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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

9:00 am CONSENT ITEMS 

April 18, 1980 

Eugene City Council Chambers 
777 Pearl Street 

Eugene, Oregon 

AGENDA 

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 March 21, 1980 Commission meeting. 

B. Monthly Activity Report for March 1980. 

C. Tax Credit Applications. 

D. Request for approval of Stipulation and Final Order (WQ-WVR-80-22) 
between the Department and the City of Silverton. 

E. Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Rules - Request for authorization to 
conduct a public hearing to amend the State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
regarding VOC rules (OAR Chapter 340, Section 22); and permit rules 
OAR 340-20-155) to include certain VOC sources. 

F. Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Rules - Request for authorization to 
conduct a public hearing for annual rules review and standards update 
to include 1980 model year motor vehicles (OAR 340-24-300 through 
24-350). 

9:10 am PUBLIC FORUM 

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

ACTION ITEMS 

The Commission may hear testimony on these i. terns. at the ti me designated, 
but may reserve action until the work session later in the meeting. 

9:15 am H. Field Burning - Public hearing and pmposed adoption of amendments to 
Oregon Agr i cultural Burning Rules (OAR 3!10-26-005 through 26-030); 
and to consider inclusion of the proposed amendments and technical support 
documentation as a revision to Oregon's ·state Implementation Plan (SIP). 

(MORE) 



10:00 am 

11 : 30 am 

1. 39 pm 
POSTPONED 

1: 45 pm 

POSTPONED 

EQC Agenda -2- Apr i l 18 , 1 i 980 

I. Proposed Interim Groundwater Qua! ity Policy. 

J. River Road/Santa Clara Septic Tank Moratorium - Pub! ic hearing, to 
consider whether to continue, repeal or modify Oregon Administ<Jrative 
Rule (OAR) 340-71-020(9) as it relates to the current spetic tank 
moratorium in effect in the River Road/Santa Clara area of Lanre County. 

K. Multnomah County Groundwater - Request for approval of Multnoma3h 
County Groundwater Protection Plan. 

L. Reqt1e:st fo1 i:;st1a1,ee ef kazarde1:1s naste Bisl'esal site lieef\se ({r:n:nflBer 
ll\1' I) te Gl=tem Seet:Jrit·1 , lfle., fer Arlingter1 llaza1de1:1s '11'aste Bi·sspesal site. 

M. Hazardous Waste Treatment Site Licensing - Proposed adoption off amendments 
to Oregon Administrative Rules for 1 icensing of hazardous waste' 
treatment sites (OAR Chapter 340, Division 62) and hazardous waiste 
management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 63). 

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WILL BE ADDRESSED BY THE COMMISSION AFTER ll :45 pm. 

tJ. Reqt1e5t fo1 hea1 i.n~ OR ti-le tle11ial ef Lal"lel Reelafflatien, lne. (€831t1mBia Sanel 
aRel 6Fac'el Pit) a_f=lf3lieatieA feF a seliB ·,;aste BisfJesal fasilit·:1 f38Fffiit. 

0. Request for variance to subsurface sewage disposal rules - lllaihee 
planned unit development, Douglas County. 

P. Certification of p 1 ans for sewerage system as adequate to allew i ate 
a health hazard (pursuant to ORS 222.898) for an area contiguouJs to 
the City of Portland (Southwest Lesser Road area). 

INFORMATIONAL ITEM 

Q. Grants Pass Air Quality - Status report per Commission request ·Of 
August 25, 1978. 

WORK SESSION 

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

Because of the uncertain time span involved, the Commission reserve,1s the 
right to dea 1 with any i tern at any time in the meeting except those; i terns 
with a designated time certain. Anyone wishing to be heard on an a;genda 
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) and lunch (12:15 pm) at the 
Eugene Hotel, 222 East Broadway, Eugene. 



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC 

MINUTES OF THE HUNDRED TWENTIETH MEETING 
OF THE 

ORJ;X;ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

April 18, 1980 

On Friday, April 18, 1980, the one hundred twentieth meeting of the Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission convened in the Eugene City Council 
Chambers, 777 Pearl Street, Eugene, Oregon. 

Present were Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; 
Mr. Albert H. Densmore, Vice-Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; and Mrs. Mary 
v. Bishop. Commissioner Ronald M. Somers was absent. Present on behalf 
of the Department were its Director, Mr. William H. Young, and several 
members of the Department staff. 

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of 
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 Southwest 
Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

BREAKFAST MEETING 

Mr. Ronald M. Somers was the only Commission member absent. 

1. Evans Products Company--Status Report. Mr. John Borden, Willamette 
Valley Region Manager, presented a written status report to the 
Commission which is made a part of the Commission's record on this 
matter. He informed the Commission that there was a problem with 
the ambient air sampling study due to contamination of the measuring 
device. 

2. Tillamook and Marion Counties subsurface program--Status Report. 
Regarding the problems in Tillamook County which were presented to 
the Commission at previous meetings, they were told that the 
notification letters had been sent to residents in the area. 
Mr. Jack Osborne, of the Department's Subsurface Section, said the 
Department had already received several requests for reevaluation 
of systems. 

Director Young informed the Commission that due to financial problems 
Marion County had laid off, among other employes, one of their two 
sanitarians. The Department informed Marion County that they didn't 
believe the County could operate the program adequately with only 
one sanitarian and offered Department assistance to back them up or 
to take over the program. Mr. Young said he expected to hear from 
Marion County within the next week. 
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3. Discussion of proposed adoption of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) 
rules. Mr. Peter Bosserman, of the Department's Air Quality Division, 
reviewed some of the areas where industry had concerns about the 
proposed rules. Commissioner Densmore asked if it was true that the 
proposed rules would put more stringent requirements on industries 
inside nonattainment areas that want to expand than to industries 
located outside nonattainment areas. Mr. Bosserman replied that 
was true. In both instances the industry must meet RACT (Reasonably 
Available Control Technology) requirements, but industry inside 
nonattainment areas would have to find offsets if they wished to 
expand. 

4. Update on Goals and Objectives. Mr. Michael Downs, Administrator 
of the Management Services Division, gave the Commission a status 
report on the Department's Goals and Objectives process. Chairman 
Richards requested that budget decision packages be brought to the 
EQC in June for their input on priorities. 

5. Legislative Concepts. Director Young said the Department's 
legislative concepts would be reviewed with the Governor's office and 
the Department would report back to the Commission as soon as feedback 
was received from the Governor. 

6. Federal funding cutbacks. Director Young told the Commission that 
he met with Mr. Douglas Costle, Administrator of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. The Department requested the 
Governor to ask the Oregon Congressional delegation to urge Congress 
to extend deadlines on use e;' FY 79 monies. Mr. ~Young said llr. 18o:;;tle 
didn't seem to have a problem with this approach. 

7. Field burning air quality analysis for SIP submittal. Director Young 
said new analysis predicted a much greater consumption of available 
PSD (prevention of significant deterioration) increment than the 
original analysis. Because of this some local governments, 
particularly the City of Lebanon, were raising concern. 

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE MARCH 21, 1980, EQC MEETING 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Burgess and 
carried unanimously that the Minutes of the March 21, 1980, Commission 
meeting be approved as presented. 

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR MARCH 1980 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Bishop 
and carried unanimously that: (1) the Monthly Activity Report for March 
1980 be approved as presentedi and (2) the following tax credit 
applications be approved: 

T-1166 Timber Products Company 

T-1174 Bohemia, Inc. 
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T-1176 Bohemia, Inc. 

T-1179 Boise Cascade Corporation 

T-1093 Warrenton Lumber Company 

T-1184 Boise Cascade Corporation 

T-1190 International Paper Company 

AGENDA ITEM D - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER 
(WQ-WVR-80-22) BE'IWEEN THE DEPARTMENT AND THE CITY OF SILVERTON 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop and 
carried unanimously that the Stipulation and Final Order between the 
Department and the City of Silverton be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM E - VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) RULES - REQUEST FOR 
AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO AMEND THE STATE IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN (SIP) REGARDING voe RULES (OAR CHAPTER 340, SElCTION 22); AND PERMIT 
RULES (OAR 340-20-155) TO INCLUDE CERTAIN voe SOURCES 

AGENDA ITEM F ~ MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION TESTING RULES - REQUEST FOR 
AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING FOR ANNUAL RULES REVIEW AND 
STANDARDS UPDATE TO INCLUDE 1980 MODEL YEAR MOTOR VEHICLES (OAR 340-24-300 
THROUGH 24-350) 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Burgess 
and carried unanimously that public hearings be authorized for the proposed 
volatile organic compound rules and the motor vehicle emission testing 
rules annual update. 

AGENDA ITEM G - PUBLIC FORUM 

Mr. Charles P. McCormick, McCormick's Backhoe and Tractor Service, 
Westlake, Oregon, appeared before the Commission requesting that septic 
tank installers be certified to approve their own systems. He said in 
Florence, Oregon, where he does business, they only have a sanitarian 
available to them two days a week which causes a hardship. He said the 
establishment of a certification program would relieve some of the burden 
on the already overworked sanitarians in his area and would also help 
installers to run their business far more economically. Mr. McCormick's 
written statement is made a part of the Commission's record on this 
matter. 

Mr. T. J. Osborne, DEQ Subsurface Section, replied that he was in the 
process of completely rewriting the subsurface rules in response to recent 
legislation and instructions from the Director. He said the new rules 
would not deal with septic tank installers being able to approve their 
own work, but it would be up to the local agency responsible to make the 
decision on whether or not a system would be inspected. 
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The Connnission asked that the staff return to them as soon as possible 
with a response to Mr. McCormick's proposal on certification of septic 
tank installers to inspect their own systems. 

AGENDA ITEM H - FIELD BURNING - PUBLIC HEARING AND PROPOSED ADOPTION OF 
AMENDMENTS TO OREGON AGRICULTURAL BURNING RULES (OAR 340-26-005 THROUGH 
26-030) 1 AND TO CONSIDER INCLUSION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION AS A REVISION TO OREGON'S STATE 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP) 

Mr. Scott Freeburn, Air Quality Division, presented a correction page to 
the proposed rules. This page is made a part of the Commission's record 
in this matter. Mr. Freeburn indicated that the Department had consulted 
with Oregon State University and that osu had no comment. 

This public hearing was to allow comments on proposed changes to field 
burning regulations as well as the technical documents supporting those 
changes. The proposed rule revisions would allow up to 250,000 acres to 
be burned in the Willamette Valley each year and comply with state and 
federal air quality regulations. It is proposed to submit all documents 
to EPA for approval as a revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 
EPA has already indicated its general satisfaction with the proposed 
revision. 

It is important to note that the analysis of the additional impact of field 
burning particulate shows substantial usage (approximately 80 percent) 
of the allowable 24 hour gross increment in the Lebanon area. Without 
further study new large sources of particulate matter may not be allowed 
in the area; however, the analysis used is conservative and based upon 
a generalization of general activities. The Department is therefore 
prepared to reanalyze increment usage on a case by case basis for proposed 
new sources. It is believed this reanalysis, based upon the latest air 
monitoring data, methodology, and site specific information will likely 
show less increment usage than the current analysis. In addition, the 
Department is pursuing means to improve its analytical capability. 

Summation 

EPA has reviewed the Department's January 23, 1980, State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision submittal and found it 
unacceptable. In rejecting the submittal EPA identified an extensive 
list of deficiencies in the submitted documents and indicated that 
the proposed revision would be disapproved if not withdrawn by the 
Department. 

The Oregon Seed Council, the City of Eugene, and the DEQ collaborated 
on extensive revisions to the January 23 impact analysis smoke manage
ment operational guidelines and rules. EPA has expressed preliminary 
general satisfaction with the proposed replacement package. 
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The revised impact analysis addresses many concerns of EPA by 
resolving previously projected standards violations. However, the 
revised analysis also identifies considerable consumption of 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment in the Lebanon 
area. Since this analysis is based upon generalized burning 
scenarios, the Department is prepared to make specific case-by-case 
reanalysis of PSD increment consumption for new sources based upon 
the most recent information and air quality data. 

The Department seeks adoption of the proposed revised rules and 
approval of technical support documents after public hearing. The 
revised rules and technical support documents would then be submitted 
as a replacement for the previously submitted, January 23, 1980, SIP 
revision. 

Submitting the reworked documents as a replacement for the 
January 23, 1980, submittal would: 

a) Allow previous public notices regarding the 
January 23, 1980, field burning SIP revision to remain 
effective. 

b) Allow EPA up to four months, from date of receipt of the 
replacement submittal, for processing of the revision. 

Since EPA approval of the proposed SIP revision is expected after 
June 1, 1980 (statutory deadline for issuance of first-phase permits), 
the staff proposes, unless otherwise instructed by the Commission, 
to issue first-phase permits based upon 250,000 acres to individual 
growers but limit burning, through fire district allocations, to 
180,000 acres until such time as the proposed SIP revision is 
approved. Staff further proposes to operate the smoke management 
program under the proposed 1980 rules, if adopted. Should the SIP 
revision be disapproved the Department would immediately reissue 
allocations to growers based upon 180,000 acres. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages 1 through 9 of the 
Director's April 18, 1980, staff report to the Commission, the 
testimony in the record of the December 14, 1979, and April 18, 1980, 
public hearings, and the January 18, 1980, EQC meeting, it is 
recommended that the Environmental Quality Commission act as follows: 

a) Designate as its final Statement of Need for Rule Making 
the Statement Need set forth in Attachment I to the 
Director's staff report. 

b) Adopt as permanent rules the proposed rules set forth in 
Attachment II to the Director's staff report, such rules 
to become effective upon their prompt filing with the 
Secretary of State. 
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c) Approve as supporting technical documentation to the 
proposed rule revision the smoke management operational 
guidelines set forth in Attachment III and the field burning 
particulate impact analysis set forth in Attachment IV to 
the Director's staff report. 

d) Instruct the staff to submit, as a replacement for the 
January 23, 1980, SIP submittal, the revised rules set forth 
in Attachment II and the additional supporting documentation 
set forth in Attachments III and IV for approval by the 
Environmental Protection Agency as a revision to the Oregon 
State Implementation Plan. 

Mr. Terry Smith, City of Eugene, appeared in support of the Director's 
Recommendation. 

Mr·. Dave Nelson, Oregon Seed Council, said his group also supported the 
proposed rule adoption. 

Mr. Edwin R. Ivey, City of Lebanon, presented a letter from the Mayor of 
Lebanon (this letter is made a part of the Commission's record in this 
matter) which expressed concern about the airshed use. He urged support 
for the balancing of the uses of the airshed and indicated that the City 
of Lebanon would become more involved in the field burning issue in the 
future. 

Ms. Jane Newton, Philomath, said she benefited as a consumer from the 
production offered by field burning. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Co111)11issioner Bishop 
and carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation, and the 
amendments offered by Mr. Freeburn, be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM I - PROPOSED INTERIM GROUNDWATER QUALITY POLICY 

The Commission has previously dealt with a few groundwater problems as 
they have arisen. Since awareness of groundwater problems is increasing, 
and since this is a relatively new area of activity for the Commission, 
the Department prepared this agenda item. The Department recommended 
approval of the proposed Groundwater Quality Protection Policy as an 
interim statement of Commission policy. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the conclusions presented in the report entitled 
"Groundwater Quality Protection--Background Discussion and Proposed 
Policy,• it is recommended that the Commission: 

1. Approve the recommendations presented in Section x, page 
52 to 56 of the report, as an interim Statement of Policy. 
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2. Instruct the staff to accomplish the following tasks: 

a. Print and distribute the report to local governments and 
interested citizens for review and input. 

b. Schedule public meetings to discuss the report and 
invite input. 

c. Summarize and evaluate the input from the public 
and present recommendations to the Commission for 
further action as follows: 

(1) Present final recommended groundwater protection 
policy statement based upon public input. 

(2) Seek authorization for formal adoption 
(rulemaking) of the final recommended policy 
statements in late fall of this year. 

Mr. Scott Lieuallen, Eugene City Council, testified that in addition to 
the policy statement the Commission needed to consider the cost to property 
owners, affected land use policies, and what local government would have 
the responsibility for dealing with problems. He said the Commission 
needed to recognize the problems of local governments in implementing the 
proposed policy statement. He was concerned that the policy would force 
the issue of the local government dealing with the River Road/Santa Clara 
matter (scheduled for later in the agenda) before they were ready. 

Mr. Kent Mathiot, representing Oregon/Washington Task Force on Beaches 
and Dunes, testified in support of the adoption of the policy. 

Mr. Gerritt Rosenthal, Lane Council of Governments, asked for additional 
time to review the policy and make recommendations. They supported a 
statewide groundwater policy and asked for additional consideration for 
nonpoint source control and hazardous waste control. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM J - RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA SEPTIC TANK MORATORIUM - PUBLIC 
HEARING TO CONSIDER WHETHER TO CONTINUE, REPEAL OR MODIFY OREGON 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULE (OAR 340-71-020(9)) AS IT RELATES TO THE CURRENT SEPTIC 
TANK MORATORIUM IN EFFECT IN THE RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA AREA OF LANE 
COUNTY 

This item concerned the River Road/Santa Clara septic tank moratorium. 
The Commission had considerable involvement with this matter first by 
authorizing the moratorium in 1978 in response to a request from the Lane 
County Board of Commissioners, and later by modifying it in 1979. 
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Director's Recommend 

Based upon the findings in the Summation: 

·1. It is recommended that the Commission act to repeal the current 
moratorium, OAR 340-71-020(9). 

2. It is further recommended that the Commission adopt a temporary 
regional rule to prevent further groundwater degradation by 
nitrate-nitrogen in the River Road/Santa Clara area from new 
development. 

3. It is further recommended that the Department be empowered to 
approve a groundwater protection and remedial action plan for 
the River Road/Santa Clara area which could allow temporary 
incremental loads in excess of the 16.7 pounds nitrate-nitrogen 
per acre per year provided that said plan: 

A. Encompasses all the regional rule areai and 

B. Includes adopted timetables for construction of interim 
and/or permanent sewage collection, treatment, and disposal 
facilities. 

4. It is further recommended that Department staff be directed to 
draft a Stipulated Agreement in cooperation with the Lane County 
Board of Commissioners. Said Agreement shall have as its goal 
the production by Lane County of a groundwater protection and 
remedial action plan for the River Road/Santa Clara area. 

s. It is further recommended that staff return to the Commission 
within four (4) months with the signed Stipulated Agreement. 

Mr. Harold Rutherford, Lane County Commissioner, took exception to some 
items in the report. He reminded the Commission that they were not just· 
dealing with the groundwater problem and building lots, but with people. 
Mr. Rutherford said Lane County realized there was a need for the 
residents in the River Road/Santa Clara area to develop their property. 
Mr. Rutherford was in favor of lifting the moratorium as the residents 
of the area had not experienced any symptoms of excess nitrates. 

Mr. Scott Lieuallen, Eugene City Council, testified in support of lifting 
the moratorium. 

Mr. Roy Burns, Lane County, submitted a written statement which supported 
the lifting of the moratorium. Mr. Burns' statement is made a part of 
the Commission's record in this matter. 

Mr. Gary Chenkin, City of Eugene, submitted a written statement from the 
Eugene City Manager, Mr. Charles Henry. They urged the Commission 
consider a wider long-term approach obtainable by employing applicable 
provisions of the Statewide Planning Goals, as well as local plans, 
policies, and practices which comply with those goals. This written 
statement is made a part of the Commission's record in this matter. 
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Mr. Bob Coller, River Road/Santa Clara resident, asked that the moratorium 
be lifted. He was opposed to the minimum lot size of one and two-thirds 
acres, and said the residents didn't want to be committed to expensive 
sewers when not enough was known about the problem. 

Mr. James Hale, River Road/Santa Clara resident, testified that the 
county's solution was a county service district to provide special services 
in the area and which would be governed by the county. He also said that 
the one and two-thirds lot size was not acceptable and would result in 
the moratorium remaining in effect even if it was lifted. Mr. Hale favored 
the City showing the RR/SC residents what it had to offer with annexation 
and then letting the residents decide. In response to a question from 
the Commission, Mr. Hale said the RR/SC area was too close to the city 
of Eugene to incorporate on its own, but they could with the approval of 
the City. 

Commissioner Densmore declared a possible conflict of interest as the Mayor 
of the City of Medford. He said he didn't view this problem as a conflict 
between governments. 

Ms. Melva Barnes, River Road/Santa Clara resident, testified that the area 
had been on wells for some years successfully. She said the Eugene sewer 
system was already leaking into the River Road/Santa Clara area and the 
contamination to their wells was not coming from their septic tanks but 
from the City of Eugene. 

Mr. Gordon Elliot, Eugene, said he was the owner of the largest single 
parcel of land in the area where he wanted to build a retirement village. 
Mr. Elliott gave the Commission some background on the problems in the 
area. 

Mr. Richard Klanecky, testified in favor of lifting the moratorium. He 
said he wanted to be able to sell his property for retirement income. 
He was in favor of the minimum lot size. 

This concluded public testimony on this matter. 

In response to Chairman Richards, Director Young said the effect of his 
recommendation would b,e that the staff would return to the Commission 
within four months with a signed Stipulated Agreement. If there were 
no agreement within that time than the moratorium would have been lifted 
and a temporary regional rule would be in effect which could describe the 
densities per acre. What the Department was proposing was that those could 
be modified. There were a variety of things that could be done in the 
event an agreement could not be reached. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Burgess 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 
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AGENDA ITEM K - MULTNOMAH COUNTY GROUNDWATER - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY GROUNDWATER PROTECTION PLAN 

Previously the Commission instructed the staff to work with Multnomah 
County to develop a plan for protection of the east Multnomah County 
groundwater aquifer. The county has incorporated this groundwater plan 
as an element of its Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

The Department believes the goal and framework of the groundwater plan 
is a responsible program that would result in a long-term improvement of 
groundwater quality. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the EQC approve the Multnomah County East 
County Groundwater Plan subject to the following provisions and/or 
courses of action to be pursued by Multnomah County and the 
Department: 

1. Multnomah County is proposing to up-zone areas along the Burnside 
lightrail corridor. The County wishes to have some and/or all. 
of these high density developments utilize cesspools as a 
temporary measure. The County will submit this high density 
report to the DEQ in the near future. The Department's staff 
will analyze their proposal and sul:mit its findings and 
recommendations to the EQC for review and approval. 

2. The Department believes the basic goal and framework of the 
Groundwater Plan is a responsible program to improve and protect 
the groundwater quality. The only real issue is the method of 
financing the needed improvements. Several statements in the 
Groundwater Plan indicate the County has assumed that federal 
financing will be available for all elements of the proposed 
sewage treatment and collection system, including laterals. 
The County should realize that sewerage works construction grant 
funds have been cut in recent years and that local sewerage 
facilities improvements might have to rely on local or state 
funding. In fact, sewerage. service planning should be based 
on the assumption that federal funds will not be available. 
We believe the proposal to up-zone along the Burnside corridor 
provides an oppoFtunity to construct the necessary interceptors 
and trunk sewers. Therefore, when Multnomah County submits its 
high density up-zone plan, the County shall also submit a 
financial plan on how to accomplish implementing the Groundwater 
Plan with local funds. We realize that utilizing this approach 
will probably lengthen the time to fully implement the 
Groundwater Plan. It is expected that the high density report 
and local financing plan would be submitted by January 1, 1981. 

3. The interim expansion of the Multnomah County Inverness Sewage 
Treatment Plant may have to be authorized. This expansion would 
be funded utilizing local monies. 

, 
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4. The DEQ will review its subsurface sewage disposal rules with 
regard to cesspools and recOJ1UDend changes to the EQC this year. 
In addition, the staff will review the water quality and funding 
issues and may suggest either rule changes and/or legislative 
proposals. 

Mr. Oliver J. Domreis, Multnomah County, stated that they concurred with 
the Director's Recommendation. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by COJ1UDissioner Bishop 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM M - HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT SITE LICENSING - PROPOSED 
ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES FOR LICENSING OF 
HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT SITES (OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 62) AND 
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT (OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 63) 

Due to a high potential for public health and environmental damage, it 
is necessary that hazardous wastes be controlled from their time of 
generation through transportation, storage, treatment, and disposal. Rules 
governing hazardous waste storage and disposal, including licensing, were 
enacted by the COJ1UDission in 1972, 78, and 79; and those governing 
transportation were enacted by the PUC in 1979. However, we still do not 
have rules to control hazardous wastes going to treatment facilities (which 
are generally recycle facilities) • 

Passage of SB76 by the 1979 Legislature was aimed at closing this void. 
The rules herein proposed for adoption (Division 62) are based upon this 
legislation and are primarily the rules which the Department would use 
to license hazardous waste treatment facilities. Specifically, they are 
intended to insure that companies which provide the service of hauling 
away hazardous wastes for recycle do, in fact, have the ability and 
intention to properly recycle them. The Department has endorsed recycling 
as the preferable alternative to disposal and intends to promote these 
treatment facilities to generators of hazardous wastes. 

The proposed amendments to Division 63 are generally for the purpose of 
clarifying language or to reflect recent changes in federal hazard waste 
legislation. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation of the staff r~port, it is 
recommended that the COJ1UDission adopt the amendments to OAR Chapter 
340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

It was MOVED by COllUDissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Burgess and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved. 
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AGENDA ITEM 0 - REQUEST FOR VARIANCE TO SUBSURFACE SE.WAGE DISPOSAL RULES-
ILLAHEE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, DOUGLAS COUNTY 

The developer of Illahee Planned Unit Development in Douglas County 
requested a variance from the subsurface rule that establishes disposal 
trench width at 24 inches. He requested a variance that would allow 8-inch 
wide trenches to be used with a pressure distribution system. 

The developer and his consultant contend that due to excellent drainage 
qualities of the soil and pressure distribution system proposed it is 
unreasonable to require disposal trenches to be 24 inches in width. 
The variance, if granted, would conserve resources (washed drainfield 
rock), reduce system costs while providing a workable disposal system. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation of the staff report, it is 
recommended that the variance request be granted. 

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

AGENDA ITEM P - 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 PORTLAND (SOUTHWEST LESSER ROAD AREA) 

This item involved Commission approval or disapproval of the adequacy of 
the City of Portland's plan, specifications, and timetable to remove or 
alleviate conditions dangerous to public health within the Southwest Lesser 
Road area of the City. 

Summation 

1. Pursuant to the provisions of ORS 222.850 to 222.915, the State 
Health Division issued an order adopting findings and certifying 
a copy of Division's finding to the city of Portland. 

2. The city has submitted preliminary plans and specifications 
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. The sanitary facilities proposed by said plans and specifications 
will remove the conditions dangerous to public health within 
the area, and the proposed time schedule is reasonable. 

5. 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 dangerous 
conditions. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission approve the proposal of the city of Portland and certify 
said approval to the city. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM Q - GRANTS PASS AIR QUALITY - STATUS REPORT PER COMMISSION 
REQUEST OF AUGUST 25, 1978 

This report was in response to a directive from the Commission in August 
1978 on the subject of Grants Pass air quality. An update of Department 
activities and Grants Pass air quality was presented for Commission 
discussion. 

Summation 

1. A petition was presented to the EQC by the Josephine County 
Medical Society Auxiliary and The Friends of Josephine, Inc. at 
the August 25, 1978, meeting of the Commission to have the Grants 
Pass area designated a nonattainment area and an Air Quality 
Maintenance Area. 

2. The Commission denied the petition based on lack of evidence 
that the area should be designated nonattainment. The Commission 
asked for a future report to assess new information and data 
that was to be collected. 

3. Monitoring sites for ozone and carbon monoxide were established 
in 1979. The one existing particulate monitor has continued 
in operation and an additional particulate monitor is still to 
be established. A report, Choices in Life and Breath was 
prepared by the city of Grants Pass. 

4. Monitoring data for carbon monoxide showed no violations of air 
quality standards during the winter of 1979. Ozone 
concentrations exceeded the state standard on one day in 1979. 
The state standard and federal secondary standard for 
particulates were violated during 1979 and the three previous 
years. Preliminary reports indicate soil and road dust to be 
a major source contributing to the total particulate loading 
in Grants Pass. 

5. Weather conditions during the 1979 summer ozone season were not 
conducive to ozone formation. Yearly rainfall and other weather 
conditions that could affect particulate concentrations were 
about average. 

6. Continued monitoring during the 1980 summer ozone season is 
scheduled. Carbon monoxide monitoring during the 1980-81 winter 
season is scheduled. 
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7. The Choices in Life and Breath report indicated potential ozone 
and particulate air quality problems in the area through the 
year 2000. The particulate projections underpredicted ambient 
concentrations for 1979. 

8. The Medford Aerosol Characterization Study includes prov1s1ons 
for special sampling at the existing Grants Pass particulate 
site. Analysis of the special sampling will provide information 
on the sources contributing to the particulate problem in Grants 
Pass. A draft interim report is due July 1, 1980, and the final 
report is due January 30, 1981. 

9. Data from 1980-81 monitoring needs to be evaluated for a better 
assessment of ozone and carbon monoxide problems in Grants Pass. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, the Commission should direct the Department 
to defer any change in attainment status designation until the Medford 
Aerosol Characterization Study results are available and sources 
contributing to the particulate problem are identified.' 

Mr. John L. Smith southern Oregon Timber Industries Association, expressed 
concern about the designation of Grants Pass as a nonattainment area. 
He said they concurred with the staff recommendation on deferal of any 
change in Grants Pass's status until the Medford Aerosol Characterization 
Study was completed. Mr. Smith's written statement is made a part of the 
Commission's record on this matter. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Burgess and 
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved. 

There being no further business, the formal meeting was adjourned. 

LUNCH MEETING 

1. Program Evaluation Study Status Report - Mr. Don Seuffert of the 
Program Evaluation Study Team informed the Commission that the report 
was proceeding on schedule. 

2. Status Report on effect of EPA sludge disposal rules on Oregon 
Mr. John practice of using sludge to fertilize food chain crops. 

Vlastelicia, EPA Oregon Operation's Office, reported to 
, on this matter. 

the Commission 

Respectfully submitted, 

Carol A. Splettstaszer 
Recording Secretary 

CAS:f 
MF1445 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item B, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Discussion 

Air Quality Division Permits February, 1980 and March, ·1980 Program 
Activity Reports 

Attached are the Air Quality Division Permits February,'1980, and March, 1980, Pro
gram Activity Reports for the Department. Air Quality Division•·s March permit sec
tion is unavailable. 

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

Water Quality and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or 
disapprovals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations or 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 logs of civil penalties assessed and status of DEQ/EQC 
contested cases. 

Recommendat•ion 

It is the Director's Recommendation that the Commission take notice of the 
reported program activities and contested cases, giving confirming approval 
to the :i!ir··c911ta111jnant:'S0urce plans and specifications 1 isted on pages 3 and 
4 of this report. 

M.Downs:ahe 
229-6485 
04-04-80 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONHENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Ye_ar) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Direct Sources 

New 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Month FY 

Permit 
Actions 
Compl,eted 

Month FY 

Permit Soutces 
Actions Under 
Pending Permits 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE DUE To 

Total 

Indirect Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

Number of 
Pending Permits 

•. 

4 

- 0 

4 

15 Technical Assistances 
8 A-95's 

18 

2 

20 

COMPUTER BREAKDOWN 

0 

0 

0 

25 

2 

27 

12 

0 

12 

Comments 

63 

INFORMATION IDT AVAILABLE DUE TO 
COMPUTER BREAKOOWN 

- 1 ~ 

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

AQ, WQ, .SW Divisions Marcb .• " 1980 

Air 
Direct Sources 

Water 
Municipal 
Industrial 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

12 140 

62 653 
8 91 

1 20 
0 4 
1 15 
0 1j 

0 0 

84 927 

Plans 
Ap.proved 

Month Fis.Yr. 

13 148 

22 624 
4 83 

1 15 
0 1j 
0 5 
1 3 

0 0 

74 912 

- 2 -

Plans 
Disapproved 

Month Fis.Yr. 

0 0 
0 0 

0 3 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

Plans 
Pending 

54 

29 
32 

7 
0 

13 
0 

__ _Q_ 

135 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division ~~~~~ March, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 

* * * 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Multnomah 
(NC 1407) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1408) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1524) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1539) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1543) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1549) 

Jackson 
(NC 1559) 

Hood River 
(NC 1563) 

Deschutes 
(NC 1569) 

Linn 
(NC 1571) 

Time Oil Co. 
Bottom loading and vapor 
recovery 

Portland Terminals Co., 
Inc. 
Vapor Recovery Unit 

03/12/80 

03/12/80 

Time Oil Company 03/12/80 
One internal floating roof 

Mobil Oil Corp. 03/14/80 
Vapor recovery & 

roof seals 

Gilsonite, Inc. 03/13/80 
Ca co3 & asbestos 
bag house 

Port of Portland 03/14/80 
Rehabilitation of 
Terminal No. 4 

Reichhold Chemicals 
Methanol tank emission 
control 

03/25/80 

Glacier Ranch 02/22/80 
One orchard fan 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 03/14/80 
Baghouse on No. 1 
reclaim mill 

Dura flake 03/14/80 
Modification to paint 
line 

- 3 -

* 

( V.::>n th and Year) 

Action 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

* 
* 
* 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVI?.0!0\ENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division March, 1980 ------(Reporting Unit) 

* 
* 
* 

County * 
* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS C0~1PLETED 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same 

• Date of 
* Action 
* 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Linn Southwest Forest Industries 03/07/80 
(NC 1572) Plant No. 1, Mill No. l 

veneer dryer 

Multnomah Time Oil Co. 03/12/80 
(NC 1575) Floating roof 

Multnomah Aeroquip Corp. 03/13/80 
(NC 1582) Cyclone 

- 4 -

* 
* 
* 

(Month and Year) 

Action 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT 

Water Quality Division March, 1980 
(Reper ting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 

county 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Sarne 

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Municipal waste Sources - 55 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Lane 

Linn 

Douglas 

E. Bank Interceptor 
Contract C-31 MWMC 
Eugene/Springfield 

03/18/80 

E. Bank Interceptor 03/18/80 
Contract M-31, MWMC 
Eugene/Springfield 

E. Bank Interceptor 03/18/80 
Contract M-32, MWMC 
Eugene/Springfield 

E. Bank Interceptor 03/18/80 
Contract M-33, MWMC 
Eugene/Springfield 

Welches Sewers & Pumping 03/04/80 
Stations, Hoodland 
Service District 

E. Bank Interceptor 03/18/80 
Contract C-33, Sch. A & B 
MWMC - Eugene/Springfield 

E. Bank Interceptor 03/18/80 
Contract C-34, Sch. A & B 
MWMC - Eugene/Springfield 

Hidden Gardens Subdivision 03/21/80 
Lebanon 

Brinkerhoff & Peters 
Canyonville 

03/11/80 

- 5 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 
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DEP~.RTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division March, 198.0 
(Reper ting Unit) {Month, and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
* 
* 

County * Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Sarne 

* 
Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Washington s.w. Kimberly Street & 
Lynz Court - Tigard 
USA - Durham 

Yamhill Paul F. Little Partition 

Clatsop 

Lincoln 

Multnomah 

Newberg 

Singing Sands Village 
Cannon Beach 

Collection System Imp 
Phase 2 
Roads End S.D. 

N. Lombard waste Water 
Pumping Station 
Portland - Columbia Blvd. 

Multnomah Cinnamon Ridge No. 2 
Gresham 

Washington Rirnington Sanitary Sewer 
USA - Rock Creek 

Douglas Forest Hills Trunk 
Replacement - Reedsport 

Marion Community Development 
Block Grant - Salem 

Washington Sills No. 12 Local 
Improvement District 
Forest Grove 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

03/04/80 

03/06/80 

03/10/80 

03/13/80 

03/10/80 

03/26/80 

03/11/80 

03/12/80 

03/19/80 

03/12/80 

- 6 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT 

water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) (MontC. and Year) 

* County 
* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED -

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

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* • 

Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Josephine 

Lane 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Wahington 

Linn 

Marion· 

Washington 

Lane 

Utility Vault System 
Wilsonville 

J. Charles Downs 
Clackamas Co. Service 
District No. 1 

William Groves 
Harbeck-Fruitdale S.D. 

Contract C-32 
MWMC 

03/25/80 

03/24/80 

03/12/80 

03/18/80 

Christy Addition Subdivision 03/18/80 
West Linn 

Bracken Field 
Salem 

130th Ave. Sanitary 
Sewer Plan 
USA - Durham 

Hidden Gardens 
Lebanon 

Sewerage Improve 
Gervais 

Maslen Park 
USA - Rock Creek 

Birdnest Subdivision 
Eugene 

03/20/80 

03/21/80 

03/10/80 

0_3/10/80 

03/21/80 

03/25/80 

- 7 -

• 

' 

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPAA™ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPDRT 

Water Quality Division 
{Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED · 

* County * Name of source/Project 
* * /Site and Type of Same 

* * 
MuniciEal Waste Sources - Continued 

Multnomah Rolling.Hills - Phase 1 
Portland-Columbia Blvd. 

Lincoln Union Oil Station 
Northeast Hwy. 101 
Lincoln City 

Multnomah Flood Oak Industrial Park 
Revised - Multnomah Co. 

Washington Frease Extension 
USA - Rock Creek 

Multnqmah Dove Park Project 
sw 29th & sw Lauradell 
Place/Portland-Tryon Cr. 

* Date of 
* Action 

* 

03/24/BO 

03/24/80 

03/24/BO 

03/24/80 

03/20/BO 

Marion 1979-BO Manhole Construction 03/25/BO 
Salem 

Linn 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Triple H Investments 
Diamond Hill 
Linn County 

Cinnamon Ridge 
Gresham 

Valley View Terrace 
{Mt. Talbert System) 
Clackamas Co. Service 
District No, 1 

Lane-Fullerton Extension 
Roseburg 

03/20/BO 

03/25/80 

03/25/80 

03/17/80 

- 8 -

March, 1980 
{Month and Year) 

* Action 

* 
* 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division March,. 1980 
(Reporting unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Marion 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Marion 

Jackson 

Marion 

Benton 

Benton 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Ferry St. Between Front 
& Liberty - Salem 

Rice Addition, Phase B 
Pendleton 

Schwab LID 
Pendleton 

03/25/80 

03/26/80 

03/26/80 

Interceptor Sewers, Phase 2 03/26/80 
Hermiston 

Ames Addition & Vicinity 03/27/80 
Silverton 

Theron Stiehl Sanitary 
Sewer - Rogue River 

Royalann Estates 
Salem 

N.W. 17th Street Ext. 
Corvallis 

Van Buren to Harrison 
Replacement - Corvallis 

Heritage Estates 
Medford 

Greenbrae Estates No. 5 
Medford 

03/27/80 

03/26/80 

03/26/BO 

03/26/BO 

03/27/BO 

03/27/BO 

- 9 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT 

Water Quality Division March, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) {Month and -Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 
* 
* 

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

* 
Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Polk 

Polk 

Multnomah 

Union 

S. E. Uglow Street 
Dallas 

s. E. Walnut 
Dallas 

Cinnamon Ridge Offsite 
Gresham 

Island City Sewer System 
Island City 

PA=Provisional Approval 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

03/27/80 

03/27/80 

03/10/80 

03/24/80 

- 10 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit} 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
* 
* 

County * 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Sarne 

Industrial Waste Sources (4) 

Lane 

Marion 

Yamhill 

Multnomah 

Hemenway Farms, 
Cottage Grove, Screen and 
Holding Lagoon 

Clyde Bauman 
Woodburn, Manure 
Tank & Honey Wagon 

Dayton Sand & Gravel 
Dayton, New Crusher 
and Screening 

Boeing Company 
Portland, Waste-Water 
Lagoon and Laboratory 

- 11 -

• Date of 
* Action 
* 

3/1/BO 

3/1/80 

3/14/80 

3/26/80 

March 1980 
(Month and Year} 

* 
* 
* 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

* 
* 
* 



DEPAR'IMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MJNTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division March, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action * 
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * * 
* * * * * 
Linn Cox Lagoon 2-29-80 . Approved 

Existing Sludge Lagoon 
Operational Plan 

Lane Marcola Transfer Station 3-13-80 Approved 
Existing Transfer Station 
Operational Plan Amendment 

- 12 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QU?.LITY 

MONTHI,Y ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division March , 1980 
(Reporting Unit} (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Municipal 

.New 

Existing 

Reriewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 
*. /** * /** 

0 /1 

0 /0 

2 /0 

0 /0 

2 /1 

1 I 7 

o I 2 

26 I 4 

3 I o 
30 /13 

5 /18 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. 

* /** * /** 

0 

0 

0 

0 

/3 1 

/0 0 

/1 28 

/0 2 

/11 

I o 
I 1 

I o 
0 /3 31 /12 

o /1 4 / 6 0 /4 

0 /0 

6 /3 

0 /0 

6 /7 

o I 2 o ;o 5 I 3 

/5'±./ 47 I 6 

Jo 4 I o 
75 /18 y 3 

4 I o 2 

84 /38 5 /6 60 /15 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRANO TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** State Permits 

0 /0 

0 /0 

0 /0 

0 /0 

0 /0 

3 I 3 

o I 2 

35 I o 
o I o 

38 I 5 

8 /B 152 /56 

o ;11 /1 / 5 

o Jo o I 1 

0 /0 

0 /0 

o I 1 

o I o 
o /1 1 I 7 

5 /10 92 /34 

Permit 
·Actions 
Pending 

* /** 

1 I 7 

6 I 1 

36 I 6 

4 I o 
47 /14 

5 /11 

1 I 1 

77 /14 

s I o 
88 /26 

4 I o 
o I o 

35 I o 
o I o 

39 I o 

174 /40 

.!.f Includes 1 permit cancelled and 2 dropped for lack of renewal 
app.lication. 

±.f Includes 1 permit cancelled and 1 dropped for lack of renewal 
application. 

ll Permit cancelled. 

- 13 -

Sources 
Under 
Permits 
* /** 

246/95 

402/133 

64/25 

712/253 

Sources 
Reqr 'g 
Permits 

* /** 

252/103 

407/147 

68/25 

727/275 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit} 

* 
* 
* 

County 

NPDES PERMITS 

Jackson 

Clackamas 

Lane 

STATE PERMITS 

Union 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

·Lane 

Deschutes 

Lane 

Jackson 

Coos 

Union 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Sarne 
* 

Nikkel Lumber Company 

South Fork Water Board 

Northside Inc. 

Byron w. Hawkins 

U.S. Army Corps of Engr. 
Cottage Grove Lake 

Ross Island Sand & Gravel 
Co. 

Multnomah Plywood Corp. 

Ford Motor Co. 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* 

1/18/80 

3/13/80 

3/13/80 

1/18/890 

3/7/800 

3/7/80 

3/11/80 

3/24/80 

* 

Seventh Mountain County S.D. 3/24/80 

Cone Lumber Company 

U.S. Army Corps of Engr. 
Grouse Creek Park 

Harrison Floyd 

North Star Mining 

- 14 -

3/24/80 

3/28/80 

3/80 

3/80 

March, 1980 
(Month and Year} 

Action 

NPDES Permit 
Cancelled 

Discharge 
Eliminated 

No Longer Active 

State Permit 
Cancelled 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

* 
* 
* 

State Permit Renewed 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit 
Cancelled 

State Permit 
Cancelled 



I 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qualit1 Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

* County * 
* * 
* * 

MODIFICATIONS 

Polk 

Lane 

PERMIT ACTIONS 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same 

Oregon Fruit Products 

Murphy Co. - Florence 
Green Veneer 

- 15 -

COMPLETED 

* Date of 
* Action 

* 

3/24/80 

3/24/80 

* 
* 
* 

March, 1980 
(~:Onth and Year) 

Action 

Addendum No. 1 
Issued 
Addendum No. l 
Issued 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division March, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SllMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits 

General Refuse 
New 3 5 l· 
Existing l 10 
Renewals 3 23 3 19 21 
Modifications 16 3 25 3 
Total 3 42 6 50 35 164 166 

Demolition 
New l 
Existing l 2 
Renewals 4 l 2 2 
Modifications 5 
Total 0 5 l 9 3 20 20 

Industrial 
New 2 4 2 5 
Existing 
Renewals 4 22 2 7 18 
Modifications 2 l l 
Total 6 28 2 10 24 98 98 

Slud9e Dis122sal 
New l 
Existing l l l 
Renewals l l 
Modifications 
Total 0 2 1 3 0 14 14 

Hazardous Waste 
New 
Authorizations 16 108 13 118 7 
Renewals· 
Modifications 
Total 16 108 13 118 7 1 1 

GRAND TOTALS 25 185 23 190 69 297 299 

- 16 -



DEPAR'JMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL .QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
* 
* 

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

* 
Domestic Refuse Facilities (6) 

Tillamook Manzanita Disposal Site 
Existing Landfill 

Tillamook Pacific City Disposal Site 
Existing Landfill 

Tillamook Tillamook Disposal Site 
Existing Landfill 

Columbia Mickey's Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Columbia Vernonia Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Lake Lakeview Disposal Site 
Existing Landfill 

Demolition Waste Facilities (1) 

Benton Tremaine Demolition Site 
Existing Landfill 

Industrial Waste Facilities (2) 

Linn Geil's Pond Landfill 
Existing Wood Waste Site 

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co. 
Existing Wood waste Site 

Sludge Disposal Facilities (1) 

Lincoln Clark Sludge Site 
Existing Facility 

- 17 -

* Date of 
* Action 

* 

03/03/80 

03/03/80 

03/03/80 

03/18/80 

03/18/80 

03/18/80 

03/03/80 

03/21/80 

03/17/80 

03/20/80 

* 
* 
* 

March, 1980 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

Permit Amended 

Permit Amended 

Fermi t Amended 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

* 
* 
* 

Letter Authorization 
Renewed 

Permit Issued 



DEPAR'.IMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

llKlNTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT 

Solid Waste Division March, 1980 
(Reporting unit) (~nth and Year) 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS 

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

* * * Date * Type 
* 
* 
* 

Source 
* 
* 
* 

Quantity 
Present * Future 

* * 
Disposal Requests Granted (13) 

Oregon (7) 

6 

6 

10 

Pesticides 

Paint Waste and 
Waste Solvent 

Waste Solvent and 
Chromic Acid 

Mushroom Farm 6,220 lb. 

Can Manufac. 16 drums 
Plant 

* 

5,000 lb/yr 

72 drums/yr 

Electronic 11,400 gal. 17,000 gal/mo 

* 
* 
* 

11 Spent 5% BCl Solution Electric 
Equipment 

5,000 gal. 250,000 gal/yr 

13 

14 

25 

Spent a2so4 Solution Car Wash 
Equipment 

PCB Transformers 
and Capacitors 

waste From Staining 
Wood 

Paper Mill 

Building 
Supply 

Washington (6) 

6 

12 

14 

Laboratory Chemicals 

Waste water Containing 
Bydrosulfite 

PCB Wastes 

Hospital 

Chemical 
Plant 

Utility 

- 18 -

4 ,500 gal. 9,000 gal/yr 

600 cu. ft~ 0 

800 gal. 800 gal/yr 

11 drums 0 

30,000 gal. 120,000 gal/yr 

600 cu. ft. 600 cu. ft/yr 



* 

DEPAR™ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MJNTHLY ACTIVITY REPDRT 

Solid Waste Division March, 1980 

* 

(Reper ting Unit) (Month and Year) 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS 

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

* Quantity 
* Date * Type 

* 
* 
* 

Source * Present * Future 

* * 
Disposal Requests Granted (13) 

Washington (continued) 

18 Aqueous Caustic 
Cleaning Solution 

Industrial 
Cleaning 
Service 

* * 

4,000 gal. 4,000 gal/yr 

* 
* 
* 

25 Paint Booth Waste Aerospace· 30,000 gal. 150,000 gal/yr 

25 Monoethanolamine 
Reclaimer Bottoms 

Chemical 
Plant 

- 19 -

14 drums 28 drums/yr 



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1980 

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF March, 1980: 

Name and Location 
of Violation 

Permapost Products 
Co., 
Washington County 

Tom C. Alford et. al. 
dba/Athena Cattle 
Feeders, 
Umatilla County 

Gary Kronberger 
dba/Hindman's Septic 
Tank Service, 
Lane County 

Adrian Van Dyk, 
Josephine County 

David B. Reynolds, 
Josephine County 

J. R. Simplot Co., 
Umatilla County 

Burlington Northern, 
Inc., 
Deschutes County 

Case No. & Type 
of Violation 

WQ-NWR-80-33 
Operating a waste 
treatment and 
disposal facility 
without a permit. 

WQ-ER-80-35 
Discharged animal 
wastes to public 
waters. 

SS-WVR-80-36 
Installed a 
subsurface sewage 
disposal system 
without a permit. 

SS-WVR-80-27 
Failure to connect 
to an approved . 
sewage disposal 
system. 

SS-SWR-80-ll 
Failure to connect 
to an approved 
sewage disposal 
system. 

WQ-ER-79-27 
Various violations 
of Company's WPCF 
permit. 

AQ-CR-80-44 
Open burning 
railroad ties 
without permit. 

Date Issued. Amount 

03/07/80 $ 500 

. 03/20/80 500 

03/20/80 so 

03/20/80 500 

03/20/80 500 

03/24/80 20,000 

03/27/80 200 

STATUS OF PAST CIVIL PENALTY ACTIONS TAKEN IN 1980 :. 

Name 

Scheler Corporation 

Lauren Karstens 

Case No. 

AQ-WVR-8 0-15 

AQ-WVR-80-,03 

Date Issued 

- 20 -

01/22/80 

01/22/80 

Amount 

$ 500 

l.,500 

Status 

Contested 02/08/80 

Contested 01/28/80 



STATUS OF PAST CIVIL PENALTY ACTIONS TAKEN·IN 1980: 

1'1arne Case No. 

David Taylor AQ-WVR-80-04 

Dennis Glaser dba/ AQ-WVR-80-13 
Mid Valley Farms, Inc. 

City of St. Helens WQ-NWR-80-02 

American-Strevell,Inc. WQ-NWR-80-05 

Mid-Oregon Crushing 
Co. 

AQ-CR-80-16 

James Judd dba/ SS-SWR-80-18 
Jim Judd Backhoe Service 

Robert w. Harper 

George Heidgenkin 

Westbrook Wood 
Products 

Hilton Fuel Supply 
Co. 

AQ-WVR-80-14 

WQ-WVR-80-21 

AQ-SWR-80-25 

AQ-SWR-80-30 

Date Issued Amount 

01/22/80 

01/22/80 

01/22/80 

01/22/80 

02/11/80 

02/11/80 

02/11/80 

02/19/80 

02/20/80 

02/25/80 

- 21 -

$ 860 
' 2,200 

2,000 

500 

600 

100 

soo 
1,000 

200 

Status 

Contested 02/07/80 

Contested 02/07/80 

Paid 02/12/80 

Conte.sted 02/05/80 

Default order 
issued 3/20/80. 

Filed late. 
Settlement 
negotiations in 
progress. 

Contested 2/26/80. 

Returned unclaimed. 
Notice is being 
hand-delivered. 

Motion for default 
order filed 
3/20/80. 

Contested 3/17/80 



'ACTIONS 
LAST 
MONTH 

PRESEHT 
MONTH 

Preliminary Issues 5 
2 
2 
9 
l 
7 
l 
2 

6 
Discovery • . •.• l 
Settlement Action 4 
Hearing to be Scheduled 5 
Hearing Scheduled 6 
HO's Decision Due 4 

o· Brief 
Inactive ... 2 

SUBTOTAL of Active Files 

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal 

29 
0 
2 
l 
l 

28 

2 
l 
l 
2 
2 

Appealed to EQC . . • • • 
EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 
Court Review Option Pending or Taken 
Case C 1 osed • • . _3_ 

ACD 
AQ 
AQ-NWR-76-l 78 

~~ 
Dec Date 

$ 
ER 
Fld Brn 
RLH 
Hrngs 
Hrng Rfrl 

Hrng Rqst 
JHR 
VAK 
LKZ 
LMS 
MNR 
NP 
NP DES 

mm. 
FWO 
p· 

PR 
PNCR 
Prtys 
Rem Order 
.Resp Code 
SNCR 
SSD 

·SW 
SWR 
T 
Transcr 
Underlined 
WVR 
WQ 

TOTAL Cases 
KEY -

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Air Quality 

36 36 

Violation involving Air Quality occurring in Northwest Reg ion in the 
year 1976; l78th enforcement action during 1376. 

Chris Rei VE!, Investfga tion & Compliance Section · 
Date of either a proposed decision of hearings officer or a decision 

by Cormnission 
.Civil Penalty Amount 
Eastern Region 
Field Burning incident 
Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General 
Hearings Section . 
Date. when Investigation & Compliance Section requests Hearings Section 

to schedule a hearing 
Date agency receives a request for hearing 
John Rowan, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Van Kollias, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Linda Zucker, Hearings Officer 
Larry Schurr, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Midwest Region (now WVR) 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater discharge 

permit 
Northwest Region 
Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General. 
At beginning of case number means litigation over permit or its 

conditions 
Portland Region (now NWR) 
Portland/North Coast Region (now NWR) 
All parties involved 
Remedial Action Order 
Source of next expected activity on case 
Salem/North Coast Region (now WVR) 
Subsurface Sewage Disposal 
Solid Waste· 
Southwest Region 
At beginning of case number means litigation over tax credit matter 
Transcript being made of case 
Dif~erent status or new case since last month contested case log 
Willamette Valley Region 
Water Quality · 

- 22 - . 



Mardl 1980 
D!QllQ: caitested case r.::q 

Pet/llesp llrnq Brnq DIQ Brnq ..... case case ·- _,, Rfrrl At~ Date """' ~&Ii:). Status 

F'}\l'DilElt, ""'· 05/75 05/75 RIB 11/77 Brng• Ol-SS-SG.-75-02 Decision Due 
64 S.SD Permits 

~ and JOHNS et al 05/75 05/75 RIB All 04-SS-SWR-75-QJ ' Awaiting disposition 
3 S.SD Perroits of Faydrex 

PGE (Ha:rbort.m) 02/76 02/76 RPU Prty• 01-P-AQ-PR-76-01 Exceptions due 03/3~/BO 

MIQOT, E. w •• 11/76 11/76 I>1S 02/77 S400 06-SW-S\IR-288-76 Court of Appeals review 
Dorothy pending. 

MAGNESS, William 07/77 07/77 ,... 11/77 = $1150 'lbtal 06-SS-SWR-77-142 Department creoar i!!! order of 
dismissal. 

GRAN'IS PA$ IRRIG 09/77 09/77 RIB 04/17/80 Prtys $10,000 lD-WQ-S'lR.-77-195 Bearing set in 
Grants Pass 

rowELL, Rcnald 11177 11/77 RIB 01/23/80 ReSp $10, 000 Fld Brn Record still open. 
12-~77-241 

BAWKms, f/CJ'/ 03(18 03/18 ""' ll/17/79 llrnq• $5000 15-NJ-PR-77-315 Dec isioo Due 

HAWKn.IS 'l'If.BER 03/78 03/78 ""' $5000 15-AQ-PR-77-314 Ii:) acticn pending hearing in 
canpaniai case 

.... CBl\NG 04/78 04/78 RIH Prty• 16-~-2849-J Preliminary Issues 
NPDES Permit {MOdifica.tian) 

... CBl\NG 11/78 U/78 RIB Prtyo 08-P-W)l-WVR-78-2012-J Preliminary Issues 

S'l'IWSCN LtMIER OJ. 05/78 ""' 07/24/19 Brngs 'lax Credit Cert, Draft decision issued to 
Ol-T-J!Q-PR-78-010 attor~s to refine issues. 

1XlG'l', EUgene 06/78 06/78 RU! ll/08/78 """'' $250 Civil Penalty Etc modified B.O. 's Orderr 
JoseEf1ine 05-ss-&m-78-70 Resp's aEPeal optim 

expires 05/19/80, 

ww:e, noyC.' 10/78 10/78 RIB Prty• 07-P-SS-0-78-134 Bearing deferred pending 
Virginia, et al settlement. 

REEVE, Clarence 10/78 RIB Prty• Of-P-SS-0-78-132 ' 133 Hearing deferred_pending 
settleuent 

.... CBl\NG 02179 02/79 RIB Brnq• $3500 12-wQ-Wl/R-78-187 Settlement action. 

OCIN' OBRIS'l', INC. 07/79 07/79 RIB Dept Solid Waste Permit 1'mendnerit Plans sent to Department 
07-P-SM-213-NHR-79 for approval 

cur nenn 
' ......... ...... ..,.... .... - ...... gg 88 ER :;ig S:I: Qi 03all!O ~ aDDroved 

Ci i.l PeRal~ ei GlEQ stipulated settlement 
miti51ati!!51 J2!nalg to se. 

BARKl!a, Michael 10/79 10/79 IMl Brnqs 12-SS-SHR-79-56 Decision Due 
SS Permit [evccatiai. 

PE'l!E:R, Ernie 10/79 10/79 = 12/05179 .!!!!!! 13-AQ-WVR-79-86 Beari!!C] Officer's Order ·issued 
Open Field Burning 03~7.:'.!0i ~ review deadline 
Civil Penalty of $500 is 04,lq7t'.!0· 

w.uacr ' MAUQtY INC. 11/79 11/79 JJIR 01/10/80 -· 14-~79-101 Decis!Cl".I Due 
Open Burning Civil Penalty 

BBIDmSTINE 11/08/79 11/20/79 ReSp 15-SS-SWR-79-60 Court of !E!:E!!als review 
Pemit denial dead.line of 04,G2l!O. 

TID""""' BARGE U/05/79 U/05/79 RIB Hrnqs 1~79-148 "' be Scheduled 
LINES, INC. WJ Civil Penalty of $5,000 

M/V """""' """" U/10/79 U/12/79 RIB Prtys 17-WQ-?MR-79-127 Disaovery 

""· 10 
Oil SpW Civil Penalty of 
SS,000 

EmiUfllB RfSeYReE6 - ..,...,,.. .... ..... 18 IE! lllilR T!il lil!!i MW ff :!f!!!!!4 ....... __ .. _ 
et.:i!"'il,ii14U!!ll ae4o!iil••llt. 
:ail:iyat.ift! pe!'!!!t¥ M ~ 
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March 1980 
~ Ca".ltested C!se Log 

Pet,l>esp Brng Brng DEQ Brng .... case case ..... !J!t Rfrrl At~ Date """" ~&No • Status 

CDLUMB IA SAND & 12/U/79 12/14/79 Prtys 19-P-SK-329-NWR-79 Preliminary Issues 
GP.AVE:t. PIT Penni t Denial 

f'OfffiEITE, Gary 12/20/79 12/21/79 RU! ·- 20-SS-NWR-79-146 'Io be Scheduled 
Penni.t Revcx:aticn 

1'ME!t[CAll-STmlE[.L 02/01/80 02/05/80 "" ~ 8'ngs Ol-wJ-WVR-80-05 Hearina Set in 'Portland 
Oil Spill Civil Penalty of at 9 a.m. 
$500 

GlASER, Dennis F. 02/06/80 02/07/BO = 05/21/80 Prt,.. 02-AQ-WR-B0-13 Bearing ·Set In AThanv 

- MII>-VALIZl 
Open Field Burning Civil at 10 a.m. 

FARM5, INC. Penalty of S2,200 

SCllELER CXlRP. 02/05/80 02/08/80 "" ~ 8'ngs 03-~0-15 Bearigg: Set in Al..banv 
Open Field Burning Civil at 10 a.m. 
Penalty of $500 

~,DavidR. 02/04/80 02/08/80 CLR ~ "'"'' 04-JIQ--lNR-8~4 Beari!:?.9: Set in Corvallis 
Open Field Burning Civil at 10 a,m. 
Penalty of $860 • 

~.Lauren 01/28/80 02/27/80 CIR ~ OS-FQ--~B0-03 Preliminarv Issues 
Open Field Burning Civil 
Penalty of $1,500 

81\RPER, lbbert w. 02/26/80 02/28/80 "" ~ Hrnqs 06-AQ-NHR-80-14 Bearing Set in Portland 
Open Burning Civil Penalty at 9 a.m. 
of $500 

MEllRllUl ~ ~ ~ - 07-MJ-SNR-80 !!!!E;'s brief due 04/07/80; 

"""""""' Request for Declara~ Dee;t's brief' due 04/25L!;O. 
Ruling 'Io Be Beard !!:t: ~· 

.ruoof James ~~ ~ Brngs OB-SS-SWR-80-18 Settlement Action 

- JIM JUilll 
Subsurface Sew!!:!e Civil 

BAC<lDE SERl1:0CE Penal!::! of $100 

HILTON FIJEL and ~ .91L!1L!Q. I.MS .!!':!!l! 09-AQ:SWR-80-30 'lb Be Scheduled 
StJPPLY m. QE!n Burni!!9: Civil Penall:Y' 

of $200 
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DEPAR'IMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES 

* (List Activities of Special Interest or Significance) * 
Open Burning 

Status report on open burning was presented to the EQC on February 22, 1980. 
A schedule was approved calling for rule changes to make the rules easier 
to read, understand, and define the Metropolitan Service District as the 
area around Portland where the open burning law is to take effect. Public 
hearings are to be held in August and September and rules are to be adopted 
in November, 1980 •. 

Data Processing Committee Meeting 

The committee met and prioritized twelve (12) projects representing all DEQ 
divisions. Other projects were identified but not ranked at this time. 
Other topics discussed were reorganization and timing, staffing, location, 
divisional impact, and funding. While no final decisions were made, it 
appears that reorganization would occur on or before July 1, 1981. DP 
staffing would need an additional programmer/analyst, with an additional 
position to coordinate the information input/output requirements of the Air 
Quality Division. Water Quality would need data entry support to center 
compliance data after this system was operational. Water Quality may also 
need a data coordinator after a number of their projects are implemented. 
EPA is strongly supportive about a centralized system that could support 
all programs, and indicated monies could be made available depending on 
DEQ's priorities of AQ 105 and WQ 208 funds. 

AB1034.A(p) 



.... DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Air 

Plans 
Received 

Month FY 

Direct Sources 28 128 

water 
Municipal 
Industrial 
Total 

Solid Waste 
Gen. Refuse 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 
Total 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 

MAR.2 ( 4/79) AW1010 

Plans 
Approved 

Month FY 

23" 135 

Plans 
Disapproved 
Month FY 

1 1 

. Plans 
Pending 

55 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Mor.1th and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
* 
* 

County * 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Wasco 
(NC 1347) 

Coos 
(NC 1477) 

coos 
(NC 1500) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1506 

Linn 
(NC 1520) 

Hood River 
(NC 1526) 

Jackson 
(NC 1527) 

Jackson 
(NC 1528) 

Jacks0n·=~ 
(NC 152!))_ 

Jackson·~:.'./ 
. (NC. l!j3())7c 

_, .-:~~--;::~~~\ -

Arin Williams 
Three orchard fans 

Menasha Corporation 
Replacement of Oxygen 
analyzer 

w. J. Conrad Lumber Co. 
Wood preserving, 
water base 

Chevron USA, Inc. 
New oil storage tank 

American Can Kalsey 
a2s control on lignin 

Bickford Orchards, Inc. 
Two orchard fans 

Medford Pear Company 
Three orchard fans 

Joe Naumes 
Five orchard fans 

Central Point-Melrose 
Four orchard fans 

Naumes Orchards of Oregon 
Seven orchard fans: 

Jackson.':":. ___ Rogue Russet Orchards 
(NC 1531) . Twelve orchard--°£ans -

unien ·· · ··-· 
' ,_ 

(NC 1537) 

Josephine. 
(NC 1545) 

AW1010.B 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
Particle dryer control 

Medford Corporation 
Seal-up veneer dryer 

* Date of 
* Action 
* 

* 
* 
* 

Action 

02/12/80 Approved 

02/20/80 Approved 

01/28/80 Approved 

01/30/80 Approved 

01/30/80 Approved 

12/12/79 Approved 

01/16/80 Approved 

01/16/80 Approved 

01/16/80 Approved 

01/16/80 Approved 
·. :~ 

-·-·--- -- ----·--- --- -·- ·- - ·- ~--j 

01/16/80 Approved r 
-------·- --

01/18/80 Approved 

02/06/80 Approved 

* 
* 
* 



'• 
'.• 

. ' 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
* 
* 

County * 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Sarne 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Yamhill Willamina· Lumber and 
(NC 1547) Veneer 

New veneer mill 

Marion Woodburn Fertilizer and 
(NC 1548) Grain 

Baghouse 

Josephine Southwest Forest 
(NC 1550) Industries 

Scrubber on veneer dryer 

Josephine Southwest Forest 
(NC 1551) Industries 

Scrubber on veneer dryer 

Lane The Kingsford Company 
(NC 1552) Modification to improve 

emission control 

Lake Oil-Dr.i Production Co. 
(NC 1560) No. 2 dryer cyclone system 

Jackson Don Minear Orchard 
(NC 1561) Overhead sprinkler system 

Hood River Ackerman Orchards 
(NC 1562) Two electric orchard fans 

·--· --"" 

Hood River M. Goe & Son, Inc. 
(NC 1564) . One orchard fan 

·Jackson, .. Barry and David 
(NC 1565) Two orchard fans 

AW1010.B 

• Date of 
* Action 
* 

02/20/80 

02/27/80 

02/22/80 

02/21/80 

02/26/80 

02/22/80 

02/22/80 

02/20/80 

02/26/80 

02/27/80 

* .. .. 

February, 1980 
(Moi:ith and Year) 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

. Approved 
(tax credit only) 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

* • 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

County * Date * * 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same * Received * 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Morrow 
(NC 656) 

Lane 
(NC 1152) 

Washington 
(NC 1244) 

Lane 
(NC 1291) 

Jackson 
(NC 1331) 

Benton 
(NC 1367) 

Linn 
(NC 1393) 

Multnanab · 
(NC 1400) 

·Multnomah 
(NC 1401) 

AW1010.A 

Portland General Electric 
Coal fired power plant 

Willamette Wood Works 
Saws and cyclone 

Siemens-Allis, Inc. 
Silver spray booth 

Trus Joist Corp. 
Baghouse filter 

Medford Steel Div., csc 
Inc. Shot blast baghouse 

Brand S 
Direct wood fired veneer 
dryer 

Linn-Board Inc. 
Plywood-composite board 

Chevron USA, Inc. 
Floating roof at asphalt 
plant 

Union Oil Co. of Calif. 
Bottan loading and vapor 
recovery 

* * 

10/01/75 

3/28/78 

9/05/78 

11/17/78 

2/08/79 

3/16/79 

4/25/79 

5/03/79 

4/17/79 

February, 1980 
(Month and Year) 

Status * 
* 
* 

Planning and Develop
ment. Review main 
stack monitors 
9/1/79 2• 

(Tax Credit only) 
Awaiting NC action 
by LRAPA (may be 
withdrawn) • 

Northwest Region 
Office1• 

Program Operations 
(tax credit only) 
Awaiting LRAPA 
Action. 

Southwest Regionl 

Willamette Valley 
Region Office 
Awaiting information 

Willamette Valley 
Region 
Additional information 
requested (design 
finalized) 

Northwest Region 
Additional information 
requested 5/22/793 

Northwest Region 
Additional information 
requested 5/22/79 3 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

* 
* 
* 

County * 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same 

* Date * 
* Received * 
* 

Direct Stationary Sources (Cont.) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1407) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1408) 

Linn 
(NC 1424) 

Benton 
(NC 1428) 

Jackson 
(NC 1436) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1458) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1464) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1465) 

Benton 
(NC 1483) 

. Multnanah 
(NC 1492) 

Linn 
(NC 1498) 

Deschutes· 
(NC 1501) 

AW1010.A 

Time Oil Co, 
Bottom loading and vapor 
recovery 

5/14/79 

Portland Terminals Co., 5/14/79 
Inc. 

Vapor Recovery Unit 

Teledyne Wah Chang 5/24/79 
Columbium calciner 

Evans Products 5/31/79 
Sub-micro battery separaters 

Earnest Orchards & Packing 06/08/79 
over tree sprinkler system 

Chappel Mfg. Co. 07/26/79 
New furniture mfg. plant 

Ross Island Sand & Gravel 07/24/79 
Replace plant at this site 

Ross Island Sand & Gravel 07/24/79 
Move dry mix·plant to this 
site 

Permawood Northwest Corp. 09/05/79 
Cement bonded wood products 

Texaco, Inc. 04/30/79 
Bottom loading & voe recovery 

Willamette Industries 09/26/79 
Revise air flow in veneer 
dryer 

Cascade Forest Products 09/21/79 
New building and equipment 

* 

February, 1980 
(Month and Year) 

Status * 
* 
* 

Northwest Region 
Additional information 
requested 

Northwe·st Region 
Additional information 
requested 7/12/793 

Willamette Valley 
Region1 

Willamette Valley 
Region1 

Program Operations1 
requested more 
information 
Northwest Region1 

(design change) 

Northwest Region2 

Northwest Region 2 

Willamette Valley 
Region2 

Northwest Region2 

Wi~amytte Valley 
Region 

Program Operationsl 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

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

* Date * 
* Received * 
* * 

Status 

Direct Stationary· sources (cont.) 

Lane 
(NC 1504) 

Lane 
(NC 1506) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1512) 

Douglas 
(NC 1515) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1521) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1524) 

Washington 
(NC 1525) 

Columbia 
(NC 1533) 

Washington 
(NC 1534) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1535) 

Multnanah 
(NC 1539) 

Klamath· 
(NC 1541). 

AW1010.A 

Trus Joist Corporation 
Pave additional yard area 

Valley Iron and Steel Co. 
Rebuild update control 
system 

Portland Willamette Co. 
Powder coating & painting 
facility 

International Paper Co. 
Baghouse & boiler 
modifications 

10/01/79 

09/10/79 

10/29/79 

11/05/79 

Program Operations1 

(tax credit only) 

Program Operations1 

(tax credit only) 

Northwest Region1 

Program Operations1 

OWens-Corning Fiberglas 11/19/79 Northwest Region1 

Limestone storage baghouse 

Time Oil Company 11/30/79 Northwest Region1 

One internal floating roof 

Dant and Russell, Inc. 11/16/79 Northwest Region1 

Yard paving 

owens-Corning Fiberglas 12/06/79 Northwest Region1 

Mineral Wool Board 

Valley Petroleum, Inc. 12/i2/79 Northwest Region1 

voe vapor return 

Bird and Son Inc. of Mass. 12/11/79 Northwest Region1 

Replacement heater 

Mobil Oil Corp. 12/24/79 Northwest Region1 
Vapor recovery & 
roof seals 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 12/26/79 Program Operations1 

Fuel sizing screen 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

.. Date * * Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same .. * Received * 

* * 

Status 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Yamhill 
(NC 1542) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1543) 

Clackamas 
(NC 1544) 

Washington 
(NC 1546) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1549) 

Polk 
(NC 1553) 

Lane 
(NC 1554) 

Jackson 
(NC 1555) 

Jackson 
(NC 1556) 

Washington 

Lane 
(NC 1558) 

:_ --_,.:.::. .. .:.-· 
Jackson·, 
(NC 1559) 

Hood River 
(NC 1563) 

AW1010.A 

Dayton Sand and Gravel 
Rock crusher 

Gilsoni te, Inc. 
Ca co3 & asbestos 
bag house 

Omark Industries 
Powder paint booth 

Oregon Roses, Inc. 
Wood fired boiler 

Port of Portland 
Rehabilitation of 
Terminal No. 4 

Friesen Enterprises 
Dust collection system 

National Metallurgical 
Arc furnace and baghouse 

01/02/80 Willamette Valley 2 

Region 

01/11/80 Northwest Region1 

01/11/80 Northwest Region1 

01/21/80 Northwest Region1 

01/30/80 Northwest Region 

02/07/80 Willamette Valley 
Region 

01/09//80 Program Operations 
(tax credit only) 

M. C. Lininger & Sons, Inc. 02/11/80 
Yard paving 

Program Operations 

Rogue River Paving Co., Inc.02/11/80 
Yard paving 

Program Operations 

Forest Grove Lumber Co. 
New planer and cyclone 

Georgia-Pacific Corp. 
Boiler improvements 

Reichhold Chemicals 
Methanol tank emission 
control 

Glacier Ranch 
Qne orchard fan 

02/13/80 Northwest Region 

02/13/80 Program Oper'ations 

02/14/80 Program Opertions 

02/15/80 Program Operations 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

* Date * * County 

* 
* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same * Received * 

* * * 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Hood River 
(NC 1566) 

Washington 
-(NC 1567) 

Deschutes 
(NC 1568) 

Deschutes 
(NC 1569) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1570) 

Linn 
(NC 1571) 

Linn 
(NC 1572) 

- .. 

AW1010.A-

Beachman Orchards 
One orchard fan 

Tektronix, Inc. 
Covers for open 
degreasers 

02/06/80 

02/25/80 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 02/25/80 
Replacement baghouse 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 02/25/80 
Baghouse on No. 1 
reclaim mill 

Oregon Steel Mills 
Two furnaces to "ICA" 
baghouse 

Duraflake 
Modification to paint 
line 

02/25/80 

02/25/80 

southwest Forest Industries 02/07/80 
Plant No. 1, Mill No. 1 
veneer dryer 

* 

February, 1980 
(Month and Year) 

Status 

Program Operations 

Northwest Region 

Deschutes 

Deschutes 

Northwest Region 

Program Operations 

Willamette Valley 
Region 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING 

County * Date * * 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same * Received * 

Direct Stationary Sources (cont.) 

Multnomah 
(NC 1573) 

Crook 
(NC 1574) 

'.Footnotes: 

Purdy Brush Company 
Paint brush manufacturing 
plant 

Clearpine Moulding, Inc. 
Additional veneer dryer 
section 

* * 

02/27/80 

02/25/80 

February, 1980 
(Month and Year) 

Status 

Northwest Region 

Program Operations 

* 
* 
* 

1These plan reviews are for modifications or ·additions to existing 
facilities. Pending actien by the Department is not materially affecting 
production or operation of the facility. 

2These plan reviews are for new facilities. Production or operation of the 
facility is dependent on Department action. 

3Expect action with 20 days or receipt of requested·information. 

AWlOlO.A. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Direct sources 

New 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Month FY 

Permit 
Actions 
Completed 

Month FY 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

Sources 
Under 
Permits 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE DUE TO 

Total 

Indirect Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

Number of 
Pending Fermi ts 

4 

0 

4 

15 Technical Assistances 
8 A-95's 

AP1236 

18 

2 

20 

COMPUTER BREAKDOWN 

0 

0 

0 

25 

2 

27 

Comments 

12 

0 

12 63 

INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE DUE TO 
COMPUTER BREAKDOWN 

sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County 

* 
* 
* 
Indirect 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Josephine 

Multnomah 

AP1236 

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING 

* Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type 
* /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action 
* 
* 

Source 

82nd and King Road 
Multi-family Units 
275 Spaces 

Douglas McKay High 
School, 342 Spaces 
File No. 24-8001 

Columbia Square · 
Office Complex 
240 Spaces 
File No. 26-7018 

Meadowland Center 
770 Spaces 
File No. 26-7934 

Industrial Freeway 
(I-505), New Urban 
File No. 26-6027 . 

Allen Boulevard 
Murray Boulevard 

to Alice Lane 
File No. 34-7935 

Redwood Plaza 
2320 Spaces 
File No. 17-7936 

Purdy Brush Company 
216 Spaces 
File No. 26-8001 

* Action * 
* * 

08/26/77 

01/04/78 

09/07/77 

Action * and Status 

* 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

11/30/79 02/14/80 Additional 

12/13/76 12/16/76 
Freeway 

12/26/79 01/10/80 

12/31/79 01/15/80 

01/18/80 02/07/80 

Information 
Received 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Additional 
Information 
Received 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Proposed 
Permit 
Issued 

* 
* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 
* 

County 

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING 

* Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * 
* /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * 
* * Action * Action * 
* * * * 

Type 
of Action 
and Status 

Indirect Source (continued) 

Clackamas 

Clackamas/ 
Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

AP1236 

Greenhouse Square 
261 Spaces 
File No. 03-8002 

Mountain Park Center 
539 Spaces 
File No. 37-8003 

Intel Corp. Jones 
Farm Site 
2900 Spaces 
File No. 34-8004 

Maruman Integrated 
Circuits, Inc. 
265 Spaces 
File No. 26-8005 

02/07/80 02/27/80 

02/19/80 

02/21/80 

02/22/80 

Proposed 
Permit 
Issued 

Application 
Received 

Application 
Received 

Application 
Received 

* 
* 
* 
* 



DEPAR'IMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division February, 1980 
(Reporting Unit) 

Complaint 
Investigations 

Field 
Investigations 

New Source & 
Site Evaluations 

Compliance 
Conferences 

Samples 

Source Tests 
Conducted/Consultant 
Reviewed 
Observed 

Stream Surveys 

Emission Inven
tories (Source) 

Open Burning 

Technical Asst. 
(Citizens, Local & 
County Gov'ts, Ind
dustries, State & 
Federal Agencies 

Field Burning Cont. 

A-95 Clearing 
House Reviews 

State Division 
of Land Permit 
Review 

Real Estate 
Division Sewage 
Certification 

MW 

11 

2 

MARA.13 (10/79) AB1034 

(Month and Year) 

WORKIDAD INDICATORS 

GR/WDH LOB 

30 

0 1 10 

1/2 days 

Total 

11 

30 

13 

1/2 days 



. ' 

WORKLOAD INDICATORS (continued} 

EIS Reviews 

Dept. of Geology 
and Mineral 
Industries Land 
Reclamation Reviews 

Spill 
Investigation 

*Sanitarians 
Workshops Held 

*Short 
Courses Held 

*Installers and 
Operators Trained 

MW GR/WDH 

*Use number in attendance or trained 

ADPM SYSTEM UPDATES 

AQDMS 1 

CSDS 1 

EIDS 0 

GASP 0 

MOS 1 

NEDS 1 

FIELD BURNING 0 

MARA.13 (10/79) AB1034 

LDB Total 



• 

VICTOR ATIYEH 

'°"""""' 

Con1ains 
Recycled 
M•terials 

DE0-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda item C, Aj?r.i-1 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLJ:CATIONS 

Director'~ Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission take action to issue pollution 
Control Facility Certificates to the following: 

Appl. 
No. 

T-1166 
T-1174 
T-1176 

T-1179 

T-1093 

T-1184 

T-1190 

Applicant 

Timber products Company 
Bohemia,, Inc. 
Bohemia, Inc. 

Boise Cascade Corporation 

Warrenton Lumber Company 

Boise cascade Corporation 

International Paper Company 

Facility 

bag fHter 
hogged wood waste fired boiler 
modification of log handling 

operations 
pump installation at holding 

pond 
waste wood fuel handling and 

storage system 
runoff and waste water 

control system 
vapor compression reevaporation 

system 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
4/4/80 

Attachments 



PROPOSED APRIL 1980 TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 
Noise 

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 
Noise 

$ 56,218 
3,839,854 
2,776,382 

-o-
$6,672,454 

$1,744,192 
3,852,981 
2,251,548 

5,157 
$7,853,878 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RBLIBF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Timber Products Company 
Box 1669 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Appl T-1166 
Date 2/20/80 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at Medford, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a Carter-Day 
bag filter to control emissions from a sander cyclone. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
March 5, 1979, and approved on July 6, 1979. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on August 1, 1979, 
completed on November 2, 1979, and the facility was placed into 
operation on November 2, 1979. 

Facility Cost: $56,218.56 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Sander dust emissions were previously controlled by a wet scrubber, 
however, this unit did not meet the Department's opacity limits or 
the new emission limits of the Medford AQMA. Timber Products replaced 
the wet scrubbers with a Carter-Day baghouse. This unit is operating 
and complies with all Departmental emission limits. The recovered 
material has no economic value to the company. The only purpose of 
this baghouse is air pollution control. Therefore, 80 percent or 
more of the cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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 
air pollution. 



Appl T-1166 
P~e2 

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. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 80 percent or more. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$56,218.56 with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. 
T-1166. 

F. A. Skirvin:n 
(503) 229-6414 
February 21, 1980 
AN8043 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION BEVIBW REPORT 

Bohemia, Inc. 
2280 Oakmont Way 
Box 1819 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Appl T-1174 
Date April 2. 1980 

The applicant owns and operates sawmill and laminating mill at 
Saginaw, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a hogged wood 
waste fired boiler equipped with a baghouse and a steam transmission 
system. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
May 15, 1978. 

The Department failed to act on this request within 60 days and 
Preliminary Certification was approved by default on July 15, 1978, 
as required by ORS 468.175(4). This facility was the first in the 
state to undergo review under then new federal standards relating to 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and the staff's 
attention was directed away from the tax credit issue. It should 
be noted that the staff would have granted Preliminary Certification 
had action been taken. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in November, 1978, 
completed on November 1, 1979, when shakedown began and the facility 
was placed into operation on February 1, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $2,003,038.57 (Accountant's Certification was 
provided). 



Appl T-1174 
Page 2 
April 2, 1980 

3. Evaluation of ApPlication 

Prior to installation of this boiler, wood wastes from this and other 
Bohemia, Inc., facilities were disposed of in industrial landfills. 
Also because of unstable market conditions some hogged fuel was 
landfilled. The steam needs of the plant were previously generated 
by a natural gas-fired boiler. The company estimates that the new 
boiler will use approximately sixty-five (65) units per day of hog 
fuel or approximately nineteen thousand (19,000) units annually. 
Use of natural gas for steam generation has been discontinued. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1973, as required 
by ORS 468 .165 (1) {c) • 

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

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

e. The cost of the facility allocable to pollution control is 
100 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$2,003,038.37 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1174. 

WHDana:dn 
(503) 229-5913 
March 24, 1980 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Bohemia Inc. 
Lakeside Division 
2280 Oakmont Way 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Appl T-1176 
Date 4/1/80 

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill engaged in manufacturing 
wood products at Lakeside, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a modification of log 
handling operations at the Lakeside sawmill to eliminate storage of 
logs in Ten Mile Lake and consists of: 

a. Fill portion of Ten Mile Lake (approximately 52,000 cu yds)-
approved by Division of State Lands, federal agencies and Coos 
County. 

b. Riprap bank to drain storm runoff away from lake. 

c. Covert to dry log infeed. 

d. Some solid waste aspects not included in this application. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made November 
29, 1977, and approved September 1, 1978. Construction was initiated 
on the claimed facility in May 1978, completed January 1980, and the 
facility was placed into operation prior to November 1979. 

Facility Cost: $336,176.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility was required--a condition of D.E.Q. Permit 1394. 
The removal of logs from the lake has been accomplished, eliminating 
any water quality degradation that had occurred in the past. The 
applicant claims that operating expenses exceed income derived from 
the facility. 

Applicant, theref~, claims that 100 percent of the cost of the 
claimed facility is properly allocable to pollution control. 



Appl T-1176 
Page 2 

4. Sununa ti on 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $336,176.00 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1176. 

Charles K. Ashbaker:p 
(503) 229-5325 
April 1, 1980 
WP1233 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 
Box 14201 
Salem, OR 97309 

Appl _T=---"1"'1"""'7-"9_ 
Date 2/29/80 

The applicant owns and operates a mill producing pulp for paper and 
torula yeast as a by-product at Salem. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is the installation of 
an electrically driven pump at the emergency holding pond, pumping 
to secondary treatment lagocn. Prior to the installation, rented 
diesel powered pumps were used on an irregular basis. The purpose 
is to keep the emergency pond at a low level to provide storage when 
it is needed. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
March 30, 1978, and approved May 8, 1978, Construction was initiated 
on the claimed facility March 30, 1978, completed July 14, 1978, and 
the facility was placed into operation July 15, 1978. 

Facility Cost: $13,078.69 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The emergency pond provides an effective buffer against shock loading 
the secondary system to a greater degree since the installation of 
the claimed facility. In addition the facility has enabled the 
applicant to flush out the pond, reducing odors. Staff verifies the 
facility has been satisfactorily completed. 

Applicant claims that 100 percent of the cost of the claimed facility 
is properly allocable to pollution control. Staff is in agreement. 



Appl T-1179 
Page 2 

4. Sununation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $13,078.69 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1179. 

C. K. Ashbaker:pe 
(503) 229-5325 
March 5, 1980 
WP1014 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Warrenton Lumber Company 
Box 160 
Warrenton, OR 97146 

Appl _T_-~1~0~9~3-
Date March 20, 1980 

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill and planing mill at 
Warrenton, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a handling 
and storage system for waste wood fuel and a steam generator to 
produce process steam for lumber dry kilns. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
May 24, 1977, and approved on June 2, 1977. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June, 1977, 
completed in February, 1978, and the facility was placed into 
operation in February, 1978. 

Facility Cost: $733,344.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to installation of this steam generating system, wood wastes 
were landfilled in an environmentally unacceptable manner at the plant 
or were sold on a temporary basis as fuel. Installation of the 
claimed facility has converted wood wastes into us'eable energy. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1973, as required 
by ORS 468 .165 (1) ( c) • 

c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a_ substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing 
solid waste. 
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d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes 
of ORS Chapter 459, and the rules adopted under that chapter. 

e. The cost of the facility allocable to pollution control is 
100 percent. 

5. Director's Recononendation 

Based upon the findings in the Sunonation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $733,344.00 
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1093. 

WHDana:d 
(503) 229-5913 
March 14, 1980 

SD1066 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Northeast Oregon Region 
Box 610 
La Grande, OR 97850 

Appl , T-1184 
Date -----

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant and log yard at Elgin, 
Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a system to control 
runoff and waste water and consists of: 

a. French drains to control and divert springwater in the log yard. 
b. Lagoon (131 acre ft.) 
c. Pump station and piping to recycle waste waters for log 

sprinkling. 
d. conveyors and screens to remove solids from recycled water. 
e. Electrical power and structural. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made March 2, 
1976, and approved March 4, 1976. construction was initiated on the 
claimed facility May 13, 1976 completed and placed into operation 
September 10, 1976 

Facility Cost: $286,366 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of ApPlication 

Waste water runoff is now recycled and used to sprinkle logs. The 
facility performs no other function than pollution control. Regional 
staff reports the facilities complete and functioning as intended. 

Applicant claims that 100 percent of the cost of the claimed facility 
if properly allocable to pollution control, since it has no other 
purpose. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 
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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. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $286,366 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1184. 

CKA:l 
(503) 229-5325 
WL1123 
March 19, 1980 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

International Paper Company 
Gardiner Paper Mill, Industrial Packaging 
Box 854 
Gardiner, OR 97441 

Appl T-1190 
Date 4/1/80 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill utilizing the 
kraft process to produce various grades of unbleached linerboard at 
Gardiner, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a vapor compression 
re-evaporation system for black liquor evaporation to 63 percent 
solids in order to recover pulping chemicals and produce steam by 
incineration and consists of: 

a. Vapor compression evaporator (140,000 lbs/hr). 
b. Distillation column (17 tray, 16 ft diameter). 
c. Boil out tank for spill control (178,000 gal). 
d. Auxilliary equipment (pumps, condensers and tanks). 
e. Necessary concrete, structural, piping, instrumentation and 

electrical. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made by 
letter of December 16, 1975, and Notice of Intent to Construct dated 
March 9, 1976, and approved March 15, 1976. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facility in February 1976, (purchase orders 
for equipment), completed in November 1978, and the facility was 
placed into operation before final completion in June 1977. 

Facility Cost: $3,204,234.73 (Accountant's Certification was 
provided) • 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The facility was required to meet N.P.D.E.S. permit limits and was 
negotiated as the best way to proceed by the applicant and D.E.Q. 
staff. With the facility B.O.D. requirements secondary biological 
treatment ~~e been attained. Chemicals and heat are recovered, in 
part, by the facility and return on the investment, before taxes, is 
9.64 percent. The applicant has calculated and claimed 57.1 percent 
allocable to pollution control. Staff verifies that the facility 
is performing as intended. 
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4. Swmnation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 57.l percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$3,204.234.73 with 40 percent or more but less than 60 
percent (57.l percent) allocated to pollution control, be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1190. 

Charles K. Ashbaker:p 
(503) 229-5325 
April 1, 1980 
WP1233 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

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

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. D, April 18, 1980, Environmental 
Quality Commission Meeting. 
Request For Ap roval Of Sti ulation And Final Order, 
No. WQ-WVR- 0-22, Between The Department And The City 
Of Si 1 verton. 

1. The City of Silverton operates a 0.7 MGD trickling filter sewage 
treatment system serving a population of 5275. 

2. Massive stormwater inflow and infiltration has caused frequent 
bypassing of sewage at points in Silverton and at the treatment 
plant. For example, during January 1980, 47 mi 11 ion gallons of 
sewage were treated, 50 mill ion gallons were bypassed in town, 
and additional bypassing occurred at the plant 24 days. Rain 
fell on 16 of those 24 days. Summer flows at the plant are about 
19 million gallons per month. 

3. The plant often exceeds winter mass discharge limitations for 
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS) 
because of inflow and infiltration. 

4. The plant has not met summer effluent limits in 1978 or 1979 for 
BOD and TSS. 

5~ Violations of river basin bacteriological standards were documented 
in Silver Creek during the summer of 1979. This is believed to be 
caused by failing septic tanks near Silver Creek and inside the 
Silverton city 1 imits. Correction of exfiltration of sewage from 
broken interceptors and bypassing may also be contributing to 
these violations. This problem is being addressed separately 
by the Department. 

6. The City is currently in the design phase (EPA Grant Step 11) for 
STP upgrading and sewer rehabilitations. The design work includes 
service for a health hazard annexation area annexed in 1976. 



Summation 

1. The proposed effluent 1 imits are based on previous performance of 
the treatment plant and the potential impact on the receiving 
stream. 

2. The proposed Order will operate independently of EPA Construction 
Grant funding. 

3. Comp] iance with the proposed Order will result in elimination of 
a declared health hazard area, elimination of untreated sewage 
bypassing to Silver Creek, and comp] iance with the Department's 
secondary treatment standards. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve 
the Final Order (Attachment 1) No. WQ-WVR-80-22. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Attachment: Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-WVR-80-22. 

John E. Borden: wr 
378-8240 
Apri 1 2, 1980 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH -- 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Con1ains 
Recycled 

-M•terials 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. E, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing to 
Amend the State Implementation Plan Regarding Volatile 
Organic Compound Rules and Permit Fee Rules (340-22 and 
340-20-155) 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Background Three areas of Oregon exceed the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for ozone. These three areas, Portland, Salem, and Medford, need 
reductions of the ozone precursors, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), in 
order to make progress towards attainment of ozone standards. The Clean 
Air Act and EPA guidance allows areas to get an extension of the December 
31, 1982, compliance date for the ozone standards provided Reasonable 
Available Control Technology (RACT) regulations are established. EPA 
guidance indicates that adoption of certain RACT rules in each of the next 
two years would meet the RACT requirements. 

Problem Statement The voe rules, as adopted by the Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) on June 8, 1979, must be amended to correct eleven 
deficiencies specified in EPA's January 21, 1980, conditional approval 
of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Also, the Commission has agreed 
to pass rules each year as EPA publishes guideline documents for existing 
sources of voe. This second round of voe rules must be passed by 
July 1, 1980, as required by EPA and Oregon's SIP. 

Authority for the Commission to Act comes from Oregon Revised Statutes 
468.020 and 468.295(3) where the Commission is authorized to establish 
emission standards for certain areas of the state for different classes 
of air contaminant sources. 

A Statement of Need for Rulemaking is the first attachment of this 
memorandum. 
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ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Changes required by EPA to Existing Rules To satisfy the conditions of 
EPA's proposed approval of our SIP, Oregon must address the eleven changes 
requested by EPA. Only two of these changes may have significant effect 
on Oregon commerce and industry: gasoline service stations supplied from 
bulk plants, receiving between 120,000 gallons per year and 240,000 gallons 
per year, would have to install vapor balance for stage I; very large 
conveyorized degreasers would have to install VOC capture devices. Here 
are the EPA Requests: 

Request 1 "The definition of delivery vessel, 340-22-100 (9) must 
be modified to include the transport of gasoline from terminals to 
bulk plants." 

DEQ Action See rewritten definition, 340-22-102(11), where words 
which limited the applicability in the original definition were 
deleted. 

Request 2 "The 90 percent vapor capture requirement (-110 and -115) 
must be shown to be equivalent to a vapor tight balancing system. 
Replacement of the 90 percent rule with an equipment specification 
rule is recommended." 

DEQ Action Rules 340-22-110 and -120 are rewritten to be simply 
equipment specification rules as recommended. 

Request 3 "Conflicting exemptions from requirements for vapor capture 
contained in -110(2)(c) and -115(5) need to be resolved. Further, 
exemptions of delivery vessels and storage tanks at gasoline 
dispensing facilities from vapor capture requirements during filling 
cannot we approved unless the gasoline dispensing facilities involved: 
(1) receive less than 10,000 gallons of gasoline per month, or (2) 
the State demonstrates that exempting gasoline facilities receiving 
up to 240, 000 gallons per year represents RACT." 

DEQ Action Rule 340-22-110(2)(c) was expanded to include former 
-115(5). Former -115(5) is being deleted. No conflicting exemptions 
remain. 

The second sentence of 340-22-110(2) (c) now exempts only small 
stations served from bulk plants, up to 10,000 gallons per month. 
Medium size stations, 10,000 gallons per month to 240,000 gallons 
per year, will not be exempted from vapor capture rules, as occurs 
in the present rules adopted June 8, 1979. 

Strong objections have been received from the gasoline marketing 
industry over this proposed change. Some bulk plant owners are 
preparing economic arguments which may demonstrate economic 
infeasibility of control. If a sufficient case is made, EPA might 
allow the Department to delete these requirements. 

- - ~ 
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Request 4 "Specific conditions must be identified under which stated 
exemptions would be granted from capture of vapors during tank truck 
gasoline operations at gasoline terminals (122(1)). It is EPA's 
understanding that the State's intent was to restrict this exemption 
to delivery vessels switching from gasoline to diesel oil." 

DEQ Action See 340-22-130(3) (a) where the exception is limited to 
a switch from gasoline to diesel and certain other delivery service. 

Request 5 "B. Cutback Asphalt: OAR 340-22-125 must contain provisions 
which prohibit the unrestricted use of solvents in emulsified asphalt. 
EPA has published a list of emulsified asphalt uses with corresponding 
maximum solvent contents. This guidance should be used in 
establishing limits on the addition of solvents to emulsified 
asphalt." 

DEQ Action See added solvent limits in emulsified asphalt in 
340-22-140(4), taken from October 4, 1979, EPA memo from R. G. Rhoads 
to Region X, and translated into industry terms with the consultation 
of Chervon U.S.A. and the Asphalt Institute. 

Request 6 "C. Surface Coating: OAR 340-22-140 must clearly indicate 
that the term "coating line" includes the coater, flash-off area, 
and dryer. Further, the less restrictive emission requirements 
permitted for "inert gas process paper coating" must be documented 
as being RACT." 

DEQ Action See added section 340-22-170(3), extracted from EPA model 
rule XX.9120(c), describing what is included in a coating line. Data 
from 3M's October 11, 1978, meeting with DEQ, and 3M's testimony at 
the October 16, 1978, voe public hearing, shows that a 4.7 pounds 
per gallon plant site basis requirement for inert gas process paper 
coating is 65 percent control, more restrictive than EPA's RACT value 
of 2.9 pounds per gallon on a coating line basis, which is 57 percent 
control. This data was officially submitted to Region X by the 
Department on March 13, 1980. EPA's decision,on whether the 4.7 
pound rule is RACT, has not been received as of April 4, 1980. 

Request 7 "D. Degreasers: OAR 340-22-145 through -147. (1) Cold 
Cleaners (-145). The rules need to provide specific requirements 
for agitated solvents, heated solvents, and solvents with higher vapor 
pressures." 

DEQ Action The requested specific requirements for agitated and 
heated solvents, and solvents with higher vapor pressures, have been 
added. See proposed additions to the rule: 340-22-180(d), (e), and 
(f) • 

Request 8 "(2) Open Top Vapor Degreasers (-146). An option for 
powered cover or specific freeboard ratio is not adequate; both must 
be required as RACT." 

DEQ Action See rewritten 340-22-183(a) (ii) where both are now 
required. 
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Request 9 "(3) Conveyorized Degreasers (-147). A major control 
device must be required for those degreasers with an air/vapor 
interface greater than two square meters." 

DEQ Action See 340-22-186(f) where this requirement was added. 

Request 10 "4. Other Regulations--a. Source Test Procedures." EPA 
requests that Oregon submit its source test procedures to EPA for 
approval and all subsequent revisions to EPA for approval. 

DEQ Action This action is underway bY the Department's staff and 
will be completed in the second quarter of 1980. 

Request 11 "b. Compliance Schedules" where EPA wants five step 
compliance schedules included in the rules, or submittal by DEQ of 
all individual compliance schedules by July 1, 1980. 

DEQ Action The first alternative was chosen. See 340-22-107(3) being 
added. 

Further rule changes were requested in EPA's April 1, 1980 letter 
and were resolved bY the Department through small changes and phone 
calls April 2 and 3rd. 

OTHER CHANGES 

The Cutback Asphalt rule is being clarified by expressing the rule in 
universally accepted standard trade terms, slow curing (SC), medium curing 
(MC), etc., rather than in scientific terms which are not familiar to the 
industry. 

Various other clarifications are being made by the staff to make the rules 
easier to understand. 

The voe rules are being renumbered at the request of the Secretary of 
State's codifier. 

ADDITIONS TO THE RULES--EPA's SECOND ROUND OF voe RULES 

The second round of voe rules are proposed as below, generally following 
the model rules (EPA-450/2-79-004) provided by EPA, and the ten published 
EPA guideline documents. On March 12, 1980, the Department requested EPA 
review and comments on these rules bY April 4, 1980; they were not able 
to meet that deadline. 

EPA Oregon 
Guideline Document Category Rule No. Remarks 

1. EPA-450/2 Refinery 340-22-153 Only one plant 
-78-036 Leaks affected 

2. EPA-450/2 Misc. Parts 340-22-170, 2 Many affected 
-78-015 Painting last five sources 

items in 
Table 1. 
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3. EPA-450/2 
-78-035 

4. EPA-450/2 
-78-032 

5. EPA-450/2 
-78-029 

6. EPA-450/2 
-78-030 

7. EPA-450/2 
-78-033 

8. EPA-450/2 
-78-047 

9. EPA-450/2 
-78-050 

10. EPA-450/2 
-78-051 

Vegetable 
Oils 

Flat Wood 
Coating 

Pharmaceu
ticals 

Rubber Tires 

Rotogravure 
and Flexo
graphy 

Large Tank 
Second Seals 

Pere Dry 
Cleaning 

Tank Truck 
Leak Tests 

none 3 

340-22-200, 

none3 

none3 

340-22-210 

Withdrawn by 
EPAi no plants 
in Oregon, negative 
declaration to EPA 

Two plants in 
Medford 

Negative declaration 
to EPA, no plants 
in Oregon 

Negative declaration 
to EPA, no plants 
in Oregon 

One plant in Oregon 

340-22-160(4) 1 Gasoline and 
methanol storage 

340-22-220 

340-22-137 4 

Many dry cleaners 

Many gasoline 
delivery trucks 

1The staff made large tank second seals applicable to methanoli the EPA 
guidelines do not specifically include methanol, but use a 1.5 psia vapor 
pressure as an exemption point. The methanol stored in Western Oregon 
in large tanks is sometimes below 1.5 psia and, in summer, sometimes 
above. Following the precedent set in the present voe rules, methanol 
is included in the proposed rule. 

