chlorido would rr.•mlt 
in n n erroneously low vnJuo for nit.rate, a.nd the prosenco of consider­
a.hlo n111011nls of orgnni1; maUr.r "·oul<l give n.n erroneously high vn.luo 
for 11 il.ral<'-. lns11fli1 '. iP11I. :il.lc11l.io11 Jm:; l>cen given this imporlnnl factor 
in cnlnaling p<'rmissihlo sn.(o Jr.vols of nit-.ml.o in wn.f.er .. 

Nitrnlc poisoning n.ppcnrs to ho confined to infants during their 
firsl. frw months of Ii fe; a.dulls drinking f.he sa.mo wn.Ler n.ro not 
a.ITect.cd but brc:ist-focl infants of mothers drinking such water may 
bo poisoned (G). Cows drinking water containing nitrate mn.y pro­
cluco milk su fficiently high in nit.rate to result, in infant poisoning: (5). 
Bol.h man n.nrl animn.ls ca.n bo poisoned by nitrnto if tho concenLrn.tion 
is sufficiently great. 

Amo11g tho rnoi·o n.ccept.n.blo hypotheses for tho specificity of nitrnte 
poisoning of infants is tho following: tho gastric, freo acidity of 
infnnt·s is low (n. pH of 4 or great.er), permit.ting tho growth of ni­
trnte-reducing !lorn. in _ n. portion of tho gastrointestinal tract from 
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which nit.ri!o nhsoqition cnn occur. It is nlso stated tlrnt footn.l 
hemoglobin forms mcthomoglobin more ren.clily than tho adult form. 

According to a recent study from Germany (8), the primary causes 
of toxicity are nn elevated nitrnto concentration and the presence of 
an nnphysiologic amount of riitrito-fonning bactcrin, especially in the 
upper portion of the digest.ive tract.. Members of tho coliform group 
and tho genus Clostridium n.ro cn.pn.ble of reducing nit.rn.to t.o nitrit.o. 
In .infanl.H whoHo di11L is nminly cnrl>ohyllrnl.c, it is bcliovr.d I.hot tho 
colifonn organisms nre tho group responsiblo; organisms cn.pn.blo of 
reducing- nitrite t.o nitrogen n.re not normally present in tho infant. 
Cnrcful mcn.suromont of a numoor of other constituents in 23 offend­
ing well waters, nitrit·e, nmmonia, chloride, 11.nd orgnnic sul>stn.nces, 
failrcl lo rrwenl n. casual relntioi1 of theso substances to tho injury. 

Thero nro 110 .. r;potts of mothcmop;Jobincmia in i1ifnnl:s fed wnt.cr 
fron\ nnhlic wn.tr.r s11ppli<>s in t.ho Unit.en Stn.tes, 11.llh011gh levels of 
nitrnto in somo mn. bo ro11tinely in excess of 45 m / 1. This m:iy 
indi cn.Lo that well water for nn11.lys1s has of en cen improperly 
snmpled or tlrnt some ot.her ns yet unknown factor is involved. Prnc-
1.icn.lly nothing is known of tho varintion in nHrnte concentration in 
tho snmo well. Dccnuso samples 11.ssocin.led with injury nro taken 
n.Hcr injmy .occms, it, is conceivn.hlo t.hn.t t.his <leln.y hns rrsnltcd in 
foi 111ro1.o monsmo f·.rn ly injmious concont.rn.t.ions. 

Sodium nitmto lms boon fed torn.ts for n. lifot.imo w·i1h011t ndvornc 
offocls at levels below 1 percent (10,000 ppm) in tho diet (9); two 
clogs tolernt.cd for 105 and 125 days, respectively, 2 percent nitrn.to 
in I ho ti iet without effects on blood or other nclvcrso effects. 

ll 
Nil'.ril·o is crprnlly onngormrn in wn.(or s11ppl irs. All.hough COllC<'Tl-, 

trn.tions th n.t occur naturally aro gencrnlly of no health significance, 
novcrthcless, they may enter wnter s11pplies inadvertently n.s a result 
of int.entionn.l addition to private supplies ns n.nticorrosion ngonts. 

A limit of 200 ppm of nitrite (or nitrate) in "corned" products 
hns been set by Federal regulation on the basis that lOOg corned beef 
could convort maximn.lly from 10-40g h emoglobin to methemoglobin 
(lA:-5.7 percent of total hemoglobin). Adult human blood normally 
cont.n.ins on tho 11.vernge of O.'T percent methemoglobin; tho blood of 
"henvy" smokers mn.y contnin 7-10 percent cn.rhoxyhemoglol>in, 
nnol.hC'r blood pigment conversion product incnpnblo of ti·ansporling 
oxygen._ Cn.rbon monoxido in urban ntmosphero adds perceptibly to 
t.bo totn.l innetivo pi~ment. Tho summn.tod blood pigment conversion 
products represent about the maximum tolerated without headache. 

Because of tho great difference in molecular weight between sodium 
nitrito, GD, nnd ·Jrnmoglobin, 64,000, small increments of nitrite pro­
duce large quantities of methemoglobin (lg nitrite converts 460-

-tno . 1142 n - 1 0 - ' 

. 
I' 
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· 185-0g hemoglobin) . 'l'ho margin of safety is still further narrowed 
in infants whoso ulood volumo is sma ll, lheir totnl ulood hemoglobin 
is decreasing after bir~h (from 17-20g to 10.5-12g), and their foetal 
hc111oglobi11 is morn reatlily con vcrletl lo mclhcmoglouin. 

An instunco of nitrite poi sonillg of children has ucen reported (10). 
Tho chil<lnm ato frankfurt ers and uologna co11tui11i11g 11itrito corn;itlcr· 
ably in excess of the 200 ppm pen11itte<l. · 

Evidenco in support of tho recommended limit for nitrate is given 
in dettlil by 'Valt o11 (7) in a survey of the re.ported cases of nitrnto 
pqisoning of infants in this country to 1951. The survey shows that 
110 cases of poison ing were reported when tho water con! ai11cd less 
thun 10 mg/1 11ilrnto nitrogen. 'Valto11 notes, however, that in many 
instances tho samples for analysis wero not obtained until Severa.I 
months after the occurrence of the poisoning. 

In light of tho n.bove information n.nd bccauso of tho uncertainty 
int.ro(lucccl by tardy nnalyses, tho fre<Juent lack of al tent ion to possiulo 
interfering factors in the analysis, the health of the infant., and tho 
u11ccrt1ti11 inf111e11co of associated Lac.:lcrial pollutiun, 10 rng 11 ilrnt.o 
nitrngcn {or 45 mg nil rntc) per liter of w1Llo1· is n li111it. which slwuhl 
not bu cxccedcd. 

At present thero is no method of economically removing excessivo 
1uno111il::1of11itrnlo frolll water. lt, is i111porl1u1t, lliercforc, for hnalth 
a11l.liori1.imi i11 an:atl i11 wlii1:li 11il rn(o co11te11L of W1ltc1· is Jrnuwu to uu 
in llX<'l'S:-1 of !Im n•1·011111111111l1•d li111 it. to w111~11'11to pupulatiou of tho 
potential dangers of using tho water for i11fa11L feeding and to in form 
them of alternativo sources of waler tliat may bo used with safety. 

LIMITS AND RANGES RELATED TO NITRATE WATER STANDARD 

Avcrngo conccutrution uclult bun1nn lilooil: 10 ng nitrnte/ JOO ml (0.1 ppm). 
Averuge tlully uriuury nllrute excreliou : 500 mg (mulnly from vcgetu l>lcs). 
Strniue<.I linl>y footls: 0 (squash, tomatoes) -833 ppm nltrnte (spiuu<:l.J). 
Green Yegetulllcs: 50 JlIHn nitrate (uspurugus, <l.ry weight), 3,UOO ppm n itra te 

(s11l11nch, dry weight). 
Limit of nitrite (or ni trate) pcr111ilte<l lu rueut (or fish) protlucts l.>y Fetlerul 

regulation: 200 ppm. 

LI'fEHATUHE CITATIONS 

1. l10H1'11, II. M., ltinwnlleld, A. IL, llw•ton, It., S l.Jlp1111111, JI. It., 11.1111 'Vno1lwur<I, 
ll. L. lll ethemcigluliinemia uncl lllinncsota well sup11lies. J . .A.m. Wutcr 
W orks A. 42: pp. ll.il- 170, July lUfiO. 

:.!. Co111ly, II. II. Cy1111osl8 lu l11£1111l8 cu11iicll l>y ullrutcii lu well wulcr. J.A.M.A. 
1 :.!U : 11:.!-JI0 (I U·l5) . 

3. 'l'nylor, lil. W . l•:xnminntl1111 or wnt.er 1111<1 wnte r uuppllc!:!. IM. 7. l'hilullcl­
pl.ilu, l'a., '.fho Ulnklston Compuuy, 1UG8, SH pp. 

DHIN ·. 

4. Cnlmllcro, I'. J. D ll:;. 

Orguno 0111clul <le 
3: 11p.53- H4. July • 

5. Cu11111l!cll, W. A. U 
lldt. llictl. J., 2: JlJl . 

(l. Dui111hoc, \V. K Cy11 
<:U U8C. l'eulll l. 3; I · 

7. \Vultuu, G. l:iurvey vi 
to uitrutc-coulnmi t•!· 
August 1051. 

8. Horn, K. UIJcr gef• 
vornchmllch l!el HH 
Vcrhultuls:;e. St11o1 1. 

0. Lch1111111, A . . I. Niim i 
Oflicinls, U.S. 22 : 

10. Orgeron; J. D., ~larli1 
G. 11. lllt•lhcrnoi:; I•· 1 

llcull11 Hep. 7:!.: l'l· 

The term 11phe11ols" 
Buth Lliu Intcrnu t i1Jl• • 

U.S. Puulic Ilea Ith s .. . 
phenol in wn( or. Th i· 
ofl.c11 rmrnlti11~ froJ11 1 , 

COllCCJJ( I'll ( ions 0 f p lil'I '' 

arn iujuriuus to lis l1 1 

wost !ish. Conccntra1 
wore ropo rtctl (1) w. 
periods; 5,000 111g/l 111 ., 
absorption, 01' met al.lo! . 
in many stillhi rtl1s. 
removed from those 
Phenol is largely de! .,. 
to for less toxic sul1:;tall • 

Although ndditionn l 
llHG Stau<lartl was :-.1·1 , 
tho former limit for pl 11 

J. I 

1. Heller, V. G., unu Pur., . 
logic a ction. J. I '1111 rn• 

2. Wlllluwii, H. '1'. IJct o" 
i:lUlltl, Jue .. llJfi lJ. p p, ~ , 

3. llurttuchcll, H. 11., H11~1· 11 

rluo <lcrl vn ti V C!:l ur pl!. • 
Cil: 11p. 205-21'1 , .ll'cl!r1111 . 

- -----·--- •• • ,.__, ___ ~::n~--· 
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GAO SAYS OK TO SEPTIC~·: . ··:~h~ ,Ge~(. :.·:-__ :,:·:t.;~·~.t~~~(.:~i·:~ ts·;~ - -~~~ ~vailabl~ from t·~ 
Accounting Office (GAO), in · a redort to . · . .. United States General Accounting 0 ·ite, 
Congress, called septic systems, "e'~ron ,. .. ashington, _ _£?.C. ~0548. USE 

1 
.. • 

mentally sound, technologically feasible, .. : •. .. <:."·: ·. . .. ·. ··:._._ · -~ · 
and cost effective" alternatives to costly_·:·~· .. ::!,· LETTER TO CONGRESS: One element of 
sewer and central treatment facilities. ·'-·! ·:_;·, ·_:) ::_:._} WQA's Long Range Plan inc ludes communi­

. · ··;·:·:·-'\.<\'..'?·· eating with Government. While this function 
{, The report concluded that, if properly : '.)f :;: · is a daily activity conducted through W.QA's 
......_ constructed and operated, septic systems ./.':/: }\:i, Washington office in a variety of both formal 

{\/\ '· ;". · · .. : ,.,:.-_::.::};{';:>·;·: and informal means, as well as periodic and 
~ • can be as permanent as central · trea~~-_ ;_ '."'-_ ·.: continuing-- presentations to congress, the 

• ~ ment facilities; ··' · ._:· . : . ~-.::·--;_;,,,. "' · ·.· .. ; 1, ;'.1!~;·'.:{.- ,'· Executive, and the ·· Agencies by WQA's 
~ ft 1 · 1~ . '· · d. ~h ·'.·i.,:U'.!<, Washington Counsel, Association staff, and 
~ • are 0 en more eco og_u?~ Y. soun_ _an .·J._.·-.::-: "Association members, the Long Range Plan 

4j. ... . ·' sewers and central facilities, and, · .. · . · , . .. ·· ·d.d id t"f f dd"t" l d t" . _ . . . .-· ··:·>:'.); .. :. i en i y r~o~ or a. 1 •?na an crea ive · 
• can provide a high degree of wastewater·: -'.·: : methods. Periodic pubhcat1on of an Industry 

, .. · .. ·· treatment, as good or better than th~./:_-:~:;> '.'Letter To Congress" was one such method • 
. . . . : · ··· effluent from central treatment plant~; ·.: \.'.:;-:~· : It was mailed to every U.S. Senator and Rep-

.. ;":.. .. . . ·· ··· ·. -. -_ . .,·. :·.- : ;· ,;:,:~ ~·s .. :: .. resentative recently, and now we hope that 
. ~ .: <. Speaking to the problem of septic system_':·(:_:.:., by sending it to members of WQA that it will 

·. .. . :: 
; _ . 1 . 

·.'. ... . .. ,; .. 

failures, GAO said they were largely "the ·. ·' \'. serve as an information tool assisting them 
result of human error or neglect." The ,;_: ·\ . to better construct quality content com­
report added that alternative septic system .· · ::: munications from them individually to their 
technologies are available to overcome soil, .· .· own Senators and. Repr~sentatives. lusef\'1S'l 
geological and hydrological conditions which · ... ·i.' . .-. . •· · · ·· · 
might limit the use of conventionally · ·:·: _ PAY TO THE ORDER OF INTERNAL 
designed systems. · · · . '°'r.: . · ;· REVENUE SERVICE: Your tax tab could 

·.· ·~.-. .. double if you merely make the check payable 
The report noted that many small communi- · .... '."· to "IRS," instead of "Internal Revenue Ser­
ties are facing financial prob~ems as a result. J ;> ' vice," and it winds up in the wrong hands. 
of the high cost of construct in~ and operat"". _.-,~~ : :;, . That "IRS" can easily be altered to "MRS" 
ing sewers and central treatment facilities. :·/'.: _. followed by ·a name or by combining the 
It then went on to berate the EPA and -~;,:..- ; · initials "I. R." with a last name -- for 
consulting engineers for ignoring septics and -: _ _.'.; ;'.. instanc~, -"I. R.·: Smith." . Worse yet, the IRS 
pushing costly sewer and central treatment ·.;-:; .·.: cautions, some taxpayers even send checks 
programs. GAO said, nmillions of dollars ... :.:: . without filling in the payee line! lusr:uH 
may have been needlessly spent" to replace .->~ . .-.. · 
salvageable septic systems with sewers and.· · .-:~ SERFS BETTER OFF? This year, local and 
centralized treatment. It further recom- ·:·.:_. ,·· state government combined with the federal 
mended that EPA look more favorably on the ·; .. ... : government absorbed ·-· so much personal 
septic alternative and that effective public ··.::_ ::. income that for approximately five months 
management/control strategies ·be devel- ' :;:_:;; . of the year the taxpayer worked only for 
oped to combat the nhuman problems" which · · ·.:·. those governments; not a penny was earned 
have caused septic system failures in . the .fi}: ·for the direct use by him or his family. The 

; past. . . (· . . -. ·:·:;:'.·:~<-< : · ·serfs of old were required to toil for their 
· · ·· · ·· · · ·. ~- · .'. · · :;.-:.- masters only three months of the ~ar -- and 

l Here we find the independent investigative · .·.· they thought they_ had it bad! lusr:KQ . 
1 ~ arm of Congress endorsing decentralized · 

J !' treatment of wastewater -- an approach 'EMPLOYMENT' IS THE FIGURE THAT 
{ similar to point-of-use- o_!jnking water COUNTS: . ·· 11It (the U.S. une mployment 

\ ~ treat~ot •.. - This- report-shoJl!.9--ecicourage index) measures with considerable lack of 
/ · : -hose w~o d~sire to see. the .. poi~~l:._~se__ :, re liability the ~umber of peop~e in the 
t · ~.lternat1ve given more serious consideratzo.~ " · : .. labor force of this country who, 1f the pay_ 

: / in federal circles. Copies of the rep or'(' · ·. were right and the hours were right, might i/ .. entitled 11Co~~unity-Manag~d Septic Sys- . . · .. ~e avai~able for at least a little work once 
; ~ terns -- A V1aole Alternative to Sewage · m a . while." -- Peter Drucker lusE~ 
'f 

. • · ... · 
. : -.: 

. .. .... ,, 

\._.. 
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Department of Environmental Quality I> 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAN D, OREGON 

MAILI NG ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

• Mr. Chris Rei ve , ' Heari ngs Officer DATE: . ~7 f'VJ MC!H/1 
Depar tment of Environmental Qual ity 
522 S . W. 5th Avenue , P.O. Box 1760 
Portl and , Oregon 97207 

*Postmark must be on or before Apri l 6 
t o be considered .~ 

Dear Mr . Rei ve: 

I attended the March 29 , 1979 i nformational hearing at North Eugene High School 
regar di ng the River Road- Santa Cl ara. septi c · tank.moratorium . 

Si nce I 
I woul d 
bel ow. 

did not give oral testi mony at ei ther of the 
like the Environmental Qualit~_ 1commission to 

f P )L bpr.io'Pry 
k ~ cx£ :tp, ~m :;-coo 

"W u5 Cifl£';-~·~ 

6 

Sincerely , 

two informational hearings, 
consider my written comments 

;,l.L.:)CJO o(",,t ft7 ( fo.,6~ /;;,,~ 4 .-f 
S.eph'- Tk>Jlc.. cdH, 1i ~f 

Name : 
Address: 

~1-tv"'l e ~ TL rh4te 
)I 1--ti i!? ftr.IN UL 

i· LJ£; e_;ve I Q.fL O;/ L{ {J z; 
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Mr. Dave Van Fossen 
P.O. Box 125 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Dear Dave: 

.. ,, 
·.· · ... :- '" 
• • ' •.:~·· ~ r .. : •• 

. i..•;.. ~" . . i ~~.- ,· . :: ~ ( ., 
; . .\ 

·" . ... ••'..:I 

January 23, 1979·. 

. .. .. 

f". : 

EXHIBIT 
E -

~-' .' ' 

I am including with this letter a brief rundown on the Sand Filter 
as we are designing them at this time. This will not be a technical 
brochure by any means but just enough to give a developer or prospective 
user a means of evaluation. 

There have not been enough. Qf the filters constructed to know exactly 
what to anticipate in costs. Each unit constructed on different terrain 
would have a different cost factor with, believe it or not, steeper ground 
being less exp ensive for construction, than flat ground. 

We are very enthusiastic in regards to the use of this method of 
sewage dis po s al, however, I suspect that we will find some limitations in 
the use of this ty~e of system. 

. . 
There will be a certain amount of maintenance as there would be · in 

any syptem. We would recommend that the septic tank be inspected and 
pumped at regular intervals, 3-5 years being t he recommended. 