2rn this rule draft, only those using a negligible amount of paint are 
exempted in rule 340-22-170 (15 pounds per day of voe or about 3 gallons 
of high solvent paint). This follows the EPA model rule. The Oregon 
miscellaneous category includes all other coating and painting except 
those specifically exempted in 340-22-170(2). The federal model rules 
attempt to list the affected categories, so the Oregon rule may include 
a few more sources. An "air dried" category is being proposed, allowing 
0.5 pound solvent more per gallon, than is allowed by the Guideline 
Document. This recognizes the high humidity and cold weather found in 
Oregon, even in the summer sometimes, which makes the drying of water 
base paints difficult. Additional painting exemptions, requested by 
industry, were added in 340-22-170(2) (a). 
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3No rules are included for making Vegetable Oils, Pharmaceuticals or Rubber 
tires as Oregon has no plants of the type covered by EPA model rules and 
is not likely to acquire such. A negative declaration will be sent to 
EPA. There is no need to expand the Oregon Administrative Rules with 
useless rules, that affect no one, that consume staff time to prepare. 

4The staff set the leak rate in rule 340-22-137 at one inch in five minutes 
rather than the less stringent three inches given in EPA's model rule. 
The staff witnessed truck tests meeting the one inch limit, and has 
California active rules on file which also require one inch. 

OTHER ADDITIONS 

Rule 340-22-104 was rewritten to include major (100 tons per year) voe 
sources in areas of the State now exempted from voe rules in parts (1) 
and (2), and to explain in (3) that small sources (under 100 tons per year) 
of voe must comply with these rules only in the Portland, Medford, and 
Salem areas. 

The reasons for statewide voe rules for major sources are found in an EPA 
May 4, 1979, memo, from Rhoads to Devine, giving EPA policy concerning 
the need for emission offsets in rural areas for ozone. In the fourth 
paragraph, a major rural source is exempt from offsets if the State has 
adopted Statewide voe RACT regulations. In the sixth paragraph it is noted 
that preconstruction monitoring can be avoided "(l) If the State has 
adopted Statewide Voe RACT regulations, the State must, after issuing the 
construction permit, then require the source to perform air quality 
monitoring during the construction of the new facility or (the state) 
perform the monitoring itself." The Department believes the benefit of 
a Statewide RACT rule for existing sources (to allow new or expanded 
sources to locate in attainment areas without offsets) far outweighs the 
burden of control of a small number of existing sources. In meetings with 
the Association of Oregon Industries, that group opposed this rule as too 
burdensome for too little benefit. 

In the rule covering exemptions, 340-22-106(1), to conserve energy, the 
staff considered the possibility of allowing other voe pollution control 
devices (besides afterburners) to be idle during the winter months. This 
addition was discussed in an exchange of letters with EPA (see document 
13 in the Statement of Need). EPA is agreeable to such a program on a 
case by case basis only. Facts supporting the need for this change need 
to be gathered, and considerable staff time is needed to draft a rule, 
obtain EPA review, and to obtain review and understanding by the Department 
air quality and field staff. The staff will prepare a rule change, 
allowing case by case exemptions for the third round of voe rules in 1981. 
Delaying adoption of the voe Rules until the matter is resolved could 
jeopardize the approvability of the Oregon SIP. 

By additions to Table A of 340-20~155(1), permit fees are proposed for 
the larger sources of voe. These fees will cover part of the Department's 
cost of administering the voe rules. 
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An alternative control system rule, 340-22-108, is proposed as promised 
to the Commission in Agenda Item A2, issue 10, on June 8, 1979. For V0C 
sources, the Department (with EPA approval) could allow a plant to exceed 
a voe rule in process "X" if it was compensated for by capture of an equal 
amount of voe in process "Y"; this is also known by the term "bubble 
concept." Of course this exemption from a rule through the bubble concept, 
could later be revoked, by the Commission following due process, through 
additional rules requiring further VOC reductions in process "Y" 

The staff added a list of exempt degreasing fluids at the beginning of 
the degreaser rules, 340-22-180, to clarify the rule and to promote the 
most cost effective way (switching to a non-reactive fluid) of complying 
with the rule. 

COSTS AND voe REDUCTIONS 

The costs and voe reductions resulting from the proposed Round II rules are 
summarized as follows: 

Rule Category 

340-22-104(2) Existing State
wide 100 T/Y 
Sources 

340-22-137 Delivery Vessel 
Leak Testing 

340-22-153 Refinery Leaks 

340-22-160(4) Large Tank Second 
Seals 

340-22-170 Misc. Parts 
Painting 

340-22-200 Flat Wood Coating 

340-22-210 Rotogravure and 
Flexography 

340-22-220 Perchloroethylene 
Dry Cleaning 

Sources 

10 

170 

1 

9 

31 

2 

1 

185 

Annualizeda 
Costs $/yr 

650, 000 

221,000 

11, 500 

99,000 

1,271,000 

401,600 

72,800 

92,500 

voe 
Reductions 
Tons/year 

383 

(4,000 
indirectly) b 

negligible 

216 

1,000 

188 

150 

200 

acosts we~e figured from data in the Control Technology Guideline 
documents, except the Department staff generated the costs for 
Delivery Vessel Leak Testing. 

bAssures capture of 4,000 TPY through annual tests; the 4,000 TPY 
reduction was accomplished in the first round of voe rules. 
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RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The second round EPA Guideline documents were published in June and 
December 1978. Many of the businesses affected had inputs to those 
documents through their trade associations. The staff has explained these 
rules to the Association of Oregon Industries (August 21, 1979, and 
February 7, 1980), to the Oregon Dry Cleaners Association (September 30, 
1979), to the Oregon Oil Jobbers Association (November 17, 1979 and March 
19, 1980), to the Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology (Spring 
1979 and February 19, 1979), and Western Oil and Gas Association Oregon 
committee (September 1979). 

The staff has met individually with most of the larger industries affected. 

Members of the Department's air quality staff have reviewed the rules, 
as have members of the Northwest Region and Willamette Valley offices. 
Comments from LRAPA and the Medford office have not yet been received. 
Review by legal counsel will be done from April 4 to May 16, 1980. 

Presentations on the overall voe control program were given to the Portland 
Air Quality Advisory Committee on October 9, 1979, and March 11, 1980. 

SUMMATION 

1. EPA requires Oregon to amend the existing voe rules in their 
conditional approval of our State Implementation Plan. The eleven 
requested changes are discussed in this report and found in the 
attached rules. 

2. The ·Commission committed to adopt a second round of VOC rules in the 
State Implementation Plan. The proposed rules, as listed in the table 
on pages 4 and 5 of this memorandum, are found in the attachment. 

3. The Department proposes to add the large voe sources to Table A of 
340-20-155, so that standard fees for permits can be charged for the 
larger sources of voe to cover part of the Department's administrative 
costs. 

4. The proposed new rules would cover an additional estimated 239 sources 
in Oregon and reduce voe emissions by 2,137 tons per year at an 
estimated cost of $2,600,000. Also 170 gasoline delivery trucks would 
have to be tested at an annual estimated cost of $221,000 to assure 
capture of 4,000 tons per year, which was required by the first round 
of voe rules. 

5. The proposed statewide voe rules for large existing sources could 
allow new voe sources to be located in attainment areas without 
providing full offsets or preconstruction monitoring. This rule would 
affect an estimated 10 existing sources, cost them $650,000 per year, 
and achieve an estimated 400 tons of voe per year reduction. 
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6. The rewriting of some of the existing voe rules will make their 
numbering conform to that required by the Secretary of State's 
codifier and will make their meaning more clear. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize 
a public hearing on May 21, 1980, in Portland to take testimony on the 
attached proposed amended rules and consider the proposed rules and amended 
rules for adoption at the Commission's June 20, 1980, meeting. 

Attachments: 

PBBosserman: fm 
229-6278 
April 4, 1980 

AF0913 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement 
Proposed rules OAR 340-22-100 to -220 
Proposed rules OAR 340-20-155 Table A 



STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority: 

ORS 468.020, 468.295(3), 468.065(2), and 468.325 

Need for the Rule 

To reduce Volatile Organic Compounds being discharged into the atmosphere 
where they are causing ozone to form and concentrate in excess of federal 
(40 CFR 50.9) and state (OAR 340-31-030) ambient air quality standards. 
The rules require specific types of sources of voe to install control 
equipment and/or adopt maintenance and operating practices which will 
reduce voe emissions to the atmosphere. Revision of 340-20-155 Table A, 
permit fees, is necessary to cover part of the Department's cost of 
administering these rules. 

_Pr.inc:l.;t11.l Documents Relied Upon 

1. "Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks from Petroleum Refinery 
Equipment," EPA-450/2-78-036, June 1978. 

2. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--Volume VI: Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and 
Products," EPA-450/2-78-015, June 1978. 

3. "Control of Volatile Organic Emission from Manufacture of Vegetable 
Oils," EPA-450/2-78-035, June 1978. 

4. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--Volume VII: Factory Surface Coating of Flat Wood Paneling," 
EPA-450/2-78-032, June 1978. 

5. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Manufacture of Synthesized 
Pharmaceutical Products," EPA-450/2-78-029, December 1978. 

6. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Manufacture of Pneumatic 
Rubber Tires," EPA-450/2-78-030, December 1978 • 

. 7. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--Volume VIII: Graphic Arts--Rotogravure and Flexography," 
EPA-450/2-78-033, December 1978. 

8. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Petroleum Liquid Storage 
in External Floating Roof Tanks," EPA-450/2-78-047, December 1978. 

9. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Perchloroethylene Dry 
Cleaning Systems," EPA-450/2-78-050, December 1978. 
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10. "Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks 
and Vapor Collection Systems," EPA-450/2-78-051, December 1978. 

11. "Guidance to State and Local Agencies in Preparing Regulations to 
Control Volatile Organic Compounds from Ten Stationary Source 
Categories," EPA-450/2-79-004, September 1979. 

12. "Approval of Oregon State Implementation Plan; Proposed Rulemaking," 
Federal Register, January 21, 1980, pp 3929 to 3938, see EPA 
conditional approval of voe rules on page 3932 and compliance 
schedules on page 3933. 

13. Letters: Patterson of DEQ to Schultz of EPA Region X on October 5, 
1979; Hofer of EPA reply, October 30, 1979; winter idling of voe 
controls when no ozone standard violations occur. 

14. Agenda Item A2, June 8, 1979, EQC Meeting, Adoption of VOC Rules (OAR 
340-22-100 to -150) as Amendments to the SIP. 

15. EPA October 4, 1979, Memo, "Clarification for Final SIP Actions on 
Asphalt Regulations," from Richard G. Rhoads, Director of Control 
Programs Development Division, to Director, Air and Hazardous 
Materials Division, Regions 1-X. 

16. Seton, Johnson and Odell, letter March 4, 1980, Glen Odell to Peter 
Bosserman, suggested changes to Miscellaneous Painting Rule. 

17. EPA May 4, 1979, Memo, "Need for Emission Offsets in Rural o3 
Nonattainrnent Areas," from Richard G. Rhoads, to Thomas Devine, 
Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division, Region IV. 

18. DEQ Memo, Bosserman to Kowalczyk, February 25, 1980, "Source of Costs 
and voe Reductions." 

Fiscal Impact Statement 

The regulated sources would have to pay permit fees per the attached 
additions to Table A in OAR 340-20-155(1). 

The rule amendments would force certain medium size gasoline stations to 
install about $1,000 of equipment where they were formerly exempt. 

Any industries with large conveyorized degreasers would have to add carbon 
adsorption or equivalent for about $100,000 to capture escaping VOC vapors. 
The staff has not yet found any industries affected. 

The cost impacts of the added voe rules are detailed in the control 
technology guidelines documents, documents 1 through 10 above. A summary 
of the costs of Oregon industry and commerce, and the voe reductions 
realized, are listed in the Department's memorandum to the EQC, April 18, 
1980, recommendi.ng authorization for a hearing on these rules~ Typical 
examples are offered here: 
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1. Refinery Leaks, one small refinery, estimate one tenth the cost of 
the medium size refinery costed by EPA, $11,500 per year. 

2. Misc. Painting, switch to waterborne coatings, manual two-coat 
operation, medium size 8,000,000 square feet per year painted, $41,000 
per year. 

3, Vegetable Oil--EPA withdrew requirement, no plants in Oregon. 

4. Flat Wood Coating, two plants in Medford, $200,800 per year for 2 
shifts, 4,000,000 panel per year, shifting to waterborne coatings. 

5. Pharmaceuticals--no processes of this type in Oregon. 

6. Rubber Tires--no processes of this type in Oregon. 

7. Rotogravure and Flexography, carbon adsorber, 3860 tons ink per year, 
1,200 ppm, $72,800 per year. 

8, Large Tank Second Seals, 55,000 barrel external floating roof tank, 
rim mounted secondary seal, $3,300 per year per tank. 

9. Pere Dry Cleaning, commercial plant, 11 kilogram washer load capacity, 
add carbon absorber, $500 per year net cost. 

10. Tank Truck Leak Tests, EPA did not provide costs, P. Bosserman 
estimate: $500 annual test fee, downtime penalty $300, hardware and 
labor fix up cost $500 per year average; $1,300 per year truck 
annualized cost. 

PBB:f 
AF0913.A 
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Proposed Draft of Changes and Additions to Oregon Administrative 
R4les, Chapter 340, Affecting Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

Introductory Note: Changes and additions are underlined. 
Deleted portions are bracketed. Rule numbers changes are the 
same as being done by the Oregon Secretary of State's codifier. 

Add to Table A in 340-20-155(1) which requires permits of sources 
listed in Table A: 

Air 
Contaminant 
Source SIC 

Application 
Processing 

Fee 

Compliance 
Determination 

Fee 

Permits are required for sources 64 thru 71 in the Portland and 
Medford AQMA's and the Salem SATS, and statewide if voe emissions 
exceed 100 tons per year: 

64. Bulk Gasoline Plants 55 150 
5171 

65. Bulk Gasoline Terminals 1000 500 
5171 

66. Lig:uid Storage 1 50 100 
not elsewhere included 1 12er 12er 
tanks 39 1 000 gallons tank tank 
or more ca12acity 

67. Can Coating 1500 900 
3411 

68. Pa12er Coating 1500 900 
2641 or 3861 

69. Coating Flat wood 500 300 
2435 or 2492 

70. Surface Coating, 
Manufacturing 
a) 1-20 tons VOC!._yr 25 85 
b) 20-100 tons VOC!._yr 100 200 
c) over 100 tons VOC!._yr 500 UH! 

71. Flexogra12hic or 
Rotogravure Printing 1 
over 60 tons VOC!._yr--12er Elant 50 150 
2751 or 2754 12er 12er 

12ress 12ress 

( 1) 
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Air 
Contaminant 
Source SIC 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classification 
Number 

10. Sawmill and/or plan[n]ing 2421 

28. Synthetic resin manufacturing 28[~ 21 

36. Blending, compounding or re-refining 
of lubricating oils and greases 2992 

55. Electric power generation 4911 * 

58. [~ b) 5 million or more but less than 4961** 
250 m["'"] i llion BTU/hr (heat input) 

General Emission Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds 

OAR 340-22-100 Introduction 

( 2) 

(1) These rules regulate sources of voe which contribute 
to the formation of photochemical oxidant, mainly ozone. 

(2) Since [eni~aHt] ozone standards are not violated in 
Oregon from November through March (because of 
insufficient solar energy), these rules allow control 
devices to lay idle during the winter months. [Si Hee 
IRYSR ~e state is -eeftet~&-Hl-,~ti'llllefl>~i-eh-e1110fle 
~>Rda.r-4s-,-sei,irees iR-!!-OleaR" areas ace e11emj!ltee f-£-9111 
the:!le rt'llcs.] 

(3) Sources regulated by these rules are: 

a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j . 
k. 
I. 
m. 

New Sources Statewide [~] which will emit 100 
tons of voe per year or morel existing 100 ton 
sources Statewide in categories b thru m below, 
and all new and existing sources in the Portland 
and Medford AQMA's and in the Salem SATS for 
categories b thru m below. 
Gasoline stations, underground tank filling 
Bulk Gasoline Plants and Delivery Vessels 
Bulk Gasoline Terminal 
Cutback Asphalt 
Petroleum Refineries, Petroleum Refinery Leaks 
VOC Liquid Storage, Secondary Seals 
Coating including paper coating and misc. painting 
Degreasers 
Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch in Roofing 
Flat wood coating 
Rotogravure and Flexographic Printing 
Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning 
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Definitions 

340-22-(~] 102: As used in these regulations, unless otherwise 
required by context: 

(1) "Air dried coating" means coatings which are dried 
by the use of air at ambient temperature. 

[~ ill "Bulk gasoline plant" means a gasoline storage and 
distribution facility which receives gasoline from 
bulk terminals by railroad car or trailer transport, 
stores it in tanks, and subsequently dispenses it via 
account trucks to local farms, businesses, and service 
stations. 

['8-l fil "Bulk gasoline terminal" means a gasoline storage 
facility which receives gasoline from refineries 
primarily by pipeline, ship, or barge, and delivers 
gasoline to bulk gasoline plants or to commercial or 
retail accounts primarily by tank truck. 

(4) "Carbon Bed Breakthrough" means the initial indication 
of depleted adsorption capacity characterized by a 
sudden measureable increase in VOC concentration 
exiting a carbon adsorption bed or column. 

(5) "Certified Underground Storage Device" means vapor 
recovery equipment for underground storage tanks as 
certified by the State of California Air Resources 
Board Executive Orders, copies of which are on file 
with the Department. 

(6) "Class II hardboard paneling finish" means finishes 
which meet the specifications of Voluntary Product 
Standard PS-59-73 as approved by the American National 
Standards Institude. 

(7) "Clear coat" means a coating which lacks color and 
opacity or is transparent and uses the undercoat as 
a reflectant base or undertone color. 

(8) "Coating Line" means one or more apparatus or 
operations which include a coating applicator, flash
off area, and oven or drying station wherein a surface 
coating is applied, dried, and/or cured. 

((19)] ill "Cutback asphalt" means a mixture of a base asphalt 
with a solvent such as gasoline, naphtha, or 
kerosene. Cutback asphalts [eaft ee] are rapid, 
medium, or slow curing (known as RC, MC, SC), as 
defined in ASTM D2399. 

(3) 
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(10) "Day" means a 24-hour period beginning at midnight. 

[+91--J (11) "Delivery vessel" means any tank truck or trailer used 
for the transport of gasoline from sources of supply 
to stationary storage tanks. [ef ~aselifte ais~eftSift~ 
faeilitiea aft~ ~tie a~taet1e~ ua~er reeeueE) eyetem.] 

(12) "Dry cleaning facility" means any facility engaged 
in the cleaning of fabrics in an essentially nonaqueous 
solvent by means of one or more washes in solvent, 
extraction of excess solvent by spinning, and drying 
by tumbling in an airstream. The facility includes 
but is not limited to any washer, dryer, filter and 
purification systems, waste disposal systems, holding 
tanks, pumps, and attendant piping and valves. 

(13) "Extreme performance coatings" means coatings designed 
for extreme environmental conditions such as exposure 
to any one of the following: the weather all of the 
time, temperatures consistently above 9s0c, detergents, 
abrasive and scouring agents, solvents, corrosive 
atmosphere, or similar environmental conditions. 

(14) "Flexographic Printing" means the application of words, 
designs and pictures to a substrate by means of a roll 
printing technique in which the pattern to be applied 
is raised above the printing roll and the image carrier 
is made of rubber or other elastomeric materials. 

[~ (15) "Freeboard ratio" means the freeboard height divided 
by the width (not length) of the degreaser's 
air/solvent area. 

(16) "Forced air dried coating" means a coating which is 
dried by the use of warm air at temperatures up to 
90° C (194° F ). 

[+5+-J fill "Gasoline" means any petroleum distillate having a 
Reid vapor pressure of 27.6 kPa (4.0 psi) or greater 
which is used to fuel internal combustion engines. 

[ (li!)] (18) "Gasoline dispensing facility" means any site where 
gasoline is dispensed to motor vehicle, boat, or 
airplane gasoline tanks from stationary storage tanks. 

( 4) 

(19) "Gas service" means equipment which processes, 
transfers or contains a volatile organic compound or 
mixture of volatile organic compounds in the gaseous 
phase. 

(20) "Hardboard" is a panel manufactured primarily from 
inter-felted ligno-cellulosic fibers which are 
consolidated under heat and pressure in a hot press. 
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(21) "Hardwood plywood" is plywood whose surface layer is 
a veneer of hardwood. 

(22) "LAER" means the rate of emissions which reflects 

(A) the most stringent emission limitation which is 
contained in the implementation plan of any State 
for such class or category of source, unless the 
owner or operator of t e proposed source 
demonstrates that such limitations are not 
achievable, or not maintainable for the proposed 
source or 

(B) the most stringent emission limitation which is 
achieved and maintained in practice by such class 
or category of source, whichever is more 
stringent. 

In no event shall the application of LAER allow 
a proposed new or modified source to emit any 
pollutant in excess of the amount allowable under 
applicable new source standards of performance 
(OAR 340-25-535). 

(23) "Leaking component" means any petroleum refinery source 
which has a volatile organic compound concentration 
exceeding 10,000 parts per million (ppm) when tested 
in the manner described in method 31 and 33 on file 
with the Department. These sources include, but are 
not limited to, pumping seals, compressor seals, seal 
oil degassing vents, pipeline valves, flanges and other 
connections ressure relief devices recess drains 
and open-ended pipes. Excluded from t ese sources 
are valves which are not externally regulated. 

(24) "Liquid service" means equipment which processes, 
transfers or contains a volatile organic compound or 
mixture of volatile organic compounds in the liquid 
phase. 

[f3+] .i£ll "Modified" means any change in the method of operation 
of, or addition to, or physical change of a stationary 
source which increases the[~eeeHeial] allowable 
emission rate of any voe regulated (including any not 
previously emitted and taking into account all 
accumulated increases in[~eeeH~ial] allowable emissions 
occurring at the source since regulations were adopted 
under this section, or since the time of the last 
construction approval was issued for the source 
pursuant to such regulations approved under this 
section, whichever time is more recent, regardless 

( 5) 

of any emission reductions achieved elsewhere in the 
source) • 
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l+i-H 1& A physical change shall not include routine 
maintenance, repair and replacement, unless there 
is an increase in emission. 

[ t-H+l ill A change in the method of operation, unless 
previously limited by enforceable permit 
conditions, shall not include: 

(26) 

(A) An increase in the production rate, if such 
~- [inerease] does not involve a physical change 

or exceed [ tl1e efJerat.irt~ Elesi~Pl eapaei~ 
-Gf tR& sgurge] permit limits; 

[i-b-H (B) An increase in the hours of operation; 

[-(-&H fil Use of an alternative fuel or raw material 
by reason of an order in effect under 
sections 2(a) and (b) of the Energy Supply 
and Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 
(or any superceding legislation), or by 
reason of a natural gas curtailment plan 
in effect pursuant to the Federal Power Act; 

1-tdt'l J.Ql_ Use of an alternative fuel or raw material, 
if prior to January 6, 1975, the source was 
capable of accommodating such fuel or 
material; or 

ltetl (E) use of an alternative fuel by reason of any 
~- order or rule under Section 125 of the 

Federal Clean Air Act, 1977; 

[~] J!:l_ Change in ownership of the source. 

"Natural finish hardwood plywood panels" means panels 
whose original grain pattern is enhanced by essentially 
transparent finishes frequently supplemented by fillers 
and toners. 

[~] .illi "Operator" means any person who leases, operates, 
controls, or supervises a facility at which gasoline 
is dispensed. 

ltH+l illl. "Owner" means any person who has legal or equitable 
title to the gasoline storage tanks at a facility. 

(6) 

(29) "Packaging rotogravure printing" means rotogravure 
printing upon paper, paper board, metal foil, plastic 
film, and other substrates, which are, in subsequent 
operations, formed into packaging products and labels 
for articles to be sold. 
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( 7) 

(30) "Person" means the federal government, any state, 
individual, public, or private corporationf lolitical 
subd1v1s1on, governmental agency, mun1c1pa 1 y, 
industry, co-partnership, association, firm, trust, 
estate, or any other legal entity whatsoever. 

(31) "Petroleum refinery" means any facility engaged in 
producing gasoline, aromatics, kerosene, distillate 
fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, asphalt, 
or other products through distillation of petroleum, 
crude oil, or through redistillation, cracking, or 
reforming of unfinished petroleum derivatives. 
"Petroleum refinery" does not mean a re-refinery of 
used motor oils or other waste chemicals. "Petroleum 
refinery" does not include asphalt blowing or 
separation by stripping of products shipped together. 

[-f4i "PeteAtial f;g &1Rit 11 IRGaA·li 1;,he Qapability at maxim11m 
eapucit1 to c111it a pollata11t i11 tlte abse11ce of air 
~ellt1tiefl eeFtt::Eel e~HipmeRta "Air ;pellYtioR QQRtl'Ol 
&~w.ipmaat" iAelw.'1e• e&ME'i'l: e~wipRl&R:t t1Ai9A is R'ii''k 1 

a:ei8e freHt ail' pelltit:i-ePl eeattel la\18 afl@l !'e~1:1letieAB; 
,, i Lal to produc Lio11 of Ll1e 11orn1al pz odt2c L of the setJ-ree-
er it!I normal operatio11. A1111t1al pote11Lial al1all [',e 

1'aeed 011 t:lie n1aximt1n1 e:rmttai""'-raeeeJ--eapabi:iit:y ef the" 
eetl"l'ee 1 "1.fft-leee ti1e eetttce ie l!!!lt!1'~eeh Le e11fotccals:ie• 
J!1 e!!'111i ~ eel'leli ~ efte wl! iefl.·-1 im~·~"a·l'li'H:l'&l'·•·hei!•P&·-e~· 
epeEat:ioA. ER£erceal9le i:>ermit: een8it:ione en · t:he- t:1 l:"e 
~-·e<fr .... ma l!el!'Fa-1-s····"Combtt·l!lted-'or~p:c oee!!"eed may be 
ttseel i11 deternai11i11g tl1e pote11Lial cmissio11 tale ef 
a source.] 

(32) "Printed interior panels" means panels whose grain 
or natural surface is obscured by fillers and basecoats 
upon which a simulated grain or decorative pattern 
is printed. 

(33) "Printing" means the formation of words, designs and 
pictures, usually by a series of application rolls 
each with only partial coverage. 

(34) "Publication rotogravure printing" means rotogravure 
printing upon paper which is subsequently formed into 
books, magazines, catalogues, brochures, directories, 
newspaper supplements, and other types of printed 
materials. 

(35) "Roll printing" means the application of words, designs 
and pictures to a substrate by means of hard rubber 
or steel rolls. 
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[ ~] ( 36) "Source" means any structure, building, facility, 
~~ equipment installation, or operation (or combination 

thereof) which is located on one or more contiguous 
or adjacent properties, which is owned or operated 

[~] (37) 

(39) 

( 40) 

(41) 

( 8) 

by the same person (or persons under common control), 
and which emits any voe. "Source" does not include 
voe pollution control equipment. 

"Splash filling" means the filling of a delivery vessel 
or stationary storage tanks through a pipe or hose 
whose discharge opening is above the surface level 
of the liquid in the tank being filled. 

"Submerged fill" means[~Re fillil'l~ ef a Eleli;.-eEy r;essel 
er st:atieaa!'y taAll threl!gh a ~i~e er heee 1rheee 
SiseAair~e epeRiA'3 eHt:eR9s tg wi'liAie e- iReAee e~ t&e 
Be-etem er is entirely s1:1Bmer!eB 12;1.'!eA t!he pipe AB!'maJ.~ 
t1ee8 'es 11i'eABrat1 lif!Yi8 fr91R tRe taAk saR AQ lQA'!J'ili' 
ooithaum an} li1:!1:1ie.] any fill pipe or hose, the 
discharge opening of which is entirely submerged when 
the liquid level is 6 inches above the bottom of the 
tank; or when applied to a tank which is loaded from 
the side, shall mean any fill pipefi the discharge of 
which is entirely submerged when t e liquid level is 
18 inches or is twice the diameter of the fill pipe, 
whichever is greater, above the bottom of the tank. 

"Thin particleboard" is a manufactured board 1/4 inch 
or less in thickness made of individual wood particles 
which have been coated with a binder and formed into 
flat sheets by pressure. 

"Tileboard" means panelling that has a colored 
waterproof surface coating. 

"True Vapor Pressure" means the equilibrium pressure 
exerted by a petroleum liquid as determined in 
accordance with methods described in American Petroleum 
Institute Bulletin 2517, "Evaporation Loss from 
Floating Roof Tanks," 1962. 

"Vapor balance system" means a combination of pipes 
or hoses which create a closed system between the vapor 
spaces of an unloading tank and a receiving tank such 
that vapors displaced from the receiving tank are 
transferred to the tank being unloaded. 
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l+l+l (43) "Volatile Organic Compound," (VOC), means any compound 
~~of carbon that has a vapor pressure greater than 0.1 mm 

of Hg at standard conditions (temperature 2ooc, 
pressure 760 mm of Hg). Excluded from the category 
of Volatile Organic Compounds are carbon monoxide, 
carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or 
carbonates, ammonium carbonate, and those compounds 
which the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
classifies as being of negligible photochemical 
reactivity which are methane, ethane, methyl 
chloroform, methylene chloride, and 
trichlorotrifluoroethane. 

LIMITATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW AND EXISTING SOURCES 

OAR 340-22-104 

(1) Not withstanding the emission limitation in these 
rules, all new or modified stationary sources, 
statewide, with allowable voe emission increases in 
excess of 90,720 kilograms (100 tons) per year, shall 
meet the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER). 

(2) All existing, stationary sources, statewide, which 
have processes subject to these voe rules and which 
emit or are allowed more than 100 tons per year of 
voe emissions shall comply with OAR 340-22-110 to 340-
22-220 by December 31, 1982. 

(3) Small sources (emitting less than 90, 720 Kilograms 
of voe per year) outside the following areas are 
exempted from the General Emission Standards for 
Volatile Organic Compounds: 

(a) Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(b) Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(c) Salem Area Transportation Study (SATS) Area 

[15e\ceee 11eftieva8le EmissioA Rate] 

[OAR 340 22 10 4 i11 areas where 1:heee--£~-f..oi!'··.JJQG--a£.e 
appl ieaelo@-r-1..H:-Aew-e-E--meG4~·-BG\.ireesT" with pets At i al ~],a.1;4...1.e 
9£§afl ie eelftl!let1H&--em-i~-·--in--ei1eess-·0f-90r 7·2:0· kilog-r'Sms- +1-&o 
1i:9Ai) per ¥1iiil' 1 i;bal.._,..me&1i tAa JSow&i"i A9A.i& 1Jab·l& EmissieR · Ra.t.e 
( E.ASR) • ] 

[J;.evest Atiih~J,~-Em-i-s.s0i-0n.~te-e£-f.AER meaR&--hl!e l!a1:e ef 
emissioRs w~ich reflee~s1] 

(9) 
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[-(A) ':Phe meet: st:ringe11t entiseien limit:at:ieft •whieh 
i~ eorttairieel in l!:lte i1uple1ue11Latio11 plu11 of 
aR¥ etate ier BHeh elass er sa~e~e•y ei 
so\ilEee, YRlees tAe ot1Rec ec epecaeer ef tM 
~Eepeee8 se~ree &emeftet:ratee that a~eft
limieati sRs are Ree aeRieuable 1 er Rst 
maintainaele fer the prepeeee eeHree er] 

[(8) ~he meet e~riA,eR~ &mi&&i&A limita~ieA w~ig~ 
is ae~ieve~ aR~ maiHtaiRe~ ift praetieed hy 
eweh elaee er eate~ery ef ssYrse 1 ''~is~a·1&5 
ie mere etringe11t.] 

[IR RS erJeAt sAall tee.. applisatieA gf bAER all9\1 a p£9p9&&d- .RQW 
'i'li' Rl'i''1i:fie& sew.ree te emit aAy pellYta:Rt iA e1teess eE--&Re ·amol:Klt 
allou;uble u11det applicable 11ew soatce sta11da1ds of per fu11na11ce 
(BAR 348 25 525).] 

Exemptions 

OAR 340-22-[~ 106 Natural gas-fired afterburners~ ;>< 
¥0$1~94A94pt!{J4.~ installed for the purpose o 
complying with these rues~all be operated during the months 
of April, May, June, July, August, September, and October. 
During other months, the afterburners ~~C(~~ 
tJm!ifMA~ may be turned off witl'iprior wri.ten Departmental ;><. 
approval, provided that the operation of such devices is not 
required for purposes of occupational health or safety, or for 
the control of toxic substances, malodors, or other regulated 
pollutants, or for complying with visual air contaminant 
limitations. 

[SAR 349 22 lo.6-&et1i!ees al!e !!'9te~El·,~.~e-~Gefte-J!-8-};--Eftl·i:-~i-en· 
Staaea!'Eis--f.E»F-·Ve-la-ti:le 0£§aaie Cempet1~s i£ they are ettt:Bide 
~lie folmri119 at eas. 

l) Pef'tlaREJ T/aReeyr.rer AiE Q1 1ali1s!t' Mair;itonance l1rpa 

2) Medfo-rd Aal1la11d Air (2aaliey Mai11te11a11ce lttea 
3) Salem A£ea 'l'raRSJ?Ql:"\ai;igiA Stw.d}r Bonndprl'] 

[~ee~in§] Compliance Determination 

340-22-107 

(10) 

J.!l Certification and Test procedures are on file with the 
Department and are partly the certification and test 
procedures used by the California Air Resources Board 
as of August 9, 1978. Applicants are encouraged to 
submit designs approved by the California Air Resources 
Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, or the 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control District, where 
voe control equipment has been developed. Construction 
approvals and proof of compliance will, in most cases, 
be based on Departmental evaluation of the source and 
controls. 
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The person responsible for an existing emission source 
[et1b~cce ~o -348 22 i00 thro119h 348 22 150] shall proceed 
promptly with a program to comply as soon as practicable 
with these rules. A proposed program and implementation 
plan including increments of progress shall be submitted 
to the Department for review no later than May 1, 1979, 
for each emission source required to comply with voe rules 
adopted by the Commission on December 15, 1978. For sources 
required to comply with the voe rules amended by the 
Commission on June 8, 1979, compliance schedules shall be 
submitted no later than October 1, 1979. See the following 
table for later compliance dates. Compliance shall be 
demonstrated no later than the date specified in the 
individual sections of these rules and as shown below. The 
Department shall within 45 days of receipt of a complete 
proposed program and implementation plan, complete an 
evaluation and advise the applicant of its approval or other 
findings. 

ill The following compliance schedule increments of progress 
shall be completed: 

340-22 Rule Submit Plans 
Section to Dept. 

-104 
Existing 10/01/80 
Statewide 
100 T/Y Sources 

-110 
Gasoline 10/01(79 
dispensing 

-120 
Bulk plants 10/01(79 

-130 
Gasoline 
terminals 

-137 
Delivery 
vessel 

-140 

05/01(79 

10/01/80 

Cutback N/A 
asthalt 
(~ Emulsified N/A 
specs 

(11) 
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Place 
Purchase 
Orders 

Begin Complete Demonstrate 
Construction Construction canpliance 

10/01/81 02/01/82 10(31/82 12(31/82 

12(31/80 03/15/81 04/01/81 04/01/81 

07/01/80 12(31/80 04/01/81 04/01/81 

04/01/80 12/01/80 04/01/81 04/01/81 

11/20/80 02/15/81 03/01/81 04/01/81 

N/A N/A N/A 04/01(79 

N/A N/A N/A 04/01/81 



Place 
340-22 Rule Submit Plans Purchase Begin canplete Demonstrate 

Section to Dept. Orders Construction Construction canpliance 

-150! -153 
Oil refinery 10/01/80 N/A N/A N/A 10/01/80 

-160 
Liguid 10£'.'.01/79 07£'.'.01£'.'.80 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 04£'.'.01£'.'.81 04£'.'.01£'.'.81 
stor!!Se, 
Seconda~ 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 01£'.'.02£'.'.81 07£'.'.01£'.'.81 12/31£'.'.81 12/31£'.'.81 
seals 

-170 
Surface 
coati!!<J: 
Can & pa~r 05£'.'.0l/79 11£'.'.01£'.'.81 05£'.'.01£'.'.82 12£'.'.01£'.'.82 12/31£'.'.82 
coat:l.!!<Jl 
misc products 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 01£'.'.02£'.'.81 01£'.'.02£'.'.82 11£'.'.01£'.'.82 12/31£'.'.82 
& metal parts 

-180 
Degreasers: 
Operating 05£'.'.01/79 10£'.'.01/79 02£'.'.01£'.'.80 04£'.'.01£'.'.80 04£'.'.01£'.'.80 
procedures, 
Add-on 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 04£'.'.01£'.'.81 07£'.'.01£'.'.81 01£'.'.02£'.'.82 04£'.'.01£'.'.82 
controls 

-190 
Roofing N/A N£'.'.A N£'.'.A N£'.'.A 04£'.'.01£'.'.80 
tar 

-200 
Flatwood 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 01£'.'.02£'.'.81 01£'.'.02£'.'.82 11£'.'.01£'.'.82 12/31£'.'.82 
coat:l.!!<J 

-210 
Printing 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 04£'.'.01£'.'.81 09£'.'.01£'.'.81 04£'.'.01£'.'.82 07£'.'.01£'.'.82 
roto & flex 

-220 
Pere dry 10£'.'.01£'.'.80 02£'.'.01£'.'.81 04£'.'.01£'.'.81 10£'.'.01£'.'.81 01£'.'.01£'.'.82 
cleani!!<J 

(12) 
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Applicability of Alternative Control Systems 

340-22-108 

(13) 

(1) A source may install and operate alternative control 
systems or changes in process on a plant site basis 
and be exempt from these rules provided: 

(a) An application for an alternative control system 
is submitted in writing; and, 

(b) An application and supporting documentation 
demonstrates that the volatile organic compound 
reduction in emissions is equal to or greater 
than that required by the General Emission 
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds; and, 

(c) Approval is granted in writing by the Department. 

(d) The alternative control system is approved by 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

(2) Alternative Control Systems shall be approved for a 
specified period of time, however, such approval shall 
not exempt the source from complying with subsequent 
rule modifications or air quality control strategies 
required, provided further the source may provide new 
alternative control systems to meet the new 
promulgation or requirements. 
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Small Gasoline Storage ['PaAl'e (QAEl@E 40 1 ggg QaJ.lQAfii Qapagity)] 

340-22-110 

(14) 

(1) No person may transfer or cause or allow the transfer 
of gasoline from any delivery vessel which was filled 
at a Bulk Gasoline Terminal or nonexempted Bulk 
Gasoline Plant into any stationary storage tank[wAl&ce1 

(a) TA& taRk ie filleEi Sy eY&meE~e&i filla 
(~) TAe EiieplaeeEi vapecs frem t~e taRk il591 

(i) ~E&HBferre~ te tl1e ~elioeri oeBBel ~y meaHB 
ef s 1apeE ~alaftee system that pEeveR~e 
toleaee tg tAe a6meepAere ef Re lees tAaR 
98 !tereeftt: By loeight ef tAe ·;aper-s Sisplaeed., 

(ii) :P.Nl~eee-~~, a va~~~.e.J:-~~ 
~ .. -~ease-~e atmgspl.:aere g:f A& 

lees 6AaR 9Q per--eeRt by \1ei~At ef- tAe 11 apgr& 
tiiep:!l!asa&l, 

(iii) PreeesseEi Sy a system demeRetrate~ te t~e 
&atiefa&tisA of t~o gepa5tmoAt. to be of 
cquiuale11t effectioc11css Lo (i) a11d (ii) 
alii"eu·e • 

tg.}-.ll!b@-c -t.a.nk--i_,s._19q\H..pped--w,i,,t.h--a---~t.9 8H8 Ii E 8 t;l;1a t 
the ?aper eaptYre retwrR liRe-will b& coARectod 
dttrin~ traAefer:] 

of less than 40,000 gallon capacity unless: 

(a) The tank is filled by Submerged Fill, and 
(b) A vapor recovery system is used which consists of 

a Certified Underground Storage Tank Device capable 
of collecting the vapor from volatile organic 
liquids and gases so as to prevent their emission 
to the outdoor atmosphere. All tank gauging and 
sampling devices shall be gas-tight except when 
gauging or sampling is taking place, or 

(c) The vapors are processed by a system demonstrated 
to the satisfaction of the Department to be of 
equal effectiveness. 

(2) Exemptions. This section will not apply to: 

(a) Transfers made to storage tanks of gasoline 
dispensing facilities equipped with floating roofs 
or their equivalent. 

(b) Stationary gasoline storage containers of less 
than 2,085 liters (550 gallons) capacity used 
exclusively for the fueling of implements 
of[h~seaft8r)] farming, provided the containers 
use submerged fill. 
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(15) 

(c) 

. IA n e,)( "1A1 /ii 
I 

Stationary gasoline storage tanks loc d at a 
gasoline dispensing facility that are lled by 
a delivery vessel which was filled at lk 
gasoline plant (one which loads less than 4000 
gallons per day of gasoline)i provided that the 
storage tanks use submerged fill. However, no 
person shall deliver gasoline to a [iQni;ge] 
gasoline dislensinz facility at a rate exceeding 
[249,989 grsl Oih!! p l jC!!r] 10,000 gallons per 
month from bulk gasoline plants, unless[9Q p&Eg&Rt 
by t1oi9bt gf tAe gaseliAe uapsrs E1isplase9 EIYri~ 
tAo Eil.liR'!l ef eAo Saliuery Mtiislt aRB Eh:1EiR~ tl=la 
fillia~ of the eeYree'a ~aRk(e) are pEeveR~e~ 
£Fem BeiR~ releases te ehe aemesphere:] the 
gasoline vapor is handled as required by rule 
340-22-110 (1) (a), (b), or (c) • 

(3) The owner, operator, or builder of any stationary 
storage container subject to 340-22-110 shall comply 
by April 1, 1981. 

(4) Compliance with 340-22-110(1) (b) shall be determined 
by verification of use of equipment identical to 
equipment most recently approved and listed for such 
use by the Department or by testing in accordance with 
Method 30 on file with the Department. This method 
may be revised by the Department for improvement based 
upon experience and new data. However, no revision 
shall apply to a compliance test scheduled prior to 
the making of the revision, unless the owner concurs. 
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\ 
[Bulk Gasbline Plants and Delivery Vessels 

340-22-115\" 

( 1) 

(16) 

erson shall transfer or allow the tra 
line to or from a bulk gasoline plan 

(a) ach stationary storage tank is e ipped with 
a submerged fill line. 

(b) T displaced vapors from fillin each stationary 
line storage tank are: 

(i) Processed by a vapor con rol system or a 
apor balance system th t prevents release 

t the atmosphere of n less than 90 percent 
b weight of the vapo displaced~ or .>( 

(ii) essed by a syste demonstrated to the 
sat faction of the epartment to be of 
equi alent effectiv ness to (i) above. 

(c) All connect'ons or fit ing to vapor lines, 
connecting 'pes or h ses on the storage tank or 
loading or u oading delivery vessel are vapor 
tight and wil auto atically and immediately close 
when disconnec ed. 

(d) Each stationary g soline storage tank is equipped 
with pressure re ief valves set to release at 
no less than 3. Pa (.50 psi) or some other 
setting approv writing by the Department. 

(e) Each delivery loaded at a bulk gasoline 
plant is fil bmerged filling. 

(f) Each deliver vessel is unloaded in a manner that 
hatches are not opene at any time during 
unloading xcept where necessary for the proper 
operation of the vapor ecovery system. 

(g) Gasoline is handled in a manner to prevent 
spillag , discharging in sewers, storage in 
open c ntainers, or handl d in any other manner 
that ould result in evapo ation. If an accident 
occu s, it shall be reporte in accordance with 
340 1-065 to -075. 

(h) Th vapor-laden delivery vess 1 is designed and 
ntained to be vapor tight a all times.] 
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Bulk Gasoline Plants and Delivery Vessel(s) 

340-22-120 

(17) 

(1) No person shall transfer or allow the transfer of 
gasoline to or from a bulk gasoline plant unless: 

(2) 

!3) 

(a) Each stationary storage tank and each delivery 
vessel uses submerged fill when transferring 
gasoline; 

(b) The displaced vapors from filling each tank and 
each delivery vessel are prevented from being 
released to the atmosphere through use of a vapor 
tight vapor balance system, or equivalent system 
as approved in writing by the Department. 
Exceptions and limitations are as follows in (c), 
(d), and (e). 

(c) If a bulk gasoline plant transfers less than 4,000 
aallons of gasoline per day (annual through-put 

ivided by the days worked), capture of displaced 
vapors during the filling of delivery vessel(s) 
from the bulk plant is exempt from 340-22-120(b) 
and the bulk plant's customers are exempt from 
340-22-llO(b) and (c). 

(d) Each stationary gasoline storage tank may release 
vapor to the atmosphere through a pressure relief 
valve set to release at no less than 3.4 kPa (.50 
psi) or some other setting approved in writing 
by the Department. 

(e) Gasoline is handled in a manner to prevent 
spillage, discharging into sewers, storage in 
open containers, or handled in any other manner 
that would result in evaporation. If more than 
five gallons are spilled, the operator shall 
report the spillage in accordance with 340-21-065 
to -075. 

The owner(s) and operator(s) of bulk gasoline plants 
and delivery vessels subject to 340-22-120 shall comply 
with the provisions of this rule by April ll 1981. 

(4) Each gasoline delivery vessel shall be designed and 
maintained to be vapor tight at all timest in 
accordance with 340-22-137 (1) t Pl t !4), and (5). 
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Bulk Gasoline Terminals 

340-22-[~] 130 (1) 

After April 1, 1981, no person shall cause volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) to be emitted into the atmosphere in excess of 
80 milligrams of voe per liter of gasoline loaded from the 
operation of loading truck tanks, and truck trailers at bulk 
gasoline terminals with daily throughputs of greater than 76,000 
liters (20,000 gallons) per day of gasoline. The daily 
throughputs are the annual throughput divided by 365 days. 

[3 49 ii!ii! liU] ill 

Compliance with 340-22-[~] 130 shall be determined by testing 
in accordance with Method 33 on file with the Department. This 
method may be revised by the Department for improvement based 
upon experience and new data. However, no revision shall apply 
to a compliance test scheduled prior to the making of the 
revision, unless the owner concurs. 

[348 22 122] ill 

Bulk Gasoline terminals shall comply with the following within 
the limits of 340-22-130(1): 

(18) 

[+!:+] (a) All displaced vapors and gases during tank truck 
gasoline loading operations are vented only to the 
vapor control system, except [as ~eEmitte6 in writin~ 
~l tl1e Bepartment.] when gasoline delivery vessels 
are switched to diesel delivery service or to delivery 
of other voe with Reid vapor pressure less than 1.5 
psi a. 

[+;!+-] (b) The loading device must not leak when in use. 
The loading device shall be designed and operated to 
allow no more than 10 cubic centimeters drainage per 
disconnect on the basis of five consecutive 
disconnects. 

[-f3t-] J..£1. All loading and vapor lines are equipped with 
fittings which make vapor-tight connections and which 
close automatically and immediately when disconnected. 

[-t'+t-] ~Gasoline is handled in a manner to prevent its 
being discarded in sewers or stored in open containers 
or handled in any manner that would result in 
evaporation. If [aR aeei6ent eeettr9, it el1all be 
Eeperte6l more than 5 gallons are spilled, the operator 
shall report the spillage in accordance with 340-21-065 
to -075. 
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[.+97-l (e) The vapor collection system is operated in a 
manner to prevent the pressure[in tRe ~a.p~ collection 
system to exceeg] therein from exceeding the tank truck 
or trailer pressure relief settings. 

TESTING VAPOR TRANSFER AND COLLECTION SYSTEMS 

340-22-137 

(19) 

(1) After April 1, 1981, no person shall allow a vapor
laden delivery vessel subject to 340-22-120(1) to be 
filled or emptied unless the delivery vessel: 

(a) Is tested annually according to the test method 
32 on file with the Department. 

(b) Sustains a pressure change of no more than 250 
pascals (1 in. of H20l in 5 min when pressurized 
to a guage pressure of 4,500 pascals (18 in. of 
H20) or evacuated to a guage pressure of of 1,500 
pascals (6 in. of H20) during the testing required 
in subsection (1) (a) of this rule; and 

(c) Displays a sticker near the Department of 
Transportation Certification plate required by 49 
CFR 178.340-lOb, which: 

(A) 

B 
C) 

Shows the year and month that the gasoline 
tank truck last passed the test required in 
sections (1) (a) and (b) of this rule; 
Shows the identification of the sticker· and 
Ex ires not more than one ear from the date 
of the leak-test test. 

(2) After April 1, 1981, the owner or operator of a vapor 
collection system subject to this regulation shall design 
and operate the vaeor collection system and the gasoline 
loading equipment in a manner that prevents: 

(a) Gauge pressure from exceeding 4,500 pascals (18 
in. of H20) and vacuum from exceeding 1,500 
pascals (6 in. of H20l in the gasoline tank truck 
being loaded; 
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(b) A reading equal to or greater than 100 percent 
of the lower explosive limit (LEL, measured as 
propane) at 2.5 centimeters from all points on 
the perimeter of a potential leak source when 
measured by the method 31 and 33 on file with the 
Department, or unloading operations at gasoline 
dispensing facilities, bulk plants and bulk 
terminals; and 

(c) Visible liquid leaks during loading or unloading 
operations at gasoline dispensing facilities, bulk 
plants and bulk terminals. 

(3) The Department may, at any time, monitor a gasoline tank 
truck, vapor collection system, or vapor control system, 
by the methods on file with the Department, to confirm 
continuing compliance with sections (1) or (2) of this 
rule, except that upon retest a delivery vessel is 
allowed a pressure change of no more than 500 pascals 
(2.0 in. of H20) in section(!) (b). 

RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING 

(4) 

( 5) 

(20) 

The owner or operator of a source of volatile organic 
compounds subject to this regulation shall maintain 
records of all certification testing and repairs. The 
records must identify the gasoline tank truck, vapor 
collection system, or vapor control system; the date 
of the test or repair; and, if applicable, the type of 
repair and the date of retest. The records must be 
maintained in a legible, readily available condition 
for at least two years after the date of testing or 
repair was completed. 

Copies of all records and reports under rule 340-22-
130(4) and (5) shall immediately be made available to 
the Department, upon verbal or written request, at any 
reasonable time. 
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CUTBACK AND EMULSIFIED ASPHALT 

340-22-(~] 140 

(1) After April 1, 1979, [all veae aAd applieaeieAs] use 
of any cutback asphalt[1!1':] for paving roads & parkirlg 
areas [~ is prohibited during the months of April, 
May, June, July, August, September, and October, except 
as provided for in 340-22-(~] 140 (2). 

(2) [TR& fgllg·1iR9 1=1see aRS applisati9Ae eE eYt&laek 
a&:pAalts ..s-.I:i~ Se allel1ee1 EilYriR:9 all Rl:QA~l:l& pi;siriQeQ 
-Re el!-ot~ae* er Bles8iA~ ,etreleYm Sistillate Aas a 
eeeal ua~er ~ressttre (sttm er efie par~ia~~ 
ei tBe eeRe'ei-.YeR~s) lees tAaR 26mm e£ II§ at 2ene 1] 
Slow curing (SC) and medium curing (MC) cutback 
asphalts are allowed during all months only for the 
following uses and applications: 

(a) Solely as a penetrating prime coat for aggregate 
bases prior to paving; 

(b) For the manufacture of medium-curing patching 
mixes to provide long-period storage stockpiles 
used exclusively for pavement maintenance; or, 

(c) For all uses when the National Weather Service 
forecast of the high temperature during the 24-
hour period following application is below l0°c 
(50°F). 

(3) Rapid curing (RC) grades of cutback asphalt are always 
prohibited. 

(4) Use of emulsified asphalts is unrestricted if solvent 
content is kept at or less than the limits listed 
below. If these limits are exceeded, then the asphalt 
shall be classified as medium curing (MC) cutback 
asphalts, and shall be limited to only the uses 
permitted by 340-22-140(2). 

J.& 
( b) 
( c) 
(d) 
(e) 

ill 
J.91. 
ill 

Grades of Emulsion Per 
AASHTO Des1gnat1on M 208-72 

CRS-1 
CRS-2 
CSS-1 
CSS-lh 
CMS-2 
CMS-2h 
CMS-2S 
Other 

Maximum Solvent 
Content by Weight 

Solvent content is determined by ASTM distillation test D-244. 

(21) 
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PETROLEUM REFINERIES 

340-22-[~] 150 

After April 1, 1979, these regulations shall apply to all 
petroleum refineries. 

(1) Vacuum-Producing Systems 

(a) Noncondensable voe from vacuum-producing systems shall 
be piped to an appropriate firebox, incinerator, or 
to a closed refinery system. 

(b) Hot wells associated with contact condensers shall 
be tightly covered and the collected voe introduced 
into a closed refinery system. 

(2) Wastewater Separators 

(a) Wastewater separators forebays shall incorporate a 
floating pontoon or fixed solid cover with all openings 
sealed totally enclosing the compartmented liquid 
contents, or a floating pontoon or double deck-type 
cover equipped with closure seals between the cover 
edge and compartment wall. 

(b) Accesses for gauging and sampling shall be designed 
to minimize VOC emissions during actual use. All 
access points shall be closed with suitable covers 
when not in use. 

(3) Process Unit Turnaround 

(a) The voe contained in a process unit to be depressurized 
for turnaround shall be introduced to a closed refinery 
system, combusted by a flare, or vented to a disposal 
system. 

(b) The pressure in a process unit following 
depressurization for turnaround shall be less than 
5 psig before venting to the ambient air. 

(4) Maintenance and Operation of Emission Control Equipment 

Equipment for the reduction, collection, or disposal of 

(22) 

voe shall be maintained and operated in a manner 
commensurate with the level of maintenance and housekeeping 
of the overall plant. 
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PETROLEUM REFINERY LEAKS 

340-22-153 

(1) After October 1, 1980, all persons operating petroleum 
refineries shall comply with the following rules concerning 
leaks: 

(a) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery complex, 
upon detection of a leaking component, which has a 
volatile organic compound concentration exceeding 10,000 
ppm when tested in the manner described below shall: 

(A) Include the leaking component on a written list of 
scheduled repairs; and, 

(B) Repair and retest the component within 15 days. 

(b) Except for safety pressure relief valves, no owner or 
operator of a petroleum refinery shall install a valve 
at the end of a pipe or line containing volatile organic 
compounds unless the pipe or line is sealed with a second 
valve, a blind flange, a pluE, or a cap. The sealing 
device may be removed only w en a sample is being taken 
maintenance operations. 

(c) Pipeline valves and pressure relief valves in gaseous 
volatile organic compound service shall be marked in 
some manner that will be readily obvious to both refinery 
personnel performing monitoring and the Department. 

(2) TESTING PROCEDURES: 

Testing and calibration procedures to determine compliance 
with this regulation must be approved by the Department and 
consistent with Appendix B of "Control of Volatile Organic 
Com ounds Leaks from Petroleum Refiner E ui ment," 
EPA-450 2-78-036. 

(3) MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING, REPORTING 

(a) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery shall 
maintain 1 as a minimum, records of all testing conducted 
under this rule; plus records of all monitoring conducted 
under paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section. 

(23) 
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(24) 

(b) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery 
subject to this regulation shall: 

(A) Monitor yearly by the methods referenced in 
340-22-153 (2) all: 

( i l Pump seals; 
(ii) Pipeline valves in liquid service; and 

(iii) Process drains. 

(B) Monitor quarterly by the methods referenced in 
340-22-153(2) all: 

(i) Compressor seals, 
(ii) Pipeline valves in gaseous service; and, 

(iii) Pressure relief valves in gaseous service. 

(C) Monitor weekly by visual methods all pump 
seals; 

(D) Monitor immediately any pump seal from which 
liquids are observed dripping; 

(E) Monitor any relief valve within 24 hours after 
it has vented to the atmosphere; and 

(F) Monitor immediately after repair of any 
component that was found leaking. 

(c) Pressure relief devices which are connected to an 
operating flare header, vapor recovery device, 
inaccessible valves, storage tank valves, or valves 
that are not externally regulated are exempt from 
the monitoring requirements in 340-22-153(3) (b). 

d) The owner or o erator of a etroleum refiner u on 
the detection of a leaking component, s all af ix 
a weatherproof and readily visible tag bearing an 
identification number and the date the leak is 
located to the leaking component. This tag shall 
remain in place until the leaking component is 
repaired. 

(e) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery, upon 
the completion of each yearly and/or quarterly 
monitoring procedure, shall: 

(A) Submit a report to the Department on the 15th 
day of January, April, July, and September, 
listing the leaking components that were 
located but not repaired within the required 
time limit in 340-22-J 53 (3! (])(a); 

(B) Submit a signed statement attesting to the 
fact that, with the exception of those leaking 
components listed in 340-22-153(3) (e) (A), all 
monitorina and repairs were performed as 
stipulate . 
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(f) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery 
shall maintain a leaking component monitoring 
log which shall contain, at a minimum, the 
following data: 

(g) 

(h) 

(i) 

(A) 

(B) 
(C) 
(D) 

(E) 

(F) 

(G) 

(H) 

(I) 

The name of the process unit where the 
component is located; 
The type of component (e.g., valve, seal); 
The tag number of the component; 
The date on which a leaking component is 
discovered; 
The date on which a leaking component is 
repaired; and 
The date and instrument reading of the 
recheck procedure after a leaking component 
is repaired. 
A record of the calibration of the monitoring 
instrument. 
Those leaks that cannot be repaired until 
turnaround, (exceptions to the 15 day 
requirement of 340-22-153(1) (a) B). 
The total number of components checked and 
the total number of components found 
leaking. 

Copies of all records and reports required by 
this section shall be retained by the owner or 
operator for a minimum of four years after the 
date on which the record was made or the report 
submitted. 
Copies of all records and reports required by 
this section shall immediately be made available 
to the Department upon verbal or written request 
at any reasonable time. · 
The Department may, upon written notice, modify 
the monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements. 

Liquid Storage 

340-22-[~] 160(1) 

After April 1, 1981,[~] owners or operators which have tanks 
storing methanol [Mt8-] or other volatile organic compound liquids 
with a true vapor pressure, as stored, greater than 10.5 kPa 
(kilo Pascals) (1.52 psia), but less than 76.7 kPa (11.1 psia) 
and having a capacity greater than 150,000 liters (approximately 
39,000 gallons) shall comply with one of the following: 

(25) 
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[+L+l 1el Meet the equipment specifications and maintenance 
requirements of the federal standards of performance 
for new stationary sources--Storage Vessels for 
Petroleum Liquids, 40 CFR 60, Subpart K, as amended 
by proposed rule change, Federal Register, 
May 18, 1978, pages 21616 through 21625. 

[~] J£l. Be retrofitted with a floating roof or internal 
floating cover using at least a nonmetallic resilient 
seal as the primary seal meeting the equipment 
specifications in the federal standards referred to 
in 340-22-[135(1)] 160(a) above, or its equivalent. 

[+3-J-] J.£1. Is fitted with a floating roof or internal floating 
cover meeting the manufacturers equipment 
specifications in effect when it was installed. 

[348 22 136] 

~All seals used in 340-22-[135(2) afta (3)] 160(1) (b) and 
(c) above are to be maintained in good operating condition 
and the seal fabric shall contain no visible holes, tears, 
or other openings. 

J.l.l All openings, except stub drains and those related to safety, 
are to be sealed with suitable closures. All tank gauging
and sampling devices shall be gas-tight except when gauging 
or sampling is taking place. 

(4) SECONDARY SEALS 

(26) 

(a) APPLICABILITY 

Rule 340-22-160(4) (c) applies to all voe liquid storage 
vessels equipped with external floating roofs, having 
capacities greater than 150,000 liters (39,000 gal). 

(b) EXEMPTIONS 

Rule 340-22-160(4) (c) does not apply to petroleum 
liquid storage vessels which: 

(A) Are used to store waxy, heavy pour crude oil; 

(B) Have capacities less than 1,600,000 liters (420,000 
gal) and are used to store produced crude oil and 
condensate prior to lease custody transfer; 

(C) Contain a VOC liquid with a true vapor pressure 
of less than 10.5 kPa (1.5 psia); 
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(27) 

(D Contain a voe li uid with a true va ressure 
less than 27.6 kPa (4.0 ps1al; an, 

( i) 

(ii) 

Are of welded construction; and, 

Presently possess a metallic-type shoe seal, 
a liquid-mounted foam seal, a liquid-mounted 
liquid filled type seal, or other closure 
device of demonstrated equivalence approved 
by the Department; or, 

(E) Are of welded construction, equipped with a 
metallic-type shoe primary seal and has a secondary 
seal from the top of the shoe seal to the tank 
wall (shoemounted secondary seal). 

(c) After December 31, 1981, no owner of a voe liquid 
storage vessel subject to 340-22-160 shall store voe 
liquid in that vessel unless: 

(A) The vessel has been fitted with: 

(i) A continous secondary seal extending from the 
floating roof to the tank wall (rim-mounted 
secondary seal); or 

(ii) A closure or other device which controls voe 
emissions with an effectiveness equal to or 
greater than a seal required under part (A) 
(i) of this section as approved in writing 
by the Department. 

(B) All seal closure devices meet the following 
requirements: 

(i) There are no visible holes, tears, or other 
openings in the seal(s) or seal fabric: 

(ii) The seal(s) are intact and uniformly in place 
around the circumference of the floating roof 
between the floating roof and the tank wall; 
and, 

(iii) For vapor mounted seals, the accumulated area 
of gaps exceeding 0.32 cm (1/8 in.) in width 
between the secondary seal and the tank wall 
are determined by the method in 340-22-]60 
(4) (d) and shall not exceed 21.2 cm2 per 
meter of tank diameter (l.O in.~ per ft. of 
tank diameter). 
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(28) 

(e All o enin s in the external floatin roof, exce t 
for automatic bleeder vents, rim space vents, an 
leg sleeves, are: 

(i) equipped with covers, seals, or lids in the 
closed position except when the openings are 
in actual use; and, 

(ii) equipped with projections into the tank which 
remain below the liquid surface at all times. 

(D) Automatic bleeder vents are closed at all times 
except when the roof is floated off or landed on 
the roof leg supports; 

E) Rim vents are set to o en onl when the roof is 
being loated off the leg supports or at the 
manufacturers recommended setting; and, 

(F) Emergency roof drains are provided with slotted 
membrane fabric covers or equivalent covers which 
cover at least 90 percent of the area of the 
opening. 

(G) The owner or operator of a voe liquid storage 
vessel with an external floating roof sub]ect to 
340-22-160 (4) (c) shall: 

(i) perform routine inspections once per year 
in order to ensure compliance with parts (A) 
through (F) of this section and the 
inspections shall include a visual inspection 
of the secondary seal gap; 

(ii) measure the secondary seal gap annually in 
accordance with 340-22-160(4) (d) when the 
floating roof is equipped with a vapor-mounted 
primary seal; and, 

(iii) maintain records of the throughput quantities 
and types of voe liquids stored. 

(H) The owner or operator of a voe liquid storage 
vessel with an external floating roof not subject 
to this regulation, but containing a voe liquid 
with a true vapor pressure greater than 7.00 kPa 
(1.0 psi), shall maintain records of the average 
monthly storage temperature, the type of liquid, 
throughput quantities, and the maximum true vapor 
pressure for all voe liquids with a true vapor 
pressure greater than 7.0 kPa. 
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(29) 

I The owner or o erator of a voe li uid stora e 
vesse sub1ect to t is regulation, shall su mit 
to the Department, as a minimum, annual reports 
summarizing the inspections. 

(J) Copies of all records and reports under paragraphs 6Gl (H), and (I) of this section shall be retained 
v the owner or operator for a minimum of two years 

after the date on which the record was made or 
the report submitted. 

(K) Copies of all records and reports under this 
section shall immediately be made available to 
the Department, upon verbal or written request, 
at any reasonable time. 

(L) The Department may, upon written notice, require 
more frequent reports or modify the monitoring 
and recordkeeping requirements, when necessary 
to accomplish the purposes of this rule. 

(d) SECONDARY SEAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

(A) The owner or operator of any volatile organic 
compound source required to comply with 340-22-
160 (4) shall demonstrate compliance by the methods 
of this section or an alternative method approved 
by the Department. 

(B) A person proposing to conduct a volatile organic 
compound emissions test shall notify the Department 
of the intent to test not less than 30 days before 
the proposed initiation of the tests so the 
Department may observe the test. The notification 
shall contain the information required by, and be 
in a format approved by the Department. 

(C) Compliance with 340-22-160 (4) (c) (B) (iii) shall be 
determined by: 

(i) Physically measuring the length and width of 
all gaps around the entire circumference of 
the secondary seal in each place where a 0.32 
cm (1/8 in.) uniform diameter probe passes 
freely (without forcing or binding against 
the seal) between the seal and tank wall; and, 

(ii) Summing the area of the individual gaps. 
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SURFACE COATING IN MANUFACTURING 

[Surface Coating rule is changed as follows:] 

340-22- [~] 170 

ill After December 31, 1982, [~he epeEe~ieR ei] no person 
shall operate a coating line [shall not emit] which 
emits into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds 
greater than the [fgllg~·iA9] amounts in Table I per 
volume of coating excluding water as delivered to the 
coating applicators. The limitations shall be based 
on a 24-hour average during the months of April through 
October, and on a monthly average for the other 
months. Daily monitoring and monthly reporting of 
emissions are required after July 1, 1980, for sources 
emitting more than 1,000 tons per year of voe, unless 
exempted as unnecessary by the Department in writing. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS 

(a) Rule 340-22 not a to air lanes ainted out 
of doors in o en air; automobile and truck refinishin ;>{. 
customized coatin of automobiles and trucks if 
production is less than 35 vehicles per day; marine 
vessels and vessel parts painted out in the open air; 
flat wood coating; wood furniture and wood cabinets; 
wooden doors, mouldings, and window frames; high 
tern erature coatin s for service above 500° F); lumber 
mar ing coatings; pota le water tan ins1 e coatings; 
high performance inorganic zinc coatings, air dried, 
applied to fabricated steel. 

(b) Rule 340-22-170 does not apply to: 

(30) 

(1) Sources whose emissions of volatile organic 
compounds are less than 6.8 kilograms (15 pounds) 
per day and less than 1.4 kilograms (3 pounds) per 
hour, or 

(2) Sources used exclusively for chemical or physical 
analysis or determination of product quality and 
commercial acceptance (such as research facilities, 
pilot plant operations, and laboratories) unless; 

(i) the operation of the source is an integral 
part of the production process; or, 

(ii) the emissions from the source exceed 363 
kilograms (800 pounds) in any calendar month. 
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(3) APPLICABILITY 

Rule 340-22-170 applies to each coating line, which 
includes the application area(s), flashoff area(s), air 
and forced air drier(s), and oven(s) used in the surface 
coating of the metal parts and products in Table 1. 

(4) STRINGENCY 

If more than one emission limitation in 340-22-170 applies to 
a specific coating, then the least stringent emission limitation 
shall be applied. 

Table 1 
Limitation 

Process grams/liter lb/gal 
Can Coating 

Sheet basecoat (exterior and interior) 
and over-varnish; two-piece can exterior 
(basecoat and over-varnish) 

Two- and three-piece can interior body 
spray, two-piece can exterior end 
(spray or roll coat) 

Three-piece can side-seam spray 
End sealing compound 

Coil Coating 
Fabric Coating 
Vinyl Coating 
Paper Coating 

or Inert Gas Process Paper Coating 

Auto & Light Duty Truck Coating 
Prime 
Topcoat 
Repair 

Metal Furniture Coating 
Magnet Wire Coating 
Large Appliance Coating 

Miscellaneous Products and Metal Parts 

Clear Coatings 
Air Dried 
Force Air Dried 
Extreme Performance Coatings 
Other Coatings (i.e. powder, oven dried) 

340 2.8 

510 

660 
440 

310 
350 
450 
350 
567* 

230 
340 
580 

360 
200 
340 

520 
480 
420 
420 
3iiO 

4.2 

5.5 
3.7 

2.6 
2.9 
3.8 
2.9 
4. 7* 

1. 9 
2.8 
4.8 

3.0 
1. 7 
2.8 

4.3 
4.0 
3.5 
3.5 
3.o 

*Emission figured on a plant site basis, monthly average 

(31) 
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[348 22 141) (5) COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

Compliance with 340-22-[~) 170 shall be determined by testing 
in accordance with Method [~) 25 or Method 34 (material balance 
method) on file with the Department. These methods may be 
revised by the Department for improvement based upon experience 
and new data. However, no revision shall apply to a compliance 
test scheduled prior to the making of the revision, unless the 
owner concurs. 

DEGREASERS 

340-22-[~) 180 

Cold cleaners, open top vapor degreasers, and conveyorized 
de~reasers are exempt from the following rules if they use fluids 
which are not photochemically reactive. These fluids are: 

(1) c 2cl3F3 trichlorotrifluorethane, also known as Freon 113 or 
Freon TF 

(2) CH2Cl2 methylene chloride 

(3) 1, 1, l-C 2H~Cl 3 methyl chloroform, also known as 1-1-1 
trichloroet ane or Chlorothene VG. 

COLD CLEANERS 

(32) 

(a) The owner or operator of all cold cleaners shall 
comply with the following equipment specifications 
after April 1, 1980: 

(i) Be equipped with a cover that is readily opened 
and closed. 

(ii) Be equipped with a drainrack that returns the 
drained solvent to the solvent bath. 

(iii) Have a freeboard ratio of at least 0.5. 
(iv) Have a visible fill line. 

(b) An owner or operator of a cold cleaner shall be 
responsible for following the required operating 
parameters and work practices. The owner shall post 
and maintain in the work area of each cold cleaner 
a pictograph or instructions clearly explaining the 
following work practices: 

(i) The solvent level shall not be above the fill 
line. 

(ii) The spraying of parts to be cleaned shall be 
performed only within the confines of the cold 
cleaner. 
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(iii) The cover of the cold cleaner shall be closed 
when not in use or when ?arts are being soaked 
or cleaned by solvent agitation. 

(iv) Solvent-cleaned parts shall be rotated to drain 
cavities or blind holes and then set to drain 
until dripping has stopped. 

(v) Waste solvent shall be stored in covered 
containers and returned to the supplier or a 
disposal firm handling solvents for final 
disposal. 

(c) The owner or operator shall maintain cold cleaners 
in good working condition and free of solvent leaks. 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

If the solvent has a volatility greater than 4.3 kPa 
~0.6 esi) measured at 38°C (l00°F), then the drainage 
acility must be internal 1 so that parts are enclosed 

under the cover while draining. The drainage facility 
may be external for applications where an internal type 
cannot fit unto the cleaning system. 

If the solvent has a volatility greater than 4.3 kPa 
0.6 si measured at 38°c l00°F or if the solvent 

is eated above 50 C (120 F), then one oft e ollowing 
solvent vapor control systems must be used: 

(A) The freeboard ratio must be egual to or greater 
than 0.70; or 

(B) Water must be kept over the solvent, which must 
be insoluble in and heavier than water, or 

(C) Other systems of equivalent control, such as a 
refrigerated chiller. 

OPEN TOP VAPOR DEGREASERS 

340-22-(~] 183 

(33) 

(a) The owner or operator of all open top vapor degreasers 
shall comply with the following equipment 
specifications after April 1, 1980: 
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(34) 

(i) Be equipped with a cover that may be readily 
opened and closed. When a degreaser is equipped 
with a lip exhaust, the cover shall be located 
below the lip exhaust. The cover shall move 
horizontally or slowly so as not to agitate and 
spill the solvent vapor. The degreaser shall 
be equipped with at least the following three 
safety switches: 

(a) Condenser-flow switch and thermostat--(shuts 
off sump heat if coolant is either not 
circulating or too warm). 

(b) Spray safety switch--(shuts off spray pump 
or conveyor if the vapor level drops 
excessively, e.g., greater than 10 cm (4 
in.)). 

(c) Vapor level control thermostat--(shuts off 
sump heat when vapor level rises too high). 

(ii) Have[eRe e&]the following: 

(iii) 

~ [-fe+-1 A closed design such that the cover opens 
only when the part enters or exits the 
degreaser, and either 

(b) [-fa+] A freeboard ratio equal to or greater 
than 0. 75 ,or 

J.£1 [~] A freeboardvchiller. 
I l'l tYij trra_1L./ oY c,,/J w< le:.-, 

Post a permanent and conspicuous pictograph or 
instructions clearly explaining the following 
work practices: 

(a) Do not degrease porous or absorbent materials 
such as cloth, leather, wood, or rope. 

(b) The cover of the degreaser should be closed 
at all times except when processing 
workloads. 

(c) When the cover is open the lip of the 
degreaser should not be exposed to steady 
drafts greater than 15.3 meters per minute 
(50 feet/min). 

(d) Rack parts so as to facilitate solvent 
drainage from the parts. 

(e) Workloads should not occupy more than one
half of the vapor-air interface area. 

(f) When using a powered hoist, the vertical 
speed of parts in and out of the vapor zone 
should be less than 3.35 meters per minute 
(11 feet/min.) 
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( 3 5) 

[ (9) WAe rJa~el' le'J&l fii1AQWl&I RQt &Eep mere tiAaA 
teR eefttime~eEs (4 iRehes) \1heR ~Ae weEl1leai 
eA~eEs tAe ·1a~&r ~9AQ,] 

isl [f+t+-] Degrease the workload in the vapor zone 
until condensation ceases. 

fil [i"it-i Spraying operations should be done 
within the vapor layer. 

J.il [+:j+] Hold parts in the degreaser until 
visually dry. 

l.il. [+ff+] When equipped with a lip exhaust, the 
fan should be turned off when the cover 
is closed. 

1!5.1_ [~ The condenser water shall be turned 
on before the sump heater when starting 
up a cold vapor degreaser. The sump 
heater shall be turned off and the 
solvent vapor layer allowed to collapse 
before closing the condenser water when 
shutting down a hot vapor degreaser. 

ill_ [~] Water shall not be visible in the 
solvent stream from the water 
separator. 

(b) A routine inspection and maintenance program shall 
be implemented for the purpose of preventing and 
correcting solvent losses, as for example, from 
dripping drain taps, cracked gaskets, and 
malfunctioning equipment. Leaks must be repaired 
immediately. 

(c) Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall 
be carried out using threaded or other leakproof 
couplings. 

( d) 

(e) 

(f) 

Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed 
containers. 

Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers 
and returned to the supplier or a disposal firm 
handling solvents for final disposal. 

E~haust ventilation shall not exceed 203m /min per 
m2 (65 cfm per ft 2) of degreaser open area, unless 
necessary to meet OSHA requirements. Ventilation fans 
shall not be used near the degreaser opening. 
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CONVEYORIZED DEGREASERS 

340-22-[~] 186 

(36) 

(a) The owner or operator of [~] conveyorized cold 
cleaners and conveyorized vapor degreasers shall comply 
with the following operating requirements after 
April 1, 1980: 

(i) Exhaust ventilation should not exceed 20 cubic 
me~ers per minute of square meter (65 cfm per 
ft ) of degreaser opening, unless necessary to 
meet OSHA requirements. Work place fans should 
not be used near the degreaser opening. 

(ii) Post in the immediate work area a permanent and 
conspicuous pictograph or instructions clearly 
explaining the following work practices: 

(a) Rack parts for best drainage. 
(b) Maintain vertical speed of conveyored parts 

to less than 3.35 meters per minute (11 
feet/min.) 

(c) The condenser water shall be turned on before 
the sump heater when starting up a cold vapor 
degreaser. The sump heater shall be turned 
off and the solvent vapor layer allowed to 
collapse before closing the condenser water 
when shutting down a hot vapor degreaser. 

(b) A routine inspection and maintenance program shall 
be implemented for the purpose of preventing and 
correcting solvent losses, as for example, from 
dripping drain taps, cracked gaskets, and 
malfunctioning equipment. Leaks must be repaired 
immediately. 

(c) Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall 
be carried out using threaded or other leakproof 
couplings. 

(d) Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed 
containers. 

(e) Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers 
and returned to the supplier or a disposal firm 
handling solvents for final disposal. 

(f) All conveyorized cold cleaners and conveyorizid vapor 
de reasers with air va or interfaces of 2.0 m or 
greater s a ave one o t e o lowing maJor control 
devices installed and operating after April 1, 1982: 
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(37) 

(i) Carbon adsorption system, exhausting less than 
25 ppm of solvent averaged over a complete 
adsorption cycle (based on exhaust ventilation 
of 15 m2 min er m2 of air 

(ii) Refrigerated chiller with control effectiveness 
equal to or better than (i) above, or 

(iii) A system with control effectiveness equal to or 
better than (i) above. 
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Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch Used for Roofing Coating 

340-22- [+wo] 190 

A person shall not operate or use equipment after April 1, 1980, 
for melting, heating, or holding asphalt or coal tar pitch for 
the on-site construction, installation, or repair of roofs 
unless the gas-entrained effluents from such equipment are 
contained by close fitting covers. 

A person operating equipment subject to this rule shall maintain 
the temperature of the asphaltic or coal tar pitch below 285 
degrees Centigrade (550 degrees Fahrenheit), or 17 degrees 
Centigrade (30 degrees Fahrenheit) below the flashpoint whichever 
is the lower temperature, as indicated by a continuous reading 
thermometer. 

The provisions of this rule shall not apply to equipment having 
a capacity of 100 liters (26 gallons) or less; or to equipment 
having a capacity of 600 liters (159 gallons) or less, provided 
it is equipped with a tightly fitted lid or cover. 

( 38) 
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FLAT WOOD COATING 

340-22-200 

( 3 9) 

(1) This rule applies to all flat wood manufacturing and 
surface finishing facilities, that manufacture the 
following products: 

(a) Printed interior panels made of hardwood plywood 

(b) 
and thin earticle board; 
Natural finish hardwood plywood panels; or, 

(c) Hardboard paneling with Class II finishes. 

(2) This rule does not apply to the manufacture of exterior 
siding, tileboard, particleboard used as a furniture 
component, or paper or plastic laminates on wood or 
wood-derived substrates. 

(3) After December 31, 1982, no owner or operator of a 
flat wood manufacturing facility subject to this 
regulation shall emit volatile organic compounds from 
a coating application system in excess of: 

(a) 

(b) 

( c) 

2.9 kg per 100 square meters of coated finished 
eroduct (6.0 lb/1,000 square feet) from printed 
interior panels, regardless of the number of coats 
applied; 
5.8 kg per 100 square meters of coated finished 
product (12.0 lb/1,000 square feet) from natural 
finish hardwood plywood panels, regardless of 
the number of coats applied; and, 
4.8 kg per 100 square meters of coated finished 
product (10.0 lb/l,000 square feet) from Class 
II finishes on hardboard panels, regardless of 
the number of coats applied. 

(4) The emission limits 340-22-200(3) shall be achieved 
.Qy..:_ 

(a) The application of low solvent content coating 
technology; or, 

(b) An incineration system which oxidizes at least 
90.0 percent of the nonmethane volatile organic 
compounds entering the incinerator (VOC measured 
as total combustible carbon) to carbon dioxide 
and water; or, 

(cl An equivalent means of voe removal. The 
equivalent means must be approved in writing by 
the Department. 
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(5) A capture system must be used in conjunction with the 
emission control systems in 340-22-200(4) (b) and (c). 
The design and operation of a capture system must be 
consistent with good engineering practice and shall 
be required to provide for an overall emission 
reduction sufficient to meet the emission limitations 
in 340-22-200(3). 

COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 

(6) 

(7) 

( 8) 

(9) 

(40) 

The owner or operator of a volatile organic compound 

compound emissions test shall notify the Department 
of the intent to test not less than 30 days before 
the proposed initiation of the tests so the Department 
may observe the test. 

(a) Test procedures to determine compliance with 340-
22-200(3) must be approved by the Department and 
be consistent with: 

(A 

(B) 

EPA Guideline Series document "Measurement 
of Volatile Or anic Com oun s " EPA-45 - 8-
041; and, 
Appendix A of "Control of Volatile Organic 
Emissions from Existing Stationary Sources 
- Volume II: Surface Coating of Cans, Coils, 
Paper, Fabrics, Automobile, and Ligh-Duty 
Trucks,• EPA-450/-77-008. 

(b) The Department may accept, instead of the coating 
analysis required by 340-22-200 (8) (a) (B), a 
certification by the coating manufacturer of the 
composition of the coating, if supported by actual 
batch formulation records. 

If add-on control equipment is used, continuous 

(a) exhaust gas temperature of all incinerators; 
(b) temperature rise across a catalytic incinerator 

bed; and 
(c) breakthrough of voe on a carbon absorption unit. 
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ROTOGRAVURE AND FLEXOGRAPHIC PRINTING 

340-22-210 

(1) 

(41) 

After July 1, 1982, no owner or operator of a packaging 
rotogravure, publication rotogravure or flexographic 
printing facility, emitting more than 90 mg/year (100 
ton/year), employing ink containing solvent may 
operate, cause, allow or permit the operation of the 
press unless: 

(a) The volatile fraction of ink, as it is applied 
to the substrate, contains 25.0 percent by volume 
or less of organic solvent and 75 percent by 
volume or more of water; or, 

(b) The ink as it is applied to the substitute, less 
water contains 60.0 ercent b volume or more 
nonvo ati e material; or, 

(c) The owner or operator installs and operates: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

A carbon adsorption system which reduces 
the volatile organic emissions from the 
capture system by at least 90.0 percent by 
weight; 
An incineration system which oxidizes at 
least 90.0 ercent of the nonmethane volatile 
or anic com oun s voe measured as total 
combustible carbon) to carbon dioxide and 
water; or, 
An alternative volatile organic compound 

75.0 percent where a publication rotogravure 
process is employed; 
65.0 percent where a packaging rotogravure process 
is employed; or, 
60.0 percent where a flexographic printing process 
is employed. 
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(42) 

(3) COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION: 

(a) Upon request of the Department, the owner or 
operator of a volatile organic compound source 
shall demonstrate compliance by the methods of 
this section or an alternative method approved 
by the Department. All tests shall be made by, 
or under the direction of, a person qualified 
by training and/or experience in the field of 
air pollution testing. 

(b) A person proposing to conduct a volatile organic 
compound emissions test shall notify the 
Department of the intent to test not less than 
30 days before the proposed initiation of the 
tests so the Department may observe the test. 
The notification shall contain the information 
required by, and be in a format approved by, the 
Department. 

(c) Test procedures to determine compliance with 340-
22-210 must be approved by the Department and 
consistent with: 

( d) 

i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

EPA Guideline Series document "Measurement 
of Volatile Or anic Com ounds " EPA-450 2- 8-
04lj and 
Appendix A of "Control Volatile Organic 
Emissions from Existing Stationary Sources 
Volume II: Surface Coating of Cans, Coils, 
Pa er Fabrics Automobiles and Li ht-Dut 
True s EPA-450 2-77-008. 
The Department may accept, instead of ink-
solvent analysis, a certification by the ink 
manufacturer of the composition of the ink 
solvent, if supported by actual batch 
formulation records. 

If add-on control equipment is used, continous 

(A) Exhaust gas temperature of all incinerators; 
and 

(Bl B"reakthrough of voe on a carbon adsorption 
unit. 
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PERCHLOROETHYLENE DRY CLEANING 

340-22-220 

1 After Januar 1 1982 of a 
perchloroethylene dry . , 
(a) 

(b) 

(cl 

(d) 

(el 

(f) 

(g) 

Vent the entire dryer exhaust through a properly 
functioning carbon adsorption system or equally 
effective control device; 
Emit no more than 100 ppm of volatile organic 
compounds from the dryer control device before 
dilution; 
Immediately repair all components found to be 
leaking liquid volatile organic compounds. 
Cook or treat all diatomaceous earth filters so 
that the residue contains 25 kg or less of 
volatile organic compounds per 100 kg of wet waste 
material; 
Reduce the volatile organic compounds from all 
solvent stills to 60 kg or less per 100 kg of 
wet waste material; 
Drain all filtration cartridges in the filter 
housing, for at least 24 hours before discarding 
the cartridges; and 
When possible, dry all drained cartridges without 

EXEMPTIONS 

(43) 

(2) The requirements of 340-22-220(1) (a) and (b) are not 
applicable to: 

(a) coin-operated facilities, 
(b) facilities where an adsorber cannot be accomodated 

because of inadequate space, or 
(c) facilities with insufficient steam capacity to 

desorb adsorbers. 
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COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 

( 44) 

(3) Compliance to this rule shall be demonstrated as 
follows: 

(a) Compliance with 340-22-220 (1) (a), (f), and (g) 
shall be determined by means of a visual 
inspection. 

(b) Compliance with 340-22-220(1) (c) shall be 
determined by means of a visual inspection of 
the following components: 

(1) Hose connections, unions, couplings and 
valves; 
Machine door gaskets and seatings; 
Filter head gasket and seating; 
Pumps; 
Base tanks and storage containers; 
Water separators; 
Filter sludge recovery; 
Distillation unit; 
Diverter valves; 
Saturated lint from lint basket· and 

(c) Compliance with 340-22-220-(1) (b) shall be 
determined by: 

(d) 

(1) A test consistent with EPA Guideline Series 
document, "Measurement of Volatile Organic 
Compounds," EPA-450/2-78-041; or 

2 The ro er installation o eration and 
maintenance o equipment which has been 
demonstrated to be adequate to meet the 
emission limits of 100 ppmv. 

Compliance with 340-22-220(1) (d) and (e) shall 
be determined by means of the procedure in the 11 St..tf.,./ 
Test Method for Gasoline Diluent in Used Gasd.ine 
Engine Oils By Distillation," ANSI/ASTM D 322. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. F, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Rules--Request for 
Authorization for Public Hearing for Annual Rules Review 
and Update to Include Standards for 1980 Model Year 
Motor Vehicles OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 

At the Environmental Quality Commission meeting of June 29, 1979, 
amendments to OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 were approved. These 
amendments effectively updated the inspection criteria to include the 1979 
model year motor vehicles. This was part of the annual review and update 
required to keep the inspection programs rules current. 

Review of the 1980 model year motor vehicles is complete and it is time 
to update the inspection criteria to include these vehicles. The following 
areas in the rule are being proposed, in addition to the standards update, 
for revision: 

1) A change in the definition of noncomplying import vehicle. 

2) A change in the light duty vehicle test criteria section of the rules 
(24-320) to more clearly specify the allowable criteria for 
modifications to vehicle engines and emission control systems. These 
changes identify the current procedure for determining what 
aftermarket products do not degrade emission control performance. 

Authority for Commission action is included in ORS 468.370, the statutory 
authorization for the Commission to adopt rules in this area. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The major and most important rule modification proposed is the update of 
the emission standards to include 1980 model year motor vehicles. The 
following is some background information on the standards for the 
inspection program. All new motor vehicle models offered for sale in the 
United States must be certified as complying with federal emission 
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criteria. The method for measuring the compliance with the federal 
criteria is through the certification procedure. The exhaust emission 
test is the Federal Test Procedure(FTP)--a 22-minute driving cycle test 
on a chassis dynamometer. During the FTP the exhaust from the motor 
vehicle is captured and the exhaust gas is analysed. A determination, 
expressed in grams of pollutant per vehicle mile driven, is made and is 
compared against the federal emission standards. 

The Department of Environmental Quality's inspection test does not use 
this loaded mode procedure in its short cycle test, but rather evaluates 
the exhaust of the various automobiles on a volumetric basis. The results 
of the short inspection test which the Department conducts have been 
successfully used to predict passage or failure of the FTP, provided all 
of the pollution control equipment on the vehicle is operating and the 
rest of the engine operating parameters are reasonably close to the 
manufacturer's specifications. This correlation is so significant that 
the values selected by the Department for catalyst controlled automobiles 
have been proposed by the EPA as failure limits or cut points, for the 
Clean Air Act, Section 207(b), emission warrentee protection clause. This 
gives the vehicle owner a two-year or 24,000 mile emission performance 
warrentee, provided the owner has maintained the vehicle to the 
manufactures specifications. 

Three major items are considered in formulating the standards for the 
state's inspection test. These three items are: 

1. The design used by the individual manufacturer in building the motor 
vehicle to comply with the federal criteria including the 
manufacture's tuning procedures. These procedures are specified in 
the maintenance manuals and summarized on emission labels located 
in the engine compartments. 

2. The emission results obtained from prototype vehicles testing in the 
federal certification process and short cycle test results obtained 
at the state inspections centers. 

3. An engineering evaluation and judgment based upon reasonable 
repeatability of emission readings from a given vehicle design. 

The proposed standard changes are primarily limited to updates from the 
1979 model year. Though federal standards did change in 1980, the catalyst 
technology in use has been refined allowing driveability and reliability 
improvements. Volkswagen did reinstitute catalyst technology for all of 
its motor vehicles, except for pickup trucks, so those standards have been 
modified appropriately. 

The definition of noncomplying import vehicle is proposed to be changed. 
The proposed change will make our inspection program criteria 
compatible with U.S. Customs regulations. U.S. Customs allows vehicles 
that do not meet U.S. standards, to enter the country, only if they are 
owned by foreign nationals and will then be exported within one-year's 
time. Occasionally, this type of vehicle is presented at the inspection 
stations. The proposed changes will provide a procedure and classification 
for our inspection personnel to test the vehicle. 
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The remaining proposed changes occur in Rule 340-24-320, the test criteria 
section. These changes include the addition of the oxygen sensor to the 
list of pollution control equipment. The oxygen sensor is a new part of 
the pollution control technology. It senses the oxygen in the exhaust 
and feeds this information back to the engine and fuel metering systems 
to adjust the engine performance for optimum emissions performance. It 
is a necessary component in the three-way catalyst emission control 
systems. 

It is proposed to modify the aftermarket products section (24-320(4)) 
to allow for three avenues of af termarket product evaluation. This is 
not really a change, but rather puts in the rule existing practice. 
The State of California Air Resources Board has an existing program of 
aftermarket product evaluation. Under their Vehicle Code Section 27156, 
the CARB can grant exemptions for af termarket products when, after testing 
and evaluation, it is determined that emission performance is not degraded 
by use of the product. Also proposed to be included, is EPA's aftermarket 
Parts Self-Certification Program. This program is currently in the final 
stage of rule making. Additionally, aftermarket products determined by 
the Department not to adversley affect emission control after the 
evaluation of proper testing data, would also be included. 

It is proposed to modify the tampering criteria 24-320(3) to conform with 
federal regulations 40 CFR 85.1701-1709. This particular regulation allows 
modifications to emission control equipment configurations for the purposes 
of testing, research, demonstrations, and training. It provides the 
process to grant exemption to manufacturers and individuals. 

Paragraph 24-320(6) is proposed to be modified. Though this section was 
before the Commission a short time ago, the wording remained confusing. 
The proposed change maintains, hopefully more clearly, the intent that 
was presented to the Commission in January. 

Tentative public hearing dates have been set. Several public hearing 
times were chosen to provide greater opportunity for the public to comment 
on the proposed rule revisions. 

Summation 

The proposed rule revisions outlined would have the effect of updating 
the inspection program standards to include the 1980 model year motor 
vehicles. The criteria applied in selecting these inspection program 
standards are the same criteria which have been applied consistently 
through the start of the inspection program. 

The other modifications proposed deal with the definition of a noncomplying 
imported vehicle, and procedural criteria governing the inspection test. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize 
a public hearing to take testimony on the proposed rule modifications OAR 
340-24-300 through 24-350. 

Attachments: 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

State of Need for Rulemaking and Fiscal Impact 
Hearings Notice 
Proposed Rule Amendments 

William P. Jasper:p 
229-5081 
April 3, 1980 
VP7256 



l BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

2 OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

3 IN THE MATTER OF 
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6 
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The Adoption of Amendments to the 
Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Rules, 
OAR Chapter 340 
Section 24-300 to 24-350 

I 

STATEMENT OF NEED 
FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), the statement provides information on 

8 the intended action to amend a rule. The Environmental Quality Commission 

9 intends to adopt the motor vehicle inspection program rule amendments, 

10 OAR Chapter 340 Section 24-300 to 24-350. 

11 A. 

12 B. 

13 

14 

15 c. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 D. 

24 

25 

26 

Page 
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Legal Authority. ORS 468.370 and ORS 183.341. 

Need For Rule. The proposed amendments are needed to update 

the inspection program standards and criteria to include 1980 

model year motor vehicles. 

Documents Relied Upon. The existing rules, the automobile and 

motor vehicle manufacturers, shop manuals, service manuals. 

40 CFR Part 85 (FRL-1401-4) Emission Control System Performance 

Warranty Regulations--Short test Establishment. 40 CFR Part 

85 (FRL-1416-8) Exclusion and Exemption of Motor Vehicles and 

Motor Vehicle Engines. 40 CFR Part 85 (FRL-1260-7) Voluntary 

After Market Part Self Certification Program. Califoria VC 27156 

Exemption List. 

Fiscal Impact Statement. Estimated fiscal impacts are that some 

motorists will experience savings, while other motorists will 

experience increased costs in maintaining their motor vehicles. 
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DE046 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABOUT: 

Prepared: April 3, 1980 
Hearing Date: May 19, 20, 

and 21, 1980 

Annual rule revision and standards update to the motor vehicle inspection 
program operating in the Portland-Metropolitan area_ 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing modifications to the 
current inspection programs rules. The proposed modifications to the 
regulations include updating the standards to include 1980 model year motor 
vehicles and changes and clarifications to emission control test criteria. 

WHAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING? 

Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed rule 
package. A major aspect of the proposed modifications are: 

** The updating of all emission standards to include 1980 model year motor 
vehicles. 

*** A change in the definition of noncomplying import vehicle. 

*** A change in the light duty vehicle test criteria section of the rules 
(24-320) to more clearly specify the allowable criteria for 
modifications to vehicle engine and emission control systems. These 
changes identify the current procedure for determining what aftermarket 
products do not degrade emission control performance. 

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPOSAL: 

Motor vehicle owners and operators and people engaged in the business of 
repairing motor vehicles in the Portland-Metropolitan area will be affected 
by the proposal. 

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION: 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Vehicle Inspection Program, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should 
be received by 5:00 p.m., May 21, 1980. 
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Oral and written collllllents may be offered at the following public 
hearing (s) : 

Time Date 

Beaverton 7 p.m. May 19, 1980 

Milwaukie J p.m. May 20, 1980 

Portland 9 a.m. May 21, 1980 

Gresham 7 p.m. May 21, 1980 

WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

Location 

City of Beaverton 
Operations Center Meeting Room 
9600 Southwest Allen Boulevard 
Beaverton, OR 

Far West Federal COllllllunity Rm. 
1915 Southeast Harrison 
Milwaukie, OR 

Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 
Collllllission Room 
506 Southwest Mill Street 
Portland, OR 

City of Gresham 
Council Chambers 
1333 Northwest Eastman Avenue 
Gresham, OR 

Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from: 

Mr. William Jasper 
DEQ Vehicle Inspection Program 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
Telephone: (503) 229-6235 

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL: 

This proposal amends OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350. This rule is proposed 
under authority of ORS 468.370. 

This proposal does not affect land use as defined in the Department's 
coordination program with the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development. 

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

After the public hearing the Environmental Quality Collllllission may adopt 
the rule identical to the proposed rules, adopt a modified rule on the 
same subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations may be 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean 
Air Act Implementation Plan. The Collllllission's deliberation should come 
in June as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled Collllllission meeting. 
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A Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this 
notice. 
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Appendix 

Proposed Revision to Oregon Administrative Rules. Chapter 

340-

Motor Vehicle Emission Control Inspection Test, Criteria, 

Methods, and Standards. 

Definitions 

OAR 340-24-305 As used in these rules unless otherwise 

required by context: 

( 1) "Carbon dioxide" means a compound consisting; of the 

chemical formula (C02) • 

( 2) "Carbon monoxide" means a compound consisting of the 

chemical formula (CO) • 

(3) "Certificate of Compliance" means a certific'ation issued 

by a vehicle emission inspector that the vehicle identified-on 

the certificate is equipped with the required functioning motor 

vehicle pollution control systems and otherwise comp1-ies with 

the emission control criteria, standards, and rules of the 

Commission. 

(4) "Certificate of inspection" means a certification issued 

by a vehicle emission inspector and affixed to a vehicle by_the 

inspector to identify the vehicle as being equipped with the 

required functioning motor vehicle pollution control systems 

and as otherwise complying with the emission control criteria, 

standards, and rules of the Commission. 

OAR243.05(f) 



(5) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(6) "Crankcase emissions" means substances emitted directl.y 

to the atmosphere from any opening leading to the crankcase of 

a motor vehicle engine. 

(7) "Department" means the Department of Environmental 

Quality. 

(8) "Diesel motor vehicle" means a motor vehic1e powered 

by a compression-ignition internal combustion engine. 

(9) "Director" means the director of the Department. 

(10) "Electric vehicle" means a motor vehicle which uses 

a propulsive unit powered exclusively by electricity. 

(11) "Exhaust emissions" means substances emitted into the 

atmosphere from any opening downstream from the exhaust ports 

of a motor vehicle engine. 

(12) "Factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control 

system" means a motor vehicle pollution control system installed 

by the vehicle or engine manufacturer to comply with [federal} 

United States motor vehicle emission control laws and 

regulations. 

(13) "Gas analytical system" means a device which senses 

the amount of contaminants in the exhaust emissions of a motor 

vehicle, and which has been issued a license by the Department 

pursuant to rule 340-24-350 of these regulations and ORS 468.390. 

(14) "Gaseous fuel" means, but is not limited to, liquefieCI 

petroleum gases and natural gases in liquefied or gaseous forms. 

(15) "Gasoline motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle powered 

by a spark-ignition internal" combustion engine. 
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(16) "Heavy duty motor vehicle" means a motor vrehicle having 

a combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating to be 

carried thereon of more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds). 

(17) "Hydrocarbon gases" means a class of chemical compounos 

consisting of hydrogen and carbon. 

(18) "Idle speed" means the unloaded engine speed when 

accelerator pedal is fully released. 

(19) "In-use motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle which 

is not a new motor vehicle. 

(20) "Light duty motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle having 

a combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating to be 

carried thereon of not more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds). 

(21) "Model year" means the annual production period of 

new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines designated by 

the calendar year in which such period-ends. If the manufacturer 

does not designate a production period, the year with respect 

to such vehicles or engines shall mean the 12 month period 

beginning January of the year in which production thereof begins. 

(22) "Motorcycle" means any motor vehicle having a seat 

or saddle for the use of the rider and designed to travel on 

not more than three wheels in contact with the ground and having 

a mass of 680 kilograms (1500 pounds) or less with manufacturer 

recommended fluids and nominal fuel capacity included. 

( 23) "Motor vehicle" means any self-propelled vehicle usedi 

for transporting persons or commodities on public roads. 
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(24) "Motor vehicle fleet operation" means ownership by 

any person of 100 or more Oregon registered, in-use, motor 

vehicles, excluding those vehicles held primarily for the 

purposes of resale. 

(25) "Motor vehicle pollution contr?l system" means 

equipment designed for installation on a motor vehic1e for the 

purpose of reducing the pollutants emitted from the ~ehicle, 

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. 

(26) "New motor vehicle" means a ~otor vehicle whose 

equitable or legal title has never been transferred ~o a person 

who in good faith purchases the motor vehicle for purposes other 

than resale. 

(27) "Non-complying imported vehicle" means a motor vehicle 

of model years 1968 through 1971 which was originally sold new 

outside of the United States and was imported into the United 

States as an in-use vehicle prior to February 1, 1972[.], or a 

motor vehicle owned by a foreign national which has entered the 

United States in compliance with federal regulations. 

(28) "Owner" means the person having all the incidents of 

ownership in a vehicle or where the incidents of ownership are 

in diffsrent persons, the person, other than a security interest 

holder or lessor, entitled to the possession of a vehicle under 

a security agreement, or a lease for a term of 10 or more 

successive days. 
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(29) "Person" includes individuals, corporations, 

associations, fi.rms, partnerships, joint stock companies, public 

and municipal corporations, political subdivisions, the state 

and any agencies thereof, and the federal government and any 

agencies ~hereof. 

(30) "PPM" means parts per million by volume. 

(31) "Public roads" means any street, alley, road, highway, 

freeway, thoroughfare, or section thereof in this state used 

by the public or dedicated or appropriated to public use. 

(32) "RPM" means engine crankshaft revolutions per minu.te. 

(33) "Two-stroke cycle engine" means an engine in which 

combustion occurs, within any given cylinder, once each 

crankshaft revolution. 

(34) "Vehicle emission inspector" means any person 

possessing a current and valid license by the Department pursuan.t 

to rule 340-25-340 of these regulations and ORS 468.390. 
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Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria 

OAR 340-24-320 (1) No vehicle emission control test shall be 

considered valid if the vehicle exhaust system leaks in such 

a manner as to dilute the exhaust gas being sampled by the gas 

analytical system. For the purpose of emission control tests 

conducted at state facilities, except for diesel vehicles, tests 

will not be considered valid if the exhaust has is diluted to 

such an extent that the sum of the carbon monoxide and carbon 

dioxide concentrations recorded for the idle speed reading from 

an exhaust outlet is 8% or less, and on 1975 and newer vehicles 

with air injection systems 7% or less. 

(2) No vehicle emission control test shall be considered 

valid if the engine idle speed either exceeds the manufacturer's 

idle speed specifications by over 200 RPM on 1968 and newer model 

vehicles, or exceeds 1,250 RPM for any pre-1968 model vehicle. 

(3) No vehicle emission control test 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 

section (5) or as provided for by 40 CFR 85.1701-1709. Motor 

vehicle pollution control systems include, but are not 

necessarily limited to : 

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation (PVC) system. 

(b) Exhaust modifier system: 

(A) Air injection reactor system; 

(B) Thermal reactor system; 
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(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. 

(e) Spark timing system: 

(A) Vacuum advance system; 

(B) Vacuum retard system. 

(f) Special emission control devices. Examples: 

(A) Orifice spark advance control (OSAC); 

(B) Speed control switch (SCS). 

(C) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC). 

(D) Transmission controlled spark (PCS). 

(E) Throttle solenoid control (TSC). 

(F) Fuel filler inlet restrictors. 

(G) Oxygen sensor. 

(4) No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 or newer 

model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the 

factory installed motor vehicle pollution control system has been 

modified or altered in such a manner so as to decrease its 

efficiency or effectiveness in the control of air pollution in 

violation of ORS 483.825(2), except as noted in section (5). 

For the purposes of this section, the following apply: 

(a) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 

(including a rebuilt part) as a replacement part is not 

considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), if a reasonable 

basis exists for knowing that such use will not adversely effect 
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emission control efficiency. The Department will maintain a 

listing of those parts which have been determined to adversely 

effect emission control efficiency. 

(b) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 

or system as an add-on, auxiliary, augmenting, or secondary part 

or system, is not considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), 

if such a part or system [is listed on the exemption list 

maintained by the Department.] is on the exemption list of 

"Modifications to Motor Vehicle Emission Control System Permitted 

Under California Vehicle Code Section 27)56. Granted by the Air 

Resources Board," or is on the list maintained by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency of "Certified to EPA Standards," 

or has been determined after review of testing data by the 

Department that there is no decrease in the efficiency or 

effectiveness in the control of air pollution. 

(c) Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or 

system parameter, is done for purposes of maintenance or repair 

according to the vehicle or engine manufacturer's instructions, 

are not considered violations of ORS 483.825(2) ! 

(5) A 1970 and newer model motor vehicle which has been 

converted to operate on gaseous fuels shall not be considered 

in violation of ORS 483.825(1) or (2) when elements of the 

factory-installed motor vehicle air pollution control system 

are disconnected for the purpose of conversion to gaseous fuel 

as authorized by ORS 483.825(3). 
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(6) The following applies: 

(a) to 1979 and earlier motor vehicles. When a motor vehicle 

is equipped with other than the original engine and the 

factory installed vehicle pollution control systems, it 

shall be classified by the model year and manufacture make 

of the non-original engine and its factory installed motor 

vehicle pollution control systems, except that any when 

the non-original engine is older than the motor vehicle 

requirement for evaporative control system and fuel filler 

inlet restrictor and catalytic converter shall be based 

on the model year of the vehicle chassis. 

(b) to 1980 and newer motor vehicles. These motor vehicles 

shall be classified by the model year and make of the 

vehicle as designated by the original chassis, engine, and 

its factory installed motor vehicle pollution control 

systems. 
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OAR 340-24-330 LIGHT OOTI' MYIOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTIDL IDLE EMISSION 
STANDARDS 

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

ALFA IDOO 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

AMERICAN MJ'IORS CORPORATION 

1975 through [1979] 1978 Noncatalyst 
1975 through (1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 
1972 through 1974 
1970 through 1971 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Above 6000 GVWR 1974 through 1978 

ARRCM, Plymouth - see CDLT, Dodge 

1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst EJ::J:uipped 
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 

AUSTIN - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

Enforcement 
'Ible ranee 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

0.5 
1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

1.5 
0.5 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
6.0 
2.0 

0.5 
1.5 
2.5 
4.0 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
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1979 through 1980 Catalyst El:JllipPed 
1975 through 1979 
1974 6 cyl. 
1974 4 cyl. 
1971 through 1973 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

BRITISH LEYIJIND 

Austin, Austin Healey, Morris, America, and Marina 
1975 
1973 through 1974 
1971 through 1972 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

Jaguar 

MG 

Rover 

1975 through (1979] 1980 
1972 through 1974 
1968 through 1971 
pre-1968 

1976 through (1979] 1980 M:; 
1975 MG, M:; Midget and 1976 M:; Midget 
1973 through 1974 M3B, JVGBGT, M3C 
1971 through 1974 Midget 
1972 M3B, M3C 
1968 through 1971, except 1971 Midget 
pre-1968 

1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,(1980] 1981 

0.5 
1.5 
2.5 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

2.0 
2.5 
4.0 
5.0 
6.5 

0.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
2.0 
3.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.5 

4.0 
5.0 
6.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

1.0 
0.5 
0.5 



Triumph 
1978 and [1979] 1980 
1975 through 197_7 _ 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

BUICK - see GENERAL M'.)T()RS 

CADILLAC - see GENERAL MYIDRS 

CAPRI - see FORD IDl'OR COMPANY 
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1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 

CHEVROLEI' - see GENERAL IDI'ORS 

CHEVROLEI'.L.u.v. - see L.U.V., Chevrolet 

CHRYSLER - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION 

CHRYSLER CORPORATION (Plymouth, Dodge, Chrysler) 

1975 through [1979] 1978 Noncatalyst 
1975 through [1979] 1980 catalyst Equipped 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Ehgines (all years) 
Above 6000 GVWR 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GliWR 1972 through 1978 

Ehforcement 
'.lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

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 

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 



CITROEN 

1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 
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COLT, Dodge 

1978 and [1979] through 1980 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
pre-1971 

COURIER, Ford 

1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst 
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) 

1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 
1968 through 1974 
pre-1968 

DE TCMASO - see FORD MYIOR COMPANY 

DODGE - see CHRYSLER CORroRATION 

DODGE COLT - see COLT, Dodge 

Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
3.0 
5.0 
6.0 

0.5 
1.5 
2.0 
4.0 

3.0 
4.5 

7.5 

0.5 
2.0 
2.5 
6.0 

1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 

1.0 
1.0 

0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 



FERRARI 

FIAT 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 
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1975 through (1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 
1975 through (1979] 1980 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 MJ'roR ca@ANY 

FORD - see FORD MYlOR COMPANY 

Enforcement 
Tolerance 
Through 

% June,(1980] 1981 

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 
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 

FORD MOI'OR CCMPANY (Ford, Lincoln, Mercury, Capri, except Courier) 

1975 through (1979] 1978 Noncatalyst 1.0 0.5 
1975 through (1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5 
1974 except 4 cyl. 1.0 1.0 
1973 except 4 cyl. 1.0 1.5 
1972 except 4 cyl. 1.0 2.0 
1972 through 1974 4 cyl., except 1971-1973 

Capri 2.0 1.0 
1971 through 1973 Capri only 2.5 1.0 
1970 through 1971 2.0 1.0 
1968 through 1969 3.5 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5 
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FORD llD'IOR CCMPANY - continued 

Above 6000 GI/WR 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GliWR 1972 through 1973 
Above 6000 GI/WR 1974 through 1978 

Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,(1980] 1981 

4.0 
3.0 
2.0 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

GENERAL MYIORS (Buick, Cadillac, Chevrolet, CM::, Oldsmobile, Pontiac) 

1975 through (1979] 1978 Noncatalyst 
1975 through (1979] 1980 Catalyst EquiHJE!d 
1973 through 1974 --
1971 through 1972, exoept 1971 4 cyl. 
1970, exoept 4 cyl. 
1970 through 1971 4 cyl. 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 
Above 6000 GliWR 1968 through 1971 
Above 6000 GI/WR 1972 through 1973 
Above 6000 GliWR 1974 through 1978 

GM:: - see GENERAL MYIORS 

HONDA AimMJBILE 

1980 Catalyst 
1980 Noncatalyst 
1975 through 1979 cvcc 
1975 through 1979 exoept CliCC engine 
1973 through 1974 
pre-1973 

INI'ERNATI(X\IAL HARVFSTER 

1979 and 1980 below 8500 GI/WR 
1975 through 1978 
1972 through 1974 
1970 through 1971 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

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

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 
3.0 
5.0 

0.5 
2.5 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
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 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
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Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

Jl\GUAR - see BRITISH LEYIAND 

JEEF - see AMERICAN MYIDRS 

JENSEN-HEALEY 

1973 and 1974 4.5 

JENSEN INTERCEPTER & CONVERTIBLE - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION 

LAND ROVER - see BRITISH LEYLAND, Rover 

LINCOIN - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY 

L.u.v., Chevrolet 

MAZDA 

1980 
1974 through 1979 
pre-1974 

1.5 
3.0 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 Catalyst El::J:uipped 0.5 
1975 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 1.5 
1968 through 1974 Piston Engines 4.0 
1974 Rotary Engines 2.0 
1970 through 1973 Rotary Engines 3.0 

MEOCURY - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY 

MEOCFJJF.S-BENZ 

1975 through 1977 Noncatalyst 4 cyl. 
1975 through [1979] 1980 all other 
1973 through 1974 
1972 
1968 through 1971 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

M; - see BRITISH LEYIAND 

1.0 
0.5 
2.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
1.0 

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 
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Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

OLDSMJBILE - see GENERAL M:lTORS 

OPEL 

1975 through 1979 Catalyst Equipped 
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst 
1973 through 1974 
1970 through 1972 
1968 through 1969 
pre-1968 

PANI'ERA - see FORD ID'IOR COMPANY 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 
1975 through 1977 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 
Diesel Engines (all years) 

PLYMOOTH - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION 

PLYMJUTH CRICKEI' - see CRICKEI', Plymouth 

PONTIJ\C - see GENERAL ID'10RS 

PORSCHE 

0.5 
1.5 
2.5 
3.0 
3.0 
6.0 

0.5 
1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 
1.0 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 
1975 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 2.5 
1972 through 1974 -- 3.0 
1974 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter (914) 5.0 
1968 through 1971 5.0 
pre-1968 6.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 



RENAULT 
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1977 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 
1977 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 
1976 Carbureted --
1975 and 1976 Fuel Injection 
1975 Carbureted 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

ROLIS-ROYCE and BENTLEY 

1975 through [1979] 1980 
1971 through 1974 
1968 through 1970 
pre-1968 

RCll1ER - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

SAAB 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 Catalyst 
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst 
1968 through 1974, except 1972 

99 1. 85 liter 
1972 99 1.85 liter 
pre-1968 (two-stroke cycle) 

SAPPORO, Plymouth - see COLT, Dodge 

SUBARJ 

1975 through [1979] 1980 
1972 through 1974 --
1968 through 1971, except 360's 
pre-1968 and all 360's 

Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

0.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
0.5 
3.0 
5.0 
6.0 

0.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
1.5 

3.0 
4.0 
3.0 

1.5 
3.0 
4.0 
6.0 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 

0.5 
0.5 

1.0 
1.0 
3.5 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
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Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

'IOYOTA 

1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst El:J:uipped 0.5 0.5 
1975 through 1979 4 cyl. Noncatalyst 2.0 0.5 
1975 through 1978 6 cyl. 1.0 0.5 
1968 through 1974 6 cyl. 3.0 1.0 
1968 through 1974 4 cyl. 4.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 

TRTIJMPH - see BRITISH LEYLAND 

VOLKSWAGEN 

1979 through 1980 all others 0.5 0.5 
1977 through 1979 Rabbit and Scirocco 2.0 0.5 

and Dasher and 1980 Pickup Truck 
1976 Rabbit and Scirocco 0.5 0.5 
1976 thiough 1978 All Others 2.5 0.5 
1975 Rabbit, Scirocco, and Dasher 0.5 0.5 
1975 All Others 2.5 0.5 
1974 Type 4 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter 5.0 0.5 
1972 through 1974, except Dasher 3.0 1.0 
1972 through 1974 Dasher 2.5 1.0 
1968 through 1971 3.5 1.0 
pre-1968 6.0 0.5 
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5 

VOLVO 

1978 [and 1979] through 1980 0.5 0.5 
1975 through 1977 6 cyl. 1.0 0.5 
1975 through 1977 4 cyl. 2.0 0.5 
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0 
1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0 
pre-1968 6.5 0.5 

NON-<XMPLYIN:; IMPORI'ED VEHICLFS 

All 6.5 0.5 
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DIESEL roraRED VEHICLES 

All 

Enforcement 
'lblerance 
Through 

% June,[1980] 1981 

1.0 0.5 

ALL VEHICLES NOi' LISTED and VEHICLES FOR WHICH NO VALUES ENl'ERED 

1975 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst 4 cyl. 2.0 0.5 
1975 through [1979] 1980 Noncatalyst all 

except 4 cyl. 1.0 0.5 
1975 through [1979] 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5 
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0 
1970 through 1971 4.0 1.0 
1968 through 1969 5.0 1.0 
pre-1968 and those engines lesss than 

820 cc (50 cu. in.) 6.5 0.5 
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(2) Hydrocarbon idle emissicn values not to be exceeded: 

Enforcement Tolerance 
PPM Through June, [1980] 1981 

No HC Check 

1500 

1200 

800 

600 

500 

400 

300 

200 

125 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

All two-stroke cycle engines & diesel 
ignition 

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

Pre-1968 with more than 4 cylinder 
engines, and nonccmplying 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 

1975 through [1979] 1980 without catalyst 

1975 through [1979] 1980 with catalyst 

(3) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state 
unloaded and raised rpn engine idle porticn of the emission test fran 
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 subsecticns (1), (2), and (3), for vehicle classes 
which are determined to present prohibitive inspecticn problems using the 
listed standards. 
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340-24-335 HFAVY-DUT'I GASOLINE K}'IOR VEHICLE EMISSIOO CDN'lroL EMISSirn 
STANDARDS 

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

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through 1973 
1974 through 1978 
1979 through 1980 

Base Standard 
% 

6.0 
4.0 
3.0 
2.0 

Enforcement 'Iblerance 
Through June,[1980] 1981 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

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

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through [1979] 1980 
Fuel Injected 

Base Standard 
% 

3.0 
2.0 

No Check 

Enforcement 'Iblerance 
Through June, 1980 

1.0 
1.0 

(3) Hydrocarbon idle emissicn valUj:!S not to be exceeded: 

ALL VEHICLES 

Pre-1970 
1970 through 1973 
1974 through 1978 
1979 through 1980 

Base Standard 
PPM 

700 
500 
300 
250 

Enforcement 'Iblerance 
Through June, 1980 

200 
200 
200 
100 

(4) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state 
unloaded engine idle and raised rpn porticn of the emission test fran 
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 inspecticn problems using the 
listed standard. 

V2858.4 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 

"""'~ 
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
M•terials 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 
Public Hearing and Proposed Adoption of Amendments to 

A ricultural Burnln Rules OAR Cha ter 340, Section 
2 -005 Through 26-030 and to Consider Inclusion of the 
Proposed Amendments and Technical Support Documentation 
as a Revision to Oregon's State Implementation Plan 

1. Background 

On January 18, 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC), at its regularly 
scheduled meeting, adopted rules regulating open field burning in the Willamette 
Valley for 1980 and thereafter, The revised rules provided for an increase in 
the annual acreage limitation for field burning in the Willamette Valley from 
180,000 acres to 250,000 acres. In addition, other revisions addressed regula
tory changes required by 1979 legislation. The rules adopted at the January 18, 
1980, meeting were subsequently submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) along with supporting technical documentation, including an outline of 
field burning smoke management operational procedures and an analysis of the 
potential air quality impact of the rule changes. 

On February 20, 1980, representatives of the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed 
Council (OSC) met with EPA Region X staff to discuss the Department of Environ
mental Quality (DEQ) field burning submittal. At that meeting the EPA initially 
identified some deficiencies in the DEQ submittal, As a result, these repre
sentatives requested an early review of the document and a detailed listing 
of the deficiencies, This request was made so that a comprehensive revision to 
the submittal might be completed in order to avoid the need for any additional 
corrections. 

After the February 20, 1980, meeting, OSC and City of Eugene staff members 
immediately began work on a replacement revi'slon to the impact analysis pre
viously submitted to the EPA. The new analysis undertaken by these staff mem
bers was based upon comments made by the EPA technical staff at the aforementioned 
meeting and was designed to comply with the latest EPA requirements as well as 
integrate with the Department's rules and smoke management operational procedures, 
On February 25, 1980, representatives of the OSC and the City of Eugene attended 
a public hearing (held to receive testimony with regard to the technical support 
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documents already submitted by the DEQ) and requested that the record of the 
meeting be held open for a period of time to allow the new analyses which their 
staff members were developing to be submitted through that public hearing process. 
The period for pub] ic comment on the technical support documents was extended 
until March 6, 1980, at which time OSC and City of Eugene staff members submitted 
their analysis of the impact of the increased field burning allowed under current 
Oregon law and the DEQ's proposed rules. 

On March 10, 1980, the DEQ received the EPA's detailed comments outlining the 
deficiencies of the January 23 submittal. The EPA summarized their major con
cerns with the previously submitted documents into three categories: 

a) Since attainment and maintenance of air quality standards are currently 
tied to acreage limitations, specific numerical 1 imitations must be 
included in the regulations and continue to be in effect until replaced 
by acceptable alternatives. 

b) Operational procedures must be adequately defined and detailed for 
those areas where regulations require subjective decisions or al low 
substantial discretion. 

c) A submitted impact analysis must demonstrate that the proposed revi
sion would not cause or contribute to violations of federal air 
quality standards, since identified alternative control procedures 
to avoid such violations are not in place. 

The EPA further indicated that they found only two courses of action acceptable 
with r.egard to the 250,000-acre submittal of January 23, 1980: 1) withdrawal by 
the state of the proposed revisions, or 2) processing of a disapproval action. 
They encouraged the submittal, however, of another acceptable SIP revision 
package as soon as possible. 

The DEQ, DSC, and City of Eugene staff members have worked together to develop 
a response to the deficiencies as identified in the EPA letter and attachments. 
Included are substantial revisions to all three documents previously submitted 
(i.e., field burning rules, smoke management program guide] ines, and the impact 
analysis), The Department submitted al 1 three documents on March 20, 1980, and 
has subsequently received notification from the EPA indicating general 
satisfaction. 

A "Statement of Need for Rule Making" is attached (Attachment I). The Environ
mental Quality Commission's authority to regulate field burning is established 
in the following Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS): 

a) ORS 468.450 authorizing the Commission to establish a schedule to 
identify the extent and type of burning to be allowed on each "marginal" 
day. 

b) ORS 468.460 authorizing the Commission to promulgate rules controlling 
Willamette Valley field burning. 

In addition, the Department has requested Oregon State University to review and 
comment upon proposed rule changes pursuant to ORS 468.460. 
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2. Alternatives and Evaluation 

2. 1 Proposed Rule Revisions 

The EPA indicated in its March 10, 1980, letter and attachments that several 
rule revisions were necessary to allow approval of the proposed SIP revision. 
The proposed rules (Attachment I l).have been drafted to address essentially 
all of the EPA's required and suggested revisions affecting field burning. 
These include a requirement for a specific annual acreage limitation, a daily 
1 imitation for the south Willamette Valley, and certain other revisions to the 
rules to improve their enforcibility. Other minor revisions are also proposed 
by staff to clarify the rules and correct previous minor errors. 

The field burning rules adopted at the January EQC meeting did not include a 
specific annual acreage limitation. The limitation was referenced as "that 
amount allowable under either state or federal law." It was hoped this 
language would avoid a redrafting of the rules should the EPA decide to not 
accept the legislative limit of 250,000 acres. However, the EPA believes 
that until a suitable control mechanism is in place both National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
increments must be tied to a seasonal acreage limitation, therefore, the number 
of acres must be specified in the State Implementation Plan. They consider 
the language in the previously submitted rules vague and therefore unacceptable. 
In addition, should the state legislature subsequently remove any specific 
annual acreage 1 imitation on field burning, neither federal law nor regulation 
would contain such a limit. Without such a limit the EPA believes it would 
not have a basis for the determination of attainment and maintenance of federal 
standards. In response to the EPA's concerns, it is proposed to include the 
statutory annual acreage 1 imit of 250,000 acres in section 26-013(1). 

The EPA was similarly concerned with regard to the attainment and maintenance 
of 24-hour ambient air quality standards and 24-hour PSD increments. In the 
January rule submittal it was proposed that the DEQ would implement a monitoring 
and control system designed to identify potential standards violation situations 
and regulate open field burning. to avoid contributions to such violations. 
However, it was believed a monitoring system to track PSD increment usage could 
not be implemented in time for the 1980 season and it was proposed for 1981 and 
thereafter. For 1980, an acreage limitation was proposed for the south Willamette 
Valley which was designed to protect the PSD increments. The DEQ proposed to 
limit the daily burning in the south Willamette Valley during 1980 to the maxi
mum amount burned on any one day during 1978, the baseline year for establishment 
of PSD increments. 

Again, the EPA believes that specific acreage limitations are appropriate in 
lieu of other acceptable alternative methods for control and prevention of 
violations of standards due to field burning. Since the proposed monitoring 
system was not in place and functional at the time of the submittal nor were 
procedures in place for its operation, the EPA believed the proposed daily 
acreage limitations should be continued until such time as adequate monitoring 
is in place and should be given a specific value. 
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The Department would propose, through rule rev1s1on, to adopt a daily acreage 
limitation for the south Willamette Valley of 46,934 acres per day. This figure 
represents the maximum acreage burned in the south Willamette Valley on any one 
day during 1978. In addition, the reference to 1980 is removed. 

Other minor rule rev1s1ons are proposed in response to EPA Enforcement Division 
review of the regulations and smoke management operational program. Though the 
conclusion of this review indicated that the regulations are enforceable, it 
indicated that effective regulation, either by the DEQ or, in the Department's 
absence, the EPA would be "resource consumptive and complex." This· review and 
comments were included in the EPA's March 10, 1980, letter. 

The Department has proposed a number of minor rule revisions in response to 
some of these concerns which are logically addressed in the rules. Other con
cerns with regard to the enforcement aspects of the smoke management program 
are addressed in revisions to the smoke management guide] ine document. 

2.2 Revisions to the Smoke Management Guidelines 

The guide] ine document was originally submitted to the EPA in support of the 
180,000-acre SIP submittal and was designed to supplement the field burning rules. 
The rules provide for substantial discretion on the part of the Department and 
also allow for subjective decision making by smoke managers. In order to better 
understand and identify how such discretion would be used and subjective decisions 
made, the EPA requested a description of the operating procedures of the smoke 
management program. Though the guideline document is not anticipated nor designed 
to be a totally comprehensive description of program operations, it is designed 
to meet the needs of the EPA and suitably inform other interested parties of such 
operations. 

The EPA, in its response of March 10, 1980, identified basically four concerns 
with the smoke management operational guldel ine document submitted by the Depart
ment in January. In summary, the EPA indicated the guide] ines did not provide 
an adequate description of: 

a) The overall process for allowing burning on any given day. 

b) The implementation of burning restrictions due to rainfall and 
relative humidity. 

c) The implementation and restrictions on various burning techniques. 

d) The methods whereby real-time monitoring will be used to identify and 
avoid potential violations of federal air quality standards. 

The proposed modified guideline document (Attachment I II) would address the four 
major areas of concern identified by the EPA. It would contain a more thorough 
description of the procedures for the identification of wind fields, the techniques 
whereby effective mixing heights are determined, the methods for classification 
of atmospheric conditions, and the determination of amounts and areas of burning 
to be released. In addition, an expanded discussion of expected impact areas 
would be included. The effects of rainfall and relative humidity on burning 
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procedures and decision making as well as the methods of implementation of 
various restrictions due to rainfall would also be addressed. The criteria 
by which prohibition conditions are established would be clarified. 

The proposed guideline document would also include broadened discussions of the 
role of various ignition techniques in field burning, particularly with regard 
to fire hazard and the improvement of plume height and dispersion capabilities. 
Finally, the guideline document would also include a discussion of the integra
tion of real-time monitoring into the management-decision process and the 
methods whereby the Department determines smoke intrusions. 

2.3 Revision of the Impact Analysis Document 

The EPA generally considers dispersion modeling to be the most suitable tech
nique for identifying potential effects from new sources such as the additional 
acreage proposed in this SIP revision. Effects of such sources can thus be 
estimated for any area of concern within the capabilities of the model. Such 
models, to be reasonably accurate, must be based on appropriate assumptions 
regarding source strength and distribution and atmospheric dispersion character
istics. Also, the model should be validated using known emissions and air 
quality impact information. Unfortunately, no such dispersion model, applicable 
to the complex Willamette Valley field burning situation, is currently available, 
or expected to be available in the near future. Thus, the generalized estimates 
of field burning's impact on NAAQS and PSD increments have been made using other 
techniques. 

In its original analysis of the impact of burning 250,000 acres per year, the 
Department relied heavily upon its 1978 field burning studies in which the 
impact of burning was determined for a variety of Willamette Valley locations. 
Since approximately 154,000 acres were burned during the 1978 season, impacts 
of that burning were proportionately "rolled up" to estimate the impacts of 
burning 250,000 acres per year. The impacts identified under this level of 
burning were then compared with existing federal standards for compliance. 
Though in general the approach used was conservative, it addressed only the 
smoke impacts of relatively few days in 1978 when field burning particulate 
effects proved to be significant. This analysis indicated two potential viola
tions of federal standards: first, in the south Willamette Valley, a violation 
of the 24-hour PSD increment in the Lebanon area; and second, a violation of the 
24-hour Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) standard in Junction City. Also, a 
violation of the annual TSP standard was predicted at Springfield, though a 
violation was also expected without the increase in field burning. 

To address the potential PSD violation, the Department, by rule, restricted the 
daily acreage limit to that amount burned on the maximum burning day in the PSD 
base] ine year, 1978. Therefore, no use of PSD increment was projected in the 
south valley. However, the EPA.considered this analysis of the 24-hour Class I I 
PSD increment inadequate because it did not address impacts everywhere to insure 
that a true maximum was being considered. Furthermore, the EPA did not accept 
the Department analysis which rolled up dally impacts in proportion to the 
increase in annual limitation. 
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To address the potential violation at Junction City, the Department proposed 
to implement a real-time monitoring system to be integrated into the smoke 
management decision-making process. Thus, burning could be reduced or pro
hibited in areas where monitoring indicated TSP levels high enough to jeopardize 
standards. A monitor was to be installed in Junction City for the 1980 season. 

The EPA argued similarly with respect to the potential violations at Junction 
City indicating that an analysis based upon a roll-up technique or the applica
tion of additional impact values on top of existing or previously measured TSP 
levels was unacceptable. Also, the EPA would not accept an analysis which 
indicated the potential for violations of federal standards when the real-time 
monitoring system designed to avoid these violations was not in place and 
fun ct i ona 1 . 

In general, the EPA would prefer to have the impacts of increased burning modeled 
or simulated such that they may be determined at any location for any level of 
burning. 

Oregon Seed Council and City of Eugene technical staff members discussed with 
the EPA the original impact analysis submitted by the DEQ. The EPA staff 
indicated an alternative approach which·would better meet the EPA's impact 
analysis requirements. Though dispersion modeling, the most accepted technique 
by the EPA at this time, is not available for the Willamette Valley, the basis 
for operating such a model, that is, the various meteorological regimes and 
burning scenarios, can be analyzed and impacts estimated from previously moni
tored burning. Provided burning and meteorological restrictions resulted in 
similar burning patterns, it was believed this approach would more nearly satisfy 
the EPA's requirements. The attached proposed analysis (Attachment IV), based 
upon current operational procedures and previous program performance, would not 
identify any potential violations of either NAAQS or PSD increments. The analysis 
also would conclude that it is feasible to burn 250,000 acres in a season. 

The new impact analysis does project significant utilization of the 24-hour 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration increment for Total Suspended Particulates. 
Specifically, 80 percent usage of the 37 ug/m3 24-hour increment is projected 
for the Lebanon area. Previous Department estimates indicated a somewhat lower 
maximum increment usage of 41 percent at Coburg. It is clear, however, that 
either analysis indicates significant increment usage. 

The Department recognizes that these PSD increment consumption estimates will 
affect future airshed use by other new sources. It also recognizes that the 
current estimates of such consumption have been made based upon generalized 
burning scenarios and may be subject to refinement on further, more detailed, 
review. Therefore, the Department is prepared to reanalyze increment consumption 
for new sources on a case-by-case basis, using the most recently available infor
mation, techniques, and air quality data. Furthermore, the Department will con
tinue developing modeling procedures capable of estimating impacts from the 
complex field burning sources. 

2.4 Scheduling of the SIP Submittal 

The EPA, in its letter of March 10, 1980, identified a number of deficiencies 
in the DEQ's submittal and requested either a withdrawal of the submittal by 
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the state or indicated it would begin procedures to disapprove the submittal. 
Though in previous submlttals a third option has been offered, that of providing 
supplementary material to make the SIP revision acceptable, that option has not 
been offered at this time. It is believed that the EPA originally offered only 
the two possibilities mentioned to insure that they could meet the four-month 
time limitation for SIP revision disposition established in the Clean Air Act. 

The EPA's most recent communication, March 27, 1980 (Attachment V), proposes a 
different procedure wherein the DEQ would replace its current submittal with an 
amended version. A general procedure and schedule for the review and processing 
of the proposed replacement submittal was also suggested. Under this approach, 
previous public notices and other information dissemination documents and pro
cedures required by federal regulation would remain val id and in effect. In 
addition, the EPA would be guaranteed a four-month period from the date of 
receipt of the replacement in which to complete the processing of the submittal. 
Under this guidance DEQ would: 

a) Close the official docket on the January 23, 1980 SIP submittal. 

b) Replace that submittal with a new SIP revision, after EQC approval, 
consisting of: a) the regulation adopted January 18, 1980, and 
amended as may be appropriate after today's (April 18, 1980) public 
hearing; b) the updated smoke management guidelines; and c) the new 
technical support document. 

The EPA would then attempt to meet the following compressed schedule: 

a) 
b) 
c) 

d) 
e) 
f) 

Replacement revision received 
Complete review and transmit 
Publish Notice of Preliminary Rule Making 
in Federal Register 
End comment period 
Prepare and mail Notice of Final Rule Making 
Publish Notice of Final Rule Making in 
Federal Register 

Apr i 1 21 , 1980 
May 5, 1980 

May 9, 1980 
June 9, 1980 
June 23, 1980 

July 4, 1980 

This schedule, providing for an early July approval of the SIP package, would 
allow growers to make timely decisions with regard to early-season burning. 
It should be sufficiently early to allow acreage in excess of 180,000 acres 
to be burned, weather permitting. 

2.5 Allocation of Acreage and Permit Issuance 

A mid-season SIP approval means the Commission must make a decision with regard 
to the issuance of first-phase permits and operational rules for the 1980 season. 
Though under federal regulation, 1979 rules and a 180,000-acre I imitation would 
be in effect at the time of first-phase permit issuance (June 1, 1980), it may 
be feasible to issue first-phase permits for 250,000 acres and operate under 
the proposed 1980 rules. 
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Staff would propose to follow a procedure similar to that used 
permit issuance unless instructed otherwise by the Commission. 
may be outlined as follows: 

last year for 
The process 

a) On or before June 1, 1980, the Department would al locate acreage 
based on 250,000 acres and issue first-phase permits to seed growers. 
Permit language would include a caveat indicating the first-phase 
permits were issued subject to all applicable state and federal 
laws including the Clean Air Act and associated regulations (SIP). 

b) The Department would allocate acreage to fire districts based upon 
a 180,000-acre limit. Thus, burning permits may only be validated 
for up to 180,000 acres. 

c) The Department would issue burning releases under the more stringent 
1980 rules while closely tracking the amount burned against the 
180,000-acre limit. 

d) If the EPA: 

1) Approves the SIP rev1s1on, the DEQ would reallocate to fire 
districts based upon 250,000 acres. 

2) Disapproves the SIP revision, the DEQ would retain the fire 
district allocations already issued and immediately issue new 
allocations to individual growers based upon 180,000 acres. 

The alternative expressed in d)2) above has the potential to restrict late
season burners since a disproportionate share of the 180,000-acre limitation 
could be used up by early,season burners operating under a·250,000-acre· limit. 
This disparate effect should be minimized provided the EPA responds within the 
1;ime frame identifjed in their proposed schedule. An earlier response by EPA 
than.that showll in their proposed schedu.le would further reduce the probability 
of a significant disparity between early and late season burner accomplishments. 

It is important to note that, like last year, following this procedure may result 
in the issuance of a Notice of Violation by the EPA. 

3. Summation 

The EPA has reviewed the Department's January 23, 1980, State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) revision submittal and found it unacceptable. In rejecting the sub
mittal the EPA identified an extensive list of deficiencies in the submitted 
documents and. indicated that the proposed revision would. be disapproved if not 
withdrawn by the Department. 

The Oregon Seed Council, the City of Eugene, and the DEQ collaborated on exten
sive revisions to the January 23 impact analysis, smoke management operational 
guidelines, and rules. The EPA has expressed, preliminarly, general satisfac
tion with the proposed replacement package. 
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The revised impact analysis addresses many concerns of the EPA by resolving pre
viously projected standards violations. However, the revised analysis also 
identifies considerable consumption of Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
increment in the Lebanon area. Since this analysis is based upon generalized 
burning scenarios, the Department is prepared to make specific case-by-case 
reanalysis of PSD increment consumption for new sources based upon the most 
recent information and air quality data. 

The Department seeks adoption of the proposed revised rules and approval of tech
nical support documents after public hearing at the April 18, 1980, Environmental 
Quality Commission meeting. The revised rules and technical support documents 
would then be submitted as a replacement for the previously submitted, January 23, 
1980, SIP revision. 

Submitting the reworked documents as a replacement for the January 23, 1980, 
submittal would: 

a) Allow previous public notices regarding the January 23 field burning 
SIP revision to remain effective. 

b) Allow the EPA up to four months, from date of receipt of the replace
ment submittal, for processing of the revision. 

Since the EPA approval of the proposed SIP revision is expected after the June 1, 
1980, statutory deadline for issuance of first-phase permits, the staff proposes, 
unless otherwise instructed by the Commission, to issue first-phase permits based 
upon 250,000 acres to individual growers but 1 imit burning, through fire district 
allocations, to 180,000 acres until such time as the proposed SIP revision is 
approved. Staff further proposes to operate the smoke management program under 
the proposed 1980 rules, if adopted. Should the SIP revision be disapproved the 
Department would immediately reissue allocations to growers based upon 180,000 acres. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages 1 through 9 of the Director's April 18, 
1980, staff report to the Commission, the testimony in the record of the December 14, 
1979, and Apri 1 18, 1980, pub! le hearings, and the January 18, 1980, EQC meeting, 
it is recommended that the Env i ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty Commission act as fo 11 ows: 

a) Designate as its final Statement of Need for Rule Making the Statement of 
Need set forth in Attachment I to the Director's staff report. 

b) Adopt as permanent rules the proposed rules set forth in .Attachment II 
to the Dir~ctor's staff report, such rules to become effective upon 
their prompt fi 1 ing with tbe Secretary of State. 

c) Approve as supporting technical documentation to the proposed rule 
revision the smoke management operational guidelines set forth in 
Attachment I II and the field burning particulate impact analysis set 
forth in Attachment IV to the Director's staff report. 
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d) Instruct the staff to submit, as a replacement for the January 23, 
1980 SIP submittal,. the revised rules set forth in Attachment I I 
and the additional supporting documentation set forth in Attach
ments I II and IV for approval by the Environmental Protection Agency 
as a revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

Attachments: 

SAF: pas 
686-7837 
4/3/80 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

I Statement of Need for Rule Making 
II Proposed Field Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 340, 

Sections 26-005 through 26-030 
111 Oregon Field Burning Smoke Management 

Program Operational Guide] ines 
IV An Analysis of Particulate Air Quality Impact 

in the Willamette Valley Resulting from Increased 
Field Burning 

V Letter to William H. Young, Director, DEQ, 
from Donald P. Dubois, Regional Administrator, 
US EPA, Region X, March 27, 1980 



ATTACHMENT I 

Agenda Item H, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 
Public Hearing and Proposed Adoption of Amendments to 
Oregon Agricultural Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Section 
26-005 Through 26-030 and to Consider Inclusion of the 
Proposed Amendments and Technical Support Documentation 
as a Revision to Oregon's State Implementation Plan 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULE MAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the Environ
mental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule. 

(l) Legal Authority. 

Oregon Revised Statutes 468.020, 468.450, and 468.460. 

(2) Need for the Rule. 

Proposed amendment of open field burning regulations, OAR 340, 26-005 through 
26-030 is needed to: 

l. Incorporate changes made necessary by adoption by the 1979 Oregon Legis
lature of Senate Bill 472, Chapter 181, Oregon Laws, 1979, establishing 
new law regulating open field burning; 

2. Make operational rule changes supportive of the potential increase in 
acreage to be open burned authorized by SB 472; and, 

3. Clarify the existing rules and improve their enforcibility. 

All such changes are required to achieve Environmental Protection Agency acceptance 
of a field burning State Implementation Plan revision. 

(3) Principle Documents Relied Upon in This Rule Making. 

1. Staff reports, William H. Young, director, Department of Environmental 
Quality, presented at the August 6, November 16, December 14, 1979, and 
January 18 and Apr! l 18, 1980, EQC meetings. 

2. Record of the Environmental Quality Commission meetings, August 6, 
November 16, December 14, 1979, and January 18 and April 18, 1980. 

3. Personal communication with Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of 
Eugene, August 3 and August 22, 1979. 

4. Personal communication with Charles D. Craig, smoke management specialist, 
Oregon Seed Council, October 17 and October 22, 1979. 
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5. Personal communication with David S. Nelson, executive secretary, Oregon 
Seed Council, October 21 and October 17, 1979. 

6. Personal communication with Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of 
Eugene, November 28 and December 18, 1979, and February 25, March 6, 
and March 11, 1980. 

7. Personal communication with Charles D. Craig, smoke management specialist, 
Oregon Seed Council, November 28 and December 18, 1979, and February 13, 
February 25, March 6, March 11, March 14, and March 27, 1980. 

8. Personal communication with John Core, Department of Environmental 
Qua] ity, November 27, 1979, and January 18, March 14, and March 17, 1980. 

9. Proposed regulations regarding Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, in Federal Register, September 5, 
1979. 

10. "Proposal for an Air Quality Performance Regulation for Field Burning 
Smoke Management," Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of Eugene, 
August 3, 1979. 

11. "Analysis of Field Burning Performance Standard," memorandum from Charles 
D. Craig, Oregon Seed Council, to David S. Nelson, executive secretary, 
Oregon Seed Council, September 27, 1979. 

12. Memorandum from David 0. Chilcote, agronomist, OSU, to Scott A. Freeburn, 
Department of Environmental Quality, December 7, 1979. 

13. Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Eugene and the Oregon 
Seed Council, December 13, 1979. 

14. Personal communication with David Bray, U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, February 20, March 4, and March 14, 1980. 

15. "Oregon Field Burning Smoke Management Operational Guide I ines," Depart
ment of Environmental Quality. 

16. Letter to William H. Young, director, Department of Environmental Quality, 
from Donald P. Dubois, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X, 
received March 10, 1980. 

17. "An Analysis of Particulate Air Quality Impact in the Willamette Valley 
Resulting from Increased Field Burning," City of Eugene, Oregon Seed 
Council, and Department of Environmental Quality. 

SAF:pas 
686-7837 
4/3/80 



ATTACHMENT I I 

26-005 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Chapter 340 

Agricultural Operations 
AGRICULTURAL BURNING 

DEFINITIONS. As used in this general order, regulation and schedule, 
unless otherwise required by context: 

(1) Burning seasons: 
(a) "Summer Burning Season" means the four month period from July 1 through 

October31. 
(b} "Winter Burning Season" means the eight month period from November 

through June 30. 
(2) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Qua] ity. 
(3) "Marginal Conditions" means conditions defined in ORS 468.450(1) under 

which permits for agricultural open burning may be issued in accordance with 
this regulation and schedule. · 

(4) "Northerly Winds" means winds coming from directions in the north 
half of the compass, at the surface and aloft. 

(5) "Priority Areas" means the follo1ving areas of the Willamette Valley: 
(a) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of incorporated cities 

having pupulations of 10,000 or greater. 
{b) Areas within 1 mile of airports servicing regularly scheduled airline 

flights. 
(c) Areas in Lane County south of the line formed by U. S. Highway 126 and 

Oregon Hi gh1vay 126. 
(d) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of the City of Lebanon. 
(e) Areas on the west side of and within 1/4 mile of these highways; U. S. 

Interstate 5, 99, 99E, and 99W. Areas on the south side of and within 1/4 mile · 
of U. S. Highway 20 between Albany and Lebanon, Oregon Highway 34 between Lebanon· 
and Corvallis, Oregon Highway 228 from its junction south of Brownsville to its 
rail crossing at the community of Tulsa. 

(6) "Prohibition Conditions" means atmospheric conditions under which all 
agricultural open burning is prohibited (except where an auxiliary fuel is used· 
such that combustion is nearly complete, or an approved sanitizer is used, or 
burning is specifically authorized by the Department for experimental [or-te~t) 
purpo_ses pursuant to subsection 26-013(6) of this regulation or for the purpose 
of confirming forecasted atmospheric dispersion conditions). 

(7) "Southerly Winds" means winds coming from directions in the south half 
of the compass, at the surface and. aloft. 

(8) "Ventilation Index (VI)" means a calculated value used as a criterion of 
atmosph~ric ventilation capabilities. The Ventilation Index as used in these rules 
is defined by the following identity: 

VI ~ (Effective mixing height ((feet)) (Average wind speed through the 
1000 x effective mixing height (knots)) 



(9) "\Jillamette Valley" means the areas of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, 
Marion, Multnomah, Polk, ~/ashing ton and Yamhi I I Counties lying between the crest 
of the Coast Range and the crest of the Cascade Mountains, and include the following: 

(a) "South Valley," the areas of jurisdiction of 211 fire permit issuing agents 
or agencies in the Willamette Valley portion of the Counties of Benton, Lane or· Linn. 

(b) "North Valley," the areas of jurisdiction of all other fire permit issuing 
agents or agencies in the Willamette Valley. 

··(10) "Commission" means the Environmental Qua! ity Commission. 
_(11) "Local Fire Permit Issuing Agency" means the County Court or Board of 

County Commissioners or Fire Chief or a Rural Fire Protection District or other per
son authorized to issue fire permits pursuant to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.380, or 
478.960. 

(12) "Open Field Burning Permit" means a permit issued by the Department pur
suant to ORS 468.458. 

(13) "Fire Permit" means a permit issued by a local fire permit issuing agency 
pursuant to ORS 477.515, 477-530, 476.380 or 478.960. 

(14) "Validation Number" means a unique three-part number issued by a local 
fire permit issuing agency which validates a specific open field burning permit for 
a specific acreage of a specific day. The first part of the validation number shal I 
indicate the number of the month and the day of issuance, the second part the hour 
of authorized burning based on a 24 hour clock and the third part shall indicate the 
size of acreag·;, to be burned (e.g., a validation number iss~ed August 26 at 2:30 p.m. 
for a 70 acre burn would be 0826-1430-070). 

. (15) "Open Field Burning" means burning of any perennial grass seed field, 
annua-1 grass seed field or cereal grain field in such manner that combustion air and 
combustion products are not effectively controlled. 

(16) "Backfire Burning" means a method of burning fields in which the flame 
front does not advance with the existing surface winds. The method requires ignition 
of the field only on the dowm"ind side. 

(17) "lnto-the-\Jind Strip Burning" means a modification of backfire burning. in 
which additional 1 ines of fire are ignited by advancing directly into the existing 
surface wind after completing the initial backfires. The technique increases the 
length of the flame front and therefore reduces the time required to burn a field. 
As the initial burn nears approximately 85% completion, the remaining acreage may 
be burned using headfiring techniques in order to maximize plume rise. · 

(18) "Perimeter Burning" means a method of burning fields in which all sides of 
the field are ignited as rapidly as practicable in order to maximize plume rise. 
Little or no preparatory backfire burning shall be done. 

(19) "Regular Headfire Burning" means a method of burning fields in 1"hich· 
substantial preparatory backfiring is done prior to ignition of the upwind side of 
the field. 

(20) "Approved Alternative Method (s)" means any method approved by the Depart-.
ment to be a satisfactory alternative method. to open field burning. 

(21) "Approved Interim Alternative Method" means any interim method approved 
by the Department as an effective method to reduce or otherwise minimize the impact 
of smoke from open field burning. 

(22) "Approved Alternative Facilities" means any land, structure, bui ]ding, 
installation, excavation, machinery, equipment or device approved by the Department 
for use in conjunction with an Approved Alternative Method or an Approved Interim 
Alternative Method for field sanitation. 



(23) "Drying Day" means a 24-hour period during v1nich tne relative numidity 
reached a minimum less than 50% and no rainfall [~FR'ff] 1-1as recorded at the 
nearest measuring site. 

(24) "Basic Quota" means an amount of acreage established for each permit 
jurisdiction, including fields located in priority areas, in-a manner to provide, 
as reasonably as practicable, an equitable opportunity to burn. 

(25) "Priority Area Quota" means an amount of acreage established for each 
permit jurisdiction, for fields in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as rea
sonably as practicable, an equitable opportunity to burn. 

(26) 11 Effective Mixing Height11 means either the maxirnu:n height oF actual plume 
rise as [meast:1red] determined by aircraft measurement o~ the calculated mixing 
height, whichever is greater. 

(27) "Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion in the Eugene-Springfield Area" 
means the average of the totals of cumulative hours of smoke intrusion [nephetometer 
reacHngs] recorded for [a~l the Eugene si.te and the Springfield site. [st-tes-,.,h+ch · . 
exeeed-the-preex+st+ng-beekgrot:1nd-readfng:;-b7-t78-x-tS=g-b-scat-t:1nfts-or-more-and 
l"<hfc h-ha>'e-been-dece r"'+ned-b7-the-Bepartrnent-to-ha't'e-been- si-gn H i-·ean t'l-7-coflt r i-btt ted · 
to-b7-ffetd-bt:1rni-n97--For-eeeh-hottr-of-ne~hetometer-read+ngs-1"<hfeh-exeeed-the-pre
exf :;t fng-baekg rot:1nd-read i-n9:;-b7-579-x-t9 =~_-b-scn t-or -mo r e;-t1-10-hot:1 r s-s ha+ t-be-added 
to-the-to ta t-et:1rnt:1t1l'the-ho1:11·s-for-H1at-s t te 7- -A f ter-Septerr.be r-t 5-o F-el!lc h-yen r ;-for 
eaeh-hot:1r-of-nephetometer-reedfn9s-,.,hfeh-exceed-the-preex+strng-backgrot:1nd-readrngs 
by-47e-x-ta=g-b-seat-or~-rr.ore;-t1"<0-hot:1rs-shatt-be-added-to-the-totaf-e~mt:1+at7~e 
hotlr~-for-that-stte7] Pjovided the Department determines a smoke intrusion to have 

. been significantly contributed to by field burning, it shall record for each hour of
the intrusion which causes the nephelometer houri reading to exceed back round levels 
the average of the three houri readings immediately rior to the intrusion by: 

a 5.0 x 10- b-scat units or more, tl-10 hours-of smoke intrusion; 
(b) 4.o x lo-4 b-scat units or more, for intrusions after September 15 of each 

year, two hours of moke intrusion; 
c 1.8 x 10- b-scat units or more but less than the applicable value in (a) 

or (b), one hour of smoke intrusion. 

26-010 GENERAL PROVISIONS. The following prov1s1ons apply during both summer and 
winter burning seasons in the Willamette Valley unless otherwise specifically noted. 

(1) Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for agricultural 
open burning shall follow those set forth in ORS 468.450 which give perennial grass 
seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual grass seed fields 
used for grass seed production second priority, grain fields third priority and all 
other burning fourth priority. 

(2) Permits required. 
(a) No person shall conduct open field burning within the Willamette Valley 

without first obtaining a valid open field burning permit from the Department and a 
fire permit and validation number from the local fire permit issuing agency for any_ 
given field for the day that the field is to be burned. 

(b) Applications for open field burning permits shall be filed on Registration 
Application forms provided by the Department. 

(e) Open field burning permits issued by the Department are not valid until 
acre~ge fees are paid pursuant to ORS 468.48o(l)(b) and a validation number is ob
tained from the appropriate local fire permit issuing agency for e.ach field on the 
day the field is to be burned. 

(d) As provided in ORS 468.465(1), permits for open field burning of cereal 
grain crops shall be issued only if the person seeking the permits submits to the 
issuing authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation that the acreage to 
be burned will be planted to seed crops (other than cereal grains, hairy vetch, or 
field pea crops) which require flame sanitation for proper cultivation. 

(e) Any person granted an open field burning permit under these rules shall 
maintain a copy of said permit at the burn site or be able to readily de;;:onstrate 
uutliority to burn at all times during the burning operntion <Jnd said pennit shall 
be made available for at least one year after expiration for inspection upon request 
l-., -. .................. .-': ... t-.-. --.11t-hn..-it-;.,,.c 



(f) At all times proper and accurate records of permit transactions and copies 
of all permits shal 1 be maintained by each agency or person involved in the issuance 
of permits, for inspection by the appropriate authority. 

(g) Open field burning permit issuing agencies shall submit to the Department 
on forms provided, v1eekly summaries of field burning activities in their permit juris
diction during the period July 1 to October 15. Weekly summaries shall be mailed and 
postmarked no later than the first working day of the follov1ing 1<eek. 

(3) Fuel conditions shall be limited as follows: 
(a) All debris, cuttings and prunings shall be dry, cleanly stacked and free 

of dirt and green material prior to being burned, to insure as nearly complete com
bustion as possible. 

(b) No substance or material which normally emits dense smoke or noxious odors 
may be used for auxiliary fuel in the igniting of debris, cuttings or prunings. 

(4) In accordance with ORS 468.450 the Department shall establish a schedule 
1<hich specifies the extent and type of burning to be allowed each day. During the 
time of active field burning, the Department shall broadcast this schedule over the 
Oregon Seed Council radio network operated for this purpose, on an as needed basis, 
depending on atmospheric and air qua] ity conditions. 

(a) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn under these rules shall 
conduct the burning operation in accordance with the Department's burning schedule. 

(b) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn fields under these rules 
shall monitor the Department's field burning schedule broadcasts and shall conduct 
the burning operations in accordance with the announced schedule. 

(5) Any person open field burning under these rules shal 1 actively extinguish 
all flames and major smoke sources when prohibition conditions are imposed by the 
Department. [Horma+-after-,mo~•der-exceptedr] -

26-011 CERTIFIED ALTERNATIVE TO OPEN FIELD BURNING. 
(1) The Department may certify approved alternative methods of field sanita

tion and straw utilization and disposal on a permanent or interim basis provided 
the applicant for such certification: 

(a) Provides information adequate to determine compliance with such rules and 
emissions standards as may be developed pursuant to subsection (2) of this section 
as wel 1 as other State air, water, sol id waste, and noise laws and regulation.s; and 

(b) Conducts the approved alternative method and operates any associated 
equipment subject to subsections (2) and (3) of this section [or-other-operatfonar 
'tandard,-a,-may-be-e,tab+f,ned-by-the-Bepartment]. 

(2) Pursuant to ORS 468.472 the Commission shall establish ·rules and emission 
standards for alternative methods to open field burning. Such standards shall be 
set to insure an overall improvement in air quality as a result of the use of the 
alternative as compared to the open field burning eliminated by such use. 

(3) Mobile field sanitizers and other alternative methods of field sanitation 
specifically approved by the Department, and propane flamers are considered alterna
tives to open field burning for the purposes of fee refunds pursuant to ORS 468.480 
and may be used subject to the following provisions: . 

(a) Open fires away from the machines shall be actively extinguished [a• 
rapfdty-a•-praetfeabte]. 

(b) Adequate water supply shall be available to extinguish open fires resulting 
from the operation of field sanitizers. 

(4) (~}] Propane flamers may be used as an approved alternative to open field 
burni-;;g-provided that all of the fol lowing conditions are met: 

/..:... 



(a) Field sanitizers are not available or otherwise cannot accomplish the 
burning. 

(b) The field stubble will not sustain an open fire. 
(c) One of the fol lowing conditions exist: 
(A) The field has been previously open burned and appropriate fees paid. 
(B) The field has been flailchopped, mowed, or otherwise cut close to the 

ground and loose straw has been removed to reduce the stra1; fuel load as much as 
practicable. 

, 
26-0i2 REGISTRATION AND AUTHORIZATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED. 

(1) On or before April 1 of each year, all acreages to be open burned under 
this r~le shall be registered with the local fire permit issuing agency or its 
authorized representative on forms provided by the Department. A nonrefundable 
$1.00 per acre registration fee shal 1 be paid at the time of registration. 

(2) Registration of-acreage after April I of each year shall require: 
(a) Approval of the Department. 
(b) An additional late registration fee of $1 .00 per acre if the late regis

tration is determined by the Department to be the fault of the late registrant. 
(3) Copies of all Registration/Application forms shall be forwarded to the 

Department promptly by the local fire permit issuing agency. 
(4) The )ocal fire permitting agency shall maintain a record of all registered 

acreage by asslgned field number, location, type of crop, number of acres to be 
burned and status of fee payment for each field. 

(5) Burn authorizations shall be issued by the local fire permit issuing 
agency up to daily quota 1 imitations established by the Department and shal 1 be 
based on registered feepaid acres and shall be issued in accordance with the pri
orities established by subsection 26-010(1) of these rules, except that fourth 
priority burning shall not be permitted from July 15 to September 15 of any year 
unless specifically authorized by the Department. 

(6) No local fire permit issuing agency shall authorize open field burning' of 
more acreage than may be sub-allocated annually to the District by the Department 
pursuant to section 26-013(5) of these rules. 

26-013 LIMITATION AND ALLOCATION OF ACREAGE TD BE OPEN BURNED. 
(I) Except for acreage to be burned under 26-013(6) and (7), the maximum 

acreage to be open burned under these rules sha 11 not exceed [t.bat-a1I>oucLau.tbo.rJz.e.d 
-tl fie et"--app-l-i-e-a-&l-e--5-t-e-t-e-~-F-ede-r-il-l---1-a<+.J 2 50 , ODO a c res . 

(2) Any revisions to the maxi mum acreage to beourned, a 11 ocat ion procedures, 
permit issuing procedures or any other substantive changes to these rules affecting 
the open field burning program for any year shall be made prior to June 1 of that 
year. tn making these rule changes the Commission shall consult with Oregon State 
University (OSU) and may consult 1;ith other interested agencies. 

(3) Acres burned on any day by approved alternative methods shall not be 
applied to open field burning acreage allocations or quotas, and such operations 
may be conducted under either marginal or prohibition conditions .. 

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



(5) In the event that total registration exceeds the acreage al lowed to be open 
burned under 26-013(1) the Department may issue acreage al locations to growers 
totaling not more than 110 percent of the acreage allowed under section 26-013(1). 
The Department shall monitor burning and shall cease to issue burning quotas when 
the total acreage reported burned equals the maximum acreage allo>H:d under section 
26-013(1). 

(a) Each year the Department shall sub-allocate 110 percent of the total acreage 
allo~ation established by the Commission, as specified in section 26-013(1) to the 
respective growers on a pro rata basis of the individual acreage registered as of 
Apr i 1: 1 to the tota 1 acreage registered as of Apri I I. 

(b) The Department shall sub-allocate the total acre al location established by 
the Commission, as specified in section 26-013(1) to the respective fire permit issu
ing· agencies on a pro rata share basis of the acreage registered within .each fire 
permit issuing agency's jurisdiction as of April 1 to the total acreage registered 
as of Apr i 1 1 . 

(c) Jn en effort to ·insure that permits are available in areas of greatest 
need, to coordinate completion of burriing, and to achieve the greatest possible permit 
utilization, the Department may adjust, in cooperation with the fire districts, allo
cations of the maximum acreage allowed in section 26-013(1). 

(d) Transfer of allocations for farm management purposes may be made within and 
between fire districts on a one-in/one-out basis under the supervision of the Depart
ment. Transfer of allocations between gro\1ers are not permitted after the maximum 
acres specified in section 26-013(1) have been burned within the Valley. 

(e) Except for additional acreage allowed to be burned by the Commission as 
·provided for in (6) and (7) of this subsection no fire district shall al low acreage to 

be burned in excess of their allocations assigned pursuant to (b), (c) and (d) above. 
(6) Notwithstanding the acreage limitations under 26-013(1), the Department may 

allow experimental open burning pursuant to ORS 468.490. Such experimental open 
burning shall be conducted only as may be specifically authorized by the Department 
and wi 11 be conducted for gathering of scientific data, or training of personnel _or 
demonstrating specific practices. The Department shall maintain a. record of each 
experimental burn and may require a report from any person conducting an experimental 
burn stating factors such as: 

1. Date, time and acreage of burn. 
2. Purpose of burn. 
3. Results of burn compared to purpose. 
4. Measurements used, if any. 
5. Future application of results of principles featured. 
(a) Experimental open burning, exclusive of that acreage burned by experlmental 

open field sanitizers, shall not exceed 7500 acres annually. 
(b) For experimental open burning the Department may assess an acreage fee 

equa 1 . to that charged for open burning of regular acres. Such fees sha 11 be segre-, 
gated from other funds and dedicated to the support of smoke management research to 
study variations of smoke impact resulting from differing and various burning prac
tices and methods. The Department may contract with research organizations such as 
academic institutions to accomplish such smoke management research. 

(7) Pursuant to ORS 468.475 the Conmission may permit the emergency open 
burning under the following procedures: 

(a) A grower must submit to the Department an application form for emergency 
field burning requesting emergency burning for one of the following reasons; 



(A) Extreme hardship documented by: 
An analysis and signed statement from a CPA, pub] ic accountant, or other 

recognized financial expert which establishes that failure to allow emergency 
open burning as requested "iill result in extreme financial hardship above and 
beyond mere loss of revenue that would ordinarily accrue due to inability to 
open burn the particular acreage for which emergency open burning is requested. 
The analysis shall include an itemized statement of the applicant's net 1•orth 
9nd include a discussion of potential alternatives and probable related con
sequences of not burning. 
{B) Disease outbreak, documented by: 

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

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

ii) location and description of field, 
i i i) crap , 
iv) infesting disease, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
Viii) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 

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

(C) Insect infestation, documented by: 
Affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department of 

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

i) time field investigation was made, 
ii) location and description of field, 

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

viL necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alternative control 

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

(D) Irreparable damage to the land documented by: 
An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 

of Agriculture, or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on 
·his personal investigation, a true emergency exists 1•hich threatens irreparable 
damage to the land and which can only be dealt with effectively and practicably 
by open burning. The statement must also include at least the following: 

i) time of field investigation, 
ii) location and description of field, 

i i i) crop, 
iv) type and characteristics of soil, 
v) slope and drainage characteristics of field, 



vi) 
vii) 

necessity and urgency to control, 
availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 
procedures, 

viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control. 
(b) Upon receipt of a properli completed application form and .supporting 

documentation the Commission shall 1·iithin 10 days, return to the grower its decisi"on. 

(c) An open field burning permit, to be validated [H~eA) subject to daily 
quota releases and payment of the required fee, shall be issued by the Department 
for that portion of the requested acreage 1~hich the Commission has approved. 

(d) Application forms for emergency open field burning provided by the Depart
ment must be used and may be obtained from the Department either in person, by 
letter or by telephone request. 

(8) The Department shall act, pursuant to this section, on any application 
for a permit to open burn under these rules within 60 days of registration and receipt 
of the fee provided in ORS 468.480. 

(9) The Department may on a fire district by fire district basis, issue limi
tations more restrictive than those contained in these regulations when in their 
judgment it is necessary to attain and maintain air quality. 

26-015 WILLAMETTE VALLEY SUMMER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS 
As part of the smoke management program provided for in ORS 468.470 the Depart

ment shal I schedule .the time, places, and amounts of open field burning according to 
the following provisions: 

(l) As provided for in ORS 468.450 atmospheric conditions will be classified 
as marginal or prohibition conditions under the following criteria: 

(a) Marginal Class N conditions: Forecast northerly winds and a ventilation 
index greater than 12.5. 

(b) Marginal Class S conditions: Forecast southerly winds and a ventilation 
index greater than 12.5. 

(c) Prohibition conditions: A ventilation index of 12.5 or less. 
(2) Limitations on Burning Hours. 
(a) Burning hours shall be limited to those specifically authorized by the 

Department.each day. 
(b) Unless otherwise specifically limited by the Department, burning hours 

may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, under marginal conditions but no open field burning may 
be started later than one-half hour before sunset or be allowed to continu·e later .. 
than one-half hour after sunset. 

{c) The Department may alter burning hours according to atmospheric ventila
tion conditions when nec~ssary to attain and.maintain air quality. 

(d) Burning hours may be reduced by the fire chief or his deputy when necessary 
to protect from danger by fire. 

(3) Limitations on Locations and Amounts of Field Burning Emissions. 
(a) Use of acreage quotas. 
(A) In order to assure a timely and equit~ble distribution of burning, autho

rizations of acreages shall be issued in terms of single, multiple, or fractional 
basic quotas or priority area quotas as 1 isted in Table 1, attached as Exhibit A and 
incorporated by reference into this regulation and schedule. 

(B) Willamette Valley permit agencies or agents not specifically named in 
Table I shall have a basic quota and priority area quota of 50 acres only if they 
have registered acreage to be burned "'ithin their jurisdiction, 



(C) The Department may designate additional areas as Priority Areas and may 
adjust the basic acreage quotas or priority area quotas of any permit jurisdiction 
where conditions in its judgment warrant such action. 

(b) orstribution and l i~it~tion of burning under various classifications of 
atmospheric conditions. 

(A) Prohibition. Under prohibition conditions, no fire permits or validation 
numbers for agricultural open burning shall be issued and no burning shall be con
ducted, except where an auxiliary liquid or gaseous fuel is used such that combustion 
is essentially completed, an approved field sanitizer is used, or where burning is 
specifically authorized by the Department for determining atmospher_ic dispersion 
conditions or for experimental burning pursuant to section 26-013(6) of this 
regulation. 

(B) Marginal Class N Conditions. Unless specifically authorized by the De
partment, on.days classified as Marginal Class N burning [i;,ay] shall be limited 
to the fol lowing: 

· (i) North Vall.ey: one basic quota may be issued in accordance ;ii th Table 
except that no acreage located within the permit jurisdictions of Aumsville, Drakes 
Crossing, Marion County District l, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, and the Marion 
County portions of the Clackamas~Marion Forest Protection District shall be burned 
upwind of the Eugene-Springfield non-attainment area. 

(ii) South Valley: one priority area quota for priority area burning may be 
issued in accordance with Table 1. 

(C) Marginal Class S Conditions. Unless specifically authorized by the 
Department on days classified as Marginal Class S conditions, burning shall be 
limited to the fol lo;dng: 

(i) North Valley: one basic ~uota may be issued in accordance with Table 
in the following permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes Crossing, Marion County 
District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, and the Marion County portion of the 
Clackamas-Marion Forest Protection District. One priority area quota may be issued 
in accordance with Table 1 for priority area burning in all other North Valley 
jurisdictions. 

(ii) South Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 1. 
(D) In no instance shall the total acreage of permits issued by any permit 

issuing agency or agent exceed that allowed by the Department for the marginal day 
except as provided for jurisdictions with 50 acres quotas or less as fol lows: when 
the Department has authorized one quota or less, a permit may be issued to include 
all the acreage in one field providing that field does not exceed 100 acres and pro
vided further that no other permit.is issued for that da~. Permits shall not be so 
issued on two consecutive days. 

(c) Restrictions on burning based upon air qua] ity. 
(A) The Department shall establish the minimum allrn1able effective mixing 

height required for burning based upon cumulative hours of smoke i_ntrusions in the. 
Eugene-Springfield area as follows: 

(i) Except as provided in (ii) of this subsection, burning shall not be per
mitted on a marginal day whenever the effective mixing height is less than the mini
mum allowable height specified in Table 2, attached as Exhibit Band incorporated by 
reference into this regulation. 

(ii) Not withstanding the effective mixing height restrictions of (i) above, 
the Department may authorize up to 1000 acres total for the Willamette Valley, each 
marginal day on a field-by-field or area-by-area basis. 
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(B) [Borfng-+989;] The total acreage burned in the south Valley under southerly. 
winds shall not exceed [the-maxfmom-aereage-borned] _,_on a single day_,_ [tn-the-~ooth 
Vat+ey-dortng-+978] 46,934 acres. 

(C) The Department shall prohibit burning if, based upon real-time monitoring, 
a violation of federal or state air quality standards is projected to occur. 

(D) The Department may on a field-by-field or area-by-area basis prohibit the 
burning of fields which result in excessive low-level smoke. 

(d) Special restrictions on priority area burning. 
(A) No priority acreage may be burned on the upwind side of any city, airport, 

or highway within the same priority area. 
(B) No south priority acreage shall be burned upwind of the Eugene-Springfield 

non-attainment area. 
(e) Restrictions on burning techniques. 
(A) The Department shall require the use of into-the-wind strip-lighting on 

annual grass seed and cereal crop fields when fuel conditions or atmospheric condi
tions are such that· use of into-the-wind strip-lighting as determined by observation 
of test fires or prior general burning would reduce ground level smoke concentra
tions [effeets;) and specifically, except under conditions when wind directions are 
between 20 degrees and 90 degrees, the Department shall require such use when [~--~tr 
borntng-oeeors-short+y-after-restrfctfons-on-borntng-doe-to-ratnfat+-have-been-ttfted 
or-when-the-He+ds-to-be-borned-are-wet;-or-hH] it is estimated that [ptome-rtse] 
an effective mixing height over 3500 feet will not occur. 

(B) The Department shall require the use of perimeter burning on all [dry] fields 
where no severe fire hazard conditions exist and where strip-lighting is not required. 
"Severe fire hazards" for purposes of this subsection means where adjacent and vul
nerable timber, brush, or buildings exist next to the field to be burned. 

{C) The Department shall require regular headfire burning on all fields where 
a severe fire hazard exists. 

(f) Restrictions on burning due to rainfall and relative humidity·. 
(A) Burning shall·not be permitted in an area for one drying day for each D.10 

inch of rainfall received at the nearest measuring station up to a maximum of four 
consecutive drying days. 

(B) The Department may on a field-by-field or area-by-area basis waive the 
restrictions of (A) a·bove when dry fieli:ls are available through special p~eparation 
or unusual rainfall patterns and wind direction and dispersion conditions are appro-
priate for burning with minimum smoke impact. • 

(C) Burning shall not be permitted in an area when relative humidity at the 
nearest measuring station exceeds 50 percent under forecas·t ·northerly wi.nds or 65 
percent under forecast southerly winds. · 

[tBr-lhe-Bepartment-may-on-a-fte+d-by-fte+d-or-area-by-area-basfs-prohtbtt-the 
borntng-ofwffetds-contatntng-htgh-motst~re-eontent-stobb+e~or-regrowth-materta+ 
whteh;-when-borned;-wo~td-reso+t-tn-excessfve-tow-tevet-smoke~] 

26-030 WINTER BURNING SEASON REGULATION. 
(1) Classification of atmospheric conditions: 
{a) Atmospheric conditions resulting .in computed air pollution index values in 

the high range, values of 9D or greater, shall constitute proh.ibition conditions. 
· (b) ·Atmospheric conditions resulting in computed air pollution index values in 

the low and moderate ranges, values less than 90, shall constitute marginal conditions. 
(2) Extent and Type of Burning. · 
(a) Burning Hours. Burning hours for a 11 types of burning sha 11 be from 

9:0.0 a.m. unti 1 4:00 p.m., but may be reduced when deemed necessary by ·the fire chief 
or his deputy. Burning hours for stumps may be increased if found necessary to do· 
so by the permit issuing agency. All materials for burning shall be prepared and 



the operation conducted, subject to local fire protection regulation to insure that 
it will be completed during the allotted time. 

(b) Certain Burning Allowed Under Prohibition Conditions. Under prohibitiun 
conditions no permits for agricultural open burning may be issued and no burning 
may be conducted, except where an auxiliary 1 iquid or gaseous fuel is used such that 
combustion is essentially complete, or an approved field sanitizer is used. 

(c) Priority for Burning on Marginal Days. Permits for agricultural open 
burning may be issued on each ~arginal day in each permit jurisdiction in the Wil
lamette Valley, following the priorities set forth in ORS 468.450 which gives 
perenhial grass seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual 
grass seed fields used for grass seed production second priority, grain fields 
third priority and all other burning fourth priority. 

26-025 CIVIL PENALTIES. In addition to any other penalty provided by law: 
{1) Any person who intentionally or negligently causes or permits open field 

buining contrary to the provisions of ~RS 468.450, 468.455, 468.480, 476.380 and 
478.960 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of at least $20, but 
not more than $40 for each acre so burned. 

{2) Any person planting contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of 
ORS 468.465 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of $25 for each 
acre planted co~trary to the restrictions. 

(3). Any p~rson who violates any requirements of these rules shall be assessed 
a civil penalty pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, DiV'ision 12, Cl\llL PENALTIES. 

26-030 TAX CREDITS FOR APPROVED ALTERNATIVE METHODS, APPROVED INTERIM ALTERNATIVE 
METHODS OR APPROVED ALTERNATIVE FACILITIES. 

(l) As provided in ORS 468. 150, approved alternative methods or approved 
alternative facilities are eligible for tax c~edlt as pollution control facilities 
as described in ORS 468.155 through 468. 190. 

(2) Approved alternative facilities eligible for pollution control facilities 
tax credit shall include: 

{a) Mobile equipment including but not limited to: 
(A) Straw gathering, densifying and handling equipment. 
(B) Tractors and other sources of motive power. 
(C) Trucks, trailers, and other transportation equipment. 
(D) Mobile field sanitizers and associated fire control equipment. 
(E) Equipment for handling all forms of processed straw. 
(F) Special straw incorporation equipment. 
(b) Stationary equipment and structures including but not 1 imited to: 
(A) Straw loading and unloading facilities. 
(B) Straw storage structures. 
(C) Straw processing and in plant transport equipment. 
{D) Land associated with stationary straw processing facilities. 
(E) Drainage tile installations which will result in a reduction of acreage 

burned. 
(3) Equipment and facilities included in an application for certification for 

tax credit und~r this rule will be considered at their current depreciated value 
and in proportion to their actual use to reduce open field burning as compared to 
their total farm or other use. 



( 4) 
faci l itiee 

(a) 
credit: 

Procedures for application and certification of approved alternative 
for pollution control facility tax credit. 
Preliminary certification for pollution contco\ facility tax 

(A) A written application for pre\ iminary certification shall be made to 
the Depart~1ent prior to installation or use of approved alternative facilities 1n 
the first harvest season for which an application for tax credit certification is 
to be made. Such application shall be made on a form provided by the Department 
and sha 11 inc 1 ude but not be limited to: 

.. (i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Departme~t requests for additional 

information. 
(iii) Description of alternative method to be used. 
(iv) A complete listing of mobile equipment and stationery faci 1 ities to be 

used in carrying out the alternative methods and for each item listed include: 
(a) Date or estimated future date of purchase. 
(b) Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative methods and approved 

interim alternative methods as compared to their total farm or other use. 
(v) Such other information as the Department may require to determine com

pliance with state air, water, sol id waste, and noise laws and regulafions ~nd to 
determine eligibility for tax credit. 

(B) If, upon receipt of a properly completed application for preliminary 
certification for tax credit for approved alternative facilities the Department 
finds the prop.bsed use of the approved alternative facilities are in accordance 
with the provisions of ORS 468.175, it shall, within 60 days, issue a preliminary 
certification of approval. If the proposed use of the approved alternative faci l i
ties are not in accordance 1-iith provisions of ORS 468.175, the Commission shal 1, 
within 60 days, issue an order denying certification. · 

(b) Certification for pollution control facility tax credit. 
(A) A written application for certification shall be made to the Department 

on a form provided by the Department and shall include but not be limited to the 
fol lowing: 

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
(i.i) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for additional 

information. 
(iii) Description of the alternative method to be used. 
(iv) For each piece o~ mobile·equipment·and/or for each stationary facility, 

a complet~ description including the following. information as applicable: 
(a) Type and general description of each piece of mobile equipment. 
(b) Complete description and copy of proposed plans or drawings of stationary 

facilities including buildings and contents used for straw storage, hand! ing or 
processing of straw and straw products or used for storage of mobile field sani
tizers and legal description of real property involved. 

(c) Date of purchase or initial operation. 
(d) Cost when purchased or constructed and current value. 
(e) General use as applied to approved alternative methods and approved 

interim alternative methods. 
(f} -Percentage of use allocated to -approved alternative methods and approved 

interim alternative methods as compared to their farm or other use. 
(B) Upon receipt of a properly completed application for certification for 

tax credit for approved alternative facilities or any subsequently requested addi
tions to the application, the Department shall return within 120 days the decision 



of the Commission and certification as necessary indicating the portion of the cost 
of each facility allocable to pollution control. 

(5) Certification for tax credits of equipment or facilities not covered in 
OAR Chapter 3~0, Section 26-030(1) through 26-030(4) shall be processed pursuant 
to the provisions of ORS 468. 165 through 468. 185. 

(6) Election of type of tax credit pursuant to ORS 468.170(5). 
(a) As provided in ORS 468.170(5), a person receiving the certification 

provi<led for in OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-030(4) (b) shall make an irrevocable 
election to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097, 317.072, or the ad volo1·em 
tax relief under ORS 307.405 and shall inform the Department of his election within 
60 days of receipt of certification documents on the form supplied by the Department 
with the certification documents. 

(b) As provided in ORS 468. 170(5) failure to notify the Department of the 
election of the type of tax credit relief within 60 days shall render the certifica
tion ineffective for any t.ax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097 and 317.072. 

/ 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Clackamas County 

Canby RFPD 

Clackamas County #54 

Clackamas-Marion FPA 

Estacada RFPD 

Molalla RFPD 

Monitor RFPD 

Scotts Hills RFPD 

Total 

Marion County 

Aumsville RFPD 

Aurora-Donald RFPD 

Drakes Crossing RFPD 

Hubbard RFPD 

Jefferson RFPD 

Marion County #1 

EXHIBIT A 

TABLE I 

FIELD BURNING ACREAGE QUOTAS 

NORTH VALLEY AREAS 

J 
Marion County Unprotected 

Mt. Angel RFPD 

Basic 

50 

50 

100 

75 

50 

50 

50 

425 

100 

50 

Quota 

100 

50 

225 

200 

50 

50 -

Priority 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

0 -

0 

50 

50 

50 

0 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Marion County (continued) 

St. Paul RFPD 

Salem City 

Silverton RFPD 

Stayton RFPD 

Sublimity RFPD 

Turner RFPD 

Woodburn RFPD 

Total 

Polk County 

Spring Valley RFP~ 

Southeast Rural Polk 

Southwest Rural Polk 

Total 

Washington County 

Corne! ius RFPD 

Forest Grove RFPD 

Forest.Grove, State Forestry 

TABLE I 

(continued) 

./ 

Basic 

12S 

so 

600 

300 

soo 

so 

12S 

2S7S 

50 

lioo 

125 

575 

50 

so 

50 

Quota 

Priority 

0 

so 

0 

0 

0 

so 

50 

350 

0 

so 

50 

100 

0 

0 

0 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Washington County (continued) 

Hillsboro 

Washington County RFPD #1 

Washington County RFPD .#2 

Total 

Yamh i 11 County 

Amity #1 RFPD 

Carlton RFPD 

Dayton RFPD 

Dundee RFPD 

McMinnville RFPD 

Newberg RFPD 

Sheridan RFPD 

Yamh i 11 RFPD 

Total 

North Valley Total 

TABLE I 

(continued) 

Basic 

50 

50 

50 

300 

125 

50 

50 

50 

150 

50 

75 

50 

600 

4475 

Quota 

Priority 

50 

50 

50 

150 

50 

0 

50 

0 

75 

50 

50 

50 

325 

925 



County/Fire District 

South Valley Counties 

Benton County 

TABLE I 

(continued) 

SOUTH VALLEY AREAS 

County Non-District & Adair 

Corvallis RFPD 

Monroe RFPD 

Philomath RFPD 

Wes tern Oregon FPO 

Total 

Lane County 

Coburg RFPD 

Creswell RFPD 

Eugene RFPD (Zumwalt RFPD) 

Junction City RFPD 

Lane County Non-Di5trict 

Lane County RFPD #1 

Santa Clara RFPD 

Thurston-Walterville 

West Lane FPO 

Total 

Basic 

350 

175 

325 

125 

100 

1075 

175 

75. 

50 

325 

100 

350 

50 

50 

50 

1225 

Quota 

Priority 

175 

125 

50 

100 

50 

500 

50 

100 

50 

50 

so_ 

150 

50 

50 

0 

550 



TABLE I 

(continued) 

County/Fire District Quota 

South Vwlley Counties Basic Priority 

Linn County 

A 1 bany RFPD (inc. N. Albany, Palestine, 
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 125 

Brownsville RFPD. 750 100 

Halsey-Shedd RFPD 2050 200 

Harrisburg RFPD 1350 so 
Lebanon RFPD 325 325 

Lyons RFPD 50 0 

Scio RFPD 175 50 

Tangent RFPD 925 325 

Total 6250 1225 

South Valley Total 8550 2275 



EXHIBIT 8 

TABLE 2 

MINIMUM ALLOWABLE EFFECTIVE MIXING HEIGHT 
REQUIRED FOR BURNING BASED UPON THE CUMULATIVE HOURS 

OF SMOKE INTRUSION IN THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AREA 

Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion 
in the Eugene-Springfield Area 

0 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 and greater 

' :~ 

i 
' 

Minimum Allowable Effective 
Mixing Height (feet) 

no minimum height 

4,000 

4,500 

5,500 



ATTACHMENT 11 I 

OREGON FIELD BURNING 

SMOKE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM OPERATIONAL GU I JELi NES 

1. Background 

1 .1 Grass Seed Industry 

Annual grass seed industry producti6n in Oregon registe~s over 200 mill Ion 
pounds of seed from nearly 300 thousand acres in production. More than 150 
thousand acres are reported burned each year in the Willamette Valley for the 
purposes of weed and disease a ba temen t and residue removal . Some 800 farms, 
1 ,800 families, are in direct seed production while associated industries 
support many more people. 

1 .2 Willamette Valley Field Burning Climatology 

The position of the Eastern Pacific high pressure eel 1 during the summertime 
is responsible for frequent 1 imited ventilation and persistent north winds in 
Northwestern Oregon during July, August, September, and October. The strength 
of this high pressure eel 1 is dynamic, or constantly changing, so its influence 
on atmospheric circulation within the \.Ii 1 lamette Valley is constantly changing . 
. Because of solar heating conditions at the surface and the occasional influx 
of relatively cool air aloft, vertical ventilation is sufficient to allow tur
bulent mixing to greater than 3,500 feet about one-third to one-half of the 
time. It is during these times that field burning smoke has a chance to 
escape from the confines of the Willamette Valley. Under conditions of higher 
m1x1ng levels and northwesterly and westerly winds, major impact of field· 
burning smoke in the more heavily populated areas of the Valley is usually 
avoided if the fields burned are sufficiently restricted by location and 
quantity. 

The decreasing insolation of the late summer periods and the persistence of the 
Pacific high pressure cell over the Northwest sometimes produce extended periods 
of poor ventilation conditions. These are most notable in the Wi 1 lamette Valley 
during September and October. During these periods of pear ventilation, poor 
visibility and smoky conditions are common and often cannot be related to specific 
sources. 

Occasionally the influence of the Pacific high pressure cell is so weakened 
that a mass movement of air from the south or southwest occurs. This is usually 
accompanied by excel lent ventilation conditions and, since the wind transports 
the smoke toward the northeast, relatively large acreages just north of Eugene 
can be burned without affecting the Eugene area. Such movements are also accom
panied by increases in atmospheric moisture resulting in higher relative humidi
ties and an increased potential for P.recipitation. Precipitation during the July 
through September period averages less than 2.5 inches. 
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1.3 Distribution of Acreage 

The Willamette Valley is operationally divided into a north and south designa
tion. The counties of Lane, Linn, and Benton are classified as "south Val ley 11 

while the remaining counties, Clackamas, Marion, Polk, 'Jashington, and Yamhill, 
are considered "north Valley." About 85,000 acres are in production in the 
north Valley area while about 205,000 acres are in seed production in the south 
Va 1 ley. 

1 .4 Smoke-Sensitive Areas 

There are specific areas which the smoke management program is designed to 
protect from smoke impact. These areas are designated in the rules as follows: 

a) Areas within three miles of cities having populations of 10,000 or 
greater; 

b) Areas within one mile of airports servicing regularly scheduled 
airline flights; 

c) Areas within one-quarter mile to the west of the three major north
south highways, Interstate 5 and Highways 99E and 99W; and 

d) Areas within one-quarter mile to the south of two major east-west 
highways, Highway 20 and 229. 

These areas are given first priority for burning when winds are favorable for 
protection of the nearby smoke-sensitive object. 

Though the Department may establish priority areas under rule, no areas would be 
permanently identified except through the normal rule-making process. Temporary 
priority status may be authorized on a field-by-field basis if: 

a) Burning under such status shall not adversely effect other priority 
areas; and 

b) Such status is necessary due to a short-term event such as a recrea
tional meeting or public gathering creating a smoke-sensit.ive area; 
or 

c) Such status is necessary due to recent construction or shifts in 
population resulting in a new smoke-sensitive area. 

Although these areas are protected by a special priority designation, local 
fire officials work closely with seed growers and other smoke management per_soJJ
nel _to protect schools, nursing homes, scheduled public events, etc., from 
detrimental smoke impact. 

1 .5 Principal Parties 

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) works to develop rules governing 
smoke management and a set of operational procedures and criteria which protect 
the pub! ic from deleterious smoke impacts and yet provide adequate burning 
opportunities. 
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The Oregon Seed Counci 1 (OSC) represents the seed industry and ass is ts the 
DEQ in development of manangement strategies for field burning. The OSC also 
provides, through contract with the DEQ, operational support which includes a 
radio com~unications system, aerial surveillance, and or9anization arrange
ments with growers and local fire districts. 

Some 65 local fire protection districts serve to issue permits, collect fees, 
and organize burning operations. Fire officials provide practical considera
tions to management concerning fire safety, fuel and weather conditions, and 
registration and permlt issuance procedures. Of course, the fire district 
office is a vital information source in enforcement activities. Weekly re-
ports sent to the DEQ from fire districts create the spatial and temporal data 
base for acreage burned. (See Attachment l.) 

1.6 Legal Authority 

Authority to regulate open field burning is given to the Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) by Oregon Laws 1979, Chapter 181. The DEQ is given a more 
specific charge to conduct a smoke management program. The rules by which the 
smoke management program is operated are embodied in Chapter 340 of the Oregon 
Administrative Rules. Set forth in these documents are registration and permit 
procedures with an associated fee structure. Meteorological, fuel, and air 
quality guide] ines are determined. Finally, a civil penalty schedule is estab-
1 ished for infractions of the rules or law. 

2. Control of Burning 

2.1 Registration of Fields 

By April l of each year all acreage to be open burned must be registered with 
the DEQ. Registration tasks are accompl1shed at and by the local fire· district 
offices. The registration includes information as to the location and amount 
of acres to be burned (see Attachment 2). Pertinent data regarding the growers, 
fire districts, and grass types are also included. This registration forms the 
data base for permit issuance, daily control measures, impact assessment, and 
an ongoing research program. 

2.2 Issuance of First-Phase Permits 

Within 60 days of registration; first-phase permits are issued by the DEQ to 
individuals who registered priot to Apri 1 1 for a pro rata share of the legal 
maximum of permitted acres which may be open burned (see Attachment 3.) The 
first-phase permit physically consists of permit conditions with a completed 

·copy of the affected registration form reproduced on the reverse side. First
phase permits are distributed by the DEQ and ·retained at the local fire district 
to await final validation at the actual time when burning is allowed. 
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2.3 Daily Acreage Control 

2.3.1 Burn Authorization (Quota) Releases 

Quota size is selected to give an equitable opportunity to burn to all fire 
districts. A quota represents a specific acreage amount available for burning 
for each fire district. In most cases it is proportional to the amount of 
acreage nqrmal ly registered in that district. Quotas are released by the DEQ 
on a single, multiple, or fractional basis for specific periods of time 
depending upon meteorological conditions. Determination of quota releases is 
detailed in section 3.2.2. 

Releases of acreage for burning are accomplished through the Oregon State Fire 
Marshal's office and directly to fire districts and growers through use of radio 
messages. (See section 2.4.) Releases are issued as needed to accomplish 
burning without smoke impact but are given at least twice each day during the 
active burning season (roughly July 15 through September 15). Burn release 
information includes as a minimum: 

a) Current time of day; 
b) Identification of areas where burning is allowed: 
c) Identification of amount of burning (number of quotas); 
d) Beginning and ending times for burning; and 
e) Identification of required ignition techniques. 

In addition, such· releases may also include: 

f) Specific requirements or limitations on field fuel conditions or 
prepatation; and 

g) Other specific requirements. 

Examples of specific releases of items a) through f) •re given in Attachment 4 
of these guidelines. 

2.3.2 Validation of Permits 

First-phase permits may be validated by local fire.districts for an acreage 
amount up to the level specified by the DEQ in the quota release. Daily acreage 
amounts authorized by the DEQ are subal located to growers by local fire permit
issuing agents according to mutually approved procedures. Thus, because 'the 
pertinent registration form is included, a validated permit indicates the amount 
of acreage (authorized by the permit agent), crop type, location, and time of 
the burning. 

2.4 Use of Radio Advisories 

Radio advisories are regularly broadcast to fire districts and grO\,ers (see 
Attachment S) each morning and early afternoon to indicate forecast weather 
factors, current air quality, and the probability and likely location and time 
of burning to be expected during the day. Advisories are also broadcast 
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throughout the day as required by evolving burning conditions. The radio 
broadcast is also the means by which information regarding quota releases is 
distributed directly to growers for specified areas and time periods. All 
holders of validated permits must continuously monitor and burn in compliance 
with radio advisories. Therefore, radio announcements are used to modify or 
discontinue burning activity. 

2.5 Enforcement 

2. 5. I Fie 1 d Investigations 

Successful smoke management is built on a foundation of cooperative compliance 
with rules governing open burning. This compliance, however, is supported by 
coordinated inforcement activity involving the DEQ aerial surveillance, field 
inspectors, and permit agents. Direct observation by field inspectors and 
public complaints provide information of possible rule violations. The number 
of enforcement personnel active in investigations fluctuates according to burning 
activity and areas to be covered. Radio communications facilitate the vital 
coordinating function among those actively involved in investigating possible 
rule infractions during burning periods. 

During normal daily activities enforcement personnel inspect fire district records, 
grower burning activity, and permits for compliance vlith applicable acreage limits, 
burning techniques and burning hours. Field inspectors also provide information 
on field fuel condition (qualitative), surface winds, and relative humidity. 
When a violation has occurred, field inspectors issue a notice of violation to 
the permit holder identifying the rule infraction that has been observed and that 
civil penalties may be assessed by the DEQ. 

2.5.2 Civil Penalty Schedule 

Civil penalties may be assessed according to the following schedule. 

a) Any person burning without registration, valid permit, or paying of 
appropriate fees may be assessed at least $20 but not more than $40 
per acre so burned. 

b) Any person burning cereal grain crop residue and not planting a 
subsequent seed crop may be assessed $25 per acre for each acre so 
burned. 

c)· Any person found violating rules governing air quality may be 
assessed a civil penalty of up to $10,000 for each day of violation. 

3. Management of Burning 

3. 1 Collection of Meteorological Data 

3. 1.1 Wind Direction 

The direction of smoke transport is the key element in determining areas in 
which burning may occur and the determination of northerly or southerly flm·1 is 
required for ~ertain burn decisions. (See Attachment 9.) Wind direction data 
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is obtained from upper air and surface National \.leather Service (N\.IS) observing 
stations at Salem and Medford. Pilot balloons taken at Eugene, Halsey, Silverton, 
Al sea, Zigzag, and Yaquina Head are used to help build a coherent picture of the 
transport wind field. Surface wind measurements are received from NWS stations 
as well as DEQ and OSC meteorological stations. 

Wind information from the NWS is transmitted to the DEQ by teletype communica
tions. Surface winds from DEQ stations will be available after the 1979 season 
on a real-time basis through use of the Department's Data Acquisition System. 
OSC meteorological stations (located principally at local fire stations) may be 
interrogated by radio through local fire officials. All of these sites are 
identified as to location in Attachments 5, 6, and 7. 

3.1 .2 Wind Speed 

Wind speed data is available from all of the above-mentioned sources. Wind 
speeds that are 1 ight at the surface but increasing substantially through the 
mixed layer are optimal for good plume rise and smoke transport. Strong surface 
winds tend to fracture plumes and create excessive low level smoke concentra
tions. Light winds aloft do not provide adequate transport, thus downward 
mixing may reintroduce smoke to the surface layer. As with wind direction, wind 
speed Is substantially affected by surface heating patterns and synoptic scale 
pressure changes. 

A specific correlation between wind speed and smoke plume activity cannot be 
calculated because of other interdependant factors such as fuel conditions and 
atmospheric stability. However, experience indicates surface winds below 10 mph 
do not inhibit plume rise appreciably. Wind speeds between 10 mph and 15 mph 
tend to fracture plumes and hinder plume .rise by entrainment of colder ambient 
air. Very little burning may be accomplished at higher speeds due to difficul
ties In fire control and turbulent transport of smoke back to the surface. 

3. 1.3 Mixing Height, Effective Mixing Height, and Ventilation Index 

The depth of the mixed layer normally grows through the day and collapses rather 
quickly in the evening in response to surface heating effects. In the absence 
of differential temperature advections through the mixed layer, the mixing 
height is calculated by the Department from an accurate maximum temperature for
cast applied to the morning temperature sounding taken by the NWS. Specifically, 
when plotted on a pseudo-adiabatic chart, the ·intersection of a line of constant 
potential temperature (identified by the maximum forecast surface temperature 
and ·the surface pressure) and the atmospheric temperature sounding profile iden
tifies the top of the mixed layer. Typically, the calculated mixing height deter
mined by this method is compared to NWS and Department of Forestry forecasts for 
consistency. 

The mixing height as calculated from the pseudo-adiabatic chart represents 
·a minimum estimate of atmospheric mixing. Sky cover, atmospheric moisture, 

insolation, atmospheric stability above the point of Intersection, wind speed, 
and wind shear can effect the eventual dispersion of pollutant. In addition, 
bouyant or high velocity plumes can often, through their own energy, overcome 
atmospheric limitations to vertical dispersion and effectively increase the 
mixing height. 
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To better ascertain actual atmospheric m1x1ng capabilities the DEQ observes 
and measures plume rise from test fires or general burning as part of its routine 
aerial observations. The maximum plume rise attained by these burns is more 
representative of actual dispersion capabilities. 

The "effective mixing height" is then defined as either the observed plume height 
or calculated (as described above) mixing height, whichever is greater. Almost 
always, measured plumed rise 1-iill define the effective mixing height, however, 
if high surface wind speeds exist or a burn proceeds slowly plume energy will 
be sufficiently low that the mixing height, as calculated, will be the l imita
tion to vertical movement. 

Once the effective mixing height has been determined and upper level wind data 
collected the ventilation index (Vl) may be calculated. The ventilation index 
is simply the product of the effective mixing height (in feet) and the average 
wind speed (in knot) through that mixed layer divided by 1000. The average 
wind speed is determined by averaging the surface and 1000-foot interval winds 
through the mixed layer. Examples of VI calculation are shown in Attachment JO. 

Ventilation indices are calculated for the most recent data available for Wil
lamette Valley sites. Thus, atmospheric temperature profiles are from NWS 
rawinsonde data (Salem) or aircraft soundings and observations conducted by the 
DEQ or the OSC. Upper level wind speed information would be available from 
those pilot balloon and rawinsonde sites located in the Willamette Valley, 
identified in Attachment 6. 

3.1.4 Rainfall 

Rainfal 1 is measured at NWS observing station~ and reported to the DEQ offices 
by teletype. In addition, rainfall gauges are collocated with OSC meteorological 
stations at local fire stations and other sites. The DEQ interrogates these 
OSC sites by radio or telephone to determine rainfall patterns and amounts. 
This information is then used in identifying 1 ikely high fuel moisture content 
areas (see section 3.3. 1.), and for the institution of restrictions on burning. 

3, 1 .5 Weather Forecasts 

Forecast briefings are received from the National Weather Service office in 
Portland at least twice each day at 0730 and 1230. Synoptic and mesa-scale 
meteorological patterns are discussed to assist in developing burn releases .. 
During this briefing the NWS provides forecasts of maximum temperature, minimum 
relative humidity, and surface and upper level winds. In addition, variations· 
in regional wind f101~ fields (development of marine air intrusions, thermal 
troughs, etc.) due to daily heating patterns are discussed. These briefings 
prov_ide the basis for early morning grm·1er briefing and selection of test fire 
sites. 

Additional forecast updates are received from the NWS and the Oregon Department 
of- Forestry Fire Weather office on an as-needed basis. Contacts with the Fire 

- Weather office are made by telephone or radio often during periods of active 
burning periods. 
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3. l . 6 Aerial 0 bs e rva ti on 

Open field burning activity, including both test fires (section 3.1.7) and 
general or localized burning, is under direct aerial observation by DEQ manage
ment personnel. Such observation is accomplished through use of aircraft 
obtained under a seasonal lease, for the purpose, by the Oregon Seed Council, 
By maintaining essentially constant observation, immediate responses are possible 
(facilitated by radio communications) to changing condicions. Aerial observa
tion is also used to make rapid, accurate assessments of plume height and tra
jectory which cannot be practically accomplished from the ground. Of course, 
use of aircraft also allows the large distances between areas of burning to be 
covered in a timely manner. In addition, use of aircraft facilitates: 

a) Measurement of atmospheric temperature soundings on an as-needed 
basis; 

b) Observation and precise timing of forecast weather changes; and 
c) Immediate identification of micro-meteorological changes. 

3. l .7 Test Fires 

The aforementioned meteorological elements are good clues to predicting the 
nature of smoke plume activity. But the only true indicator of how these 
factors combined with fuel conditions interact is the test fire. Test fires 
are scheduled daily by the Department in areas and at times when conditions 
seem favorable for successful burning. The test fire components of plume rise, 
low level emissions, and downwind transport are examined prior to general quota 
releases. After general burning is authorized, then each fire effectively be
comes a "test fire" to evaluate for possible further modification of burning 
activity. 

So that atmospheric dispersion capabilities can be assessed, rather than the 
peculiarities of a given grower/field combination, the Department finds an 
"optimized" test fire to be the most practical for observations. Thus, the DEQ 
stipulates certain requirements regarding test fires which help reduce varia
bility in results. These requirements are summarized as follows: 

a) Field size should be between 40 and 80 acres. 
b) Ignition time and general location must be as specified by the DEQ. 
c) Field fuel conditions must be good--representative of the best 

available in the area. 
d) Lighting of the field must not be hampered. Fields with irregular 

shapes and known fire hazards are not acceptable. 
e) Best rapid ignition or strip-lighting techniques (as requested) 

must be used. 
f) Grass types must be representative of general burning. Known slow

burning varieties are not acceptable. 

With such requirements in place, the DEQ personnel can directly observe an opti
mal fire and make consistent estimates regarding the appropriateness of general 
burning. 
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Scheduling of test fires is accomplished by OSC personnel upon request from the 
DEQ. DSC personnel contact local fire districts who in turn keep lists of 
eligible test fire fields. Growers are contacted by the local fire district. 
Though location and time of ignition change from day to day all of the afore
mentioned requirements are implicit in requests for test fires. 