The sand utilized is very critical and if failure occur~, the sand 
should be replaced. This is really not s uch a . big deal but is•a m~tter 
of concern. 

It may be that the State or County will . require a "management,. 
program to oversee the inspection and/or maintenance of the units to in-
sure proper Tunctioning. · 

We have been assured by members of the State D. E. Q. that the Sand 
Filter will be accepted by the end of 1979 if the testing continues to 
show the results which are occuring at this time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to b~ of service to you. 

STC/LF/om Yours truly, 
-:' 

- ~ .,· · ,. · ,, .a ~ 
.... ~~//--~~'----

/ Luther Freeman · 

Enclosures 

cc: File 

' ... 
·' ' •. :!.. :·'· 

.. 
1370 SOUTH BERTELSFN J:?n.1u"' tor. c iw ...... ,..-

I 
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. ' The Sand Filter is nothing new. It has been used by Mother 
since the world began to purify the waters of the earth . 

Nature~ .· . . 
J -. ~-. : ' • • 

.. 
Small water systems have used Sand Filters to clear up turbid w-ater. 

Municipal sewer treatment plants use trickling filt ers to treat effluent. 

Small Sand Filters have been used in the mid-west for individual 
treatment of sing le family dwelling sewage. The first use in Oregon that 
we are aware of, speaking now of sewage treatment for single dwellings, 
was in Douglas County. The ef fluen t tested did not give the favorable 
res ults as we find them but there is a reason. v 

The Jack son County filter was studied by Lane County and was improved 

. . 

on by Gary Colwell, a n engineer with the l ane County Environmental Management 
Division . The first filter was installed on Daukhobar Road southwest of 
Eugene. Thes e results were very encouraging and were transmitted by members 
of lane County team to the writer~, Mr. Colwell and the writer have combined 
certain refinements in the design of the filters. Each filter designed 
and installed has improvements incorporated in it. 

We anticipate that one very promising use would be by s ma ll manufac­
turing pla nts employing from 10 to 100 employees where municipal sewers 
are not available, as well as domestic uses. 

The recirculating Sand Filter s~stern ponsists basically of a standard 
septic tank of 1000 gallon capacity or larger, possibly a wet well and 
pumps, sand filter of a designed size, recirculating 'tank or tanks of a 
designed size with pumps, a wet well and disposal method. The necessity 
of the various units and pumps depend on whether gravity flo\v-~~n be 
utilized or not. A good share of the cost depends on t he number o( necessary 
units and the size of the units . · ' 

The costs of the unit vary as to the complexity of cons truction, how­
ever the costs for a single family unit would be abo ut $4000. This is 
not quite as much as it may sound since a standard sys tem costs approximately ' 
S 1500 to S 2000. 

The larger systems such as the one et International Paper Co . at 
Va ughn, Oregon co uld cost as muc h as $25,000 but this, again would depend 
on the l engths of lines necessary to ~ake the system f unctional. · 

The following table gives the results of the continuing tests of the 
output of two of the sand filters as noted. · 

: J • • . .. 

1370 SOUTH BERTELSEN ROAD (P.O. BOX 276"7) EUGENE, OREGON 97402 
1 \ : • \ • • -~· I ~ ;: :'"'·· .,=\ .~· .. : . ~. ·: • '• _ ,Y;·~~ •.J 

(503) 3_43-7378 
_ .. ·: ·, -----------------========:...===== ·~==~==~·-·""'- --·=== 
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MONITORING RESULTS INTERMITTENT - RECIRCULATING SAND FILTER 
. ·- . • .... . ·,... , "'-;-· .. t 

' . 
I I 

. . . . ... . 1 ,,, ·.. ' 
. TOTAL I FECAL FECAL I 

1 _, COLLECTION -·-: ~ .::".~ _ .. -'":- t 
DATE tOLIFORMS 

1
COLIFORMS STREP. t 8005 S.S. LOCATION .. PRO.PERTY :.· ; :/ ·, ~ 

I I 
I ' i I I -· ·: ...... . , .......... 
I 

I I 

I 
I 

I I 27 - Sept. - 77 1· 100 < 100 - I 2. 5 1.0 S~mple port between 86976 Duckhobar Road :· ·..:. - I i 
I 

! I I recirculation tank I .,--... ~ 
I I I I - _; ,'· Ii 

I . . : . . I I and drainfield. I ' I I : ·~:" ".; I 

' .• I . . - ~ 

I ~ - ·: I ! • ; .. I 
I I· ' I - l 5 - Oct. - 77 i 440 8 l.2 0.4 I II II - . ! -- i -· I ; . ~ Oct. - 77 : 500 20 - I l.6 0. l ' II II 

l 

I 
~ · 

: . . ~ I I ' 
' i Oct. - 77 I - . 1060 36 1.4 . 0. 4 II II 
I - ! 
; I ! 
, · 0 -

6 - Nov. - 77 ! r ·· 1540 8 i - ! 1.6 0. 1 II II 

·i 
9 - Nov. - 77 l. .. 7800 4 ! I l. 6 ' 1.0 II II 

! 
-

4 - Jan . - 78 ,. 2800 2300 I 

i 1. 4 1.0 II II -.. 
I -

: 

Jan. - 78 600 430 : i . . 
II II 

l .• . 

) - Jan. - 78 ' 440 360 I ' II II , , .. : - - -. /. 
' , t..· • 

f 
. ·. ,. 

, - Feb. - 78 420 120 - - - II II . : . 
· . . ·· 

Feb. - 78 !· 500 24 ' I 2.6 3 ! II II ,. ~ .... - ! ' 
i i .... ·. 

: - Feb. - 78 ! 2560 120 550 l.6 ! 2.0 II II 
J. 

; 

i 
Mar. - 78 330 80 30 I - II II -

. 
Mar. - 78 : 380 220 158 . l. 04 1. 4 II II 

i : 

Mar. - 78 
I . 

60 12 ! 20 1.04 1.0 II : II . i 
I 

! 

Mar. - 78 880 56 160 1.88 I 1. 2 II II 

- Apr. - 78 i 2300 1050 28 I 1. 0 i 0.0 II ' II 

- Apr. _ - 78 ! . 1460 170 I 36 1.8 ' 0.8 II II . 
I ' : 

- 78 I 
I 

II - May I 242 100 124 1. 38 I 1. 7 II 

. . . I . : 
- ~ay - 78 : • ? • 675 250 I 60 I 1. 48 ! 2. 3 II II 

. ~ ' .. ~ · 
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MONITORING RESULTS INTERM ITTENT - RECIRCULATING SAND FILTER . I -· 
I 

. TOTAL FECAL FECAL I COLLECTION . t 
DATE I COLI FORMS COLI FORMS STREP. B005 S. S. NITRATE LOCATION PROP ERTY 

-
22·- May - 781 .-.... . 500 I 92 - 0.80 0.0 Sample port bet- 86976 Duc khobar Road 

ween recircula-
I I I I I I 

tion tank and 
drainfield. 

30 - May - 78 . 2 ,200 . 118 - 0.62 0.0 II II 

6 - June - 78 2,500 14 - 1. l 0 0. 0 II If ~ .:· -.. 
12 - June - 781 420 - . <~;< 12 ., 