In general, burning releases are made only after the results of a test fire 
(or perhaps several) have been observed and estimates made of plume trajectory, 
low level smoke amounts, and impact areas. Under circumstances when field 
availability (see section 3.2.l) is low but ventilation good such that smoke 
impacts, if any, will be minimal, test fires are not observed prior to a burning 
release. 

3.2 Determination and Al location of Acreage for Burning 

The specific procedures and criteria for determining areas and amounts of burning 
are illustrated through use of flow diagrams in Attachment 9. The flow charts 
illustrate the basic decision-making process which must be applied each day or 
several times each day as weather conditions change. Though the smoke management 
program is based on theories of meteorological dispersion capabilities, it is 
an operational program and many decision criteria are empirically derived from 
successful burning operations. 

In identifying criteria for quota releases for a given area, the burning time 
available for that area is also described since, in general, burning may begin 
when the criteria are met. Thus, no specific procedure is set out for identifi
cation of burning hours. Further, it is important to note that the decision
making procedures out] ined in Attachment 9 are reviewed whenever weather condi
tions or significant par~meters change. Thus, burning hours are best described 
as the period for which authorization to burn is. given rather than pre-set times 
during the day. 

Sections 3.2. l through 3.2.5 revie~1 in a general ~1ay the basis for the decision
making procedures and criteria.of Attachment 9. 

3.2. l Determination of Available Acreage and Field Conditions 

During a normal season the acreage available for burning increases.until har-
·vesting is completed. Available acreage then decreases as burning is accom
plished. The ability to fill an acreage quota changes in a more or less 
linear relationship with total acreage availability. Thus,·even single .quota 
releases ~re not filled ve~y early and late in the season. The acreage avail
ab le for burning at any time is monitored by the DEQ through frequent contacts 
with fire district officials, the DSC, growers, and by direct visual inspection. 
Fire-district permit agents routinely report their ability to fill quotas during 
these early and late season periods, thus providing an estimate for Valley-wide 
quota·usage. 

The ava·ilability of acreage for burning is taken into account when the DEQ staff 
makes acreage releases. The procedure follov1ed is outlined in Attachment 9. In 
general, the availability of acreage is needed in order to determine (a) whether 
fields are ava~lable and (b) to what degree quotas are likely to be filled. 
(See section 3.2.3.) 
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Huch as available acreage is monitored through permit agents and DSC and DEQ 
field personnel so also are field fuel conditions. General estimates of fuel 
moisture content and amount of green regrowth are reported regularly to manage
ment personnel along with rainfall data. Also, when burning is 1 imited to field
by-field releases, fuel conditions of the specific field are reported to the 
Department prior to authorization. The procedure for such individual authoriza-
tions is outlined in Attachment 9. · 

3.2.2 Determination of Burn Areas 

Areas for burning are chosen primarily on the basis of wind direction. Though 
wind speed and thermal stability are important, areas of concentrated burning 
are usually downwind of major population areas, major high"iays, and busy airports. 
Upwind burning of these areas is all01-1ed at a reduced level, however, ~ihen light 
surface winds and good vertical mixing are sufficient to maintain acceptable 
surface air quality. This practice is possible to a 1 imited extent because of 
superior smoke dispersion under these conditions. 

The potentially large number of permutations of surface and transport wi~ds may 
be 1 imited to a few regimes typically observed in the Willamette Valley. These 
regimes and likely areas of burning are summarized in Attachment 8. Some varia
tion in wind flow direction occurs due to storm pattern movement and diurnal 
heating effects which are important in modifying burning areas. Thus, areas 
designated as acceptable for burning are described only generally in the 
attachment. 

In general, areas are selected to insure rapid clearing of the Valley and to 
minimize possibilities of residual or drainage smoke in the Valley overnight. 
Thus, west Valley acreages are burned using winds with easterly components and 
vice versa. Good ventilation conditions, which provide smoke clearing in t\-10 
to three hours may allow cross-Valley smoke transport. Under these circum
stances, close tracking of low level smoke impacts is maintained to insure ac
ceptable levels are not. exceeded. Specific procedures for selecting areas for 
burning to protect important receptors are.summarized in Attachment 9. 

Wind flow fields are developed for both surface and upper levels, particularly 
the top of the mixed layer since the major proportion of the smoke is concen
trated here. Upper level flow directions are plotted based upon pilot balloon 
and rawinsonde data received dally. From these plots and allO\•ing for transverse 
horizontal dispersion, potential impact areas at long distances, 10 to 60 mile~ 
downwind, may be identified for any proposed burning. If such trajectories 
indicate impact on major cities or other sensitive areas, burning is limited 
accordingly in the proposed area. Thus, upwind for a given receptor (city, AQHA, 
priority area, etc.) includes any area where if pollutants were emitted some 
portion would, through advection and dispersion, reach the receptor. Often the 
"backward"·plume concept is applied to the wind flow field to determine areas 
from which burning emissions would cause receptor impacts, particularly in 
Eugene-·springfield and Portland. 
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Surface wind flow fields are developed in a similar manner based upon wind obser
vations and augmented by smoke observation and experience with local terrain
induced flow phenomena. Since information on local surface 1-1inds is available 
on a real-time basis, revisions to the surface flow field may be made routinely 
throughout each day. 

Parameters affecting transverse dispersion are extremely difficult to prejudge 
and such estimates are based largely upon test fire results. Initial trajectory 
estimates assuming a one mile source width and a 30° dispersion cone have proved 
usefu.l and conservative under normal burning situations. 

3.2.3 Determination of Amounts of Burning (Quota Releases) 

Wind speed and mixing height define the atmospheric volume available for smoke 
dispersal per unit time. Wind speed normally increases with height in the mixed 
layer which imp! ies smoke transport is closely related to plume height. Plume 
rise is partially determined by surface temperature which indicates a need to 
maintain some minimum amount of solar heating of the surface. Burning author
izations include the quantity of burning allowed in a specified time period in 
an attempt to match atmospher.ic loading with tr<insport and diffusion capa
bilities. Thus, burning authorizations via radio broadcasts may modify the 
quantity and duration of burning on a field-by-field or area-by-area basis. 

As defined by rule, burning with a ventilation index (VI) of 12.5 or less is 
unacceptable and only test fires will be authorized under these circumstances. 
This value corresponds with a mixed layer depth of 2,500 feet and mean wind 
speed of five knots. 

Normally, a general quota release is considered when vertical m1x1ng (effec
tive mixing height) exceeds 3,500 feet and transport winds are six to ten 
knots (VI > 25) provided wind directions are appropriate. Under such a single 
quota would be released for designated areas. If favorable "'eather conditions 
continue and smoke impacts remain acceptable, under air qua! ity review proce
dures additional quotas may be released to provide an "even flow" of burning. 

Multiple quota releases are not considered except when VI values exceed approx
imately 45. Under such conditions, two quotas of acreage may be sustained at 
al 1 times during the burning. period. Again, the continuation of such conditions 
may al 10~1 additional quotas to be released. 

Good ventilation conditions are sometimes accompanied by strong surface winds 
( > 15 knots). Under these circumstances, acreage releases described in the 
previous paragraphs are reduced (often to zero) due to the excessive surface 
level. smoke created. (See section 3.1.2.) Test fires are relied upon to 
estimate potential impacts under such circumstances. 

When limited overall vent! lation conditions exist (12.5 <VI < 25), but wind 
directions are appropriate for minimum impact in some areas, area-by-area or 
field-by-field burning of acreage may be authorized and conducted under close 
observation by the Department. Since the main objective of such burning is to 
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avoid direct impacts on sensitive areas, no general acreage limits are appl i
cable. Acreage releases and their locations are authorized directly by the 
aerial observer or, at his instruction, by local fire district personnel. 
Under these circumstances burning amounts are 1 imited so that residual smoke 
and smoke entrained in downslope drainage 1•inds will not accumulate in the Valley. 

Upon occasion, other factors are more significant restrictions on the potential 
acreage burned than a quota limitation. Specifically, time for burning may be 
limited by the Department or an advancing, precipitating, storm front. Like
wise, sufficient acreage may not be ready for burning when the quota is released 
(see section 3.2. 1). Under these 1 imited circumstances the Department may make 
acreage releases which would not otherwise be considered. For example, the DEQ 
may release two quotas when only one quota would normally be considered. Such 
releases are designed to prevent an unnecessary localized limitation on burning 
but with the knowledge, based upon review procedures identified in Attachment 9, 
that excessive amounts of burning will not be completed. 

3.2.4 Determination of "NO BURN" Areas 

When optimum ventilation conditions exist such that burning is allowed over 
large areas, the smoke management task, in part, is to identify specific areas 
in which burning is not appropriate. Typically, these areas are within a short 
distance directly upwind of a highway, to";n, or airport, however, long distances 
must be considered when impact on Eugene and other major cities is a potential. 
Continuous aerial and surface surveillance and radio communication are used to 
tailor burning activities to avoid specific area smoke impacts. Burning author
izations instruct fire districts to cease or curtail permit issuance and require 
that permit holders discontinue 1 ighting fields 'when those activities are impacting 
smoke-sensitive areas. No general burning is released in areas upwind of the 
cities of Eugene and Portland. 

3.2.5 Modification of Area and Amount of Burning 

At stated in the i.ntroduction to this section adjustments are made to the burning 
activity throughout the day through radio advisories. Evolving weather and fuel 
conditions require modified levels of activity such that air quality criteria are 
met and maximum burning may be conducted under optimal conditions. Continuous 
aeria·] and surface based management personnel, coordinated through radio communi
cations, provide information for making decisions regarding the need for 
modifications. This daily review process is illustrated in Attachment 11. 

3-3 Control of Emissions 

Procedures and criteria for minimizing emissions are required by rule. The oper
ational decision making, as it affects burn releases, progress is outlined in 
Attachment 9- The procedure is closely tied to the rules and is outlined here 
in order to identify the process for authorizing the burning of "dry" fields. 
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3.3. l Burning Restriction Due to Rainfall 

Burning is prohibited in any area when fuel moisture content is sufficiently 
high to cause excessive ground-level smoke as determined by the DE_Q observations. 
An area restriction on burning is also established when it is raining. Further, 
burning is prohibited for one drying day (24-hour period with no precipitation 
and a minimum relative humidity of 50 percent or less) for each 0. 10 inch of 
rainfall for up to four days. Rainfal 1 data for determination of rainfall 
restrictions is recehed from NWS surf.ace observation sites and all DSC meteoro
logical sites identified on Attachments 6 and 7, respectively. Beginning and 
ending times for rainfall are noted by the NWS in hourly observation. For iden
tification of these times in other areas the Department relies upon reports of 
fire district permit agents or other observers. When rainfall is measured but 
not observed, it is assumed to have ended at 7:00 a.m., time of the morning 
meteorological data review. Either the observed end of rainfall or this 7:00 a.m. 
time identifies the start of a drying day provided relative humidity restrictions 
are eventually met. 

Due to the number of rainfall sites non-uniform rainfal_l patterns are readily 
determined. Rainfall estimates are made for remote areas based on nearest 
recorded amounts. The basic rainfall restriction is not enforced when dry areas 
are identified due to such non-uniform precipitation patterns. Areas having dry 
fields are checked by use of test fires in that area or by qua! itative inspec
tion by field inspectors or permit agents. 

After rainfall, a field's drying time may be markedly reduced by tedding or 
fluffing the loose straw. Rainfall restrictions on burning may be waived under 
these circumstances provided: 

a) At least t110 hours of drying time (RHL 50%) since the field 1-1as 
treated; 

b) The local permit agent or DEQ field inspector judges the field fuel 
conditions co be essentially equivalent to those that viould prevail 
after normal drying day requirements had been met; and 

c) Burning is completed in comp] lance with all other field burning 
regulations. 

Relative humidity (RH) 
days, are based on NWS 
remote to those ~ites. 
a t l oca l f i re d i st r i ct s 
quirement is met. This 

assessments, as they affect the determination of drying 
surface observations. lnterp-lations are made for areas 

RH measurements are also taken, using phychrometry, 
to determine whether the 50 percent minimum RH re
informat ion is reported to the DEQ by radio or telephone. 

Emissions are further reduced under present rules by prohibiting burning under 
north winds when the relative humidity exceeds 50 percent and similarly under 
south.winds at 65 percent as listed in the rules. Such RH determinations are 
again based upon NWS and OSC meteorological site measurements. In addition, 
the Dep·artment has real-time access to sensible and de1-1point temperature measure
ments from telemetered meteorological sites (Attachment 7). Thus, RH is monitored 
on a real-time basis and closely tracked. Burn authorizations may be immediately 
issued or with~rawn in order to comply with existing rules. 
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3.3.2 Restriction on· Burning Techniques 

When fuel and weather factors are appropriate, a perimeter field ignition 
pattern is specified in the burning authorization messase so that ground level 
smoke is minimized. In general, the results, in terms of effective plume 
development (with minimum ground level smoke), are enhanced by rapid ignition 
methods. Hence, the current rule language requiring all sides to be lit "as 
rapidly as practicable." For most farm applications this means use of multiple 
1 ighting vehicles for field ignition. Though the number of igniters needed 
for successful ignition varies with field shape and meteorological and fuel 
conditions, experimentation has shmvn one vehicle per side of field to work 
successfully for field sizes typical to the Willamette Valley. On smaller 
fields this basic relationship need not be met since successful perimeter 
lights have been demonstrated with fewer vehicles on sufficiently smal 1 fields. 
For purposes of interpreting as rapidly as practicable, the DEQ would in general 
require: 

a) A m1n1mum of backfiring, both in length and duration; suf£icient 
only to protect against adjacent fire hazard; and 

b) Rapid accomplishment of the ignition of the field perimeter using 
as many vehicles or other igniting units as necessary to simulate 
efforts by Oregon State University in its rapid ignition experiments. 
Representative ignition times are shown below: 

Field Size 
(acres) 

84 
l 01 
114 
173 
128 

The DEQ would assess 'other 1 ighting 
torch, etc.) on individual bases to 
to that provided by the use of land 

Ignition Time 
(mi nut es) 

4 
2 
3 
3 
4 

systems (dragline systems, helicopter drip 
insure ignition speed would be equivalent 
vehicles as outljned above. 

Since fire control may be most difficult with the perimeter ignition, a waiver 
of this requirement is granted when specifically requested by local fire offi
cials after they have judged that an unacceptable fire hazard exists. In the 
event of this waiver, conventional headfiring is used which includes backfiring 
a protective margin away from the fire hazard, e.g., timber, brush, buildings. 

Into-the-wind strip-lighting is specified in the burning release when burning 
is al lowed within the first 24-hour period after restrictions due to rainfall 
have been. l if ted. This technique is a 1 so required when f ue 1 or atmospheric 
factors are projected (or verified by test fire) to prevent plume rise from 
exceeding 3,500.feet. 
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In al 1 burning techniques rapid ignitions arid rapid mop-~p procedures are actively 
supported both in rule and procedurally in order to minimize ground level smoke. 
Education in rapid ignition techniques and results and methods to minimize back
firing is provided to growers and fire districts prior to each field burning 
season. 

3.4 Use of Air Quality Data 

Specific procedures and criteria for the use of air quali:y information in the 
regulation burning are identified in Attachment 9. The criteria are based upon 
air quality monitoring and subsequent impact analysis, visibility-related safety 
requirements for airports and highways, and aesthetic values judged from citizen 
input. 

3.4.1 Visibility 

Hourly visibility observations are taken at Portland, Hillsboro, Salem, and 
Eugene, and received at the DEQ office via NWS teletype. This data is used to 
help identify ambient air quality, ventilation characteristics, and smoke 
intrusions. In general, visual range observations of ten miles or less not 
affected by field burning smoke is cause for prohibition of proposed burning 
activity in the areas so affected. 

Nephelometers are used as reliable indicators of smokiness. Data from a 
nephelometer in Eugene, as well as other sites (Attachment 6), wil 1 be tele
metered to the Eugene office. Trends in nephe l ometer values or "b-sca t" 
indicate smoke intensity and overall ventilation capabilities. Visibility and 
"b-scat" may be related such that nephelometer-instrumented sites and the air
ports form a complementary data network. 

Since nephelometers are insensitive to ambient humidity, sun angle, and darkness, 
they have prevailed ov.er visibility observations as the standard by which smoke 
intrusions are analyzed. In general, smoke intrusions are identified and ana
lyzed according to rul~ whenever an increase in b-scat value of 1 .8 x lo-4 or 
greater oc~urs. Analysis of the contributing source is based on knowledge of 
source activity and plume trajectory. During the active field burning season 
(July 15 through September 15) this system works well since other smoke source 
activity is 1 imited and background fine particulate levels are low. In addi
tion, field burning smoke intrusions generally result in abrupt and significant 
changes in fine particulate (and light scattering) levels. During this period 
identification of field burning as a significant source of an intrusion re
quires little judgment. 

After· September 15, atmospheric stability and .other source activity, notably 
slash burning and space heating, increase. In general, higher background par
ticulate levels prevail and wind flow fields are weaker making source identi
fication more difficult. If, after normal analysis is completed, a single 
source is not identified, estimates are made of various source contributions 
based upon proximity, relative emission levels, atmospheric te.mperature profile 
and source elevation, and, if the impact is long lasting, diurnal changes in 
pollutant levels. In these instances \vhere the exact cause is not clear and 
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estimates are made of source contribution, field burning is judged to be a 
significant contributor if alone it would have caused an increase in nephelometer 
readings of 1 .8 x Jo-4 b-scat units. Therefore, whenever nephelometer values 
increase or, from visual observations, are predicted to increase by l .8 x lo-4 
b-scat or more at any Eugene-Springfield site, burning upwind of the area wil 1 
be prohibited. 

When field burning has been adjudged to be a significant contributor to a smoke 
intrusion, "hours of smoke intrusions" are calculated to determine 1-1hether mini
mum effective mixing height requirements must be implerr.ented. The procedure 
for calculating "hours of smoke for the Eugene-Springfield area" is outlined 
below: 

A. For each site (Eugene downtown and Springfield downto~n): 

1. 

2., 

3. 

4. 

Average the three hourly nephelometer readings immediately 
prior to the hour in which the intrusion began·to establish 
the "background" level. 
Count the total number of hourly readings which are greater 
than the background level by 5.0 x lo-4 b-scat (4.0 x lo-4 
b-scat if the intrusion occurred after September 15) or more. 
Count the total number of hourly readings which are greater 
than th.e background 1 eve] by 1 .8 x lo-4 b-scat or rr.ore. 
Add the hours determined in steps 2 and 3 to the total hours 
of smoke intrusion from any previous intrusions that season. 

B. Average the cumulative hour totals calculated in step A.4. for the 
two sites. 

C. Compare the value calculated in B with Table 2, OAR Chapter 340, 
Sect ion 26 to. determine the minimum allowable effective mixing height 
for burning. 

Once the minimum allowable effective m1x1ng height is established general burning 
will remain prohibited until such time as calculated mixing height or observed 
plume rise indicate better vertical mixing conditions exist. Regardless of 
mixing height minimum·rules allow for up to l ,000 deres to be burned on a mar
ginal .day. Such burning would be closely monitored by management personnel 
with releases made on an area-by-area or field-by-field basis. 

3.4.3 Twenty-Four Hour Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Projections 

Since field burning is a major source of fine particulate its effects on TSP 
levels is closely tracked. In general, this is accomplished through use of 
the.aforementioned nephelometer network. Nephelometers are located in all TSP 
non-attainment areas as well as Lebanon, Coburg, Halsey, Junction City, and 
Corval 1 is~ Projected TSP violations from any of these sites (based upon site
by-site b-scat-hour/TSP correlations) results in curtailment of burning upwind 
of the affected areas. Telemetering of all of these sites, scheduled for com
pletion prior to the 1980 season, wil 1 allow real-time surveillance of all areas 
in the Willamette Valley (attainment and non-attainment) for violations. 
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In addition to nephelometers, automatic particle "'onitoring (APM) in Eugene
Springfield and Portland provide TSP data for those areas. Projected violations 
of 24-hour TSP standards, based upon APM hourly readings, also causes prohibition 
of burning upwind of the two cities. 

3.4.4 Air Stagnation Advisories 

The NWS provides a meteorological assessment of atmospheric ventilation by 
issuing dispersion forecasts. These forecasts include mixing height and trans
port wind speed and direction. An Air Stagnation Advisory is issued by the NWS 
when the following minimum ventilation criteria are imminent: 

a) Less than 2,000 feet of mixing height; 
b) Less than 5 mph wind speed; 
c) No precipitation; and 
d) A continuation of the above conditions for 36 hours. 

This advisory serves as an Indicator that 1 ittle or no field burning may be 
successfully accomplished. Field burning is, therefore, prohibited during an 
Air Stagnation Advisory period. 

3.4.5 Episode Alert (Ozone) 

Ambient concentrations of ozone are continuously monitored iQ the Wi 1 lamette 
Valley. Alert levels have been established for this pollutant and notification 
procedures have been developed to warn smoke managers 1"hen alert levels occur. 
When alert conditions are in effect, field burning activities are suspended to 
avoid aggravation of the potentially hazardous air qua! ity conditions. Thus, 
under present regulations field burning will be prohibited whenever ozone levels 
reach 0.10 ppm. 
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EUGENE, OREGON 97401 686-7837 

WEEKLY OPEN Fl ELD BURi'JlNG REPORT 

---·----------------------- Fire Department or District 

____ / ____ to ____ / ___ _ Page ____ _ of------
{month/day) . {month/day) 

This report is to be completed and returned to the field burning office in Eugene weekly. The 
report muot be completed and postmarked no later than Monday foliowing the calendar week 
reported on. 

REGISTRATION 
NU~,\BER 

LINE 
NUh\BER 

VALIDATION NUh\BER 

Mo I Doy I Time-

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I . I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

Total 

ACRES 
BURNCD COi-AMEN TS 

Fire district annual allocation --------- Signature 
(permir as~nt) 

Total acres burned lo date----------

Remaining ollocation to be burned ------- Date ---------------------



S T A T E 0 F .0 REG 0 N 

. DEPAP.T,'-\EfiT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 
1979 

FIELD BURNHlG REGISTRATION/APPLICATION FORM 

. I FIELD . 
(RcGISTRATI~ 
IND • 

. . I....::,_·----

G'1.0:.."EF. APPLICANT: _________________ _ 
ADDR;:ss: _____________ . CITY= ___ .. _._. ___ .ZIP: __ 

.FIRE DISTRICT: __________________ _ 

<---FIC:LD LOCATION-.-> 
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION FIELD 

. TYPE* .CLASS**· VALIDATION· NUMBER 
AC~ES (P/A/C) IP /R) . Mu~/ DAY/ ~TIHE/ .. ACRc~ 

N E 
· l T-__ s P.-_·_w s-__ F- -- -- (_. :_· , __ ! I ---

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

-, 
' 

FIELD DESC. _______________ . FEE PAID -----· DA TE ___ _ 

N E 
T- s R-__ H s- F- .. - ::. ' 

FIELD DESC .. .. FEE PAID ----'--------'--'-----
N ,c 

T- s R-:.:__· ~I s- F-
FIELD DESC ---------------· FEE PAID 

N ~ 

. ; -~ -. I '" . .,_. ·-..:..:._;. ., . , ·<J . 
· · • DATE ----- --~--

.. ( >'/ .• :'"/. ''"! __ ._._ 
·, · ·.DATE 

T-__ ._S R-_·_. _1-i s~ F- I....:.....'.:!_>_·· I . ·/ 
FIELD DESC _______________ :·FEE PAID . · .• · • DAT:O ----'--

N E 
T- s R-_-_W s-__ . F- >.f_,_1_·_ .. , .. , __ _ 
FIELD DESC ·FEE PAID · · ·DATE ---------------- ·-~--

.. ' 

N E 
T- s R-__ . H s- F- . I_-_! ., I -- --
FIE: LO DESC FEE PAID DATE 

N c 
~ 

T- s R-__ . W s- F- I_·_/ !...:._· _. -' 
FlcLD DESC FEE PAID '. ·.DATE 

• < 0 A T H 0 R A· F F , I R i'1 A T I ·O N > . 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORS 463.465 AND OAR CHAPTER 3'~0 .SECTION 26-020(2) (DJ-,:. IF 
THE CEREAL .FIELDS LISTED ON LINES ABOVE ARE OPEN 3URNEO, I, .T 
U.\iDEP.SIGNED HEREBY. CERTIFY .UNDER OATH OR. AFFIRMATION THAT THE NEXT -CROP PLAl'i 
ON SAID FIELD Wlll BE • . HHICH. IS A SEED "er.op 
OTHER THM~ A CEi\E:\L-:GRAHI, ·HAIRY VETCH, OR FIELD PEAS Al';D REQUIRES F.LAHE SAii 
TATICN FOR PROPER CULTIV,\TION. I UNDERSTAND THAT FAILURE TO PLANT A CROP .AS 
CERTifIED COULD RESULT IN A FINE OF .$25 PER ACRE. IF .THE SEED CROP SO PLANT 
FAILS TO GROl·i THROUGH NO FAULT OF HY 011N,. I HAY A?PLY ,TO THE DEQ TO .PLANT 
CCi~TR/\RY TD THIS CERT!FIC.llTION. 

REGISTERED ACRES _____ X $1.0J/ACRE = $~----· ·-· -~-

APPLICA~I .SIGNATURE D/\TE 

- ...... . 

FIRE DIST. REP. SIGNATURE DATE. 

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

. !*TYPE :PERENNI 

. I . ANNUAL . 

. I . CEREAL 
(**CLASS PRiGF 

. I .· REGU:. 
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Dep2rtment of Envjronmerllo.1 uua'''Y 

Fffi"llT TO (kB! FIELD RJR'1 

(Not val id until acreage fees are paid and· 
validation numbers are obtained) 

Pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes 468.Y53: 

1e grow2r appl rcant 1 isted on the reverse side hereof (here~nafter referred to as 
Jermittee") is authorized to open burn the fields listed on the reverse side· hereof, 
ubject to the following conditions, limit2tions, terms and requirements. 

This permit s~all be effective to authorize open burning of each field listed on 
the reverse side hereof only upon: 
a. Prior payment by the permittee of the required acreage fees for that field and 

recording of the date of payment and the initials of the actual recipient 
(County Court or Board of County Commissioners or fire chief of a rural .fire 
protection district or his deputy representative, hereinafter called the ''fire 
chief") of the P.ayment upon the reverse side hereof, and . 

b. Prior procurement by the permittee of a validation numoer for that acreage from 
the fire chief and the recording of that number on the reverse side hereof. A 
vel ldation number shall be effective to authorize an acreage to be open burned 
only on the day the validation number is issued. 

2. This permit (after payment of acreage fees and issuance of a validation number) 
a~thorizes open field burning subject to the following conditions: · · 
a. The permittee shall also obtain a fire permit from the local fire chief. 
b. The permittee shall at all times maintain this permit at the site of operation 

during burning or be able to readily demonstrate authority to burn. 
c. The permittee shall notify the fire chief not later than the day following the 

issuance of a validation number If the field was not burned. The permit may be 
rcval idated at a later date only if the above cancellation notification is given. 

d. The perrnittee is prohibited from conducting open field burning in any location 
or at any time other than that described and authorized by this permit. 

e. The pe;mlttee shall retain this permit for one year f;om the expiration date 
shown below and shall produce the same for inspection by the Department upon 
request. 

f. The permit~ee shall monitor and burn in accordance with Department open field 
burriing radio announcements and shall cease ongoing open field burning· as ra~-
idly as possible when a stop burning order is issued by the Oeoartment. · 

]. This permit shall remain In effect until such time it is used, exoires or ls modi
fied or revoked by the Department. 

4. llo val ldation number shall be issued for any registered field \·hi ch has been '"ith
drawn or deleted from the registration and has therefore been lined out on the 
rever~e side hereof. 

·5. The specific 1 isting of requirements, terms, 1 imitations and conditions contained 
herein shal 1 .not relieve the permit tee from complying with all other laws such as 
but. not 1 imlted to rules and regulations of the Department, Fire Districts and other 
pertinent· regu\ations. 

6. The P.egistration/.l\ppl ication form and the information orovided thP.rcon, as shown on 
the reverse side of this permit form, is hereby incorporated in and made part of 
this permit. 

Expires J~ne 30, 1980 

I :..11 field burnin? P'!l'tmil' :o be~s~eJ C>~~;I lo rula' or lh:! Enyironm~ntal 
Jd~fi~J 

. 'rlllllM< H. YOU!IG, '.li rector 
-·· · • _____ ... --... :_.,.., '""' "" l'.!overni~'l l:iws, ir..::ludi."'!:;1 



Attachment 4 

Burning Release Examples 

Sample burning authorizations which include restrictions on burning by area, 
time, and ignition technique are given. 

Examp 1 e: 

'~his is the DEQ with the field burning advisory for August 22 at 2:00 p.m., PDT. 
Marginal conditions exist and one quota is authorized for burning in Clackamas 
and Marion Counties. All fires are to be out by 6:00 p.m., PDT. Into-the-wind 
strip-1 ighting is required on all annual and cereal fields due to a 1 imited. 
vertical mixing height. Burning is prohibited in all other permit jurisdictions." 
(Followed by a weather description and repeat of the message). 

Example: 

"This is the DEQ with a field burning Advisory for August 9 and 5:00 p.m., PDT. 
Prohibition conditions are now in effect for all areas east of Interstate 5 in 
the Lebanon, Albany, and Tangent fire districts. All fires in these areas are 
to be completed or extinguished as soon as possible and no additional fires are 
to be lit. Al 1 unused permits are to be returned to permit agents. All other 
areas now burning may continue until 6:00 p.m., PDT." (Followed by a weather 
description and repeat of the message. 

Ex amp 1 e: 

"This is the DEQ with a field burning advisory message for July 26 at l :30 p.m., 
PDT. Marginal conditions exist and one quota is released for Marion and Clack
amas Counties, east of Highway 99E. All fires ·are to be out by 5:30 p.m., PDT. 
Into-the-wind strip-1 ighting is required on all annual fields except 'fluffed' 
fields may use perimeter I ighting methods. Burning remains prohibited in all 
other permit jurisdictions." (Followed by weather description and repeat of 
message.) 



• fl ... 
~ . 
' .. 

•. 

: j" 

. . . '.c I> 

l ~ 
t . . ' 
' . . ; 
' ! 
t 
! 

' : 
!· 

-
A 

Amity 

A Woodburn 

PORTLAND 

OREGON SEED COUNCIL FIELD BURNING RADIO NETWORK 
I 

0 - Base Station TransJTiitters (DEQ and OSC offices) 

J:.. - Fire District TransJTiitters (Local perJTiit agent offices) 

Attachment 5 



1 

I 
l 

20!i 

599 

S91 

!r98 

....... 
Q 

le!'I 
0 

Ci:.C 

;,cv 
o· 
EKA 

0 
S9< 

TOO 
@ 

...... ..... 

; ,,-' 
'\ .... · .. ·.·. 

···.-- .. 

.f 

~· .. n 
0 

SMP 

0 

-· 

•, ., 
! 

~o1T I . 

Elfl 

0 
702 

yi.ttl 

0 
781 

fOo'T~ 

0 

•··" ·- JO 

E?H 

~LRH 
0 

0 
7D< 

-/ 

·=-·t~ 
0 

....... 

\ 
..... 

. -·' 

'··· ·• . 
~ .. 

__ .... .1 

·. 

·~ c 

M&..'!':'.T 
(; 

•" 

~r 

~ 
6: 

I' 

" 
......__ 

600 
. . -. , ··~d"" .· l 

. , . 
" 

i ' • ,._ 

•. 

.•, 
~--- -~--...... ---

8Al\>Y iV.Tt'-l .. 

d 

·. , . ,, 
'- . ,. ' 

... .. ;,,·.: ~ ·: 
..... ·":~. 

."'Tl~~ 

•. ·• (' -=.: \' 
: ... !:~ ·1:.):::>u 1-~D .:·'· 

~ j-- ·, • 

.Mtts,:i 
0 0 

MC: CLOUD . 
FAll F.I\: 

' . . '.r•,:. lAK·~ESHORE.· . ~o~ 
\"IEAV'E:RVlllE - 11 

HA)"fORK 0 \'ltllTl;_OR.E 
0 00 0 ·, 

,,,-.n n . I 

. ·-~-

. . ·-
t.Vl.U :·-

0 .. : 

' 

--I .·. 
~ ... 

METEOROLOGICAL DATA 
ACQUISITION SITES 

.. ~ 

NWS Surface Ob. Statior 

A - NWS Rawinsonde Station 

DI - Pi lot Bal loon Sites 

Attachment 6 



.I 
., 

. , ; 

. .·_ f . 
. . i . 

t 
l 
; 

:<:: 

" 4J 
(..) 

0 

(..) 

"--(.) 

"" "-

,~ 
. . ff~ tif~..i~ 
~~~;;, . 
ti) .. ~·. :_ .. -: 

<: 
0 

'-' 

. . 

A Woodburn 

SAL.EM 

sub i frnity 

Albany 

SURFACE \./EATHER AND AIR QUALITY 
dATA ACQUISITION SITES 

~ - Oregon Seed Council Meteorological Site 

l"'UKI LAi1U 

() - DEQ Nephelometer and Meteorological Site (telemetered) 

C - DEQ Automatic Particle Monitoring Site 

Attachment 7 

z 
<: f <::: ·. 

' 

t ; 
' 

w 
' Q f <: 

<> ' . ~ 

en 
<: 
<..> 

:5-0 Mi. 



Transport 
Winds 

DI rection 

North 
( = 340-2.0°) 

North 
( = 340-2.0°) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30°) 

Southwest 
( =210-270°) 

South 
( = 160-210°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330°) 

N. Northwest 
( = 330-360°) 

West 
( = 200-320°) 
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Wind Flow Regimes and Assocl•ted Areas of Field Burning 

Surface· 
~Ii nd 

Direction 

North 
( = 340-2.0 °) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30°) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30°) 

Southwest 
( =210-270°) 

Southwest 
( = 210-270°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330°) 

West 
( = 250-300°) 

Generalized Area 
of Burning 

Due \,'est and South of 
Eugene-Springfield 

West of 99 in Lane County 
South of Eugene-Springfield 

Hashington, Polk, Yamhill, Benton, 
and Lane Counties, West of 99W 

The Willamette Valley 1 

The South Willamette Valley and 
Eastern Marlon County 1 

North Willamette Valley 1 2 

Eastern Marlon and Clackamas Counties 

Drainage Areas of East Willamette 
Valley; Areas Near and North or South 
of Lebanon 

· 1 Does not include areas directly upwind of major cities 
2Areas of Polk County may be restricted 
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Calculation of Ventilation Index 

Data Available 

Effective Mixing Height: 5500 Feet 
(EMH) 

Wind Information: Altitude 
(ft) 

Surface 
1000 
2000 
3000 
4000 
5000 

Average Wind Speed (W/Savg.l 56/6 = 9.33 

Ventilation Index= EMH x (W/Savg.) = 51.3 
1000 

Direct ion 
(deg re es) 

340 
340 
340 
360 
020 
025 

Speed 
(knots) 

1 I 
08 
07 
09 
09 
12 

56 
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In Support of Amendments to the Oregon State 
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Summary 

The technical staff of the Department of Environmental Quality, City of 
Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council have jointly prepared this analysis in 
support of the revision of Oregon's State Implementation Plan for Field 
Burning. The analysis shows that it is meteorologically feasible to burn 
an average of 250,000 acres annually without exceeding TSP standards or 
consuming the 24-hour PSD increment for particulate. 

To demonstrate that the burning of 250,000 acres is meteorologically 
feasible, surf ace and upper-air meteorological data for the prime part 
of the field burning season from 1974-1978 was examined. Each day was 
classified for its burning potential using the smoke management rules. 
After making some conservative assumptions, the maximum acreage that could 
be burned was calculated. For this period, the average allowed by the 
meteorological constraints was 250,240 acres. 

For the analysis of particulate impacts, a simple method of modeling the 
TSP concentrations produced by field burning is developed. Field burning 
particulate impact factors are found to range from 1.5 to 8.5 ug/m3 per 
1,000 acres burned for receptors in the Willamette Valley. The lower 
values are appropriate for the good ventilation conditions which exist 
during south wind conditions, while highest value is characteristic of 
intrusions during poorer-ventilation, northwind burning. 

Using these impact factors, an analysis of second worst case 24-hour and 
average-burn days is carried out to show that field burning does not 
consume the 24-hour particulate PSD increment. Field burning is predicted 
to consume a maximum of 29.5 u~/m3, of 80 percent of the 24-hour 
particulate increment (37 ug/m ) in the Lebanon-Sweethome area of the 
Willamette Valley. 

An analysis of the annual TSP impact of field burning on several sites 
is carried out for 1978 using chemical mass balance and nephelometer data. 
Scaling up the 1978 impact to account for the increased acreage 
limitations, it is predicted that field burning will contribute less than 
1 ug/m3 annually even at the most heavily impacted site--Lebanon. 

For the 24-hour particulate standards attainment and maintenance analysis, 
six reasonable worst-case scenarios are developed and analyzed that 
encompass the maximum particulate impacts on receptors from both planned 
and unplanned smoke intrusions. No standard exceedances are predicted 
even if major intrusions occur on the burn days with a 1 ready high TSP · 
concentrations. A final discussion points out that for a number of reasons 
impacts as large as those predicted in the analysis are very unlikely. 

Introduction 

With the passage of Senate Bill 472, the 1979 session of the Oregon 
Legislature raised the annual acreage limit of grass seed fields that can 
be open burned in the Willamette Valley from 187,500 to 250,000. This 
legislative action requires a revision to the State Clean Air Act 
Implementation Plan. This technical support document was prepared by the 
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Department to assess the impact of the increased acreage on (a) annual 
and 24-hour particulate PSD increment and (b) attainment and maintenance 
of 24-hour and annual TSP ambient air quality standards. 

Analysis of Meteorological Potential for Burning 

In order to determine the number of days historically avail able for burning 
and to examine the question of whether or not it would be meteorologically 
possible to burn 250,000 acres,five years of upper air data and surface 
observations were examined. The afternoon Salem rawindsonde data and 
surface weather observations (including precipitation) for the National 
Weather Service Stations at the Salem and Eugene airports were analyzed 
for the period of maximum field burning activity (July 15 through September 
15) for the five year period from 1974 through 1978. For each day during 
these periods, afternoon mixing height and transport winds at Salem were 
determined and the 4 p.m. temperature, humidity, and surface winds and 
the daily amount and time of onset of precipitation was recorded. Each 
day was then classified according to its meteorological suitability for 
burning, based on transport wind direction and speed, mixing height, 
probable fuel dryness {based on minimum afternoon relative humidity and/or 
precipiation) and potentially hazardous burning conditions. 

In order for a day to be classified as suitable for at least one quota 
of burning in the north or south valley, the following conditions were 

. d* requ1 re : 

1. A transport wind direction that would allow the smoke to be 
directed away from major population centers. 

2. A ventilation index** exceeding 25 for a single quota release, 
and exceeding 50 for a release of two quotas. 

3. A minimum afternoon relative humidity of 65 percent or less south 
wind conditions and 56 percent or less under north wind 
cond it i ens. · 

4. At least one drying day (no precipitation, afternoon relative 
humidity< 50 percent) for each 0.1 inches of rain up to a 
maximum of three drying days. 

* . These requirements were chosen to be as close as possible to the criteria 
required for burning in the Oregon Field Burning Smoke Management 
Operational Guidelines. 

**The ventilation index is defined as the product of the mixing height 
in units of feet and the transport wind 1n knots divided by 100. 
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The following conditions were suffic.ient to reject a day as suitable for 
burning either one or two quotas: 

1. Fire hazard conditions consisting of any two of the following: 

a. maximum temperature> 950 F. 

b. minimum relative humidity< 30 percent. 

c. surf ace wind speed. > 20 mph. 

2. The occurrence of a daily precipitation amount of more than 0.1 
inches with more than a trace recorded by 1 p.m. 

3. A transport wind speed less than four knots or an afternoon 
mixing height less than 2,500 feet, regardless of the ventilation 
index. 

Each day meeting these criteria was then classified as being able to 
sustain the burning of either one or two quotas in the north and/or south 
valley. For the sake of simplicity and conservatism, release of fractional 
quotas and the possibility of burning more than two quotas in a single 
day were not considered. Historically, more than two quotas have been 
released, however. Results shown in Table 1 are based on 1g30 smoke 
management operating guidelines, so the number of days of actual burning 
in past years may not concur with the tables estimates. . 

- TABLE 1. Number of Meteorologically Suitable Field Burning Days in the 
Willamette Valley 1974 through 1978, June 15 through September 15 

North Va 11 ey South Valley 
Year one quota two quotas one quota two quotas 
1974 5 11 4 5 

1975 5 8 5 7 

1976 3 14 3 13 

1977 7 9 7 8 

197B 4 10 7 9 

5-year mean 4.8 10.4 5.2 8.4 

Since experience with the Smoke Management Program during the past three 
years has shown that air quality .standards have not been exceeded as the 
result of burning in accordance with this classification scheme, these 
data can reasonably be used to conservatively. estimate the acreage that 
could be burned from a meteorological standpoint. In performing these 
calculations, one north valley quota was take to be 4,475 acres and one 
south valley quota was taken to be 8,550 acres. The meteorologically 
permissible acreages for the five-year period from 1974 through 1978 are 
given in Table 2. 

-3-



Using these conservative assumptions 1 it has been shown that, on the 
average, there has been a meteorological potential for burning 250,000· 
acres. 

TABLE 2. Meteorological Permissible Acreages 1974 through 1978. 

Year North Valley 

1974 93 ,975 

1975 80,550 

1976 89 ,500 

1977 102,925 

1978 80, 550 

South Valley Valley Total 

111, 150 205, 125 

145,535 225,900 

162,245 251, 950 

188,100 291,025 

196,650 277,200 

mean: 250,240 
standard deviation: 35,429 

Estimating Particulate Concentrations Produced .Qr Field Burning 

To analyze the effects of increased field burning on the attainment and 
maintenance of particulate air quality standards, and on the consumption 
of PSD increments, a method for estimating the downwind TSP concentrations 
produced by field burning is necessary. Ideally, a theoretically sound 
and validated dispersion model should be used for this analysis. 
Unfortunately, no dispersion model has been validated and particulate 
emission factors have not been accurately determined for field burning. 
A simpler approach is feasible, however, since the range of meteorological 
conditions under which field burning occurs is limited by the smoke 
management program. In this approach, a set of particulate impact factors 
can be determined from data on previous smoke intrusions for the two main 
categories of field burning--north and south wind burning. 

One method of developing impact factors from smoke intrusion data uses 
statistical regression analysis (see Appendix). An analysis of all types 
of field burning smoke intrusions into Springfield between 1974 and 1977 
found that the particulate impact of the intrusion was dependent on the 
number of upwind acres burned, afternoon relative humidity, and the surface 
horizontal transport during the intrusion. No relationship was found 
between smoke concentrations and depth and horizontal velocity of the mixed 
layer. Particulate concentrations used in this analysis were estimated 
from nephelometer measurements. The average TSP impact factor was 
determined to be 4.g + 1.9 ug/m3 per 1,000 acres. The multiple correlation 
coefficient was D.69 and the impact factor is significant at better than 
a a.01 level. 
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At the simpliest level of analysis, field burning is conducted during two 
main wind flow patterns. Most north valley burning is conducted when winds 
are northwesterly to northeasterly. General south valley burning is 
conducted on south-to-southwest winds. Turbulent mixing in the atmosphere 
is usually more vigorous during southerly flow regimes. For this reason, 
impact factors should be smaller than average for intrusions that occur 
during southerly flow and larger than average during northerly flow. An 
examination of several intrusions shows this to be case (see Table 3). 

The impact factors shown in Table 3 for 1978 intrusions all fall within 
the 95 percent confidence interval around the statistically developed 
average factor. For the 24-hour TSP and PSD analysis of worst-case 
intrusions, two impact factors will be used. A north wind impact factor 
of 8.5 ug/m3;1,ooo acres and a south wind impact factor of 2.8 ug/m3;1,ooo 
acres represents reasonable worst-case intrusions. 

There are limitations and uncertainties in the use of these values. They 
are not applicable to every point in the valley. It is also possible that 
unusual or localized meteorological conditions could produce impacts that 
are greater or less than the values used by these circumstances are rather 
rare. Improvements in burning practices have been accounted for in the 
analysis since they were little used during this period. Probably the 
most important uncertainty is caused by the large under-reporting of 
acreage burned during the seasons used to calculate the impact factors. 
Using the reported acreage burned causes an overestimated of the burn 
impact factors and, therefore, the impact of burning will be overestimated 
for cases where burning rel eases actually determined the amount of burning. 
In summary, the impact factors are reasonably conservative approximations 
for the receptors and conditions examined. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Two approaches are taken to show that the 24-hour Class II PSD increment 
for particulate matter would not be exceeded as a result of burning 250,000 
acres annually. In the first, the increments r*sulting form the adjustment 
of the maximum north valley and second-highest south valley burn day 
acreage occurring during the 1978 baseline period are calculated. Second, 
the increment that would occur on an average burning day with an annua 1 
acreage limit of 250,000 is estimated. In this case, because of the large 
number of days with small acreage burned, the arithmetic mean of median 
acreage would be rather small and would not be representative of what might 
be burned on any one- or two-quota release day. In order to address this 
problem on the conservative-side and at the same time consider the 
year-to-year variation of avail able burning days, the PSD analysis for 
an "average" burning day is based on the meteorologically suitable burning 
days previously presented, using 1978 acreage reported as a baseline. 
It was assumed that the increase to 250,000 acres would be evenly 
distributed among meteorologically suitable burning days occurring in an 
average year. If it can be shown that PSD increments would not exceeded 
during either worst-case or average conditions, an exceedance is very 
unlikely because smoke management guidelines would not allow an 
inappropriate increase in burned acreage on a day with unsuitable 
meteorological conditions. 
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TABLE 3. Particulate Impact Factors for Several Field Burning Smoke Intrusions in 1978 

Date Site 

7-27-78 Coburg 

7-27-78 Eugene 

8-10-78 Lebanon 

8-10-78 Halsey 

8-11-78 Lebanon 

10-1-78 Lebanon 

Estimated TSP 
Impact ug/m3 

24.6 

22 

10. 7 

15.6 

91 

3.7 

Impact 
Methodology 

CMB 

Nephelometer 

Nephelometer 

Nephelometer 

CMB 

Nephelometer 

Approximate 
Upwind Acreage 

2,900 

2,900 

7,100 

7 ,100 

36,000 

1,300 

Particulate Impact 
Factor--ug/m3/1000 acres 

8.5 

7.6 

1.5 

2.2 

2.5 

2.8 

Wi ndflow 
Pattern 

NW 

NW 

SW 

SW 

SW 

SW 



Table 4 shows the acreage registered and reported burned in the north and 
south valley in 1977 and 1978. It can be seen that the fractions burned 
and registered in the north and south valley are nearly the same, and 
although not shown here, the fraction of the total acreage burned and 
registered in the north and south valley has been relative)y constant 
historically. Therefore, in the discussion that follows, it will be 
assumed that: a) both the north and south valleys' acreage to be burned 
can be sealed up by the same factor; and b) the fraction of the total 
burned in the north and south valley will be in the same proportion as 
registered in 1978. 

TABLE 4. Acreage Registered and Reported Burned in 1977 and 1978. North 
and South Valley Fractions of the Total are Given in 
Parehthesis. 

Registered Acreage Burned Acreage 
Year North Valley South Valley Total North Valley South Valley 

1977 81,147 205,865 287,012 46,368 123,951 
(. 28) (. 72) (. 27) (. 73) 

1978 80,926 199,720 280,696 41,328 112,593 
(. 29) (. 71) (. 27) (. 73) 

*since the maximum daily south valley acreage that can be burned has been 
limited to the maximum daily acreage burned in 1978, it is not necessary 
to do the analysis for the maximum south valley day. 

,.7_ 

Total 

170,319 

153,921 



PSD Impact on Maximum Burning Days 

The largest acreage burned in the north valley during 1978 was 7,079 acres 
burned on August 10 under west-southwest transport conditions. Upward scaling 
of this acreage by the factor 1.62 (250,000/153,921) would result in an addi
tional daily acreage of 4,418 burned in the north valley. Using a south wind 
worst-case particulate impact parameter of 2.8 ug/m3/1,000 acres would 
result in an additional 24-hour impact of 12.4 ug/m3. On this day in the 
south valley, 7,098 acres were burned. Upward scaling by a factor of 1.62 
would result in an additional 4,431 acres being burned in the south valley 
which would contribute an additional 24-hour impact of 12.4 ug/m3. Conser
vatively adding the projected north and south valle3 impact together results 
in a total projected additional impact of 24.8 ug/m downwind of burning. 

The second-largest south valley burning day in 1978 occurred on July 26 when 
14,387 acres were burned in the south valley and 1,834 acres were burned in the 
north valley. Transport winds were southerly. 

Upward scaling of these amounts resulted in an additional 8,920 acres in the 
south valley and an additional 1,137 acres in the north valley. This would 
produce g.n additional impact of 25 ug/m3 from south valley burning and -
3.2 ug/m3 from the north valley for a combined 24-hour impact of 28.2 ug/m3. 

The maximum daily acreage burned in 1978 under north wind conditions was 2,914 
acres on July 27. Only 415 acres were burned in the south valley. Afternoon 
transport winds were seven knots and mixing height of 3,300 feet was measured. 
Although smoke management operational guidelines will not generally permit 
release of additional quotas on these meteorological conditions, it is instruc
tive and conservative to work through the example with acreages scaled up by a 
factor of 1.62. Since significantly larger amounts of burning in the south 
valley would not be permitted under northerly winds, the south valley acreage 
may also be scaled up by a factor of 1.62. Upward scaling results in an addi
tional 1,807 acres in the north valley and an additional 257 acres burned in 
the south valley. Using a worst-case north wind impact parameter of 8.5 ug/m3; 
1,000 acres groduces an increased impact of 15.3 ug/m3 from the north valley 
and 2.2 ug/m3 from the south valley. Even combined, these additional impacts 
are well below the al1owable 37 ug/m3 increment. 

Average Daily PSD Impact 

Although it has been shown that PSD increments would not be exceeded on maximum 
burning days if 250,000 acres were burned during a season, the question remains 
whether the increment would be exceeded on an average day. However, because of 
the large number of days on which small acreages are burned, even with full 
quota releases, a simple mean or median acreage would be rather small. For 
example, one or more quotas (not limited by area) were released in 1978 in 
the south valley on 43 days. Thus, if a simple mean were calculated a mean 
south valley burning day would consist of only 2,618 acres. 
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An alternative approach to estimating additional impact on an average day is to 
make use of the meteorologically suitable burning day analysis previously presented. 
This will also allow a comparison of the meteorology of the lg78 baseline year 
with average and worst-case meteorological conditions. 

North Wind Average PSD Impact 

In 1978, there were 14 idealized north valley burning days. During the average 
year, there are 15 burning days. Thus, on the average, the additional north 
valley acreage that could potentially be burned would be distributed over 15 
burning days. Assuming that the acreage that can be burned in the north and 
south valley is divided in proportion to the acreage registered in each (using 
1978 baseline year portions), the amount that could be burned in the north 
valley under a 250,000-acre limit would be 250,000 x 0.29 = 72,089 acres in 
comparison with 41,328 which was burned in 1978. The additional 30,761 acres 
would imply an additional 2,051 acres per burning day. Using the north wind 
impact factor would result in an additional 17.4 ug/m3 impact on a 24-hour basis. 

South Wind Average PSD Impact 

The south valley's registration proportional share of burned acreage with a 
250,000-acre maximum would be 177,911 acres. This is an additional 65,000 acres 
per season over the 112,593 burned in 1978 baseline period. Since there are an 
average of 13.6 burning days in the south valley, we shall assume the additional 
acreage would be distributed over 13 days for an average increase per day of 
5,024 acres. Since this additional amount would not be burned under northerly 
winds, the south wind impact factor can be used to project an average additional 
daily impact of 14.1 ug/m3. In the event of combined north and south valley 
burning under southerly wind conditions, the north valley input would be 
reduced to 5.7 ug/m3 because of the lower particulate impact under south wind 
conditions. Adding the north and south valley im~act under these conditions 
would result in an additional impact of 19.8 ug/m --roughly one-half the 
allowable increment. 

Worst-Year Average Daily PSD Impact 

Referring to Table l, it can be determined that the worst meteorological year 
for the south valley occurred in 1974, when there were a total of nine burning 
days. The year with the least number of burning days in the north valley was 
1g75, when there were 13 burning days. The worst-case analysis can be obtained 
by sealing the average daily additional impact for north valley burning days up 
by 1.15 (15 days/13 days) and by scaling up the south valley impact by 1.44 {13 
days/9 days). 

Assuming a hypothetical worst-case year in which the worst south valley condi
tions and the worst north valley conditions occurred simultaneously would result 
in the fol lowing additional average daily impacts: 

a .. Northerly wind impact from north valley burning 
17.4 ug/m3 x 1.15 = 20.0 ug/m3 

b. Southerly wind impact from south valley burning 
14.1 ug/m3 x 1.44 = 20.3 ug/m3 
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c. Southerly wind impact from north valley burning 
5.7 ug/m3 x 1.15 = 6.6 ug/m3 

d. Combined southerly wind impact from north and south valley 
burning (b + c above) 

20.3 ug/m3 + 6.6 ug/m3 = 26.9 ug/m3 

Even in a very conservative worst-year analysis, 24-hour PSD increments 
would not be exceeded. 

Maximum Daily PSD Impact 

A final possibility requiring analysis is the situation in which a large 
acreage release is made on a particular day but only a small amount of 
acreage was reportedly burned. The question to be answered is would higher 
utilization of the release due to a higher annual acreage limitation lead 
to an exceedance of the PSD increment. 

This aspect of the problem was addressed in the following manner. For 
each day on which general single and/or multiple quotas were released in 
either the north or south valley, the acreage reported burned was divided 
by the acreage released to determine the quota utilization efficiency. 
Historically, of the upper limit of burning allowed by a release, only a 
fraction of the permissible acreage has been burned. The maximum quota 
utilization efficiency is limited by (a) availability of fields ready to 
be burned, (b) the time allowed·for burning, (c) the ability of the growers 
to organize their personnel to utilized that time, (d) the distance between 
fields, (e) existance of fire hazards, (f) irregular field geometry and 
(g) terrain. All of these constrainsts are more important in the north 
than in the south valley. The maximum observed quota utilization 
efficiency during the 1978 burning season was 65 percent for the north 
valley and 87 percent for the south valley. The most underutilized 
releases in the north and south valley were determined and the increase 
in acreage (and resulting increase in TSP) was calculated by assuming that 
the maximum utilization efficiencies occur on these days. The worst and 
second worst case impacts are as follows: 

Acreage 
Acreage Recorded 

Date Rel eased Burned 

North Va 11 ey North Wind (8.5 ug/m3;1,ooo acres) 
8-6-78 4,475 90 

North Valley South Wind (2.8 ug/m311,ooo acres) 
8-26-78 5,870 0 

·South Valley South Wind (2.8 ug/m3;1,ooo acres) 
9-2-78 17,100 2,334 
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Potential 
Acreage 

Increase 

2,909 

3,789 

14,877 

TSP 
24-hour 
Increment 
( ug/m3) 

25 67.5% 

11 29. 7% 

35 94.5% 



TSP 
Acreage Potenti a1' 24-hour 

Acreage Recorded Acreage Increment 
Date Released Burned Increase (ug/m3) 

South Va 11 ey W. S. W. Wind (2.8 ug/m3/1,000 acres) 
* 9-1-78 17'100 4,979 10,545 29.5 79.7% 

This analysis indicates that the increment would not be exceeded. It 
should be pointed out that under current smoke management guide 1 i nes, 
additional quotas would not have been released on any of these days. 
Further, other factors such as the timing of the release or the occurrance 
of several preceding days of heavy burning (which would have limited the 
utilization efficiencies) were not includes in this analysis. 

Although the additional acreages were assumed to be evenly distributed 
among available burning days for the sake of conservative argU111ent, smoke 
management operational guidelines would prevent the release of excessive 
acreage for burning on days when meteorological conditions could not 
accommodate additional burning. 

Impact of Field Burning on Annual TSP Concentrations 

The contribution of field burning to 24-hour TSP for each smoke intrusion 
recorded at Lebanon, Halsey, and Eugene-Springfield in 1978 was determined 
by chemical mass balance and from statistically derived nephelometer-TSP 
relationships. For subsequent analysis the higher of the tw.o contribution 
estimates for each intrusion was selected, and an annual aver11.ge 
contribution for each site was calculated by multiplying the average daily 
impact at each site by a facotr equal to the number of intrusion days 
divided by 365. Annual impacts under a 250,000 acre burning program were 
then projected by scaling up the 1978 annual impacts by 250,000 divided 
by the total acreage burned in 1978. The results shown in Table 6 indicate 
that the projected annual impact of field burning is insignificant since 
it is less thanlug/m3 at each of the sites. 

* Second worst case impact applicable to state and federal 24-hour PSD 
increments. impacts are most 1 ike ly to occur in the Lebanon-Sweethome 
are of Linn County. 

-11-



TABLE 6. The An nu a 1 Impact of Field Burning on Lebanon, Halsey, and Eugene-
Springfield in 1978. 

Estimated Impact 
Date Site of Intrusion Lebanon Halsey Eugene-Springfield 

7/25 Lebanon 4.8 

7/26 Halsey, Lebanon 12. 7 7.7 

7/27 Halsey, Lebanon 16.4 missing data 22.0 
Eugene-Springfield 

8/10 Halsey, Lebanon 10.6 7.0 

8/11 Halsey, Lebanon 91 17.0 

8/30 Halsey 6.4 

8/31 Halsey, Lebanon 11. 9 10. 3 

9/1 Halsey, Lebanon 3.2 4.9 

9/2 Lebanon 5.5 

10/12 Eugene-Springfield 10.0 

10/13 Eugene-Springfield 10.0 

Mean 19.5 8.9 14.0 

1978 Annual Mean 0.45 .15 .12 

Projected Annua 1 Mean 0.69 .24 .20 
(250,000 acres) 

Selection and Analysis of Reasonable Worst-Case 
Scenarios For Determ1nat1on of 24-Hour TSP Standards Attainment 

Attachment 8 of the Field Burning Smoke Management Program Operational Guide-
1 ines describes eight wind flow regimes and associated areas of burning. 
Relatively small acreage is burned under the first two and the last of these eight 
regimes. The remaining five regimes and associated areas have potential for 
significant smoke impact on monitors. 
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SMOKE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES 

Attachment 8 

Wind Flow Regimes and Associated Areas of Field Burning 

Transport 
Winds 

Direction 

North 
( = 340-20°) 

North 
( = 340-20°) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30°) 

Southwest 
( =210-270°) 

South 
(=160-210°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330°) 

N. Northwest 
( =330-360°) 

West 
( = 200-320°) 

Surface 
Wind 

Direction 

North 
( = 340-20°) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30•) 

Northeast 
( = 10-30°) 

Southwest 
( =210-270°) 

Southwest 
(=210-270°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330°) 

Northwest 
( = 270-330:) 

West 
( = 250-300°) 

Genera I ized Area 
of Burnino 

Due West and South of 
Eugene-Springfield 

West of 99 in Lane County 
South of Eugene-Springfield 

Washington, Polk, Yamhill, Benton, 
and Lane Counties, West of 99W 

The Willamette Valley 1 

The South Willamette Valley arid 
Eastern Marion County 1 

North Willamette Valley 1 2 

Eastern Marion and Clackamas Counties 

Drainage Areas of East Willam~tte 
Valley; Areas Near and North or South 
of Lebanon 

10oes not include areas directly upwind of major cities 
2Areas of Polk County may be restricted 
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The potential impact of every day of a hypothetical season was not analyzed. 
Instead, six reasonable worst cases were developed for the five flow regimes 
which encompassed the range of greatest impacts throughout a season. These 
scenarios were developed by reviewing available meteorological data to classify 
each available burning day according to its wind flow regime. Then available 
ambient particulate data was examined to determine the highest TSP levels 
recorded on each type of day (without significant field smoke impact in most 
cases). The largest acreage expected to be burned under each condition was 
determined and the additional TSP concentration that would result from an 
intrusion was added to the highest concentrations observed for the regime at 
each site to determine projected compliance with the 24-hour NAAQS for partic
ulate. In a few cases, when not constrained by meteorological conditions, the 
largest acreage expected to be burned was determined by scaling up the amount 
reported burned on a particular day to reflect the increased burning limitation. 
This was done in only those cases where available burning time on a given day 
was the main constraint on the accomplished burning. In all other cases, 
meteorology was assumed to determine the acreage released for burning and 100 
percent of the amount released was assumed to be accomplished. 

The flawless operation of the smoke management program would produce a-few 
planned smoke intrusions in Halsey, Lebanon, and other east valley communi
ties. Impacts on other sites would occur only from mistaken weather forecasts. 
To provide completeness and be conservative, both planned and unplanned intru
sions are analyzed. 

Maximum TSP Concentrations Occurring on Burn Days Without Smoke Impact 

To develop worst-case scenarios for 24 hour TSP impact of field burning, high 
TSP concent rat i ans that occur on burn days with no smoke impact ha.d to be 
determined for each of the monitoring sites. For the north wind scenarios, 
1977-79 air quality data was examined to determine the highest TSP levels 
recorded for each regime. · The highest TSP levels for use in the south wind 
scenarios were extracted for 1978 only due to limited available data. Several 
days that were considered are shown in the following three tables. 

The seven high TSP north wind burn days represent a range of conditions. The 
reasons for selecting or rejecting a day for further analysis follow. The 
standard level TSP concentration recorded at Junction City on September 12, 
1979, is the result of localized dust impact. The meteorological conditions 
on this day would be likely to produce dust but would not be conducive to 
burning large acreage. Surface wind speeds· were above the wind erosion thresh
old velocity (12 miles per hour) at the Eugene airport throughout mid-day. 
The afternoon relative humidity was 30 percent in Eugene and only four hours of 
rain totaling 0.19 inches had fallen during the previous week. Northeasterly 
surface winds shifted to due north at Eugene at 1300 hours. Strong due-north 
surface winds persisted in Salem until late afternoon. Winds aloft·were consis
tently northeasterly at Corvallis. As a result, general burning was prohibited. 
About 1,100 acres were burned in the extreme western portions of the Valley on 
a field-by-field basis. Less than 200 acres were burned in western Lane County 
to the west and south of Junction City. Burning on a field-by-field basis is 
closely supervised. Since no smoke impacts on receptors occurred and no addi
tional burning is likely under these conditions with an increased acreage 
limitation, this day was excluded from the 24-hour TSP impact analysis. 
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TABLE 7. Highest TSP Concentrations (ug/m3) on North Wind Burn Days--1977-79. 

Date Salem Lebanon Corvallis Halsey Jun_ctjQO_City Coburg Westmoreland ~ Spfd. Remarks 

9-12-79 -- -- -- -- 150 85 112 112 97 General burning pro-
hibited. Field-by-fiel 
burning allowed on we~ 
side of valley; dusty 

' conditions. 

7-20-78 .68 73 44 120 71 90 -- 86 92 No smoke impact; 
selected for·Scenario 

7-21-78 88 82 60 110 82 100 -- 113 110 Fire Marshal shut off 
burning. 

7-25-78 78 97 50 82 61 91 92 130 110 South winds at 1800 P[ 
approaching storm 
front. 

7-31-78 56 63 52 71 59 75 100 99 88 Used in Scenario 4. 

8-9-78 77 68 54 120 69 120 -- 140 130 Fire Marshal shut off 
I burning. Dusty day. 
~ Used in Scenario 5. 
"' I 

10-4-77 -- -- -- -- 111 -- 8g 97 77 Slash smoke intrusion. 



TABLE 8. Highest TSP Concentrations (ug/m3) on Multiple
Quota South Wind Burn Days--1978 

Date Salem Lebanon Corvallis 

8-10-78 56 63 (52) 31 

8-19-78 16 29 8 

8-31-78 24 39 

Ha 1 sey Remarks ==--'"'-"----
100 (95) Field smoke intrusion at 

Ha 1 sey and Lebanon. Paren
thetical values are TSP 
concentrations after sub
tracting smoke impact, 14,200 
acres burned. Selected for 
Scenario 2. 

21 Rained in north valley--4,948 
acres burned. 

33 8,400 acres burned. 

TABLE 9. Highest TSP Concentrations (ug/m3) on Limited South Wind Burn Days--1978 

Date Salem Lebanon Corvallis Ha 1 sey Remarks 

9-23-78 75 381 acres burned. 

10-5-78 97 100 70 84 Heavy slash burning, elevated 
light scattering and calm winds 
during morning hours,. 327 acres 
burned, used in Scenario 5. 
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July 21, and August 9, 1978, are similar days. General North Valley burning was 
allowed for a short period of time before the State Fire Marshal prohibited 
burning. Just under 700 acres were burned on those days. The meteorological 
conditions that prompt the Fire Marshal to prohibit burning are also conducive 
to high airborne soil dust concentrations--high temperature, very low relative 
humidity, and high surface wind speeds. Since some additional burning might be 
accomplished on this type of day if the acreage limitation were increased, 
August 9 was chosen for additional analysis. 

The elevated TSP concentrations measured on July 25 are the result of localized 
high wind-blown dust concentrations. Approximately 42 percent of the particu-
1 ate at the Eugene site was soil-related elements. In this case, moderate, 
variable winds occurred throughout most of the day until a storm front passed 
after 1500 hours, producing persistent southwesterly winds. Reported north and . 
south valley burning totaled 1,608 acres and 2,023 acres respectively. The 
probability of significant smoke impact occurring under these conditions is very 
low due to the flushing effect of the frontal passage. 

On July 31, 1978, general north valley burning was allowed all afternoon. 
Although a full quota was released, only 1,052 acres were burned. Again, the 
high TSP concentrations are dust-related. This day was chosen as typical of 
worst-case, north-wind, general burning. 

October 4, 1977, was a LIRAQ field observation day. Significant slash smoke 
intrusions elevated TSP levels. Only 305 acres of field burning was conducted 
due to inappropriate meteorology. The probability of a standards violation 
contributed to by field burning under these conditions is extremely small. 

Less than 400 acres were burned on each of the limited south wind-burn days. 
The high TSP levels noted on July 20 are most likely the result of wind-blown 
soil dust; surface wind speeds were above the erosion threshold velocity for 
most of the daylight hours and no rainfall had occurred for four days. About 
100,000 tons of slash was burned in the Coast Range on October 4 and 5. Day
light winds were moderate and varied from northeast to northwest shifting to 
southwest late in the afternoon. Westerly marine flow into the valley occurred 
early both evenings. Smoky conditions and elevated light scattering levels 
were noted throughout ·the valley. Meteorological conditions were conducive to 
entrainment of low-energy slash· smoke in nocturnal drainage winds. The high 
TSP level for the 5th was used in the worst-case analysis of limited southwind 
burning. 

Since very few multiple-quota southwind burn days occur in a season, and since 
complete data for 1978 was readily available, only three days were selected. 
The worst of those days, August 10, had light smoke impact from field burning at 
Lebanon and Halsey. The nephelometer technique was used to correct the TSP 
levels to approximate non-smoke impacted values for use in the worst-case 
analysis. 



Scenario 1--Northeast Flow at the Surface and Aloft, Limited Burning 

Burning in the extreme western portions of the valley is conducted when consis
tent northeasterly winds exist at the surface and in the transport layer. No 
receptors are downwind under these conditions so an unforecast wind shift to a 
more westerly direction would be required to impact a monitor. Since organized 
northeasterly flow is characterized by moderate ventilation, no more than one 
quota would be released in those areas to the west of US Highway 99 W. At most, 
2,500 acres would be burned. 

July 20, 1978, is an example of this regime with the highest TSP levels. 
afternoon sounding at Sal em showed surf ace winds were 30 degrees at seven 
a mean mixed-layer transport wind from 20 degrees at ten knots, and 4,700 
of vertical mixing. Afternoon surface temperature was 95 degrees F. with 

The 
knots, 
feet 

20 percent relative humidity. Only 297 acres were burned since this was early 
in the season and harvest was under way. 

The impact 
high north 
21 ug/m3. 
instrusion 

TABLE 10. 

of an intrusion from burning 2~500 acres can be estimated using the 
wind impact factor of 8.5 ug/mj/l,000 acres. The impact would be 
The TSP levels recorded on July 20 and estimated levels with 
are shown below: 

l~orst-Case Impact With Northeast Flow Regime and Maximum West Valley 
Burning. 

Location Salem Corvallis Lebanon Halsey Coburg J. City I!!..9.:_ Spfd. 

Non-impacted TSP 68 44 73 120 90 
( ug/m3) 

71 86 92 

Smoke-Impacted 89 65 94 141 111 92 107 113 
TSP (ug/m3) 

Scenario 2--Well~Organized Southwest Flow, Multiple Quota Burninq 

Just before the arrival of a frontal system, well-organized southwesterly flow 
with great turbulent ·mixing may occur. Substantial burning in both the north 
and south valley has been accomplished under these conditions and both Halsey 
and Lebanon have been heavily impacted. Non-impacted monitors usually indicate 
lower-than-average TSP under these conditions due to the excellent ventilation. 

The maximum acreage that can be burned in the south valley under these condi
tions has been established in the rules as 46,934 acres which was burned on 
August 11, 1978. On that day, about 36,000 acres were burned upwind of Lebanon, 
while less than 10,000 acres were burned upwind of Halsey. Chemical mass 
balance techniques show that Lebanon received 91 ug/m3 smoke impact and the 
nephelometer technique shows a 16 ug/m3 impact at Halsey. These impacts are 
assumed to represent the worst case for these conditions. 
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From Table 11, the highest TSP levels recorded for this regime without signif
icant smoke impact occurred on August 10, 1978. Afternoon mean mixed-layer 
transport winds were 270 degrees at ten knots at Salem. Maximum afternoon 
mixing was 7,700 feet which is sufficient for releasing multiple quotas. 
Surface winds at Salem were west to southwesterly and varied from calm to 
19 knots. Minimum afternoon humidity was 31 percent, and no rain had fallen 
since July 26. No slash was reported burned and one south and three north 
quotas were released by DEQ. Accomplished buring was 7,079 acres in the 
north and 7,098 acres in the south. 

For the reasonable worst-case scenario with this regime, the smoke impacts that 
occurred on August 11 are added to the no-impact TSP levels recorded August 10 
for Lebanon and Halsey. 

TABLE 11. TSP Concentrations For Multiple-Quota Southwest Flow Regimes. 

Location 

No Im~act TSP 
(ug/m ) 

TSP With Smoke 
Impact ( ug/m3) 

Scenario 3--Southerly Surf ace Flow, 

Halsey Lebanon 

95 51 

111 143 

Southwesterly Flow Aloft, Single South Quota Release 

For this case, wind flow is assumed to be less organized and there is greater 
stability than in the previous scenario. As a result, a single quota would 
be released according to the operational guidelines. Planned smoke impacts 
might occur in Halsey and Lebanon, and a localized wind shift could cause an 
unplanned intrusion in Salem. The poorer ventilation occurring under these 
conditions produces higher TSP levels. 

October 5, 1978, is the worst representative of this type of day. Limited south 
valley burning--280 acres--was accomplished. There is evidence of some slash 
smoke impact at valley receptors. Late in the afternoon relative humidity just 
under 65 percent occurred and surface winds at Eugene were southerly at five 
knots. No upper air data is readily available for the day. 

Using.the high south wind impact factor, the impact of one south quota is esti
mated to be 24 ug/m3. The result of adding this impact to the October 5 
TSP levels is shown in Table 12. 
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TABLE 12. TSP Concentrations With and Without Smoke Impact for Limited South 
Valley Burning Under South to Southwesterly Flow. 

Location Halsey 

Higest No-Impact 84 
TSP (ug/m3) 

TSP With Smoke 108 
Impact ( ug/m3) 

Scenario 4--Northwesterly Flow at the Surface 
and Aloft, Single North Valley Quota Release 

Lebanon Salem 

100 97 

124 121 

This flow regime occurs frequently during summer months and like most of 
the north wind conditions, can be accompanied by elevated airborne dust and 
TSP concentrations. Unplanned intrusions can occur and occasional planned 
intrusions might occur in Lebanon and Sp~ingfield. The limited atmospheric 
ventilation that produces higher TSP levels also limits burning releases to 
one quota. 

The highest TSP levels for a north burn day similar to this regime occurred on 
July 31, 1978. About 42 percent of the TSP at Eugene was found to be soil
related elements. Afternoon surface wind direction at Salem varied from 350 to 
300 degrees at seven to ten knots. The afternoon average humidity was 31 
percent. The Salem sounding shows a ten-knot mean transport wind from 360 
degrees and 3,200 feet of mixing. DEQ records indicate 906 acres were burned in 
the north and 146 acres in the south valley fo 11 owing the rel ease of one north 
quota. 

The impact of the worst-case intrusion is calculated using the high north wind 
impact factor and assuming an entire north quota is burned. The effect of the 
38 ug/m3 intrusion on TSP levels recorded July 31 is shown in Table 13. 

TABLE 13. TSP Concentrations Showing the Impact of an Intrusion From Burning 
a North Quota with Northwesterly Flow. 

Location Salem Corvallis Lebanon Halsey Coburg J. City ~ Spfd. 

No Im~act TSP 56 52 63 71 59 75 100 88 
(ug/m ) 

TSP With Smoke 
Impact (ug/m3) 

94 90 101 109 97 113 138 126 
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Scenario 5--Northerly Flow, Very High TSP Levels, Limited Burning 

Another regime that occurs frequently in the early portion of the burning season 
is hot and dry high northerly surface winds. For reasons described above, the 
conditions are very conducive to high soil dust and TSP concentrations and often 
prompt the State Fire Marshal to prohibit burning. Significant field burning 
impact under these conditions could cause a standards exceedance. As will be 
seen, this is very unlikely since the areas where burning is permitted and the 
short time available severely limit the acreage that can be burned. 

August 9, 1978, is an excellent example of this situation. Northwesterly 
surface winds existed at Salem and north to northeasterly winds predominated 
at Eugene. The six-knot mean transport wind was northwesterly. Surface wind 
speed at Eugene ranged from 6-13 knots with the fastest observation of 14 knots. 
The maximum temperature was 99 degrees F. and minimum humidity was 16 percent. 
The Fire Marshal prohibited burning at 1:00 p.m. Approximately two thirds of 
the particulate collected at Eugene and Springfield was soil dust. 

DEQ released a half north quota but only 698 acres were burned in the north. 
No smoke impacts were recorded. Since no receptors are downwind of burning 
under these conditions, only unplanned intrusions are expected. The most 
acreage expected to be burned on this day can be estimated by scaling up the 
698 acres reported in 1978. The possible burn would be 930 acres and the worst
case intrusion would add 8 ug/m3 to existing TSP levels--see Table 14. 

TABLE 14. TSP Concentrations With and Without Smoke Impact on a Dusty North-
Wind Limited Burn Day. 

Location Salem Corvallis Lebanon Halse.)'. Coburg J. Cit.)'. ~ Spfd. 

No Im~act TSP 77 54 68 120 69 120 140 130 
( ug/m ) 

TSP With Smoke 85 62 76 
Impact ( ug/m3) 

128 77 128 148 138 

Scenario 6--North Northwesterly Flow on the Surf ace, 
Northwest Flow Aloft, Burning in the Silverton Hills Area 

In the past, a number of smoke intrusions into the south valley have resulted 
from mistaken forecasts while burning in the Silverton Hills area. July 27, 
1978, is a prime example. One north quota was released for the Silverton Hills 
area and 2,914 acres were reportedly burned. Early afternoon surface and 
transport winds were northwesterly and were expected to persist throughout the 
afternoon. By 4 p.m., surface and transport winds were due northerly and 
became northeasterly by late afternoon. The wind shift was undetected until 
after considerable burning had occurred. The long transport distance for 
smoke--65 miles--allows enough time for significant changes to occur after 
burning has been completed. As noted, an intrusion occurred at south valley 
receptors·and light evening winds exacerbated the impact. 
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A worst case scenario can be projected by scaling up the impact of that intru
sion to allow for the additional acreage that might result from the increased 
acreage limitation. Applying the high north wind impact factor, an additional 
9 ug/m3 of smoke could be expected at the impacted site and 33 ug/m3 at the 
sites that were not impacted on the 27th (see Table 15), assuming that they 
would also be impacted. 

TABLE 15. TSP Concentrations With the Impact of Additional Acreage on July 27, 
1978, Smoke Intrusion 

Location Salem Corvallis Lebanon Halsey Coburg J. City ~ Spfd. 

TSP Concentration 
July 27, 1978 
(ug/m3) 

47 25 71 91 62 80 65 94 

TSP With 
Additional Smoke 
Impact ( ug/m3) 

80 58 79 99 95 88 63 102 

Discussion of the Analysis of Worst-Case Field 
Burning Impacts on 24-Hour NAAQS for Particulate 

Although three of the scenarios predict TSP concentrations greater than 140 
ug/m3, no exceedances of 24-hour secondary standards are expected even with 
the conservative assumptions made in the analysis. Several improvements in the 
smoke management program will make it even less likely that these smoke impacts 
will occur. The radio communications network between growers, fire districts, 
and the DEQ, in full operation since 1978, makes it possible to shut off burning 
within an hour of detecting a mistaken weather forecast. Subdivisions of the 
fire districts around Lebanon were instituted in 1979 to provide DEQ with 
greater control over the intensity of burning in that area. This will prevent 
impacts as large as those projected in Scenario 2 from occurring again. The 
existing rules c.all for greater use of real time air quality monitoring and 
forecasting. AS these techniques are developed and experience gained in their 
use, field burning'_will have a smaller impact than shown above. For example, 
burning will be profifbited entirely under the condition described in Scenario 5. 
The Oregon Seed Council", has deployed a network of four pilot balloon stations 
in the valley to provide regular data on transport winds. This complements· the 
surface meteorological .,instruments installed at many fire district offices in 
1979. Together, these st-aj:_ions provide extensive, regular meteorological data 
and make it possible to detect' unforecast changes and localized conditions 
earlier. The field burning performance standard incorporated in the 1980 rules 
provides strong incentives to prevent smoke intrusions into the Eugene-Springfield 
non~attainment area. In the event that a moderate intrusion occurs, burning for 
the remainder of the season will be severely limited and the probability of 

_addjt_iortal jrD;rusions_r_ed_IJ_c:e.Q_,_ _______ - -·---- ---- ---------- -- · ·· ·· ·-- ·--- ·-·-· -~--
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APPENDIX -~ 
ESTIMATING THE CONTRIBUTION TO SUSPEtlDED PARTICULATE MASS OF SMOKE 
CONSTRUSIONS FROM OPEN BURMING USING LIGHT SCATTER!ilG COEFFICIEl<TS 

Bet1-1een mid-July and mid-October, 6,070 to 114,000 ha of grass seed straw are 
open-burned in the Hillamette Valley of Oregon. Estimated particle emission 
rates range from 28 kg/ha to 534 kg/ha. Up until the late '70' s, smoke int ru
s ions from this source occurred frequently. Intensified smoke management has 
reduced these intrusions to infrequent occasions. 

There has been a lengthy debate about the effect these intrusions have on Total 
Suspended Particulate (TSP) concentrations. Since the D~partment of Environ
mental Quality (DEQ) has maintained a record of nephelometer readings for days 
when smoke intrusions occurred from 1973 to the present (Freeburn, 1978), a 
method. of estimating the TSP contributions of a smoke intrusion from the scat
tering coefficient would be useful for determining the historical imoact of open 
burning. · ' 

From May to mid-November 1978, DEQ operated 10 fixed air quality monitoring 
stations in the Willamette Valley. Conventional high volume samplers, nephel
ometers and several fine particulate samplers (cascade high volume impactor, 
stacked filter unit, virtual impactors, and short-term fine particulate sequen
tial samplers) were operated at each location. Data from this monitoring 
program \'las used to develop regression equations for predicting fine particulate 
concentrations from light scattering coefficient measurements. These regression 
equations were then used along with DEQ's smoke intrusion nephelometer records 
to estimate the impact past intrusions have had • 

. DATA ANALYSIS--Selection of Data fo~ Statistical Analysis 

It is well known that the light scattering coefficient is very sensitive to the 
mass median diameter of the aerosol producing the scattering (Charleson, 1972). 
Since this investigation is to determine the impact of smoke intrusions, a selec
tion criteria was used to sort the data from the 10 stat i ans for the regress ion 
analysis so that only days with some smoke impact would be considered. Based on 
previous investigations and practical experience, a day's data wa_s excluded from 
consideration if the 24-hour average light scattering coefficient (Bscatl was 
less th~-~ 110-4m-l. · . . \ . · _. . 

·During the. preliminary analysis, a test of ~he. selectio~ criteria was ma~. As 
a pa.rt of the Willamette Valley monitoring program, DEQ maintained a Haz og in 
which_-days with smoky conditions were notn at each location when observe • 
Regression equations developed between 24 hour average Bscat and fine parti- · 

·cul ate for. three subsets of data (Bscat ~ 20-4m-l, Bscat > 1.5 x io-4m-l · 
and .smoky ~ond·itions observation) were not significantly different even_though .. 

·.the-first.subset includes the most cases. · 
.··~ ····::~~,f~·~;~-1:l·~~;.$ :; --~-,:·:---.-:._; :_------ - . _- :· ... -· .. .-:._:·< . .". ---~-----___ .. 
·. Two ··other choices had to be made before final analysis of. the data could· pro- · 

· ceed,.-:which particulate sampler to correlate with Bscat ·and whether: the data 
·from the·.10 stations could be considered individually or together. Bivariant 
correlations were calculated for Bscat on the mass collected by the high .. 

·volume sampler (TSP), high volume cascade impactor, fince particulate catch 
(FSP), stacked filter unit fine catch (SFUF.), virtua1 impactor fine catch (VF), 
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and short-term sequential sampler fine cat:h (SEQF) for days 1·1ith average 
Bscat greater than io-4m-l for all locations. The Bscat values used 
were the average over the same time interval that the particulate sar:1plers 
operated--two hours for the sequential sa~~les and 24 hours for.the other 
samplers. Table I shm·1s some selected res~lts: 

TABLE I: BIVARIAMT CORRELATIONS AMO SUMl-'J..RY STATISTICS'FOR LIGHT-SCATTERING 
COEFFICIENTS WITH PARTICULATE CO~CEMTRATIONS ~EASURED BY FIVE SAMPLERS 
AT TEN LOCATIONS FR0'.·1 MAY THROUGH i,'.ID OCTOBER 1978 IN THE \·!ILLJl.METTE 
VALLEY 

Arithmetic i"·1ean D50 for fine 
Particle r·1a s s Ccncent rat i a:-: particle scs~l ers Nur:1ber of Corre 1 at i orr 
Samplers ( UG/i-13) (UM) Cases 1-iith Bscat 

TSP 69.7 60 248 .332 

FSP 24.9 1.1 279 .674 

SFUF 18.4 2.5 268 .641 

. VF . 25. 7 3.5 27 ·.518 

SEQF 52.8 1.9 48 .529 

It is n~t s rprising that the correlation bet1-1een Bscat and TSP is lo\'/ for 
smoky da • The nephelometer is not very sensitive to particles outside the 
0.1 to 1.0 um size range, while TSP is very sensitive to super-micron par-
ticles. t is surprising that the cascade high volume fine catch is about · 
one-third larger than the stacked filter unit fine catch and better correlated 
with Bscat· The D50 outpoint for the high volume sampler is supposed to be 
considerbly smaller than the stack filter units' cut point. However, the 
fiberglass final filter in this sampler is more efficient than the 0.3 um 
Nuclepore stack filter unit final filter for sub-micron particles (Liu, 197'.7). 
It is well known that both samplers suffer from particle bounce--especia1ly for 
dry, crystaline particles. The cascade impactor was operated 1~ith both slotted· 
filter substrates and a greased second stage collection surface to minimize this 
problem. Several investigations have shown that some particle re-entrainment· 
for medium-size pa rt i cl es st i 11 occurs when sotted fi 1 ter substrates are used. 
Th{s plie.nomenon was observed in the open burning emissions testing program 
conducted by DEQ (DEQ, 1978). The greased second stage used in tRe ambient 
samplers probably ensures that no particles· larger than 5-7 um reach the final 
filter even if particle re-entrainment from the slotted filters was substantial. 
All of this indirect evidence supports the conclusion that the cascade high . 
volume impactor as operated by DEQ collects particles from well .into the sub-

/ 
1

/ micron region up to perhaps 7 um. Scanning electron microscopic examination of 
~ / some filters is needed to clarify this issue. 

·-....< -1 ·--- -··-·~ -•-- . 

1 ,. : The size distr.ibution of open burning smoke particles has been studied by 
numerous investigators (Vines, et al, 1971; Shum and Loveland, 1974; Radke, et 
al, 1978).. There is complete agreement that both a number and mass mode 

' 
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exist in the 0.1 to 0.5 um region of the size distribution. The upper size 
l i1nit for the mass distribution has been reported as 2 to 5 um l'lith a very 
small mass fraction contained in still larger particles. The_high volume 
impactor fine catch may exactly span this region. 

The sequential sample data 1·1as expected to have high correlations ~11th Bscat 
since they \'1ere only taken when a fairly intense smoke intrusion occurred .. 
In operati6n, three two-hour sequential samples were collect~d whenever.the 
instantaneous B ~ exceeded 5.5 x 10-4m_l. However, extensive regression -
analysis of thiScSata showed that even though moderate correlation coefficients 
were obtained, the star1d2rd error of the regressions 1·1as very high, A revievi of 
the raw data raised serious questions about the stabi 1 ity and reproduceabil ity 
of this instrur.:ent. The corre1ations ~iith the virtual impactor fine catch were 
good, but the smal 1 data set prevented further use of this data. · 

Since the bivariant correlations 11ere highest for the cascade high volume fine 
catch and this sampler see~5 to measure most of the size spectrum of smoke 
particles, data for this sampler 11as chosen for further regression analysis 11ith 
Bscat· This choice also provided the largest data subset for analysis. All 
subsequent statistical analysis confirmed that the fine catch from this sampler 
was better correlated with Bscat than the stack filer unit. 

Variations in the average particle size distribution, average particle densit~, 
and refractive index are known to exist from location to location. Since each 
of these factors has an effect on the intensity of light scattered by an aerosol, 
location, specific relationships between Bscat• and fine particle mass might 
be expected. There may also be variations in instrument performance between the 
10 locations. Analysis of variance and covariance was conducted to examine this 
possibility. Analysis using FSP as .the dependent variable, Bscat as the 
covariant, and location as the variate showed that there were very significant 
differences between the locations (see Table II). The overall multiple correla
tion coefficient increased to 0.832 when location was accounted for. Regession 
analysis was, therefore, conducted on the data from each location separately. 

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

.-

. ~--"' 
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: I I: ANALYSIS OF VARIAilCE AND COVARIANCE RESULTS Sl-'.0\-!ING THE DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN THE 10 LOCATIONS USING FINE SUSPENDED PARTICULATE CONCENTRA
TIONS AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

:e of V3riation 

ri ates 
?CAT 
' 
!Effects 
lcat ion 

I Varietfo.n explained 

F Ratio 

951.397 

24.609 

li7 .288 

Significance of F 

o.ooo 

0.000 

0.000 

~i ate 
I 

Ra~ Regression Coefficient Number of Cases 

15.419 610 

! Mean = 27.67 ug/m3 

1b 1 e & Category 

Unadjusted Adjusted for 
ion No of Cases Dev'n ETA (um) Covariates Dev'n BETA (um) 

Carus 44 4.03 0.24 

Salem 47 5.40 5.11 

Cerva 11 is 49 3.75 -1.65 

Lebanon 60 0.41 -0.18 

Halsey 66 5.14 -3.92 

Junction City 43 2.13 -1.24 

Eugene 64 10.44 6.63 

Springfield 49 9.47 7.29 

Creswel 1 68 6.26 -6.73 

Coburg 44 . 4.40 -3.88 . 
0.47 0.36 

ple R2 0.692 
ple R 0.832 
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~:ultiple Reare_§_?ion Analysi.~ 

Hidy, et al and Sverdrup have sho~m that average particle density and refractive 
index vary with re 1 at i ve humidity. Re 1 at i ve humidities measured at the Sa 1 em 
and E11gene airports were used in the regression analysis for the.five locations 
near those airports. 

Inclusion of relative humidity increased multiple correlation coefficients 
slightly. Some investigations have found that non-linear models produce better 
correlations between fine particle concentrations and light scattering coef
ficients than linear models. Several non-linear models were tested, including 
power law, exponential, 18srith!~atic, quadratic, ard ~ultiplicative> ~ut none 
produced significantly higher multiple correlation coefficients for the limited 
range of values used here. A summary of linear regression.results is shm·m in 
Table 4. 

For comparison, the results of the .analysis for th~ sequential sampler data at 
all locations and for the stacked filter uni~ fine fraction for Eugene and 
Springfield are shown. Although the correlations are lower, the values of the· 
Bscat regression coefficient are in the range of those obtained using the high 
volume impactor. 

The low value of the regression coefficient for Coburg is troubling. Either 
there is an unusual local source of low-mass particles that are very efficient 
1 ight scatters, or there is an undetected instrument error at this site. 

Even excluding Coburg, the regression coefficients vary by a factor of t~m 
from site to site. It appears that the coefficients fall into two groups. 
Values in the 10 to 12 x lo-4 range are appropriate for rural sites while 
urban or urban dominated sites are in the 15 to 18 x 10-4 range. All of these 
differences may be due to the factors cited earlier. Other investigations have 
repprted coefficients ranging from 8 to 31 x 10-4 (Hidy, 1977; Vines, 1971) 
depending on the aerosol being measured • 

.. _.., __ ,__~, 

.--- _,-

_,.· 
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"l\BLE III: SUMMl\RY OF MULTIPLE LINEAR PROGRESSION l\Nl\LYSIS OF BscllT MID RELl\TIVE HUMIDITY ON rlNL SUSPEMDEll Plllff!CIJLATE 
CONCENTRATION FOR-EACH LOCl\TION FOR 01\YS UHEN BSCl\T}. l0-4111-l FROM MAY TO NOVEMBER l!J, 1978 

.. Bscat Standard 
Number Adjusted Mul- Regression Error of RH Regression Standard error Overall 

of Cases · tiple R2 Coefficient Bscat Coeff. Coefficient of RH Coeff. Intercept SE .ocat ion 

:arus 43 

Sal em 33 

_ebanon 59 

Corvallis 48 

Halsey 65 

Junction City 41 

Coburg 42 

Eugene 62 

Springfield* 47 

Creswell* 67 

Sequntial 
Sampler All 
Locations 48 

Eugene SFU 
Fine 33 

Springfield SFU 
fine 23 

.356 

.738 

• 718 

.759 

.463 

.559 

.496 

.776 

.691 

.505 

.263 

.543 

.146 

13.3 

15.3 

17.2 

17.1 

11. 7 

12.3 

5.6 

18.2 

17.8 

9.6 

-13.2 

10.7 

6.9 

2.66 

1.57 

1.39 

1.39 

1.55 

1.. 72 

.93 

1.26 

1. 76 

1.14 . 

3.14 

1. 71 

3.15 

rrA 

-0.07 

NA 

NI\ 

NA 

-0.18 

-0.15 

-0.37 

-.035 

NII 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Mii 

.06 

NA 

Mii 

NII 

.07 

• ()[l 

.10 

• Oll 

NII 

NS 

NS 

NS 

6.3 

9.9 

-0.14 

-0.15 

4.75 

19.4 

25.5 

30.4 

18.8 

5.1 

15.6 

5.8 

8.9 

*The Springfield and Creswell data contained weak first order auto correlation; The analysis presented for these two 
locations are the results of regression after a single interation of the Cochrane and Orcutt method to remove the 
autoregression structure. 

NH Relative humidity data not available for these sites. 
NS Variable not significant. 

5.4 

4.5 

5. 8 

3. 8 

6.1 

5.4 

5.2 

8.7 

6.G 

3.6 

33.7 

5.6 

7.4 



Appl tcation of Regression Equations to Determine Contribt:
tion .of Smoke Intrusions to Fine Particulate Mass Concentrate 

To apply the results of the regression analysis to field burning smoke intrusions, 
a methodology had to be developed to separate the effects of the intrusion from 
the effects of locally gene.rated aerosol. The icethod use_d is similiar to quanta
tive spectroscopy technique. First, the increase in the 2d-hour average Bscat 
caused by the intrusion is calculated-- Bscat· This is done by integrating · 
the area under the portion of the nephel or.;eter output shc;-ii ng the smoke intrusion, 
subtracting a baseline or background value and dividing by 24 hours. The predicted 
contribution of the intrusion to fine oarticula~e mess ccncentraticn ( · FSP) is 
calculated using the differential of the regression equation: 

If FSP .= K + Kl* Bscat + Kz* RH 

Then, 

The confidence interval around the predicated value is calculated 
standard error of the Bscat regression coefficient in this case. 
of this procedure follows. 

using the. 
An example 

Figure 1 shows an example of nephelometer data for the July 27, 1978, field 
burning smoke intrusion into Eugene. The intrusion began some time after 1600 
hours and lasted through 2400 hours. The integrated area under this portion of 
the curve is 33.1 x io-4m-lhn and the base line value--the three-hour 
average Bs at prior to 1600--is 0.5 x io-4m-l. Therefore,~ Bscat = 
Ll9 x io-~m-1. The predicted fine particulate contribution of this intru
sion 6 FSP is 21. 7 ug/m3. The 95 percent confidence interval around the 

· prediction is + 3.0 ug/m3. 

To test the value of the overall approach, estimates of smoke impact using the 
nephelometer method were made for several intrusions that occurred in 1978 and 
compared to impact estimates made by DEQ using the chemical mass balance (CMB -
Friedlander, 1973) technique--see table 5. 

With one exception, the confidence intervals overlap for the estimates from the 
two methods. The cases where discrepencies exists illustrate the problems that 
exists with cur re ct CMB methodo 1 ogy and 1·1ith the nephel ometer technique. 
. . 

The 'July 29 instrusion occurred on a warm, sunny day with moderate north winds 
and good atmospheric dispersion _and came from grassfield burning approximately 
75 miles away. The CMB characterization of total particulate for the day 
attributed 16 ug/m3 to secondary carbon aerosol. Since the light-scattering 
coefficients prior to the intrusion are so low, it is likely that a portion of 
the. so-called secondary carbon actually came from the well-aged ·smoke plume and 
shoul.d have been attributed to the veg et at i ve burning • 

. . 

. ' .. 
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In add'tion to the C:·:S and nephelometer, results are nc: directly comparable 
because each sampler is measuring a different but overlapping particle size 
range. The comparison does show the usefulness of the relatively simple nephe
lor.;eter r.:ethodo1ogy. On the average, the nephelor.:eter ~echnique estimates about 
3/4 of the impact of a smoke intrusion on the tot2l sus?ended particulate 
concentration. 

On Novem~er 14, nephelcmeter values were high all day ard for two days preceeding. 
In this case, establishr.,ent of a base-line yalue to use in the calculations is 
just about guess~ork. 

T.4SLE V: ESTIMA:EJ CONTRIBUTION OF SiX SMOKE INT?.USiONS USiNG THE STATISTICAL 
NEPHELm-~ETC:R. r·:C:THOD COMPARED TO ESTIMATES USING CHE~~ICAL MASS BALANCE 
(CHS) METHODS 

Predicted !~pact Using CHB Estimated Vegetative Type of 
Location Date t\ephe l ometer ( ug/M3) Burning Impact ( ug/M3) Intrusion 

Fine Mass Co~rse Mass 

Eugene 7 /27 /78 22 + 3 8.8 + 3.8 7.2 + 3.3 Field Burn. 
Eugene 8/3/78 45 + 6 27.9 + 5.1 22.4 + 5.2 Forest Burn. 
Lebanon 8/11/78 49 + 8 66.8 + 17.9 24.4 + 14.4 Field Burn. 
Eugene 10/26/78 31 + 4 31.5 + 5.7 14.4 + 5.1 Forest Burn. 
Eugene 11/13/78 44 + 6 23.3 + 4 29. 8 + 2. 6 Forest/Local 
Eugene 11/14/78 64 + 9 54.1+12.6 31.6 + 3.3 Forest/Local 

. . ' 
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Figure 1; · Typical daily nephelometer·data for a smoke intrusion into 
Eugene on 7-27-78. Smoke intrusion began just after 1600 
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The Estir.;ate Impact of Agricultural Open Burning Smoke 
Intrusions on Suspended Particulate Concentration for 1973-77 

. -
Useful estimates of the impact of grass seed field burning duting past years on 
fine suspended particulate concentration can be made using the nephelometer data 
collected by DEQ since 1973 at two locations--Eugene and Springfield. During 
the 1973-77 period, 53 days and 70 days Here affected by smoke intrusions into 
Eugene and Spri ngf i e 1 d respectively. Impact estimates 1-1ere made for each day 
using the re~ression coefficient appropriate for each location. Table 6 and 
Figure 2 sur::marize the findings of this analysis. 

The estir.;ated i1;;pacts range from insignificant to very large with significant 
average i~~act. The impact on Total Suspended ?articulate may be 25 percent 
greater than indicated here. The number and intensity of smoke impacts into 
Eugene- and Springfield has decreased along l'lith the total acreage burned. ·-Both 
have decreased due to intensified smoke management.-

TABLE VI: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR ESTH:ATED IMPACT OF SMOKE INTRUSIONS 
. ON SUSPENDED PAR.TICULATE CONCENTRATIONS FOR 1973-77 

Days of Range of Arithmetic Mean Mode of 
Location Impact Impacts ug/m.,3 Impact ug/m"3 Impacts ug/m'13 

Eugene 53 .5 65 9 + 10 6 

Springfield 70 .7 - 99 12 + 16 7 

CONCLUSION 

Out of a need to estimate the past impact of agricultural open burning on 
suspended particulate concentrations, a methodology has been developed using 
measured light-scattering values that yield reasonably accurate estimates. 
The methodology is based on a statistical analysis of aerometric data collected 
by DEQ at 10 fixed stations.during the summer and fall of 1978. The fine 
particule catch on the back-up filter of the cascade high volume impactor was 
found to have the highest correlation with average light scattering measured by 
a nephelometer on "smoky days." Relative humidity was also found to be sig
nificantly correlated. Since there were statistically significant differences 

- betwe~n the stations, _10 separate regtession equations were developed. 

Using these regression coefficients and a technique similar to quantative 
spectroscopic methods, estimates of smoke impact 1·1ere made and compared to 
estimates made by DEQ of vegetative burning impact using Chemical Mass Balance 
techniques. Reasonab 1 e agreement was found. Finally, estimates· of the impact 
of agri cultural opening burning on suspended particulate concentrations for the 
'summer burning season from 1973 through 1977 were made for Eugene an·d Spring-
-field, Oregon, using historical· nephelometer data •. The average 24-hour impact 
was found to be significant. · 

- PW21a20 
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ATTACHMENT V 
I' ' W, ~. 

A~"' n CJ r1 ,r,~ .. .., 
1.o.l.I""-•"\ ~ ' W.':-'V 

~r. =,:; 11 iam Hr You:lg:. Dir-ec-:.0r 
St4te of C•re;on · 
D=pt. of E:iv i rcr~e.-rt..::.1 ~~ ~ 1 i t,y 
P 0 p 1-•A · • • vCX /CIV 

Fortland, OR 97207 

RE: Draft Fie1d Burning SIP Kev~sicn 

Dear r1r. l'oi.;r.g: 

h GE :-i CY 

,·, 

' 

DEP~RTh:~:~! ~f tt:-;,:;:~~i::.f:~~il~t GUt.lJT'i 
Al~ (;<J_·':.LITY Q1Vl510f'·J .· 

·F!ELD SURN!NG~OFFICE · 

.-... · .. -.' .".· -:~··- .... - ' -

I a·ppreci ate tile cpportuni ty to revi ~"" the di· a ft fi e1d b1Jrni ng SIP 
revision and supporting docum<-..nta~ion at this early st.age in the SIP 
revision process. Overall, we find t.'1e pack.age tQ be excellent and wish 
to c~ ali part.ies - the OE.Q, City of Eugene, and Oregon See4 
Council - for an extremely conscientious and credible job. 

Not only are all essential corrections being made in the regulation, but 
!Many other desirable changes are proposed which lliil improve~ clarify 
the regulation. The s:r.ol:e mana9e:ient operational guidelines have bee:i 
greatly exp.anded and we urge you to c;ontinue to improve t."lem as Your 

· operating expe:-ience dic~t.e.s. The tect:nica1 support. doc~ent t~s been 
greatly improved ana also appei!rs approvable. Gi~en that dispersion 
rodeling is not yet tei;;hnic.ally feasibie, 1<~ f~l th.:i.t the curr-ent 

· document is adequate to support the proposed SI? revision. 

Since there appear to be no significant problems with the draft srp 
revision pl"Cposal, l would suggest we not hold t11e ineeting a:;;ong EPA and. 
the interested parties in Or.eson that is ::>c.heduled for 1".orch 28, 1980.-

The official docket on the January Z3, 1980 SI? s••hm;tt.:il· should be 
··closed as soon as possible. \!!e urge you to repl~ce that submittal wit.i 
the new SlP revision in f ;;ri1 v."hich wou1ci be composed of the ~gulation 
adopted on January 18, 1930 and ~'lded on April la, 1980; the updated 
smoke managellellt operational guid~lines; and the ne;r technical support 
docwnent. 

----. 

I 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUlY 

00 ig @ ~ o w ~.rID 
·. N' Li !J ·~ K ''-i: ·u·· ~ I. I. 11\ '-" ..,. 1..., ,..,. 

OFEICE Qf IH~ DIREc:tOR. 



Again, l .!:l pi ea.s~ 
-~ "'fo-- vo" '"n· ,~ "~e 

t~ rec2~v;: su:h an i;;pi'Cve-:! Sl? revisiot1 end to 
Iii 'hi.,/ ·- - "°"' ¥,; 

r1~.:-.;.-,·~:-:,...1'.;::ic: r?"' ... ·\·1·1;•!'!:.iy· -.c;•; .... :1 ~!l\!C. r...c.P:r"' ... r--r ... ~i·:d .... _, .... _,, ..... -- f"I 'l;°T ,,,,, __ I 1
0 

......... - ,,_.,. __ ._ ... ,i \,.>;J f -.i.. 6 

lie '!'fi 11 do our ~a.st 
cf this s~bof Ssior.; 

to ~;et t.:12 fcl iC1\1'ing ex~::d1t.e-.: scheduled for review 

Repl~c~:ent rev1s1on recei\'e-j: 
Ccrr.plete reviet-r :..iid tr~ris..'ii·;t.; 
P.1.!blish N?R~ in Fe-:ier.;1 Re-Qister~ 
Ef,d coor-..ent peri ad: • 
Pre;,are and ID;J il !ffP.H: 
Pwb1 ish HFP.i~ in Fe 1~~r:;'i r.t:s;ister: 

P.pril 21 ;. 1seo 
~:ay 5, 1980 
May 9, 1980 
June 9, 1980 
June 23, 1 %0 
Ju1y 4> 1980 

Alt.'1ough this is a ccmpr'es>ed 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Interim Groundwater Quality Policy 

Background and Problem Statement 

Several items on the April 18, 1980, EQC Agenda relate to the issue of 
groundwater quality in localized areas in Oregon. Moreover, groundwater 
quality protection is an issue of increasing concern throughout Oregon. 
Unlike surface waters which travel great distances in short periods and 
are readily renewed, groundwater migrates slowly and is not as readily 
replenished. Thus adverse impacts on groundwater quality can have severe 
and long-lasting negative effects. Groundwaters, especially those that 
require little or no treatment for drinking water purposes, are a highly 
valuable, renewable natural resource. 

Legal authority for the control of groundwater pollution exists in two 
legislative policy statements, ORS 468.710 (in the Pollution Control 
chapter) and ORS 537.525 (in the Appropriation of Water Generally 
chapter). However, neither standards nor other procedures have been 
developed sufficiently to provide the framework for protecting groundwater 
quality. Past groundwater pollution problems have been addressed by the 
Environmental Quality Commission on a case-by-case basis. As these types 
of problems increase, an apparent need exists for policy guidance from 
the Commission to guide the actions of the Department of Environmental 
Quality and local governmental agencies to assure protection of groundwater 
quality. 
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Evaluation 

The staff prepared a report entitled, Groundwater Quality Protection-
Background Discussion and Proposed Policy", appended as Attachment "A". 
This report discusses the groundwater quality situation in Oregon and is 
organized into the following major headings: 

I. 
II. 

III. 
IV. 
v. 

VI. 
VII. 

VIII. 
IX. 
x. 

Problem Statement - - - - - - - - - -
Legal Authority - - - - - - - - - - -
General Description of Aquifers -
Beneficial Uses of Aquifers - - - -
Water Quality Parameters of Concern - - - - - -
Potential Groundwater Protection Measures -
Presently Identified Problem Areas - - - - - -
Groundwater Quality Monitoring - - - -
Conclusions - - - - - - - - - - -
Proposed Groundwater Quality Protection Policy-

Page 

1 
2 
5 

19 
19 
25 
28 
46 
49 
52 

Please refer to the attached report for the background, evaluation, and 
conclusions. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the conclusions (Section IX, pages 49 to 51) , presented in the 
report entitled, "Groundwater Quality Protection--Background Discussion 
and Proposed Policy," (Attachment "A"), it is recommended that the 
Commission: 

1. Approve the recommendations presented in Section X, pages 52 to 56 of 
the report as an interim Statement of Policy. 

2. Instruct the staff to accomplish the following tasks: 

a. Print and distribute the report to local governments and 
interested citizens for review and input. 

b. Schedule public meetings to discuss the report and invite input. 
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c. Summarize and evaluate the input from the public and present 
recommendations to the Commission for further action as follows: 

(1) Present final reconunended groundwater protection policy 
statements based upon public input. 

(2) Seek authorization for formal adoption (rulemaking) of the 
final recommended policy statements in late fall of this 
year. 

Attachments: 1 

Edison L. Quan:l 
229-6978 
April 4, 1980 
WL1269 

William ff. Young 

Attachment "A" 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY PROTECTION 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION AND PROPOSED POLICY 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Groundwater protection is an issue of increasing concern throughout 

Oregon. Unlike surface waters which travel great distances in short 

periods and are readily renewed, groundwater migrates slowly and is 

not as readily replenished. Thus adverse impacts on groundwater quality 

can have severe and long-lasting negative effects. Groundwaters, 

especially those that require little or no treatment for drinking water 

purposes, are a highly valuable, renewable natural resource. 

A number of statutes exist which define measurable environmental 

standards and clear limits to legal authority for protection of surface 

waters, including control of point source discharges. No measurable 

standards or comparable clarity exists for groundwater protection. 

Specifically, there is no uniform statewide program that provides 

greater protection to sensitive aquifers as compared to those that are 

naturally protected or those that have little potential for beneficial 

use. The lack of a uniform program is exemplified by the prohibition 

of development over areas underlaid by naturally poor quality aquifers 

(i.e., saline or alkaline waters) as contrasted to permitted extensive 

development over aquifers having high water quality. 

Accordingly, state and local officials have had difficulty in applying 

the available statutes as they relate to groundwater quality 

protection. Therefore, a systematic statement of policy from the 

Environmental Quality Commission is needed to guide actions of the 

Department of Environmental Quality and local agencies to assure 

appropriate protection of groundwater quality. 
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II. LEGAL AUTHORITY 

Two legislative policy statements, ORS 468.710 (in the Pollution 

Control Chapter) and ORS 537.525, (in the Appropriation of~ 

Generally Chapter), provide that the impairment of groundwater by 

pollution be prevented or controlled within practicable limits to 

protect beneficial uses of such groundwaters. These policy statements 

are presented in full below. ORS 468.710 uses the term waters of the 

state which includes underground waters as a part of the definition. 

A. 468.710 Policy. Whereas pollution of the waters of the state 

constitutes a menace to public health and welfare, creates public 

nuisances, is harmful to wildlife, fish and aquatic life and 

impairs domestic, agricultural, industrial, recreational and 

other legitimate beneficial uses of water, and whereas the 

problem of water pollution in this state is closely related to 

the problem of water pollution in adjoining states, it is hereby 

declared to be the public policy of the state: 

(1) To conserve the waters of the state; 

(2) To protect, maintain and improve the quality of the waters 

of the state for public water supplies, for the propagation 

of wildlife, fish and aquatic life and for domestic, agri

cultural, industrial, municipal, recreational and other 

legitimate beneficial uses; 

(3) To provide that no waste be discharged into any waters of 

this state without first receiving the necessary treatment 

or other corrective action to protect the legitimate 

beneficial uses of such waters; 
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(4) To provide for the prevention, abatement and control of 

new or existing water pollution; and 

(5) To cooperate with other agencies of the state, agencies 

of other states and the Federal Government in carrying out 

these objectives. 

(Formerly 449.077) 

B. 537.525 Policy. The Legislative assembly recognizes, declares 

and finds that the right to reasonable control of all water 

within this state from all sources of water supply belongs to 

the public, and that in order to insure the preservation of the 

public welfare, safety and health it is necessary that: 

(1) Provisions be made for the final determination of relative 

rights to appropriate groundwater everywhere within this 

state and of other matters with regard thereto through a 

system of registration, permits and adjudication. 

(2) Rights to appropriate groundwater and priority thereof be 

acknowledged and protected, except when, under certain 

conditions, the public welfare, safety and health require 

otherwise. 

(3) Beneficial use without waste, within the capacity of 

available sources, be the basis, measure and extent of the 

right to appropriate groundwater. 

(4) All claims to rights to appropriate groundwater be made 

a matter of public record. 
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(5) Adequate and safe supplies of groundwater for human con

sumption be assured, while conserving maximum supplies 

thereof for agricultural, ,commercial, industrial, 

recreational and other beneficial uses. 

(6) The location, extent, capacity, quality and other 

characteristics of particular sources of groundwater be 

determined. 

(7) Reasonably stable groundwater levels be determined and 

maintained. 

(8) Depletion of groundwater supplies below economic levels, 

impairment of natural quality of groundwater by pollution 

and wasteful practices in connection with groundwater be 

prevented or controlled within practicable limits. 

(9) Whenever wasteful use of groundwater, impairment of or 

interference with existing rights to appropriate surface 

water, declining groundwater levels, interference among 

wells, overdrawing of groundwater supplies or pollution 

of groundwater exists or impends, controlled use of the 

groundwater concerned be authorized and imposed under 

voluntary joint action by the Water Resources Director and 

the groundwater users concerned whenever possible, but by 

the director under the police power of the state when such 

voluntary joint action is not taken or is ineffective. 
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(10) Location, construction, depth, capacity, yield and other 

characteristics of and matters in connection with wells 

be controlled in accordance with the purposes set forth 

in this section. 

(1955c. 708 2) 

III. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF AQUIFERS 

The following is a brief discussion of the conceptual system of 

aquifers as they may occur in Oregon: (excerpted from Bartholomew 

et.al. 1973) 

A. Hydrologic Cycle 

Groundwater like surface water, originates as precipitation and 

both are an integral part of the water cycle. The earth's water 

supply circulates endlessly from oceans to skies, to lands, and 

finally it returns again to the oceans, see Figure 1. 

Evaporation from the oceans and surface water bodies is the major 

contributor of water to the hydrologic cycle. After 

precipitation reaches land surface, the water either runs off, 

evaporates, transpires, or seeps into the ground. Eventually, 

all water is returned to the oceans and upon arrival, it begins 

again to move through the hydrologic cycle. 
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B. Groundwater Recharge 

A portion of the precipitation that seeps into the ground in 

Oregon is absorbed by soils and plants. The remaining water 

percolates downward through the water table. The water table 

marks the elevation below which all pore spaces are filled with 

water. The water table is not a flat surface as the name 

implies. It usually forms as a subdued replica of the land 

surface. The water table stands at higher elevations in 

mountainous terrains and at lower elevations within stream 

valleys. High elevations on the water table mark the areas of 

GROUNDWATER RECHARGE. Groundwater moves downward and away from 

recharge areas towards lowlands and groundwater discharge areas. 

The major regions of groundwater recharge in the state of Oregon, 

are the Cascade Mountains, the Blue Mountains, the Coast Range, 

and similar elevated areas possessing permeable formations and 

receiving large amounts of precipitations. Water well 

information is generally sparse in mountainous areas and it is 

difficult to accurately locate the exact recharge boundaries; 

nevertheless, regional groundwater boundaries normally lie 

beneath major topographic divides. The major drainage divides 

in Oregon are shown as solid lines on Figure 2. 

Deep wells are required to withdraw water from groundwater re

charge areas. During construction, wells in recharge areas 

experience progressive water level declines as the wells are 

deepened. 
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c. Groundwater Discharge 

Groundwater migrates from the mountainous recharge areas, 

downward, through rock materials toward lowland areas where it 

reappears as groundwater discharge. A large amount of 

groundwater is forced toward land surface as regional discharge 

within major valleys such as the Willamette Valley and Harney 

Valley. Large river channels such as the Willamette, Rogue and 

Deschutes Rivers also constitute major groundwater discharge 

areas. Numerous springs and marsh lands also serve as 

groundwater discharge areas in Oregon. 

Nature has established a balance between natural recharge and 

natural discharge. Therefore, if there is an increase in the 

quantity of groundwater recharge, there will also be an increase 

in the quantity of natural groundwater discharged from the basin. 

If the total amount of recharge is insufficient to maintain a 

balance with the total basin discharge, the water table elevation 

must decline. 

Wells drilled in discharge areas generally encounter water at 

shallow depths. As these wells are deepened, a rise in the water 

level will be experienced. 

D. Groundwater Flow Systems 

Surface water resources can be directly observed and measured. 

In contrast, groundwater bodies must be observed and measured 

indirectly. Because groundwater is hidden from sight, much 
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mystery (my~tic) has lingered around the subject of locating 

underground waters. Without addressing the subjects of divining 

rods and water witching, it can be stated that groundwater 

responds to known physical and chemical laws. Groundwater basins 

are empirically as well as mathematically predictable. 

A GROUNDWATER BASIN is defined as a three-dimensional volume 

of water and earth material which contains the entire flow paths 

of all the water recharging the groundwater system. Important 

features of any groundwater basin are: 

(1) the geometry, 

(2) the velocity and direction of groundwater movement, 

(3) the water-bearing characteristics of the rock materials, and 

(4) the physical and chemical characteristics of the water. 

The basin may be simple, involving only one recharge area and 

one discharge area, or complex involving several recharge and 

discharge areas. The cutaway drawings shown in Figures 3 through 

6 illustrate several conunonly occurring features of groundwater 

basins. 

There are three principal types of change occurring in any 

groundwater basin. These are: 

(1) the change in position (movement) of groundwater. 

(2) the change in temperature, 

(3) the change in concentration of chemical constituents, 

see Figure 6. 
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The change of dominant importance is the change in position. 

The energy which causes groundwater to move is a consequence 

of its position and is called potential energy. The dashed lines 

in Figure 1 are used to define a potential energy field and they 

are called EQUIPOTENTIAL LINES. The altitude of the water level 

in a well tightly cased to the bottom specifies the equipotential 

line. For example, a water level which stands at 500 feet above 

sea level in a well which is tightly cased to the bottom, defines 

a point on the 500 foot equipotential line. Groundwater moves 

from high potential to low potential at right angles to 

equipotential lines. 

Temperatures generally increase with depth due to natural heat 

flow emanating from the interior of the earth. Earth 

temperatures increase approximately 1°Fahrenheit for every 60 

feet beneath the first 100 feet below land surface. Variations 

in earth temperatures from place to place within a groundwater 

basin is due in large part, to groundwater movement. 

Note on Figure 3, that natural changes in chemical quality will 

occur as the groundwater moves through the flow system. The 

degree to which these changes take place, is highly dependent 

on the solubility of the rock materials, the distance traveled, 

and the residence time of the water in transit. Generally, the 

total concentration of dissolved constituents will increase along 

the flow path. The general deterioration of water quality as 

the water moves through the system, often leads to a very poor 

quality water in major discharge areas. These waters have 

sometimes been mistaken for connate sea waters. Chemical 
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analyses of groundwater generally makes possible the differ

entiation between sea water and brackish groundwater. 

Natural variations in chemical quality, temperature, and water 

level fluctuations are all functions of depth, distance, and 

geologic material through which the groundwater moves. A 

groundwater body can be divided on the basis of size, flow 

distance, and common water characteristics into three types of 

flow systems. These are local, intermediate, and regional 

groundwater flow systems. 

E. Local Groundwater Flow Systems 

Groundwater discharged from local groundwater flow systems such 

as those shown in Figure 4 are recharged in an immediately 

adjacent recharge area, The local flow system may 

cover only a few acres and the water may circulate to depths 

of less than 100 feet below the water table. Discharge areas 

of local systems in Oregon have characteristic low groundwater 

temperatures ranging from 35 to 55 degrees Fahrenheit. these 

water temperatures are indicative of shallow circulation. 

Water from local systems generally contains low concentrations 

of dissolved chemical constituents unless it moves through very 

soluble rock types. There is a greater risk of oxygen supported 

bacterial contamination, however, due to the proximity of the 

shallow flow system of possible surface contaminants. Seasonal 

precipitation cycles in Oregon and the shallow nature of local 

systems cause wells completed in these systems to exhibit 

seasonal water level changes. 
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F. Intermediate Groundwater Flow Systems 

As the name "intermediate" implies, water discharging from 

intermediate flow systems lies beneath local systems and above 

regional systems. Intermediate effects are noted in the 

groundwater's chemical character, temperature, and degree of 

seasonal water level fluctuation. Groundwater flow systems of 

intermediate size are characterized by one or more topographic 

highs and lows, each located between a recharge area and a 

discharge area. Waters of intermediate discharge areas in 

Oregon are characterized by temperatures ranging from 45° to 85° 

Fahrenheit. The quantity of total dissolved solids ranges from 

100 to 200 parts per million. Included in the figure for total 

dissolved solids, among others, are values for sodium (100 to 

200 parts per million), and chloride (5 to 50 parts per million). 

Most of the water pumped from wells in Oregon is found to lie 

somewhere between these extremes. It will be noted in Figure 

5 that intermediate discharge areas are also located in areas 

of local groundwater discharge. Therefore, some variation in 

the chemical character of water pumped from neighboring wells 

of varying depths can be expected. 

G. Regional Groundwater Flow Systems 

Regional groundwater flow systems lie deep and at the opposite 

end of the spectrum from local flow systems. A regional flow 

system receives recharge from the highest water table elevation 

in the basin and discharges this water in the lowest part of 

the basin, see Figure 6. Oregon's surface water drainage basins 

generally coincide with the regional groundwater basins as shown 
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on Figure 2. Regional groundwater may circulate to depths in 

excess of 10,000 feet below land surface, with a resulting increase 

in groundwater temperature. Temperatures from regional systems 

generally range from 85 degrees Fahrenheit to over 200 degrees 

Fahrenheit. The highest water temperature recorded in Oregon from 

a water well to date is 238 degrees Fahrenheit, from the Pondorosa 

Nursing Home well in Klamath Falls. Long travel paths, long 

residence times, and high temperatures aid the solvent properties 

of water in dissolving chemical constituents, often causing such 

waters to be unfit for normal domestic uses. The frictional head 

loss experienced over long travel paths produce a dampening effect 

on seasonal water level fluctuations. For this reason, water 

levels on a regional flow system can be expected to fluctuate only 

very slightly in the absence of local pumping effects. 

H. Summary 

From the preceding excerpt it is clear that local groundwater 

flow systems and their associated shallow aquifers are the most 

sensitive to contamination from surface or shallow subsurface 

sources. 

These aquifers are recharged primarily from incident or local 

precipitations, and are, in certain instances, not adequately 

protected by overlying strata. Therefore, any preliminary 

groundwater protection policy should be aimed at providing 

protection to these "sensitive" aquifers. 
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In contrast to the shallow aquifers in the local flow system, 

the aquifers in the intermediate and regional flow systems are 

recharged in the higher altitudes where man's activities are 

limited. These aquifers may or may not be separated by strata 

of low permeability. A common characteristic of these aquifers 

is their higher dissolved solids content resulting from longer 

transit time underground. 

IV. BENEFICIAL USES OF AQUIFERS 

Generally, groundwater in local flow systems is of inherently high 

quality and provides a potential for meeting various beneficial uses. 

The beneficial uses generally served by such aquifers include domestic 

and livestock water supplies, irrigation, and industrial process 

waters. Of these uses, however, domestic water normally requires 

the highest quality. Certain industries, relying on groundwater 

supplies for various operations, require water quality similar to 

that used for domestic purposes. 

V. WATER QUALITY PARAMETERS OF CONCERN 

The question of whether or not groundwater is of suitable quality 

for beneficial uses depends upon the intended use. As noted earlier, 

however, the development of groundwater to supply domestic purposes 

requires generally high quality water. If the natural groundwater 

quality meets this need with little or no treatment, then the aquifer 

can meet the needs of other beneficial uses. 
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A. Bacteria 

Waters in the sensitive aquifers usually meet the criteria for 

domestic use, except occasionally for the presence of coliform 

bacteria and the potential for other surface contaminants, 

especially in areas of rapidly draining soils. Thus, it should 

be emphasized that such groundwaters should not be assumed by the 

public to be safe potable supplies unless long term and frequent 

testing confirms such an assumption. 

B. Turbidity 

Another example which the staff has experienced is turbidity in 

well water used for domestic purposes. A problem of this nature 

occurred in Milton-Freewater where a gravel wash water pond was 

located in rapidly draining soils and upgradient from a community 

served by individual wells. The subsurface soils were ineffective 

in filtering out the finer particles of soil, rendering the 

groundwater unsuitable for domestic use. 

c. Nitrate-Nitrogen (N03-N) 

If sensitive aquifers have the potential to be developed for a 

domestic supply, the naturally occurring maximum content for 

nitrate-nitrogen (N03-N) should not exceed 10 mg/l, which is the 

upper limit established by EPA for drinking water. The background 

concentration of N0 3-N in groundwater is generally less than 1.0 

mg/l. Concentrations much higher than this seldom occur 

naturally. Thus, when NO -N3 concentrations approach the upper 
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limit, concern develops for its continued use as a potential water 

supply. Because of the importance of this parameter, it is 

discussed more fully below. 

1. The Significance and Pur~ose of N03-N Standards 

Serious and occasionally fatal poisonings in infants have 

occurred following ingestion of nitrate-containing well 

waters. This has occurred with sufficient frequency and 

widespread geographic distribution that standards for nitrates 

in drinking waters were established, first by the U.S. Public 

Health Service and currently adopted by EPA. 

Nitrate poisoning appears to be confined to infants during 

their first few months of life. Adults drinking the same 

water are not affected, but breast-fed infants of mothers 

drinking such water may be poisoned. The affliction is called 

methemoglobinemia, commonly known as "blue babies". 

Because of the great difference in molecular weight between 

nitrate and hemoglobin, small increments of nitrite 

(metabolized from nitrate) produce large quantities of 

methemoglobin. The margin of safety is narrowed in infants 

since they have ~ small blood volume relative to adults. 

Since there is presently no method of economically removing 

excessive amounts of nitrate from water, it is important for 

health authorities to be aware of locations of high nitrate 

concentrations in water. The population needs to be warned, 

and water sources improved or other sources found. 
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The drinking water standard is 10 mg/l N03-N (45 mg/l as 

nitrate). The necessity for a nitrate-nitrogen drinking water 

standard as low as 10 mg/l has been extensively debated. 

However, the most significant result of these discussions 

has been a proposal (Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 140, p. 

42254) to increase NOrN limits to 20 mg/l for "certain non

community systems (with conditions including) •••• nitrites 

are not present in the water". The "non-community" systems 

included in this definition are taverns, certain restaurants, 

etc., where infants would have little or no opportunity to 

consume the water. The definition does not include individual 

well water supplies. Final action on this proposed revision 

is expected by June l, 1980. 

In relation to the 10 mg/l drinking water standards, DEQ has 

historically used a 5 mg/l planning (modeling) target (e.g., 

Clatsop Plains). The Department does not believe it is 

prudent to use either 10 mg/l for nitrate or l mg/l for 

nitrite as the target , for planning purposes, since neither 

number contains a margin of safety in protecting public 

health. Accordingly, DEQ has used 5 mg/l nitrate-nitrogen 

as an upper limit for planning (modelling) provided that a 

reasonable factor of safety is included in the various 

assumptions made in the calculation process. 

For nitrite, DEQ has urged a wider margin of safety. 

Providing that a reasonable factor of safety is included in 

the various assumptions made in the calculation process, the 

upper planning limit should not exceed 0.2 mg/l. 
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2. The Purposes and Limitations of Mathematical Groundwater 

Models 

Mathematical models are typically used for groundwater supply 

(quantity) determinations, contamination (quality) analyses, 

planning and management, and for investigating or predicting 

other environmental impacts. Most groundwater problems fall 

under more than one category. The combined output of a 

quantity-quality model is a contamination prediction model. 

According to EPA (1978), a common feature of all prediction 

models is that their forecasts are "deterministic" (one 

value), rather than "prob~bilistic" (a range of values of 

varying probability). In most cases, the predictions are 

also unconditional, meaning that said models contain no 

restrictions on acceptable values. 

A limited number of groundwater models handle the complicated 

biochemical transformations of nitrogen compounds. The 

combined nitrogen transformation model predicts concentrations 

of nitrate in the saturated zone. 

Significantly, EPA (1978), contends that such predictions 

in the saturated zone "tend to underestimate peak values 

and thus may fail to predict dangerous concentration levels 

in the neighborhood of surface sources of contaminations and 

critical arrival times of pollutants in wells". 
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Such models provide average concentrations. As indicated 

earlier, maximum concentrations are relevant for 

nitrate-nitrogen where there is no safety factor in the 

standard. Thus, if raw data indicate values above averages 

predicted by the model, they must be compared against drinking 

water standards and planning targets. Indeed, "missed" high 

concentrations are actually the numbers of most interest and 

value. 

3. Other Reasons Why Nitrate Concentrations Are Used in 

Groundwater Studies 

Groundwater studies commonly measure nitrate concentrations 

for reasons other than its toxicity. Nitrate is an effective 

groundwater movement tracer since it is very soluble and 

mobile. 

In aerobic conditions (i.e., oxygen present), nitrification 

of ammonia (NH4) to nitrite (NO ) occurs quickly. Aerobic 

conditions occur in the unsaturated zone between the ground 

surface and the top of the water table. Some denitrification 

(reduction in nitrogen concentration) can occur when ammonia 

volatilizes to the atmosphere. 

However, studies have shown that subsurface conditions (such 

as those which exist below septic tank drainf ields) are not 

conducive to denitrification, volatilization, nitrate 

adsorption, and/or chemodenitrification. As a result, 

drainfield nitrate concentrations are largely available to 
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the groundwater, and will remain as measurable nitrates due 

to the anaerobic (lacking oxygen) conditions in the 

groundwater. 

D. Arsenic 

Arsenic is a toxic element which exists naturally in the ground 

in some areas. It is dissolved by groundwater and may reach 

concentrations which exceed drinking water standards. Removal 

is extremely difficult, therefore it can render water unfit for 

some uses. 

E. Other Parameters 

Oil, gasoline, organic compounds, and a wide variety of substances 

can be of concern to groundwater protection. Their presence would 

be expected only in particular local situations and thus should 

be considered on a case-by-case basis. Such parameters could 

impair use by color, taste, odor, toxicity, or aesthetics. 

VI. POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER QUALITY PROTECTION MEASURES 

In order to protect groundwater quality or to improve degraded quality 

in the sensitive aquifers, a range of practicable control measures are 

being used or are available for implementation. These control measures 

are categorized as follows: 
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A. Preventative Measures 

1. Land Use Planning 

Sound land use planning can achieve preservation of existing 

high quality aquifers or prevent further degradation of 

existing quality by limiting development in recharge areas or 

by restricting certain types of development or activity 

in recharge or areas of high risk impact. 

2. Collection, Treatment and Controlled Disposal of Wastes 

When development is proposed to occur in areas where risk 

of groundwater pollution is high (recharge areas), domestic 

and industrial wastes which could contribute pollutants to 

groundwater can be collected, treated and conveyed for 

disposal to an area where risk of ground or surface water 

pollution is, less. 

3. Proper Well Construction 

Adherence to existing well construction standards will 

minimize the potential of surface contaminants from reaching 

the groundwater table or of contaminated groundwaters from 

reaching zones of high quality water. 
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B. Improvement Measures 

1. Eliminate or Reduce Existing Pollutant Loading, Allow Natural 

Recovery 

In areas where an aquifer has been degraded by identified 

pollutant loads to the point of impairing the potential 

beneficial use of the water supply, the existing pollutant 

loads can be intercepted (such as by sewers), treated, and 

disposed of so as to protect the aquifer. Such reduction 

or elimination of the source of pollutant will allow the water 

quality to improve by allowing the natural recharge process 

to dilute and disperse the residual pollutants. Such 

improvement may take many years, even decades, to accomplish. 

2. Eliminate or Reduce Existing Pollutant Loading; Remove 

Accumulated Pollutants 

This is the same as identified above except that accumulated 

pollutants are removed by removal of contaminated soil, 

pumping to remove polluted water from the aquifer and recharged 

artifically with unpolluted water. 
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VII. PRESENTLY IDENTIFIED PROBLEM AREAS 

Existing subsurface, solid waste, and hazardous waste guidelines 

address groundwater protection, and in most instances are adequate. 

However, in certain areas of the state where a combination of specific 

hydrologic conditions and existing or proposed high pollutant loadings 

exists, special control measures are necessary to insure protection 

of groundwater quality for beneficial uses. Currently, aquifer 

protection is handled on a case-by-case basis. 

Over the past 10 years, the Department staff have presented to the 

Commission groundwater problem situations resulting from both subsurface 

domestic waste disposal systems and from industrial waste sources. 

These problems generally occur because the waste loads disposed of 

either on or under the ground surface infiltrate through permeable 

soils and contaminate the aquifer. Natural impairment of uses is also 

known to exist. Examples of such problem situations are summarized 

below: 

A. Clatsop Plains 

The Clatsop Plains area is located in Western Clatsop County 

and is bounded by the Columbia River to the north, Pacific Ocean 

to the west, Neawanna Creek and Seaside to the south, Carnation 

Ditch-Skipanon River and the foothills of the Coast Range to 

the east. The Plains is underlain by windblown sands with a 

high hydraulic conductivity. The dune-sand has a shallow soil 

profile and readily accepts and transmits infiltrating water. 

Thus, a large available reservoir of good quality groundwater 

exists under the sand dune complex. 
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Between 1969 and 1976, the Department staff conducted water 

quality surveys of the groundwater (wells) and selected surface 

water (lakes and streams) in the Clatsop Plains. The survey 

data showed that a few wells were in excess of the allowable 

maximwn concentration of 10 mg/l nitrate-nitrogen (N03-N), but 

that there is a trend toward increased N0 3-N as housing densities, 

dependent upon septic tank drainf ield disposal systems, increased. 

From these data, the Department concluded that the trend of 

groundwater degradation could only become more acute with increased 

or continued construction of new housing in subdivisions of urban 

densities with conventional on-site disposal systems. Therefore, 

in April, 1977, the EQC adopted a rule prohibiting the issuance 

of new permits for the construction of subsurface systems or 

favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability in selected 

areas of Clatsop County where there are unconsolidated sand or 

unconsolidated loamy sands. This restriction, however, was subject 

to modification or repeal on an area-by-area basis upon petition 

by the appropriate local agency or agencies. The petition would 

be expected to provide reasonable technical ·evidence that 

development using subsurface sewage disposal in accordance with 

single family unit equivalent densities specified in the local 

land use plan for the area would not cause further groundwater 

or surface water quality degradation. With its adoption of the 

rule, the Commission stated its intention to consider such 

alternatives as might later be proposed by local government or 

in the light of further information regarding the risk of 

contamination. 



-30-

In August, 1977, the Department sent a letter to the Clatsop 

County Board of Commissioners with the rationale for establishing 

the acceptable nitrogen species levels in groundwater for 

planning purposes. The federal publication "Quality Criteria 

for Water, EPA-440/9-76-023" recommends 10 mg/l N03-N as an upper 

limit for domestic water supplies. This publication also states, 

"waters with nitrite-nitrogen concentrations over l mg/l should 

not be used for infant feeding". 

The Department did not believe it was prudent to use the limits 

cited above for planning (modelling) purposes since they contain 

no margin of safety in protecting public health. For nitrate

nitrogen, it was believed that 5 mg/l N0 3-N may be used as an upper 

limit for planning purposes providing that a reasonable factor of 

safety is included in the various assumptions made in the 

calculation. For nitrite-nitrogen, it was felt that a wider 

margin of safety is desirable. Thus, the Department recommended 

that the upper limit for planning purposes should not exceed 

0.2 mg/l N02-N, again providing that a reasonable factor of 

safety is included in the various assumptions made in the 

calculation process. 

These limits for nitrogen species were used by a groundwater 

consultant to estimate the carrying capacity of the Clatsop 

Plains sand-dune aquifer in August, 1977. The consultant made 

two recommendations based on the planning limit for N03-N 

as follows: 

l. "Limit sub-basin septic tank-drainfield densities initially 

to not more than one per 1.2 acres if the Department of 
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Environmental Quality limit of 5 mg/l N03-N is to be met. 

2. Reduce densities of drainf ields in critical flow paths and 

other areas where the existing N03-N input exceeds levels 

which would result in more than 5 mg/l." 

In October, 1977, the Commission modified the rule, at the 

request of Clatsop County, to allow development not to exceed 

one acre per family density equivalent of sewage treatment in 

certain unincorporated areas covered by the original prohibition. 

The rule was again modified in June, 1978, to allow for one acre 

density development of systems to serve planned unit developments 

under the Unit Ownershp Law. At that time it was also discovered 

that there was the need to change from April 1, 1977, to October 

27, 1977, the date after which a one-acre parcel could not 

receive a permit if it was formed at the expense of a developable 

parcel of less than one acre. 

In October, 1978, the EQC again modified the rule, allowing the 

city of Gearhart a maximum of 57 single family equivalent units 

to be permitted on subsurface sewage disposal systems based upon 

procedures developed by the city of Gearhart and DEQ. 

Currently a study is underway in Clatsop Plains to monitor the 

groundwater quantity and quality relationships to obtain the 

necessary data for refining the calculated aquifer carrying 

capacity. 



-32-

B. "East" Multnomah County 

An area of approximately 30 square miles in central Multnomah 

County (east of Portland) is currently unsewered. Development 

has occurred over the past 30-50 years utilizing individual on-site 

sewage disposal systems, predominantly cesspools. An estimated 

10 million gallons of sewage per day is presently discharged into 

the underlying porous gravels. 

Most of the developed area is located on a relatively level 

terrace made up of Pleistocene fluviolacustrine sediments. 

Partially cemented gravels of the Pliocene Troutdale Formation 

underlie the terrace deposits. Both of these units are generally 

excellent aquifers where saturated. The depth of water in the 

unsewered area ranges from about 100-200 feet in the southern 

terraced area to less than 10 feet in much of the northern area 

underlain by younger, floodplain, terraces adjacent to the 

Columbia River. 

The area of concern is a regional groundwater discharge zone 

which receives water from the Cascades as well as local hills 

bordering the area. The aquifer receives approximately 50,000 

acre-feet of annual recharge from precipitation in the 30 square 

mile area. Groundwater production capabilities could therefore 

range from 50,000 acre-feet (16,335,000,000 gallons) to 100,000 

acre-feet (32,670,000,000 gallons) annually. 
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Presently several water districts utilize the aquifer for 

domestic water supply purposes. The city of Portland has 

recently filed for a water right for approximately 200 million 

gallons per day (MGD). The aquifer would be utilized as an 

alternate and supplemental source to Bull Run and provide for 

continued growth in the metropolitan area. 

In 1971 and 1973, the Department conducted water quality studies 

of the Columbia Slough. The chemical data obtained during these 

studies revealed high concentrations of nitrate-nitrogen (N03-N) 

in the springs forming the headwaters of the South Arm of 

Columbia Slough. The individual subsurface sewage disposal 

systems lying directly south of the South Arm of Columbia Slough 

were presumed to be the prime contributors to the N03-N levels. 

As a result the Department, assisted by the State Engineer's 

Office, (now the Water Resources Department), conducted a water 

quality-hydrogeological evaluation of the central Multnomah 

County area. Data was collected for the period June, 1974, to 

July, 1975. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and city of 

Portland Bureau of Water Works, under its exploratory program 

have also collected additional data from some of the same and 

other wells within this area from 1975 to 1977. 

These surveys revealed that NJ 3-N levels were significantly 

higher in the unsewered area (4 - 9 mg/l) than in adjacent 

sewered areas in Gresham and Troutdale. The higher 

concentrations were found in the private shallow wells, springs 

and municipal wells developing water from the upper portions 
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of the aquifer, while the deeper wells revealed concentrations 

of less than 1.0 mg/l N0 3-N. The subsurface disposal of 

sewage is considered to be the prime contributor of N03-N to 

the groundwater and provides an enrichment quality to the waters 

in the south Arm of Columbia Slough. 

At its February and August, 1978, meetings, the EQC instructed 

the staff, in cooperation with Multnomah County, to develop a 

plan for the protection of the east county groundwater aquifer. 

In December, 1979, the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners 

adopted the East County Groundwater Plan as an ordinance. 

The adopted groundwater plan calls for 90 percent of all 

development in the area to be sewered by 1990, but permits new 

development on cesspools as a temporary measure. Accomplishment 

of this goal should result in a long-term improvement of 

groundwater quality and permit the area to fully develop under 

the Multnomah County Land Use Plan. 

Approval of this plan by the EQC and DEQ is pending. 

C. River Road-Santa Clara 

The River Road-Santa Clara area lies immediately north of Eugene 

in Lane County. The area topography is virtually flat (0 - 3% 

slope) with several filled river meander channels cutting through 

the area oriented to the north-northwest. 
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The soils dominant in the area have moderate to high permeability 

in the upper profile of 36 to 48 inches from the ground surface. 

Absorbency is good, with silty clay loam textures with good pore 

size and distribution. Some areas have restrictive silty clays 

occurring at 36 to 48 inches from the ground surface. In these 

areas the soils may be somewhat restrictive to water movement. 

Throughout the area, gravel beds occur at depths ranging from 

3 to 9 feet from the ground surface. These gravel strata vary 

from clay cemented gravels to very clean, rapidly permeable 

material. 

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. 

Highly porous and permeable substrata materials, a seasonably 

high and locally recharged groundwater table, and excessively 

to moderately well-drained soils (including clean gravels), 

adversely affect the suitability of the River Road-Santa Clara 

area for the installation of high density subsurface sewage 

disposal systems. 

The area is underlain by geologically recent, unconsolidated, 

valley-filled alluvium that consists primarily of discontinuous 

layers and lenses of porous and permeable sands and gravels with 

minor amounts of silt and clay. 
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These deposits are part of the Willamette River Valley alluvial 

aquifer that is the primary source of groundwater for industrial, 

domestic, and agricultural uses in the Willamette Valley Region. 

A major source of recharge to this groundwater system is the 

infiltration and downward percolation of precipitation that falls 

directly on the valley floor. As a result, the water table 

beneath the River Road-Santa Clara area fluctuates in response 

to seasonal variations in precipitation, with the late 

winter-early spring water table rising to within 5 to 10 feet 

of land surface. This recharge is enhanced by moderately 

to excessively drained soils that offer little impedance to the 

downward percolation of soil moisture. 

Once in the groundwater flow system, water beneath the River 

Road-Santa Clara area moves generally northward toward 

downgradient discharge points such as wells, streams, rivers, 

and other surface water bodies. There is a direct hydraulic 

connection between surface and groundwater in the River 

Road-Santa Clara area. The nature of the connection (the 

discharging of groundwater to surface water bodies, or the 

infiltration of surface water into the groundwater system) is 

dependent on site specific characteristics and/or seasonal 

variations in ground and/or surface water levels. 

In February, 1978, the Lane County Board of Commissioners 

requested imposition of a moratorium on new subsurface sewage 

system construction permits and favorable reports of site 

suitability within the River Road-Santa Clara area. 
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A moratorium was the only apparent way to temporarily stop 

increase of pollution pending development of a plan for prevention 

and reduction of groundwater pollution. 

In response to the Board of Commissioner's request, and following 

a public hearing, the EQC in April, 1978, adopted a rule and 

order, OAR 340-71-020(9), which established a moratorium on 

issuance of permits or feasibility statements for new subsurface 

sewage disposal systems in the River Road-Santa Clara area of 

Lane County. Subsequent action by,the EQC in July, 1979, amended 

the rule by relaxing the moratorium for certain lots on record 

either on or before April 28, 1978, for bedroom additions to 

existing residences and for system repairs. 

A groundwater study for the River Road-Santa Clara area was 

completed in 1980, in which a model was developed to assist in 

projecting waste loading impacts and development alternatives. 

Action by the EQC in response to this study is pending. 

D. La Pine 

The La Pine area of southern Deschutes County is currently 

charaterized by scattered development around the unincorporated 

core community of La Pine. Approximately 14,000 plus lots 

ranging from 0.5 to 5 acres in size are currently available for 

development. In almost all cases individual water supply and 

sewage disposal systems are required. No areawide community 

water or sewer utilities are currently in operation or are 

proposed for the future. 
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Due primarily to availabilaity of shallow potable groundwater, 

most domestic wells are within 40 feet of the ground surface. 

Septic tank drainf ield systems generally are 2-3 feet below the 

ground surface. Many soils in the project area are highly porous 

and exhibit rapid drainage characteristics. 

Recent water samples analyzed by DEQ indicate elevated nitrate 

levels in some domestic wells. Sufficient data exists to warrant 

concern from both a water quality degradation and a public health 

standpoint. However, the extent and magnitude of the problem 

cannot be defined with the data available. Thus a comprehensive 

study is necessary. The study area likely will include the 

hydrology regime from south of La Pine to near Bend. 

Such a study is now proposed to be funded with federal funds under 

Section 208 of the Clean Water Act. Deschutes County will carry 

out the study. 

E. North Florence Dunal Aquifer 

The North Florence Dunal Sheet is located near the mouth of the 

Siuslaw River and is generally bounded by the Siuslaw River on 

the south, the Pacific Ocean on the west, Heceta Head on the 

North and the outcropping of Tyee Sandstone on the east. This 

covers an area of approximately 18 square miles, and includes 

the City of Florence, the unincorporated areas of Heceta Junction 

and Heceta Beach, campgrounds in the Siuslaw National Forest 

and other unincorporated areas. 
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The city of Florence has the only treatment facility in the study 

area and only treats waste from within city limits (3.3 square 

miles). All of the unincorporated areas use on-site treatment 

systems, predominately septic tanks and drainfields. The area 

has an adopted comprehensive plan which calls for extensive 

development with residential densities ranging from eight dwelling 

units to the acre to one dwelling unit to the acre. The National 

Forest also plans for the development of campgrounds and other 

recreational facilities within the area. 

The impact of total development on the quality of the water in 

' the aquifer may adversely affect future use. The most feasible 

source of fresh, high quality water for potable use in the area 

is the dunal sheet aquifer. It is a concern of local citizens 

and local elected officials that the most feasible source of 

fresh water north of the Siuslaw River not be further degraded 

and alternatives to possible impacts be implemented. Protection 

of this sole source aquifer is of urgent importance. 

The North Florence Dunal Sheet has been recognized as a 

groundwater study area by the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality. A 208 grant funded study is underway to identify and 

establish water quality data and sufficient aquifer character-

istics to identify current pollution sources, predict future impact 

of development and develop strategies to protect and enhance water 

quality. If an existing problem or potential impact is identified, 

this study and the resulting report will be used to assist local 

planning groups, Lane County and the city of Florence in finding 

alternative plans or courses of action to mitigate current problems 

and prevent future adverse impacts. 
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F. Milton-Freewater 

A sand and gravel operation in the Milton-Freewater area utilizes 

gravel wash water disposal ponds as a part of its operation. 

The ponds are located over unconsolidated alluvial deposits which 

constitute a highly permeable and porous shallow groundwater 

aquifer that supplies water from a local groundwater flow system 

to numerous wells for domestic, agricultural, and industrial 

uses. A narrow turbidity plume extended from the area of the 

wash water disposal ponds downgradient for more than a mile. 

Individual household wells used for domestic water were 

contaminated with particle fines which could not be effectively 

filtered out by the porous subsoils. 

This problem situation is currently being handled through the 

water Pollution Control Facilities Permit. The Permit requires 

that all treatment ponds. must be permanently sealed to prevent 

seepage of waste water through the bottom and sides. In 

addition, the permit prohibits the discharge of all waste waters 

either directly or indirectly to surface or subsurface waters. 

G. La Grande 

A railroad company in La Grande operates a refueling facility, 

which in the past has had oil spilled on the ground reach the 

shallow groundwater aquifer. The subsoils in the La Grande area 

are composed of fanalluvium (clay, silt, sand, and gravel). 

Nearby residents relying on the groundwater for domestic 

purposes, have complained of oil contaminating their water 

supply. 
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This problem situation is currently being handled by the 

Department through the Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit. 

The permit requires that diesel and other oil products must be 

prevented from entering either surface water or groundwater by 

the following procedures: 

1. Providing spillage collection equipment in areas where oil 

products are frequently handled, transferred or easily 

spilled. 

2. Removing oil products that have spilled onto the ground 

surface as quickly as possible. 

3. Separating oil products from wash and runoff waters that 

have been contaminated with oil products. 

4. Performing leak checks on oil storage and piping. 

H. Turner (after Sweet and Fetrow, 1975) 

A former lumber company, which operated in Turner until 1974, had 

been disposing of its wood waste in an abandoned gravel pit just 

east of Turner. Before the company resorted to using the gravel 

pit to dispose of its wood waste, it operated two wigwam waste 

burners to rid the waste products. The wigwam burners were phased 

out as a result of the air quality requirements of the Mid

Willamette Air Pollution Authority. 

During the summer of 1972, the abandoned gravel borrow pit, 10 

to 12 feet deep and from 2 to 3 acres in area, was filled with 

wood wastes including about 3,000 tons of hemlock bark. Pollutants 

subsequently leached from the wood wastes and grossly contaminated 
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a number of downgradient domestic water supplies, rendering them 

nonpotable. 

Most of the groundwater being developed in the area is extracted 

from the recent alluvial deposits. The depth of the gravel ranges 

from 50 feet to at least 100 feet in wells south of the disposal 

site. The preponderance of shallow driven wells, as opposed to 

drilled wells in the area is evidence of both the shallow depth 

of developable groundwater and the open and unconsolidated nature 

of the alluvial deposits. 

The static water level in the alluvial material ranges from at 

or near the land surface in low-lying areas during the winter 

months, and from 2 to 10 feet below land surface during the summer. 

The gravelly substrata have htgh hydraulic conductivities. Shallow, 

lateral, groundwater flow rates in similar gravels in the 

Willamette Valley have been found to be several feet per day. 

Wood waste leachates are commonly characterized by lignin-tannin· 

(measured as tannic acid), oxygen demanding materials, color, and 

odor. In this study, lignin-tannin concentrations in the 

groundwater ranged as high as 7.5 mg/l. According to McKee and 

Wolf (1963), a tannic acid content of 2 to 4 mg/l imparts a woody 

taste and odor to water. Odors and a yellow-brown discoloration 

in this investigation were observed to occur at levels as low as 

0.4 mg/l. 
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Iron and manganese also increased markedly compared to natural 

background concentrations, ranging as high as 13 mg/l and 106 mg/l, 

respectively. These metals increased in content because the 

volatile organic acids from the wood waste increased the total 

acidity of the groundwater, causing the dissociation of some iron 

and manganese from the alluvial substrata through which the 

contaminated groundwater was passing. According to the National 

Academies of Sciencies and Engineering (1973) both iron and 

manganese in water supplies above 0.3 mg/l and 0.05 mg/l, 

respectively are objectionable because of its effect on taste, 

staining of plumbing fixtures, spotting of laundered clothes, and 

accumulation of deposits in distribution systems. 

In August, 1972, the area affected by the contaminated groundwater 

covered about 4 acres and extended nearly 1,000 feet downgradient 

from the disposal site. 

By late January, 1973, the contaminated plume had migrated 

laterally to affect an area of about 15 acres while extending over 

1,500 feet downgradient. The lateral migration of the plume was 

attributed to a seasonal change in the local flow system. At least 

eleven domestic water supply wells were rendered nonpotable by 

this pollution. 

In addition to the contamination of the groundwater by wood waste 

leachate, the aquifer was also bacteriologically contaminated by 

the existing septic tank and subsurface drainfield disposal 

systems. As a result of these pollution sources, the affected 

homes depending upon groundwater for domestic purposes were 



-44-

subsequently served with potable water through the city of Turner's 

water distribution system. 

Before this mill closed down, it was not required to remove the 

wood waste from the borrow pit because the water table had been 

degraded by the leachings of the wood residues. The company was 

requested to cover the site with soil and grade it to reduce the 

percolation of surface water to the fill. 

It is expected that the future migration of the degraded 

groundwater will result in further pollution of groundwater 

downgradient from the disposal site. This degraded groundwater 

may affect other wells in the area before adequate attenuation 

of the pollutants occur. If the wood waste had been removed from 

the landfill, it would undoubtedly reduce the long-term degradation 

of the groundwater aquifer. 

I. Bethel-Danebo Landfill 

From 1963 through 1968, the Bethel-Danebo area was operated as 

a sand and gravel company. The operation of this site as a rock 

quarry created some deep pits. For the next six years, these pits 

were used to dispose of wood waste from nearby wood product mills 

in the Eugene-Springfield area as a result of the shutdown of 

wigwam waste burners. Thus, the accumulated water in the pits 

was characteristically similar to that in log ponds (i.e., high 

in BOD, COD, color, turbidity, and suspended solids). In order 

to keep the wood debris from being floated out with the accumulated 

waters in the pits, it was necessary to dewater the pits on a 

year-round basis. From November through May, the operator was 
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permitted to discha.rge the leachate bearing waters to an unnamed 

tributary of Amazon Creek. During the summer months, however, 

the waste waters in the pits were discharged to the Eugene sewerage 

system for treatment and final disposal. 

In 1974, Lane County began operating the Bethel-Danebo site as 

an interim sanitary landfill, accepting both demolition and 

household solid waste. Because of the accumulated surface and 

groundwaters in the pits, the county practiced the same waste water 

disposal method as its predecessor. In the spring of 1977, this 

landfill site was completed and graded to minimize the percolation 

of surface water and the erosion rate of soil. However, the solid 