. . 
0.1.6 0.7 II II ~ ~: .. - . 

~~~ ... . . . . - .~ # - ...... 
I 

20 - June - 781 ··- ~: 3,ooo· _.: 460 . I <l.o I 0.0 I I II I II -
' ·· ··· 

- 78 I _: .. ~ ·: ~· 5 -~ 100 ... ·~ . .. . ·~ .. ,/ . . -
27 - June :~- -:~ . 44 - I 0.36 I 0.4 I I II I II ... 

: • ; a". - ·:. ·, ..,. -- .. ~· . . 

11 ..: July - 78 j .::_~~·'.L~· ... . 220·: .. .- ~} : · ... <4 ··:- . . 
I 0. 16 I I I II I II - .. 0.0 

: ' : i ~-: ::-,: •· • 

;. ··:· ... . " 
19 · - July - 78 I .. _~--~-. 1 ,500 4 - 0. 6,. I 0.0 I l II I II . -.. / 

_; 78 I ·:::::·~:?-:: 480 
- ~ 

., r 
25 - July : .. 60 - 0.62 I 0.0 I I II I II 

. ' 

. . 
7 - Aug. - 78 . . · . .. 640 I 1 I - . I 1. 12 I 0.0 I 67. 1 I II I II 

. . ' 

14 - Aug. - 78 70 45 I - I Q.3 I 0.0 I 32 .0 I II I II 

22 - Aug. - 78 80 12 I - ' I 0.82 I 0.0 I 58.5 I II I II 

I 

29 - Aug. - 78 . 410 29 I I 0. 76 I 0.2 I 53.5 I II I II -
11 - Sep t. - 78 240 (1 I -

' 
I 0.8 I 0.4 I I II I II . 

I 

3 - Oct. - 78 I 150 I 41 I 1.42 7.8 37 II ti . ,. ~ 

9 - Oct. - 78 20 15 · 2.6 0.0 24 II ti ,-
i 

6 - Nov. -: 78 480 _.. 400 1.6 0.8 13.5 II I II - j 

\ 
I ' r 

' , 
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. . MONITORING RESULTS 

TOTAL FECAL I FECAL 
DATE . COLI FORMS CO~IFORMS STREP. 

INTERMITTENT - RECIRCULATING SAND FILTER 

BOD5 . S.S. 
COLLECTION 

LOCATION PROPERTY 
~ 

' 
~~_._~~~~~~~~-lo~~~~~~~~'-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~...-~~~'-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -

.~--- ·i8,ooo .:: I .. 9-50 3 - May - 78 · l) 

- May 78 2,500 

- May 78 -.. '.-:. 95 
. . 

l - May 78 . . . . . 4, 900 

- June - 78 2) · 4,200 

' - June - 78 

1 -- June - 78 

- · June - 78 

. ~ ... ·: 

3,400 

.. ·._ 3' 500 
, 

1 ,900_ 

·.· . ·1· ...... ""'. . .~ . . . -· ··'" 
·;·~ r . .. 

I 291 3.80 49 . 2 I ,Sample port between 

I -· ' 

recirculat ion tank 
.. and drainfield . , 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

) Initial test following sand media replacement recirculating tank and sample full of black sludge. 

Sludge in sample collected. 
\ 

~ 

I ' 

l 

9009 McKenz.ie Hwy . . __ ;._-.:l 
: .. t 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

1 . . ·: : · I 
: -~ . 
... . . . 

.s ' .... . - -. •, 
.... ·.-· · ...... \ .... 

·~ ·--~· 
; '·. _ .. -. . ,.., 

. ~ .:::;:~ :. ~ .-~ :· 
.. ,~· . •r . · ' , · .. . ':' . 

- i· -~ 



MONITORING RESULTS 

TOTAL FECAL FECAL 
DATE COLI FORMS COLI FORMS STREP. 

11 - July - 78 ' : . 4,820 : I 2,300 -
' . ... 

\ 
18 - July - ·78 . 12 ,500 11 , 300J -

. -
25 - July - 78 . - 8,000 .7,000 -. ' ., 

7 - August- 78 . •. · 
150 40 .. -.' -...•:_ 

14 - August- 78 
... 
. ".· 900 740 -

' 
22 - August- 78 · : ··. ~ is·o . 

· . . ' 

76 -
29 - August- 78 ...... : . .. 150 2 , -

.~. ;.·. . . .. . 
· .:- .. · . . 

11 - Sept. - 78 . .. 5 ,000 450 -
3 - Oct. - 78 ." . .:::· 680 102 -

~ ' 

9 - Oct. - 78 110 22 -
.. 

6 - NOv. - 78 380 · ~ -
\ 

-.. - . . ' . .. 
I ••. . . . . . 

' ,• . .. .. . .. 
; .. . ' • ., -~. 

. . 

. 
' . 

- .. . 
. . , . . . .. .. 

, . 
' 

- - . · •· - - ·- · -- ----- - ·- • · • hr K b .- -.. - ~· ._ • 

..,t- )1NTERMITTENT - RECIRCULATI~; SAND FILTER 
°' Q 

- I) " ~ 
~ ~ -'-

"'} 

8005 S.S. NITRAl 
\ ... 

0. 48 . 0.2 
• 

; 

0.90 0.6 ' -· . . 
0. 52 0.9 

1.06 . 1.3 24. ~ 

0.9 0.6 20. L 

. 
0.46 0 27. ~ 

l. 42 0 22. f 

2.2 . 2.6 ,, 
/ 
/ 

0.'54 1.8 25 

0.52 0 19.: 

0 .9 0.7 20.: 
- . --

\ 

_, 

COLLECTION 
LOCATION PROPERTY 

l 

~ 

Sample port bet~ 9009 McKenzie Hwy. · .. '. 
ween recirculat- ' · _: .~: .~ 

ing tank & drai . ·" ."; . · "- . 
field. ~ .: ; 

II II 

II II 

II " 
II II 

II II 

II II 

II II 

II II 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

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

. MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. L, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeti.ng 

· · schedu1e ·and Process ·for ·Developing New · Priority ·criteria 
and . li st · for ~ Fv · so 

Background 

Presently, the State priority system is premised on funding levels 
consistent with federal authorizations for the program. In the 1977 
Clean Water Act, national authorizations were $4.·5 billion for FY 78 and 
$5.0 bill ion for FY's 79, 80, 81, and 82. Congressional appropriations 
dropped to $4 .2 bill ion for FY 79 and are rec~mmended at $3.8 bill ion 
for FY 80 by the President . These developments affect, at a minimum, 
the project schedules contained in the priority system; however, with the 
potential for significantly dec reased fund s in the future, it is clear 
that Oregon needs to assess whether ma nagement of the program should be 
read juited to make best use of reduced ·funding resourcei. 

On March 30, the EQC was informed that DEQ had begun to reevaluate the 
criteria and priority system used in allocating constructio~ grants for 
wastewater treatment faciliti es. DEQ began this reevaluation process in 
January and reques t ed public involveme~t in the decision-making process 
during February and March . Two i ssues were involved. The first i ssue 
was reso lved by EQC at it s March 30 meeti ng , when it decided that the 
existing .FY 79 priority 1 ist will be used to allocate existing funds. 
The second is s ue involved evaluation and, if necessa ry, redirection of 
the program for FY 80. As discussed at the March EQC mee ting, a special 
project has been initiated to provide relevant data on i ssues such as: 
(1) funding for growth accommodation, (2) phased construction; (3) 
financial planning for phased projects; and (4) State f unding assistance. 
Testi mony at thi March 5 construction g rants public hearin~ on these and 
other critical pol icy i ssues has also aided our evaluati6n effort s. 

The next steps in the evaluative process are: to better define feasible 
pol icy c ha nges, to develop spec ific options for priority crit er ia, and 
to produce draft FY 80 priority criteria for Commission consideration in 
August. After Commission approval is obtained, a public hearing will be 
~eld on a draft priority 1 ist . A preliminary schedule and an ~utl ine of 
pub! ic involvement act iviti es i s shown in the attachment. The public 
consultation process conforms with federal requirement s recently published 
und e r 40 CFR Part 25 and Part 35 . 
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Evaluation 

The attached schedule developed for public consultation and staff analysis 
is a demandi_ng one . The schedule will delay Or_egon 1 s submittal of priority 
criteria and an FY 80 priority 1 ist to EPA but will allow the consider­
ation of new baseline data and provide meaningful opportunities for 
interested parties to comment. An important advantage of the suggested 
process is its potential for assuring stability in priority sys·t -em manage­
ment, should funding reductions occ.ur in FY 80 and beyond. 

Surilrilat ion 

1. On March 30, the EQC was informed of the need to reevaluate grant 
priority criteria prior to development of an FY 1980 priority 1 ist. 

2. Future grant appropriations are uncertain; the trend has suggested 
that ~eductions will be made . Any significant variation 1rom 
Congressionally authorized levels are inconsistent with Oregon's 
scheduling and priority system to construct needed facil iiies. 

3. An evaluative process has been initiated by DEQ. It includes efforts 
directed at further data accumulation, public involvement, and 
analysis of possible cha_nges to Or_egon's priority criteria. 

4. A broad range of pol icy changes for the program have been s_u_ggested 
through p~blic consultatio~ processes . 

5. The draft FY 80 priority criteria, incorporati_ng s_u_ggested modifications, 
will be presented to the EQC in ~ugust 1979. 

6. Subsequent to Commission adoption of the priority criteria, a public 
hearing will be conducted on the draft .FY 80 priority 1 ist. 

Recommendation 

This agenda item is provided for information purposes only. 
is required. 

WILLIAM "H. YOU NG 

Thomas H. Blankenship:em 
229-5314 
Apr i 1 1 6, 1979 

Attachment: Schedule and Process for Developing 
the .FY 80 Priority Criteria and (ist 

No action 
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SCHEDULE & PROCESS FOR DEVE LOPING FY BO PRIORITY CRITERIA & LIST FOR CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 

April 27 , 1979 

EXPLANATORY NOTES 

(A) Public notice will advise ci ties , counties, potential applicants, interested pa r ties and the media 
of the exact time, date and place of the public meeting or hearing . This wil l occur 45 days in 
advance. 

(B) Information mater ials will be distributed to all parties who receive public notice and wi 11 be 
available for review at DEQ Regional Offices and at the Water Quality Division. These will be 
available 30 days in advance of meetings or hearings. 

(C) Information materia l s for the public meeting in June ·wi 11 include a summary of data re l evant to 
specific policy issues in the construction grants program. At a minimum, these issues include: (1) 
financing rese r ve capacity for future growth; (2) DEQ's role in assisting localities to develop 
fund i ng programs for growth capac i ty , if needed; .(J) the relationship between grant priority and 
enforcement actions; (4) phased construction projects and alternatives for financing phases; (5) 
state grant/loan assistance; (6) percentage l imi t.ations on funds for a project or type of project; 
(7) economic or hardship conside rat ion; and (B) constraints imposed by federal regulation on state 
pri or i ty system development . Other issues may be added later . 

(D) A status report will be made at the EQC meeting. 

(E) A public meeting will be conducted to discuss policy issues affecting the development of grant 
criteria and the priority list. The advance data prepared by DEQ which precedes the meeting is not 
intended to 1 imit the areas of public comment. The public is encouraged to discuss any issue rele­
vant to developing the F.Y BO priority system. 

(F) Public i nformation materials for the public hearing on proposed priority criteria will include a 
summary of earlier public involvement and a copy of criteria proposed for FY Bo. 

(G) The proposed FY BO criteria will be discussed at a public hearing in August. The hearing record 
will open 15 days before the hea r ing date and wi ll close the day after. 

(H) The EQC will consider adoption of a criteria system for FY Bo at its August meeting. A summary of 
public test imony from the hearing will accompany the proposed criteria. The EQC will be asked to 
au thori ze a public hearing to be held in September on the FY Bo draft priority list. 

( I) Informational materials will be sent to all interested parties. These materials will contain a 