waste in the pits can still be expected to contribute leachates 

indefinitely to the groundwater aquifer because the water table 

reaches within a few feet of natural ground elevation. 

J. Lane, Linn, and Malheur Counties 

Arsenic concentrations in excess of 0.05 mg/l is sufficient reason 

to reject the water as a drinking supply. High arsenic occurs 

naturally in groundwater in an area near Cottage Grove and Eugene 

in Lane County. Similar concentrations occur in some wells in 

the Lower Santiam Basin in Linn County. A cooperative preliminary 

investigation by the Malheur County Health Department, Bureau of 

Land Management, and U.S. Geological Survey, in 1978-1979, revealed 

that some wells used for domestic and livestock water supplies 

yielded waters high in arsenic content. These wells are located 

near Vale, Ontario, and Nyssa, in Malheur County. Since these 

examples of high arsenic found in the groundwater is a natural 

phenomenon, no detailed studies or control actions are anticipated. 
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VIII. GROUNDWATER QUALITY MONITORING 

Historically, groundwater studies in Oregon have been undertaken by 

two agencies--the U.S. Geological Survey and Oregon Water Resources 

Department. The studies performed by those agencies primarily describe 

the geohydrologic characteristic of a particular basin relative to its 

potential supply to meet the beneficial uses. The water quality data 

available in these studies is generally limited, however. 

The water quality data in the study reports generally include the 

following chemical analyses: Temperature, silica, iron, manganese, 

aluminum, calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium, bicarbonate, carbonate, 

sulfate, chloride, fluoride, nitrate, phosphate, boron, dissolved 

solids, hardness, specific conductance, pH, color, and sodium-adsorption 

ratio (SAR). Minor elements in the chemical analyses of groundwater 

may also include the following: dissolved oxygen, free carbon dioxide, 

lithium, strontium, barium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, titanium, 

vanadium, arsenic, silver, iodide, and bromide. In some areas, 

depending upon the geologic unit associated with groundwater, the 

radioactivity and radioactive chemical analyses may be performed. 

In past years, the communities that developed groundwater for supply 

purposes had their well water analyzed by the state Sanitary Authority 

(predecessor to DEQ). These community supplies were analyzed 

infrequently over time. Besides, the supplies were not generally 

strategically located within a basin to assess the potential impact 

of induced contamination problems. Thus, the historical data available 

from community wells represent a minimum network of monitoring 

locations. To date the DEQ has collected and analyzed relatively few 
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groundwater samples. Groundwater analyses are usually performed because 

of complaints of water supply contamination (i.e., turbidity in 

Milton-Freewater, taste and odor in Turner, oil in La Grande), concern 

for rising concentrations of nitrate-nitrogen and bacterial 

contamination resulting from high density development using septic tank 

and drainfield systems (i.e., La Pine, River Road-Santa Clara, and 

Clatsop Plains) and unexplained high concentrations of nitrate-nitrogen 

in areas of groundwater discharge (i.e., East Mul.tnomah County). thus, 

the staff generally has been responding to problem situations as they 

arise rather than to prevent situations from reaching problem 

proportions. 

In spite of the excellent work the U.S. Geological Survey and the Water 

Resources Department have done on ground water studies in Oregon, 

additional effort is needed to provide a comprehensive understanding 

of the groundwater aquifers. A need exists to define the areal extent 

of the shallow aquifers in Oregon. Also, a monitoring program should 

be designed so that the annual variation of the groundwater quality 

can be evaluated relative to its potential to serve the various 

beneficial uses. The Department staff plans to work cooperatively with 

other agencies to accomplish these two goals. 

Recently the Oregon Water Resources Department contracted with the U.S. 

Geological Survey to conduct further detailed basin groundwater studies. 

Currently, a prototype study, which will later serve as a model for 

studies in other Oregon basins, is underway in the Rogue Basin. These 

studies have several broad objectives as follows: 
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A. Determine the total quantity of groundwater supply available for 

appropriation which has not yet been appropriated. 

B. Determine the natural groundwater quality and the induced water 

quality problems, and 

C. Develop computerized models of the groundwater system for 

prediction and management purposes. 
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IX. CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions are summarized from the information 

presented in this report: 

A. Groundwater is a valuable natural resource which can be polluted 

so as to impair beneficial use. 

B. The EQC and DEQ are directed by legislative policy to take such 

actions as are necessary to prevent and abate pollution of 

groundwater (as well as surface water) so as to protect 

beneficial uses of such waters. 

C. Three general types of groundwater flow systems exist with 

characteristics as follows: 

l. Local Groundwater Flow Systems--These are recharged in close 

proximity to discharge areas, are shallow in their 

circulation, generally possess the highest natural quality 

and lowest temperatures, and are subject to the highest 

risk of pollution from man's traditional activities. As 

a result, water supplies developed from shallow aquifers 

associated with local groundwater flow systems in particular 

should not be assumed safe for domestic use without 

treatment unless periodic sampling and analysis demonstrates 

the water to be of acceptable quality. 



-50-

2. Intermediate Groundwater Flow Systems--These systems lie 

below the local flow systems, are recharged at higher 

elevations than local flow systems, may be separated from 

local flow systems by a restrictive flow layer, possess 

a quality which is good but is generally lower or less 

desirable than local flow systems (higher temperature and 

dissolved mineral content). 

3. Regional Groundwater Flow Systems--These systems lie below 

the intermediate flow systems and extend to greatest depth, 

are recharged at the highest part of the basis where man's 

abilities are limited, discharged at the lowest part of 

the basin, have the poorest natural water quality (high 

dissolved solids and higher temperatures), and may not be 

suitable for some beneficial uses. 

D. Dominant beneficial uses of groundwater include domestic use 

(drinking water), livestock watering, irrigation, and industrial 

process water (including cooling). The highest quality require

ment is generally associated with domestic use. 

E. Major pollutants of concern with groundwater include bacteria, 

turbidity, nitrate nitrogen, arsenic, and a wide variety of less 

frequently occurring pollutants such as petroleum products, toxic 

or hazardous substances and color, taste, or odor producing 

substances. 
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F. Groundwater quality protection measures are being used or are 

available for use to prevent and abate quality degradation. 

These include Land Use Planning to limit pollutant entry to 

groundwater; collection, treatment and disposal of domestic 

and industrial wastes to preclude pollutant entry into ground

water; proper construction of wells to prevent transfer of 

contaminated surface or groundwaters to uncontaminated deeper 

groundwaters; and actual removal of accumulated pollutants from 

the soil column and groundwater. 

G. Groundwater problems have been identified in a number of areas 

including Clatsop Plains, East Multnomah County, River Road-Santa 

Clara, La Pine, North Florence, Milton-Freewater, La Grande, 

Turner, and Lane, Linn, and Malheur counties. In each case, 

threat to or impairment of domestic use has been the concern. 

Prevention and abatement actions have been instituted in some 

areas. More detailed studies are underway or planned in other 

areas. Where the problem is of natural origin, no further action 

is anticipated. 

H. No systematic program of groundwater monitoring presently exists. 

Problem areas have been identified as a result of complaints 

or special studies growing out of waste disposal concerns. 

Better information on location of various groundwater flow 

systems is needed to permit design of an effective, efficient 

monitoring program for long-term quality trends. 
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x. PROPOSED GROUNDWATER QUALITY PROTECTION POLICY 

The following statements of policy shall guide cities, counties, 

industries, citizens, and the Department of Environmental Quality 

staff in their efforts to protect the quality of groundwater: 

A. It is the policy of the EQC that impairment of the natural 

quality of groundwater by pollution from man's activities be 

prevented or controlled within practicable limits to protect 

presently recognized beneficial uses and assure protection of 

the resource for beneficial use by future generations. 

B. Consistent with general policies for protection of surface water, 

highest and best practicable treatment and control of sewage, 

industrial wastes, and landfill leachates, shall be required 

so as to minimize potential pollutant loading to groundwater. 

Among other factors, energy, econo~ics, public health protection, 

potential value of the groundwater resource to present and future 

generations, and time required for recovery of quality after 

elimination of pollutant loadings may be considered in arriving 

at a case-by-case determination of highest and best practicable 

treatment and control. For areas where urban density develop

ment is planned or is occurring and where rapidly draining soils 

overlay local groundwater flow systems and their associated 

shallow aquifers, collection, treatment and disposal of sewage, 

industrial wastes, and leachates from landfill"' w;i.11 be deemed 

'h:l9hest and best practicable treabijent and control unless other

wise approved by the EQC pursuant to c. or D. below. 
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C. Controls more stringent than those identified in paragraph B. 

above may be required if necessary to assure protection of 

beneficial uses. Designation of a sole source aquifer pursuant 

to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act will be recognized as 

one possible mechanism for establishment of more stringent 

controls. 

D. Less stringent controls than those identified in paragraph B. 

above may be approved by the EQC for a specific area if technical 

studies show that lesser controls will adequately protect 

beneficial uses. 

E. Disposal of wastes onto or into the ground in a manner which 

allows potential movement to groundwater shall be authorized 

and regulated by either a Water Pollution Control Facility 

(WPCF) Permit, a Solid Waste Disposal Facility Permit, or an 

On-site (Subsurface) Sewage Disposal System Construction Permit, 

whichever is appropriate. 

1. WPCF permits shall specify appropriate groundwater 

protection requirements and monitoring and reporting 

requirements. Such permits shall be used in all cases other 

than for those covered by Solid Waste Disposal Facility 

Permit or On-site (subsurface) sewage disposal permits. 

2. Solid Waste Disposal Facility Permits shall be used for 

landfills and sludge disposal not covered by NPDES or WPCF 
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permits. Such permits shall specify appropriate groundwater 

protection requirements and monitoring and reporting 

requirements. 

3. On-site Sewage Disposal System Construction permits shall 

be issued in accordance with adopted rules. It is 

recognized that existing rules may not be adequate in all 

cases to protect groundwater quality. Therefore, as 

deficiencies are documented, the Department shall propose 

rule amendments to correct the deficiencies. 

F. Where groundwater quality is being degraded by waste disposal 

practices, the Department will require individual sources to 

improve or modify waste treatment and disposal practices as 

necessary to reduce the pollutant loading to groundwater. Such 

requirements will be implemented by permit condition or repair 

order as appropriate. For areas where an areawide approach is 

essential (rather than an individual approach), the Department 

will seek cooperation of the responsible local government to 

abate the problem. A stipulated agreement should be used in 

such cases to delineate the planned correction program and 

timetable. The Department will resort to more formal pollution 

abatement actions such as abatement orders, civil penalties, 

etc., only if voluntary compliance efforts are not successful. 

G. The EQC recognizes that orderly financing and implementation 

of a long-range groundwater improvement and protection plan may 

necessitate some increased quality degradation for a short period 
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of time. The EQC may approve an overall protection plan which 

allows limited short-term further degradation provided: 

1. Beneficial use impairment will not be significantly 

increased, 

2. Public health risk is not significantly increased, 

3. Irreparable damage to the groundwater resource does not 

occur, 

4. The comprehensive groundwater protection plan has been duly 

adopted by the responsible local government, 

5. A financing plan has been developed and adopted to assure 

implementation, and 

6. The responsible local government has committed to implement 

the program in accordance with a timetable which is included 

in a stipulated agreement with the EQC. 

H. The Department should attempt to identify sensitive aquifers 

(areas where shallow aquifers underlay industrial sites, 

urbanizable areas, developing or planned rural residential 

concentrations, etc.), and assure that appropriate studies and 

planning actions are undertaken to protect groundwater quality. 
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I. In order to assure maximum reasonable protection of public 

health, the public should be made aware that groundwater--and 

most particularly local flow systems or shallow groundwaters-

should not be assumed to be safe for domestic use unless quality 

testing demonstrates a safe supply. Domestic water drawn from 

shallow aquifers should be tested frequently to assure its 

continued safety for use. 

J. The Department should seek the assistance and cooperation of 

the Water Resources Department to identify aquifers and design 

an ambient monitoring program adequate to determine long-term 

quality trends for significant groundwater flow systems. 

EQC:l 

WL1025.A 

4/3/80 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. J , Apri 1 18, 1980 
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting. 
Public Hearing As To Whether To Continue, Repeal Or 
Modify Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-71-020(9) 
As It Relates To The Current Septic Tank Moratorium 
In Effect In The River Road/Santa Clara Area Of Lane 
County. 

Background and Problem Statement 

1. On April 28, 1978, the Environmental Quality Commission 
adopted a rule and order, OAR 340-71-020(9), which established 
a moratorium on issuance of permits or feasibility statements 
for new subsurface sewage disposal systems in the River Road/ 
Santa Clara area of Lane County. This action was requested 
by the Lane County Commission in a February 28, 1978 resolution. 

2. On April 3, 1979, the Lane County Commission passed a resolu
tion requesting that the moratorium be terminated. That reso
lution is still pending. 

3. On July 27, 1979, the Commission amended the rule (Attachment 
1). The amendment relaxed the moratorium for certain 
tax lots of record on or before April 28, 1978, for bedroom 
additions to existing residences, and for system repairs. A 
more detailed chronology of relevant events is shown in Attach
ment 2. 

4. The July 27 Commission further recommended that the River Road/ 
Santa Clara Groundwater Study be completed. The estimated comple
tion date was December 31, 1979. The Commission expected a staff 
report as quickly as possible after thorough analysis of the 
final report. 
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5. On February 21, 1980, the Lane County Board of Commissioners 
reaffirmed their request that the EQC remove the moratorium 
on construction of subsurface sewage disposal systems that 
meet state (DEQ) standards. 

The Board also: 

a. Directed county staff to implement a public information 
program warning persons about potential health risks 
associated wi.th shallow aquifers susceptible to con
tamination. 

b. Directed county staff to review the adequacy of sewage collec
tion plans in the area, identify interim sewage treatment methods 
that will accommodate growth and protect pub] ic health and public 
waters, and identify potential governmental structures to con
struct and operate any interim facilities. 

c. Lifted the 1971 subdivision moratorium subject to results 
of the above staff actions. 

d. Ordered a feasibility study for a county service district 
for waste management and other services. 

6. The River Road/Santa Clara Groundwater Stud , Final Technical 
Report, prepared by the consultants H. Randy Sweet , was 
submitted to DEQ on February 29, 1980. This EQC staff report 
builds upon Sweet's Final Technical Report. A chronology of 
significant 208 grant activities is shown in Attachment 4. 

7. Both Sweet and Lane County of Governments (LCOG) have prepared 
conclusions and recommendations regarding River Road/Santa Clara. 
Where they may be listed in this staff report, they are distinguished 
from one another as "Sweet" and "LCOG" respectively. 

Evaluation and Alternatives 

Certaln elements of the proposed statewide groundwater protection policy 
are reviewed in this section, and related to the River Road/Santa Clara 
Groundwater Study findings. 

2 



Types of Groundwater Flow Systems and Technical Considerations to 
Protect Them From Pollution. 

Groundwater protection is becoming a national issue, and is of increas
ing concern in Oregon. Unlike surface waters which travel great dis
tances in short time periods and are readily renewed, groundwater 
migrates slowly and is not as readily replenished. Thus adverse impacts 
on groundwater qua] ity can be severe and have long lasting negative 
effects. 

Groundwaters that require little or no treatment for drinking water 
purposes are an especially valuable renewable natural resource. 

Aquifers are recharged by precipitation seeping through the ground and 
percolating down to the water table. A regional groundwater flow system 
is recharged from the highest water table elevations in a basin, and 
discharges at the lowest part. Oregon mountain areas recharge this type 
of system. The water's generally deep location insulates the regional 
aquifer from other groundwater systems and man's activities. But be
cause of its long travel time and distance, dissolved chemicals accumu
late and frequently make the water unfit for domestic (drinking) uses. 

In contrast, a local groundwater flow system is recharged within or 
immediately adjacent to the local area itself. Accordingly, it is the 
uppermost water table, and most readily available for use. It is 
usually also the highest natural quality since it has not accumulated 
dissolved chemicals. But because it is shallow, it is closer to man
caused contaminant sources, and in certain cases may not be adequately 
protected from man-caused pollutants. 

Thus the local groundwater flow system usually is the highest natural 
qua! ity, but the one most susceptible to degradation· and most in need of 
protection. The highest concern is in developed areas where pollutants 
such as septic tank effluent, are generated. 

Existing subsurface sewage disposal regulations address groundwater 
protection, and are adequate in most cases. However, in certain areas 
of Oregon where a combination of specific hydrogeologic conditions and 
existing or proposed high density development exists, special additional 
control measures are necessary to insure protection of groundwater 
~uallty for beneficial uses. The key beneficial use is drinking water 
supply. 

Of particular concern are sensitive local groundwater flow systems where 
past subsurface sewage disposal system construction practices have 
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degraded, and continue to degrade, groundwater quality. 
case in the River Road/Santa Clara area. 

This is the 

In such cases, existing subsurface rules do nothing to improve current 
groundwater problems resulting from existing development. And the 
rules may be inadequate to insure that new systems will not increase con
taminant levels. Health hazard potential must be considered. 

One method to protect against further groundwater degradation is to 1 imit 
nitrate-nitrogen loadings from new development. This type of 1 imitation 
is in effect in certain portions of the Clatsop Plains area. 

In addition to fecal coliform and nitrate-nitrogen contamination, 
accidents and spills of hazardous and other substances would need to be 
considered since they would also have access to the local sensitive 
shallow aquifer. 

For the River Road/Santa Clara shallow aquifer, one alternative would be 
development of a comprehensive groundwater protection and remedial 
action program. The program would attempt to restore groundwater to 
acceptable levels, and prevent degradation from further development 
activities. 

Another alternative could be to treat the groundwater from individual 
wells prior to consumption or irrigation use if legal mechan1sms exist 
to do so. However, the Commission should be aware that nitrate-nitrogen 
treatment technology is not readily available, and is very costly. 

Particularly in existing subsurface moratorium areas, such as River Road/ 
Santa Clara, it is necessary to distinguish problems that currently 
exist (due to past practices) from potential new or increased problems. 
Such new problems could result from current, new or accelerated prac
tices, usually growth and increased density. 

In the River Road/Santa Clara example, continued development under 
current subsurface sewage disposal rules will not reduce and actually 
increases the problem. ·Indeed, such practices may ·actua·l ly make it 
impossible to solve the existing problems due to resulting low_ develop
ment densities if sewers are identified as the eventual remedy. 

The Stgniflcarice arid Purpose of Nttrate"-Nitrogeri Standards-. 

If sensitive aquifers have the potential to be developed for domestic 
water supply, the naturally occurring maximum content for nitrate
nitrogen should not exceed 10 mg/l. Ten (10) mg/l i.s the upper limit 
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established by EPA for drinki.ng water. There is no. safety factor in 
this number. 

Background concentrations of nitrate·hftrogen in groundwater generally 
are. l .O mg/l or less. Concentrations much higher than this seldom occur 
naturally. Measured River Road/Santa Clara background averages from 
about 0.4 mg/l to 1.7 mg/l. When nitrate-nitrogen concentrations approach 
the upper limit, concern develops for its continued use as a potential 
water· supply. 

In relation to the 10 mg/l drinking water standard, DEQ uses a 5 mg/l 
planning target (e.g., Clatsop Plains). The Department does not believe 
it is prudent to use 10 mg/l for nitrate-nitrogen for planning purposes 
since there is no margin of safety in protecting public health. 

Accordingly, DEQ uses 5 mg/l nitrate-nitrogen as an upper limit f&r plan
ning provided that a reasonable factor of safety is included in the 
various assumptions made in the calculation process. A key assumption 
is that 5 mg/l is a measured maximum level rather than an average value 
of many separate measurements. This accounts for the high probability 
that when levels of 5 mg/l are found, that there will be areas (un
measured) where nitrate levels will be higher--perhaps higher than 10 
mg/l. What this means for model predicted values compared to measured 
data in River Road/Santa Clara is illustrated in Attachment 5. 

The significance of the nitrate-nitrogen drinking water standard is 
discussed in more detail in the proposed statewide groundwater protection 
pol icy. 

Other Reasons Why Nitrate Concentrations are Used in Groundwater Studies. 

Groundwater studies commonly measure nitrate concentration for reasons 
other than its toxicity. Nitrate is an effective groundwater movement 
tracer since it is very soluble and mobile. 

In aerobic conditions (i.e., oxygen present), nitrification of ammonia 
(NH4) to nitrite (NOz) then to nitrate (N03) occurs quickly. Aerobic 
conditions occur in the unsaturated zone between the ground surface and 
the top of the water table. Some denitrification (reduction in nitrogen 
concentration) can occur when ammonia volatilizes to the atmosphere. 

However, studies have shown that subsurface conditions (such as those 
which exist below septic tank drainfields) are not conducive to denitri-
f ication, volatilization, nitrate adsorption, and/or chemodenitrification. 
As a result, drainfield nitrate concentrations are largely available to 
the groundwater, and will remain as measurable nitrates due to the 
anaerobic (lacking oxygen) conditions in the groundwater. 
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The Purposes and Limitations of Mathematical Groundwater Models. 

Two models are used in the River Road/Santa Clara study. One addresses 
nitrogen compounds. The other (Pinder hydrogeology or mass-transport model) 
addresses groundwater movement. The combined output is a contamination 
prediction model, which predicts nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in 
the saturated zone. 

According to EPA 1, a common feature of all contamination prediction 
models is that their forecasts are "deterministic" (one value), rather 
than "probabl istic" (a range of values of varying probabi 1 ity). 

In other words, such models provide average concentrations. As indicated 
earlier, maximum concentrations are relevant for nltrate-nitrogen 
since there is no safety factor in the standard. Thus, if raw measured 
data indicate va 1 ues above averages predicted by the mode 1 (as is 
the ·case in River Road/Santa Clara), tbe measured data must be compared 
against drinking water standards and planning targets. Indeed, 
"missed" or unmeasured high concentrations are actually the numbers 
of most interest and value. 

The significance of measured maximum concentrations versus model 
predicted averages is illustrated in Attachment 5 for the River Road/ 
Santa Clara data. Here it can be seen that even though the predicted 
average concentration of nitrate-nitrogen is well below the 10 mg/1 
standard, there is a strong probability that several areas in the 
saturated zone will experience concentrations above the standard. 

1 EPA also contends that contamination prediction models are adequate 
for obtaining "first order estimates of contaminant movement." 
According to Mike Ungs, computer scientist at Oregon State University, 
in the River Road/Santa Clara model "first order" accuracy means that: 

1. The accuracy of the nitrogen transformation model is not 
significantly affected by an order of magnitude error 
in a single piece of input data. 

2. The Pinder model is of accuracy equal to the least 
accurate data input. 

In other words, the computer model is very precise in its refined 
calculation process. It consistently reproduces similar answers 
from a selected set of input data. However, such precision does 
not guarantee a similar level of accuracy in predicted nitrate-nitrogen 
levels. Accuracy means nearness to measured field conditions. 
Again, this significance is illustrated in Attachment 5 by the fact 
that actual nitrate-nitrogen values vary widely from predicted averages. 

1EPA-600/8-78-012, June 1978: Utilization of Numerical Groundwater 
Models for Water Resource Management. 
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Current Practices and "Best Practicable Control Technology (BPCT)" 
for Groundwater Protection. 

The proposed statewide groundwater protection policy discusses this in 
greater detail. Elements relevant to this report follow. 

Preventative measures: Planning with the goal of preserving existing 
high quality groundwater areas where they currently exist provides a 
method to guide activities which may contribute nitrate-nitrogen and 
other pollutants. This process usually includes sewer construction 
within urban growth boundaries as planned development occurs. And well 
construction standards are followed to reduce potential entry of surface 
contaminants into the groundwater through this route. 

Maintenance measures: In areas where groundwater quality is degraded 
but· not yet to the point of impaired use, pollutant load limitations 

ne,, _:.for potential ,new contributors help prevent further aquifer degradation. 

Improvement measures: In cases where groundwater has been degraded 
enough to impair beneficial uses (such as drinking water supply), 
sewers are commonly the cost-effective remedy. Pollutant source removal 
al lows the water quality to then improve to usable levels. If a sophis
ticated planning model is available, such as in River Road/Santa Clara, 
areas needing urban sewer services can be distinguished from those that 
may be able to remain on subsurface sewage disposal systems. The River 
Road/Santa Clara model could even be used to predict sewerage construc
tion timetables, address i_ntedm sewerage facility scenarios, etc. 

Lane County (LCOG) has submitted a Draft Final Summary Report for River 
Road/Santa Clara to the Department and EPA. It contains several con
clusions and recommendations. 

The orecediMq discussion is specifically related to the LCOG conclusions 
and recommendations shown. in Attachment 6. The most significant 
findings are summarized in the summation section of this staff report. 
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Alternatives 

An evaluation of each alternative and its respective consequences 
fol lows. 

1. Continue The Moratorium lri ·its Present Forro. 

The current moratorium· allows. subsurface systems on tax lots which were 
of record on or before April 213, 1978; makes provisions for bedroom 
additions to existing residences; and makes allow<;1nce for sew<1ge system 
re pa 1. rs. 

Some consequences of ret<1ining the current mor<1torium are: 

a. The documented nitrate-nitrogen and fecal coliform 
problems from past and existing practices will not 
be reduced or addressed specifically by this action 
alone. Based on current circumstances, up to 250 addi
tional dwelling unit equivalents could be permitted 
under this alternative. Even so, the resulting ground
water degradation would be minimal compared to the 
current problems. 

b. Lack of development within the area will continue 
to retard the local economy, and block development 
to planned overall densities. 

c. Public and political sentiments for terminating the 
moratorium will not be relieved. 

d. This decision alone will not address public health 
concerns about current and future use of the contami
nated shallow aquifer for domestic and/or irrigation 
purposes. 

2. Repeal The Moratorium, OAR 340-71-020(9), And Reinforce Positive 
Action Taken By The Lane County Board Of Commissioners To 
Protect Groundwater. 

At its February 21, 1980 meeting, the Lane County Board of Commissioners 
initiated positive steps to protect public health, begin a groundwater 
improvement program, and prevent. groundwater degradation from future 
deve 1 opment. · 

The Board's actions included: 

a. Start of a public information program aimed at reducing 
potential health risk to individuals who use shallow 
aquifers susceptible to contamination. 
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b. Review of the adequacy of the 1970 CH2M report on 
the River Road/Santa Clara sewage collection system. 

c. Identification of interim sew.age treatment methods 
that will accommodate growth and protect public health 
and groundwater. 

d. Identification of potential administrative and govern
mental structures to construct and maintain i~terim 
waste treatment and disposal systems. 

e. Ordering a feasibility study for a County Service 
District for waste management and other services. 

Accordingly, it may be appropriate to repeal the moratorium, and take 
certain other actions to assure groundwater protection. 

If the moratorium is repealed, current subsurface sewage disposal rules 
would apply. Those rules would allow systems in existing areas where 
the regional water table is five to six feet deep, where there is ade
quate depth and soil texture, and where there are adequate setbacks. 

In the best areas, slightly less than 
acre (4 D.U./acre) might be possible. 
prohibit such densities, the proposed 
ultimate urban densities. 

four dwelling unit equivalents per 
And although present zoning might 

comprehensive land use plan shows 

Of course, some areas of River Road/Santa Clara would not be suitable for 
permits due to water table, setbacks, etc. 

Thus, a moratorium repeal could generate significant development on 
subsurface systems, but with unacceptable increases in both the ground
water nitrate-nitrogen concentrations and the area impacted. 

The computer model predicts that if the areawide nitrate-nitrogen loading 
from septic tanks were reduced to zero (0) pounds/acre by 1985 (e.g., 
River Road and Santa Clara sewered), then predicted average concentrations 
in groundwater would drop to 5 mg/l or less by the year 2030. 

Domestic sewage (septic tanks) accounts for about 73% of the nutrient 
nitrate-nitrogen loading to the aquifer. The remaining 27% (non-domestic) 
is from other sources, and can be considered la.rgely uncontrollable. 
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From Figure IV-14 of the Sweet report, it appears that removal of 
the domestic load while continuing the non-domestic load results in 
average groundwater nitrate-nitrogen concentrations of about 3 mg/1 by 
the year 2030. If the 5 mg/1 nitrate-nitrogen planning standard is 
assumed to be the maximum allowed, then a 2 mg/1 (or 16.7 lb. nitrate
nitrogen/acre-year) increment may be availab.le. Should this increment 
be al located totally to new dwel 1 ing units on septic tanks, up to 0.6 
new 0. U. /acre cou 1 d be permitted cin present 1 y undeve 1 oped 1 and. 

This calculated result compares favorably with experience elsewhere in 
Oregon (e.g., Clatsop Plains). 

This situation illustrates a defect in the current subsurface sewage 
disposal rules as they relate to groundwater protection. It fol lows. 
that if the moratorium is repealed, a regional subsurface rule is 
needed to prevent further groundwater degradation by nitrate-nitrogen 
from new deve 1 opment. · 

Such ii regioifid ·rule should allow the potential to consider siting 
options based upon not exceeding the 16.7 pound nitrate-nitrogen/acre
year increment averaged over the entire area. All nitrate-nitrogen 
sources would have·to be considered. And the rule should be flexible 
enough to allow exceptions to conventional subsurface rules (e.g., 
higher density development on subsurface) if an approvable groundwater 
protection and remedial action plan is submitted. 

Since repeal of the moratorium does not directly address problems from 
existing development, such action should be accompanied by a cooperative 
intergovernmental effort to protect the groundwater. A logical product 
of that effort should be a groundwater protection and remedial action 
plan which includes: 

a. Model runs for multiple planning scenarios. 

b. Identification of areas and densities where it may be 
appropriate to indefinitely continue use of e~lsting (and 
construction of additional) individual standard subsurface 
sewage disposal systems. 

c. Identification of where, when, and what type of interim 
sewage treatment facilities may be appropriate. 

d. An adopted implementation strategy and financing plan which 
addresses: 

1. Who wi 11 plan, design and construct interim sewerage 
facilities. 

2. Who will plan, design and construct permanent sewerage 
facilities. 
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J. \~hen, or under what circumstances, interim and permanent 
facilities will be constructed. 

4. How sewerage facilities will be financed. 

5. Who will operate and maintain interim and permanent 
fac i 1 it i es. 

6. How development will be handled in the interim to 
insure that it does not impair sewer.age implementation. 

The above plan could be the product of a Stipulated Agreement between 
the Lane Board of Commissioners and the Environmental Quality Commission. 

It is important to note that if the Department is to approve interim 
sewerage facilities, such facilities must be recognized in and accommo
dated by Lane County in their comprehensive Land Use Plan and Area 208 
Plan. 

Interim facilities are not currently recognized in those plans. DEQ tan 
make no unilateral acceptance of interim sewerage approvals until both 
plans are amended or consistency with the existing facilities plan is 
demonstrated. · 

Thus, the above alternative consists of three parts: 

a. Repeal the current moratorium. 

b. Adopt a temporary regional rule to prevent new unacceptably 
high nitrate-nitrogen loads to the local groundwater system. 

c. Obtain a Stipulated Agreement between the Lane Board 
of Commissioners and the Environmental Quality Commission 
which results in a groundwater protection and remedial 
action plan. 

Some consequences of this three-part alternative are: 

a. New construction on subsurface sewage disposal systems 
would not further d.egrade groundwater quality. 

b. The Lane County Board of Commissioners has already 
initiated steps which could produce certain plan 
elements and implementation programs. Favorable 
action on this alternative wou.ld support their 
effortscto reduce existing. groundwater pollution 
problems. 
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c. Some immediate 1 oca.1 econoro i c benefit wou 1 d b.e derived 
without adding to remedial costs later. 

d. Orderly implementation of urban services could more 
easily occur in a planned way and allow for considera
tion of interim facilities. 

e. Realistic sewerage construction timetables could be 
established. Such planning might include allowances 
for certain deviations from current subsurface sewage 
disposal regulations (if later approved by the Com
mission) t.o accommodate densities and facilitate con
struction of urban services (interim and permanent). 

Modify the Moratorium, OAR·340~71~020(9). 

The moratorium could be modified to allow variances. Variances, as 
elsewhere in Or.egon, would be evaluated on their own merits. 

Some consequences are: 

a. The moratorium, as amended on July 27, 1979, was relaxed 
to accommodate the most frequently expressed hardships. 
Thus, few variance approvals are likely unless the appl i-
cant can clearly demonstrate no adverse groundwater 
impacts from his proposal. That type of planning is 
most logically done by the local planning jurisdiction 
using the model, rather than by individuals. 

b. If the model were used for the entire planning area, 

Summation 

and acceptable subsurface sub-areas were i de.nt if i ed, the 
variance method would be an inadequate administrative 
tool; i.e., it is cumbersome. 

1. The operative model can now s·imulate hydrologic responses to 
average or baseline conditions as well as s.pecific climatic 
and/or development scenarios. 

2. The complexities of the groundwater problem are beyond the 
reach of simple intuitive description or prediction. 
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3. Existing nitrate-nitrogen concentrations within the study 
area exceed the 5 mg/1 planning target.on the average. 
The 10 mg/1 maximum drinking water standard is currently 
exceeded in several locations. The 10 mg/1 standard 
contains no safety factor. · 

4. Additional urban density development on subsurface sewage dis
posal systems wi 11 slightly increase the magnitude of nitrate-· 
nitrogen violations, and signifiCantly increase the~ where 
said violations occur. 

5. The aquifer is generally contaminated as indicated by fecal 
coliform organisms in excess of drinking water and body con
tact standards. Pollutants can migrat·e rapidly laterally 
and to. groundwater from drainfiefds via macropore travel. 

6. A public health hazard exists based on fecal coliform data 
for persons using the aquifer for domestic (drinking) or 
irrigation purposes. A health hazard similarly exists in 
several areas based on nitrate-nitrogen levels. 

7. Action ls needed to correct the existing groundwater problems. 
Because of the close interrelationship of several recommenda
tions, they should not be acted upon independently. 

8. The most recent action by the Lane County Commission reiterated 
their earlier request for repeal of the moratorium. 

9. The Lane County Board of Commissioners has taken several positive 
steps to address pub] ic health concerns, prevent additional 
groundwater degradation, and correct existing groundwater 
problems. 

10. Three options are available to the Commission for considera
tion at this time. They are: 

a. Continue the moratorium. 

b. Re pea 1 the moratorium f OAR 340-71-020 (9)] , adopt a temporary 
regional rule to support the positive action taken by the 
Lane County Board of Commissioners to protect groundwater, 
and obtain a Stipulated Agreement between the Lane Board 
of Commissioners and the. Environmental Qua] ity Commission 
which results in a groundwater protection and remedial 
action plan. · 
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c. Modify the moratorium [OAR 340-71-020(9)] to allow variances. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation: 

l. It is recommended that the Commission act to repeal the 
current moratorium, OAR 340-71-020(9). 

2. It is further recommended that the Commission adopt a temporary 
regional rule to prevent further groundwater degradation by 
nitrate-nitrogen in the River Road/Santa Clara area from new 
development as follows: 

NOTE: Brackets [] indicate deleted language 
Under] ines indicate new language. 

OAR 340-71-030(10) - RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA RULES: 

(a) Within the areas set forth in subsection (b) below. the 
Director, or his authorized representative, may issue 
either construction permits for new subsurface sewage 
disposal systems for favorable reports of evaluation 
of site suitability to construct systems under the following 
cjrcum5tances: 

(A) The system complies with all rules in effect at the 
time the permit is issued; and 

(B) The system will not in itself contribute. or in 
combination with other new sources after April 18 .. 
1980, contribute more than 16.Z pounds nitrate-nitrogen 
per acre per year to the local groundwater. The 
applicant shall assure compliance with this condition 
by showing his ownership or control of adeqqate land 
through easements or equivalent. 

(b) Subsection (a) above shall apply to all of the following area 
generally known as River Road/Santa Clara. and defined by 
the boundary submitted by the Board of County Commissioners 
for Lane County which is bounded on the south by the cj ty 
of Eugene. on the west by the Southern Pacific Railroad. 
on the north by Beacon drive. and on the east by the 
Willamette River. and containing all or portions of T-16S, 
R-4W. Sections 33. 34. 35, 36: T-lZS R-4W. Sections 1. 2. 
3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25; and T-175, 
R-lE, Sections 6, 7. 18, Willamette Meredian. 
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(c) This rule is subject to modification or repeal by the 
Commission on an area-by-area basis upon petition by 
the appropriate local agency or agencies. Such petition 
either shall provide reasonable evidence that development 
using subsurface sewage disposal systems will not cause 
unacceptable degradation of groundwater quality or surface 
water qua 1 i ty or sha 11 provide equa 11 y adequate ev·i dence that 
degradation of groundwater or surface water gual ity wi 11 not 
occur as a result of such modification or repeal. 

(d) Subsections (10) (a) and (10) (b) above shall not apply to 
any construction permit application based on a favorable 
report of evaluation of site suitability issued by the 
Director or his authorized re resentative pursuant to 
ORS 5 .755 1 b , where such re ort was issued prior to 
the effective date of this subsection 10 . 

3. It is further recommended that the Department be empowered to 
approve a groundwater protection and remedial action plan for the 
River Road/Santa Clara area which could allow temporary incremental 
loads in excess of the 16.7 pounds nitrate-nitrogen per acre 
per year provided that said plan: 

A. Encompasses all the regional rule area; and 

B. Includes adopted timetables for construction of interim 
and/or permanent sewage collection, treatment and disposal 
faci 1 ities. 

4. It is further recommended that Department staff be directed to 
draft a Stipulated Agreement in cooperation with the Lane County 
Board of Commissioners. Said Agreement shall have as its goal the 
production by Lane County of a groundwater protection and remedial 
action plan for the River Road/Santa Clara area. That plan shall 
consider the elements listed under Alternative 2 in the evaluation 
section of this staff report. 

5. It is further recommended that staff return to the Commission within 
four (4) months with the signed Stipulated Agreement. 

JEBorden 
378-8240 
3/27/80 
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'· '' 
~· ·'' c ATTACHMENT ~l~ 

.Amend OAR 340-71-020(9) as fella-is: 

340-71-020(9) (a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this subsection 
and pursuant to ORS 454.685, neither the Director nor his authorized 
representatives shall issue either permits for any new sewage disp:sal 
facilities which would use subsurface sewage disp:sal systems, within the 
toundaries of the following described geogra]:ilic area of the state: 

The area generally-kn0t1n as River Road-Santa Clara, and defined by 
the Boundary sul:mitted by the Board of County Canmissioners for Lane 
which is rounded on the South by the city of Eugene, on the West by 
the Southern Pacific Railroad, on the North by Bearon 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, Sections 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. 

(,b) Par 

A. 

B. 

c. 

1. The lot and soil conditions meet the minimum standards of 
OAR 340-71-020 and 340-71-030 for standard system 
installation. 

2-.- The projected daily sewage flow shall not exceed 600 
gallons. 

J. The system prcposed is not for a variance, rural areas 
variance or experimental system. 

An extension to an existing stem which 

bedrOC111 or bedrO'.:l!IS to an existing residence. 

NarE: Brackets [ 
Underlines 

] indicate deleted language 
indicate new language 



' ' ATTACHMENT 2 

River Road-Santa Clara Groundwater Study 
Su'mniary ·chronology of S'ignTfican·t Events 

·oate 

2/2/78 

3/31/78 

4/28/78 

5/2/78 

11/17/78 

2/23/79 

3/28-29/79 

4/3/79 

4/27/79 

7/27/79 

2/21 /80 

Event 

Lane County Board of Commissioners adopts Resolu
tion 78-2-22-3 requesting EQC impose a septic tank 
moratorium not to exceed 6 months. 

WVR presents staff report to EQC in Eugene recom
mending moratorium be imposed. EQC continues 
hearing. 

EQC in Salem adopts moratorium rule. ORS 454.685, 
the .authorizing statute, does not provide for a 
fixed morator.ium time 1 imit, so the 6-months "1 imit" 
not adopted. ' 

Moratorium rule filed with Secretary of State and 
becomes effective. 

WVR presents project schedule status at EQC break
fast meeting in Eugene. 

WVR presents status report to EQC in Portland. Com
mission orders two informational public hearings in 
Eugene. 

Two informational public hearings held, Eugene area. 

Lane County Board of Commissioners adopt Resolution 
79-4-3-13 requesting EQC end the moratorium. 

WVR presenu status report and results of Eugene area 
informational hearings to EQC in Portland. Three 
rule making options were offered. The Commission 
ordered a rule making hearing. 

EQC holds a rule making hearing in Portland. The 
Commission modifies the moratorium rule generally 
reflective of economic hardship and cer~ain existing 
lot conditions. 

Lane County Board of Commissioners reaffirms request 
to lift moratorium, and takes initial steps to de
velop a groundwater protection plan. 



ATTACHMENT 3 

IN THE BOARD OF COUNfY CCM!ISSIONERS OF LANE COUNfY, 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 - SANTA CLARA, 
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 greatly exceeded this six month 
period, and the present ground water study is not expected to be completed 
until April of 1980, and 

WHEREAS, ~1e 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 County Commissioners requests the present 
moratorium on new subsurface sewage disposal systems in the River Road -
Santa Clara area be terminated. 

DATED this 3rd day of April, 1~79 . 

. uo...-w<.A J ,~ 
Chainnan, \... 
Lane County Board of Commissioners 

.; .,. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

DATE q/<'./ ~ W.autv 

~ ~ 
OFFICE Cf LEGAL COUNSEt 
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ATTACHMENT 6 

Discussion Of icoG Conclusions and Recommendations in Relation to 
the Evaluation Section of This Staff Report. 

Several sets of conclusions and recommendations are considered in this 
Attachment 6. They wi 11 be distinguished as Sweet, LCOG and DEQ, 
depending on the source. 

LCOG: "NOTE: The intent of this study was the investigation 
of the hydrologic character and quality of the River 
Road/Santa Clara aquifer in regards to potential health 
concerns. Although some planning concerns are noted in 
these conclusions, the report does not address nor 
attempt to account for overall planning implications 
for growth and development." 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"1. Based on assumptions of current zoning and historical 
trends of parcels development in the River Road/Santa 
Clara area and considering DEQ standards for the in
stallation of Subsurface Disposal Systems within the 
Urban Service Area, average Nitrate-Nitrogen levels 
will not exceed the current drinking water standard 
of 10 mg/L in the River Road/Santa Clara area nor 
north ward toward Junction City through the year 2030." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Based on assumptions of current zoning and historical development trends, 
nitrate-nitrogen levels will not exceed 10 mg/1 on the average. But 
they currently exceed 10 mg/] (e.g., ]3.4 mg/1 at well #1-B-IV) and 
will continue to exceed 10 mg/1 at individual locations and times. The 
risk of using average values is shown in Attachment 5. In fact, 
measured nitrate-nitrogen values currently exceed the 5 mg/1 planning 
target on the average. Ten (10) mg/1 is the EPA drinking water standard. 
It is a maximum, not an average, and contains no safety factor. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"2. Utilizing current zoning and meeting physical site 
standards (specifically considering the modeled 
average high water conditions) for subsurface disposal 
systems in the River Road/Santa Clara area an additional 
1700 to 2000 dwelling unit equivalences could be con
structed without: generally exceeding the drinking water 
standard of 1 0 mg/L N ttn1te-N tt rog'en." · 
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DEQ Conclusion: 

The 5 mg/1 nitrate-nitrogen planning target is currently exceeded on 
the a1ierage. And, as rndicated above, 10 mg/1 is a maximum standard, 
not an average. If the dwelling units are built, areas now exceeding 10 
mg/l are predicted to expand i'aterally (Sweet), although maximum values 
may only increase slightly. Also, data shows extensive violation of 

·bacterial drinking water standards of< l/100 ml and the body contact 
standard of 200/100 ml. Construction of the additional dwelling unit 
equivalents on subsurface sewage disposal systems may aggravate the 
bacterial problem, and increase potential health hazards through macro
pore travel, as indicated by Sweet's dispersion/decay analysis. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"3. Continued use of Subsurface Disposal Systems in the 
study area wi .11 extend over time and area the current 
situation of Nitrate-Nitrogen standards in excess of 
the 5 mg/L DEQ planning standard. This condition 
will persist in the River Road/Santa Clara area and in 
areas downgradient (up to 1/2 mile north) of the 
Beacon Drive Urban Service Boundary." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

114. Construction of sanitary sewers in either River Road 
or River Road plus Santa Clara would significantly 
reduce the size of the area and shorten the duration of 
time in which the 5 mg/L Nitrate-Nitrogen DEQ planning 
standard will be exceeded. 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. It is important to recognize that sewering does not guarantee a 
bacteria-free aquifer since the aquifer is susceptible to pollution. 
This is because the aquifer is shallow, is recharged locally, and is not 
separated (protected) from the ground surface by natural barriers or 
impervious layers. Nitrate-nitrogen would be reduced to the average 
levels predicted by the model. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"5. The provision of an extensive network of storm drainage 
in River Road/Santa Clara is likely to cause general 
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increase in Nitrate-Nitrogen concentrations due to 
reduced aquifer dilution. The model predicts that the 
drinking water standards of 10 mg/L would be exceeded 
in some areas i1f storm drainage is provided under con
ditions of development with an additional 1700-2000 
subsurface disposal systems." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. 

Sweet Conclusion: 

Concur. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

11 6. The provision of an extensive storm drainage system with 
water transmitted out of the study area will lower the 
water table in many locations and will tend to increase 
the areas suitable for subsurface disposal systems siting." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. But, as indicated above, nitrate-nitrogen levels would also be 
raised by such construction, thus further degrading the groundwater. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"7. The study findings do not support the conclusion that 
a health hazard exists based upon nitrate concentrations 
exceeding the U.S. Public Health Service standards for 
drinking water." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Since most persons are on public water supply, an areawide public health 
hazard probably does not exist based on nitrate-nitrogen concentrations. 
But a health hazard does exist for domestic users at sites currently 
exceeding 10 mg/1. Clearly, a public health hazard exists based on 
fecal coliform data for persons using the aquifer for domestic or irri
gation purposes. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

''8. Approximately 73 percent of the nutrient nitrogen-nitrate 
loading in the River Road/Santa Clara area aquifer comes 
from subsurface disposal systems." 
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DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. 

Sweet: 

Concur. 

lCOG Conclusion: 

"9. The use of the shallow aquifer within the study area 
for consumption (drinking) purposes is not acceptable 
due to evidence of serious and widespread total and 
fecal coliform contamination in excess of drinking 
water standards. There are currently between 300 and 
500 domestic use wells in the study area." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. Based on field surveys, over one out of three homes (3400 
estimated) have shallow irrigation wells. When these additional 
irrigation wells are consid.ered, substantial public contact with the 
aquifer is guaranteed. 

lCOG Conclusion: 

"10. Although fecal coliform contamination levels in excess 
of contact recreation standards (200 fecal coliform/TOO ml) 
are not uniform, approximately 32 percent of the wells 
showed at least one test in excess of these levels. 
Fourteen percent of the wells had median total coliform 
levels in excess of contact recreation standards 
( 1, 000 tota 1 /100 ml)." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. 

Sweet Conclusion: 

Sweet concludes that "At least 97% of the wells sampled exceeded bac
terial limits for drinking water in more than one sample. About 14 
percent of the sites had median" (concentrations in excess of contact 
standards), "and 89 percent had maximum total coliform concentrations 
in excess of contact sport·limits." 
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LCOG Conclusion: 

"11. The most serious indications of bacterial contamination 
occurred in a· sewered area adjacent to a major sewage 
interceptor. High nitrate levels were not associa.ted 
with these coliform concentrations." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Concur. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"12. Analysis scenarios including conditions of maximum 
subsurface density under 1990 General Plan guidelines 
(with zone changes), the effects of storm drainage 
under. this maximum development and the impacts of 
community lagoons with reinfiltration under similar 
population densities would provide additional useful 
information in evaluating alternatives. These analyses 
were not performed due to monetary constraints." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

No comment. The value of this activity is discussed in the "Alternatives" 
section of this report. 

LCOG Conclusion: 

"13. An additional groundwater model study is not necessary 
to make rational planning decisions for River Road/Santa 
Clara. There remains, however, additional unanswered 
questions (such as the question of deep aquifer purity) 
that may be addressed by special and limited studies." 

DEQ Conclusion: 

Lane County did not fund these special investigations during the ground
water study. DEQ concurs that special limited studies can provide most 
needed additional information. Sweet recommended investigation of water 
quality in the deeper aquifer, sampling in the shallow zone for trace 
organics, and site specific monitoring of a functioning domestic drain
field system. 

Additional DEQ Conclusion: 

14. Remembering the significance of predict i_ng average nitrate-nitrogen 
concentrations, tbe RR/SC model can: 
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a. Identify areas that should be protected for present 
and future development of domestic water supplies. 

b. Identify groundwater impacts for a variety of planning 
and development scenarios. 

The model is most useful when results are compared to the 5 mg/1 
nitrate-nitrogen planning target. 

Additional DEQ Conclusion: 

15. Septic tanks are now in use in areas where shallow ground
water levels make their continued use unacceptable. This, 
coupled with the documented groundwater contamination, 
necessitates action to correct existing problems. 

LCOG: 

"NOTE: The Recommendations of this report are directed pri
marily at the technical hydrologic and quality concerns 
of the River Road/Santa Clara aquifer and do not 
generally address or resolve the overal 1 p.lanning 
and development issues for the area." 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"1. The current EQC Moratorium on subsurface disposal due 
to nitrate concentration hazards should be removed in 
accordance with the study findings and conclusions." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Refer to recommended alternative. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"2. Al 1 structures within the Urban Service Area should be 
required to connect to public water supply systems for 
domestic consumption as provided by the existing water 
districts or should be aQle to show the availability of 
uncontaminated deep aquifer (greater than 60 feet) 
sources. (The current 1990 Plan indicates that Public 
Water Supply is an Urban Service that should be supplied 
to al 1 residences with urbanization)." 
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DEQ Recommendation: 

Concur. But it is not within the scope of this discussion. 

LCOG Recommend·at ion: 

"3. All residences within 1/2 mile north of Beacon Drive 
should be provided with a well testing program to 
identify and prevent subsurface disposal-related 
health hazards." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Concur. Refer to recommended alternative. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"4. The draft Metropolitan Area General Plan has indicated 
that there is a need for more than an additional 2000 
single family dwelling unit equivalent in RR/SC. If this 
Update Plan is adopted, it is recommended that community 
treatment alternatives other than subsurface disposal 
systems be developed." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Generally concur. Refer to recommended alternative. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"5. In order to monitor the nutrient and bacterial loading 
to the aquifer, to extend subsurface system life until 
community treatment decisions are made, and to prevent 
potential health hazards associated with high subsurface 
disposal systems densities, Lane County should establish 
a special septic management program for RR/SC. In 
cooperation with affected citizens and other local juris
dictions Lane County should investigate alternative 
methods to reduce costs and provide for an orderly transi
tion to future community systems." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

This recommendation does not in itself help reduce the documented 
bacterial and nitrate-nitrogen pollution problems. Such a management 
program might b.e better sutted to alternative·intetim s-ew.era9e facili-
tleSc pr tor to s-e~ ~n~ an i'lrea, · 
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LCOG Recommendation: 

11 6. As a general rule, extensive storm sewering should not be 
considered without sanitary sewers. Provisions of a 
storm drainage system in the presence of sanitary sewers 
is desirabi'e only in those geographical areas that are 
1 iable to inundation of exist.ing subsurface disposal 
systems during conditions of high water and where modeling 
predicts that drainage will significantly lower high 
water elevations. Reinfiltration of storm waters should 
be considered." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

DEQ concurs if it is an element of a comprehensive effort to develop a 
groundwater protection and remedial action plan for the River Road/· 
Santa Clara area. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"7. The hydrology modeling as performed in this groundwater 
study should be used as a tool in evaluating sites for 
a placement of subsurface waste disposal systems." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

The hydrology model is better suited for area predictions than for site
specific predictions. DEQ concurs if this is an element of a comprehen
sive g.roundwater protection and remedial action plan. The "protection" 
part of the plan must prevent or 1 imit nitrate contributions to the 
groundwater. The "remedial action" part of the plan must eliminate or 
severely reduce current nitrate loads. 

LCOG.Recommendation: 

11 8. Additional model/transport analysis scenarios concerning 
maximum septic densities, storm drainage and lagoon/ 
reinfiltration systems should be performed as indicated 
in Conclusion #13." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

DEQ concurs provided such action is part of a comprehensive groundwater 
protection and remedial action plan. 
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LCOG Recommendation: 

"9. The Consultants' Technical Recommendations should be 
acted upon positively." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Concur. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"10. Because recommendations #'s 1-6 are closely interrelated, 
they should not be acted upon independently. In particular, 
the moratorium should not be lifted without positive action 
on these related recommendations." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

The Department concurs with the Sweet recommendations. Refer to re
commended alternative. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

''11. In order to reduce nitrate levels to DEQ Planning 
standards (5 mg/L) and in order to assure compliance 
with the adopted 1990 Plan, a commitment should be 
made for the provision of sewer service south of 
Belt] ine Road before the year 1990. (This Recommenda
tion added at the request of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, Department of Environmental Q.ual ity and Water 
Resources Department.)" 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Refer to recommended alternative. 

LCOG Recommendation: 

"12. In order to reduce the impact of new development in the 
Santa Clara area on nitrate and coliform contamination 
levels, community lagoon systems should be encouraged 
with the provisions for potential connection · 
to sanitary sewer systems as needed in the future." 

DEQ Recommendation: 

Refer to recommended alternative. 

6 - 9 



I '"l' c ... :..~. •. . , ·'·-···-,-
< 
< 
< 
< 

APPENDIX , A 

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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
Governor 

Public Notice of Hearing 
Prepared: Morch 4; 1980· 
Hearing: AprlQ lS, 1§80 

( 

Corn,1iP!i 
Re~ydcd 
M;i1er;,,1~ 

DE0<48 

Before the Environmental Quality Commission 
of the State of Oregon 

A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABOUT: 

WHETHER TO CONTINUE, MODIFY OR REPEAL THE CURRENT SEPTIC 
TANK MORATORIUM IN EFFECT IN THE RIVER ROAD-SANTA CLARA 
AREA, LANE COUNTY 

The Department of Environmental Quality is considering 
changes to Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-020(9). The 
existing rule 1 imits construction of subsurface sewage dis
posal systems in the River Road-Santa Clara area north of 
Eugene. 

What is The Department of Environmental Qua! ity Proposing? 

Three options will be presented to the Commission. The 
options are listed below. The Commission could change the 
language of these proposals: 

Option 1: REPEAL THE MORATORIUM. 

Option 2: MODIFY THE MORATORIUM by: 

a. Requiring a groundwater protection program 
to protect and restore groundwater qua! ity. 

b. Establishing timetables for sewerage construc
tion as might be identified in the protection 
p 1 an. · 

c. Requiring al 1 structures to connect to pub! ic 
water supply systems as a prerequisite to 
modifying the moratorium. 

Option 3: TAKE NO ACTION and thereby maintain the current 
moratorium. 
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Who Hay Be Affected By This Proposal? 

Residents who have shallow domestic water wells and/or irri
gation wells in the River Road-Santa Clara area, persons who 
wish to construct or install buildings requiring sewage disposal 
systems in the River Road-Santa Clara area, and downgradient 
groundwater users (i.e., north of Beacon Drive). 

How To Provide Your Information: 

Information may be provided by any interested person. Written 
comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Willamette Valley Region, 1095 25th St. S.E., Salem, Oregon 97310, 
and should be received by 5:00 p.m., April 18, 1980. Oral and 
written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 

City: Eugene 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Date: April 18, 1980 
Location: Eugerie City Council Chambers, 777 Pearl St., Eu~ene 

Hearing Body: Environmental Quality Commision 

Where To Obtain Additional Information: 

Copies of the staff report and proposed rules may be obtained 
from Terri Sylvester, Department of Environmental Quality, Willam
ette Valley Region, 1095 25th St. S.E., Salem, Oregon 97310, 
(503) 378-8240, or from Jane Fechtal, Department of Environmental 
Quality, Willamette Valley Region, 16 Oakway Hall, Eugene, Oregon 
97401, (503) 686-7601. 

(From outside the Eugene and Salem areas, the State's toll-free 
number is 1-800-452-7813.) 

Legal References For This Proposa 1: 

The rule making hearing is being proposed under authority 
of ORS 454.612; 454.625; 454.685; 468.020 and will continue, 
modify or repeal OAR 340-71-020(9). 
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Need For Rule: 

The Department of Environmental Quality has received and 
reviewed the Final River Road-Santa Clara Groundwater Study, 
Final Technical Report, February, 1980. And the Environmental 
Quality Commission (EQC) has received a Lane County Commission 
resolution and petition to repeal the moratorium. 

The EQC amended but did not repeal OAR 340-71-020(9) on 
July 27, 1979. Accordingly, the Lane County Commission resolution 
is still pending. And the final groundwater study's findings 
suggest rule changes may be appropriate. 

Accordingly, the EQC has scheduled a public rule making 
hearing in Eugene on April 18, 1980. 

Fiscal Impact: 

Repeal the moratorium: 

Agency costs would not be significantly affected by this 
action. 

Local government could experience program costs associated 
with inspections conducted and permits issued in the sub
surface sewage disposal program. Their resultant costs would 
be covered by permit fees associated with that program. 

The general public could experience greatly increased costs 
due to inflation and increased construction difficulties 
should a sewerage system eventually be constructed to serve 
the area. Initial savings might be derived by the ability 
to develop currently undeveloped land. 

Modify the moratorium: 

Agency costs could be Increased depending upon how the 
moratorium is modified. Up to 0.15 existing staff positions 
for two years might need to be allocated to compliance in
spection, plan review, and administrative work. 

Local government might need to obi igate local funds for 
additional planning efforts and construction activities. 
The amount would depend on the nature and timing of capital 
construction projects, If any. 
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The general public might derive short term savings by develop
ing undeveloped land. But costs associated with capital con
struction projects would eventually be borne by the general 
public. 

Take no action: 

Agency costs would not be affected. 

Local government would experience no immediate effects, but 
might eventually lose projected tax and other revenues by 
Jack of development in the area. 

The general public would be affected by their inability 
to develop undeveloped land. 

Further Proceedings: 

After rule making hearing, the EQC may adopt rules identical 
to those proposed, adopt modified rules on the same subject matter, 
or decline to act. The moratorium will remain in effect as current
ly administered until the Commission takes action. The Commission's 
deliberation should come on April 18, 1980, but may be carried 
over to later Commission meetings. 

Dated: March 4, 1980 
John E. Borden: wr 
378-8240 



APPENDIX B 

NOTICE Cf PUBLIC HEARING 
A Chance To Be Heard About The 

RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA SEPTIC TANK MORATORILM 

The Environmental Quality Commission will soon consider whether to continue, 

modify or repeal the current septic tank moratorium in effect in the 

River Road/Santa Clara area in Lane County. This rule-making hearing will 

take place before the Environmental Quality Commission on: 

DATE: 

loCATION: 

BEGINNING: 

APRIL 18, 1900 

EUGENE Cnv CouNCIL CH.AMBERS 
777 PEARL STREET 
faJGENE 

10:00 A,M, 

Interested citizens, especially those living in the River Road/Santa Clara 

area, people wishing to build houses or structures requiring septic tanks 

in the affected area, and those who use groundwater in or north of the area 

are urged to attend the public hearing and express their opinion on the 

merits of continuing, modifying or repealing the current septic tank 

moratorium. 

Testimony may be presented orally or in writing at the hearing or may be 

delivered to the DEQ, Willamette Valley Region Office in writing at: 

16 0AKYIAY MALL 
EUGENE, OREGON 97LJ01 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT FOR THE MEDIA 

Notice of Public Hearing: A Chance To Be Heard About The River Road/Santa 
Clara Septic Tank Moratorium. 

The Environmental Quality Commission will soon consider whether to continue, 
modify or repeal the current septic tank moratorium in effect in the River 
Road/Santa Clara area in Lane County. This rule-making hearing will take 
place before the Environmental Quality Commission on: 

Date: 

Location: 

Beginning: 

Apr i l 18, 1980 

Eugene City Council Chambers 
777 Pearl Street 
Eugene 

10:00 a.m. 

Department of Environmental Quality staff have proposed three options for 
the Commission's consideration. The recommended option consists of three 
parts: 

l. Repeal the current septic tank moratorium. 

2. Adopt a regional septic tank rule to prevent new unacceptably high 
nitrate-nitrogen loads to the local groundwater system. 

3. Obtain a Stipulated Agreement between the Lane Board of Commissioners 
and the Environmental Quality Commission which results in a 
groundwater protection and remedial action plan. 

The Commission will base its decisions on: 

l. Oral and written public testimony. 

2. River Road/Santa Clara Groundwater Study, Final Technical Report. 

3. The LCOG final .report. 

4. Department of Environmental Quality staff report. 

Testimony may be presented orally or in writing at the hearing or may be 
delivered to the DEQ, Willamette Valley Region Office in writing at: 

16 Oakway Ma 11 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Copies of the staff report and proposed rules may be obtained at the same 
location. 
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BEFORE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

APPENDIX C 

NOTICE PERTAINING TO CONSISTENCY WITH STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 

The enclosed Public Notice concerns a proposal that appears to conform 
to Statewide Planning Goals 6 (Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality) 
and 11 {Pub] ic Fac(l ities and Services). We are aware of no conflict 
with other goals. 

With regard to Goal 6, the proposal would revise State rules and 
standards for safe subsurface disposal of sewage. This by definition. 
in the goal complies with Goal 6. The goal requires waste discharges 
from future and existing developments not to violate State standards. 

With regard to Goal 11, the proposal addresses the current River Road/ 
Santa Clara septic tank moratorium in terms of assurances that ground
water will not be further polluted. To the extent that sewage disposal 
systems may be permitted under the proposal, such authorizations would 
accommodate the transition to future urban services, or be in accordance 
with alternatives developed in a later groundwater protection and reme
dial action plan. This is consistent with "timely" arrangement of 
services required by the goal. The major land use impact of this pro
posal is acceleration of development compared to the present moratorium 
status. 

Pub] ic comment on each of the land use issues involved is welcome, and 
may be submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony 
in the accompanying NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the 
proposed action and comment on possible conflicts with their programs 
affecting land use and with Statewide Planning Goals with their 
expertise and jurisdiction. 

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department 
of Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflicts 
brought to our attention by local, state or federal authorities. 

After rule making hearing, the EQC may approve rules identical to those 
proposed in one of the ·options, adopt modified ru 1 es on the same subject 
matter, or decline to act. The moratorium will remain in effect as 
currently administered until the Commission takes action. The Commission's 
deliberation should come on April 18, 1980 as part of a scheduled Commis
sion meeting. 



APPENDIX D 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 
and 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule. 

Proposed Amendment to Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-030, 
Rules' Governing Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Disposal 

A. Legal authority for rules governing subsurface and alternative sewage 
disposal is ORS 454.625. 

B. Need For Rulemaking: 

The Department of Environmental Quality has received and reviewed 
the Final River Road/Santa Clara Groundwater Study, Final Technical 
Report, February, 1980. And the Environmental Quality Commission 
(EQC) has received a Lane County Commission resolution and petition 
to repeal the moratorium. 

The EQC amended but did not repeal OAR 340-71-020(9) on July 27, 
1979. Accordingly, the Lane County Commission resolution is still 
pending. And the final groundwater study's findings suggest rule 
changes may be appropriate. 

Accordingly, the EQC has scheduled a public rulemaking hearing in 
Eugene on April 18, 1980. 

c. Documents relied upon in considering the need for and in preparing 
the Rule. 

"The River Road/Santa Clara Groundwater Study, Final Technical Report" 
prepared by Sweet, Edwards and Associates, Inc. 

D. Fiscal Impact: 

Repeal the Moratorium: 

Agency costs would not be significantly affected by this action. 

Local government could experience program costs associated with 
inspections conducted and permits issued in the subsurface sewage 
disposal program. Their resultant costs would be covered by 
permit fees associated with that program. 

The general public could experience greatly increased costs due 
to inflation and increased construction difficulties should a 
sewerage system eventually be constructed to serve the area. 
Initial savings savings might be derived by the ability to 
develop currently undeveloped land. 
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Adopt a Regional Rule: 

XL1267 

Agency costs could be increased depending upon content of the 
rule. Up to 0.15 existing staff positions for two years might 
need to. be allocated to compliance inspection, plan review, and 
administrative work. 

Local government might need to obligate local funds for 
additional planning efforts and construction activities. The 
amount would depend on the nature and timing of capital 
construction projects, if any. 
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APPENDIX E 

STATE OF OREGON 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

FINDINGS 

The Environmental Quality Conunission of the state of Oregon finds 
that its failure to act promptly, by adopting a temporary rule 
OAR 340-71-030(10), will result in serious prejudice to the public 
interest or the interest of the parties concerned, for the 
following reasons: 

1. Existing nitrate-nitrogen concentrations with the study area 
exceed the 5 mg/l planning target on the average. The 10 mg/l 
maximum drinking water standard is currently exceeded in several 
locations. The 10 mg/l standard contains no safety factor. 

2. Additional urban density development on subsurface sewage disposal 
systems will slightly increase the magnitude of nitrate-nitrogen 
violations, and significantly increase the area where said 
violations occur. 

3. The aquifer is generally contaminated as indicated by fecal coliform 
organisms in excess of drinking water and body contact standards. 
Pollutants can migrate· rapidly laterally and to groundwater from 
drainfields via.macropore travel. 

4. A public health hazard exists based on fecal coliform data for persons 
using the aquifer for domestic (drinking) or irrigation purposes. 
A health hazard similarly exists in several areas based on nitrate
nitrogen levels. 

5. Action is needed to correct the existing groundwater problems. 
Because of the close interrelationship of several reconunendations, 
they should not be acted upon independently. 

Joe B. Richards, Chairman 

XL1268 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda I tern K, Apr i1 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for Approval of Multnomah County Groundwater 
Protection Plan 

Background 

At its February 24, 1978 and August 25, 1978 meetings (Agenda Items Q and 
E, Attachments 1 and 2, respectively) the EQC instructed the staff, in 
cooperation with Multnomah County, to develop a plan for the protection 
of the east county groundwater aquifer. 

The County over the past year has developed an East County Groundwater 
Plan and has incorporated the plan as an element of the Multnomah County 
Comprehensive Plan (see Attachment 3 - Multnomah County Resolution PC 10-
79 and Attachment 4 - Multnomah'County Ordinance No. 216). The Ground
water Plan Impacts and Strategies are displayed in Attachment 5. Multnomah 
County has submitted this plan to the EQC for review and approval. 

Evaluation 

Other alternatives were evaluated by the County. These are highlighted in 
Attachment 4, pages 5, 6 and 7, The adopted Groundwater Plan calls for 
90% of all development in the area to be sewered by 1990, but permlfs new 
development on cesspools as a temporary measure. The accomplishment of 
this goal would result in a long-term improvement of groundwater quality and 
permit the area to fully develop under the Multnomah County Land Use Plan. 

Director's Recommendations 

It ls recommended that the EQC approve the Multnomah County East County 
Groundwater Plan subject to the following provisions and/or courses of 
action to be pursued by Multnomah County and the Department: 

t. Multnomah County is proposing to up-zone areas along the Burnside 
lightrail corridor. The County wishes to have some and/or all of 
these high density developments utilize cesspools as a temporary 
measure. The County will submit this high density report to the 
DEQ in the near future. The Department's staff will analyze their 
proposal and submit its findings and recommendations to the EQC 
for review and approval. 
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2. The Department believes the basic goal and ~ramework of the Groundwater 
Plan is a responsible program to ·improve and protect the groundwater 
qua l i ty. The on 1 y rea 1 ·is sue is the method of financing the needed 
improvements. Several statements (Page 2 - Financing; Pages 2 and 3 -
EQC/DEQ Policy; Pages 5 and 6 - Construction of Laterals) in the Ground
water Plan indicate the County has assumed that federal financing will 
be available for all elements of the proposed sewage treatment and col
lection system, includlng laterals. The County should realize that 
sewerage works construction grant funds have been cut in recent years 
and that local sewerage facilities' improvements might have to rely on 
local or state funding. In fact, sewerage service planning should be 
based on the assumption that federal funds will not be available. We 
believe the proposal to up-zone along the Burnside corridor provides an 
opportunity to construct the necessary interceptors and trunk sewers. 
Therefore, when Multnomah County submits its high density up-zone plan, 
the County shall also submit a financial plan on how to accomplish im
plementing the Groundwater Plan with local funds. We realize that uti
lizing this approach will probably lengthen the time to fully implement 
the Groundwater Plan. It is expected that the high density report and 
local financing plan would be submitted by January 1, 1981. 

3. The interim expansion of the Multnomah County Inverness Sewage Treatment 
Plant may have to be authorized. This expansion would be funded utilizing 
local monies. 

4. The DEQ will review its subsurface sewage disposal rules with regard to 
cesspools and recommend changes to the. EQC this year. In addition, the 
staff will review the water quality and funding issues and may suggest 
either rule changes and/or legislative proposals. 

Bob Gilbert:m 
229-5292 
April 3, 1980 

~ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Environmental Quality Commission 
522 SW 5th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda I tern No. Q, February 24, 1978 EQC Meeting 

Mu I tnomah County Groundl-1ater Aquifer - Statu·s Report 

Background 

An area of approximately 30 square miles in central Multnomah County 
is currently unsewered. Development has occurred ove·r the past 30 -
50 years utilizing individual on-site sewage disposa~ systems, predom
inantly cesspools. An estimated 10 million gallons of sewage per day 
is presently discharged into the underlying porous gravels. 

The area of concern is a reg i ona 1 groundwater di schar:-ge zone which re
ceives water from the Cascades as well as local hills bordering the 
area. The aquifer receives approximately 50,000 acre feet of annual 
recharge from precipitation in the 30 square mile area. Groundwater 
production capabi l l ties could therefore range from 50,000 acre feet 
(16,335,000,000 gallons) to 100,000 acre feet (32,678,000,000 gallons) 
annually. 

Presently several water districts utilize the aquifer for domestic water 
supply purposes. The City of Portland has recently filed for a water 
right for approximately 200 million gallons per day (MGD). The aquifer 
would be utilized as an alternate and supplementul source to Bull Run 
and provide for continued growth in the metropolitan ar.:a. 

In 1971 and 1973 the Depart1uent conaucted water qua1 i:ty studies of the 
Columbia Slough. The chemlcal aata obtained during these studies re
vealed high concentrations of nitrate - nitrogen (NO'l! - N) in the springs 
torming the headwaters ot the South Arm of Columoia Slough. The indivi
dual subsurface sewage disposal systems lying directly south of the South 
Arm of Columola Slough were presumed to be the prime contributors to the 
NO - N levels. As a result the Department, assisted by the State Engi
ne~r's Office (nCM the Water Resources Uepartment), conducted a water 
quality-hydrogeulogicai evaluation of the central Multnomah County area. 
Data was collected for the period June 1974 to July 1975. The U.S. Geo
logical Survey (USGS) and City of Portland.Bureau of Water Works, unaer 
its exploratory program have also collected adaitional aata from some of 
the same and other wells within this area from 1975 to 1977. 
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These surveys revealed that NOl - N levels were significantly higher 
in the unsewered area (4 - 6 mg/I) than in ddjacent sewered areas in 
Gresham and Troutdale. The higher concentrations were found in the 
private shalla,.; wells, springs and municipal wells developing water 
from the upper portions of the aquifer, while the deeper wells revealed 
concentrations of less than 1.0 mg/1 N0

3 
- N. The subsurface disposal 

of sewage is considered to be the prime contributor of NO< - N to the 
groundwater and provides an enrichment quality to the waters in the 
South Arm of Columbia Slough. 

Summation 

1. Subsurface sewage disposal systems in central Multnomah County 
discharge approximately 10 MGD of sewage into the groundwater 
aquifer. This discharge is cons1dereo to be the prime contri
butor of NO. - N to tne shat low groundwater system which empties 
into the Sodth Arm of Columoia Slough. 

2. The aquifer is presently utilized as a domestic groundwater sup
ply source and the City ot Portland 1s proposing to utilize this 
aquifer as an alternace and supplemental source to Bull Run and 
as a water supp'ly for continued growth in the metropolitan area. 

3. This past year the Department proposed to foreclose the use of 
cesspools througnout the state in amending its subsurface sewage 
disposal reguiat1ons. This proposed rule change impacts the 
draft Multnomah !:aunty i:omprehensi.ve Framework Plan which calls 
for R-5 zoning in centra·1 Mu1tnomah County vs. an R-10 to R-15 
required for use of a septic tank-drainf1eld system. 

4. The Department has requested that the amendment be deferred un
ti 1 the Department, Multnomah County, CRAG and other affected 
agencies develop a plan to protect the groundwater in conformance 
with the land use plan. 

Director's recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the EQC instruct the staff, in 
cooperation with Multnomah County, CRAG and other affected agencies, to 
develop a plan for protection of the groundwater aquifer. The proposed 
plan to be developed by no later than September 197~ with EQC adoption 
as soon as practicable but by no later than December 31, 1978. 

Robert E. Gilbert:mkw 
229-5292 
2/9/78 

~ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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ATTACHMENT II 

Environmental Quality Commission 
liO&ERT W. STRAU& POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

Contains 
~ecycled 
Material~ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda I tern No. E, August 25, 1978 EQC Meeting 

Multnomah County Groundwater Protection Plan 

Background 

At its February 24, 1978 meeting (Agenda Item No. Q, Attachment 1), the EQC 
instructed the staff, in cooperation with Multnomah County, CRAG and other 
affected agencies, to develop a plan for protection of the groundwater aquifer. 
A proposed Multnomah County Groundwater Protection Plan (Attachment 2) has been 
developed and is being submitted to the EQC for approval and issuance of a 
consent order. 

Evaluation 

In reviewing alternatives to provide protecti.on of the groundwater, a moratorium 
on subsurface sewage disposal permits including cesspools was considered. How
ever, at this time, based on projected growth and considering an aggressive 
program promoting connection to the county sewer system, protection of the 
aquifer can be obtained without such a moratorium. Sampling of the groundwater 
will be continued to monitor the water quality and progress of the protection 
plan. 

Summation 

The goal of the Multnomah County Groundwater Protection Plan is to collect 
90 percent of all sanitary and industrial waste from the Inverness, central 
Multnomah County, service area and to treat and discharge these wastes to the 
Columbia River by 1990. The accomplishment of this goal would result in a 
long-term improvement of groundwater quality and permit the area to fully 
develop under the Multnomah County Land Use Plan. 

The basic features of this plan include: 

l. Multnomah County-Gresham-Troutdale Consorti um 201 study scheduled for 
completion in October 1979. This facility plan would resolve regional or 
separate treatment plant expansion questions. Regional or independent 
expansion would occur in 1983-1985. 
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2. Engineering design (Step I I) and construction (Step I 11) of Multnomah 
County Inverness 8 sewer project (Attachment 2, Map Page 7). Construction 
of the interceptor sewers would allow connection of high sewage users, such 
as schools, hospitals, apartments, restaurants, etc., to the sewage system. 

3. Through the Multnomah County land use planning and the consortium facility 
planning process, Multnomah County will develop by July 1979, a specific 
management plan identifying a time schedule for the eventual phasing out 
of cesspools in the county. The emphasis of the plan will be on methods 
of assuring existing and future development connections to a completed 
area-wide sewer trunk system with added treatment capacity. Among the 
alternatives to be examined for inclusion in the plan will be: 

a. Conditions imposed on zoning actions coming before the county. 

b. Current requirements include hooking to a sewer line when it is 
available a·nd submission of a non-remonstrance agreement for sewer 
Ii ne proposa Is. 

c. Requirement for construction of a "dry sewer" system in developments 
approved for cesspools prior to availability of the major trunk line. 

d. Designation of areas where development will occur only by connection 
onto the sewer system. 

Portions of the management plan would become county ordinances. 

4. Plan connection schedule is as follows: 

Director's Recommendation 

Year 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
19_85 
1990 

Goal 
No. of Connections 

2,500 
3,000 
3,500 
4,000 
4,500 

13,000 
32,000 

Having found the foregoing facts to be true, I recommend that the EQC authorize 
the Director to enter into a consent order with Multnomah County containing the 
basic features as above subject to the following conditions: 

I. -Acknowledgment by the property owner (applicant) that any new on-site 
system is interim and agreement to connect when sewer system becomes 
a'vai lable. 
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2. New construction must be oriented to future sewers. (Plumbed to facilitate 
abandonment of on-site system and connection to sewers.) 

3. New developments (i.e. subdivisions, apartments) be required to connect 
and/or provide dry sewer. 

In addition, it is the Director's recommendation that the EQC instruct the staff 
to amend its subsurface sewage disposal rules to allow approval of cesspools 
only under the above conditions and only in areas where a master sewerage plan 
is adopted and an implementation agency is formed. 

Robert E. Gilbert:eve 
229-5292 
8/10/78 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



ATTACHMENT 3 

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter.of Recommending to the Board of County 
Commissioners Adoption of an East County Groundwater 
Plan for Submittal to the State Environmental Quality 
Commission. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

R E S 0 L U T I 0 N 

WHEREAS, the groundwater of East Multnomah County is a valuable resource -
serving many domestic water systems; and 

WHEREAS,_the degradation of the groundwater resource in East Multnomah 
County would be a threat to the public health, safety and welfare; and 

WHEREAS, recent tests indicate significant increases in the pollution 
levels of the groundwater in East Multnomah County; and 

WHEREAS, Policy 13 of the adopted Comprehensive Framework Land Use Pl3.11 
states that the County policy is to maintain and enhance water quality in 
accordance with applicable standards; and 

WHEREAS, several adopted Community Land Use Plans express grave concerns 
over :the threat to groundwater quality posed by use of cesspools; and 

WHEREAS, these Community plans recommend sewer service in the Inverness 
area to solve the problem; and 

WHEREAS, the County has actively participated i~ many local and regional 
sewer planning and construction efforts; and 

WHEREAS, a Board of County Commissioners' resolution of June 15, 1978, 
determined it necessary for the County to work with the Department of Environ
mental Quality towards completion of a management plan for the disposal-of 
subsurface sewage that satisfies their mutual concerns; and 

WHEREAS, the State Environmental Quality Commission has requested a specific 
management plan for the elimination of cesspools; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED, the Planning Commission of Multnomah County, Oregon recommends 
that the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners adopt the East Cormty Groundwater 
Plan (including summary) as County policy, and submit it to the St;ate Environ
mental Quality Conunission, as such. 

Dated this ~1.....J.. day of 0:_ .\,.':,..-

APPROVED AS TO FORM_: 

JOHN B. LEAHY 
CountyC 

,-·1979. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

B~~ kl. ~~ irman ,. 
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EAST COUNTY GROUNDl~ATER PLAN SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

This summary is an outgrowth of the Preliminary East County Groundwater Plan 

submitted to the EQC in August, 1978. The Final updated plan reflects the 

County's recently adopted community plans. It is also based upon the work of 

the East County Sanitary Sewer Consortium. This updated plan is a specific 

management plan for phasing out the cesspools in East Multnomah· County. 

The updated groundwater plan is based on a number of assumptions and reserva-

tions. They are as follows: 

1. Regional Problems - The groundwater resource which this plan intends to 

protect extends across many jurisdictions: Portland, Gresham, Troutdale, 

as well as unincorporated Multnomah County. All these jurisdictions have 

existing development on cesspools which contributes to the groundwater 

problem. The County can only take responsibility and ac~ion in the Inver-

ness sewer system area. 

MSD., MSD's role in solving the ... ...- _ _. ~- -
regional groundwater problem has not been 

.::_ :C.:~cf~ft~.JJfi~ed. The Co~ty ~offers to .. work with MSD, the EQC.:/DEQ,. and other:.:. 
.. • ~.~- .,, -!-- "";j•-'"f""'i: >"".'·-' •• , . . • 

. ·,!' ··-~· __ ;; _._. ···---

• agencies on this matter; 
-·-·--:. -- ,4,· -_..• ·-.,;"- ~- !- .: ·- - • -~--

,_,. -- ··--- - -
--~.· -· -. - _.:_. ·.": ;'".' ·--- _- . 

:·.:.;-~·!.;;):-~· .. 

<·'· .. , .;;: . 
-·- --~· ·---..- _:;._ ___ ... - -- !... .• 

;;_ 
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-3. Schedule - The goals for sewer connections presented on pages 10 and 11 

of the preliminary groundwater plan are still basically valid. The sched-

ules for treatment plant capacity expansion and completion of the trunk 

and interceptor systems have slipped due to lack of federal financing. 

These slippages have consumed all of the float time in the schedules. 

Provision of additional treatment capacity must be expedited if the County 

is t_o avoid a sewer moratorium. If the County proceeds immediately with 

_a temporary expansion of its treatment plant, it will have barely enough 

time to obtain additional permanent capacity before a sewer moratorium 

takes effect. 

4. Financing - The updated plan assumes that federal financing will be avail-

able as needed for all elements of the proposed sewage treatment and 

collection system, including laterals. State law prohibits the County 

from_ spending General Fund revenues to benefit the Inverness sewer service 
. ,'.·: 

area. The magnitude of expenditures involved in solving the groundwater 

problem, SO to 60 million dollars, cannot be provided by the service area 
":'"· ' •• ;;"': _1 - -; : 

alone. __ The County is exploring other financing options. If Federal fin
.;.:.r 

ancing is not available when requested, the County will not be able to 
.0".G·: "!-

meet __ its schedule for solving the groundwater problem, 
i~: ': . . 

S. - __ EQC/DEQ, Poycy - The County assumes that _there will be a direct relation

:;:~t~i~t~J;~n the EQC assessment of the gr9u~dwater problem and its financing 

po_iic"ies. That is, if the EQC decides that there is a serious groundwater 

-2-



problem, then they will provide funds for the solution. Conversely, if 

the EQC does not provide funding for the solution to the problem, the 

County will assume that the EQC does not consider the problem serious. 

The County further assumes that Administrative Rule OAR 340.44 provides an 

adequate precedent for the EQC to fund the County groundwater problem· as 

·they have funded the solution of the groundwater problem in Bend. 

6. Moratorium - The County assumes that a sewer moratorium would have no sig-

nificant effect on solving the groundwater problem in East County. This 

assumption is based on the premise that existing development is and will 

continue to be the source of the vast majority of groundwater pollution. 

The population increase from new development will be a small percentage of 

existing population. Most new development is going in on sewer. Prohi-

biting additional development on cesspools would not reduce groundwater 

pollution, but it would seriously upset the County's Comprehensive Plan. 

The other premise of this assumption is that construction of Inverness 8 

interceptor and trunk lines will significantly reduce groundwater pollu-

. tion by connecting several major sewage sources to sewer. Two hospitals,· 

several schools and other major institutions would be involved. This .re-

duction would probably compensate for the increase from development on · 

cesspools. 

In o:cl;,'r to cla'rify these issues, the County has divided the updated plan into 
. . ••. ~· •• ~·-'.'!;·.··.1· .• ,·1.· ••. r.· .• :-_·-r~w:·-.:.·!_.;,_· ~ .• :.· .. · - _-_ .· .. · ·.·.•.•.·. _. , , . . ·", , - -. ~-." --- ~ - ~--" A - . ,_"_;_.:;-,~-l~.:;~--;, ::> F''' ., -._ i,;_ 

four topics;·· with problem analysis and reco1JDJ1endations for each· topic • 
. - _··>,'.. ·: ,_. . 

-··::~·-·~~~--}~.f'\) ! {~ -

-3-
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1. Existing Development. 

A. Problem Analysis. 

The existing population of the Inverness service area is and will 

continue to be a major source of groundwater contamination_ for the 

area. Providing sewers for the existing population is.the major 

obstacle in solving the groundwater problem. 

Approximately 75,000 people live in the Inverness service area. 

This population is sufficient to make it the fourth largest city and 

the ninth largest county in Oregon. Approximately 90% of the popula-

tion do not have sanitary sewers. 

The County does not have the interceptor and trunk lines or the treat

ment plant capacity to serve this population. Such improvements would 

cost roughly 20 million dollars. Under current State law, property 

owners would have to pay the full cost of lateral sewers to connect 

to the Inverness system. A complete lateral system would cost, 

roughly, an additional 40 million dollars • 

. 
B. Recommendations for ·Existing Development. 

1. Major Construction - The County and other involved parties would 

·,;·· 

proceed with federal financing to obtain additional sewage treat-

ment. capacity through the East County Consortil,1111 and to construct 

. the IJ'nit 8 trunk and interceptor lines. There is not sufficient 
(. -<- ( \ 

l, ;·_ --

time under any scheme for the County to obtain additional perma-

nent treatment capacity before the Inverness plant runs out of 
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its current capacity. Therefore, the County must proceed immc-

dfately with an interim expansion of the plant. 

The County would prepare a 201 Plan at its own expense for a 

temporary expansion of the plant.. Such an expansion would involve 

minor modifications rather than permanent construction, and would 

probably increase the capacity by approximately· one half million 

gallons per day. The County would submit its 20f proposal to 

the DEQ for informal review. Assuming the approval of the 201 

Plan, the County would proceed at its own expense with the temp-

orary expansion. The earliest date for completing the temporary 

expansion is the Summer of 1982. This is also the date at which 

the County projects the Inverness Plant to reach capacity. The . 

temporary expansion should provide capacity for an additional 

two years of service growth. 

2. Construction of Laterals - Once the County has adequate treatment 

capacity and a complete trunk and interceptor system, it wil 1 

initiate resolutions for the construction of lateral sewers 

throughout the Inverness sewer system. Once the laterals arc 

complete, the CoWlty will require all existing development to 

. ''-~";Lf~;;S~,:ho~k up 1;~ sewer. This step will .be preceded by a Community 

'"; '·'S'W~ :· · Involvement and Education Program._ 

:~:~~Ii';~::· .... " , : .. -"' . 
.. ,_w,,,,,.-:.:·(ii'i;c; • It is assumed the construction of laterals will be federally 

.:.,·,. -~,:~~;·).--

. -;- ·-- financed with property owners providing the local match. To 

-5-



1· 

obtain federal financing, it is assumed that the·EQC will pass 

an Administrative Rule similar to Administrive Rule OAR 340.44, 

giving the East County area eligibility and priority for federal 

funds. If federal financing is not available, the County will 

proceed with other financing options. However, it may not be 

possible to meet the schedule for sewer connections if federal 

funds are unavailable. 

3. Contamination Contingency Plan - The County will initiate plan-

ning for mitigating actions, should contamination exceed federal 

standards. The County would coordinate with DEQ, Water Districts, 

etc. DEQ would increase its monitoring of the groundwater problem. 

2. New Development - Undeveloped Area. 

A. Problem Analysis. 

Almost all of the large vacant parcels in the Inverness service area 

are north of Halsey Street. The County expects most of the growth 

in population and industrial activity in the Inverness area to occur 

here. The current development pattern bears out this prediction. 

· The area is well served with interceptors and trunk sewers. The County 
~ ~'.f"iF.' '/'" ~· .. 

· ~,,,:::.eqi.iires' connection to sanitary sewer as a condition of development in 

·-.. - .,, ,.-
;.,_ .~ -').; 

F._'.~:~-~~\~_;·_~· ~ '.:'•'I'. 

· 'this area. Given the large scale' of most developments in this area, 
•' --~~--.. ,,.. 

-'.;;(ffc,--_--:;--
· sewers are economically feasible and have not inhibited development . 

. 
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B, Recommendations for New Development in the .Undeveloped Arca. 

1. Major Construction - Interceptors and trunks have already been 

constructed for this area. 

2. Mandatory Sewers - Sewer connections are already a condition.of 

development in this area. 

3. Lateral Sewers - Additional laterals and trunks for this area 

are to be constructed by developers. The County·may expedite 

this process by initiating improvements by resolution. This 

practice would be restricted to projects supported by property 

owners. 

4. Storm Water Recharge - The County Street Standards Ordinance 

requires sump bottom manholes for storm drainage systems wherever 

feasible. The intent is to increase the flushing of the East· 

County acquifer with storm water. Such flushing has been inhi-

bited by the increase in paved surface. 

3. Ne~ Development - Infill Area. 

- ~,-.,A. "" 1J'roblem Analysis. 
;, - ·--\:• ,, --~- --·-~~";~:'::-~;;.,--;:· - - ,.,_ -. . '' ', . 

··"';,~-· ~ .. , 

"'"'~'i'f'~!'., por,t.ion of the Inverness service area south of Halsey Street is 
. ''. ~ .' ~- -·:-'C·:;_', -.- ' ' 

-~j;~i;;'.,~~~hgt~up area with _few, large vacant parcels. However, large lot 
--:·:~:_·~:~'.~.-S~?!';~~~~~;?/,:>'-·· . -'"·'·'·"·.1· ~ - .-"'--'~ -· . --·. ''· ' -.~-~:- -.'.;. O~'- ~ 

·; •. ;:1::}1'S_izes in this area proyide many opportunities for flag lots and other 

rorms of infill development. ·The County Comprehensive Plan encourages 
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infill development in this area. The plan also calls· for very high 

density residential development in the vicinity of transit stations 

on the proposed light rail line on Burnside Street. The existing 

population of the Inverness portion of the LRT corridor is.approxi-

mately 26,000. The comprehensive plan calls for an additional 

10-15,000 people to live in this area. About 5000 - 6000 of these 

people will be in the high density units mentioned previously, the 

remainder in smaller infill developments. 

This area is generally without interceptor and trunk sewers. Exist-

ing and new developments use cesspool/septic tank systems. 

B. Recommendations for New Development in the Infill Area. 

1. Deed Restriction - The ·county requires a sewer deed restrictiqn 

as a condition of granting a building permit in the Inverness.area. 

The deed restriction states that any property owner will not 

remonstrate against an assessment for lateral sewers. 

I 

2. Dry Sewers - The County will draft an ordinance that would require 

dry sewers for any major development not on a trunk sewer line. 

Requirement for Connection - Once the County has a treatment capac-

ity and a complete trtmk and lateral system, new infill development 
• ! . " 

·.~ . 

would be required to connect to the ·sewer as a condition of con-
• < i J ::·;~?-~' !.!. i: -. 

' struction. 
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4. High Density Plan - The County is preparing a special report on 

the high density clusters shown along the Burnside light rail 

corridor. The County will submit a report to the DEQ showing 

the location, projected population, timing of development, and 

timing of sewer connection for each of these clusters. The DEQ 

will respond with a policy for cesspools for each clu.ster. 

4.· Sewage Treatment Capacity. 

A. Problem Analysis. 

The County expects the existing Inverness sewage treatment plant to 

reach capacity in 1981 or 1982. The County plans to proceed with 

an interim plant expansion that will permit additional sewer hookups 

until the Summer of 1984. The County must obtain additional treatment 

capacity before t·hat date or face a sewer moratorium. Either the 

existing plant must be expanded or the County must connect the Inverness 

system to a regional treatment plant. The CRAG/MSD 208 Sewer Plan 

recoDDDends the regionalization alternative. The CRAG/MSD Plan permits 

other alternatives as long as they are developed by the East County 

Consortium through a 201 process demonstrating the superiority of the 

alternatives to the regionalization option. 

' .. .: This_ issue cannot be. resolved easily without adequate study of the 
Z.1-'.~·'-'.····;..;.::.~.-.· 

. ,, ,,;·f;f;i;,l~~e~c:f"·a~ te~a.~~v~ - lpclll planned exp;nsion. The County, Gresham, 

.; s··.<·and Troutdale have d_rawn up a 201 plan of study and have selected 
.. : -~---- ,;i·'. ·.:;. '.,.\ - .:~' ~· ; :.0 : ' ; 

a consultant. This study has been delayed at least a year because it 

was not funded by the EQC last year. 
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Regardless of the alternative chosen, time is running. out to obtain 

additional capacity. The County estimates that regional plant capacity 

cannot be available any earlier than Summer of 1905, a year after 

the temporary Inverness expansion reaches capacity. 

B. Recommendations for Treatment Capacity. 

1. Financing - The EQC should give the East County Consortium 201 

Study immediate priority for funding. EQC should also establish 

a funding priority for construction of the additional treatment· 

capacity. 

2. Implementation - The Consortium should be prepared to expedite 

the selected alternative for additional treatment capacity. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of Working with the ) 
Department of Environmental Quality ) 
for a Management Plan for the ) 
Disposal of Subsurface Sewage ) 
in East-Central Multnomah County ) 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS it is in the best interests of the citizens of 
Multnomah County that adequate provision be made for the dis
posal of sewage wastes in such a way as to protect public 
health, water quality and accommodate the developmental needs 
of East-Central Multnomah County; and 

WHEREAS scientific analysis of the ground water of 
East-Central Multnomah County by the Department of Environmental 
Quality has indicated substantial increasing water pollution by 
measurement of nitrate levels, a recognized subsurface sewage 
polutant indicator; and 

WHEREAS·the Department of Environmental Quality is statu
torily charged with the promulgation and enforcement of adminis
trative rules for the installation of subsurface disposal systems 
in the State of Oregon; and 

WHEREAS Multnomah County is responsible for effectively 
administering the administrative rules and regulating land uses 
in such a way as to protect the environmental quality of the · 
County and provide for development associated with the need for 
housing and a balanced economy for the citizens of the County; 
now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of County Commissioners for 
Multnomah County determines it necessary to work with the 
Department of Environmental Quality toward the completion of a 
management plan for the disposal of subsurface sewage that sat~ 
isfies .their mutual concerns. · 

ti I ' 

'': . 
'· ' 
' ' ' 

·-·· 
'• ,' I. 

i j.une 15 , 197 8 · 

,' 

APPROVED AS TO FOR.M: 
' . 

JOHN B. LEAHY 
• 

County Counsel 

By~~~-
Deputy 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By i'GTJ( .c <' , f ~ f,tl.r:.eA..4 
Chairman 
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DEPAIHl.!Eh/T C'F f t<Vlf10tJt,![NTAL SEIMCES 
2115 s E ·,1ornsON STREET 
P0f1TLA"Cl. OfiEGOf< 97214 
(503) 248·5000 

June lZ, 1978 

Mr. Donald E, Clark, Chairman 
Board of County Commissioners 
Room 606 • Courthouse 
Portland, OR 97Z04 

RE: Subsurface Sewage Disposal within the lnvcr11ess 

Dear Sir: 

COUNTY COMMISSIONU1S 
DON CL/\HK, Clicmman 

DAN MOSEE 
ALICE COl~ElETT 

DENNIS RUCHAt~AN 
MEL GORDON 

A rcza. 
Drainage R"'*<i-

In 1975 the State Environmental Quality Commission agreed to allow continuation 
of th" establishe9, County practice of allowing development using cesspools in 
East Multnomah County wh<>re sub- soil conditions ate satisfactory.. The State 
administrative rules (that were sub.oeqa.,,1U;· ~d~pted) were based on the position 
articulated in Mel Gordon's statement of May Zl, 1975, 

The County acknowledged increasing levels of ground water aquifer pollution as 
a direct result of existing cesspool ·systems, Information available at that time 
concerning the rate of pollution did not indicate any emerging health hazard. 
The County's argument in favor of continued use of cesspools for new develop
ment was substantially based on the need for urban densities to financially 
support the construction of public sewers in the area which was cons'istent 
with the County's Comprehensive Plan, The larger land area needed for septic 
tanks would tend to defeat this objective. 

ln 1977, further studies by DEQ and other agendes along with the development 
oi the water quality plan (PL 92-500 Sec 208) conducted by CRAG, brought new 
focus on the pollution issue, A recently proposed revision to the administrative 
rliles to prohibit the development of land Using cesspools was deferred until 
DEQ, Multnomah County; CRAG, and other affected agencies could develop a 
plan to protect the ground water in cori!otmance with the Land Use Plan. 



Mr. Donald E. Clark 
Page 2 
June 12, 1978 

On February 24, 1978, the EQC instructed the DEQ staff to develop a plan for 
protection of the grow1d water aquifer in Multnomah County to be ·completed 
no later than September, 1978, with EQC adoption as soon as .practicable but 
no later than December 31, 1978. 

EQC will be considering funding priorities for public sewer project proposals 
in July, 1978. It is appropriate that the County's position on the ground water 
aquifer protection plan be developed as soon as possible. This will provide 
justification for prioritizing sewer projects currently being considered for 
extension of the service capacity for the County's Inverness sewer system; 

The following resolution and preliminary East County ground water plan are 
:forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners with the recommendation 
that the resolution be approved. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ra_ 
. RENA CUSMA . 

Director 

OJD/klw 

Enclosure 

• 
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l'REL!Hll\ARY EAST COUNTY GllOUNDl'.'ATER PLAN 

tnt ro~!uct ion 
··- -- ·-- ----
Tin• Or<';:on Environmental Quality Comm i sion through the Department of 
! :,\'i 1 on::wnta I Quality has expressed concern with the groundwater problem 
; 11 J..1st ~h1Jtnoi:;ah Cou11ty. 11ie County has been instructed to prepare, in 
cooperation wi r.h D.E.Q., a plan for solving the subsurface waste disposal 
pro!>lcm to protect the ground1,atcr aquifer flowfog to the Columbia River 
~·ithin the unsC'wercd areas. This report constitutes the County's plan to 
a 11 c\•i ate the amount of subsurface waste ultimately dischargfog into the 
r,roundwatcr sy~tC'm. '11ie provision of a sewer system within the Inverness 
Service area is seen ns a top priority. The trunks, interceptors, and 
1;1t<'r:tls will !rnve to be in place for the sewer sy_stem to function inde
p1•ndcnt of how the waste will be treated. 111e issues of responsibility 
for .,·aste treatment are now being studied within East Multnomah County, 
h:it the basic premise of the need for a sewer line system and its construc
t ion is a given and pl:ins for this phase should not be hampered by the 
r<'Solution of the treatment issues. 

1. Resource Problem 

a. 

b. 

As a result of ·studies being conducted by the Department of 
Environment.a 1 Qua 1 i ty and the City of Portl :rnu Bu:rcr.u o.'." :·;;. ;..,;: 
lforks, information concerning the pollutfon of groundwater has 
becor.ie more available. • For a number of years the urbanization 
of the unincorporated area between Portland and the East County 
cities has been taking place with cesspools and septic tanks 
being the primary means of waste disposal. Tiiis has resulted in 
large amounts (10 - 12 m.g.d.) of waste going into the ground. 
Waste quality tests in water district wells and City of Portland 
exploratory wells have revealed an increase in nitrate-nitrogen 
levels over recent years. Tiiis contaminant, besides being a 
problem for babies in and of itself, is also an indicator that 
severe probll'ms are developing for the aquifer which drains 
toward the Columbia River. 

Nitrate-nitrogen levels of greater than 10 m.g./liter (the 
Federal EPA Standard for public drinking 1,·ater) is exceeded by 
some wells and shows signs of ·further increases in the surface 
levels of ground1~ater. Tests conducted by the City of ·Portland· 
indicate that: · 

(1) Due to the age of the water tested, levels could get much 
higher in the future even if all waste dispos:il were to 
cease immedi:ltcly. 
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e. 

f. 

2) The contami11:1tC'd ground1~ater has the ability to migrate to 
lower levels if increased pumping of water occurs in the 
middle of lower levels of the ::iquifcr. Continued increases 
jn subsurfnce waste will not change the situation drastic
ally in the present, but will ultimately prolong the problem. 

The amount of impcrviable surface (streets, houses, ·etc.) for the 
area prcvc•nts the necessary flushing action that rainwater can 
give. Jlrai.nage 1nto the ground rather than on its ·surface can 
have a lwnefki.al effect. 

Nitrate-nitrogen contamination as well as other parameters pre
sented by subsurface waste disposal such as viruses are not 
filterable by the existing system an\J arc very costly to filter 
by other methods. ' 

Septic tanks are much more efficient at ridding the waste of 
nitrogen by fixing it in the vegetation through the soil. 
Cesspools allow the wastes to. migrate rapidly downward into 
oxygen free areas where the nitrate-nitrogen will remain for 
indefinate periods. 

Since some water districts and the City of Portland have to use 
this aquifer for continued domestic w~supply purposes, it 
becomes even more imperative to insure the future potability of 
the groundwater. Although further research is necessary to 
as!'1>ss the danger anci accurately monitor the water quality, . 
enough is now known to certify that a problem docs exist, that 
it most likely will get worse before it gets better. Action to 
solve this problem is necessary now rather than waiting until 
quality levels exceed standards in drinking water. 

Population Growth & Se1·vices 

a. 

b. 

The County only has the ability to correct the problem of ground 
water contamination within the Inverness Sewer Service area. It 
is within this area, however, that the problem is the greatest 
since it contributes a large share of the subsurface waste to 
the aquifer recharge nrca. The balance _of the report will deal 
with this area. (SEE MAP, Page __]__) 

The period of greatest development and population growth for 
this arcn has already occurred. From 1940 to 1960, a great deal 
of growt:h occurred and by 1960 the population was BO'• of what it 
is estimated to be todny. The amount of growth projected for 
the area by the yenr 2000 represents an increase of about 12,000 
persons :ind an increase of about the same number of dwelling 
units. The reason for the closeness of the two figures is 
explained by the forccastcd decrease in persons per dwelling unit. 
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CRAG Populntion Projections 

Inverness Treatment Plant Service Area 

** 1960 

2863 

2388 

2291 

3478 

.3046 

3115 

6232 

2485 

4724 

5079 

4208 

2832 

4964 

4060 

415 

1797 

5200 

** 1970 1975 

190.5 1626 

2119 1865 

2379 2i15 

3945 3782 

3492 3455 

3180., 2913 ---, 

6650 

2666 

5193 

5408 

5385 

3942 

6634 

6048 

4200 

4246 

6549 

73,941 

6356 

2540 

4776 

4821 

5508 

3964 

6897 

5965 

5882 

4552 

6604 

73,621 

--· ' 

1985 

1375 

2050 

2400 

44 so 
3700 

3250 

6886 

2746 

5350 

5318 

5850 

4300 

7250 

6950 

ssoo 
4600 

6800 

78,825 

1990 

1284 

2000 

2400 

4600 

3750 

3300 

7011 

2796 

5400 

. 5401 

6000 

4500 

7500 

7400 

6000 

4700 

6900 

80,942 

2000 

1192 

2000 

2400 

4750 

3800 

3350 

7360 

2935 

6700 

5526 

6600 

4650 

7700 

7950 

6450 

5250 

.7000 

85,613 

Average growth rate from 1970-2000 = 
"'· ··· ·· · ·339 persons per year for a total of 

11,672 
· * Proportion of Census Tract in Service Arca 
** Census l'igurcs 
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c. The additional growth rt>presents a 14% population increase in 
the Inverness Service area by the year 2000, This is easily 
explained by the fact that most of the area is already developed 
to a fairly high dc-nsity with homes which are likely to still be 

· present by the year 2000. The County is encouraging added density 
within the urban grOl~th boundary so it is conceivable· that more 
people could be present in the area, but the differel)ce could · 
not be too great due to the already developed portion for much 
of the land. 

· d. The basic waste disposal problem is already largely present and 
will not increase b>' any great amount~ as it will be limited by 
the amount of avail:ible space for development and by the type of 
disposal required for future development (especially non
residential development). The scope of the problem then becomes 
more one of coping with the existing waste disposal than one of 
controlling future increases. 

The Present Sewer System 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The present Inverness-Central County Sewerage Collection Systeni 
included the following trunk sewers: 

NE 122nd Avenue from Inverness ·nrive to NE Sacramento Street; 
NF. Whitaker Way from NE 122nd Avenue to NE 136th Avenue; 
NE Sandy Blvd. from NE 122nd Avenue to NE iu2nd Avenue; . 
NE 148th Avenue from Nf: Sandy Blvd., to NE 150th Urive; 
NE 162nd Avenue from NE Sandy Blvd. to NE Halsey Street; 
NE Halse>' Street from NE lSOth Avenue to NE 162nd Avenue; 
Columbia Slough from NE 82nd Avenue to NE lOSth.AvenUe 
Portland International Airport to NE lOSth Avenue; 
NE lOSt.h Avenue and NE Holman Street to Inverness Sewage 

Treatment Plant. 

The following lateral sewers are included in the systems: 

Barker Brook Subdivision (includes Holcomb Heights), 
Highwood Subdivision, Prestige Park, Argay Downs, 
Rivercliff F.states, llo llyview, Cl earvie\1 (partial), 
Stonehurst, Lancashire, Strathmore (partial), Schuyler Park, 
Victor Seven, Airway Park, A. P. Industrial Park and some others. 

The present number of connections is approximately 2500 single 
famil)' dwellings or commerciat'equivalent thereof. Also con- · 
nected is the Portland International Airport with a dry weather 
flow of o. s ~IGD. 
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d. In ne1~ suhdivjsions having sewers, ull units ai:e> required to 
connect to sanitary sewer. No cesspool or septic· tank may be 
replaced within 300 feet of nn accessible sanitary sewer, in 
compliance with the Department of Environmental Quality regu
lations. Therefore, the majority of sewered homes lie in the 
area within one-quarter mile of NE Sandy Blvd. or the three main 
sewered streets extending south therefrom. 

It should be noted that since the construction of the ·Inverness 
Sewage Treatment Plant, fewer than 100 owners of existing homes 
have installed and/or connected to sanitary sewers. Almost all 
of those utili~ing sewer service are doing so in response to 
building requirements. 

A "dry sewer" was constructed in SE Main Street from SE lOOth 
Avenue to SE Cherry Blossom Drive in 1976 as part of the Portland 
Adventist llospital complex. '111is will be utilized as a portion 
of the Inverness \/Ill Project. 1110 pump station site at SE · 
Cherry Blossom Drive and SE Main Street was also acquired at 
that time. 

c. Presently, petitions are being circulated for lateral sewers on 
NE Russell Street from" NE 117th Avenue to NE 122nd Avenue, NE 
Marx Street from NE lOlst Avenue to NE llSth Avenue and the 
extension of Inverness VII Trunk Sewer from NE 136th Avenue and 
NE Whitaker Way to NE 148th Ave. 

Required Sewerage Facillties. 

111e elimination of subsurface disposal of sanitary wastes in the 
Inverness service area will require a large cnpital investment. The 
following approximate costs of required publicly owned facilities 
represent current costs and arc accurate for preliminary planning 
purposes only. 

a. Treatment Plant Expansion (to J0.5MGD) $12,000,000 

b. Trunk & Interceptor Construction 5,000,00(1 

c. Lateral Sewer Construction 35,000,00(1 

TOTAL: 52,000,000 

S. · ., The Current Ci ti.zen Involvement and Attitudes. 
,-_,. 

J 

'··· '··.·'a:>;:· As a part of the Comprehensive Planning Program several communities 
·"· .. ~·" were· fonncd to provide the necessary citj ::en involvc1ncnt .. The 

".·' · ,,_, communHies ·involved in the lnverncss Service area arc Cully/ 
Parkrose, llazelwood, Powelhurst, :md Wj]kes/Rockwood. Basically 
the citizen attitmfos thus far have been supportive of the ·need· 
for sewering the area. As a result of presentations by staff at 

' 
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the County level, there has· been an understanding generated of 
the seriousness of the resource prolilem. The importance of 
early education and communication has made it clear that these 
factors can go a long way toward solving the initial citizen 
resistance to the need for sewers. 

ls sues: 

The issues brought up hy the findings section of this 
some of them do not have easy answers. The following 
attempt to ans.•~er as many. of the issues as possible: 

plan are many and 
plan section will 

,.-
( i.:: Accepting the severity of the groundwater problems. as 

is the best way to alleviate the amount of subsurface 
going into the ground? 

a given, what 
waste presently 

2. Who wi 11 bear the costs of solutions and what are the best methods to 
implement them? 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

. 7. 

8. 

How can communications and education be improved to gain the necessary 
citizen support for sewers if sewers are to become politically feasible. 

A moratorium on all new development unti.l sewers are available will 
substantially impact the Comprehensive Framework Plan policies on 
I and use which encourage higher densities anc.I infi 11 within the urban 
growth boundary. 1111at is the best course of action to achieve both 
improved groundwater and provide for projected housing and c111plovmcnt 
needs? 

Cooperation and interconnected progress and regulation will be neces
sary among agencies if success is .to be achieved in reducing subsurface 
waste disposal. • 
\\'hat other techniques besides waste.treatment can be implemented to 
help reduce the contaminants already existing within the groundwater 
system? In the last S years, storm sewers in this area have been con
structed· with "sump-bottom" manholes in order that as much storm water 
as possible be "recharged" to the aquifer. This should result in con
tinued dilution of groundwater pollutants. 

No immediatt' solution wi 11 solve the problem and a long term program 
is necessary, but what combinations ·of short term and long term 
actions wi 11 he both politically .and technically acceptable? 

Improved priority for Multnomah County construction grant requests will 
be a substantial factor in diverting subsurface waste. The construction 

.-·· '''·'_of Inverness 8 wi 11 permit innnediat!/, connection of two hospital complexes, 
several shopping <'enters, many multi-family apartments and schools, and 
extend the nei;:css;iry "back-bone~' of the central Multnomah County ·sewerage 
collection system. 

-9-
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l. Objective. 

The goal of the following plnn i.s to collect 90 percent of :ill sanitary 
nnd industrial wnstc from the Inverness service area and to tre<tt 
these w·astes at the Inverness Treatment Plant or a regional treatment 
plant. These wastes should be collected, treated and discharged to 
the Columbia River by 1990. The accomplishment of this go·a1 would 
result in a long-term improvement of ground water quaH ty. and permit 
the area to fully develop under the Multnomah County Land Use Plan. 

2. Plan Schedule. 

'-~.· . 

1978 - Goal 2500 Connections. 

June -

Nov. -

East County Groundwater Plan 
East County Plan Resolution J?? 
Consultant Agreement for Plant Capacity 
Study 

Plant Capati ty 

and Infiltration 

1979 - Goal 3000 Connections. 

and Infiltration Study comple_ted. ~ )~~ 

Jan, -

June -

Oct. -

Nov. -

·Step I Federal grant approval for Gresham - Troutdale -
Multnomah Consortium ·201 Study.( 
Step II Federal grant approval for Inverness 8 Sewer 
Project. 

Land Use Supplement to East County Groundwater Plan. 

Gresham - Troutdale - Multnomah Consortium 201 Study 
completed. 

Regional or separate treatment plant decision . 

· 1980 - Goal 3500 Connections. 

Jan. -

March -

Step III Federal grant approval for Inverness 8 Sewer 
Project. 

Step II Federal grant approval for Inverness or Regional 
Treatment Plant Expansion. 

·. · ·· · ·\. ;!2!!. 7 Goal 4000 Connections. 

Step III Federal grant approval for Inverness or Regional 
Treatment Plant Expansion 

. 
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1982 - Goal 4500 Connections. 

July -

Dec. -

Sewer connection rate evaluation report. 

Inverness or Regional Treatment Plant Expansion 
completed, 

1985 .~ Goal 13, 000 Connections. 

1990 - Goal 32,000 Connections. 

3.· Implementation. 

, ~-,- ' 

a. Funding. 

b. 

·c. 

.. • 

·::-.· 

It wi 11 he necessary to invest approx;imately $52 million in sewer 
facilities in order to meet the goal. Sewers in this area are 
provided by the Central County Service District. The Central 
County District financing plan is based on funding treatment 
plant, sewer trunk, ancl interceptor facilities with Federal grants 
and loans from Multnomah County. The County funds are recovered 
by connection charges collected at the time of the connect.ion. 
The financing pl anti pro-v-ides for Tateral se11er construction by· 
local improvement districts with the benefited property owners 
paying the cost of construction. 

The construe i:ion of sewers costing $52 mi 11 ion is a major under
taking for the people in this area. The preliminary schedule 
included as part of this plan assumes that Federal grants will be 
available to support treatment plant and interceptor construction. 
1he availability of these grant funds arc an essential element of 
the plan. 

Citizen Involvement. 

TI1e Comprehensive Plan citizen groups wi 11 carry on beyond the 
Comprehensive planning stage. They will be useful advisory groups 
in further developing the strategy to solve the current waste dis
posal problems. The generation of citizen support for measures 
designed to obtain hook-ups of existing subsurface waste disposal 
systems to sewers will be vital if any program is to succeed. 
The estab}ished citizen involvement process is seen as a useful 
way to· gain.this.support. 

·, - ' .- '. ~- ;_ . ; - .. •,; --~ . ' .. 

Legfs latio.n. 

ORS 451 permits the construction of sewers by the County.when a 
majority of the pr.operty owners or· voters favor the installat.ion 
of sewers. The County docs not have stntutory authority to force 
property owners to pay for the installation of lateral sewers. 

-11-. 
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The Inverness Treatment. Pl :mt is cxpcqcd to reach capacity in 
1982 or 1983 at the present connection rate. A ·major increase 
in this rate prior to the availability-of additional treatment 
facili ti cs could result in treatment plant overloading and 
unsatisfactory treatment. lt is appropriate that this connec
tion rate be revic1~cd in 1982 to determine the effect of the 
County sc-wcr promotion efforts. If the County sewer· promotion 
efforts arc not sufficiently effective, it may be necessary to 
ask the legislature for statutory authority to construct a 
1 at era 1 sewer sys t cm in this area. 

Land Use Supplement to the East County Groundwater Plan. 

The Multnomah County Land Use Plan will not be avail.able until 
early 1979. This supplement to be prepared with and completed 
after the land use plan will be a specific management plan for 
the phasing out of cesspools in East Multnomah County. 

-12-



Implementation 

LAND USE SUPPLEMENT 
EAST COUNTY GROUNDWATER PLAN 

d. Land Use Plans 

As the result of urban community plan formulation policies 