surrrnary of testimony regarding pri ority criter ia, revised cr it eria (if necessa ry) and a proposed 
FY BO priority list. 

(J) The FY Bo priority 1 ist wil l be discussed at a pub] i c hearing in September. The hearing r ecord wil 1 
open for 15 days before the hear ing date and close the day after. 

(K) The FY So 1 ist wi ll be considered for adopt ion by the EQC . 

(L) If adopted by the EQC, the final priority system (criteria and priority list) will be transmitted to 
US EPA for approval. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

DEQ will maintain a complete record of all public comments submitted to us on the FY 80 Construction 
Grants program. In addition to statementS to the hearing records, other correspondence wi 11 be fully 
considered if received in a timely manner. 

Additional needs for public consultation procedures will be rev i ewed in late May. 

Interested parties will be advised by mail of specific dates, t imes and places for the activities out-
1 ined. 

Requests to be placed on DEQ's Construction Grants mailing 1 ist and corrrnents for the public record should 
be addressed to the Construction Grants Unit, Department of Env ironmental Qua] ity, P. 0 . Box 1760, Portland, 
Oregon 97207. 
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TO: 

STATE OF OREGON 

Environmental Quality 6484 
DEPT. TEL.EPHONE 

EQC Members, Division Directors 

FROM: Carol Splettstaszer 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE: 4/ 19/79 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item M - Land Use Coordinat ion Program 

The attachment to Agenda Item M begins with a transmittal letter from Bill Young 
to Wes Kvarsten, Director of LCDC . Please retain this attachment after the 
meeting and insert it into your Land Use Coordination Notebook. Other materials 
for your Notebook will be sent shortly . 

cc : Bob Jackman 

81 ° 125°1~87 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. M, April 27, 1979, EQC Meeting 

Land Use Coordination Program - Status Report on 
Implementation of Procedures Developed to Ensure 
DEQ Site-Specific Actions Affecting Land Use are in 
Conformance with LCDC's Statewide Planning Goals 

This item is to inform the Commission of an impending DEQ initiative to 
better coordinate its actions with local land use planning. 

ORS 197.180 requires DEQ, as a state agency with activities affecting land 
use, to comply with the Statewide Planning Goals and coordinate with local 
comprehensive land use planning, LCDC and others. DEQ's program for 
coordination, developed to meet the requirements of ORS and LCDC adminis­
trative rules, was approved by LCDC on October 20, 1978. Included were 
provisions for technical assistance and plan review for local comprehensive 
planning, and coordination of DEQ planning and actions with local compre­
hensive plans. The latter was in the section entitled "Site Specific 
Actions," pages 9-12. This is the last section of DEQ's Coordination 
Program to be implemented, effective May 1, 1979. 

Discussion 

The attachment meets the needs of DEQ's various programs and comprises 
DEQ's submittal to LCDC of the implementation program for permits and other 
site specific actions under both LCDC rules: "State Agency Coordination" 
and "State Permit Consistency." 

LCDC action on this submittal will probably occur in June or July. 

Our LCDC approved coordination program contains the same provisions on 
site specific actions as this submittal, although in more general language . 
It has essentially required this coordination since October. However, 
full implementation of the program for site specific actions has been 
pending development of interpretive procedures under the more specific 
requirements of LCDC's permit consistency rule, this to meet the adminis­
trative needs of DEQ air and water quality, noise control and solid waste 
facility actions. 
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The heart of the program is that DEQ will not accept site specific grant, 
plan review or permit applications for processing unless accompanied by 
a local planning statement of compatibility. For permits, an applicant 
statement that the local planning statement has been requested will be 
accepted instead, but the permit cannot become effective without a 
favorable local planning compatibility statement. 

A list in the attachment itemizes the affected DEQ actions. Four pages 
of the attachment have been distributed as notice to local government and 
others that this new DEQ coordination requirement will be effective May 
1, 1979 . 

Director's Recommendation 

Commission comments and questions are welcomed. No action is needed. 

R. D. Jackman:vh 
229-6403 
April 17, 1979 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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CO\IUNO. 

Wes Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court Street, N. E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten: 

The attached materials are offered to fulfill requirements of 
tive Rules on State Permit Consistency and complete the level 
Program implementation practicable within current resources. 
to the DEQ's Coordination Program are requested. 

LCDC Administra­
of Coordination 
Sane amendments 

These materials respond to your guidelines on Class B permits under the rule. 
Earlier drafts of the attached have been submitted for review since December. 
We have reviewed and refined some of these concepts with four of DEQ's Regional 
Managers and others over the past few months. Latest refinemen ts have just 
been canpleted. 

At present, Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Licenses are not included at all . We 
request that these licenses be listed as Class B. We believe that revision of 
our Coordination Program as requested in the attachments would also cover this 
category . There is only one disposal site no.v, near Arlington . Our intention 
would be to handle any new license applications the same as our other site­
specific actions, effective only upon receipt of an affirmati ve local canpati­
bi l ity statement. 

The Department plans to implement the new land use coordination procedure for 
six of the Class B permits including Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Licenses 
effective May 1, 1979. We are informing the public, local government, and in­
dustry groups; the potential applicants. 

The seventh Class B permit is for subsurface and other on -s i te sewage disposal 
systems. Procedures for coordinating with land use requirements at the sub­
surface permit stage have been in effect since 1974. The new procedure i s 
scheduled to begin June 1, 1979, at the preliminary site feasibility stage for 
any proposed individual subsurface system. The existing application form wil 1 
be modified. 
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Comparable, and in our view suff icient local land use compatibility procedures 
have been in effect for sewerage works construction grants and related facility 
plans for over two years . . We are developing procedural rules for other sewer­
age and wastewate r facilities plan review which will include the local land use 
compatibility requirement. Until adopted later this year, DEQ's Water Quality 
Division wil 1 encourage but not demand the compatibility statement for these 
other plans as part of the completed application. 

Legal counsel has advised that other DEQ rule amendments will not be necessary 
at this time . We wi ll rely on authority in ORS Chapter 197, LCDC's State Per­
mit Consistency Rule, and our Coordination Program requirements, which include 
the state statute and administrative rules citations authoriz ing our actions. 

Please confirm that these materials meet LCDC requirements . 

RDJ:ahe 
Attachment 

cc: Environmental Quality Commission 
cc: Pat Amedeo, Assistant to the Governor 
cc: Senator Ed Fadley, Chairman 

Senate Environment & Energy Committee 
cc: Representative Nancy Fadley, Chairperson 

House Environment & Energy Committee 
cc: Agency Management Group, DEQ 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

STATE OF OREGON 
Intergovernmental 
Coordination, DEQ 

DEPT. 

Bill Young 

Bob Jackman r 
229-6403 

TELEPHONE 

Schedule of LCDC Requirements Fulfilled 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE: April 17, 1979 

The follONing completes DEQ's fulfillment of two Land Conservation & Development Com­
mission (LCDC) requirements to the level practicable within current resources. 

Exhibit 

Exhibit coincidently implements both: 

1. LCDC's State Permit Consistency Rule; 
2. DEQ's Coordination Program approved by LCDC; the Slte-Speclfic 

Action Section, pages 9 through 12. 

The request for additional resources needed to bring coordination with DLCD and local 
planning to an adequate leve l are in budget Decision Packages 28 and 48; outside the 
Governor's Recommended Budget . This means DEQ will probably continue being late or 
unresponsive on such items as local plan review comments and technical assistance, as 
well as assistance to LCDC pol.icy development (e.g .. , uroan growth strategies, post­
acknowledgment strategies, federal permit consistency}. But we will do our best. 

Exhi.bit r begi·ns with a Notice of Impl ementation transmittal to the public, local 
government, and industry groups; potential applicants. We are ready to go and have 
already trial-implemented these procedures in a few cases in some of our regions. 
The Exhibit continues with a set of applicant requirements and a form for obtaining 
the loca l statement of land~ compati5ility for permit proposals, to be transmitted 
with the implementation letter. The memo to DEQ's Agency Management Group lays out 
what related clauses we must include in permits, grants, and plan app rova l s to imple­
ment this program. A list of the DEQ action s is included. 

The procedures of this Exh ibit address DEQ' s six "Clas s B" facility permits li s t ed in 
LCDC ~s rule: Air Contaminant Discharge; Indirect Source (a ir); NPDES (water); Water 
Pollution Control; Subsurface (and other on-site) Sewage Di sposa l; and Solid Waste 
Disposal .. 

The Department will continue permit procedures in effect since 1974 to cover obtaining 
l oca 1 land use sign-off for subsurface sewage disposal in community or individual lot 
systems; whether single parcels or subd ivis ion s. 

Effective June 1, 1979, DEQ intends to move the local land use compatibility sign-off 
up t o the preliminary s ite feasibility evaluation report step, and mod ify existing 
application forms to implement the change. The "Information to DEQ Applicants" sheet 
expla in s the details Csee 3.) . 

Preliminary subdivision subsurface sewage or sewerage feasibility eva luations shou ld 
continue to supp ly applicants and local officials with information needed prior to local 

8 I .1 2 5 -I 3 87 
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subdivision approval, as specified in ORS 92.090 (5). 

In our submittal to LCDC, we should request that Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Licenses 
be newly listed as Class B for DEQ. The Coordination Program revisions listed above · 
would also apply to these licenses. We would intend to handle them in the same manner 
as stated in Exhibit I for our other Site-Specific Actions. The licenses could not 
become effective until receipt of affirmative local compatibility statements. 

Procedures for sewerage works construction grants and related facility plan rev iew 
in effect for over two years appear sufficient to meet this new coordination proce­
dure and no changes are contemplated for this category. Water Quality is developing 
procedural rules for other sewerage and wastewater faci 1 ities plan rev.iew encompas­
sing the local land use compatibility requirements. Until adopted later this year, 
Water Quality will encourage but not demand the compatibility statement as part of a 
completed application for review of these other plans. 

Ray Underwood has advised that other DEQ rule amendments will not be necessary at this 
time. Sufficient authority exists in his opinion in ORS Chapter 197, LCDC's State 
Permit Consistency Rule, DEQ's Coordination Program, and our own statutes and admini­
strative rule authorizations to implement this coordination fo r now. Experience may 
yield need for further rule changes. 

We are prepared to sta rt in April with a mailing to local gove rnments and others im­
plementing these Site-Specific procedu res. That mailing will also include a few 
changes to DEQ's Handbook, such as for Carbon Monoxide (CO) measurement as it relates 
to land use planning, s ubmitted to me by Air Quality recently . 

This submittal will probably be before LCDC for consideration in June or July. 

Coordination Program Changes 

Attached are revisions to pages 8 through 11 of the DEQ's Coordination Program which 
make corrections allowing some of the procedures in Exhibit I. These will be included 
for LCDC consideration. At the bottom of page 9 and top of page 10 the change wil l 
a llow app licants, in stead of local governments, to certify that a statement of compat­
ibi 1 ity has at least been applied for when one cannot be immediately obtained. The 
change on page II s hows that we would not consider the permit effective until an af­
firmative local statement of compatibility is received; th i s instead of suspending or 
revoking a permit upon eventual rece i pt of a negative statement. As the Exhibit I 
"Instruct ion s to Applicants" states, conditional issuance applies to permits only. It 
is the Department:s intent to require the local statement of compatibility before 
accepting applications as comp lete for construction grant and facility plan approval 
processing. 

Three ''housekeepi:ng1' changes. are proposed. Page 8, item 2.3 A 2)_ i.ndtcates the status 
of DEQ's review of its r·ules for goal conformance. This i.s further discussed in the 
next section of this memo . The first change shown on page 9 reflects implementation 
of this coordination process by procedure modification under existing authority. 
Adm in istrative rul e revisions to support the process will occur as needed, The 
sentence now deleted on page 10 was an artifact of earl fer program drafts. 
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Coordination Program lmp1ementation Now Complete 

We are presuming that the submittals here and an on-going conformance review of DEQ 
rules as they are proposed for modification wi ll meet the intent if not the letter of 
item 2.3.A 2), page 8, of our Coordination Program. This item promised review of DEQ 
rules for Statewide Planning Goal Conformance. With current staff and workload we 
simply cannot perform an exhaustive review of our existing rules. Assuming this, 
implementation of the Coordination Program appears complete except for adding the 
staff resources we promised to budget. In fact, we met the Program promise by in­
cluding the requested resources in Decision Packages 28 and 48. 

Concluding Remarks 

Hal Sawyer, Fritz Skirvin, Jack Weathersbee, Bill Dana, and Ray Underwood were ve ry 
helpful in amending items in Exhibit I to fit their needs. Hopefully, we have a pack­
age which will function acceptably . 

ahe 
Attachment 
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EXHIBIT I April 17 , 1979 

TO: State of Oregon City & County Planning Departments 

FROM: William H. Young 

SUBJECT: Local Planning Sign-off on DEQ Actions: IMPLEMENTATION NOTrCE 
Effective May 1, 1979 

The attached items implement local land use compatibility requirements of the 
DEQ Coordination Program approved by LCDC in October. This covers DEQ permits, 
plan review, and construction grant approvals 1 isted in an attachment for fa­
cilities "affecting land use." These actions were also listed in Air, Noise, 
Solid Waste and Water Section tables of our previously distributed Handbook 
for Environmental Quality Elements of Land Use Plans. 

Applicants will now be directed to you to obtain the "Statement of Compatibility" 
discussed in the attachments and the Coordination Program section of our Hand­
book, as they complete application for these DEQ actions. 

This new procedure gives you direct influence on requests for DEQ actions, in 
harmony with Oregon's land use program and implementation of truly "comprehensive" 
plans, with emphasis on local control . 

We look forward to your help and cooperation. 

Also included are needed revisions updating portions of DEQ's Handbook. 

RDJ:ahe 
Attachments 

cc: Local Governing Bodies, State of Oregon 
DEQ's Handbook distribution lis t 

µ/~;J~~ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNO / 
Director 



List of DEQ "Land Use Affecting" Actions 

New Procedure: For Coordination with Local Land Use Compatibility 
(To be implemented o n May 1, 1979. ) 

NOTE 1: The following DEQ facility actions are affected by this procedure. 

Only new or expanded facilities or those with increased waste/contam­
inate discharge are involved . 

2: 

l= The procedure i s new unless otherwise noted. 

Permits 

Plans 

Air Contaminant Discharge 
Indirect Source (Air) 

Water Pollution Control 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] (Water) 
Subsurface (and other on-site) Sewage Disposal 

[NOTE: l . Continue 1974 permit procedure. 

2. DEQ is developing a modified procedure to shift local 
compatibility sign-off point to pre li minary site feasib ility 
evaluation report step; implementation target - June 1, 1979.] 

Solid Waste Disposal 
Hazardous Waste Disposal (License) 

Sewerage & Wastewater 
[NOTE: l. Continue 1977 Procedure for those related to Construction Grants 

(below). 
2. For the rest, Optional (encouraged) pending Procedural Rules 

later this year.] 
Sol id Waste 

Construction Grants & Loans 

Sewerage Works [NOTE: Continue 1977 Procedure] 
Sol id Waste 

Notice of Cons truction 

Air Contaminant Emission Source 

Tax Credits (Preliminary Pre-Construction Certification for commercial/industrial 
Pollution Control Facility) 

Noise Control 
Sol id Waste 

DEQ 4/79 



~USE COMPATIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: INFORMATION TO DEQ APPLICANTS 

DEQ Must Have Local Land Use Approval Before Acting 

1. ORS 197. 180 and DEQ's Coordination Program approved by LCDC require that DEQ-issued permits, facility ~. and con­
struction grants for new or expanded facilities not be approved or become effective until DEQ recei ves evidence from 
the responsible local planning authoritie~ that the proposal is compatible with local land use provisions. 

2. Applicants must obtain local compatibility statements to complete application for t hese DEQ approvals. Fac ility plan 
and construction grant approval requests will not be considered complete or processed without the local compatibi l ity 
approval statements. Procedures for sewerage works construction grants projects have been in effect since 1977. (See 
separate i nstructions. ) DEQ permit applicants are strongly encouraged to have the local statement in hand when appl y­
ing. Optionally, permit applicants may submit evidence of application for local statements but permits will be con­
ditioned to~ become effective until a favorable local statement is rece ived. 

3. Local compatibility statement~ accompany requests for preliminary s ite feasibility evaluation reports and permits 
for community or individual subsurface sewage disposal systems, whether single lot or subdivision. No conditional re­
ports or permits will be issued for individual lots. (These requirements will not become effective for evaluation 
reports until existing forms are modified; about June 1, 1979.) Effective now, for new subdivisions or partit ionings, 
the DEQ site evaluation report may be conditioned to go into effect only upon receipt of favorable loca l compatib i lity 
statement and local approval of the preliminary plat or partitioning. 

4. Local statements must certify proposals compatible with LCDC-Acknowledged local comprehensive land use plans and im­
plementing ordinances or Statewide Planning Goals. 

s. Once the application is complete, DEQ will test the proposed action for compatibility with state and federal environ­
mental quality requirements and relevant provisions of Goals 6 (Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality) and 11 (Pub­
lic Facilities and Services). However, DEQ actions are in themselves not f i ndings of local land use or Goal compat­
ibility. Both applicant and local government will be informed of the nature and fact of DEQ's act ions . 

6. In urbanizing areas between city limits and Urban Growth Boundaries, applicants must provide evidence of city con­
currence with the county statement on the proposal. The city evidence may be: 

a. Sign-off below the . county sign-off on DEQ's form, 
OR b. A copy of the city-county management agreement Included in t he Urban Area Plan Acknowledged 

by LCDC, 
OR c. A written statement covering the applicant's proposa l. 

7. Inside the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) surrounding Portland, evidence of compat ibi lity with the c urrent 
regional land use planning process and adopted requirements must be provided, in addition to those discussed above. 

8. Proposals within the jurisdiction and requirements of local government boundary commissions fo r the Portland, Salem, 
and Eugene areas must be separately cleared with them, as usual. That process is not lin ked in substance or t iming 
to this new land use clearance, but both must be followed from now on. 