regarding future development are now in place for the Inverness 
Service Area. The Inverness Service Area is affected by 
community plans for Columbia, Cully/Parkrose, Hazelwood, and 
small parts of Powellhurst and Wilkes/Rockwood (see map). The 
format of these community plans closely follows that of the 
Multnomah County Comprehensive Framework Plan (adopted Sept., 
1977), and in many cases directly references the overall 
policy considerations. 

The overall 
East County 
Utilities. 

planning policy which addresses the problems of 
groundwater problems in policy No. 37 on Public 
The pertinent language in that policy states: 

THE COUNTY'S POLICY IS TO REQUIRE A FINDING PRIOR TO 
APPROVAL OF A LEGISLATIVE OR QUASI-JUDICIAL ACTION THAT: 

Water and Disposal System 

A. The proposed use can be connected to a public sewer and 
water system, both of which have adequate capacity; or 

B. The proposed use can be connected to a public water 
system, and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) will approve a subsurface sewage disposal system on 
tl1e site; or 

C. There is an adequate private water system, and the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will approve a 
subsurface sewage disposal system; or 

D. There is an adequate private water system, and a public 
sewer with adequate capacity. 

As an adjunct to the utilities, community facilities, and transportation 
policies, Policy No. 32 contains the need for capital improvements to 
i~plement the policies. The language in the Capital Improvements Policy 
makes it apparent that capital improvements will be programmed to protect 
the health of the residents in the County. Policy No. 32 states: 
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THE COUNTY'S POLICY IS TO ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM TO ACHIEVE DESIRED TYPES AND 
LEVELS OF PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES, AND TO PROVIDE 
FOR THE TIMELY, ORDERLY AND EFFICIENT ARRANGEMENT OF 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES IN ACCORD WITH THE PLAN 
POLICIES AND STRATEGIES, CONSIDERING: 

A. The health, safety and general welfare of County residents; 

B. The level of services required, based upon.the needs and 
uses permitted in the urban, rural and natural resource· 
areas; 

C. The equitable distribution of costs based upon the benefits 
received from the public utility system or facility; and 

D. The environmental, social and economic impacts. 

An additional policy in the Frameworks Plan is Policy No. 13 on Air and 
Water Quality. That policy states: 

THE COUNTY'S POLICY IS TO SUPPORT THE MAINTENANCE, AND WHERE 
POSSIBLE, THE ENHANCEMENT OF AIR AND WATER QUALITY AND THE 
REDUCTION OF NOISE POLLUTION BY REQUIRING, PRIOR TO APPROVAL 
OF A LEGISLATIVE OR QUASI-JUDICIAL ACTION, A STATEMENT FROM 
THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY THAT ALL STANDARDS CAN BE MET WITH 
RESPECT TO: 

A. Air Quality; 
B. Water Quality; and 
C. Noise Levels. 

In addition the strategy section of this policy contains the following 
language: 

Planning 

1. The County should participate in environmental quality planning 
through participation in the regional planning process and 
committee structure charged with the preparation of: 

A. An Air Quality Maintenance Plan; 
B. A Water Quality Management Plan; and 
c. A Land Use Plan. 

''(:;'<•:.- 2;'""· ·.Community 'Plan elements of the Comprehensive Plan should take 
into consideration airshed quality and noise level limitations. 

'..- -. -::·~ - . i ~- 1\: - ,..,. ,., 

C: j~ .·:'' Th'tf"county should prepare a~d· ma:i:ntain coordinated stom water 
management and sewer plans in accord with the regional water 
quality management plan. 



Implementation 

1. The following should be addressed in the preparation of the 
Community Development Ordinance: 

A. As a part of the Capital Improvements Program process, 
priority should be given to areas where the public health, 
safety or welfare is being impaired. 

Within each community plan, which were those plans prepared for the 
urbanized area of unincorporated East Multnomah County, direct reference 
is made to the two above mentioned Framework Plan Policies. In addition, 
some specific language has been included in each separate community plan 
depending upo.n the specifics of that area. The f.ollowing material 
relates to those individual plans: 

1. Cully/Parkrose (C.P.) Policy 13 - Air & Water Quality 

Strategies (in addition to policy) The County should: 

A. Act to oppose the degradation of water quality in the 
Columbia Slough and domestic water aquifers by working 
towards the development of a sanitary sewerage system for 
the community and other communities in the same drainage 
system. 

B. Review all land 
Slough Lowlands 
areas potential 
domestic water. 

development application in the Columbia 
to "assure their compatability with the 
for the regions second major source of 
This includes use and storage of toxic 

chemicals, emissions and water. 

Policy 37 Utilities - Added Policy Language: 

COMPREHENSIVE FRAMEWORK PLAN UTILITIES POLICY NO. 37 APPLIES 
TO THE CULLY/PARKROSE COMMUNITY, AS WELL AS THE FOLLOWING: 

All land uses in the community must utilize a public water 
system as a source for drinking water. 

Development must coincide with the full provision of utilities, 
including sewerage, water and streets. 

Development on lots greater than 10,000 square feet or lots 
which were part of a lot over 10,000 square feet at the adoption 
of the Plan must be connected to a sanitary sewerage system. 
This construction requirement may be temporarily waived by the 
County Director of Environmental Services if the following 
conditions are met: 

A. The County Engineer certifies that a larger sewerage 
project will be undertaken in 'the area within five years 
and economies of scale can be achieved by doing it at a 
later time; and 



B. 

c. 

A temporary disposal system is approved by the County 
Sanitarian; and 

Financial security is provided in the amount of the cost 
of the sewerage project. (The amount of the financial 
security will be credited to the assessment against the 
property at such time as the· project is constructed). 

2. Columbia Community Plan - Policy 13, Air & Water Quality 

Findings 

A. Water quality in the Columbia Slough is enriched with 
nutrients, the major source of which is the subsurface 
disposal of 10-12 million gallons/d.ay of household sanitary 
waste through cesspools and septic tanks. 

B. Water quality in the Upper Columbia Slough appears to be 
in violation of the following DEQ water quality standards 
for Willamette Basin streams. 

Aesthetic conditions offensive to the human sense of 
sight, smell, taste or touch. 

No more than 10% cumulative increase in natural 
stream turbidities. 

C. High nitrate levels occur in the Parkrose Water District 
wells located a short distance south of the Columbia 
Slough, but these levels are still lower than 10 parts 
per million which is the maximum allowable for domestic 
water supplies. The high nitrate levels may be confined 
to the upper groundwater aquifers and not significantly 
affect the deep groundwater aquifers being developed by 
the City of Portland as an alternative source of domestic 
water. 

Strategies 

Community Recommendation 

1;: .. · In regard to water quality: 

i' 
··:· /~::J:t;J: A. 

The Columbia Community recommends that the County proceed 
to sewer the upper area· of the Columbia Slough drainage 

''· : "::i:j'~\,~·'·' basin to insure the long_ term water. quality of the ground 
. ... water. 

•3f-!°j~1i~),i:J ,r ~,;; ,', 1 \~-~_,,- ,:~·>_;·: , ___ :.-f'.~' I;\'.'"' 

"Ji;'- Developments with large paved areas sha11 ·be encouraged to 
~ utilize settling ponds or other similar methods to maintain 

the water quality in the Columbia Slough. 
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c3. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality should fully 
determine the water quality of the Columbia Slough and the 
groundwater quality in the Columbia Slough watershed. If a 
significant degradation of water quality due to subsurface 
sewage waste is found, an appropriate solution should be 
enacted to protect water quality and public health. The 
solution should consider the degree and trend of pollution, an 
adequate level of treatment, and the economic costs involved. 

i 
J). The Section 208 Water Quality Planning Process should be 

supported as a means to deal with the pollution problems 
related to urban stormwater runoff. 

Policy 37 - Utilities 

Findings 

Sewer 

1. There are three sewer treatment plants: The County Inverness 
Plant, The Gresham Plant and The Troutdale Plant that can 
provide service to the Columbia Community. Because of the 
flat topography, all sewer service involves some pumping to 
the treatment plant. 

2. The soil conditions in most of the community will not allow 
sub-surface sewage disposal. 

3. The cities in East Multnomah County and the County have formed 
a Sanitary Sewer Consortium to determine the best method of 
providing service to Central Multnomah County. 

4. To provide service to the entire area, all three plants must 
ultimately be expanded. 

5. The consideration of sewer service delivery is intended to be 
aided by joint urban planning area management agreements. 
These agreements will be prepared as an element of the ongoing 
planning process. 

Strategies 

Community Recommendations 

1. The agencies that provide public sewer and water should be re
quested to participate in the Multnomah County Capital Improvements 

·Program to insure co-ordinated development. In addition to 
these policy sections the Columbia Plan contains a large 
section on future service requirements for full development. 

· ::·.'' That section is reproduced as Appendix I. 
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Considerations for community facilities and improvements. 

"Provide for sanitary and storm sewers, supplemented with 
innovations in natural drainage ••. " 

Powellhucst Community Plan 

Policy ll - Air and Water Quality 

Findings 

The Johnson Creek watershed occupies most of the Powellhurst Community. 
In 1975 ':he Department of Environmental Quality did a study of water 
quality :.n Johnson Creek, Water Quality in Johnson Creek, 1970-1975. 
This study showed a high concentration of phosphorus, nitrate-nitrogen 
and bacteria which resulted from septic tank effluent, urban runoff and 
agricultural runoff. At SE 45th Avenue pollution was excessively high. 
The stud:r states,. "Bacterial concentrations in Johnson Creek usually 
exceed the limits imposed by the Oregon Water Quality Standards", and 
the repo.·t recommends installation of sanitary sewers throughout the 
Johnson Creek Drainage basin by 1985. DEQ has tested the groundwater 
quality of the Johnson Creek watershed from public wells of the Gilbert 
Water District. The water from these wells is tested yearly by DEQ, as 
is all oi:her public well-water according to State health laws. In 
recent y.,ars there has been a trend of rising nitrate levels that are 
above nai:ural background levels. 

Strategi"s 

Communit~r Recommendations: 

1. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality should fully 
determine the water quality of Johnson Creek and the groundwater 
quality in the Johnson Creek watershed. If a significant 
degradation of water quality due to subsurface sewage waste is 
found, an appropriate solution should be enacted to protect 
water quality and public health. The solution should consider 
the degree and trend of pollution, an adequate level of treatment, 
and the economic costs involved. 

2. The Section 208 water quality planning process should be 
supported as a means to deal with the pollution problems 
related to urban stormwater runoff. 

Poli.cy 3:'. - Capital improvements 

Capital l mprovernents List 

Natural drainage and recharge areas, to protect groundwater resources 
and to complement sanitary and storm sewer systems. 



Hazelwood Community Plan, Policy 13 - Air & Water Quality 

Findings 

1. There are no waterways in Hazelwood, however, the development of 
the community has contributed to the: 

A. Pollution of the groundwater system due to reliance on cesspools 
for disposal of domestic waste water . . -;-· 

Strategies 

Community Recommendations: 

1. The Section 208 water quality planning process should be supported 
as a means to deal with the pollution problems related to urban 
stormwater runoff. 

Policy 37 - Utilities 

SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

1. Public sanitary sewer facilities are virtually non-existent in the 
Hazelwood area. The porous gravel soils have a high capacity to . 
absorb sewage; however, disposal of raw sewage into the ground 
could hinder programs to recharge drainage water and develop new 
water sources. Increased levels of pollution have been found in 
the ground water of both the Johnson Creek and the Columbia Slough 
basins. 

2. Recent studies by the County, CRAG, and DEQ confirm the recommendation 
of the 1965 Master Sanitary Sewer Plan that Mid-Multnomah County 
(the Hazelwood area in particular) should be. sewered as soon as 
practical. 

Strategies 

·Community Recommendations 

1. The community recommends the use of natural drainage solutions 
where practical. For example, the use of on-site recharge areas, 
porous pavement, and special curb designs can reduce the amount of 
runoff from parking areas into the streets and, in the future, into 
an underground urban scale drainage system. 

•' . . .. 

Poli~y 32 - Capital Improvements 

.. , Ca;~t~i'•~prove~~ts List 
----:'.:-i:>1fI~~~· ·.-:;.-; t::: .,.-.-· -,_,._, 

A, Sanitary sewer to serve the community. 
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The above material contains most of the pertinent plan policies 
that attempt to answer the problems of groundwater pol-lution. 
(Together the Framework Plan and the Community Plans make up the 
Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan). The County Plans trys to 
balance the need for urban growtl1 within the Urban Growth Boundary 
while recognizing the need to control the groundwater pollution 
problems resulting from large subsurface waste disposal. As the 
groundwater situation becomes cleare1, revisions to the plans 
through the normal updating process n~y be necessary. 

··' 



Policy 37 - Utilities 

Sewage Disposal 

1. The existing Johnson Creek Interceptor is designed to serve the 
watershed at the population and density anticipated in the Framework 
Plan. The Johnson Creek Interceptor feeds into the City of Portland 
treatment and collection system. 

2. The porous gravel soils have a high capacity to absorb sewag~; 
·however, disposal of sewage into the ground and the tendency of 
Johnson Creek to flood could hinder programs to recharge drainage 
water and. develop new water sources. 

3. Recent studies of the County, CRAG, and DEQ confirm the recmn
mendation of the 1965 Master Sanitary Sewer Plan that Mid-Multnomah 
County (the Powellhurst area in particular) should be sewered as 
soon as practical. 

Strategies 

1. Community Recommendations: 

A. The community recommends the use of natural drainage solutions 
where practical. For example, the use of low areas such as 
wetlands for retaining storm runoff and releasing it gradually, 
can help purify water and recharge the groundwater. 

W:i.thin the Powellhurst Plan it has also been noted under 
Policy 6 (Urban Land Area) that it is the community intent to 
require sewers by the following language: 

-Considerations for COIIlmunity Facilities and Improvements 

Provide for urban scale, separated, underground sewer and 
drainage systems, complemented with innovations in natural 
drainage such as the design of gutters,· porous materials, 
and the mixture of open space uses with water recharge 
areas. 

Wilkes Community Plan 

The Wilkes Community Plan was prepared in 1976 and pre-dates even 
the Framework Plan. It is a very short document and will be up for 
revision and update in A finding in this plan states, "The 
area is served by sewer and there is adequate capacity to serve the 
area to full development." The Wilkes community is being currently 
developed on sewer from Inverness and' is therefore not a problem 
with reference to groundwater pollution. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. 

Ari ordinance Amending Multnomah County Code Chapter 11.10 by adopting the 
East County Groundwater Plan as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION I FINDINGS 

A. General. 

1. The East County Groundwater Plan, (hereinafter "Groundwater 
Plan"), is a specific management plan for the elimination of 
cesspools in East Multnomah County, specifically in the Inverness 
Service area. 

2. The majority of residents in the Inverness Service area dispose 
of sanitary wastes via cesspools. Continued use of cesspools 
poses significant problems: 

a. Cesspools. are not a permanent method of sanitary waste 
disposal in an urban area because there are a limited 
number of sites for cesspools on an urban residential 
lot and each site has a finite service life, 

b. Continued use of cesspools threatens to contaminate 
domestic water quality and to violate LCDC Goal 6, and 
the applicable federal standards and community plan 
policies set out below. 

c. Once the groundwater is contaminated, elimination of 
cesspools will not affect an improvement.in water 
quality for many years. 

3. The alternatives considered by the Board of County Commissioners 
as solutions to the problem of groundwater pollution are: 

a. The Groundwater Plan which calls for 90% of all develop
ment in the area to _be sewered by 1990, but permits new 
development on cesspools as a temporary measure. 

b. A ban· on all new development not connected to sewer 
service ("building moratorium"). 

- 1 -



c. To provide sewers as cesspool systems fail. 

d. To require individual pre-treatment for new develop
ment. 

e. To delay action until ther·e is a declared health hazard. 

4. The State Environmental Quality Commission has requested that the 
County prepare a specific management plan for the elimination of 
cesspools in East Multnomah County. 

5. A Board of County Commissioners Resolution of June 15, 1978, 
determined it necessary for the County to work with Department of 
Environmental Quality towards completion of a management plan for 
the disposal of subsurface sewage that satisfies their mutual· 
concerns. 

6. Land Conservation Development Commission (L.C.D.C.) Goal #2 
requires coordination with affected Governmental Units. The 
County has coordinated with the Metropolitan Service District, 
City of Portland and other affected agencies, in developing the 
Groundwater Plan. 

7. Planning Commission Resolution PC 10-79 recommends that the Board 
of County Commissioners adopt the East County Groundwater Plan as 
County Policy and submit the plan to the Environmental Quality 
Commission. · 

8. The Board concurs with the Planning Commission and finds that the 
Groundwater Plan conforms to the applicable L.C.D.C. goals and 
County Comprehensive Plan policies as described below. 

B. Water Quality. 

1.. a. L.C.D.C. Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Quality, states the 
following: 

"Goal: To maintain and improve the air, land and water 
resources of the State. 

"All waste and process discharges from future development, 
when combined with such discharges from existing develop
ment, shall not threaten to violate, or violate, applicable 
state or federal environmental quality statutes, rules and 
standards ••.. " 

b. Policy 13, Air and .Water Qllality, of the County Comprehensive 
Fiamework Plan,· states that the County Policy is to maintain 
and enhance water quality in accordance with applicable 
standards. 

- 2 ~ 
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c. Policy 13, Strategy IA, of the Cully/Parkrose and Columbia 
Community Plans states that the County should oppose the 
degradation of water quality in the domestic water acquifer 
by developing sanitary sewer for the d.rainage system of the 
acquifer. 

d. Policy 13, Finding IA, of the Hazelwood Community Plan 
states that development in the community has. contributed to 
pollution of the groundwater system from use of cesspools. 

2. The East County groundwater system is a valuable resource serving 
the Parkrose, Hazelwood and Richland Water Districts and other 
domestic water supply systems. The City of Portland is currently 
developing a $15-$20 million well and-pipeline system to use the 
groundwater as a supplement and emergency alternative to Bull 
Run. 

3. The Federal Standard, as established by E.P.A.·,. for nitrates in 
drinking water, is 10 parts per million. The D.E.Q., with 
assistance of other agencies, has tested the nitrate level of 
several East County domestic water supply wells. The nitrate 
levels in shallower wells were found to be .rising, and the· levels 
in some wells used by Parkrose and Richland Water Districts have 
nitrate readings of 7-9 parts per million. 

4. As the D.E.Q; states, sanitary waste disposed through cesspools 
from existing development is the cause of the high nitrate read
ings in the groundwater. 

S; The majority of development that has occurred since the Inverness 
Treatment Plant and lines were constructed has been connected to 
sewer. The majority of large vacant parcels in the Inverness 
area have sewer service available. The County requires connection 
to sewer as a condition to development in areas where sewer 
service is available. It is the existing unsewered development 
that is and will continue to be the major source of groundwater 
pollution. 

6. Approximately 200 residential units are built in the Inverness 
area each year which are not connected to sewer. This annual 
rate of 200 unsewered units per year would account for less than 
1% of the total amount of existing unsewered units, i.e., the 

.. ; :;'in?;Y•" amount of. new development that will go in on cesspools would 
. ;;~-~ . ,, contribute only' negligibly to i:he· groundwater contamination 
: s.b' ?"·~ problem. '.· .. 

. .. _:7- ?:4·~~-\--:;:s) ·::- -~ -:- · ;- --. :_ :. ;· -
. - . ', . . : . -- -..~ 

The population of the unsewered portion of the Inverness 
Service area (S. of Halsey St.) is expected to increase by 2500-
3500 people between 1980 and 1990. This increase represents less 
'than 8% of the existing population using cesspools. 

·- 3 -
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8. Construction of the Inverness 8 Interceptor, as proposed by the 
Groundwater Plan, would connect several major existing services 
of groundwater pollution to sewer, such that approximately one 
million gallons a day of se..-age that presently contributes to the 
groundwater problem would then be connected to sewer. The re
duction in pollution which would result from connecting these 
major sources of pollution to sewer would compensate for 10-20 
years of new development on cesspools at the rate of 200 units 
per year. 

C. Public Facilities. 

1. a. L.C.D.C. Goal #11, Public Facilities, and County Framework 
Plan Policy #32, Capital Improvements, advocate the planning 
and development of a timely, orderly and efficient arrange
ment of public facilities to serve as a framework for urban 
development. 

b. Policy #13 of the Cully/Parkrose and Columbia Community 
Plans, and Policies #6 and #32 of the Hazelwood Community 
Plan advocate the provision of sewers. 

2. The area which will be provided for by the sewage facilities 
proposed in the Groundwater Plan is within the Urban Growth 
Boundary as designated by the metropolitan regional planning 
body. 

3. The sewer facilities contemplated by the Groundwater Plan are . 
necessary and suitable for the level of development envisioned by 
the County Comprehensive and Community plans and meet the require
ment of Goal 11 by providing a framework for urban development. 

4. The Groundwater Plan provides for the construction of necessary 
sewage facilities in accordance with the County Master Plan for 
sewage facilities and the Regional Sewer Plan and thereby satisfies 
Goal 2 by its provision for regional coordination. 

D. Housing. 

1. 

'-.-·,,;-; 

- - •-; ,-.. 

L.C.D.C. Goal #10, Housing, and County Framework Plan Policy #21, 
Housing Choice, advocate provision of an adequate number of 
housing units-at price.ranges and rent levels commensurate with 
the financial capabilities of Oregon and the Region's households, 
and allowance for flexibility in housing location, type and 
density. The goal also requires plans to provide for the ap-
propriate type, location and phasing of.public facilities suf

,,,, ficient to support housing development. 
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2. The County Housing Goal enacted in the Framework Plan, The 
Community Plans, The Housing Opportunity Plan for Assisted 
Housing, and Report on Housing Demand and Supply in Urban East 
Unincorporated Multnomah County, requires s.ignificant additional 
development in the Inverness Service Area, including.high density 
development in the unsewered area south of Halsey Street. The 
Department of Environmental Quality will not approve such develop
ment without the County's commitment that the area will be_ sewered 
in the near future. 

3. The East County Groundwater Plan provides for the development of 
sewer service necessary to support the County housing goal. It 
permits some development on temporary cesspools in advance of 
sewer construction as a means of supporting the housing goal. 

4. Because, as indicated in findings BS-7 above, new unsewered 
development will have only a negligibly deleterious impact on 
groundwater pollution, a building moratorium is a drastic solution 
to the groundwater pollution problem which is not called for 
under present circumstances and which would have a· significantly 
negative effect on County's efforts to comply with L.C.D.C. Goal 
#10. 

E. Citizen Involvement. 

1. L.C.D.C. Goal #1, Citizen Involvement, and County Framework Plan 
Policy #3, Citizen Involvement, advocate a program that ensures 
opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the 
planning process. 

2. The Comprehensive Framework Plan and Community Plans, which 
provide the basis for the Groundwater Plan, were developed with 
extensive citizen involvement. 

3. The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, 
with extensive additional notice on Resolution P.C. 10-79. 

4._ The Board of County Commissioners has held two public hearings 
and one-informal meeting on PC 10-79, and has held two public 
hearings on this ordinance. 

There will be.opportunities for citizen involvement in the 
development of the ordinances, financing measures, etc., that 
arise from the Groundwater Plan. 

~ 

_ ,_. :l':~''J:'.:fivaluation, of Alternatives •. 
~· ~~~~-r.~-::'.--:~-:.Li-'.·- ,~~, 

'.1.• Providing lateral sewers as cesspool systems fail is not a viable 
solution to the groundwater pollution problem because it is -not 
ecomically feasible. Information presented by the County Engineer 
indicates that the costs are prohibitive. 
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2. Requiring individual pretreatment for new development is not a 
viable solution because as indicated by the County Engineer, 
there is presently no economically feasible method for filtering 
nitrates either at the point of waste discharge or from the 
groundwater after discharge. 

3. Delaying action until a health hazard is declared is an unaccept
able solution for many reasons: 

1) It is not in the best interests of the citizens of Multnomah 
County; 

2) 

3) 

It is in conflict with the applicable L.C.D.C. Goal, federal 
requirements and community plan policies set out above; and 

Once the groundwater is contaminated, elimination of cess
pools will .not affect an improvement in water quality for 
many years. 

4) The decision to act requires advance planning because the 
County will require a minimum of 10 years to design and 
construct the necessary treatment plant capacity, inter
ceptor, trunk lines and lateral sewer. 

4. Ban on all new development not connected to sewer service is an 
unacceptable solution because it is in conflict with the County's 
effort to comply with L.C.D.C. Goal #10 and with the County's 
housing goal and development plans set out in findings D-1 and· 2, 
and because new unsewered development will have only a negligible 
impact on groundwater quality. (Findings BS-8). 

S. On the basis of the findings made above, the Groundwater Plan, 
which calls for 90% of the development in the area to be sewered 
by 1990 but permits new development in cesspools as a temporary 
measure, is the preferable solution: 

?. ,,, ,.,_ .. 

... , 

1. Provision of sewer facilities to existing development would 
provide service ·to the major sources of the pollution problem 
and result in significant reduction of groundwater pollution. 
(Finding B-8). 

2. 

3. 

Permitting new construction to be serviced by cesspools as a 
temporary measure would have only a·negligible impact on 
groundwater quality .. (Finding B- Sand 6). 

The Groundwater Plan best serves the requirements of L.C.D.C. 
Goal #6 by maintaining and improving water quality preserving 
the objectives of L.C.D,C. Goal #10 and the County's housing 
and development needs. · · 
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4. The .Groundwater Plan is consistent with the objectives of L.C.D.C. 
Goal #2 and #11 and the County's Comprehensive and Community Plans 
provisions. 

SECTION II CODIFICATION 

Section I II of this Ordinance is hereby added to and made a part of Multnomah 
County Code Chapter 11.10. 

SECTION III 

The East .County Groundwater Plan is adopted. 

SECTION IV 

The Director of the Department of Environmental Services shall forward the 
Groundwater Plan to the Environmental Quality Commission. 

ADOPTION 

This Ordinance being necessary for the health, safety and general welfare of the 
people of Multnomah County, shall take effect on.~----------

ADOPTED this day of 1979, being the date of its -------
reading before the Board of County Commissioners of Multnomah County, Oregon. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

JOHN B. LEAHY 
County Counsel for 
Multnomah County, Oregon 

·~· -By·~~ 
Deputy County Counsel 

7_ -

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By ------------~ Presiding Officer 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. 216 

An ordinance Amending Multnomah County Code Chapter 11.10 by adopting the, 
East County Groundwater Plan as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY ORDAINS AS FOLLOIVS: 

SECTION I FINDINGS 

A. General. 

1. The East County Groundwater Plan, (hereinafter "Groundwater 
Plan"), is a specific management plan for the elimination of 
cesspools in East Multnomah County, specifically in the Inverness 
Service area. 

2. The majority of residents in the Inverness, Service area dispose 
of sanitary wastes via cesspools. Continued use of cesspools 
poses significant problems: 

a. Cesspools are not a permanent method of sanitary waste 
disposal in an urban area because there are a limited 
number of sites for cesspools on an urban residential 
lot and each site has a finite service life. 

b. Continued.use of cesspools threatens to.contaminate 
domestic water quality and to violate LCDC Goal 6, and 
the applicable federal standards and community plan 
policies set out below. 

c. Once the groundwater is contaminated, ·elimination of 
cesspools will not affect an improvement in water 
quality for many years. 

3. The alternatives considered by the Board of County Commissioners 
as solutions to the problem of groundwater pollution are: 

a. The Groundwater Plan which calls for 90% of all develop
ment in the.area to be sewered by 1990, but permits new 
development on cesspools as a temporary measure. 

b. A ban on all new development not connected to sewer· 
service ("building moratorium"). 

1 



c. To provide sewers as 'cesspool systems. fail. 

d. To require individual• pre-treatment for new develop
ment. 

e. To delay action until there is a declared health hazard. 

4, The State Environmental Quality Commission has requested that the 
County prepare a specific management plan for ):he elimination of 
cesspools in East Multnomah County. 

5, A Board of County Commissioners Resolution of June 15, 1978, 
determined it necessary for the County to work with Department of 
Environmental Quality towards completion of a management plan for 
the disposal of subsurface sewage that satisfies their mutual 
concerns. 

6. Land Conservation Development Commission (L.C.D.C.) Goal #2 
requires coordination with affected Governmental.Units. The 
County has coordinated with the Metropolitan Service District, 
City of Portland and other affected agencies, in developing the 
Groundwater Plan, 

7, Planning Commission Resolution PC 10-79 recommends that the Board 
of County Commissioners adopt the East Cow1ty Groundwater Plan as 
County Policy and submit the plan to the Environmental Quality 
Commission. 

8, The Board concurs with the Planning Commission and finds that the 
Groundwater Plan conforms to the applicable LC.D.C. goals and 
County Comprehensive Plan policies as described below, 

B. Water Quality. 

1, a. 

b. 

L.C.D.C. Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Quality, states the 
following: 

"Goal: To maintain and improve the air, land and water 
r<;)sources of th~ .. State, 

''All waste and process discharges from future development, 
when combined with such discharges from existing develop
ment, shall not threaten to violate, or violate, applicable 
state or federal environmental quality statutes, rules and 
standards ••.• " 

Policy 13, Air and Water Quality, of the County Comprehensive 
Framework Plan, states that the County Policy is to maintain 
and enhance water quality in accordance with applicabte 
standards; 

2 
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c. Poiicy 13, Strategy lA, of the Cully/Parkrose and Columbia 
Community Plans states that the County should oppose the 
degradation of water quality in the domestic water acquifer 
by developing sanitary sewer for the drainage system of the 
acquifer. 

d. Policy 13, Finding lA, of the Hazelwood Community Plan 
states that development in the community has. contributed to 
pollution of the groundwater system from use of cesspools. 

2. The East County groundwater system is a val.uable resource serving 
the Parkrose, Hazelwood and Richland Water Districts and other 
domestic water supply systems. The City of Portland is currently 
developing a $15-$20 million well and pipeline system to use the 
groundwater as a supplement and emergency alternative to Bull 
Run. 

3. The Federal Standard, as established by E.P.A.·, for nitrates in 
drinking water, is 10 parts per million. The D.E.Q., with 
assistance of other agencies, has tested the nitrate level of 
several East County domestic water supply wells. The nitrate 
levels in shallower wells were found to be .rising, and the· levels 
in .some wells used by Parkrose and Richland Water Districts have 
nitrate readings of 7-9 parts per million. 

4. As the D.E.Q. states, sanitary waste disposed through cesspools 
from existing development is the cause of the high nitrate read
ings in the groundwater. 

5. The majority of development that has occurred since the Inverness 
Treatment Plant and lines were constructed has been connected to 
sewer. The majority of large vacant parcels in the Inverness 
area have sewer service available. The County requires connection 
to sewer as a condition to development in areas where sewer 
service is available. It is the existing unsewered development 
that is and will continue to be the major source of groundwater 
pollution. 

6. Approximately 200 residential units are built in the Inverness 
area each year which are not connected to sewer. This annual 
rate of 200 unsewered units per year would account for less than 
1% of the total amount of existing unsewered units, i.e., the 
amount of new development that will go in on cesspools would 
contribute only negligibly to the groundwater contamination 
problem. 

7. The population of the unsewered portion of the Inverness 
Service area (S. of Halsey St.) is expected to increase by 2500-
3500 people between 1980 and 1990. This increase represents less 
than 8% of the existing population using cesspools. 
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8. Construction of the Inverness 8 Interceptor, as proposed by the 
, , 1 Groundwater Plan, would connect several major existing services 

·of groundwat<:>r pollution to sewer, such that approximately one 
million gallons a day of sewage that presently contributes to the 
groundwater problem would then be connected to sewer. The re-

. duction in pollution which would result from connecting these 
major sources of pollution to sewer would compensate for 10-20 
years of new development on cesspools at the rate of 200 units 
per year. 

C. Public Facilities. 

1. a. L.C.D.C. Goal #11, Public Facilities, .and County Framework 
Plan Policy #32, Capital Improvements, advocate the planning 
and development of a timely, orderly and efficient arrange
ment of public facilities to serve as a framework for urban 
development. 

b. Policy #13 of the Cully/Parkrose and Columbia Community 
Plans, and Policies #6 and #32 of the Hazelwood Community 
Plan advocate the provision of sewers. 

2. The area which will be provided for by the sewage facilities 
proposed in the Groundwater Plan is within the Urban Growth 
Boundary as designated by the metropolitan regional planning 
body. 

3. The sewer facilities contemplated by the Groundwater Plan are 
necessary and suitable for the level of development envisioned by 
the County Comprehensive and Community plans and meet the require
ment of Goal 11 by providing a framework for urban development. 

4. The Groundwater Plan provides for the construction of necessary 
sewage facilities in accordance with the County Master Plan for 
sewage facilities and the Regional Sewer Plan and thereby satisfies 
Goal 2 by its provision for regional coordination. 

D. Mousing. 

1. L.C.D.C. Goal #10, Housing, and County Framework Plan Policy #21, 
Housing Choice, advocate provision of· an adequate number of 
housing units.at price ranges and rent levels commensurate with 
the financial capabilities of Oregon and the Region's households, 
and allowance for flexibility in housing location, type and 
density. The goal also requires plans to provide for the ap
propriate type, location .and phasing of public facilities suf-

. ficient to support housing development. 
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2. The County Housing Goal enacted in the Framework Plan, The 
Community Plans, The Housing Opportunity Plan for Assisted 
Housing, and Report on Housing Demand and Supply in Urban East 
Unincorporated Multnomah County, requires significant addit-ional 
development in the Inveritess Service Area, including high dcnsi ty 
development in the unse.wered area sout.h of Halsey Str.eet. The 
Department of Environmental Quality will .not '1ppr9ve such develop
ment without the County's commitment that the ··area will be sewered 
in the near future. 

3. The East County Groundwater Plan provides•cfor · th'e development of'\ 
sewer service necessary to support· the· County· housing goal. It 
permits some development on temporary cesspools in advance of 
sewer construction as a means of supporting the housing goal. 

4. Because, as indicated in findings BS- 7 above, new unsewered 
development will have only a negligibly deleterious impact on 
groundwater pollution~ .a building moratorium is a drastic solution 
to the groundwater pollution problem which is not called for 
under present circum.stances and which would have a significantly 
negative effect ·on County's efforts to comply with L.C.D.C. Goal 
HlO. 

E. Citizen Involvement. 

1. L.C.D.C. Goal #1, Citizen Involvement, and County Framework Plan 
Policy #3, Citizen Involvement, advocate a program that ensures 
opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the · 
planning process. 

2. The Comprehensive Framework Plan and Commw1ity Plans, which 
provide the basis for the Groundwater Plan, were developed with 
extensive citizen involvement. 

3. The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, 
with extensive additional notice on Resolution P.C. 10-79. 

4. The Board of County Commissioners has held tw·o public hearings 
and one informal meeting on PC 10-79, and. has held two public 
hearings on this ordinance. 

s. There will be opportunities for citizen involvement in the 
development of the ordinances, financing measures, etc. , that 
arise from the Groundwater Plan. 

F. Evaluation of Alternatives. 

1. Providing lateral sewers as cesspool systems fail is not a· viable 
solution to the groundwater pollution problem· because it is not 
ecomically feasible. Information presented by the County Engineer 
indicates that the costs are prohibitive. 
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2. Requiring individual pretreatment for new development is not a 
viable solution becaµse as indicated, by. the ·County Eng:j,.neer, · 
there is presently no economically feasible method for

0

filtering 
nitrates either at the point of waste discharge .or from·the 
groundwater after discharge. 

3.. De1aying action until a heal th hazard is de.clared is an unaccept
able solution for many reasons:· 

4. 

1) It is not in the b!lst interests .of the citizens of 
Mu 1 tnomah County; 

2) It is in conflict with the applicable L.C.D.C. Goal, federal 
requirements and community plan policies set out above; and 

3) Once the groundwater iS contaminated, elimination of cess
pools will not affect an improvement in water quality for 
many years. 

4) The decision to act requires advance planning because the 
County will require a minimtnn of 10 years to design and 
construct the necessary treatment plant capacity, inter
ceptor, trunk lines and lateral sewer. 

Ban on all new development not connected to sewer service is an 
unacceptable solution because .it is in conflict with the County's 
effort to comply with L.C.D.C. Goal ltlO and with the County's 
housing goal and development plans set out in Findings D-1 and 
2' and because new unsewered development will have only a 
negligible impact on groundwater quality.· (Findings BS-8). 

S. On the basis of the findings made above, the Groundwater Plan 
which calls for 90% of the development in the area to be sewered 
by 1990 but permits new development in cesspools as a temporary 
measure, is the preferable solution: 

1. Provision of sewer facilities to existing development would 
provide service to the major sources of the pollution problem 
and result in significant reduction of g:roundwater pollution. 
(Finding B- 8) . 

2. Permitting new construction to be serviced by cesspools as a 
temporary measure would have·only a negligible impact on 
groundwater quality.· (Finding B"S and 6). 

3. The Groundwater Plan best serves the requirements of L.C.D.C. 
Goal #6 by maintaining and improving water quality preserving 
the objectives of L.C.D.C. Goal #10 and the County's housing 
and development needs. 
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4. The Groundwater Plan is consistent with the objectives of L.C.D.C. 
Goal #2 and 1111 and the County's Comprehensive and Community Plans 
provisions. 

SECTION II CODIFICATION 

Section III of this Ordinance is hereby added to and made a part of Multnomah 
County Code Chapter 11. 10. 

SECTION III 

The East County Groundwater Plan is adopted. 

SECTION IV 

The Director of the Department of Environmental Services shall forward the 
Groundwater Plan to the Environmental Quality Commission. 

ADOPTION 

This Ordinance being necessary for the health, safety and general welfare of the 
people .of Multnomah County, shall take effect on January 19, 1980 

ADOPTED this 20th day of December 1979, being the date of its second 
reading before the Board of County Commissioners of Multnomah County, Oregon. 

thenticated by 
Exe tive on the 
D ce er, 197 · 

the County 
20th day of 

K, County Executive 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

JOHN B. LEAHY 
County Counsel for 
Multnomah County, Oregon 

~ 
Deputy County Counsel 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

GROUNDWATER PLAN IMPACTS & STRATEGIES 

IMPACTS 

1. Policy & Schedule -_Affirm need for sewer service 

2. Requires $50-60 million in facilities 

3. Seeks maximum federal funds 

4. Does !:!2! commit County or citizens· to_ any expenditure 

5. Rejects moratorium 

STRATEGIES 

YEAR ONE 

1. Hire consultant for financing plan 

2. Design temporary plant expansion 

3. Continue consortium/208 study for permanent plant expansion 

4. Design Inverness 8 interceptor with federal & county funds 

5. Adopt dry sewer ordinance 

6. Submit high density report to DEQ 

YEAR TWO 

1~ BCC & citizens adopt financing plan 

2. Construct temporary plant expansion 

3. Resolve permanent plant issue; local or regional? 

4. Construct Inverness 8 lines 

5. Construct lateral sewers by petition 

YEARS THREE & FOUR 

1. Implement financing plan 

2. Design & construct additional plant capacity 

3. Coristruct Inverness 8 lines 

4. Construct laterals per finance pla·n 

YEARS FIVE TO "N" 

1. B.C.C. initiates lateral construction by resolution 

2. Planning for additional treatment capacity 

12/13/79 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH -- 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Amendments to the Administrative Rules for: 

(1) Licensing Hazardous Waste Treatment Sites (OAR 
Chapter 340, Division 62); and 

(2) Hazardous Waste Management (OAR Chapter 340, 
Division 63) 

Background and Problem Statement 

Due to a high potential for public health and environmental damage, 
hazardous wastes require special management procedures. These procedures 
generally entail controlling their pathway from the time of generation 
through transportation, storage, treatment and disposal. The benefits 
of this are two-fold: 

(1) To provide 
just those 
and, 

(2) To foster 
the amount 

for the adequate disposal of all hazardous wastes and not 
which happen to reach a proper treatment or disposal site; 

consideration of alternative methods and schemes to reduce 
of waste as well as its inherent hazard. 

The Legislature recognized the need for this control and granted the 
Commission authority over hazardous waste disposal in 1971 and over 
generation and storage in 1977. This was implemented through rules adopted 
by the Commission in 1972, 1978, and 1979. The Public Utility Commissioner 
also adopted rules for managing hazardous waste transportation in 1979, 
which left a void only in the lack of authority to control hazardous 
wastes going to treatment facilities. 
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The 1979 Legislature recognized this deficiency in the State's hazardous 
waste management program by enacting Senate Bill 76, directing the 
Department to license hazardous waste treatment sites (excluding generators 
with on-site treatment of their own wastes). The rules herein proposed 
for adoption, OAR Chapter 340, Division 62, (see Attachment IV) are 
primarily those by which the Department would license treatment sites. 
The legal basis for this action may be found in ORS Chapter 459 and Senate 
Bill 76. 

The camnents in this memorandum generally pertain to the treatment site 
rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 62. However, certain amendments are also 
proposed for OAR Chapter 340, Division 63 (adopted by the Commission in 
June, 1979) to clarify language and to reflect recent changes in federal 
hazardous waste legislation (Attachment V). The legal basis for this 
action is likewise found in ORS Chapter 459 and Senate Bill 76. 

The statement of need for this rulemaking is attached. (Attachment I). 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The alternatives to the problem of controlling hazardous waste treatment 
sites are whether or not to license and, if so, how restrictive to make 
the license. Three distinct alternatives can be identified: 

(1) No license. In this case, treatment sites would simply be required 
to abide by the rules for hazardous waste management, such as using 
the manifest system, recordkeeping, and reporting to the Department. 

The drawback is the lack of a direct way to assure compliance with 
the rules and, in effect, would continue treatment as the weak link 
in the State's hazardous waste management program. 

(2) License similar to a hazardous waste disposal site. This would 
require a hazardous waste treatment site licensee to follow the same 
procedures and meet the same stringent requirements as he would to 
open a disposal site, including the five thousand dollar licensing 
fee, the report justifying the need for the site, and the geological 
survey. 

Such requirements are believed to be excessively stringent as there 
would normally be neither on-site waste disposal nor storage of wastes 
for periods greater than six months. 

(3) License similar to a hazardous waste collection site. This approach 
was selected by the Department as being the most reasonable because 
of the operative similarities between treatment and collection sites. 
Both sites collect hazardous wastes for shipment to a disposal site 
but the treatment site would, in addition, detoxify, desolublize, or 
reduce the volume of the waste. However, it is anticipated that most 
hazardous waste treatment sites would also collect hazardous wastes 
subject to the conditions of the license and concomitant plan 
approvals. 
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A public hearing was held on March 4, 1980, in Portland (Attachment II). 
Ten persons attended, of whom one testified. Written comments were 
received from one person not in attendance and are included in the Response 
to Public Comment (Attachment III) • 

Prior to the public hearing, the proposed amendments were reviewed by the 
Department staff and an ad hoc advisory committee consisting of industrial 
and environmental groups and the general public. Over 100 advance notices 
of rulemaking were mailed in October, 1979; subsequently about 50 
interested persons received a first draft of these rules in November. 
A public information meeting was held to discuss the proposed rules on 
December 10, 1979, with 10 persons attending and an additional 11 
submitting written comments. A Responsiveness Summary of these comments 
was made available to persons upon request. 

The proposed Division 62 amendments basically describe the procedure which 
a person has to follow in applying for a hazardous waste treatment site 
license. In general, he must describe (with detailed drawings) the 
operation of the site, including the proposed unit operations; wastes 
to be accepted; storage facilities; monitoring and reporting program; 
public, employe and environmental protection; and liability insurance. 
Rules are also included to guide the Department in issuing or denying a 
new license, and for the renewal, modification, termination or expiration 
of an existing license. 

There is also a procedure whereby the Department can authorize (by letter) 
a temporary collection site to respond to a short-term problem. This will 
be done in cases where it is not possible to get a permanent site 
established but the need for local waste collection clearly exists. The 
criteria proposed are that (1) the environmental benefits outweigh the 
perceived hazard; and (2) a local public agency is willing to accept joint 
responsibility with the site operator. 

It is believed that a license will have a negligible economic impact 
on a treatment site that is well-run and complies with the hazardous waste 
management rules (Division 63) • 

The proposed Division 63 amendments are housekeeping changes; specifically 
reclassification of oxidizers as Reactive rather than Ignitible (so that 
they would not be handled with other Ignitibles); a proposal to handle 
waste PCBs in accordance with federal law; a similar proposal to redefine 
carcinogens; and the incorporation of treatment sites language into several 
existing rules. 

Summation 

(1) The nature of hazardous wastes requires that they be completely 
controlled from the time of generation through transportation, 
storage, treatment and disposal. The Department believes that these 
steps are all sufficiently controlled at this time except treatment. 
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(2) The 1979 Legislature recognized this deficiency in the State's 
hazardous waste management program with the enactment of S.B.76, which 
directed the Department to license hazardous waste treatment sites. 

(3) The proposed changes to OAR Chapter 340, Division 62, outline 
procedures whereby this licensing may be accomplished. As there 
will be no disposal of wastes on-site, the rules generally parallel 
those for licensing a hazardous waste collection site rather than 
those for a disposal site. 

(4) Division 62 also includes a straightforward proposal to put into rule 
form a statute exempting certain classes of hazardous waste collection 
sites from licensing. 

(5) The proposed housekeeping changes to OAR Chapter 340, Division 63, 
are generally self-explanatory. 

(6) The subject rules have been reviewed by an advisory committee 
consisting of Department staff, industrial and environmental groups, 
and the general public. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission adopt the amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

Attachment I 
Attachment II 
Attachment III 
Attachment IV 
Attachment V 

R. Reiter:pl 
229-6434 
April 2, 1980 
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STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the 
Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule. 

(1) Legal Authority. 

The legal authority for these amendments is found in ORS 459.410-.690 
and Senate Bill 76 (1979). Specific citations are: 

(a) ORS 459.440(2) pertaining to the Commission's authority to 
establish minimum requirements for hazardous waste treatment 
and treatment sites. 

(b) ORS 459.505(3) pertaining to the Commission's authority to exempt 
certain classes of hazardous waste collection sites from licensing 
requirements. 

(c) ORS 459.505(6) directing that all hazardous waste treatment sites 
be licensed by July 1, 1980. 

(2) Need For The Rules. 

The need for these rules is fourfold: 

(a) To provide administrative rules for implementing the 
Legislative mandate to license hazardous waste treatment 
sites by July 1, 1980. 

(b) To facilitate waste clean-up of small quantities of hazardous 
waste by allowing the Department to authorize by letter (instead 
of license) the establishment of temporary collection sites to 
meet short-term clean-up efforts. 

(c) To clarify language and to reflect recent changes in federal 
hazardous waste legislation. 

(d) To have adopted adequate administrative rules so that the state 
of Oregon would be eligible to manage the federal Hazardous Waste 
Program being promulgated under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976. 

(3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking. 

No relevant documents were used in preparing these amendments. 

HP1156.A 



ATTACHMENT I I 

STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENFIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Environmental Quality Conunission 

From: 

Subject: Proposed Rule Making Pursuant to Senate Bill 76 
Report of Public Hearing--March 4, 1980 

On March 4, 1980, a public hearing was held pursuant to a notice issued 
January 21, 1980. The hearing was held in Portland at 1 p.m. in Room 511 
of the Department's offices at 522 Southwest Fifth. 

Ten persons were present, representing eight businesses and/or 
associations. Following an explanation of the purpose of the meeting, 
only George Ward offered comments for the record. George requested that: 

1. The rules be flexible enough to recognize all types of treatment, 
including biological treatment techniques. 

2. The rules be flexible enough to acconunodate basic research programs 
using or creating small quantities of hazardous waste. 

There being no other verbal testimony, the record was left open until 
March 20, 1980, for receipt of written comments. 

Richard P. Reiter 

RPR:n 
HN8029 



ATI'l\CHMENI' I I 1 
_Agenda Item M, April 18, 1980, BJ:: Meeting 

RF.sPONSE 'IO PUBLIC CClllMENT 

The attached is a summary of comments received to date in response to the 
March 4, 1980, public hearing on proposed amendments to administrative 
rules for: 

(1) Licensing Hazardous waste Treatment Sites (OAR Chapter 340, Division I 
62); and, 

(2) Hazardous Waste Management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 63). 

F\Jrther comments may be found in the March 4, 1980, Responsiveness Summary 
subnitted with the January 18, 1980, Request for Public Hearing. 



Canment: Do the proposed rules affect the treatment of hazardous 
waste in research arrl develoEJDent programs? 

De~rtment Response: '!he Department has attempted to provide a 
scheme ~r the management of snall quantities of hazardous waste under 
Section 63-135 and management facilities treating/disposing of such waste 
need not obtain a management facility license (Section 63-405(1) (c)). 

Exactly when a research and develoEJllent facility becx:mes a pilot plant 
arrl when a pilot plant bea::mes a full scale operation is waste specific 
and very difficult to define except on a case-by-case basis. For this 
reason we do not wish to blanket exempt research arrl develoEJllent but will 
consider it simply another hazardous waste management facility. 

Moreover, we do not have the statutory authority to grant special 
exemptions for any class of operation. 

Canment: Under DEQ regulation, a notice of proposed rulemaking 
must meet the miniml.Jll standards of the Administrative Procedure Act, ORS 
Chapter 183. That statutory provision requires, among other things, that 
any notice of proposed rulemaking must include (1) a statement of the need 
for a rulei (2) hCM the rule will meet the needi arrl (3) a listing of any 
studies or technical data used to develop the rule. ORS 183.335(7). 

The notice of January 21, 1980, even supplemented with the responses 
to earlier canments, is, in several particulars, inadequate under the 
standards of Oregon's APA. While the notice provides generalized guidance 
as to the statutory basis and purpose of the rules as a whole, in too many 
crucial instances it gives IP explanation of individually important 
sections of the proposed regulations. Regulations pranulgated without 
adequate notice, of oourse, have IP validity. ORS 183.335(10). 

Department Response: Having reviewed the procedures followed to 
date, it is the Department's opinion that the intent of ORS 183.335(7) 
has been satisfied by the following activities and publications: 

1. Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking---October 17, 1979 
2. Notice of Public Information Meeting--November 5, 1979 
3. Reminder of Public Information Meeting--November 30, 1979 
4. Public Information Meeting--December 10, 1979 
5. Request to EQC for Authorization to hold Public Hearing-January 18, 1980 
6. January 18, 1980 EQC Meeting 
7. Notice of Public Hearing--January 21, 1980 
8. Notices of Intended Actions in February 1, 1980, Secretary of State'~ 

lldministrative Rules Bulletin 
9. March 4, 1980, Public Hearing 

10. Staff Report for April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Canment on 62-060 (2) : DEQ has explained in its Responsiveness 
Slllllllary why it considers that temporary oollection sites soould be exempt 
fran the licensing requirements. Responsiveness Summary at 3~ We 
sympathize with the perceived need, but are ooncerned with the potential 
for abuse in this exemption. While the requirement for participation by 
a local public agency is a good one, we would suggest the following 
additional safeguards: 

(1) In approving each request for an exemption, DEQ must review the 
site's proposed operation and issue the approval only upon written finding 
that: (a) the operation can meet all requirements of a licensee found 
in ORS 459.517 (as amended by SB 76) or (b) that any failure of the 
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operation to meet those requirements is determined by DEQ, in writing, 
to be outweighed by other benefits to the public health or the environment 
of granting the temporary site approval. 

(2) At the end of sixty days after approval of an exemption, DEQ 
shall inspect the site to insure that it is no longer being used and shall 
instruct the operator to close the site in a manner calculated to protect 
the environment and human health. After the site is closed, DEQ shall 
perform a final inspection to satisfy itself that no residues or hazardous 
waste remain. The inspection shall include chemical analysis of ground 
and surface water at or near the site as appropriate. 

(3) If, after sixty days, the site is still in operation, DEQ must 
either: (a) issue and publish an extension of the approval, with reasons 
therefor; or (b) undertake enforcement action pursuant to ORS 459.650-
459.995 and implementing regulations. 

Department Response: Cormnent (1) is implied in the rules, while 
comments (2) and (3) reflect normal Department policy. It is our intent 
to require all sites operating for IIK)re than 60 days to obtain a collection 
site license. 

Camlent on 62-060(3): DEQ's decision to grant grandfather 
exemptions to treatment sites previously permitted is flatly illegal. 
In addition, even were some legal justification found for the exemption, 
DEQ has failed to provide any rationale for its decision in the N::>tice 
of Rulemaking. For these reasons, the administrative grandfather clause 
should be stricken from the rules, or, at least, reproposed to the public 
for comment with adequate explanation of its legal basis and policy 
justification. 

The legislature expressed in unequivocal terms its intent that all 
treatment sites be licensed. First, the hazardous waste statute declares 
that "no person shall treat a hazardous waste anywhere in the State without 
obtaining a hazardous waste treatment site license." ORS 459.505(1) (c). 
(The only exception provided is for generators who treat their own waste. 

ORS 459.505(2)). Second, ORS 459.505(6) requires, in direct conflict with 
DEQ's proposed rule, that hazardous waste treatment sites operating when 
the .l\ct took effect must obtain a license by July 1, 1980. 'lhe intent 
of the legislature could not be IIK)re clear. 

'!he fact that permits were previously issued pursuant to OAR 
340-14-025 and 340-45-035(1) does not diminish the force of our argument. 
Whatever requirements applied to treatment sites prior to the enactment 
of SB 76, it is clear that the legislature considered them inadequate. 
What the law requires is a comprehensive and public licensing procedure. 
Any old sites that intend to keep operating must follow that new procedure 
or cease operations. DEQ's action assures that the public would rarely 
know where the old sites were and would be denied forever the chance to 
review their operations in light of the new standards. 
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Department Response: It is unfortunate that we have chosen language 
that gives this appearance. '!he intent of this rule was not to grandfather 
certain treatment sites but to canbine the hazardous waste management 
requirements into a single permit with other Department requirements 
already established for the site. New wording has been proposed to more 
accurately reflect this intent. 

Ccmment on 62-065: We note that missing from the list of elements 
in a collection or treatment site application are certain personnel 

_ training requirements imposed by statute. ORS 459.517 (6) expressly 
requires as a condition to holding a license that the license applicant 
"assure that all personnel employed by the licensee are trained in proper 
procedures for handling, transfer, transport, treatment, and storage of 
hazardous waste." Therefore, we suggest that: (1) this statutory condition 
be included in OAR 340-62-065; and, (2) DEO establish basic guidelines as 
to the conprehensiveness of this training. 

Department Response: Agreed. '!he requirement for a training 
program has been added to 62-065(1) (c). However, it is presently felt 
that a licensee should design his own training program but that it be 
subject to Department approval. As knowledge is gained in the future, 
the Department may endeavor to develop guidelines as to the 
comprehensiveness of the training program. 

Ccmment on 62-065(1) (f): If DEQ considers the need for geological 
information [we assume it covers hydrological information as well] a 

_ serious one--and it should--then there is no reason to limit the material 
provided in the application to that "currently available". In some cases, 
there will be sufficient data previously generated for some other purpose 
to meet DEQ's requirements. In other cases, that may not be the case. 
Since the application Should demonstrate any geological or hydrological 
features that might accentuate rather than mitigate the effects of a spill 
or other contamination, it would be a grievous error to require 
presentation of information on such conditions only when it was, 
fortuitously, previously collected. 

Department Response: Agreed. Proposed rule modified. 

CCllllllent on 62-065(1) (h): We are concerned about the scope of the 
requirement for liability insurance. By inserting the word "ordinary" 
into the regulatory provision, DEQ has created a potential ambiguity. 
We have reviewed the Responsiveness Summary on this point and find it 
unhelpful. '!he legislature intended that each operator of a collection 
or treatment site would insure its operation in sufficient amounts "to 
protect the environment and the health, safety, and welfare of the people 
of this state." ORS 459.517(5). The term liability insurance certainly 
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was used there in the generic sense--to insure against whatever damage, 
however caused. '!he only question for DEl;!'s consideration is how much 

. insurance will be required. DEQ strongly implies in its Responsiveness 
Summary that damage from pollution and seepage need not be covered by the 
insurance, since "there will be no on-site waste disposal at a collection 
or treatment site." Responsiveness SUlllllary at 6. In the very next 
sentence, however, DEi;! goes on to claim that the liability insurance would 
cover sudden or accidental release. Could not an accidental release result 
in pollution or seepage? '!he scope of insurance coverage is left unclear. 

We urge DEi;! to clarify the matter by stating simply that liability 
insurance will be required to cover any damage to the environment, health, 
or safety caused by the operation, be it sudden or incremental, accidental 
or inherent in the operation. The only decision for DEi;! is how much 
insurance will be required, site by site, not what mode or type of hazard 
it will cover. 

Department Resp:>nse: We would like to clarify the point made in 
our Responsiveness Summary with regard to the need for pollution and 
seepage liability insurance. This coverage, also known as environmental 
impairment insurance, is designed to extend coverage to those incidents 
that are excluded from ordinary liability insurance by virtue of not being 
"sudden or accidental"; i.e., they are gradual, unintended happenings. 
We can only visualize this caning from the leaching of toxic materials 
from previously landfilled waste orperhaps steady-state incinerator 
emissions. lbwever, we agree to delete the word "ordinary" to cover other 

·unforeseen circumstances, 

The exact method of providing for environmental impairment insurance 
is presently being debated by Congress in its consideration of the [toxic 
materials] Superfund bill. 

Camnent on 62-065(1) (i): While we agree with DEl;!'s proposal to 
require some "economic analysis of the operation," 62-065(1) (i), we find 
that phrase much too vague to assist either treatment site operators or 
the public. Whatever DEi;! means to include by that requirement, it should 
be spelled out more effectively. At a minimum, the regulations should 
require a subnission sufficient to assess the financial health of the 
concern proposing to operate the site in order to insure that adequate 
resources will be available if a serious accident occurs or if DEi;! finds 
it necessary to sue the operation for improper management activities. 
'!he need for such an analysis is particularly acute here, since DEi;! has 
determined that it cannot legally impose a bonding requirement on treatment 
site operators. [A list of proposed subnissions is appended]. 

Department Resp:>nse: Agreed to the extent of requiring the need 
to insure economic liability and adequate resources. 

The list of proposed subnissions is reasonable and, to a certain 
extent, is covered in other sections of this rule such as (1) (b); however, 
it is preferred to determine the exact information required on a case-by
case basis. 
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Camient on 62-065(4): [We understand] that DEIQ may wish to begin 
consideration of an application before it is complete. 'lhe regulations 
should be amended, however, to add the assurance that: "no collection 
or treatment site may be approved until the Department has evaluated a 
canplete application." 

Department Response: Agreed. Proposed rule modified. 

Ccmnent on 62-075: 'lhe Department has indicted its intent "to 
inspect both collection and treatment sites at least once every six 
months." (Responsiveness Summary, page 6.) Since that is the Department's 
intention, it would be beneficial to all concerned to include such a 
provision in the regulations. '!here is express statutory authority in 
that licensees are required to allow access to the site and its records 
(ORS 459, 670) • 

We propose, therefore, that a new section be added to OAR 340-62-075 
requiring unannounced inspections at least once every six nonths. 

Department Response: The Department has stated its intention to 
inspect both collection and treatment sites at least once every six 
nonths. As the agency ultimately responsible for their environmentally 
sound operation, we intend to keep this canmi tment. However, as we have 
ntunerous other program demands, we wish to retain the flexibility to alter 
this schedule as our experience and the demands of a given site vary. 
Proposed rule not modified. 

Camtent on 62-075: DEIQ has already been criticized for its failure 
to enunciate standards for its approval of treatment site applications. 
DEIQ has responded, understandably, that since the Environmental Protection 
Agency is currently formulating siting criteria under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, it intends to wait for those rules and 
incorporate them, as appropriate, at a later time. Responsiveness Summary, 
page 5. We can appreciate the desire to piggyback EPA's regulations, but 
we are similarly concerned that an acceptable siting program in accordance 
with legislative intent, be quickly established. We c;onsider DEIQ's 
abdication of responsibility on this point to be contrary to law and would 
suggest that there are certain minillllllU criteria that could be implemented 
now to provide some guidance to applicants and the public and some check 
on DEQ discretion. [Legal references citing the need for standards as 
well as a list of suggested standards follows.] 

Department Response: While it is acknowledged that the suggested 
standards are reasonable, and, indeed, the type of information that will 
be considered, we wish to defer putting it into rule form at this time. 
The Department does not have the resources nor feel it beneficial to engage 
in the necessary conprehensive review of these licensing standards when 
the results of several years of EPA work is impending. (It is noted, 
however, that we are now using EPA's proposed rules as guidelines and will 
probably substantially adopt them when they are promulgatedJ Proposed 
rule not modified. 
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canments on 62-075(1) and 63-405(1) (d): *We are concerned al:x:>ut 
the exenption • • • of sites established prior to July 1, 1980. N:>tice 
of intent to permit collection or treatment sites should be issued to allow 
for the public to bring any problems connected with the particular site 
to the attention of the Department. We do not believe exemption frcm the 
public notice requirement is in keeping with the intent of SB 76 or 
Oregon's Administrative Procedures Act. 

*For the reasons set out [in Corrnnents on 62-060(2)], we urge D~ to 
withdraw its proposal to exenpt previously permitted sites, through OAR 
340-63-405(1) (d). Similarly, we consider the decision in OAR 340-62-075(1) 
to limit public participation to only those license applications for sites 
established after July 1, 1980, to be wholly illegal. 

Department Response: Agreed. 
with other Department programs. 

Proposed rule modified for consistency 

CClnment on 63-115(1): DEIQ has proposed to raise the pH level used 
in defining corrosive waste from 12 to 12.5. '!hat means, in regulatory 
terms, that more material (how much is not announced) will be exenpt frcm 
hazardous waste management rules. '!he new standard (12.5 pH) would, 
moreover, exempt material three times as alkaline as the current standard 
(12.0 pH). cnce exempt, the material need not be handled with the care 
required for hazardous waste and may be disposed of without the strict 
controls imposed on hazardous waste. Since micro-organisms and sane larger 
vertebrates are highly susceptible to damage from changes of pH in the 
water in which they live, such an exenption could, depending on the volume 
of material actually exempt and the location and means of disposing of 
it, have significant environmental inpacts. 

• • • We therefore urge D~ to postpone alteration of the corrosive 
waste definition as proposed until it has provided the public with: 

(1) Information on what wastes this change seeks to accamodate and 
any technical information related to the change; 

(2) Data on the expected volume of waste this change will exempt from 
the hazardous waste controls in ORS Chapter 459 and where it can or should 
be disposed of; 

(3) A statement on how this change relates to developnent now 
underway at the Environmental Protection Agency to define hazardous wastes 
for the purposes of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 USC 
6901 et seq. 

(4) An extension of time for comment after dissemination of the 
information requested. 

Department Response: Agreed. Proposal withdrawn. However, it 
is noted for the record that, under 62-100, the Department may permit the 
disposal of a specified hazardous waste in a specified solid waste disposal 
site. 
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PEROONS SUBMITI'Itli CCMIDlTS 

Merrie Buel (1) 

George ward (2) 

Terence L. '!hatcher (1) 
Kevin Kirchner 
Daniel Hester 

(1) Subnitted written camnents 

Oregon Envirorunental Council 
2637 Southwest Water Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 

George D. ward & Associates 
821 Northwest Flanders 
Portland, OR 97209 

Oregon Wildlife Federation 
Pacific Northwest Resources Clinic 
university of Oregon 
School of Law 
El..!gene, OR 97403 

(2) Comment from March 4, 1980, public hearing 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO DIVISION 62 

(PART C: COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SITES) 

LICENSE REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE. 

J.ll. Except as provided in ORS 459.505[(3)], no person 
shall establish or operate a hazardous waste 
collection or treatment site without a license 
[therefor] issued by the Department pursuant to 
ORS 459.410-459.690 and these rules. 

r !ll l M 

[(2)] ill 

Licenses shall establish minimum requirements 
for [the storage of hazardous wastes, minimum 
requirements for] operation, maintenance, 
monitoring L [and] reporting, and supervision 
of a collection or treatment site[s], and 
shall be properly conditioned to ensure 
compliance with pertinent local, state and 
federal standards and other requirements 
and to adequately protect life, property 
and the environment. 

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

J1l. Pursuant to ORS 459.505(3), the Department may 
exempt certain collection sites operating for 
less than 60 days from having to obtain a 
collection site license. However, prior to 
establishment, such sites shall obtain written 
authorization from the Department and shall comply 
with such rules as may be indicated therein. 

M The applicant must demonstrate that the 
storage, due to the type and quantity of 
waste, site operation, and other relevant 
factors, is not likely to endanger the public 
health and safety and the environment. 

ill A local public agency must accept joint 
responsibility for the site operation. 

Jll Treatment facilities operating under a current 
Department permit may have the hazardous waste 
requirements either combined into the existing 



62-065 

permit or obtain a separate treatment site 
license. 

~ Persons required to apply for a treatment 
site license but holding a current Department 
permit shall notify the Department of their 
status as a hazardous waste treatment site. 

J.£1. Such persons shall submit information 
required by these rules as the Department 
deems necessary to condition their permit 
to the requirements of a hazardous waste 
treatment site. 

l£L An existing permit shall be modified 
according to the procedures of the Division 
(Air Quality, water Quality, or Solid waste) 
under which it was issued. 

APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE. 

(1) An application for a new collection 
or treatment site license shall consist of a 
written report, signed by the applicant or his 
authorized representative, which shall contain 
or be accompanied by, but not limited to: 

(a) The name and address of the applicant and 
person [or persons) to be directly 
responsible for the operation of the 
[collection) site[.) and the organization 
chart for all persons working at the site. 

(b) The experience of the applicant in the 
handling of hazardous substances. 

(c) The management program for the operation 
of the [collection) site, including the 
proposed methods of storage, treatment, and 
waste disposal, the site maintenance 
program, personnel training program, and 
the proposed emergency measures and 
safeguards to be provided for the protection 
of the public, the site employees, and the 
environment. 

(d) A schedule and description of sources, types 
and quantities of material to be [stored) 
accepted and special procedures, if any, 
for their handling. 
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(e) A description and preliminary engineering 
sketch of the size and type of facilities 
to be constructed, including the height and 
type of fencing to be used; the size and 
construction of structures or buildings, 
warning signs, notices and alarms to be used; 
the type of drainage and waste handling 
facilities and maximum capacity of such 
facilities; the location and source of each 
water supply to be used and the location 
and the type of fire control facilities to 
be provided at such site. 

(f) The exact location and place where the 
applicant proposes to operate and maintain 
the [collection] site including that 
9eological, hydrological, and meteorological 
information necessary to determine site 
suitability. 

(g) A proposed program for continuous 
surveillance of the [collection] site and 
for regular reporting to the Department. 

(h) A proposal and supporting information 
justifying the amount[s] of liability 
insurance proposed to protect the environment 
and the health, safety and welfare of the 
people of this State, including the names 
and addresses of the applicant's current 
or proposed insurance carriers and ~ 
Certificate of Insurance of the [copies of 
insurance] policies then in effect. 

J.il. An economic analysis of the site operation 
sufficient to assure that it is economically 
viable and can provide adequate resources 
for sound operation. 

J.il A statement indicating compliance with local 
land-use plans. 

(2) An application to renew L [or] modify, terminate, 
or allow a collection or treatment site license 
to expire shall consist of a written report, 
signed by the applicant or his authorized 
representative, which shall contain or be 
accompanied by, such items of subsection (1) of 
this Section as shall be deemed pertinent by the 
Department. 

(3) The Department may require the submission of such 
other information as it deems necessary to make 
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62-070 

62-075 

a decision on granting, modifying or denying the 
license. 

(4) Applications which are incomplete, unsigned, or 
which do not contain the required information, 
may be excluded from consideration by the 
Department at its discretion. The applicant shall 
be notified in writing of the deficiencies. No 
license shall be issued until all relevant 
information has been submitted and reviewed. 

PLANS REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE. 

Before a collection or treatment site is established, 
constructed, [maintained] or [substantially] 
modified[,] to an extent that would result in a change 
in any item specified in Section 62-065(1), an 
applicant or licensee must submit to the Department 
final detailed plans and specifications covering 
construction and operation of the [collection] site 
and all related facilities; and receive written 
approval of such final plans from the Department. 

HEARINGS AND ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE 
COLLECTION OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE. 

l!L Upon receipt of an application for a hazardous 
waste collection or treatment site, the Department 
shall provide an opportunity for the applicant 
or any interested agency, person, or groue of 
persons to request or petition for a public 
hearing with respect to the application. If the 
Director determines that useful information may 
be produced thereby, or if there is a significant 
public interest in holding a hearing, a public 
hearing will be held. Instances of doubt shall 
be resolved in favor of holding the hearing. 
There shall be public notice of such a hearing. 

[(l)] ~ [Upon receipt of an application] Within 90 days, 
the Department shall make such investigation as 
it considers necessary to determine whether or 
not a license should be issued. The determination 
of the Department, including proposed license 
provisions and conditions if the Department 
recommends issuance of a license, shall be 
forwarded to the applicant and, at the discretion 
of the Department, to other interested persons 
for comment. All comments must be submitted in 
writing within fourteen (14) days after mailing 
of the Department's determination, if such 
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comments are to receive consideration prior to 
final action on the application. 

[(2)] ill After fourteen (14) days have elapsed since the 
date of mailing of the Department's determination 
and after considering all comments received, the 
Department shall notify the applicant of this 
decision by certified mail at the address 
designated by him in his application. 

[(3)] ill If the Department refuses to issue a license, 

62-080 

it shall state the reasons for such action and 
advise the applicant that he may request a hearing 
before the Commission or its aut.hor ized 
representative. Such a request for hearing shall 
be made in writing to the Director within 20 days 
of the date of the refusal and shall state the 
grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be 
conducted pursuant to the regulations of the 
Department. 

RENEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION 
OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION OR TREATMENT SITE 
LICENSE. 

(1) An application for renewal, modification or 
termination of a license or to allow a license 
to expire shall be filed in a timely manner, but 
not less than sixty (60) days prior to the 
expiration date of the license. Rule [Section] 
340- 62-075 pertaining to the issuance of a 
license shall apply to renewal, modification, 
termination or expiration of a license. A license 
shall remain in effect until final action has 
been taken by the Department on any appropriately 
submitted and complete application pending before 
the Department. 

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

SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE 

(1) Whenever, in the judgment of the Department from 
the results of monitoring or surveillance of the 
operation of any collection or treatment site, 
there is reasonable cause to believe that a clear 
and immediate danger to the public health and 
safety exists from the continued operation of 
the site, without hearing or prior notice, the 
Department shall order the operation of the site 
halted by service of the order on the site 
superintendent. Notice of such suspension or 
revocation must state the reasons for such action 
and advise the licensee that he may request a 
hearing before the Commission or its authorized 
representative. Such a request for hearing shall 
be made in writing to the Director within 90 days 
of the date of suspension and shall state the 
grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be 
conducted pursuant to the regulations of the 
Department. 

(2) In the event that it becomes necessary for the 
Department to suspend or revoke a collection 
or treatment site license due to violation of 
any provision of ORS 459.410-459.690, 
noncompliance with these rules or the terms of 
the license, the threat of degradation of a 
natural resource, unapproved changes in operation, 
false information submitted in the application 
or any other cause, the Department shall notify 
the licensee by certified mail of its intent to 
suspend or revoke the license and the timetable 
and procedures to be followed. Such notification 
shall include the reasons for the suspension or 
revocation. The suspension or revocation shall 
become effective 20 days from the date of mailing 
of such notice unless within that time the 
licensee requests a hearing before the Commission 
or its authorized representative. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing to the 
Director and shall state the grounds for the 
request. Any hearing [held] shall be conducted 
pursuant to the regulations of the Department. 
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ATTACHMENT ~ 
Agenda Item M, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO DIVISION 63 

1. 63-011(15) "Hazardous waste treatment site" means a facility or 
operation, other than a hazardous waste disposal site, 
at which hazardous waste is treated in [compliance 
with these rules and other applicable local, State, 
and Federal regulations.] accordance with a license 
issued pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 
340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

2. 63-110 IGNITABLE WASTE. 

(1) A waste is ignitable if it has any of the following 
properties: 

(a) Any liquid that has a flash point less than 60° C 
(140° F) as determined by the Pensky-Martens Closed 
Tester (ASTM D93-73) or an equivalent method. 

(b) Any flammable compressed gas as defined by 49 CFR 
173.00(b) (See Appendix). 

[(c) Any oxidizer as defined by 49 CFR 173.151 or 173.15la.] 

[(d)] J.£2._ Any Class C explosive as defined by 49 CFR 173.100. 

[(e)] J-91 Any other waste, that under conditions incident to 
its management, is liable to cause fires through 
friction, absorption of moisture, spontaneous chemical 
change, or retained heat from manufacturing or 
processing; and when ignited burns so vigorously and 
persistently as to create a hazard during its 
management. 

3. 63-120 REACTIVE WASTE 

HP1254 

(1) A waste is reactive if it has [either] any of the following 
properties: 

(a) Any waste that is normally unstable and readily 
undergoes violent chemical change such as reacting 
violently or forming potentially explosive mixtures 
with water; or generating toxic fumes when mixed with 
water under mildly acidic or basic conditions. 

(b) Any waste that is capable of detonation or explosive 
reaction with or without a strong initiating source 
or heat before initiation. This includes explosives 
as defined by 49 CFR 173.51 (Forbidden), 173.53 (Class 
A), or 173.88 (Class B). 



4. 

5. 

Any oxidizer as defined by 49 CFR 173.151 or 173.15la. 
NOTE: Unless determined otherwise, oxidizers shall 
be assumed to be incompatible with all other 
materials. 

(2) Reactive waste shall be managed as hazardous or as otherwise 
approved by the Department. 

(3) Waste explosives under the direct control of a local, State, 
or Federal agency are exempt from the rules of this 
Division. 

63-125(2) Halogenated Hydrocarbons and Phenols (excluding 
polymeric solids). 

(a) Waste containing halogenated hydrocarbons (excluding 
polychlorinated biphenyls) or halogenated phenols is 
toxic if it contains 1 percent or greater of 
such substances. 

[(i) Waste containing polychlorinated biphenyls is 
toxic if it contains 100 ppm or greater of such 
substances.] 

[(l)] (b) A generator may dispose of up to 200 pounds of waste 
containing halogenated hydrocarbons or halogenated 
phenols per month (excluding polychlorinated biphenyls 
and pesticides) in accordance with Section 63-135 of 
this Part. 

63-125(4) 

[(ii) Polychlorinated biphenyls shall be managed as 
hazardous or as otherwise approved by the 
Department.] 

[(A) Household items containing polychlorinated 
biphenyls may be disposed with other 
household refuse.] 

i£l Waste containing polychlorinated biphenyls is toxic 
and shall be managed in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 

Carcinogens. 

(a) Waste containing carcinogens as identified by OSHA 
in 29 CFR [1910.93c] 1910 is toxic. 
NOTE: See appendix for specific compounds and 
concentrations. 

(b) The identified carcinogenic wastes shall be managed 
as hazardous or as otherwise approved by the 
Department. 
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6. Add Section 340-63-405(1) (d) as follows: 

7. 63-415 

(d) Treatment facilities operating under a current 
Department permit may have the hazardous waste 
requirements either combined into their existing permit 
or obtain a separate treatment site license. 

(A) Persons required to apply for a treatment site 
license but holding a current Department permit 
shall notify the Department of their status as 
a hazardous waste treatment site. 

(B) Such persons shall submit information required 
by these rules as the Department deems necessary 
to condition their permit to the requirements 
of a hazardous waste treatment site. 

(CJ An existing permit shall be modified according 
to the procedures of the Division (Air Quality, 
Water Quality, or Solid Waste) under which it 
was issued. 

LICENSE REQUIRED. Any person owning or operating a 
hazardous waste [collection or disposal site] 
management facility or engaged in a hazardous 
waste disposal operation under ORS 459.510(3) shall 
obtain a license pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR 
Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

8. APPENDIX 

The following regulations appear in condensed form and are presented for 
guidance only. The reader is referred to the appropriate Code of Federal 
Regulations for the full text. 

(1) CFR Title 29, Labor, Part 1910, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, U. s. Department of Labor. 

~ CFR Title 40 
Environmental 

PCBs Part 761 u. S. 

[(2)] .ill. CFR Title 49, Transportation, Parts 100 - 199, U. s. Department 
of Transportation. 

9. Delete section entitled "29 CFR 1910.93c Carcinogens" in the APPENDIX 
and replace with the following: 

29 CFR 1910.xxxx Carcinogens: A carcinogen means any,of the substances 
listed below, or compositions containing such substances, but does 
not include compositions containing less than the hazardous 
concentration of the listed substance. 
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Section 

1910.1003 
1910.1004 
1910.1006 
1910.1007 
1910.1008 
1910.1009 
1910.1010 
1910.1011 
1910.1012 
1910.1013 
1910.1014 
1910.1015 
1910.1016 
1910.1017 
1910.1028 
1910.1045 

HP1254 

Substance 

4-Nitrobiphenyl 
alpha-Naphthylamine 
Methyl Chloromethyl ether 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine (and salts) 
bis-Chloromethyl ether 
beta-Naphthylamine 
Benzidine (and salts) 
4-Aminodiphenyl 
Ethyleneimine 
beta-Propiolactone 
2-Acetylaminofluorene 
4-Dimethylaminoazobenzene 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
Vinyl chloride 
Benzene 
Acrylonitrile (non-polymeric) 

-4-

Hazardous 
Concentration (%) 

0.1 
1.0 
0.1 
1.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
1. 0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
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DEa.46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. o, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for a Variance from Subsurface Rulesi 
OAR 340-71-030(4) (f) (E), Illahee Planned Unit Develoment, 
Douglas County 

Background and Problem Statement 

ORS 454.657 provides that after hearing, the Commission may grant variances 
from the particular requirements of any rule or standard pertaining to 
subsurface sewage disposal systems. The Conunission shall grant Variances 
only where it finds that strict compliance with the rule or standard 
is inappropriate for cause or because special physical conditions render 
strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or impractical. 

ORS 454.660 provides that the Commission may delegate the power to grant 
variances to special variance officers appointed by the Director. 

OAR 340-75-040 prohibits a variance officer from granting a variance on 
a parcel or lot that contains an area suitable for installation of a 
subsurface system that would comply with OAR 340-71-020 to 71-035. 

Illahee Planned Unit Development is proposing a community drainfield 
system to serve 66 homes. The site proposed for the drainfield complies 
with the standards in OAR 340-71-020 to 71-0351 thus a variance officer 
may not grant a variance on this site. In such instances, the Commission 
is requested to consider a variance. 

The developer is requesting a variance to the standard that .establishes 
disposal trench width at not less than 24 inchesi OAR 340-71-030(4}(f) (E}. 
The developer and his consultant contends that due to the soil conditions 
on the site and the type of distribution system planned, it is unreasonable 
burdensome and impractical to require disposal trenches to be 24 inches 
in width. They request a variance that would allow the disposal trenches 
to be 8 inches in width. This would conserve resources, washed drainfield 
rock, and reduce system costs, while providing a workable disposal system. 
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Alternatives and Evaluation 

The Commission may grant or deny the variance application. In the event 
of denial, the system would be installed with disposal trenches 24 inches 
wide. 

The University of North Carolina has monitored several hundred drainfields 
installed with narrow trenches and pressure distribution similar to this 
proposal. They report no clogging has occurred. 

Staff is of the opinion that this proposal is sound. A pressure 
distribution system installed under conditions like those that exist on 
this site should provide a reliable, workable disposal system. 

Summation 

l. ORS 454.657 provides that the Commission may grant variances from 
the particular requirements of any rule or standard pertaining to 
subsurface sewage disposal systems if it finds that special physical 
conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or 
impractical. 

2. The owner of Illahee Planned Unit Development in Douglas County 
has requested a variance from the standard contained in OAR 
340-7l-030(4)(f) (E), that sets the minimum width of a disposal trench 
at 24 inches. 

3. Considering the system design proposed and conditions on the site, 
staff is of the opinion that the proposal is sound. 

4. Findings. The Commission finds that the requirement for 24-inch 
wide trenches to be inappropriate because special physical conditions 
on the site render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome, and 
impractical. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the 
variance requested be granted. 

Attachment: Variance 

Jack Osborne:bpr 
229-6218 
April l, 1980 
XB1206 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
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Applicaticn for Variance from Administrative Rules 
Requlat1n9 Subsurface Sewage Disposal. Systems 

Please complete this application form and submit two hundred twenty-five {$225) dollars 
and required attachments to: 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Subsurface & Alternative Sewage System& Secti~ 

Box 1760 
Portland, Or1!9on 97207 

REFElU!:NCE INFORMATION - Please Print 

Illahe Development, Inc. 
Name 0£ OWrie..c: 

27 
Section 

T26S R6W . W.M. 

tJaO. Bgx 596 
ress 

7497.00 & 7497.72 ~6 Acres 
Tax LOt or Account No.. Pa.reel Size 

Subdivtsiai Name 

Lot Block 
us ness PfiOhe Haile PbOne 

County 

Provide Tbe l'ollowin9 Items: 

l.. Caaplete -.nd accurate direct.icms to the -property. A locater map _would be helpful .. 

2.. COpies of all correspcodence and fiel.d notes relating to past denial {s) for septic 

3. 

tanJc-drainfield developaent. A copy of the site eval.uaticn must be included.. 

Two (2) coPiu Of tbe parcel' a legal descripticn (metes and bounds, warranty deed, 
sales contract, or approved aubdi vil'.liai platJ • 

4. 'bo (2) copies of an assessor OL' title company plat map or a surveyor plat map. 

s.. Two (2) copies Of a statement fraa the local government agency requlating zoning, land 
use planning, and building requiremen.ts whicb a~ures develop:n.ent ot the proposed 
sewage generating struct~re will not conflict. with any applicable ordinances. 

~ TWO (2) copies of narrative descript:iai of your variance proposal ·including the system 
- constrw:t..iai specificat..ions. Please list the ste~by-step procedures that you propose 

to be followed for the installatia"I of this system .. 

7. On a plot plan draw to a defined sea.le of not less than one incb. equals thirty feet, 
· show the location and dimensions of the proposed drainfield and its replacement area-.. 
Indicate separatiai distances between dispcsal trenches;, wells, springs, water courses, 
agric:ul.tural drainage ti.le, ditches, drainage ways, waterlines, buildings, roads, 
embankments, and other identifying features whicb belp demonstrate parcel to drainfield 
relaticmships. Please provi~ two (2) copies. 

a. Two (2) copies of a profile view of the proposal. which illustrates the projected 
r. drainfield. layout, trench dim.ea.siais, backfill depth, boundaries, (in cases where a 

crown over the drainfield. is proposed), slope directicn and percent ot slope. 

A minimum of two test pits must be provided within the specific area where the actual 
variance system is being proposed. The pits should be approximately two feet wide, four 
feet lC21g, and excan.ted to eit.ber bedrock or to a depth of fin (5) feet. S.imi.la.r pita 
must bt provided 1n tbe area of the repair system.. 

Please note t.bat it is your responsibility to present all Of the facts and the reasoning 
wbicb. you feel justifies t.be granting of the i ce as requested. 

D!l;l/llQ-~06 Revised (8/79) 

1980 

state of Oregon 
DEPAITTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

~~@~OWig@ 
MAR 2 4 1:H:lO 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
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SOIL 

Steve Wert, C.P.S.S. 
SOIL SCIENTIST 

1347 N.E. Ridge Ave. 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

COISUJ.TllG 673-4148 

March 13, 1980 

Jack Osborne 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Subsurface & Alternative Sewage Systems Section 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Subject: Proposal for a variance to trench width. 

Dear Jack: 

On March 11, 1980, Harold Ball, Greg Farr&ll, and Steve Wert met 
with Jack Osborne, Mark Ronayne, and Jim Van Domelen concerning a 
drainfield for the Illahee P.U.D .. The site and·design has been 
approved by the DEQ for a community drainfi.eld to serve 66 homes. 
The purpose of the meeting was to seek a variance to install the 
trenches by using a trenching machine. 

We propose: 

1. Use a trenching machine to cut an 8" wide trench 24-30" deep. 

2. Use l\" PVC pipe 'to pressure distribute effluent. 

3. Install drainlines ten feet apart on center. 

4. Dose effluent so no more than 6" of trench depth is inundated 
at any one do.sing. 

5. Use standard drainrock ( 2)z-3/4" wqshed rock) to surround drain 
lines. 

6. Install trenches when soil is at its driest to prevent compac
tion and smearing. 

7. Small clay dams will be used in the trench bottom to prevent 
excess loading. 
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8. Total length of drain lines will be designed based on the DEQ 
recommendations. The length will be dependent on the amount 
of storage required in the trenches. 

University of North Carolina has allowed the installation of 200-
300 drainfields which were installed using 4" or 611 "ditch-witch" 
machines. The drainfields are following septic tanks. A spacing 
of five feet on centers is used. Some of those systems are four 
years old. They report no clogging mat has developed in that time. 
They dose several times per day. 

They are encouraged by. their experience to the point that a system 
is being designed to handle 40,000 gal/day effluent flow. 

University of Wisconsin's Small Waste Flow project has experimented 
with trenching machines. Dr. Jerry Tyler says the machine loosens 
the silt loa:m soil they worked with .. It did not compact it. It 
did smear the soil when the soil moisture content was at field ca
pacity. 

If you have any questions, feel free to call. Should you w:i.sh to 
talk to North Carolina, I have their number. 

Sincerely, 

Jd,,air-
Steve Wert 
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DE0-48 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. P, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

s.w. Lesser Road Area, within the city of Portland-
Certification of Plans for Sewerage System as 
Adequate to Alleviate Health Hazard, ORS 222.898 

This area was referred to the State Health Division for a health hazard 
survey by resolution of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners on 
November 21, 1978. 

The area was surveyed from May 14 to 17, 1979. One hundred one of the 
one hundred forty-three properties were surveyed. Twenty-five (25) 
properties had inadequate sewage disposal. 

The administrator of the State Health Division on November 1, 1979, after 
following all due process required by ORS 222.850 to ORS 222.915, issued 
an order adopting the 'Findings of Fact and Recommendations by Hearings 
Officer' dated September 13, 1979, in this matter. A certified copy of 
same was filed with the city of Portland on November 5. The order, finding 
that a danger to public health exists, covers the S.W. Lesser Road area 
southwesterly of the city of Portland and due west of the Mt. Sylvania 
campus of Portland Community College. 

The city had 90 days after receipt of the certified copy of the Findings 
to prepare preliminary plans and specifications, together with a time 
schedule for removing or alleviating the health hazard. The city requested 
a 90-day extension of time to complete these items on February 11, 1980. 

By letter dated March 28, 1980, the city of ,Portland submitted to DEQ a 
preliminary plan and specifications, together with a schedule for 
construction of sewers, 
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The Environmental Quality Commission has 60 days from time of receipt of 
preliminary plans and other documents to determine them and the proposed 
time schedule either adequate or inadequate to remove or alleviate the 
dangerous conditions and to certify same to the city. 

Evaluation 

The city proposes to use conventional gravity collection sewers to serve 
the area. Flows are proposed at this time to exit from two subsystems 
(to the west and south) and be conveyed to existing sewer lines of the city 
of Tigard and the Unified Sewerage Agency of Washington County respectively 
providing interagency agreements are executed. Treatment and disposal 
would be at the Durham sewage plant in Washington County. Work would 
consist of approximately 5 miles of sewers. 

The proposed time schedule envisions construction completion by the spring 
of 1983. Included in this schedule is about a fourteen-month design 
period necessary to perform surveys, acquire easements, negotiate 
interagency agreements, prepare final construction cost estimates, etc. 
Considering these tasks, the nature of the terrain, interfering utilities, 
the number of streets and highways in the area, etc., the design schedule 
is reasonable. The proposed time schedule for all work items appears 
reasonable and therefore acceptable. 

Financing is proposed at this time to be entirely from property 
assessments. 

The plan, specifications and time schedule proposed, appear to be 
sufficient to satisfy the law. 

The conditions dangerous to public health within the territory can be 
removed or alleviated within the time schedule, as proposed, by the 
construction of the sewer system described. 

Summation 

1. Pursuant to the provisions of ORS 222.850 to 222.915, the State Health 
· Division issued an order adopting .find i.ngs and cert-Hying a copy of 
Division's finding to the city of Portland. 

2. The city has submitted preliminary plans and specifications 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. 
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4. The sanitary facilities proposed by said plans and specifications 
will remove the conditions dangerous to public health within the area, 
and the proposed time schedule is reasonable. 

5. 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 dangerous conditions. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission approve the proposal of the city of Portland and certify said 
approval to the city. 

Attachment: 1 Certificate 

James L. Van Domelen:l 
229-5310 
April 2, 1980 

WL1251 

William H. Young 

• 



EQC Agenda Item No. P 
April 18, 1980 
Page 4 

STATE OF OREGON 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

In the Matter of An Annexation 
of Certain Territory to the 
city of Portland, Oregon, 
Pursuant to the Provisions of 
ORS 222.850 to 222.925 Due to 
Conditions Causing a Danger to 
Public Heal th 

CERTIFICATE 

The Environmental Quality Commission of the state of Oregon on March 28, 
1980, received preliminary plans and specifications together with a time 
schedule for the implementation of a plan to install sanitary sewers in 
certain territory commonly known and referred to as the S.W. Lesser Road 
Area adjacent to the corporate limits of the city of Portland, Oregon. 

Pursuant to the Provisions of ORS 222.898, the Environmental Quality 
Commission reviewed and hereby approves said plans and specifications and 
the time schedule, copies of which are contained in Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto and made a part hereof and does hereby certify its approval to the 
city that it considers the sanitary sewers adequate to remove or alleviate 
the conditions causing a danger to public health existing within the area 
adjacent to the city of Portland as aforesaid; to-wit: inadequate 
installations for the disposal and treatment of sewage. 

Dated this 18th day of April, 1980. 

Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 

WL1251 
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PROPOSED TIME SCHEDULE FOR CONSTRUCTING SANITARY SEWERS 

April 4, 1980 

May 1, 1980 

May 14, 1980 

May 14, 1980 

May 28, 1980 

July 16, 1981 

Nov. 13, 1981 

Nov. 25, 1981 

Dec. 2, 1981 

Dec. 16' 1981 

Dec. 29, 1981 

Jan. 27, 1982 

Feb. 10, 1982 

Mar. 3, 1982 

Mar. 3, 1983 

in the 

SW LESSER ROAD HEALTH HAZARD ANNEXATION AREA 

WORK ITEM 

Preliminary sewer plans and schedule completed 
and copies forwarded to E.Q.C. 

City receives approval of preliminary plans 
and schedule from E.Q.C. 

City Council adopts ordinance in accordance 
' with ORS 222.900 which adopts plans and 

schedule approved by E.Q.C. 

City Engineer directed to prepare final plans 
and specifications for sewers in the annexed 
area. Sewer design begins. 

Neighborhood meeting held to obtain property 
owners input prior to design. 

Final plans and specifications complete and 
transmitted to Auditor's Office 

Assessment notices sent to property owners; 
remonstrance period begins 

Neighborhood meeting held to inform and answer 
questions of property owners 

Remonstrance period ends, public hearing held 

Council passes time and manner ordinance 

City sends out advertisement for bids 

Bids opened, low bid determined 

City Council awards contract 

Contract documents executed and construction 
begins 

Construction complete 
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STANDARD 
CONSTRUCTION 

SPECIFICATIONS 

Unless specified otherwise in the contract documents, 
these Standard Construction Specifications apply in 
their entirety to a 11 City of Port 1 and, Department of 
Public Works and Bureau of Water Works construction 
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FOREWORD 

This first edition of Standard Construction Specifications for 
the City of Portland, Oregon replaces the specifications adopted 
by the City Council in 1963 through passage of Ordinance No.116510. 
These new specifications have been compiled and partially rewritten 
by the City of Portland from specifications recently formulated and 
authored by a statewide committee of the Oregon Chapter of the 
American Public Works Association, of which the City of Portland is 
a member. 

Being a first edition, there may exist in these specifications minor 
errors, discrepancies or .omissions; it would be appreciated by the 
editor if users of these specifications would notify the Office of 
Public Works Administrator of any required corrections . 

The specifications contained herein have been authorized by the 
Council of the City of Portland for use on all Public Works and 
Bureau of Water Works construction projects through passage of an 
enacting ordinance . 

Revisions 

These specifications may be revised periodically as needed. Each 
revision will be on replacement looseleaf pages to be inserted as 
indicated, accompanied by a replacement title page with the 
effective date of the revision. This revised date will be the 
current date of these specifications and will be referred to in 
all subsequent advertisement for bids and on all issued permits . 

It shall be the responsibility of each holder or user of these 
specifications to verify that he has the latest revised copy; 
revisions are available from the Office of Public Works Adminis
trator at the current price per sheet, plus postage, where appli
cable . 
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DIVISION ONE - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
lOl .Ol Def1nit1ons ... . 
101.02 Abbreviations .. . 

PROPOSAL RE UIREMENTS 
O . ert cation as an EEO Affirmative Action Employer 

102.02 Prequalification of Bidders ........... . 
102.03 Form of Proposal ................ . 
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401 TUNNELING, BORING AND JACKING 

401. 1.00 DESCRIPTION 

401. 1 . 01 TUNNELING 

DIVISION 4 - SEWERS 

Tunneling shall include all methods by which the underground passageway is first excavated and then 
pipe or conduit brought in and placed. 

401. l .02 BORING 
. Boring shall include all methods by which a pipe or conduit is pushed or pulled into place and by 

which the excavation method precludes the stationing of a workman within the pipe or conduit without 
stopping or removing the excavation equipment. 

401. l .03 JACKING 
Jacking shall include all methods by which a pipe or conduit is pushed or pulled into place with one 

or more workmen inside to excavate and assist in keeping the conduit on a straight and true grade and 
alignment. 

401.1.04 PERMITTER 
Within this section, permitter shall designate the owner of railroad tracks or other facilities with 

prior rights, under which a pipe or conduit must be tunneled, bored or jacked. 

401.2.00 MATERIALS 

401.2.01 PIPE BEDDING AND PIPE ZONE MATERIAL 
Conform to the requirements of Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

401.2.02 PIPE 
Conform to Section 402 PIPE AND FITTINGS (SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS) for the strength, class, and 

type as shown or specified. 

401.2.03 CASING 
Use corrugated metal pipe for casing in tunneled, bored or jacked applications where specified and 

approved. Give coupling bands a protective coating similar to pipes. Provide galvanized bolts for 
connection. Corrugated metal pipe shall conform to the requirements in Section 402 PIPE AND FITTINGS 
(SANITARY AND STORM DRAINS). 

Provide casing of size to permit proper construction to the required lines and grades. Casing shall 
be the type shown in the table below. 

Use a minimum gauge or wall thickness corresponding to the size of casing selected from the follow
ing; however, be responsible for selecting the gauge consistent with the operations and the specified 
requirements of the permitter. 

Diameter 
Inches 
15-24 
30-36 
48-78 . 

AASHTO M 36 
Corrugated Metal Pipe 
U.S. Standard Gauge 

12 
10 
8 

Smooth Steel Pipe 
Min. Thickness 

\i ASTM A 53 
5/16 AWWA C 201 
Not Allowable 

Equip jacked casings with nipples at the spring line and crown at 10-foot centers when pressure 
grouting is specified. 

Optionally construct the casing of galvanized standard, off-set tunnel liner plate with gauge and 
section modulus per inch of width, as approved. Nipples for pressure grouting, when specified, shall be 
installed at the spring line and crown at 10-foot centers. 

401 .3.00 CONSTRUCTION 

401.3.01 . GENERAL 
Conform to all Federal, State and local laws and regulations pertaining to tunneling and specifi

cally to ·the standards set forth in the Oregon Safety Code for Places of Employment, Chapter 24, Safety 
Code for Mining, Tunneling and Quarrying, published by the Oregon Industrial Accident Commission, latest 
revision. 

Before the start of the work, submit satisfactory evidence to the Engineer that all insurance cover
age requirements c·alled for by the permitter have been complied with. A 11 proposed construction methods 
and materials shall be approved by the Engineer and permitter before the start of construction. Written 
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approval to proceed from the permitter shall be submitted to the Engineer before the start of con
struction. 

401 .3.02 EXCAVATION 
Excavation shall be unclassified and shall include whatever materials are encountered to •he 

depths as shown or as required. Make estimate of the kind and extent of the various materials which 
will be encountered in the excavation. 

401.3.03 TUNNELING DETAILS REQUIRED 
Submit details of the following to the Engineer for approval before beginning the tunnel con-

struction: 
1. Tunnel shaft bracing and dimensions 
2. Tunne 1 supports 
3. Method of backpacking tunnel supports 
4. Bracing to prevent pipe or conduit shifting and flotation 
5. Backfill material or pressure grout mix, placement method and equipment. 

401 .3.04 JACKING AND BORING DETAILS REQUIRED 
Submit details of the following to the Engineer for approval before beginning the jacking or 

boring construction: 
l. Jacking pit bracing 
2. Casing, pipe or conduit 
3. Jacking head 
4. Excavation method 
5. Tee or wye installation 
6. A substitute design for any part of the system that must be changed as a result of the 

jacking or boring operation. (Manhole, headwall, etc.) 
7. Any structure that is required because of the particular method or procedure used by the 

Contractor. 
8. If placed in a casing, bracing to prevent pipe shifting and flotation, backfilling material, 

method and equipment. 
9. Backfill material or pressure grout mix, placement method and equipment. 

401. 3. 05 TUNNELING 
Tunneling will be permitted only where shown, specified ,or approved. 
Make the subgrade, upon which the pipe is to be placed or constructed, firm, thoroughly compacted 

and true to grade. Pipe bedding shall conform to the Standard Plans for the type of bedding speci
fied. Res tore to grade by backfilling with approved Bedding Material, at no expense to the Owner, 
all excavation below grade, which is made inadvertently or without authority. 

401 .3.06 ALTERNATE OF JACKING OR BORING 
Jacking or boring may be allowed in lieu of the open trench method or tunneling. However, 

written approval by the Engineer must first be obtained. The Engineer retains the right to reject 
either the jacking or boring method without rejecting the other. Approval by the Engineer shall in 
no way relieve the Contractor of the responsibility for making a satisfactory installation meeting 
the requirements set forth herein. 

401.3.07 JACKING AND BORING 
Equip the leading section of pipe or conduit with a jacking head securely anchored thereto to 

prevent any wobble or alignment variation during the jacking or boring operation. For jacking, all 
excavation shall be carried out entirely within the jacking head, and no excavation in advance 
thereof shall be permitted. For jacking, every effort shall be made to avoid any loss of earth 
outside the jacking head. Remove excavated material from the pipe or conduit as excavation progres
ses, and do not allow such material to accumulate within the pipe or conduit. 

Jack or bore all pipes or conduits to true line and grade. Should any deviation from true line 
and grade be considered excessive, in the judgment of the Engineer, take up and relay that portion 
of the pipe or conduit at no expense to the Owner. 

Should appreciable loss of ground occur during the jacking or boring operations, backpack all 
voids promptly. Fill all remaining voids upon completion of the operations; such filling or back
packing shall be with grout or approved granular material. 

The design of all sewer pipe or conduit is based upon the superimposed loads and not upon the 
loads resulting from the jacking or boring operations. Be responsible for any increase in pipe 
strength necessary to withstand jacking or boring loads. 

401.3.08 CONCRETE PIPE AND BOX SECTIONS 
Protect the driving ends of concrete pipe or conduit against spalling and other damage. Inter

mediate joints shall be similarly protected by the installation of sufficient bearing shims to 
properly distribute the bearing stresses. Remove any ~ection of pi~e or conduit show~ng signs of 
failure and replace with a new section or with a cast-in-place section which, in the Judgment of the 
Engineer, is adequate to carry· the loads imposed upon it. 
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401 .3.09 SMOOTH STEEL CASING 
Join sections of smooth steel casing to be jacked or bored by welding the joints with a continuous 

we 1 d for full circumference or by other approved means. Pro vi de joints which are capable of resisting 
the jacking and boring forces without failure. 

Brace pipe or conduit installed in a casing to prevent shifting and flotation. Fill the void be
tween the casing and the pipe or conduit with grout, or other material as specified or approved. 

If not shown or specified, the casing diameter shall be the option of the Contractor. Provide 
casing of such strength as to withstand the jacking or boring loads and of such diameter to al low fill
ing the void between the pipe or conduit and casing with the approved material. 

401.3.10 GROUTING VOIDS OUTSJOE CASING OR TUNNEL LINER 
When grouting is specified, after the casing has been jacked into position or the liner plates have 

been placed in the tunnel, pressure grout to fill all voids outside the casing or liner plates through 
the grout holes provided. Start grouting at the spring line hole at one end and pump grout until grout 
appears in the grout hole at the crown, then start grouting through the opposite spring line hole until 
grout appears at the hole in the crown. Next grout through the hole at the crown until grout appears in 
the next set of holes along the pipe. Plug the holes at the starting point and move to the next set of 
holes and repeat grouting sequence until full length of jacked, bored or tunneled pipe has been grouted. 
Grouting once commenced at any one point shall be completed without stopping. 

401.3. ll CASED OR TUNNELED PIPE 
Where timber cradles are shown, provide strapped timber cradle under barrel of pipe, join pipe, and 

slide into casing. Pipe barrel shall bear continuously on cradles. Pipe installation shall conform to 
applicable requirements in Section 402 PIPE AND FITTINGS (SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS), including hydro
static or air testing and line and grade. 

401.3. 12 PLACING BACKFILL OUTSIDE CARRIER PIPE 
Where shown or when directed, completely fill the annular space between the casing or tunnel liner 

and the carrier pipe or conduit with specified or approved backfill material. Accomplish backfilling by 
pumping material from the two ends at such intermediate points as may be necessary in a manner which 
will ensure all voids are filled. When grouting use approved low pressure grouting equipment. 

401.3. 13 RAILROAD CROSSINGS 
Where shown in the Proposal and specified, submit bids on the basis of open trench construction 

through all railroad crossings. The right is reserved by the Owner to require tunneling, jacking or 
boring under any or all crossings. · 

Should open trench construction be required by the Owner at a railroad crossing, the railroad will 
take up and relay the tracks at its own expense. Submit a schedule of operations to the railroad com
pany and to the Owner 72 hours before trenching within 20 feet of the railroad tracks. Construct the 
pipe crossing and compact backfill through the track location within 72 hours after the tracks have been 
removed by the railroad unless otherwise permitted. 

When a tunneling alternate is chosen, special attention shall be given to the backfill. Backfill as 
required in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

401.4.00 MEASUREMENT ANO PAYMENT 

401.4.01 TUNNELING, BORING AND JACKING 
Measurement and payment for tunneled, bored and jacked pipe or conduit will be made on a 1 inear foot 

basis. Payment will include full compensation for all excavation, shafts, portals, jacking pits, tunnel 
stabilization, backfill, lubricant, grouting pipe, casing and all appurtenances as approved, complete, 
except for tees and wyes. 

Where casing is used at the option of the Contractor, the casing and the backfill between the pipe 
or conduit and the casing shall be included in the pay item for Tunneling, Boring or Jacking as appli
cable, and no separate payment will be made therefor. 

Measurement for tunneling, jacking and boring will be made on a linear foot basis along the center-
1 i ne of the pipe or conduit between portals. Tunneling, jacking and boring extensions beyond the limits 
shown shall be considered to be for the Contractor's convenience, unless ordered in writing, and ~easure
ment and payment for said extension shall be made as if the open trench method of construction had been 
used. 

401.4.D2 JACKING OR BORING IN LIEU OF TUNNELING 
Where jacking or boring of a pipe or conduit is approved in lieu of tunneling, measurement and 

payment will be made as though the tunneling method had been used and payment shall be made at the bid 
price for tunneling. 

401.4.03 TUNNELING, JACKING OR BORING JN LIEU OF OPEN TRENCH 
Where tunneling, jacking or boring of a conduit is approved in lieu of open trench constr~ction, 

measurement and payment will be made as though the open trench method had been used and will include all 
the pay items that would have been applicable if the open trench construction method had been used. 
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401 .4.04 TUNNELING IN LIEU OF JACKING OR BORING 
Where tunneling of a pipe or conduit is approved in lieu of jacking or boring, measurement and 

payment will be made as though the jacking or boring method had been used and payment shall be made 
at the bid price for jacking or boring as applicable. 

401 .4.05 RAILROAD TRACK CROSSINGS 
Alternate bids for tunneling, jacking or boring track crossings, if in the Proposal, are Add or 

Deduct adjustments per linear foot to the computed open trench cost. The computed open trench cost 
shall be based on the standard pay width, the depth as shown, the length as actually tunneled, 
portal to portal (except that it shall not exceed the maximum length as shown), and the following 
assumed pay items: 

l. Trench excavation and granular backfill. 
2. Pipe or conduit of the size and strength shown. 
3. Surfacing material of the same type and thickness as exists within the track section. 
4. Pavement base courses when required. 
5. Crushed Aggregate for Class "B" pipe bedding. 

401 .4.06 TEES ANO WYES 
Measurement and payment for tees and wyes in a tunneled, jacked or bored pipe or conduit will be 

made at the contract unit price for tees and wyes installed in an open trench as provided for in 
Section 402 PIPE ANO FITTINGS (SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS). 

402 PIPE ANO FITTINGS (SANITARY ANO STORM SEWERS) 

402. l.00 DESCRIPTION 
This section covers the following work: 
1. Gravity and pressure sewer pipe 
2. Culverts 
3. Perforated pipe underdra1ns 
4. Fittings 
5. Service line sewers 

402.2.00 MATERIALS 

402.2.01 GENERAL 
Use all sewer pipe and fittings of the size, strength, material and joint type specified on the 

Plans and/or in the Proposal. Use jointing material as hereinafter specified for each pipe material. 
Each piece of pipe shall be clearly identified as to strength, class and date of manufacture. The 
manufacturer or fabricator shall furnish appropriate certifi ca ti on, based on manufacturer's routine 
quality control tests, that the materials in the pipe and fittings meet the requirements specified 
herein. Strength, permeability, hydrostatic tests and pipe joints will be used as the basis of 
acceptance as described under Proof Tests herein. Minimum length of pipe shall be 3.5 feet. 

. It is not intended that materials listed herein are to be considered equal or generally inter
changeable for all applications. The Engineer shall determine the materials suitable for the project 
and so specify. · 

Use pipe and fittings for service lines of one type of material throughout; no interchanging of 
pipe and fittings will be allowed. Use 6-inch diameter pipe for residential services when not 
otherwise specified. 

Do not coat pipes for sewers internally or externally with any substance of any type in an 
attempt to improve its performance when air or hydrostaticallY. tested. 

402.2.02 CONCRETE PIPE 

402,2.02A NONREINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE 
Use nonreinforced concrete pipe conforming to ASTM C 14 with ASTM C 150, Type II cement. 

402.2.028 REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE 
Use reinforced concrete pipe conforming to ASTM C 76 with ASTM C 150, Type II cement. 

Elliptically reinforced pipe shall have top and bottom clearly .marked. 

402.2.02C MONOLITHIC CONCRETE PIPE 
Use monolithic concrete pipe conforming to the requirements specified. 

402.2.02D CAST-IN-PLACE PIPE 
Use cast-in-place pipe conforming to the requirements specified. 

402.2.02E PERFORATED CONCRETE PIPE 
Use perforated concrete pipe and fittings conforming to ASTM C 444, class and end type as 

specified. 
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402.2.03 CLAY PIPE 
Use vitrified clay pipe conforming to ASTM C 700 and Clay Pipe Institute West Coast Standards. Use 

perforated clay pipe conforming to ASTM C 278 with perforations conforming to ASTM C 211. 

402.2.04 ASBESTOS-CEMENT PIPE 
Use asbestos-cement pipe conforming to ASTM C 428 and ASTM C 644 and supplied with plain ends or 

with ends machined for tapered couplings. Use perforated asbestos-cement pipe and fittings conforming 
to ASTM C 508. 

For service line sewers, furnish pipe in the manufacturer's standard length, except provide half
lengths and random lengths as required. Provide all tools for field-cutting the pipe to the required 
lengths, and machine the ends as specified by the manufacturer. 

402.2.05 CAST IRON PIPE 
Use cast iron pipe conforming to AWWA C 106 or C 108, or ANSI Specification A2l.6, with Push-on 

Joint or Mechanical Joints as specified, conforming to Federal Specification WW-P-42lc and ANSI A21. 11. 
Cast iron pipe shall be lined with cement mortar and seal coated in accordance with ANSI Specification 
A21 .4 and AWWA C 104. Provide all foundry records of pipe as described in ANSI A21.6, when requested. 

402.2.06 DUCTILE IRON PIPE 
Use ductile iron pipe conforming to ANSI A21.51 or AWWA C 151, with push-on joint or mechanical 

joints as specified, conforming to Federal Specification WW-P-42lc and ANSI Specification A21. 11. 
Ductile iron pipe sha 11 be lined with cement mortar and seal coated in accordance with ANSI ·standard 
A21.4 and AWWA C 104. 

402.2.07 ABS PIPE 
Use ABS single wall pipe conforming to ASTM D 2751 and ABS composite pipe conforming to ASTM D 2680, 

with solvent-cemented or mechanical-seal joints as specified. 
Perforated ABS pipe and fittings shall be virgin rigid ABS plastic and shall conform to ASTM D 2751, 

Type I and Type IV, except that the minimum heat deflection temperature· (ASTM D 648) shall be 180 degrees 
F. Wall thickness shall be not less than 0.140 inches for 4-inch diameter and 0.200 inches for 6-inch 
diameter. In addition, the pipe shall be perforated with 3/8-inch holes, 3-inches on center along the 
pipe. Four inch pipe shall have one row on each side approximately 45 degrees above bottom centerline. 
Six inch pipe shall have two rows on each side approximately 45 degrees above bottom centerline. 

402.2.08 PVC PIPE 
Use PVC sewer pipe conforming to ASTM D 3033 or D 3034. Use perforated PVC pipe conforming to ASTM 

D 1785, Schedule 40. The perforations shall consist of 2 rows of 2-inch slots. The slots shall be 
transverse to the axis of the pipe. The 2 rows of slots shall be 120 degrees on centers. Slot size 
shall be .004 inches. 

402.2.09 GALVANIZED CORRUGATED IRON & STEEL PIPE 
Use galvanized corrugated iron or steel pipe and coupling bands of the gauges and type as shown or 

specified, and conforming to the material, fabrication and inspection requirements of AASHTO Designation 
M 36 or M 167. 

402.2. 10 CORRUGATED ALUMINUM ALLOY PIPE 
Use corrugated aluminum al Joy pipe and coupling bands, of the gauges· and types as shown or speci

fied, and conforming to the material, fabrication and inspection requirements of AASHTO Designations M 
196, M 197; M 211 and M 219. 

402.2. 11 ASBESTOS-BONDED PIPE 
Culvert pipe shall be asbestos-bonded metal pipe when specified. At the time the flat sheet metal 

is galvanized, a layer of asbestos felt shall be pressed into the molten zinc coating. The sheets shall 
be air cooled, corrugated and formed into the corrugated steel pipe. The finished pipe shall be com
pletely coated with hot bituminous material conforming to AASHTO M 190, with a minimum thickness of 0.05 
inch at the crest of the corrugation. 

402.2. 12 FLARED END SECTIONS 
Use precast concrete flared end sections conforming to the requirements for Reinforced Concrete Pipe 

herein specified. The area of steel reinforcement per linear foot of flared end section shall be at 
least equal to the minimum steel requirements for circular reinforcement in circular pipe for the inter
nal diameter of the circular portion of the flared end section. Have all details of construction 
approved by the Engineer. 

Use prefabricated steel flared end sections conforming to AASHTO M 218, and prefabricated aluminum 
flared end sections conforming to AASHTO M 196. 

402.2. 13 BITUMINOUS COATING 
When specified, completely coat the inside and outside surfaces of corrugated metal pipe with bitu

minous material conforming to AASHTO M 190, with a minimum thickness of 0.05 inch at the crest of the 
corrugations. 
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402.2.14 PAVED INVERTS 
When specified, pave the inside surface of the corrugated metal pipe for' of its circumference 

with bituminous material to provide a flat invert centered in the bottom of the pipe. The pavement, 
except where the upper edges intersect the corrugations, shall have a minimum thickness of 1/8 inch 
above the crests of the corrugations. Suitably mark the outside of the pipe on both ends to clearly 
designate the centerline of the top of the pipe. 

402.2. 15 SPECIAL FILTER MATERIAL FOR UNDERORAINS 
Use special filter material consisting of coarse sand, crushed or uncrushed gravel, rock or 

combinations thereof conforming to the following gradation: 

Sieve Size Passing 
3/8-inch 

Percentages 
(by weight) 

No. 4 
No. 16 
No. 30 
No. 50 
No. 100 

100 
80 to 100 
35 to 80 
10 to 60 
a to 30 
a to 5 

Use materials meeting the following liquid limit and plasticity index requirements: 

Quality 
Liquid limit 
Plasticity Index 

Test Method 
AASHTO T 89 
AASHTO T 90 

Requirement 
NP or 33 Max.* 
NP or 6 Max.* 

*Where tested as specified and both the liquid limit and the plasticity index are 
reportable with a numerical value, the pertinent quality requirements will be met 