9. The attached form is optional for obtaining the local statements prior to application for air, water, and sol id waste 
permits. For subsurface sewage disposal, these requirements are being incorporated into existing forms . Fol low s im i­
lar procedures in obtaining local statement prior to applying for DEQ approval of fac ility pl~ns or construction 
grants. Plan and grant applications will not be processed without favorabl e local statements. Evidence of local 
application is not sufficient. 

10. If DEQ receives a negative local statement of compatibility, we cannot take the action. The permit or approval can­
not be issued or if already issued conditionally cannot become effecti ve. OEQ expects the applicant to work with the 
local jurisdiction to obtain needed zone change, variance, or other mod i fication to produce compatibility with the 
Acknowledged plan and ordinances or the Goals. Return only when the issues are resolved and the local jurisdiction 
has made a statement of compatibility. 

OEQ 4/79 



P~rmit Application Addendum: 

DEQ LAND USE COMPATIBILITY REQUIREMENTS and STATEMENT 

ORS 197. 180 and DEQ's Coordination Program,- as approved by LCDC, require that DEQ­
issued permits for new or expanded faci l it ies not become effective until a Statement 
of Compatibility with applicable local land use plans and Statewide Planning Goals i s 
provided to the DEQ from the responsible local planning authorities. 

Applicant's Description of the Nature & Location of Proposed New or Expanded Facility. 
(Include appropriate legal description, planning reference information. /-/ Check if 
the site i s inside an Urban Growth Boundary but outside city limits. Attach evidence 

~ of city concurrence with the county Statement if concurrence not given below.) 
~ ======================================================================================:,,=! 
c. 
E 
0 
u 

""" c 
C'O 
u 

c. 
c. 
<( 

""" 

C 0 M P L E T E 0 N E 0 N L Y O F T H E F 0 L L 0 W I N G: 

~ Statement of Compatibility from Appropriate Land Use Authority. 
~ ment may be provided in li eu of this form.) 

(An equiva lent State-

~ ====================================================================================== 
~ has reviewed the above referenced proposa l for compatib ili ty 
~ _w_i_t_h~[-c_r_o_s_s __ o_u_t __ o_n_e_]~(-it-s--LCDC Acknowledged Comprehensive Plan) (Statewide Planning 
~ Goals) and finds°"the proposal to be compatible. 
l­
o 

~ Signed -------------------------Tit le----------------------­
<( 

Date 

~ I /City concurrence inside Urban Growth Boundary: 
c 
c 
c 
ro Signed 

a.. 
Title Date _...,.......__________________________ ----------------------

--------

Request to Proceed with Permit Processing pending Receipt of Compatibility Statement. 
~=======================================================================================! 

'.;::; I hereby certify that I have applied to on 
~ for the necessary Statement of Compat .ibi~ity. ~he l ocal review 
~ action is expected to be complete by hereby request DEQ to 
""" proceed with processing my application during this time per iod in order to minim ize 
<C delays. I understand that the requested permit when issued cannot become effective 
~ until the Comp~tibility Statement i s f il ed with the Department . 
""" c 
C'O Signed u 
.-
g 

<( Date 

DEQ 4/79 



·To: DEQ Agency Management Group -Apri 1 10, 1979 

From: Bob Jackman t 
Subject: Contents of otlce or Transmittal Conveying DEQ "Land Use Affecting" Actions 

Under the prov1s1ons of DEQ's Coordination Program approved by LCDC, DEQ actions must 
convey certain information to the applicant and local government (and the public and 
other agencies). 

To fulfill this promise, please see to it that notices and transmittals of permit, plan, 
and grant approval issuance include: 

1. The_ Department has tested the proposed action and finds it compatible with DEQ 
statutes, regulations and policies, and the relevant provisions of Statewide Plan­
ning (LCDC)Goals 6 (Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality) and 11 (Public Facil­
ities and Services). 

2. This DEQ action does not convey a finding of compatibility with the Statewide Plan­
ning Goals or the Acknowledged comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, in­
cluding the applicable zoning classification. It is the Department's position that 
those findings are the responsibility of the local government(s) having comprehensive 
planning and implementing jurisdiction. 

~· (county or city) stated to DEQ (date) that the proposed 
project is compatible with their LCDC Acknowledged Comprehensive plan and ordinances 
or the Statewide Planning Goals. DEQ will rely on that statement as evidence that 
there has been a de,termJnation of compatibility. 

ADD to 3, if applicable: The site is inside the (c_ity} Urban Growth 
Boundary and we have evidence the city concurs. 

NOTE : For permits where we have evidence that a local compatibility statement has 
been requested but we do not receive the local statement before time to act, 
DEQ will issue the permit conditionally. Be certain to include both in the 
letter in lieu of 3 above, and stamped in red ink on permit page 1: 

"Notice: this permit shall not become effective until the appli­
cant has received from the pertinent local government and submitted 
to the Department, a land use approval, in form deemed sufficient 
by the Department, for the activity sought to be permitted. 11 

This last statement is in the form approved by counsel, Ray Underwood . Some 
of you would rather have it shortened, but Ray feels it is necessary for legal 
protection. 
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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 1979-81 biennial budget request 

the additional manpowe~ 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. 
· rl.e Pep""f,..t!Mf J4s ,·.,,;1141/r +ev/e/,()~J 

2) &t .Jarit1eir7 1, 1979, BEQ ~·ill re·ii;;}its rules listed in the handbook for 

goal 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 Department is responsible for programs and actions 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 qua] ity agency. Department 

implementation of environmental quality programs may from time to time 

present apparent conflicts with other L~DC goals. DEQ understands that 

all 19 LCDC goals must be considered by local governments and overal 1 

goal conformance and comprehensive plan compatibility assessment devel-

oped by the appropriate local government in considering any proposed 

project or program. It is clearly beyond OEQ's authority and expertise 



1) 

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 Goals and are com-

patible with local comprehensive plans. As presented here they propose 

to apply to all DEQ actions affecting land use. 

The Department feels that the processes described below are consis -

tent with the intent of the statewide planning statutes (SB 10, SB 100, 

and SB 570) to place the· responsibility for coordinated comprehensive 

planning at the local leve·l. These processes help to accomplish that by 

putting the determinations of compatibility with local plans and confer-

mance with Statewide Planning Goals at the local level. 

Site Specific Actions: f~e~a...d 

The Department intends to develop adminisiEative/rules for all site 

specific actions on new or expansion projects affecting land use. These 

f!~1ei]wil1requ.irea 11stat~ent of compatibility" with the acknowledged 

local comprehensive plan and zoning requirements or the LCDC goals from 

the appropriate jurisdiction. This statement would have to accompany 

applications for DEQ permits and construction or funding approvals on 

new or expansion projects. 

a) The process would work as fol lows: when an appl i cant submits an 

application to DEQ it either will be accompanied by a "statement 

of compatibility," or evidence{j/Offi t he apprcpriilte lGGal juris-d+e--



the applicant has applied for such a statement before 

we accept the application as complete for processing. The local 

statement ~ust indicate the compatibility of the proposed project 

under ORS, Chapter 197 with the Statewide Planning Goals or LCDC 

acknowledged local comprehensive plan and ordinances. ·{iAe Aotifiee­

tieA .,,ill inchide the a•te ·i1hel'I the state111e111! is dt.1e, 111itl:iiA the time 

.+-iff'lits set bt Admi11i3treti'9e Rt:lle er etl"let eotl101 it1 fer r:i1oce.,3H:+g 

tl:iat categoPJ af actio11, ul"lles-s aP'I eH1iaRsieA i3 gr-el"lted;J 

(1) If we receive an affirmative local statement of compatibility, 

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 take t~e action, the local statement of 

compatibility will be referenced in the public notice and draft 

permit for review, in the approved final permit, or in the 

appropriate document issued 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, re<Julations & policies, and the relevant 

provisions of LCDC Goals 6 and 11 (ln which the Department de-

clares preeminence in judgment for DEQ programs) and finds it 

compatible. DEQ will also state that its action does~ convey 

a finding on compatibility with the Statewide Planning Goals or 

the acknowledged comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, 

including the applicable zoning classification. It 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. 

(2) If we do not receive a local statement within the time specif i ed, 

and the Depar~ment has . determined it should take the action 
· c; ".., d ;-t-;'o-w a I I 'I 

then it shall do so/while informing the applicant and the local 

government of jurisdiction that: 1 

(a) DEQ 1 s action (e.g., issuance of a permit) is not a finding 

of compatibility with the statewide planning goals or the 

acknowl edg·ed comprehensive pl an; and 

(b) the applicant must receive a l and use approval from the 

affected l oca 1 government .6e.f"~ (}[~!s tJc.fi~>1 be~~es e-Ffet!f,ltf!?., 

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. 

(3) 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 pla n 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.~ .Se allm1ee te stal'!e ey QE~ If the action 

rr; e pel"l"l'lit it eaAnet isswe or if ell"eaEly iss1e1ii)conditionall y , 
cti.1,,of' Peco.,..e eftec.:f;ve, 

ithfill ee s~si:ieRdee er ravgketi;) The notification will state 

that DEQ expects the applicant to work with the local jurisdiction 

1Experience with this&1;Jmay indicate that a substantial number of 11conditional 11 per­

mits are issued. If management of the resource base is affected, further rule-mak i ng 

may be needed. 
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Permit Number: 01 0001 

1

~ 
~~i s~1-~/. ~cl 

i'h r:?ne 
E~riration Date: J/1/8~ 0-
Pagc l ot ~ Pugc::; 

(AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE)PERMIT 

Dcp~rtment of Environmental Qu~lity 
522 SN Fifth, Portl;:ind, OR 9720 ~ 

i,iai 1. i:ig .Ad0ress: · T30x J7 GO , Portli:incl , OR ~7207 
Tcl~phonc: ( 503) 229-5696 

Issu~c in ~ccordance with the provisions of ORS(4G8.31~ 
(t(~) ~and subject to the Land Use Compatibility State'nfent·pe~erenced below. 

ISSUED TO: 

!:ic. 

Information Relied Upon: 
ftEFEREi'lCE INf'OR:HA'i'Iml ~ 

(l )i\!?Qlication t:o. -'l:•l68 

-Ocrt-i:-Rece.l ved :: -H:/21,'-=ts-

PL]\NT SITE: 

su.-d Ii S~::e:::?t i.!fF I Oi\ 

(2) Land Use Compatibility Statement.~tr'~ 
From {f 1kd t:: ;> 
Dated ( • • " ) 

ISSUED DY ~=:?A.-qT:·tEN:' OF ENVIRON!-IBNTAL QUALITY 

i'iILLIA;' i I~. Y.Ji..i~~G, D1:ectoc ' oated 

So~!:C~ ( s) Pccmitte<l 

"'"' -'"~-1· , , ~,., .. <:;ou r ~ c~ ... ··• ·"-. <°· · · •. ; 11 .'- . \~ 

to~isch.-:ir9 ·i? Air Contaminant' 

&t;:in rl .:i r cl I.nc1u::; t :.-v Code as Listccl) 

, .. : · . .. 
' .:: ... , 

~~ ; 

· ~ 
• I 



41~·· 1-;~~1'sfaf~e.,,rret' · P~11 ·+- &x~p /e ®, · \ 
~ .. ~- Sl/J nfJ {v..:.. · - ~(1-th.d t(se Cc;~c1 .~a. -f(rJ'r'l~~,e) 

NOTICE: This permit shal 1 not become effect i ve ". · V ~ 
unti 1 the applicant has receiv7d from the perti- ~err:iit ~lumber: 0-l:-Wcn- O 
nent l ocal government and submitted to the. 1~ :<:i1rat1on D.:itc: +ft1~ 
Department, a land use approval , in form deemed Pugc l or 1 PugcG 
sufficient by the Department, for the act i vi t y 
sough t to be perm it ted. 

(~IR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE)PERMIT 

00p~rtment of E:1vironmcntal Qu~lity 
522 SW Fifth, Poctl~nd, on 0720l 

M~Jlt11s; A<Jch·c:Ss: l10X J7GO, Port l.:incl, on !'17207 
Telephone: (503) 229- 5696 

Issu~d in accordance ~ith the provis.ions of ORSl4Gs ,;10 . 
{ Nt.w) ~and subject to the Land Use Campa ti bi 1 i ty Sta te'nfen t · Pe~erenced be 1 ow. 

ISSUED TO: 

n~c ·· p.,.1; .. 1·.., l.it.. , .\•., \..• ... -.· . ••I 

:~c ;. P. ~: 5 
!:IC• 

n .. < :: , o~~ 970::, 

iifef/,' g~:cct 

Information Relied Upon:~ (!fevised) 
·ftEPERfillCE-l:#fORt'il\'i'IO>l 1 

(lh:;iplication t:o. -'i-•168 

-Ou-t~Rece.i ved :: -H:/21/"fS-

(2) Land Use Compatibi l ity Statement.~(h1~ 
From --------
Dated 

ISSUED D'L !J:?.\..l"l.T:·t.:NT 02 ENVIRONHENTAL QUALITY 

iHLLIA.:.'i l~ . 'i~v:;G, D1::cctor 
.• 

Sou::cc(z) Pc~rait ted 

:.:.--:::"' n~(,;.~ ~~:-. ;:t".:-:-i!~:i;;t Sau er:~ 

Dated 

to (DischuCCJI? Aic Contuminant' · . 

Gst;:rnrl.lccl Inci u::; t::-v Cocle C\5 List~cl) 
·~ · 



Bill ~oung, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

RE: Ozone Ambient Air Quality Standard 

Dear Bill: 

612 SE 73rd Ave. --· 
Portland, Oregon 97215 
April 6, 1979 

On March 30, 1979, prior to the EQC meeting, public notices 
rega~ding DEQ's proposal to change the state primary air quality 
sta!.i.dard for ozone appeared in The Oregonian (copy attached) . 
On that same day, · the DEQ staff was to present to the EQC a 
request for authorization to hold a public hearing on this issue. 

My question is why were such notices published prior to 
EOC approval of this request? What would have happened if the 
EQC declined to authorize the '•public hearing? In the past, 
~t has been the established policy of the Department to seek 
EQC approval prior to issuing public notice of hearings. Has 
this policy been changed? If so., is the EQC aware of this 
~! !..) l icy change? 

In regard to the public notice itself, I find it unclear, 
ambiguous and bordering on misleading. The implication of the 
public notice is that consistency with the federa l standard is 
necessary. This, of course, is not true. The state is free 
to sec ambient air quality standards equa l to or more stringent 
than federal s tandards. 

The notice should state specifically that DEQ intends to 
raise the present state standard from 0.08 ppm to 0 . 12 ppm. 
Since lay people are not cognizant of the effects of raising or 
lowering a particular standard, the notice should also state 
that such change would result in an increase in the maximum 
amount of ozone emissions permitted to be discharged into the 
air. Such specificity is necessary in order to receive maximum 
public input into this most important decision. 

s tate of Oregon 
OEPA.RTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT'I 

00 ~ l~'H~q ll 1~ · ; [ID 

OfflCE OF HI~ OIRcCTOR 

cc : members of the EQC 
Melinda Renstrom, OEC 
Dan Brandt, OSP.IRG 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Jan D. Sokol 
OSPIRG ' s representative 
to the Portland AQMA 
Adyisory Committee 



' 
Guv .. .vill to increase its 
number of employees to 
about 500, 

11ull J.Sland co. 
ties have been fined 
$9, 700 by the liquor 
board since November. 

The Department of Envtronmental ·ouallty ls proposing to 
change the state primary air quality standard for ozone to 
0.12 ppm, one hour average, to make II consistent wlth the 
federal air quality stand.ard. The DEO Is also sollciting 
testimony concerning the appropriateness of adopting a 
secondary (welfare-related) standard for ozone. A revised· 
primary standard may be submitted to EPA as a change to 
the Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. You may 
comment orally at: 

1:00 PM Public Hearing, May 3, 1979 
Jackson County Courthouse 
Auditorium Medford 

1:00 PM Public Hearing, May 7; 1979 Rm. 36, 
ST A TE OFFICE BUILDING 
1400 S. W. FIFTH AVE. PORTLAND 

Coples of the proposed rule are available for your study 
and comment by writing or phoning Raymond Johnson, 

. 229-6411, DEQ Air Quality Division, P. 0. Box 1760, Port-
land, OR 97207. You can call toll free 1~52-7813 and 
ask for DEQ 229-6411. 

Written comments may be submitted until 
May 3 at the above frddress. 

" 

.> 

i 

t 



.. 

. 1 

-.. .... 

It le - <:> 5 °' .. 
/Ju< s-) ,.,., )<, .. ) 
A.-1.-~ 1~1,;.. i «..., (1 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

ROBERT W STRAUB 
C.O.,.UNO I MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

• Mr. Jan Sokol 
612 S.E~ 73rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97215 , 

Dear Mr. Sokol s 

. · April 20, 1979 

Thank you for your letter regarding the ozone .hearing public notice. 'l'he 
. public notice regarding the hearing was published on March 30 due to 

adlllinistrative error. 
" . . I 

As you are aware, the Department is experimenting with the display ad 
' public notice procedure . We have been advised by t~e Attorney General's 

office that until the public notice · iseue is resolve we should issue 
public notice at least 30 days prior to beau:·-in~ and cttween 20 end 30 days 
prior to hearing. This would aatisf{~•~l . eq2.i? ments~ith whioh the 
Depar tJnent msy hav'! to comply. .., , . . 

'!'he ad of March 30 was published(;~(') ee the greater than 30 day 
requirement for the May 3 hearin • Our date~\Of publication were 
therefore limited to the period rior to A~ril 2. Staff determined that 
newspapers of a Friday (Mycll30). or a Sunday (April 1) would have the 
widest circulation. We f uld ha~ pub~i'6hed on April l after EQC 
action, but, as I said, error resure--ed in March 30 publication. 

In regard to your questio a on DJPf rtment polioy, · it has not changed as 
it pertains to EQC authoriz~ron of hoarings for public notice. Contrary 
to your statement, the Department has, in the past, issued public notice 
prior to EQc author.ization for hearing. Thia prooodure ia not followed 
as standard practice but rather only under extenuating c~rcumstances. 

:,' 

If the EQC. had declined to authorize the hearing (which has never been 
done) , the Department would most likely bave published a notice that the 
hearing would not be held. 'l'he Department could have, at its option, . 
gone ahead with hearing. Obviously though, that would not be the most 
prudent course of action. It is a matter of courtesy and policy, not legal 
requirements, that governs the act of requesting authorizati~n. 

Regarding the content of the notice, I am sorry that you found it . 
unacceptable. The intent of the ad was to pcovide some facts and draw 
citizens' attention to the Department's proposed action, and I believe 
this was accomplished. I do not agree that the ad implies consistency 
with the federal standard is necessary. The ad state• that changes "may 
be submitted to the EPA" as a SIP revision • 

\, 
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Mr. Jan Sokol 
April 20, 1979 
Page 2 

'·"'·· ,·: .. 

We have also solicited testimony regarding t.he "adoption of a separate ~ 
welfare . standard which would be more . stringent than the federal standard; . it,· r' ... 

This, too, , would imply consistency ia not necessary,. .. , I ·dO· agree that ' · · 
wording to the effect that the state standard .. ia proposed .. to b$ raised 
from 0.08 ppm to the federal level of 0.12 ppm may have .been better. 

I 8lll sure you understand that we oannot ·inolude everything about the 
subject in an ad and keep the ad at reasol)able cost~ .. The Department spent 
over $100·0 !or this public notice. alone. As l stated .. previously,"' the · " . 
intent of _ the notice waa to Jnake tbe· publio aware of the proposed action, 
and this was accomplished. Those people , whose interest:! we've drawn now 
have am_ple opportunity· to get addi~ional information . from· staff, · attend 
the hoating, and appear before the EQC when the . item~·~ .up for adoption. 

' . 

Near or in non-attainment areas, emissions would not be allowed to increase · 
for either the 0.08 ppm or 0.12 ppm standard. : As you are aware, control 
strategies are being developed to bring non-attainment areas into 
canpliance with the ozone standard. · These · strategies are . based on emission ;. 
reductions. It is true that the uount of reduction · required for these .. 
strategies would be less for a o.~~pm standard .when '_ocapared to ' a o.oe .... 
ppm standard, · and in the long ·terna Jliore emissiona would be .allow•d undor 
a O .12 ppm standard than an 0. 08 ppm standard • . · · : .. :, :. · · ··: .: · · · ' · · 

. ' · .. : : . ~; 
It is our intent to convey the impact .' of the p~oposed action in the brief 
notice as clearly as possible. In .. the future we will pay ml!>re attention 

.. to the action words ~n: o~r ads. «' ,. . , . /." _ >:-:--- , , · 
.. 

1.·hope thia response clarifies the issues in queation, • · " 
. . .. . . , ':"r . . . , • i • \ ·: 

. , , '.. . . . ~ .. . ) .'.~ .. "«.:-: ... · · ,. ".' ", ·. Sincerely,.:·'.'f:/\"' 
~· • .• A · :•~,. •, , I ,,.'\i. 'f • I 

'i.' ';\,7, ·.· .. ·'., ' . ;>,} '.'.;::t: . ;j )~<';t/><)>; :;< \.~ . ' 
. WILLIAM H. YOOWG 

·"; · · Director . .' · · .. 
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EQC members OCI 
Melinda Renstrom, OEC · 

:. Dan Brandt, OSPIRG , ·~ 
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