when the numerical values of the test results conform to the following table: 

Percent of Material 
Passing No. 40 Sieve 

0.0 to 5.0, inclusive 
5. l to 10.0, inclusive 
10.1 to 15.0, inclusive 
15. l to 20.0, inclusive 
20. l to 25.0, inclusive 
Over 25.0 

402.2.16 FORMS 

Liquid Limit 
(Maximum) 
AASHTO T 89 

33 
30 
27 
24 
21 
21 

Plasticity Index 
(Maximum) 

AASHTO T 90 

6 
5 
4 
3 
2 

a or NP 

Use steel or plywood forms for exposed surfaces. Others shall be of matched boards, plywood or 
other material as approved. Form all vertical surfaces; trench walls, large rock, or earth will not 
be approved form material. 

402.2.17 SERVICE CONNECTION MARKERS 
Use new 2" x 411 utility grade lumber, or better, in one piece. No splicing will be permitted. 

402.2. 18 JOINTING MATERIALS 
Use only lubricants for jointing materials approved by the manufacturer. 

402.2. lSA CONCRETE PIPE . ; 
Use rubber gaskets for bell and spigot pipe conforming to ASTH C 443. Use captive gasket in 

groove design for pipe 24-inch diameter and larger. Mortar for tongue and groove pipe shall conform 
to Section 205 MATERIALS. 

402.2. 188 CLAY PIPE 
Use rubber gaskets for clay pipe conforming to ASTM C 425. 

402.2. 18C ASBESTOS-CEMENT PIPE 
Use. rubber gaskets for asbestos-cement pipe conforming to ASTH 0 1869. 

402.2.180 CAST IRON ANO DUCTILE IRON PIPE 
Use rubber gaskets conforming to ANSI A2l. 11. 

402.2.lSE ABS PIPE 
Use solvent and cement or gaskets as specified in ASTH 0 2680 and ASTH D 2751. 
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402.2. 18F PVC PIPE 
Use rubber gaskets for PVC pipe conforming to ASTM O 1869. 

402.2. 19 PROOF TESTS 

402.2. 19A GENERAL 
The intent of this requirement is to prequalify a joint system, components of which meet the 

joint requirements, as to the water tightness capabillt}'_oLth.aLjoin~_sysj~_f!l. This proof test shall be 
understood to apply to all sanitary sewers and to storm drains which are to be tested for water tight
ness prior to acceptance. Material and test equipment for proof testing shall be provided by the manu
facturer. Joints shall meet the requirements of yard tEst ifi.g:-,mec1 t1e.4.:below. The pipe manufacturer 
shall submit results of the yard tests made, cert1f1ed by a testing agency approved by the Engineer. 
When approved, internal hydrostatic pressure may be applied by-a suitable joint tester. In general, 
each pipe material and joint assembly shall be subject to the following three proof tests at the dis
cretion of the Engineer: 

1. Pipe in Straight Alignment. No less than three nor more than five pipes selected from stock 
by the Engineer shall be assembled according to the manufacturer's installation instructions with the 
ends suitably plugged and restrained against internal pressure. The pipe shall be subjected to 10 psi 
hydrostatic pressure for 10 minutes. Free movement of water through the pipe joint or pipe wall shall 
be grounds for rejection of the pipe. 

~ 2. Pipe in Maximum Deflected Position. A test section shall be deflected as described herein
after for each pipe material. The pipe shall be subjected to 10 psi hydrostatic pressure for 10 minutes. 
Free movement of water through the pipe joint or pipe wall shall be grounds for rejection of the pipe. 

3. Joints Under Differential Load. The test section shall be supported on blocks or otherwise 
as described hereinafter for each pipe material. There shall be no visible leakage when the stressed 
joint is subjected to 10 psi internal hydrostatic pressure for 10 minutes. 

402.2. 198 CONCRETE PIPE 
For deflected position, create a position ~-inch wider than the fully compressed position, on 

one side of the outside perimeter. 
For differential load, support so that one pipe is suspended freely between adjacent pipe, 

bearing only on the joints. In addition to the weight of the suspended pipe add a test load as given in 
the following table: 

TEST LOADS FOR CONCRETE PIPES UNDER DIFFERENTIAL LOAD 

Pipe 
Size 

4 inches 
6 inches 
8 inches 

10 inches 
12 inches 
15 inches 
18 inches 
21 inches 
24 inches 

Load Per Foot Laying 
Length Up to 4 Feet 

650 
1 ,000 
1,300 
1 ;400 
1 ,500 
l,850 
2,200 
2,500 

and over 2, 750 

402.2. 19C CLAY PIPE 

Total Load For Pipe 
4 Feet and Over 

2,600 
4,000 
5,200 
5,600 
6,000 
7,400 
8,800 

10,000 
ll ,000 

For deflected position, deflect one joint ~-inch per foot of pipe length for pipe 12 inches or 
less in diameter or 3/8-inch per foot of pipe length for pipe 15 inches to 24 inches in diameter. 

For differential load, support so that one pipe is suspended freely, bearing only on the joints. 
A force of 150 pounds per inch diameter shall be applied over an arc of not less than 120 degrees and 
along a longitudinal distance of 12 inches, i1m1ediately adjacent to one of the joints. 

402-2. 190 ASBESTOS-CEMENT PIPE 
For deflected position, deflect one joint 5 degrees (one inch offset per foot of pipe) for 

diameters 12 inches and under, or 3 degrees (5/8 inches offset per foot of pipe) for diameters 14 inches 
and larger. One-half the deflection shall be between each pipe and the coupling. 

for differential load, support so that one of the pipes is suspended freely between adjacent 
pipe, bearing only on the couplings. A force of 150 pounds per inch diameter shall be applied over an 
arc of not less than 120 degrees and along a longitudinal distance of 12 inches, i1m1ediately adjacent to 
one of the couplings. 

402.2. 190 CAST IRON PIPE ANO DUCTILE IRON PIPE 
For deflected position, create a position ~-inch wider than the fully compressed section, on 

one side of the outside perimeter. 
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For differential load, support so that one of the pipes is 
bearing only on the joints. Apply a force per the following 
of 12 inches, immediately adjacent to one of the joints. 

Pipe 
Size 

4 inches 
6 inches 
8 inches 

10 inches 
12 inches 

Force
Pounds 

600 
900 

l ,200 
1,500 
1,800 

402.2. l9F ABS COMPOSITE PLASTIC PIPE 

Pipe 
Size 

15 inches 
18 inches 
21 inches 
24 inches 

and over 

suspended freely between adjacent 
table along a longitudinal dis-

Force
Pounds 
3,700 
4,400 
5,000 
5,500 

For deflected position, join two 12~-foot lengths and deflect along an arc of 720 feet 
radius (0. 11 feet offset at the end of each length, from a tangent at the joint). 

For differential load, support so that one of the pipes is suspended freely between adjacent 
pipe, bearing only on the joints. Apply a force of 150 pounds per inch diameter over an arc of not 
less than 120 degrees and along a longitudinal distance of 12 inches immediately adjacent to one of 
the joints. 

402.2.19G PVC PIPE 
For deflected position, Join l2Y,-foot lengths, then deflect along an arc of 720 feet radius 

(0. 11 feet offset at the end of each length from a tangent at the joint). 
For differential load, join two lengths and uniformly support for at least 2 feet on both 

sides of the joint with vertical load applied sufficient to deflect the joint and adjacent pipe to 
95 percent of its initial vertical diameter. 

402.2.20 FITTINGS 

402.2.20A GENERAL 
Provide tee or wye fittings 1n the sewer main for service line sewers and catch basin or 

inlet connections. Tees and wyes for service line sewers shall be 6 inches inside diameter, unless 
otherwise specified. All fittings shall be of sufficient strength to withstand all handling and 
load stresses encountered. All fittings shall be of the same materials as the pipe unless otherwise 
specified. Material joining the fittings to the pipe shall be free from cracks and shall adhere 
tightly to each joining surface. Use the same type of joints on all fittings that are used on the 
main sewer pipe. 

402.2.20B CONCRETE PIPE 
Use shop fabricated fittings on 12-inch and smaller concrete pipe. Fittings on pipe 15 

inches and larger may be field or shop fabricated. 
Submit and obtain approval of fabrication details for shop fabricated fittings prior to 

delivery of fittings to the jobsite. 

402.2.20C CLAY PIPE 
Use fittings on clay pipe which conform to ASTM C 700. 

402.2.20D ASBESTOS-CEMENT PIPE 
Use couplings which consist of an asbestos-cement sleeve, machined or otherwise arranged for 

use with rubber sealing gaskets conforming to ASTM D 1869. Sleeves shall be arranged so the rubber 
rings are self-positioning. Couplings shall be approved pattern standard with the pipe manufacturer. 

402.2.20E CAST IRON AND DUCTILE PIPE 
Use mechanical joint cast iron fittings conforming to ANSI A21 .10 and AWWA C 110, and of a 

class at least equal to that of the adjacent pipe. Use push-on fittings of gray cast iron with body 
thickness and radii of curvature conforming to ANSI A21. 10 and joints conforming to ANSI A21.ll and 
AWWA C 111 or Federal Specification WW-P-421C. 

402.2.20F PVC PIPE 
Use push-on type fittings for joints conforming to the .same standards as the pipe. 

402.2.20G ABS PLASTIC PIPE 
Use fittings which conform to ASTM D. 2751 or D 2680, 

402.2.21 ·COUPLINGS, BANDS AND FITTINGS FOR CORRUGATED METAL PIPE 
Use couplings, bands and fittings as specified by the pipe manufacturer and approved by the 

Engineer. 

402.3.00 CONSTRUCTION. 
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402.3.01 LINE ANO GRADE FOR GRAVITY ANO PRESSURE SEWERS 
Do not deviate from line or grade, as established by the Engineer, more than i, inch for line and i, 

inch for grade, provided t~at such variation does not result in a level or reverse sloping invert. 
Measure for grade at the pipe invert, not at the top of the pipe, because of permissible variation in 
pipe wall thickness. Establish line and grade for pipe by the use of approved lasers or by transferring 
the cut from the offset stakes to batter boards at maximum intervals of 25 feet. If batter boards prove 
impractical because of trench conditions, submit other methods of grade and alignment control for 
approval. 

402.3.0lA LINE ANO GRADE FOR SERVICE LINE SEWERS 
The Engineer will establish line and grade to the tract of land to be serviced by the sewer 

system. At the preselected location of the service line, a stake will be driven into the ground showing 
the depth of excavation required at the property line. 

Lay the pipe on a straight line and at a uniform grade between the tee and the stake. Where 
minimum slopes are used, lay the pipe by means of a builder's level of good quality and not less than 24 
inches in length. Minimum slope shall be ~ inch per foot unless otherwise permitted by the Engineer, 
but in no case less than 1/8 inch per foot. 

402.3.02 PIPE DISTRIBUTION ANO HANDLING 
Distribute material on the job no faster than it can be used to good advantage. Unload pipe only by 

approved means. Do not unload pipe of any size by dropping to the ground. Do not distribute more than 
one week's supply of material in advance of laying, unless approved. 

Inspect all pipe and fittings prior to lowering into trench to ensure no cracked, broken, or other
wise defective materials are used. Clean ends of pipe thoroughly. Remove foreign matter and dirt from 
inside of pipe and keep clean during and after laying. 

Use approved implements, tools, and facilities for the safe and proper protection of the work. 
Lower pipe into the trench in such a manner as to avoid any physical damage to the pipe. Remove all 
damaged pipe from the jobsi te. Do not drop or dump pipe into trenches. 

402.3.03 PIPE LAYING & JOINTING OF PIPE & FITTINGS 

402.3.03A GENERAL 
Proceed with pipe laying upgrade with spigot or tongue ends pointing in direction of flow. 

Place pipe in such a manner as to ensure solid bearing between the pipe and the full cross-sectional 
area of the bedding for the full length of the pipe including the joints. Make assembly of the joint in 
accordance with the recoirrnendations of the manufacturer. Take care to properly align the pipe before 
joints are forced entirely home. Upon completion of pipe laying all pipe joints shall be in the "home" 
position, which is defined as the position where the least gap (if any) exists, when the pipe components 
that comprise the joint are fitted together as tightly as the approved joint design will permit. Joints 
with gaps exceeding the normal gap in the "home" position by more than one-fourth inch shall be repaired 
as directed by the Engineer at no cost to the Owner. In cases where gaps exist in joints but do not 
exceed the normal gap by more than one-fourth inch, the Engineer may require repair of the joint if in 
his judgment these gaps detract significantly from the integrity of the joint, based on soil conditions 
and the intended use of the pipe line. For curved sewers the normal gap will be the gap existing when 
the pipe joints are in the "home" position as described above, for the pipe in the specified deflected 
position. After installation prevent movement from any cause including uplift or floating. 

Take special care to prevent movement of the pipe after installation when laid within a movable 
trench shi e 1 d. 

When laying operations are not in progress, protect the open end of the pipe from entry of foreign 
material and block the pipe to prevent movement or creep of gasketed joints. 

Plug or close off pipes which are stubbed out for manhole construction or for connection by others. 
Provide all sewer pipes, 36 inches or smaller in diameter, entering or leaving manholes or other 

structures, with flexible joints within 18 inches of the exterior wall. Pipes larger than 36 inches in 
diameter shall have this flexible joint within a distance from the exterior wall equal to one-half the 
inside pipe diameter. 

When cutting and/or machining the pipe is necessary, use only tools and methods recoirrnended by pipe 
manufacturer. 

When shown or approved to deflect pipe from a straight line, either in the vertical or horizontal 
plane, or when long-radius curves are shown, the amount of deflection allowed shall not exceed that 
specified or approved by the Engineer. The pipe manufacturer's recoirrnendations will serve as a guide 
but the decision of the Engineer shall be final. 

402.3.038 CONCRETE PIPE 
Use rubber ring gasket joints unless mortar joints are specifically specified. When mortared 

joints are used, the entire joint for the full circumference of the pipe shall be completely filled with 
mortar. The surfaces of the pipe joint shall be brushed clean prior to mortaring. Fill the exterior of 
the joint with mortar and in the case of bell and spigot joints, fill to an angle of 45 degrees. 

Lay elliptical reinforced pipe so that the top or bottom marks are not more than 5 degrees from 
a vertical plane. 
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402.3.03C CORRUGATED METAL PIPE 
Repair all damaged areas of the protective coating with material similar to the original as 

approved and permit to dry or solidify before backfilling. 

402.3.04 PERFORATED PIPE UNDERDRAINS 

402.3.04A TRENCH EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL 
Conform to applicable requirements in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACK-

FILL. 

402.3.04B PIPE BEDDING 
Provide a minimum 4-inch bedding of Special Filter Material under perforated drain pipe, or 

as shown. Hand grade the bedding to proper grade ahead of pipe laying. Provide a firm, unyielding 
support along the entire pipe length. 

402.3.04C BACKFILL AT THE PIPE ZONE 
Backfill the pipe zone with Special Filter Material, hand placed simultaneously on both 

sides of the pipe for the full trench width and hand tamp with approved tamping sticks supplemented 
by "walking in" and slicing with a shovel. 

402.3.04D BACKFILL ABOVE THE PIPE ZONE 
Use Special Filter Material for backfill above the pipe zone, unless otheruise specified. 

402.3.04E LAYING AND JOINTING PERFORATED PIPE 
Securely fasten together perforated pipe with couplings, fittings, or bands as specified by 

the manufacturer for the type of pipe used. Close upgrade ends of all subsurface drain pipe with 
approved plugs to prevent entry of soil materials. 

Begin pipe laying normally at the outlet end of the pipe line. The lower segment of pipe 
shall be in contact with the shaped bedding throughout its full length. Bell or groove ends of 
rigid pipe and outside circumferential laps of flexible pipe shall be placed facing the upgrade end. 

Lay all perforated pipe, except perforated PVC drain pipe, with perforations facing down, 
unless otheruise specified or directed. Place perforated PVC Drain Pipe with slots facing up. 

Inspect all pipe prior to lowering into the trench and, if necessary, clean of any material 
tending to plug the perforations of the pipe. Have available the proper tools, labor and equipment 
for efficient execution of the work. Carefully lower all pipe and fittings into the trench to avoid 
any contamination of the filter bedding material. 

402.3.05 MONOLITHIC CONCRETE PIPE 

402.3.05A INVERT PLACING 
Form the invert portion or base of the pipe between templates spaced at approved intervals 

to form convenient sections for construction. 
Mix the concrete dry enough to stand in place after being tamped and wet enough to be dense 

without excessive tamping; When specified, bring the surface of the concrete in the invert to 
proper distance below the flow line to allow for invert lining. 

402.3.05B BARREL PLACING 
After the invert of the pipe is constructed, place the remaining portion of the barrel 

between transverse joints in one continuous operation. 

4D2.3.05C LONGITUDINAL JOINTS 
Place longitudinal construction joints and keyways as shown or as approved. 

402.3.05D TRANSVERSE JOINTS 
When not shown on the plans, locate and construct transverse construction joints with keyways 

in order to minimize and localize transverse cracking due to contraction of the concrete. Provide 
transverse joints at intervals not exceeding 40 feet. The position of construction joints in the 
invert and the remainder of the pipe barrel shall coincide. 

402.3.05E CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING PIPES 
Make connections to existing pipes, manholes, and other structures watertight, with smooth 

flow surfaces and curves, and conforming to applicable requirements of Section 404 WORK ON EXISTING 
SEWERS ANO STRUCTURES. 

402.3.05F TESTS OF WORKMANSHIP 
Monolithic pipes shall be substantially tight against leakage from either the inside or 

outside and shall pass all required tests prior to acceptance. Upon completion and prior to final 
acceptance, correct any visible leaks to the satisfaction of Engineer by grouting or other approved 
means. Cut out any cracks other than hairline cracks visible from the inside to a depth permitting 
caulking and caulk with neat cement or lead wool. 
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402.3.06 INSTALLATION OF SERVICE LINE SEWERS, TEES AND WYES 
Install tee and wye fittings and service line sewers as shown on the Standard Plans. Provide a 

compacted crushed aggregate base of pipe bedding material under all tees and wyes and branch fittings, 
extending to the springline of the fittings. Place bases on undisturbed native material or compacted 
foundation stabilization material. 

Maximum deflection permissible with any one fitting shall not exceed 45 degrees and shall be accom
plished with long-radius curves or bends, except when approved. 

Connect service lines to manholes only when directed. Make the connection so the standard pipe 
joint is located not more than 1.5 feet from the structure. 

Provide ends of all service lines and fittings with approved watertight plugs, caps, or stopper, 
suitably braced to prevent blowoff during internal hydrostatic or air testing. Such plugs or caps shall 
be removable and their removal shall provide a socket suitable for making a flexible joint lateral 
connection or extension. 

402.3.07 MARKERS 
In new subdivisions and undeveloped areas where applicable, after the service line pipe is instal

led, block the capped or plugged end and install marker. Extend markers at least 12 inches above the 
ground surface. Paint the top portion of the marker after its installation with first-quality white, 
quick-drying enamel. After the paint has dried, use black, quick-drying enamel and neatly indicate the 
distance from the natural ground surface to the top of the service line pipe in feet and inches. 

Take precautions during the backfilling operation to ensure the position and location of the marker. 
If the marker is broken or knocked out of vertical alignment during the backfilling operation, reopen 
the trench and replace the marker. Omit markers in developed areas where installing the marker is not 
feasible, as determined by the Engineer. 

402.3.08 FLARED END SECTIONS 
Construct flared end sections in accordance with the details and dimensions shown, except that minor 

variations may be accepted to permit the use of the manufacturer's standard prefabricated sections and 
methods of fabrication. Conform excavation, bedding and backfill to applicable requirements herein for 
the adjacent pipe or drain to be joined. 

402.3.09 CONCRETE CLOSURE COLLARS 
Use concrete closure collars only when specified or approved. Construct in conformance with the 

details provided. Wash pipe to remove all loose material and soil from the surface on which the con
crete will be placed. Wet nonmetallic pipe thoroughly prior to pouring the collars. Construct forms 
with materials that will ensure that no concrete shall enter the line. Make entire collar in one pour, 
and do not pour collars in water. After the collars are poured and have taken their initial set, cure 
by .covering with well-moistened earth. Do not backfill the trench until the concrete has sufficient 
strength as determined by the Engineer. 

402.3.10 DEEP CONNECTION RISERS 
Where the slope of the service line between the curb and the wye or tee on the sewer is greater than 

forty-five degrees, construct a deep connection riser in conformance with the details shown on the 
Standard Plan. The concrete foundation for supporting deep connection risers shall bear upon firm 
native ground. Avoid any concentrated load on the main sewer pipe. 

Construct laying and jointing of the vertical pipe for encasement in concrete as specified.herein, 
including the sealing of unused tee or wye branches at the top of the connection. 

Backfill around vertical pipe connections by compacting approved materials in eight (8) inch layers 
with mechanical tampers. Backfill from a wide base foundation and slope up evenly to the top of the 
deep connection, to provide a compacted subgrade for the service line pipe. 

402.3.11 CULVERTS 
Remove and replace culverts in conformance to all applicable requirements of this section and Sec

tion 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

\~ 402. 3.12 DISCONNECTION AND RECONNECTION OF EXISTING SERVICE LINES 
When shown or directed, disconnect existing service lines from existing sewers and reconnect them to 

the new sewers. Be responsible for locating the existing service lines prior to installing the tee or 
i wye in the new sewerline. ,_ 

402.3. 13 FIELD FABRICATED CONNECTIONS 
Field fabricate tees or wyes for required connections when shown or directed. Make all field fabri

cated tees or wyes similar to approved manufacturer supplied tees or wyes and provide for a flexible 
joint at· the point of connection to the tee or wye. Do not allow tee or wye to protrude past the inside 
wall surface of the sewer pipe, and finish the inside wall surface of the sewer pipe to provide a smooth 
surface for uninhibited flow through the sewer. Fabricate fittings by inserting a stub into a hole cut 
in the pipe and grout with a nonshrinking grout. Coat surfaces to receive grout with an epoxy bonding 
agent prior to grouting. Fabrication details for fittings shall be submitted for and approval obtained 
prior to fabrication. 
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402.3.14 TESTING SEWERS 

402.3. 14A GENERAL 
All gravity sanitary sewers including service line sewers and appurtenances shall success

fully pass a hydrostatic or air test prior to acceptance and shall be free of visible leakage. In 
general, use either method of testing. Manholes shall be tested as specified in Section 403 MAN
HOLES, INLETS, AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 

All pressure sewers shall be tested in accordance with Section 501 \./ATER PIPE AND FITTING, 
when not otherwise specified. 

All gravity storm sewers including service line sewers and appurtenances shall successfully 
pass all tests required for sanitary sewers with the exception of the hydrostatic or air test. In 
general, storm sewers will not be tested by the hydrostatic or air test. Storm sewers shall be free 
of visible leakage. When the quality of materials used or workmanship performed during the construc
tion of storm sewers is in doubt for any reason, the Engineer may require the storm sewer and all 
applicable appurtenances to be tested. When so ordered, the storm sewer shall be required to pass 
the same hydrostatic or air test specified hereafter for sanitary sewers. 

402.3. 14B WATER AND E~UIPMENT FOR TEST 
Make all arrangementsor furnishing water from the nearest hydrant or other approved source 

for testing purposes. Perform the tests and provide personnel, hoses, tank trucks, plugs, and other 
necessary equipment to complete the tests at no cost to the Owner. The method, equipment and person
nel shall be subject to approval by the Engineer. 

402.3. 14C CLEANING PRIOR TO TESTING AND ACCEPTANCE 
Prior to final testing, acceptance and final manhole-to-manhole inspection of the sewer 

system by the Engineer, flush and clean all parts of the system. Remove all accumulated construc
tion debris, rocks, gravel, sand, silt and other foreign material from the sewer system at or near 
the closest downstream manhole. If necessary, use mechanical rodding or bucketing equipment. 

Upon the Engineer's final manhole-to-manhole inspection of the sewer system, if any foreign 
matter is still present in the system, reflush and clean the sections and portions of the lines as 
re qui red. 

402.3. 14D TESTING PROCEDURE 
Perform the tests in a manner satisfactory to the Engineer. Any arrangement of testing 

equipment which will provide observable and accurate measurements of either air or water leakage 
under the specified conditions will be permitted. Calibrate gauges for air testing with a standard
ized test gauge provided by the Engineer at the start of each testing day. The calibration shall be 
witnessed by the Engineer; notify him prior to each test. 

403.2. l4E TIME OF TEST 
Make tests of sections of constructed sanitary sewer for acceptance only after all service 

connections, manholes, backfilling and compaction are completed between the stations to be tested. 
Unless otherwise approved, do not allow testing of completed sections of sewer between manholes to 
lag more than one completed section behind the work in progress. Owner may require testing of man
hole-to-manhole sections as they are completed in order to expedite the acceptance of sections of 
sewer and allow connections prior to the whole system being completed. 

402.3.14F REPAIRS 
Repair or replace, in a manner approved by the Engineer, any section of pipe not meeting the 

air or hydrostatic test requirements, or which has visible leakage. 
Infiltration of ground water in an amount greater than herein specified, following a success

ful hydrostatic or air test as specified, shall be considered as evidence that the original test was 
in error or that subsequent failure of the pipeline has occurred. Correct such failures occurring 
within the·warranty period in a manner approved by the Engineer at no expense to the Owner. 

The Contractor, in contracting to do this work, agrees that the leakage allowances as indi
cated herein are fair and practical. 

402.3.14G HYDROSTATIC TESTING 
Pipe and joints shall sustain a maximum limit of 0.3 gallon per hour per inch diameter per 

100 feet when field tested by either infiltration or exfiltrat.ion methods. The hydrostatic head for 
test purposes shal 1 exceed the maximum estimated ground water level in the section being tested by 
at least 72 inches and in no case shall be less than 72 inches above the inside top of the highest 
section of pipe in the test section, including service connections. In every case, determine the 
height of the water table at the time of the test by exploratory holes or such other methods appro
ved by the Engineer. 'The Engineer shall make the final decisions regarding test height for the 
water in the pipe section best tested. The length of pipe tested by exfiltration shall be limited 
so that the pressure on the invert of the lower end of the section shall not exceed 16 feet of water 
column. 

Make an allowance of 0.2 GPH per foot of head above the manhole invert for each manhole in
cluded in a test section. If the test produces more than the allowable leakage, test manholes and 
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sewer lines separately. 
All service connection footage included in the test section and subjected to the minimum head 

specified shall be taken into account in computing allowable leakage. 
The pipe test section may be filled 24 hours prior to the time of exfiltration testing to pennit 

nonnal absorption into the pipe wall to take place. 
Use air test when the elevations of various sections of the sewer between manholes is such that 

the above criteria cannot be met. 

402.3. 14H AIR TESTING 

General 
The Engineer may, at any time, require a calibration check of the instrumentation used. Use a 

pressure gauge having minimum divisions of 0. 10 psi and an accuracy of 0.0625 psi. (One ounce per 
square inch.) All air used shall pass through a single control panel. 

All plugs used to close the sewer for the air test must be capable of resisting the internal 
pressures and must be securely braced. Place all air testing equipment above ground and allow no one to 
enter a manhole or trench where a plugged sewer is under pressure. Release all pressure before the 
plugs are removed. The testing equipment used must include a pressure relief device designed to relieve 
pressure in the sewer under test at 10 psi or less and must allow continuous monitoring of the test 
pressures in order to avoid excessive pressure. Use care to avoid the flooding of the air inlet by 
infiltrated ground water. (Inject the air at the upper plug if possible.) Use only qualified personnel 
to conduct the test. 

Ground Water 
The presence of ground water will affect the results of the test. Detennine the average height 

of ground water over the sewer immediately before starting the test; the method of checking the ground 
water height shall be as approved. 

follows: 

Method 
Use the Time-Pressure Drop Method for all air testing. The test procedures are described as 

l . 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 

9. 

Clean the sewer to be tested and remove all debris where noted. 
Wet the sewer prior to testing, if desirable. 
Plug all sewer outlets with suitable test plugs. Brace each plug securely. 
Check the average height of the ground water over the sewer. The test pressures 
required below shall be increased 0.433 psi for each foot of average water depth 
over the sewer. 
Add air slowly to the section of sewer being tested until the internal air pressure 
is raised to 4.0 psig greater than the average back pressure of any ground water 
that may submerge the pipe. 
After the internal test pressure is reached, allow at least 2 minutes for the air 
temperature to stabilize, adding only the amount of air required to maintain pressure. 
After the temperature stabilization period, disconnect the air supply. 
Determine and record the time in seconds that is required for the interal air pressure 
to drop from 3.5 psig to 2.5 psig greater than the average back pressure of any ground 
water that may submerge the pipe. 
Compare the time recorded in step 8 with the time required as determined hereinafter. 

Acceptance 
The sewer shall be considered acceptable when tested as described hereinbefore, if the section 

under test does not lose air at a rate greater than (1) 0.003 cfm per square foot of internal sewer 
surface, or (2) 2 cfm, whichever is greater. 

If the sewer fails to meet these requirements, determine the reason for leakage and repair or 
replace all defective materials or workmanship, all at no expense to Owner. The completed sewer shall 
meet the requirements of this test before being considered acceptable. 

This specification shall also be considered as satisfied if the time as measured by the preced
ing described method is not less than the time as computed according to the following procedure: 

l. Record the diameter in inches and the length in feet of all pipe in the section to be 
tested, including the house branches, in a table similar to the one shown below: 

Diameter 
Inches 

Total 

Length 
~ 

Time required by Specification 
Actual time as determined by test 

= 

c = 
0.0003882dl 

-----iseconds. 
Seconds. 

----~ 

2. Using.the nomograph supplied by Engineer, place a straightedge from the "d" column (diameter 
in inches) to the "L" column (length in feet). Read the corresponding "K" and "C" values and record 
them in the table. 
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3. Add all values of "K" and all values of "C" for the section being tested. 
4. If the total of all the "C" values is less than one, the time required by the Specifica

tions shall be the total of the "K'' values. 
. 5. If the total of a 11 the "C" values is more than one, the time required by the Specifi ca-

tions shall be found by dividing the total of all the "K" values by the total of all the "C" values. 
The quotient is the time required by the Specifications. To make this division with the nomograph 
use the scales 11 C11 and 11 K11 and read the quotient (time) from the 11 tq 11 scale. 

6. In the event that the 11 d 1 and 11 L11 values for a particular section of sewer do not fall 
within the 1 ~m~t~ of the ~omo?,r~ph the values of "K" and "C" may be computed from the following 
equations. K - 0.011 d L; C = 0.0003882dL. Use tables and nomographs supplied by Engineer. 

402.3.15 DEFLECTION TEST FOR PVC AND ABS PIPE 
. In addition to hydrostatic or air testing, do a deflection test to all sanitary sewers, storm 

drains and culverts constructed of PVC or ABS pipe not less than 30 days after the trench backfill 
and compaction has been completed. The test shall be conducted by pulling an approved solid pointed 
mandrel through the completed pipeline. The diameter of the mandrell shall be 95 percent of the 
pipe diameter unless otherwise specified by the Engineer. Conduct testing on a manhole-to-manhole 
basis and only after the line has been completely flushed out with water. Locate and repair any 
sections failing to pass the test and to retest the section, at no expense to Owner. 

402.3. 16 TELEVISION INSPECTION OF SEWERS 
Upon completion of all sewer construction, sewer repairs, and required tests, notify the Engi

neer that all sewers are ready for televiewing inspection. 
Subsequent to being notified, the Owner shall commence examination of the sewers at no expense 

to the Contractor, or may waive _the television inspection. Findings will be recorded and then 
correct all deficiencies at no expense to the Owner. 

Upon correction of deficiencies revealed by televiewing, notify the Engineer; the same steps 
listed above may be repeated until all work is acceptable. 

402.4.00 MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT 

402.4.01 SEWER PIPE 
Measurement and payment for conduits and sanitary and storm sewer pipe, including culverts, 

pressure line sewers and pipe stubouts from manholes, will be made on a linear foot basis for the 
various classes, types and sizes of pipe listed in the Proposal and as actually installed. All pipe 
except service line pipe will be measured horizontally from center-to-center of manholes or to the 
ends of the pipe, whichever is applicable. No deductions will be made for fittings or for structures. 

Measurement and payment for service line pipe will be made on a linear foot basis for the type 
and size of pipe installed as shown in the Propo_sal. Length will be measured as total length of 
pipe installed, commencing at the point of connection to the tee, wye, manhole or pipe as applicable 
and terminating at the end of the pipe bell, including all fittings, measured along the pipe center-
1 i ne. 

Payment shall constitute full compensation for the pipe in place, including testing, plugs and 
the markers for service line pipe. 

Measurement and payment for disconnecting and reconnecting existing service lines will be made 
on the same basis as payment for service line pipe, and the footage required will be included in the 
total footage for service line pipe as shown in the Proposal. 

Payment for new tees, wyes or field taps, permanent seals, and concrete closure collars if 
required, will be made separately under the respective items shown in the Proposal. 

402.4.02 PERFORATED PIPE UNDERDRAINS 
Measurement and payment for perforated drain pipe will be made on a lineal foot basis for the 

type and size of pipe installed as shown in the Proposal. Length will be measured as total length 
of pipe installed, including fittings measured along the pipe centerline. Payment shall constitute 
full compensation for trench excavation, special filter material for pipe bedding and trench back
fill, and all other work specified to complete the installation of the perforated drain pipe complete 
in place. 

402.4.03 FLARED END SECTIONS 
Measurement and payment for flared end sections will be made on a unit price basis for each type 

and size actually installed as shown in the Proposal. Payment shall include full compensation for 
the flared end section complete in place including' concrete cutoff walls and toe plates, when re
quired. 

402.4.04. TEE AND WYE FITTINGS 
Measurement and payment for service tees and wyes installed in the sewer lines will be made at 

the unit price for each size and type as shown in the Proposal and actually installed. Since n~ 
deduction will b~ made under the payment item for Pipe for the length of the tee.or wye, .the un~t 
price for tee and wye fittings shall include only the additional cost of furnishing aryd installing 
the tee or wye fitting, over the cost of furnishing and installing an equivalent straight run of 
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pipe. Payment will include full compensation for pipe plugs, stoppers or caps installed. 

402.4.05 CONCRETE CLOSURE COLLARS 
Measurement and payment for concrete closure collars will be made at the unit price each as shown in 

the Proposal and actually constructed. Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, equip
ment and labor necessary to complete the work. 

402.4.06 DEEP CONNECTION RISERS 
Measurement and payment for deep connection risers will be made on a linear foot basis. Measurement 

will be made from the bottom of the concrete foundation to the top of the highest pipe of the deep con
nection riser which is encased or partially encased in concrete. Payment shall include full compensa
tion for the encased pipe including all fittings complete in place. 

402.4.07 FIELD FABRICATED CONNECTIONS 
Me·asurement and payment for fie 1 d fabricated connections will be made at the unit price each for the 

type and size as shown in the Proposal. Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, 
equipment and labor necessary to complete the work. 

403 MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES 

403. 1.00 DESCRIPTION 
This section covers the work necessary for the construction of the following items: 
1. Manholes 
2. Drop Assemblies 
3. Sumps 
4. Inlets and Catch Basins 
5. Anchor Walls 
6. Special Concrete Structures 
7. Concrete Encasement 

403.2.00 MATERIALS 

403.2.01 BASE ROCK AND DRAIN GRAVEL 
One and one-half inch minus base rock, conforming to the requirements for aggregate base material in 

Section 303 AGGREGATE BASES. Drain gravel shall conform to Subsection 204.2.06B BANK-RUN AND RIVER
RUN GRAVEL. 

403. 2. 02 FORMS 
Forms for exposed surfaces shall be steel or plywood. Others shall be matched boards, plywood or 

other approved material. Form all vertical surfaces. Trench walls, large rock or earth will not be 
approved form material. 

403.2.03 MANHOLES 

403.2.03A STANDARD PRECAST MANHOLE SECTIONS 
Furnish sections as specified conforming to the details on the Standard Plans and to ASTM C 47B. 

Cones shall have same wall thickness and reinforcement as manhole section. Top and bottom of all sec
tions sha·11 be parallel. 

Prior to the delivery of any size of precast manhole section on the jobsite, yard permeability 
tests will be conducted at the point of manufacture. The precast sections to be tested will be selected 
at random from the stockpiled material which is to be supplied for the job. All test specimens will be 
mat tested, and shall meet the permeability test requirements of ASTM C 14 and ASTM C 497. 

403.2.038 STANDARD MONOLITHIC MANHOLES 
Conform to details on the Standard Plans. 

403.2.03C PRECAST CONCRETE BASES 
When specified or approved by the Engineer, precast base sections may be used provided all de

tails of construction are approved prior. to construction. Base sections shall have the base slab inte
gra 1 .with sidewalls. Base s 1 ab sha 11 be 6 inches thick with No. 4 reinforcing bars, 8-i nch centers, 
both directions in center of slab. Tie reinforcing steel to wall steel with minimum lap of 24 bar 
diameters but in no case less than 12 inches. 

403.2.030 MANHOLE GRADE RINGS 
Concrete grade rings for extensions shall be a maximum of 6 inches high and shall be approved 

before installation. 

403.2.03E JOINTING MATERIALS 
When approved, preformed plastic gaskets conforming to the requirements of Federal Specification 
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SS-S-00210, and other types of jointing materials approved by the Engineer, may be used in lieu of 
mortar type joints. 

403.2.03F METAL MANHOLES 
Where corrugated metal manholes are shown or specified, submit shop drawing by the manufac

turer for approval prior to shipment. 

403.2.03G MANHOLE STEPS 
Steps shall be 3/4 inch diameter structural steel conforming to ASTI1 A 36 and galvanized in 

accordance to ASTM A 123. Steps shall be safety type 12" x 8" x 2" pattern as shown on the Standard 
Pl ans. 

403.2.04 PIPE AND FITTINGS 
Conform to requirements of Section 402 PIPE ANO FITTINGS (SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS). 

403.2.05 ?RECAST INLETS AND CATCH BASINS 
?recast units may be used in lieu of cast in place units when approved by the Engineer. Details 

of proposed units shall be submitted for approval. Concrete risers for extensions shall be a maximum 
of 6 inches in height and of the same quality as the main section. Risers shall only be used where 
approved. 

403.2.06 ?RECAST SUMP 
Conform to requirements shown on the Standard Plans and the applicable requirements herein for 

precast units and drain gravel. 

403.2.07 MANHOLE FRAMES AND COVERS 

403.2.07A GENERAL 
All castings shall be true to size, weight and tolerances shown on the Standard Plans. 

Delivered weight shall be :!:5 percent of the specified weight. The bearing seat shall not rock when 
checked by the test jig. The foundry shall supply all test gauges and shall not subcontract any of 
the work other than testing procedure, patterns, machining and cartage. The casting shall not be 
made by the open mold method and shall be free of porosity, shrink cavities, cold shuts or cracks, 
or any defects which would impair serviceability. Repair of defects by welding, or by the use of 
"smooth-on" or similar material will not be permitted. All castings shall be shot or sandblasted 
and the application of paint or other coating will not be permitted. Each casting shall have dis
tinctly cast upon it the initials of the manufacturer and the year of the cast. These characters 
shall be minimum l~-inch in height and 1/8-inch in relief. 

403.2.076 MATERIALS 
Conform to ASTM A 48, Class 30B, with the following revisions: 

Tensile Strength 
Traverse Strength: (1.2" dia. bar - 18" centers) 

Load - Pounds 
Deflection - Inches 

Brinell Hardness (as cast) 

30,000 psi 

2,600 - 3,000 
0.22 - 0.34 
173 - 200 

The Foundry shall certify as to the tensile and traverse properties and the Brinell Hard
ness. The Owner reserves the right to require a Rough Transverse bar (Size of bar 1.2" dia. by 20" 
long) and/or a tensile bar as per ASTM A 48 for each 20 castings or heat when less than 20 castings 
are made. 

403.2.07C INSPECTION 
Notify the Owner at least 24 hours in advance of casting the units or bars. At least 24 

hours' notice shall also be given prior to final gauging and inspection. When directed, the follow
ing strength test shall be made on the manhole cover. The cover, while resting in its frame, shall 
sustain a concentrated load of 40,000 lbs applied at its center through a 2~-inch plug. The Engi
neer may, at any time, require up to 5 percent of the job and/or order and in no case less than one 
(1) cover to be tested in this manner. In case of failure during the test, additional covers shall 
be furnished until the tests prove satisfactory_. All covers that pass this test will be returned. 
The Owner will not be responsible for those that fail the test. 

403.Z.07D CAP SCREWS 
Cap screws and washers for tamperproof and watertight manhole covers shall be stainless 

steel with 60,000 psi minimum tensile strength conforming to ASTM A 453. 

403.2.08 STANDARD FRAMES AND GRATES FOR INLETS AND CATCH BASINS 
Frames and grates for catch basins and storm drain inlets shall be fabricated of steel conform

ing to ASTM A 7, A 36 or A 373 in accordance with the details shown on the Standard Plans. All 
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connections shall be welded. Welding shall confonn to requirements of current code for welding in 
building construction of the American Welding Society. Frames and gratings shall be tested one within 
the other and there shall be no more than 1/16-inch rock. When checked by a test jig, the bearing seat 
of either component shall have no more than 1/16-inch rock. Test jigs shall be furnished by the manu
facturer. 

403.3.00 CONSTRUCTION 

403.3.01 GENERAL 

403.3.0lA EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL 
Confonn to applicable provisions in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

Backfill around manholes and other sewer appurtenances shall be of the same quality as the trench back
fill immediately adjacent. 

403.3.0lB BASE ROCK 
When specified or directed, place crushed aggregate base rock thoroughly compacted to the re

quired thickness and density. 

403.3.0lC FOUNDATION STABILIZATION 
If material in bottom of excavation is unsuitable for supporting manholes and other sewer appur

tenances, excavate below subgrade as directed and backfill to required grade with rock, confonning to 
Foundation Stabilization in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

403.3.02 MANHOLES 
Construct manholes as shown on the Detail Drawings or Standard Plans. Densify the concrete base by 

vibrating or working as approved and screed to provide a level, unifonn bearing for precast sections or 
fanned wall extensions. 

Deposit sufficient mortar on base to assure watertight seal between base and manhole wall or place 
the first precast section of manhole in concrete base before concrete has set, if preferred. First 
section shall be properly located and plumb. 

When placing precast manhole sections, clean ends of sections of foreign material and thoroughly wet 
joint with water prior to placing mortar. Place mortar on groove of lower section. Set next section in 
place. Fill joint completely with mortar of the proper consistency. Trowel interior and exterior 
surfaces smooth on standard tongue-and-groove joints. Wipe or otherwise clean the excess mortar from 
the inside of the keylock joint. 

When the keylock joint is used, it is the intent that the void between the tongue-and-groove be 
completely filled with mortar and that the interior and exterior end faces of the section to be placed 
seat fully on the previously placed section. 

Prevent mortar from drying out and cure by applying an approved curing compound or comparable appro
ved method. Chip out and replace all cracked or defective mortar. Other types of jointing materials 
may be used in lieu of mortar only when approved by the Engineer. Prefonned plastic gaskets shall be 
installed in strict accordance with the manufacturer's recommendations. Only pipe primer furnished by 
the gasket manufacturer will be approved. When using prefonned plastic gaskets, manhole sections with 
chips or cracks in the jointing surfaces shall not be used. Completed manholes shall be rigid and all 
manholes for sanitary sewers shall pass the hydrostatic test. Construct manhole inverts in confonnance 
with the Standard Plans with smooth transitions to ensure an unobstructed flow through manhole. Where a 
full section of pipe is laid through a manhole, break.out the top section and cover exposed edge of pipe 
completely.with mortar. Trowel all mortar surfaces smooth. 

403.3.03 DROP ASSEMBLIES 
Construct drop assemblies at locations indicated and as shown on the Standard Plans. 

4D3.3.04 PIPE STUBDUTS FROM MANHOLES 
Install stubouts from manholes as shown or directed. Grout pipes into manhole walls or manhole base 

to provide watertight seal around pipes. 

403.3.05 MANHOLE GRADE RINGS 
Install grade rings as shown on Standard Plans to the .height directed. Lay grade rings in mortar 

with sides plumb and tops level. Seal joi.nts with mortar as specified for manhole sections. Extensions 
shall be watertight. 

In general, manhole grade rings will be used on all manholes in streets or roads or in other loca
tions where a subsequent change in existing grade may be likely. Extensions will be limited to a maxi
mum height of 12 inches. Finish grade for manhole covers shall confonn to finished ground or street 
surface unless otherwise directed. 

403.3.D6 MANHOLE FRAME AND COVERS 
Set frames in a bed of mortar with the mortar carried over the flange of the frame as shown on the 

Standard Plans. Set frames so tops of covers are flush with surface of adjoining pavement or ground 
surface, unless otherwise shown or directed. 
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403.3.07 HYDROSTATIC TESTING 
This item of work pertains in general to sanitary sewers. See Subsection 402.3. 14 TESTING 

SEWERS. 
When, in the judgment of the Engineer, the ground water table is too low to permit visual detec

tion of leaks, manholes shall be hydrostatically tested. The test shall consist of plugging all 
inlets and outlets and filling the manhole with water to a height determined by the Engineer. 
Leakage in each manhole shall not exceed 0.2 gallon per hour per foot of head above the invert. A 
manhole may be filled 24 hours prior to time of testing, if desired, to permit normal absorption 
into the manhole walls to take place. Repair all manholes that do not meet the leakage test, or are 
unsatisfactory from visual inspection, to conform to the requirements herein. 

403.3.08 MONOLITHIC CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION 
Conform to details shown on the Detail Drawings or Standard Plans and with applicable provisions 

herein. 
Remove and keep all water clear from the excavation. Construct forms to the dimensions and 

elevations required. Forms shall be tight and well braced. Remove all water and foreign material 
from the forms prior to placing the concrete. Moisten forms just prior to placement. Bar splices 
shall be 24 diameters, but in no case less than 12 inches. Wire tie all splices and intersections. 
Obtain approval prior to placing any concrete. Place concrete so that there is no segregation of 
the aggregate and vibrate or work concrete as approved to prevent rock pockets. Do not place con
crete when the ambient temperature is below 40 degrees F without special protection as approved. 
Screed the top surface of the exposed slabs and trowel to a smooth finish free from marks or irregu
larities. Finish exposed edges with a steel edging tool. Cure concrete for 7 days in an approved 
manner. After removal of the forms, patch all rock pockets, form tie holes, and irregularities with 
a stiff mixture of Portland Cement and sand mixed in the same proportion as the original mix._ 
Finish exposed walls to produce a uniform, flat surface. Protect concrete from damage during the 7-
day curing period. 

403. 3. 09 METAL MANHOLES 
Conform to the details as shown on the approved manufacturer's shop drawings and to applicable 

provisions for manholes herein. 

403.3. 10 CONCRETE ENCASEMENT FOR SEWER PIPE 
Gonform to the requirements shown on. the Standard Plans and to applicable requirements of Sec

tion 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. Foundation stabilization, if required, 
shall be completed and the bottom of the trench compacted, as approved. Sides of encasement shall 
be formed, not poured against soil or rock, unless directed or approved by the Engineer. 

Support pipe true to line and grade as approved before and during placement of concrete. En
casement may be placed in two lifts only with prior approval. If concrete is approved to be placed 
in two lifts provide a keyway on both sides of the encased pipe and vertical reinforcing bond steel 
as shown or as directed. Place concrete starting at the lower end of the encasement. 

' After concrete encasement has been placed and taken an initial set, cure by covering with well
moistened earth or backfill material for 5 days before conducting hydrostatic or air tests. 

403.3.ll ANCHOR WALLS 
Conform to details shown on the Standard Plan. Do not overexcavate in the areas where anchor 

walls are to be poured. Construct suitable forms that will allow the dawnhill wall to have a full 
bearing surface against undisturbed earth. Cure concrete for 5 days before conducting hydrostatic 
or air tests. 

403.3.12 SPECIAL CONCRETE STRUCTURES 
Conform to the details as shown and to the applicable provisions for monolithic concrete con

struction specified herein. 

403.3. 13 PLACING PRECAST UNITS 
When precast units are approved, if material in bottom of trench is unsuitable for supporting 

unit, excavate as directed and backfill to required grade with foundation stabilization material in 
conformance with Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDWG AND BACKFILL. Set units to grade at 
locations shown or as directed. 

403.3. 14 INLET & CATCH BASIN EXTENSIONS 
When approved, install extensions to height as directed. Lay risers in mortar with sides plumb 

and tops to grade. Joints shall be sealed with mortar, with interior and exterior troweled smooth. 
Prevent mortar from drying out and cure by applying an approved curing compound or other approved 
method. Extensions shall be watertight. 

403.3. 15 INSTALLATION OF INLET & CATCH BASIN FRAMES MID GRATES 
Set frames and grates at elevations shown or as directed. Frames may be cast in, or shall be 

set in mortar. Bearing surfaces shall be clean and provide uniform contact. Anchor bolts and other 
fastenings shall be firmly bedded in concrete or otherwise secured as approved. 
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403.3. 16 PRECAST SUMP 
Construct Precast Sump in conformance wfth the Standard Plan. 

403.3. 17 CLEANING 
Upon completion, clean each structure of all silt, debris and foreign matter. 

403.4.00 MEASUREMENT ANO PAYMENT 

403.4.01 MANHOLES 
Measurement and payment for manholes, including standard precast concrete or monolithic concrete 

manholes will be made on a unit price basis for each type shown in the Proposal for Manholes a feet 
deep, plus the unit price per foot shown in the Proposal for extra depth of manholes over 8 feet. No 
deduction will be made for de.pths less than 8 feet. Measurement of manhole depth will be from the top 
of the manhole frame and cover to the manhole invert at the center of the manhole to the nearest one
tenth of a foot. Payment shall include full compensation for excavation, foundation stabilization 
and/or base rock when required, backfill and constructing the manhole complete in place. 

403.4.02 DROP ASSEMBLIES 
Measurement and payment for drop assemblies, regardless of size, will be made on a unit price basis 

as shown in the Proposal for drop assemblies 0-6 feet in depth, plus the unit price per foot shown in 
the Pro~osal for extra depth over 6 feet. No deduction will be made for depths less than 6 feet. Drop 
assemblies will be vertically measured from the invert of the pipe at the top of the assembly to the 
invert of the pipe into the manhole base at the bottom of the assembly to the nearest one-tenth of a 
foot. Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, labor and equipment required to con
struct the work complete in place. 

403.4.03 PIPE STUBOUTS FROM MANHOLES 
Measurement and payment for pipe stubouts from manholes shall be made on a lineal foot basis in 

accordance to Section 402 PIPE AND FITTINGS (SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS). 

403.4.04 TAMPERPROOF AND WATERTIGHT MANHOLE FRAME AND COVERS 
Measurement and payment for tamperproof and watertight manhole frame and covers will be made on a 

unit price basis for each type installed. Since payment for furnishing and installing standard frame 
and covers is already included in the bid price for manholes, this unit price will Include only the 
additional compensation for providing the watertight frame and cover complete in place. 

403.4.05 CONCRETE ENCASEMENT 
Measurement and payment for concrete encasement will be made on a linear foot basis as shown in the 

Proposal for the size pipe to be encased. Length shall be measured along the centerline of the pipe and 
shal 1 be the total length of encasement actually constructed. Payment shall include full compen~ation 
for all materials, equipment and labor required to construct the work complete in place. 

403.4.06 ANCHOR WALLS 
Measurement and payment for anchor walls will be made on a unit price basis for each unit Installed. 

Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, equipment and labor required to construct the 
work complete in place. 

403.4.07 SPECIAL CONCRETE STRUCTURES 
Measurement and payment for special concrete structures will be made on a lump sum each basis. 

Payment shall constitute full compensation for materials, equipment and labor required to construct the 
work complete in place. 

403.4.08 CATCH BASINS AND INLETS 
Measurement and payment for catch basins and inlets will be made on a unit price basis per each 

catch basin or inlet for the number and type actually constructed. Payment shall include full compen
sation for all materials, equipment and labor required to construct the work complete 1n place. 

403.4.09 PRECAST SUMP 
Measurement and payment for precast sump will be made on a unit price basis for each unit installed. 

Payment for pipe stubouts, if required, will be made as provided for in Section 402 PIPE AND FITTING 
(SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS).· Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, equipment and 
labor required to construct the work complete in place. 

404 WORK ON EXISTING SEWERS AND STRUCTURES 

404.1.00 DESCRIPTION 
This section covers the work necessary for joining new work to existing, the abandoning of sewerlines 

and structures, and adjusting of existing utility structures to finished grades, complete. 
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404.2.00 MATERIALS 
Conform to the requirements of Section 205 MATERIALS and to the requirements for related work 

referred to herein. 

404. 3. 00 CONSTRUCTION 

404.3.01 EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL 
Conform to requirements of Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. Excava

tion shall be.classified as either co11111on or rock excavation. 

404.3.02 MANHOLES OVER EXISTING SEWERS 
Advise Engineer of plans for diverting sewage flow and obtain approval before starting. Approv

al will not relieve Contractor of responsibility for maintaining adequate capacity for flow at all 
times and adequately protecting new and existing work. 

Construct manholes over existing operating sewerlines at locations shown. Perform necessary 
excavation and construct new manholes in conformance with applicable requirements of Section 403 
MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 

After completion of manhole, break out the existing pipe within the new manhole, cover the edges 
with mortar, and trowel smooth, as approved. 

Prevent broken material or debris from entering sewer flow. Maintain flow through existing 
sewerlines at all times. Protect new concrete and mortar for a period of 7 days after placing. 

404.3.03 CONNECTION TO EXISTING MANHOLES 
Provide all diversion facilities and perform all work necessary to maintain sewage flow in 

existing sewers during connection to the manhole. Break out existing manhole base and walls as 
specified or directed. Grout in new pipe to provide watertight seal, and when applicable, smooth 
flow into and through existing manhole as specified in Subsection 404.3.09 RECONSTRUCT MANHOLE 
BASE. 

404.3.04 REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPES, MANHOLES AND SEWER APPURTENANCES 
Existing pipelines, manholes and sewer appurtenances which lie in the line of and are to be 

replaced by the new construction shall be removed from the site and disposed of as provided for in 
Section 203 CLEARING AND GRUBBING. 

404.3.05 FILLING ABANDONED MANHOLES 
Existing manholes shown to be abandoned shall be filled with granular material as specified in 

Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. Compact to 95 percent optimum density as 
determined by AASHTO T 99. Remove manhole frame and cover and plug all pipes with permanent plugs 
as specified herein. 

4D4.3.06 EXISTING MANHOLE FRAMES AND COVERS 
Manhole frames and covers removed by the Contractor and not to be reused on the project shall 

become the property of the Owner. Notify the Engineer a minimum of one day prior to removal to 
arrange for picking up the removed frames and covers. 

404.3.07 PERMANENT PLUGS 
Clean interior contact surfaces of all pipes to be cut off or abandoned as approved. Construct 

concrete plug in end of all pipe 18 inches or less in diameter. Minimum length of concrete plugs 
shall be 8 inches. For pipe 21 inches and larger, the plugs may be constructed of colflllon brick or 
concrete block. Plaster the exposed face of block or brick plugs with mortar. All plugs shall be 
watertight and capable of withstanding all internal and external pressures without leakage. 

4D4.3.08 ADJUST STRUCTURES TO GRADE 
Manholes, inlets, catch basins and similar structures shall be brought to the specified finished 

grade by methods of construction as required in Section 4D3 MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUC
TURES, and Section 2D6 ADJUSTMENT OF INCIDENTAL STRUCTURES TO GRADE. 

Excavation necessary for bringing structures to grade shall center about the structure and be 
held to the minimum area as approved. At the completion of the structure adjustment, the void 
around the structure shall be backfilled with crushed agregate and thoroughly compacted. 

404.3.09 RECONSTRUCT MANHOLE BASE . 
Conform to applicable requirements of Section 403 MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 

Exercise caution in chipping out existing concrete base so as to prevent cracking of manhole walls. 
Prevent all material from entering the sewer flow. Pour new base to a minimum of six inches below 
the lowest projection of the pipe. Construct new channels to the elevations shown. Conform to 
details for channel construction in the Standard Plans. Repair any cracks which occur as a result 
of work operations with new grout to form a watertight seal, as approved. 

404.3.10 CONNECT PIPE TO EXISTING INLETS 
Conform to applicable requirements of Section 403 MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 
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Break into existing inlet and grout in a watertight seal between the new pipe and inlet wall. Plaster 
mortar smooth inside pipe opening. Alignment, slope of pipe, and other construction details shall be as 
approved. 

404.4.00 MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT 

404.4.01 MANHOLES OVER EXISTING SEWERS 
Measurement and payment for manholes over existing sewers will be made in accordance to Section 403 

MANHOLES, INLETS AND CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 

404.4.02 REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPES, MANHOLES AND SEWER APPURTENANCES 
Payment for removal and disposal of existing pipes, manholes and sewer appurtenances will be con

sidered as incidental to the work and included in the bid item for excavation and backfill as specified 
in Section 2D4 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 

404.4.03 CONNECTION TD EXISTING MANHOLES 
Measurement and payment for connection to existing manholes will be made on a unit price each basis. 

404.4.D4 FILLING ABANDONED MANHOLES 
Measurement and payment to filling abandoned manholes will be made on a unit price each basis. 

404.4.05 ADJUST STRUCTURES TO GRADE 
Measurement and payment for adjusting manholes, catch basins, inlets and similar structures will be 

made on a unit price each basis for the type and size as shown in the Proposal. 

404.4.06 RECONSTRUCT MANHOLE BASE 
Measurement and payment for reconstructing manhole base will be made on a unit price each basis. 

404.4.07 CONNECT PIPE TO EXISTING CATCH BASIN 
Measurement and payment for connecting new pipe to existing catch basins will be made on a unit 

price each basis . 

405 RESURFACING 

405. 1.00 DESCRIPTION 
This section covers the work necessary to replace all pavement, pavement base, curbs, sidewalks, 

rock surfacing and other surface features damaged either directly or indirectly by the operations inci
dental to the construction of sewers, water mains, and conduits. 

405.2.00 MATERIALS 

405.2.01 HOT MIX ASPHALT CONCRETE 
Use hot mix asphalt concrete Class C mix with AR 4000 paving asphalt. Confonn to the requirements 

for hot mix asphalt concrete in Section 306 ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT. 

405.2.D2 COLD MIX ASPHALT CONCRETE 
Use cold mix asphalt concrete and '2"-0 gradation with either MC 250 liquid asphalt or CRS-2 cationic 

emulsified asphalt. Confonn to the requirements for cold mix asphalt concrete in Section 304 ASPHALT 
TREATED BASES. 

405.2.03 ASPHALT PRIME 
Liquid asphalt for use as a prime coat under asphalt concrete shall be MC 250 l_iquid asphalt or CRS-

2 cationic emulsified asphalt. 

405.2.04 SEAL AND COVER COAT 
Asphalt material shall be CRS-2 cationic emulsified asphalt. Cover stone shall conform to size 

~-inch - No. 10 aggregate in Section 305 SURFACE TREATMENTS. 

405.2.05 PAVEMENT BASE 
Use pavement base material for resurfacing trenches which conform to Section 303 AGGREGATE BASES. 

405. 2. 06 FORMS 
A 11 · fonns sha ff be approved by the Engineer and sha 11 conform to requirements for fonns in Sec ti on 

602 CONCRETE STRUCTURES. 

405.3.00 CONSTRUCTION 

405.3.01 STREET MAINTENANCE 
Maintain all trenches as specified under Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL. 
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405.3.02 TEMPORARY COLD MIX ASPHALT 
When shown or directed, place and compact temporary cold mix asphalt over the approved trench 

areas to the depth shown or approved. Spread with an approved mechanical spreading machine, or in 
areas inaccessible to the spreading and finishing machine, place by hand methods. Immediately after 
each load is dumped, distribute into place by means of hot shovels or suitable forks and spread with 
hot rakes in a loose layer of uniform density. 

After spreading, the mixture shall be thoroughly and unifonnly compacted with an approved power
driven roller as soon after being raked as it will bear the roller without undue displacement. Roll 
longitudinally at the sides and proceed toward the center of the pavement overlapping on successive 
trips by at least one-half the width of the roller. Alternate trips of the roller shall be of 
slightly different lengths. The speed of the roller shall at all times be slow enough to avoid 
displacement of tne mixture, and any displacements occurring from any cause shall at once be correc
ted by the use of rakes and of fresh mixture where required. Roll continuously until all rolle.r 
marks are eliminated and no further compaction is possible. Compact areas inaccessible to the 
roller by tamping with hot iron tampers. After compaction, the temporary cold mix asphalt shall 
have the thickness shown or approved and confonn to the grade as directed. 

405.3.03 ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 

405.3.03A PRIME AND TACK COAT 
When specified, after the pavement base has been compacted, apply asphalt prime coat at an 

approved rate to the surface of the leveling course. Tack coat all edges of existing pavement, 
manhole and cleanout frames, inlet boxes and like items. 

405.3.036 ASPHALT CONCRETE PLACEMENT 
Trim ex1st1ng pavement to a straight line to remove any pavement which has been damaged or 

which is broken and unsound. Provide a smooth, sound edge for joining the new pavement. 
Place the asphalt concrete on the prepared subgrade over the trench to the specified depth, 

and when not specified, to a depth of not less than 2 inches or the depth of the adjacent pavement, 
whichever is greater. When a prime coat is specified, place asphalt concrete after the prime coat 
has set. Maximum thickness for any one lift of pavement shall not exceed 2~ inches. Spread and 
level the asphalt concrete with hand tools or by use of a mechanical spreader, as approved, depend
ing upon the area to be paved. Bring the asphalt concrete to the proper grade and compact by rolling 
or the use of hand tampers where rolling is impossible or impractical. 

Roll with power rollers capable of providing compression of 200 to 300 pounds per linear 
inch. Begin the rolling from the outside edge of the replacement progressing toward the existing 
surfacing, lapping the existing surface at least ~the width of the roller. If existing surfacing 
bounds both edges of the replacement, begin rolling at the edges of the replacement, lapping the 
existing surfacing at least ~the width of the roller, and progress toward the center of the re
placement area. Overlap each preceding track by at least~ the width of the roller and make suffi
cient passes over the entire area to remove all roller marks and to produce a smooth, unifonn sur-
face as directed. • 

Make the finished surface of the new compacted paving flush with the existing surface and 
conform to the grade and crown of the adjacent pavement, as directed. 

Immediately after the new paving is compacted, paint all joints between new and original 
asphalt pavement with approved hot asphalt or asphalt emulsion and cover with dry paving sand before 
the asphalt solidifies. 

405.3.03C SEAL AND COVER COAT 
When shown or specified, apply a seal coat to all asphalt surfaces replaced. 

seal coat a minimum of 6 inches beyond the new pavement onto the existing surfacing. 
and application rate shall confonn to Section 305 SURFACE TREATMENTS. 

405.3.03D SURFACE SMOOTHNESS 

Extend the 
Workmanship 

The surrace smoothness of the replaced pavement shall be such that when a straightedge is 
laid across the patched area between the edges of the old surfacing and the surface of the new 
pavement, the new pavement shall not deviate from the straightedge more than~ inch provided surface 
drainage is maintained. Areas which contain depressions that impound water shall be replaced. 

405.3.03E WEATHER CONDITIONS 
Do not apply asphalt during rainfall, sand or dust stonns, or before imminent stonns that 

might adversely affect the construction. The Engineer will determine when surfaces and material are 
dry enough .to proceed with construction. Asphalt concrete shall not be placed when the atmospheric 
temperature is lower than 40 degrees F, or when the surface upon which it is to be placed is frozen. 
Do not apply asphalt for prime coat when the surface temperature is less than 50 degrees F. Excep
tions will be permitted only in special cases and only with prior written approval. 

405.3.03F PROTECTION OF STRUCTURES 
Provide whatever protective coverings may be necessary to protect the exposed portions of 

bridges, culverts, curbs, gutters, posts, guard fences, road signs, and any other structures from 
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splashing oil and asphalt from the paving operations. Remove any oil, asphalt, dirt, or any other unde
sirable matter that may come upon these structures by reason of the paving operations, as approved. 

Where water valve boxes, manhole.s, catch basins, or other underground utility appurtenances are 
within the area to be surfaced, make the resurfacing level with the top of the existing finished eleva
tion of these facilities. If it is evident that these facilities are not in accordance with the pro
posed finished surface, notify the Engineer to have the proper authority contacted in order to have the 
facility altered before proceeding with the resurfacing around the obstruction, unless otherwise appro
ved. Consider any delays experienced from such obstructions as incidental to the paving operation. No 
additional payment will be made. Protect all covers during asphalt application. 

405.3.03G EXCESS MATERIALS 
Dispose of all excess materials as approved. Make arrangements for the disposal and bear all 

costs or retain any profit incidental to such disposal. 

405.3.04 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 
Pavement replaced shall be the same thickness as that removed, or a minimum of 6 inches. Protect 

the newly placed concrete from traffic for a period of 7 days. 
Handle, place, finish and cure concrete pavement in conformance with the applicable provisions of 

Section 307 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT. 

405.3.05 PAVEMENT BASE 
Place pavement base to the specified depth; when not specified, place to a compacted depth of 12 

inches. Bring the top of the pavement base to a smooth, even grade at a distance below finished grade 
equivalent to the required pavement depth. 

Compact the pavement base with mechanical vibratory or impact tampers to a density of not less than 
95 percent of the maximum density as determined by AASHTO T g9. 

405.3.06 ROCK SURFACING 
Place rock surfacing only where shown or directed on streets, driveways, parking areas, street 

shoulders, and other areas disturbed by the construction. Rock surfacing shall be l~-inch or 3/4-inch 
minus crushed aggregate, as directed. Spread the rock by tailgating and supplement by hand labor where 
necessary. Level and grade the rock surfacing to conform to adjacent existing grades and surfaces as 
directed. · 

405.3.07 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS, SIDEWALKS AND CURBS 
Replace concrete driveways, sidewalks and curbs to the same section, width, depth, line and grade as 

that removed or damaged. Saw broken or jagged ends of existing concrete on a straight line and to a 
vertical plane. Place new concrete only on approved compacted trench. 

When directed, replace concrete driveways and sidewalks between scored joints. Make replacement to 
prevent a patched appearance. Provide a minimum 2-inch thick compacted leveling course of clean 3/4-
inch minus crushed aggregate. 

Construct forms to match existing. Place concrete and finish exposed surfaces similar to adjacent 
surface in conformance with Section 308 CURBS, GUTTERS, DRIVEWAYS, SIDEWALKS AND PATHWAYS. 

405.4.00 MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT 

405.4.0l TEMPORARY COLD MIX ASPHALT 
Measurement for temporary cold mix asphalt pavement when directed by the Engineer to be maintained 

over trench backfill will be made on a square yard basis. Measurement will be limited to the area 
qualifying for payment for permanent pavement. Payment shall constitute full compensation for work and 
materials necessary to place and maintain the temporary cold mix asphalt until permanent pavement is 
completed. · 

405.4.02 ROCK SURFACING 
Payment for rock surfacing will be made on a cubic yard basis. The volume for payment shall be 

computed on the following measurements for length, width, and depth of rock surfacing. 

Length. The actual horizontal length of trench where rock was specified or directed to be 
placed. 

Width. The pay width for trench exca¥ation as specified in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, 
BEDDINGl\ND BACKFILL, plus 12 inches. 

Depth. The actual depth of the thickness of rock surfacing specified or directed to be placed in 
the trench. 

Payment for this item shall constitute full compensation for furnishing all materials, labor and 
equipment necessary to complete the work in place. 

405.4.03 PAVEMENT BASE 
Payment for pavement base will be made on a cubic yard basis. The volume will be computed on the 

following measurements for length, width and depth: 
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Length. Actual horizontal length of trench where rock was specified or directed to be placed. 
Width. Trench pay width as specified in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACK

FILL, plus 12 inches. 
Depth. Depth of pavement base specified for the particular project. When not specified, depth 

shall be 12 inches. 

Payment for this item shall constitute full payment for furnishing all material, labor and 
equipment necessary to complete the work in place. 

405.4.04 ASPHALT CONCRETE AND PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPLACEMENT 
Payment for replacement of asphalt concrete or Portland Cement Concrete Pavement will be made on 

a square yard basis. Payment will be limited to pavement actually replaced within the pay width 
specified for trench excavation in Section 204 EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL, plus 6 
inches additional width on each side of the trench excavation pay width. The area for payment shall 
be computed on the following measurements for length and width: Length: The actual horizontal 
length of trench where pavement was specified or directed to be replaced. Width: A variable width, 
being the width of pavement actually replaced within the limits specified. ~pavement damaged as 
a result of the Contractor's operations lying outside the above-stated pay limits will be removed 
and replaced at the Contractor's expense. 

On roadways or streets that do not have curbs, when the cut in asphalt concrete pavement falls 
two feet or less from the edge of the existing pavement, remove and replace the remaining strip at 
the Contractor's expense. When the same situation occurs where lifted or damaged during construction 
operations, remove and replace the remaining strip at the Contractor's expense. 

Payment shall include full compensation for all excavation and disposal of temporary cold mix 
asphalt required to provide space for the pavement, and all materials, labor and equipment necessary 
to complete the work in place. 

405.4.05 SIDEWALK REPLACEMENT 
Payment for sidewalk replacement will be made on a square foot basis. Payment will be limited 

to sidewalk actually replaced within the pay width specified for trench excavation in Section 204 
EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL, plus 6 inches additional width on each side of the 
trench excavation pay width. The area for payment shall be computed on the following measurements 
for length and width: Lengfh: The actual horizontal length of sidewalk specified or directed to be 
replaced. Width: A variab e width, being the width of sidewalk actually replaced within the limits 
specified. ---..:i-r-sidewalk damaged as a result of the Contractor's operations lying outside the above
stated pay limits will be removed and replaced at the Contractor's expense. 

Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, labor and equipment necessary to com
plete the work in place. 

405.4.06 DRIVEWAY REPLACEMENT 
Payment for driveway replacement will be made on a square yard basis. Payment will be limited 

to driveway actually replaced within the pay width specified for trench excavation in Section 204 
EXCAVATION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL, plus 6 inches additional width on each side of the 
trench excavation pay width. The area for payment shall be computed on the following measurements 
for length and width: Length: The actual horizontal length of driveway specified or directed to be 
replaced. Width: A variable width, being the width of driveway actually replaced within the limits 
specified. ---..:rr-driveway damaged as a result of the Contractor's operations lying outside the above
stated pay limits will be removed and replaced at the Contractor's expense. 

Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, labor and equipment necessary to com
plete the work in place. 

405.4.07 CURB REPLACEMENT 
Payment for replacement of curb will be made on a linear foot basis. Payment will be limited to 

curb actually replaced within the pay width specified for trench excavation in Section 206 EXCAVA
TION, EMBANKMENT, BEDDING AND BACKFILL, plus 6 inches additional width on each side of the trench 
excavation pay width. Measurement for payment will be the actual horizontal length of curb speci
fied or directed to be replaced. All curb damaged as a result of the Contractor's operations lying 
outside the above-stated pay limits will be removed and replaced at the Contractor's expense. 

Payment shall include full compensation for all materials, labor and equipment necessary to com
plete the work in place. 

405.4.08 PAYMENT 
Payment·will be made for any or all of the following items when listed as pay items in the Pro

posal for any particular contract: 

Pay Item 
1. Temporary Cold Mix Asphalt 
2. Rock Surfacing 
3. Pavement Base 
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Unit of Measure 
S.Y. 
C.Y. 
C.Y. 



Pay Item (Con't) 
4. Asphalt Concrete and Portland Cement 

Concrete Pavement Replacement 
5. Sidewalk Replacement 
6. Driveway Replacement 
7. Curb Replacement 

Unit of Measure 

S.Y. 
S. F. 
s. y. 
L. F. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item Q, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Report to Environmental Quality Commission on Grants Pass 
Air Quality per August 25, 1978 EQC Request 

At the August 25, 1978, Environmental Quality Commission meeting, a 
petition was presented by the Josephine County Medical Society Auxiliary 
and the Friends of Josephine, Inc. to have the Grants Pass area designated 
an Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) and nonattainment area. At the 
meeting, the Department outlined it's plans for including in the FY 79-81 
budget funds to do additional monitoring on a limited basis in the area. 
Also to have been completed by the city of Grants Pass was an airshed 
capacity study for ozone and particulates. 

The EQC denied the petition based on the Department's report which stated 
that the area did not meet EPA criteria for AQMA or nonattainment area 
designation. The EQC in its action also directed the Department to report 
back in 18 months with a recommendation as to whether an AQMA should be 
set up for Josephine County (see Attachment 1). 

Evaluation 

Monitoring has been undertaken in the Grants Pass area and the city has 
completed its report, Choices in Life and Breath. 

As planned, the Department began monitoring for ozone during the summer 
of 1979 and for carbon monoxide starting in November, 1979. Additional 
particulate monitoring still needs to become operational. The existing 
particulate site continued to operate during 1979. Ozone .monitoring in 
the summer of 1980 is scheduled. Carbon monoxide monitoring during the 
1980-81 winter period is also scheduled. 
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Ozone concentrations that were recorded never reached the federal standard 
of 235 ug/m3 but did exceed the state level of 160 ug/m3• The highest 
concentration was 167 ug/m3. This occurred on one day in July. No other 
concentrations in excess of the state standard were recorded. Thus, no 
violations of state standards were recorded as one exceedance of the 
160 ug/m3 level is allowed per year before a violation is noted. 

During 1979, ozone levels were relatively low in Medford also. The highest 
concentration recorded being 184 ug/m3 in July. It is believed that summer 
weather conditions in southwest Oregon contributed to the low 
concentrations. The previous low concentration recorded in Medford was 
247 ug/m3 in 1978. 

Carbon monoxide levels recorded during the last part of November and 
December in Grants Pass never exceeded the state and federal standards. 
The maximum concentrations occurred in December. The maximum one-hour 
concentration was 15 mg/m3 (standard = 40 mg/m3) and the maximum eight
hour concentration was 8.1 mg/m3 (standard= 10 mg/m3). In comParison, 
the maximum concentrations in Medford for November and December were 
27.6 mg/m3 (one hour) and 18.6 m~/m3 (eight hour). 

Particulate concentrations in Grants Pass exceeded the primary and 
secondary 24-hour federal standards on one and two days, respectively. 
The highest concentrations were 294 ug/m3 and 175 ug/m3• One exceedance 
of the standard is allowed per year, thus only one violation (of the 
secondary standard) occurred during 1979. In COmParison, Medford's highest 
and second highest concentrations were 416 ug/m3 and 265 ug/m3• 

The 1979 annual geometric mean for particulate in Grants Pass was 65.4 
ug/m3. The Medford mean ranged from 66 ug/m3 at Bear Creek to 100 ug/m3 
at the courthouse site. All of these concentrations violate the state 
and federal secondary standard of 60 ug/m3. 1979 was the fourth 
consecutive year that the annual secondary particulate standard was 
violated in Grants Pass, although some of the data is not considered 
representative due to atypical weather or construction activity which 
affected the sampling site. Attachment 2 shows the particulate 
concentrations between 1972 and 1979. 

The report, Choices in Life and Breath, prepared by the city of Grants 
Pass was an airshed study of the area. Emissions of hydrocarbons, 
particulates and oxides of nitrogen were inventoried and projections to 
the year 2000 were made using four growth assumptions. The inventories 
are shown in Attachment 3. As seen in Attachment 3, the major source of 
particulates is unpaved road dust. The major source of nitrogen oxides 
and hydrocarbons is motor vehicles. 

Utilizing the emissions inventory projections, air quality projections 
were made for particulates and ozone. These projections are shown in 
Attachments 4 and 5, respectively. 
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As can be seen in Attachment 4, particulate levels would be very close 
to or exceeding the secondary standards through 2000 under adverse weather 
conditions. Under typical weather conditions, no violations were projected 
through 2000. In looking at the emissions inventories, it is clear that 
the rate at which unpaved roads are paved will have an impact on air 
quality. However, for all except the worst case, adverse weather year 
projections indicated the area to be in attainment by 1995. 

In comparing 1979 ambient data with the projections, it can be seen that 
concentrations were higher than all projections. Atypical conditions of 
any sort were not considered the cause of the high levels. Meteorologi
cally speaking, 1979 was about an average year. Rainfall totalled 35.9 
inches, which was about 15 inches higher than Medford and 4 inches above 
normal. There were no significant departures from average in other Medford 
weather parameters. Attachment 2 shows Grants Pass rainfall data from 
1972 through 1979. 

It appears then that even under typical weather conditions, the secondary 
standard for particulates may be violated through the year 2000 in Grants 
Pass if the trends are correct. The projected concentrations have under
predicted for 1979, but the trend analysis may still be correct. 

Thus, the area is not in attainment with particulate standards and action 
needs to be taken in that regards. Before action is taken, results from 
the Medford Aerosol Characterization Study (MACS) should be analyzed to 
identify source contribution to the nonattainment problem. As part of 
the MACS project, special samples are being collected and analyzed at the 
existing Grants Pass site. Using this data and chemical mass balance 
techniques developed as part of the Portland Aerosol Characterization Study 
(PACS), source contributions to the nonattainment problem in Grants Pass 
will be identified. A draft interim MACS report is scheduled to be 
completed by July 1, 1980, and a draft final report is to be completed by 
November 15, 1980. The final project report will be published by 
January 30, 1981. The November 30, 1979 interim report identified soil 
and road dust as the major source contributing 50 percent of the total 
particulate loading in Grants Pass. A better, more accurate accounting 
of source contributions in Medford and Grants Pass will be available in 
the final report. 

The degree of the ozone problem in Grants Pass is still somewhat uncertain. 
Projections showed that concentrations in excess of 160 ug/m3 could be 
expected at least 10 times a sununer. In fact, only one day had a 
concentration in excess of 160 ug/m3. There are four possible reasons 
for this difference. First, there is little ozone formation in the area. 
Second, the monitoring site is not located so as to detect a high 
concentration. Third, the projection methodology is not adequate. Fourth, 
1979 weather conditions were not typical of a Grants Pass sununer. 
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The degree to which ozone forms in the area must still be considered open 
to questions. Past aircraft flights have shown somewhat elevated levels 
and there was one recorded surface concentration of 167 ug/m3 exceeding the 
state standard in 1979. 

The locating of a monitoring site for ozone in Grants Pass is somewhat 
difficult. Prior to the establishment by DEQ of the ozone and 
meteorological monitoring site, no meteorological data existed to determine 
wind patterns in the area. Also, the reaction time for ozone to form in 
Grants Pass is not known. The maximum concentrations that did occur in 
the area, occurred around noontime or about four or five hours earlier 
than is recorded in other areas of the state. Possible relocation of the 
site is being considered. 

The Choices in Life and Breath report did qualify the rather simplistic 
modeling that was used to generate the ozone projections. Since there 
was no data in the Grants Pass area with which to calibrate the model, 
theoretical and semi-empirical reasoning was used to make projections. 
The report stated that qualitatively the projections would be reasonable, 
but quantitatively they may be in error. 

Weather conditions were probably somewhat atypical during the last part of 
the summer. No weather records exist to determine changes in cloud cover 
in Grants Pass, but Medford recorded cool, wet conditions in late summer. 
Such conditions would inhibit ozone formation. 

Given these four conditions it would appear reasonable to continue 
monitoring to help construct a reasonable assessment of ozone 
concentrations in Grants Pass. 

Summation 

1. A petition was presented to the EQC by the Josephine County Medical 
Society Auxiliary and The Friends of Josephine, Inc. at the August 
25, 1978, meeting of the Commission to have the Grants Pass area 
designated a nonattainment area and an Air Quality Maintenance Area. 

2. The Commission denied the petition based on lack of evidence that 
the area should be designated nonattainment. The Commission asked 
for a future report to assess new information and data that was to 
be collected. 

3. Monitoring sites for ozone and carbon monoxide were established in 
1979. The one existing particulate monitor has continued in operation 
and an additional particulate monitor is still to be established. A 
report, Choices in Life and Breath was prepared by the city of 
Grants Pass. 
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4. Monitoring data for carbon monoxide showed no violations of air 
quality standards during the winter of 1979. Ozone concentrations 
exceeded the state standard on one day in 1979. The state standard 
and federal secondary standard for particulates were violated during 
1979 and the three previous years. Preliminary reports indicate soil 
and road dust to be a major source contributing to the total 
particulate loading in Grants Pass. 

5. Weather conditions during the 1979 summer ozone season were not 
conducive to ozone formation. Yearly rainfall and other weather 
conditions that could affect particulate concentrations were about 
average. 

6. Continued monitoring during the 1980 sununer ozone season is 
scheduled. Carbon monoxide monitoring during the 1980-81 winter 
season is scheduled. 

7. The Choices in Life and Breath report indicated potential ozone 
and particulate air quality problems in the area through the year 
2000. The particulate projections underpredicted ambient 
concentrations for 1979. 

8. The Medford Aerosol Characterization Study includes provisions for 
special sampling at the existing Grants Pass particulate site. 
Analysis of the special sampling will provide information on the 
sources contributing to the particulate problem in Grants Pass. A 
draft interim report is due July 1, 1980, and the final report is 
due January 30, 1981. 

9. Data from 1980-81 monitoring needs to be evaluated for a better 
assessment of ozone and carbon monoxide problems in Grants Pass. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, the Commission should direct the Department to 
defer any change in attainment status designation until the Medford Aerosol 
Characterization Study results are available and sources contributing to 
the particulate problem are identified. 

Attachments: 

M. E. Ziolko:p 
229-5775 
March 25, 1980 
AP0891 

1. 
2. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Minutes of August 25, 1978, EQC Meeting, Page 16 
Rainfall and Particulate Concentration Comparison for 

Grants Pass 
3. Emission Inventories 
4. Particulate Projections 
5. Ozone Projections 



ATTACHMENT l 

AUGUST 25, 1978 

EQC MEETING MINUTES 

AGENDA ITEM N - FEDERAL GRANT APPLICATION - REVIEW-OF CONSOLIDATED FEDERAL 
_____ ····---~ APPLICATION FOR AIR, WATER AND SOLID WSTE FOR FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

1979 

Chairman Richards said that any time the staff wrote reports such as this 
on policy, technical terms should be spelled out so that the report would 
be more meaningful to those reading it. 

Some discussion followed between the Commission and staff regarding this 
item. 

This item was presented for information purposes and no action of the 
Commission was necessary. 

AGENDA ITEM 0 - SUBSURFACE RULES - AUTHORIZATION-FOR PUBLIC HEARmG TO 
CONSIDER MINOR AMENDMENTS TO RULES GOVERNmG SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE 

.SEWAGE DISPOSAL, OAR 340-71-020(1) (i) and 72-010(5) 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded bY Commissioner Hallock 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation to authorize 
a public hearing on this_ matter be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM P - JOSEPHINE COUNTY AQMA PETITION - CONSIDERATION OF PETITION 
OF FRIENDS OF JOSEPHINE, INC., et al TO DECLARE JOSEPHINE COUNTY AN AIR 
QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA 

There being no one present who wished to testify on this matter, Chairman 
Richards closed the public hearing. 

Mr. Mike Ziolko, Air Quality Division, presented the Director's 
Recommendation on this matter. In response.to Chairman Richards, Mr. 
Ziolko said that at least a year's worth of data would be needed before 
a decision could be made on this area. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and carried, unanimously that the petition be denied and the staff be 
requested to present within 18 months a recommendation as to whether or 

.not an air quality maintenance area should be set up for Josephine County. 

The.Commission expressed its regrets at being unable to accept the petition 
because those living in the perceived an air pollution problem even through 
there was not the necessary data to support the establishment of an AQMA. 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Rainfal I and Particulate Concentration 
Comparison for Grants Pass 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Table 8. PART!C":;!..%.T~ I~-\i~"TC3.IES B! SOU?\CE CA!!:CORY, TONS/YEAR 

tr.paved Pavec!, .... 
'Point """"' Road !'!otor Opon Rel!t1ng 0 

~ ~ ~ V~~iC'les Burning ~ ~ -!ct.al 

1970. 3197 2!i25 502 li6 80 " ll6 61,72 

1976 727 3291. 119 174 109 "' 110 5359 

1980·-i---Crovth 709 3073 826 173 125 206 108 -53!,c 
198Q·Htdfaoge Grovtll 709 ~:;.::;:: 833 lEO i2a "' 108 ~3-49. 

1980 Hlgb Growtb 709 3~::5' 8'7 183 128 295 108 s.:3J 
i980 Wont CA•• 727 3:E.7 '55 165 120 314 '°' 55!l5 

' 1990 Lav Crovtlri 66' 1941 1C85 201 148 116 .;.;9.:, 339 
1990 Hldrao1e Crowdl "' 2010 l.i.25 209 153 350 116 4.6.27 
1990 High Crawtb 661; 2040 1197 222 163 373 116 4775 
1990 Vont CaM 7'27 38l7 lLS4 238 175 4.26, l.?3 679! 

2000 Loll' CrOlfth 619 1<2 125J 232 161 "' 123 ~a93 
2000 IU.drao&e Crout:b 619 :;,.;2 l:?.112: 2.;9 173 . :?96 122 3C43 

. 2000 Hith Growth "' 1~2 is::e 283· 197 451 122 33.(.2 
2000 Wont ea.e 727 3617 1722 319 222 538 1'6 7496 

'T•bla 9. OXIDES OF Ml'I1lOCEN F.HISSl~S INVDn'OB.U:s. TONS/llAI. 

Motor Point. . ·Conn./lod, a.11-. Opea 

~ ~ Heattna 1 Cu . roada Bunitna Other Total 

1916 1725 623 . 56 ... " 
., 2560 

1980 Low Crovtb 1817 608 61 48 47 10 2651 
1980 H1drange Crovth 1833 608 61 .. " 10 2668 
1980 High Growth 1865 608 . 61 48 .. 11 2700 
i980 Wor•t Cast! 1881 623 62 41 .. 73 2736 

1990 Low" Crovtb 1616 "' 72 .. 56 .. 24.46 
1990 Hldranae Crowtb 1675 ,.. 72 48 SB .. , 2508 
1990 R1gh Growth 1782 "' 72 48 61 .. 2619 
1990 \lor•t Cue 1913 623 Bl 48 .. •• .2830 

2000 Low Growth 1432 530 77 48 60 .106 2255 
2000 Midrange Cruwtb 1539 530 77 48 65 107 2367 
2000 Hlgh Growth 1752 SJO 77 48 74 108 2590 
2000 Worst Cue 1974 623 •• •• 83 140 2975 

'table 10. BTDRDCAP..!.CJN l!HISSION INVENTORIES• rolfS /TF.AR. 

tin tor Point Op•• Cu Surface ..,. 
Vehicles ~ &urning Harketini; Coatings Cleanlna Other .!!!!!!. 

1976 1446 206 20li. 200 50 42 " 2174 

1980 Lov Growth 1569 200 235 230 51 48 zg 2368 
1980 Ki.drange Cr.,.,,th 1583 200 237 323 58 48 " 2387 
1980 High Cr<Nth 1610 200 241 236 59 .. 30 2424 
1980 Wont Caae 1624 206 243 238 .. 50 " 2448 

1990 I.OW" Growth 826 188 277 272 68 57 32 1719 
199C Midr~nge Growth 856 188 , .. 282 70 59 32 1781 
1990 High Crovt.h '" 188 306 300 75 62 32 1874 
19'JO Uon t Case 978 206 322 322 80 61 33 2014 

2000 Low Cro.,,th 718 m 302· '" 74 62 )4 1656 
2000 Hidrange Growth 771 m 325 318 79 .. 34 1769 
2000 High Cro;.ttb 878 m "' 362 90 75 34 1984 

-'.L.: 2000.\.'orrt Case ... 206 416 408 101 85 
__ 37 2243 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

GRANTS PASS AREA . 
.... AJRSHED .STUDY 

FIGURE 7 
PREDICTED TOTAL SUSPENDED 

PARTICULATE LEVELS 

_... ----Fec.era1.PrlmarY Standard-------~---- - --
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i\TTACHMENT 5 

GRANTS PASS AREfa, 
AIRSHED STUDY 

FIGURE 8 
PREDICTED OXIDANT LEVELS 

(SMOG) 
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AGENDA ITEM F 
April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Addendum 

The following corrections should be made: 

340-24-320(4) (b) ... California Vehicle Code Section 27156 
granted ... 

340-24-320(S)(a) ... except that when ... motor vehic~e, any 
requirement ... 

340-24-330(1) L.U.V., Chevrolet 
1980 



Environmental Quality Control Commission 4/16/80 

.In·the Florence area we have access to a sanitarian two 
days each week, Wednesday and thursday. This is causing us quite 
a problem, If we don't have a septic system installed and ready 
for inspection by wednesday or thursday thmwe have to wait until 
the following wednesday or thursday to get a system inspected. 

We have been informed by Jack Osbourn that the state legis
lature has passed a law allowing the DEQ to establish a certifi
cation program for qualified installers. We have also been in
formed by Jack Osbourn that he is presently rewriting the rule 

book for Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems. illhis will be the 

third time he has done this since March of 1979. He has informed 
us that rules for this certification program will be included in the 

rule book he is working on now. 'l'his rule book will not be ready 
until fall of 1980, which is after the construction season. 

We propose that you direct Mr Osbourn to set aside the re
writing of the rule book for now and have him direct his attention 
to writing rules and holding hearings on the certification pro
gram, We have talked this over with Roy Burns, Water Pollution 
Control, Lane County, and we both agree that this could be done 
and a certificatj_on program could be in effect before the heavy 
construction season begins. 

'l'he estabilshment of a certification program would relieve 
some of the burden on the already overworked sanitarians in our 
area and it would also help us run our business far more econom
ically. 

Thank you ifior allowing us to present this problem to you and 

your consideration of this matter would be greatly appreciated. 
--·· 

\ 

s~~;re;-}•_ J!t~ 
~~Cormick <:::::: 

McCormick's Backhoe & Tractor Svc 
P.O. Box 118 
Westlake, Or. 97493 
997-8960 



FURTHER DISCUSSION OF PARTICULATE IMPACT FACTORS USED IN 
"AN ANALYSIS OF AIR QUALITY IMPACT IN THE WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

RESULTING FROM INCREASED FIELD BURNING" 

Background 

Since preparation of the field burning technical support document, questions 
have been raised by DEQ and EPA technical staff about the reasonableness of the 
particulate impact factors used to estimate the impact of field burning on total 
suspended particulate. A brief description of a multi-variant analysis of smoke 
intrusions, acreage burned, and meteorological variables will be given along 
with a scatter plot of all field burning smoke intrusions into Springfield 
recorded from 1973 to 1978 and into Lebanon and Halsey in 1978. Finally, one 
source of disagreement about particulate impact factors--differences in the 
impact estimates from chemical mass balance and nephelometry for small intru
sions--is discussed. 

Multi-variant Analysis of Smoke Intrusions 

Early in 1978, a multi-variant analysis of smoke intrusions was conducted to 
attempt to build an empirical model for describing this phenomenon. Nephelometer 
records of intrusions into Eugene and Springfield between 1973 and 1977 were 
obtained from DEQ. Regression analysis was performed to determine if there was 
any relationship between the intensity of a smoke intrusion and the acreage 
burned and meteorological conditions at the time of the burn on the intrusion. 

After the nephelometer methodology for estimating the impact of an intrusion 
on fine-particulate concentrations was developed, the fine-particulate impact 
was used as the measure of the intensity of the intrusions. A number of other 
measures of the intensity of the intrusion were tried in the analysis, but 
none worked better or were as useful . The acreage burned that caused the 
intrusion was roughly determined using surface wind trajectory analysis (from 
Eugene and Salem airport data) to find out which of three sectors of the 
valley caused the intrusion--north valley, south valley, and south priority. 
Initially, a number of meteorological variables were tested for significance 
and were discarded (average afternoon temperature and wind speed for example). 
Two variables were found to. be useful--the average humidity between 11 a.m. 
and 4 p.m. on the day of the burn and the resultant average wind speed at the 
Eugene Airport during the intrusion. Finally, data on afternoon mixing height 
and mean transport wind speed measured at Salem were obtained from Chuck Craig 
of the Oregon Seed Council. This data set was limited to July 15 to September 15, 
1974 through 1978. 

A full discussion of the findings of this study would be lengthy and some addi
tional analysis is warranted when time permits. The results of a linear regres
sion analysis of these variables using fine-particulate impacts in Springfield 
as the dependent variable will be given (see tables 1 and 2). Comparing the 
standardized regression coefficients and significant levels in the two tables, 
there appears to be a moderate.and perhaps significant interaction between 



Table 1 

Linear Regression Results for Fine Particulate Impact of Smoke Intrusions into Springfield 1974-1977 with 
Relative Humidity Used as a Predictor (multiple correlation coefficient using all variables = .700, N = 29) 

Mean 
Variable Value 

Fine Particle Impact 23 ug/m3 

Acres Burned 3443 acres 

Resultant Wind Speed 4. 7 knots 

Relative Humidity 39.1% 

Mean Transport Wind Speed X 6.9 mi-knots 
Mixing Height 

Mixing Height 4452 feet 

Mean Transport Wind Speed 7 .8 knots 

TS:er/PW25a25 

Standard 
Deviation 

36.5 

3202 

3.8 

8.5 

4.5 

1625 

3.5 

St and ard i zed 
Regress ion 

Coefficient 

--
0.415 

-0.352 

0.265 

0.463 

-0.368 

-0.331 

Significant 
Level 

.0004. 

.0009 

.039 

.48 

.46 

.47 



Table 2 

Linear Regression Results for Fine Particulate Impact of Smoke Intrusions into Sprinqfield 1974-1977 without 
Relative Humidity Used as a Predictor (multiple correlation coefficient using all variables= .638, N = 29) 

St and ard i zed 
Regress ion Significant 

Variable Coefficient Level 

Acres Burned 0.515 .0001 

Resultant Wind Speed -0.314 .01 

Mean Transport Wind Speed X -0 .164 .16 
Mixing Height 

Mixing Height -0 .121 .30 

Mean Transport Wind Speed -0 .168 .16 

TS:er/PW25a26 



relative humidity and acreage burned and upper-air measurements. Physically, it 
is known that emissions from field burning vary with relative humidity and that 
relative humidity can vary with mixing height. However, the moderate bi-variant 
correlation {0.42) between humidity and acreage burned is probably coincidental 
and is not normally considered large enough to produce significant multi
colinearity in regression analysis. 

Given the uncertainities in the data, however, this problem needs further investi
gation. Even if relative humidity is excluded from the regression model, upper 
air conditions appear to have a weak and barely significant effect on the 
intensity of an intrusion once it is under way. Since the upper air data set 
available only included about half the recorded intrusions into Springfield, 
this finding could be biased and might change with the inclusion of upper air 
data for all intrusions. Acreage burned and resultant wind speed are clearly 
significant variables, however. 

Given the known physical importance of relative humidity, a linear regression 
model using that variable, acreage burned, and resultant wind speed was used. 
Since the air quality impact analysis concerns the effect of increased acreage 
burned, the average fine particulate impact factor is simply the regression 
coefficient for this variable--3.67 ug/m3-l,OOO acres. From a previous 
analysis of the relationship between nephelometry and particulate impacts of 
smoke intrusions, the total particulate impact of an intrusion was found to be 
one-third greater than the fine particulate impact., Therefore, the average 
total particulate impact factor is 4.9 ug/m3-l,OOO acres. 

A similar analysis using intrusions from south valley burning only found a 
total particulate impact factor of 1.5 ug/m3-l,OOO acres for the dozen such 
intrusions recorded. This finding and an understanding of the different mete
orological conditions used for north wind and south wind burning led to the use 
of two impact factors in the analysis. The development of these factors is 
described in the technical support document. 

Scatter Plots of Particulate Impact Factors 

A plot of approximate upwind acreage burned and the TSP impact of the intru
sion into Springfield from 1973-1978 and into Lebanon and Halsey during 1978 is 
shown in Figure 1. Lines representing the north wind, south wind, and average 
impact factors are also shown. Clearly, the two impact factors used in the 
impact analysis are reasonably conservative. The four south valley burning 
smoke intrusions lying well above the south wind impact factor line are all the 
result of wind-flow reversal, and occurred prior to 1977. Since then, fore
casting and tracking capabilities have greatly improved with the acquisition of 
hourly synoptic scale meteorology data by the smoke management program. This 
type of intrusion is expected to be rare in the future. 

Some Differences between Nephelometry and Chemical Mass Balance 

During early efforts to develop particulate impact factors, three intrusions 
from 400 acres or less of burning were examined. Chemical mass balance esti
mated the impact of these intrusions in the 2 to 8 ug/m3 range leading to 
impact factors greater than 15 ug/m3-l,OOO acres. Later, an examination of 

-2-
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Figure 1. Scatter Plo.t for smoke intrusions into Springfield 1973-1978 
for all days and into Lebanon and Halsey 1978. 
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nephelometer records showed that for two of the intrusions, light scattering 
levels were only slightly increased over a one-hour period. For the other 
intrusion it was clear that a morning smoke intrusion, probably from slash 
burning, had been included with the small afternoon field burning intrusion 
by CMB. Nephelometry estimates of the impact of the three field-burning 
intrusions at 0.5 to 2 ug/m3 and the calculated impact factors are below the 
range used in the analysis. Although the uncertainties of both techniques are 
relatively large for small intrusions, one advantage of nephelometry--better 
temporal resolution--is obvious. For larger intrusions, a comparison has shown 
a fairly good agreement between the two techniques. 

Conclusion 

A large number of field burning intrusions from several locations have been 
examined to determine particulate impact factors. North and south wind impact 
factors used in the support document are reasonably conservative. Additional 
investigation will improve these impact estimates in the future. 

TS:er/PW25a22 
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Hearings on Field Burning, April 18, 1980 from Jane Newton, 149 Peterson, 
Philomath, OR 97370 

I am here as a consumer. 

Nothing can be made without producing some pollution. All our 
consumption is possible because of productivity that caused pol 
lution. I think most Americans realize that this is a fact of 
life; you don't hear them because they don't come to meetings. 

As a consumer of many products made outside the Willamette 
I benefit from the pollution people put up with elsewhere. 
them this often has meant extra pollution every day. 

Valley, 
For 

What they have done for me, I want for them. I want to protect 
the productivity that is essential to consumption. I am glad that 
for me the necessary pollution is only occasional, not like theirs 
a daily matter. 

I am also a consumer of beauty. I am grateful that here the pollu, 
tion is not just ugly, as it is in most places, but is actually 
part of a cycle that protects the vigor and beauty of our surround
ings, as well as essential productivity. 

I suspect the car trips made as a result of protests of field and 
slash burning have produced more hazardous pollution themselves than 
all the burning h8s. 

I am grateful for the new laws which make it so much easier for 
the farmers: to keep Oregon beautiful. 



LEBANON CITY HALL 

925 MAIN STREET, P.O. BOX 247 
LEBANON, OREGON 97355 (503) 258-3185 

ADMINISTRATION • FINANCE • COMMUNITY OEVELOPMENT 

April 18, 1980 

Environmental Quality Commission 
P. O. Box 1760 
522 SW 5th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Commissioners: 

Historically, Lebanon has been very supportive of the grass seed 
industry and we are not here today to register opposition to the 
250,000 acre proposed limitation. 

Rather we have come to implore future sensitivity to the diminution 
of usable airshed in the Lebanon area. While we continue to support 
our neighbors the seed growers, the City has also identified as its 
number one priority the diversification of Lebanon's industrial base. 

The staff report prepared for this hearing (p. 5 and 6) signals an 
alarm to which we would draw your attention and I quote: 

"The new impact analysis does project significant 
utilization of the 24-hour Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration increment for Total Suspended Particles. 
Specifically, 80 percent usage of the ••• 24-hour increment 
is projected for the Lebanon area. Previous Department 
estimates indicated a somewhat lower maximum increment 
usage of 41 percent at Coburg. It is clear, however, 
that either analysis indicates significant increment usage. 

The Department recognizes that these PSD increment 
consumption estimates will affect future airshed use 
by other new sources." 

Obviously the City cannot allow itself to be disenfranchised from 
future growth because we are in violation of air quality standards. 

LEBANON-Where Industry and Agriculture Meet 



EBvironmental Quality Commission April 18, 1980 
Page Two 

Likewise, we do not wish to be placed in a position of pitting 
future industrial growth against the interests of the seed 
industry. 

Lebanon would like to go on record at th-is hearing to solicit 
the support of this Commission as well as the State Legislature 
to continue efforts to strike a delicate balance for the future 
utilization of the airshed in our community. 

We pledge our involvement in helping all parties to seek such a 
solution. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel A. Clark, 
Mayor 

jl 



Attachment 1 -- Additions to the RR/SC Staff Report 

Underlines indicate new ianguage. ------

Pagell:· 

Add subsection "e" as follows: 

0 
~. 

6. How development will be handled in the interim to 
insure that it does not impair se~1erage implementation. 

The appropriate stipulations that the groundwater _tJ_rotection and 
remedial action plan corr.plies with local lant:I use plans. 

Page ll: 

:·lodify paragraph number 2 as follows: 

It is important to note that if the Department is to approve interim 
sewerage facilities, such facilities must be recognized in aw1 acco1'1!~10-
da ted by Lane County in their comprehensive Land Use Pl an, area zc:; Pl an, 
and the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. 



STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DEPT TELEPHONE 

cc Terri 
TO Jane Fechta l DATE March 25, 1980 

FROM, John Borden 

susJEcT. Public Notice and Information: River Road / Santa Clara Hearing, April 18. 

e1.125.1307 

Please contact appropriate TV, Radio and Press as discussed. Copies should 
also go to the River Road/Santa Clara co1TTTiunity group mailing list (obtain 
from Joyce 1lichols, Lane County Community Relations.) 

Please also get copies to Roy Burns and Garrett Rosenthal(LCOG). 

Roy was not in when I phoned him th's morning, but I will contact him about: 

l. what is still confidential in the current draft staff report 
2. the need for he and Daryl to meet with Lane County planners to 

check accuracy of my statements about Q08 plans, comprehensive 
plan~s, statistics, etc. 

3. how we should approach the Lane County ~oard of Commissioners about 
a Stipulated Agreement between them and the EQC. 

Thanks. 



NOTICE Cf PUBLIC HEARING 
A Chance To Be Heard About The 

RIVER ROAD/SANTA CLARA SEPTIC TANK MORATORILM 

The Enviror.mental Quality Commission will soon consider whether to continue, 

modify or repeal the current septic tank moratorium in effect in the 

River Road/Santa Clara area in Lane County. This rule-making hearing will 

take place before the Environmental Quality Commission on: 

DATE: 

locATJON: 

BEGINNING: 

APRIL 18, 1900 

EIJ3ENE CITY CoUNCIL CHN-1BERS 

717 PEARL STREET 

EIJ3ENE 

10:00 A,M, 

Interested citizens, especially those living in the River Road/Santa Clara 

area, people wishing to build houses or structures requiring septic tanks 

ln the affected area, and those who use groundwater in or north of the area 

are urged to attend the public hearing and express their opinion on the 

merits of continuing, modifying or repealing the current septic tank 

morator i_um. 

Testimony may be presented orally or in writing at the hearing or may be 

delivered to the DEQ, Willamette Valley Region Office in writing at: 

16 0AKWAY MALL 
EIJ3ENE, OREGON 971.JOl 



SUMMARY STATEMENT FOR THE MEDIA 

Notice of Public Hearing: A Chance To Be Heard About The River Road/Santa 
Clara Septic Tank Moratorium. 

The Enviromnental Quality Commission will soon consider whether to continue, 
modify or repeal the current septic tank moratorium in effect in the River 
Road/Santa Clara area in Lane County. This rule-making hearing will take 
place before the Environmental Quality Commission on: 

Date: 

Location: 

Beginning: 

April 18, 1980 

Eugene City Council Chambers 
777 Pearl Street 
Eugene 

10:00 a.m. 

Department of Environmental Quality staff have proposed three options for 
the Commission's consideration. The recommended option consists of three 
parts: 

1. Repeal the current septic tank moratorium. 

2. Adopt a regional septic tank rule to prevent new unacceptably high 
nitrate-nitrogen loads to the local groundwater system. 

3. Obtain a Stipulated Agreement between the Lane Board of Commissioners 
and the Environmental Quality Commission which results in a 
groundwater protection and remedial action plan. 

The Commission will base its decisions on: 

1. Oral and written public testimony. 

2. River Road/Santa Clara Groundwater Study, Final Technical Report. 

3. The LCOG final report. 

4. Department of Environmental Quality staff report. 

Testimony may be presented orally or in writing at the hearing or may be 
delivered to the DEQ, Willamette Valley Region Office in writing at: 

16 Oakway Mall 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Copies of the staff report and proposed rules may be obtained at the same 
location. 



SOUTHERN OREGON TIMBER INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 
2680 N. Pacific Highway 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Apri 1 18, 1980 

Mr. ·Chairman, and Members of the Commission: I am John L. Smith, Secretary-

Manager of the Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association. SOTIA is a two county 

organization headquartered in Medford. Our association represents 172 member firms, 

including all of the sawmills and plywood plants .in Grants Pass area. 

Our members have had a long standing interest in air quality and measures to 

protect and improve it. The association and membership have been intimately involved 

in the Air Quality Maintenance Area program in Medford. Industry's response has 

drawn favorable comment from your commission. 

Today I wish to enter the following comments on the DEQ findings and staff 

recommendation in their "Report to the Environmental Quality Commission on Grants 

Pass Air Qua! ity per August 25, 1978 EQC Request". 

We are concerned about premature designation of Grants Pass as a non-attainment 

area. The report's findings suggest further monitoring is appropriate before any 

change in status is considered. The report also suggests that refinements in 

methodology and sample sites may be necessary if definitive results are to be 

achieved. The paramount question is whether or not the area is in attainment and 

in which areas. Based on the limited sample durations and the problems noted, a 

definitive answer is not possible. We, therefore support continued monitoring. 

As we have learned in the Medford AQMA experience, non-attainment status leads 

to the need for strategy to achieve attainment. In Medford much of the strategy 

development was based on inadequate assessment of .sources. As a result we find 

ourselves going back to the drawing board to develop further TSP strategy and 



Apr i 1 18, 1980 Page TWO 

measures to meet federal secondary goals. The industry has borne the bulk of costs 

in the first round of TSP cleanup, and we are justifiably proul:lc. of our efforts 

and their results. However, we have questioned the validity of some of the measures. 

The Medford Aerosol Characterization Study promises to provide definitive answers 

on sources in the aerosol area. We concur with the staff that any status change 

should be deferred until the MAC Study data is all collected and analysed. 

The industry facilities in Grants Pass are scheduled for installation of 

several control devices which 9:iould significantly change our contributions to emissions 

in several categories. Those reductions may be significant enough to be a determining 

factor in the attainment question. Experienced data from existing installations 

of the same type can be used to assess the effect. This is particularly effective 

when combined with the MAC Study data. SOTl'A encourages you to defer consideration 

until installation is completed and new source testing can be done, or consider 

experienced figures from identical installations i.n your deliberations. 

It is very I ikely that industrial operations will be significantly curtailed 

in the Grants Pass area this year due to national economic conditions. This situation 

should provide the DEQ an excellent opportunity to pinpoint other sources. This is 

another reason for deferal of a status change. 

In summation, we concur with the staff recommendation on deferal of any change 

in status until the MAC Study is completed. Furthermore, we offer· the aforementioned 

points for· your consideration in support of the staff recommentation. 

Thank you. 
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2944 Helgeson Lane 
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526 
April 14, 1980 . 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S,W, 5th Avenue 
P,0, Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Commission Members: 

In 1978 the Josephine County Medical Society Auxiliary 
presented a petition to you to have Josephine County 
designated an Air Quality IViaintenance Area. We have 
been pleased that our efforts have helped to call atten
tion, both locally and at the state level, to a poten
tially serious problem here. We have been pleased that 
some monitoring has been done and would like to support 
its continuance, 

We would like to call attention to the following points 
included in the report from the Department 0£ Environmental 
Quality1 

1. The location and reliability of some of the 
monitoring sites is questionable. 

2. Our weather conditions the first year of moni
toring have been atypical. 

3, The study Choices in Life and Breath include 
some projections to the year 2000. Based on 
the data now available, these projections seem 
to have underestimated the potential problem 
with some.substances. 

We are pleased that DEQ is aware of the above, We are 
also concerned that again this year's readings may not 
be typical due to the economy. At least two situations 
are possible which can alter the results of the coming 
months' air readings. First, many of our mills are closing 
or cutting back, Secondly, we may expect fewer cars and 
tourists due to gasoline prices. Last year our county parks 
showed more use by Oregonians than Californians for the 
first time in several years, 



I 

==i!=-cJos~J~{ne CoY<,nt~ Jv(ei{caC AY{xt:(Uirif=== 
Page 2 

We wish to support your efforts for more thorough readings 
of particulates, ozone levels, etc. and appreciate your 
thoughtfulness in evaluating the collected data. 

CC: Michael E. Ziolko 
Air Quality Division 

Sincerely, 

~cy1l(~;~) 
Josephine County Medical Society 

Auxiliary, 
Kay Moline, President 
Carolyn Wheatley, Immediate Past 

President 
Shawna Gallemore, President-Elect 
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SUBJECT, 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

81-125·1387 

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Bill Young 
DATE: Apri 1 2, 1980 

John Borden 

AQ-Evans Products Company, Submicroporous Battery Separator Plant 
Ambient TCE Study 
Benton County 

Due to problems with sampling system development, we have drafted an 
addendum to postpone the ambient TCE testing (see attached memos and 
addendum). 

I have enclosed a status report for the April Commission breakfast which 
briefly details the situation (attached). 

We have coordinated our actions with the Company, the consulting engineering 
firm, and the local citizens' group. 

wr 

Attached: Memos I and 2 

· .. ~ 

Addendum and letter 
Letter to Art Boyle 
Draft Ambience article 
EQC Status Report 

• 

SP*7S683-12!1 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
Governor 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DEQ.46 

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

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Di rector 

Evans Products Company 
Status Report 

In late 1979, the Department's proposal to issue an Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit was brought before you for concurrence. The proposed 
permit was changed to reflect the concerns voiced during the discussion 
before you and the permit was issued to Evans in February, 1980. 

One of the requirements of the permit is that an ambient air study to 
determinA trichloroethylene (TCE) levels in the residential area near 
the plant be performed. Evans' consultant designed a program of sampl
ing using bags (for several hour sampling times). But the Oregon 
Graduate Center found that bags are not acceptable because they contain 
TCE themselves. 

The study must be redesigned to provide the necessary results; i.e., TCE 
ambient air concentrations, with grab samples taken. in passivated metal 
containers and, therefore, the Department is recommending that the study 
be postponed until the period October 1980 to January 1981. 

A copy of the permit addendum is attached. The Company will continue to 
perform monitoring activities (l ppm sensitivity) on a weekly basis 
until the ambient air study Is completed. 

The Department has coordinated its activities in this matter with both 
Evans and the Friends of Benton County. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Attached: Permit addendum for Evans Products Company. 
Ted Groszkiewicz:wr 
378-8240 
April 2, 1980 



Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVERNOR 

• Evans Products Company 
P,O. Box E 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

Gentlemen: 

REr Addendum to Air Contaminant 
Dlseharge Permit No, 02•2203 

Enclosed Is proposed Addendum #1 to your permit. Your request for a 
modification of Conditions II and 13 has been Incorporated In this 
addendum. Reeent meetings have ihown that composite sampling for 
determining ambient eonaentratlons of Trlchloroethylene In the area 
surrounding your plant Is not possible at the leve 1 of TCE Identified 
by earlier grab sampling. A study period time ext nslon will allow 
adequate grab sampling and give samples repr nta Ive of stagnant air 
conditions. ~ 
This proposad addendum will bee ef t e n tw nty days of the date 
of this letter, unless you req st a he• I before the Envlronmehtal 
Quality Commission In ran e with OA 3 ·14·040. If you have any 
questions, please con ct the rtmen within the twenty day period, 

ncerely, 

F.A. Skirvin, Supervisor 
Air Quality Program Operations 

FAS/wr 

Attachment 

ccr Willamette Valley Region, Salem Office 
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STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

John Borden cc: FASk i rv in, AQD DATE, April 2, 1980 

Ted Groszkiewicz via Dave St. Louis 

AQ-Evans Products Submicro Plant 
Ambient TCE Study I 

Dave and I met with Mark Boedigheimer (CH2M/Hill) and Mike Mikulka 
(Evans) on March 11 to discuss the ambient TCE study. The bag method of 
sampling proposed by CH2M/Hill and approved in concept by us is unaccept
able. Rei Rasmussen (OGC) found 7 ppb of TCE in a bag filled with clean 
air. A series of hot air purges brought the level of TCE down to 1/2 
ppb; but after 24 hours that level had risen to 1 ppb. 

Clearly, when we anticipate seeing levels of O. 1-100 ppb of TCE, a 0.5 
to 7 ppb TCE background in the sample device is intolerable. 

When coupled with the onset of better m1x1ng in the airshed and Dr. 
Rasmussen's out-of-country travel schedule, the above makes it imperative 
that: 

1. The study be redesigned. 

2. The study be postponed until the fall of 1980 (ASA's usually 
occur Oct.-Feb.). 

Dave and I discussed with Dr. Mikulka the administrative procedure which 
we felt would be necessary to accomplish the above goals. Namely, a 
permit addendum would have to be prepared and the Environmental Qua I i'ty 
Commission would have to be informed of our action. We also discussed 
the Department's intention that the Friends of Benton County be informed 
of the difficulties of the study as designed, the options open to obtain 
study data, and the administrative procedures involved. 

I also discussed the Department's desire that, until the study is complete, 
Evans continue the neighborhood TCE monitoring using I ppm sensitivity 
Gas Tech tubes. Dr. Mikulka assented. 

wr 
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STATE OF OREGON 

John Borden cc: FASkirvin, AQ Div. 

Ted Groszkiewicz via Dave St. Louis 

AQ-Evans Products Submicro Plant 
Ambient TCE Study I I 
Benton County 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATEo April 2, 1980 

Dave and I met with Art Boyle, Bill Dennison and Marvin Marcotte (Friends 
of Benton County) and Mark Boedigheimer (CH2M/Hill) on March 11, 1980 at 
6:30 p.m. We discussed Dr. Rasmussen's (Oregon Graduate Center) work 
finding 1-7 ppb of TCE in the aluminized sample bags as background. 

I expressed my concern that the variability and relative magnitude of 
the background TCE compared to expected ambient levels would make it 
difficult for the Department to evaluate the comp] iance status of the 
company with what we perceive to be a pending Federal ambient air standard 
for TCE. Everyone agreed that the study should document the average and 
worst case TCE concentrations for comparison with an enforcement of an 
adopted TCE ambient air standard. 

Art Boyle raised the point that the weather was sett] ing into the spring 
pattern of good mixing. And my suggestion that the TCE sampling be 
postponed until this fall was, after some discussion, favorably accepted. 
The discussion centered around: 

l. Ensuring that the study would occur during a period when 
Air Stagnation Advisory days would be included in the sampling. 

2. The method of sampling. 

Regarding point number 2, CH2M/Hill, Dr. Rasmussen and I are now in 
favor of taking grab samples of the type which Dave and I took initially. 
Friends of Benton County representatives accepted that position providing 
CH2M designed a study with enough sample points to obtain representative 
ambient levels. · 

We discussed the administrative procedures involved," and I said that I 
would keep the Friends of Benton County informed of progress. I also 
requested that after their review of our proposals for permit changes 
the group make a written statement of their position for inclusion in a 
status report to the EQC. 

wr 
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11. The permittee shall co11UDission an ambient air study approved by the 

Department (to be performed by an independent contractor) to determine 
the concentration of trichloroethylene in the area surroundina the 

plant during the period [ January ] October, 1980, to [ March, 1980 ] January, 
1981, and submit the results of the study to the Departmaat by [April 30, 1980 

Febr"uary 28, 1981. 



lJ. [During the period] Until completion of the ambient air study in 
condition 11, the 

permittee shall monitor the concentration of trichloroethylene in 
the neighborhood adjacent to the plant on a weekly basis. Sample 
points shall be agreed upon in writing by the Department. Monitoring 
shall be conducted by Department approved methods and the results 
shall be reported in writing to the Department. In addition: 

a. If the TCE concentration at any sample point reaches 15 parts 
per million the permittee shall: 

(1) Notify the Department by telephone. 

(2) Repeat the measurement hourly and report the results to 
the Department until the concentration drops below 5 ppm. 

(3) Locate and correct the cause of the excessive TCE levels. 

b. If the TCE concentration at any sample point reaches 25 ppm, 
the permittee shall repeat tests every hour. If the TCE 
concentration remains at or above 25 ppm for six (6) hours, the 
permittee shall cease TCE emitting operations at the plant unless 
otherwiee authorized by the Department. Hourly sampling shall 
continue until the TCE concentration drops below 5 ppm. Those 
TCE emitting operations shall not be resumed without 
authorization from the Department. 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOV FR.NOR 

• 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Governor Victor Atiyeh 

From: William H. Young 

Subject: Federal Sewerage Works Construction Grants 

President Carter's proposals for reducing federal spending to achieve a 
balanced Federal Budget in FY Bl were announced March 31, 198 0. 

Although our full evaluation is incomplete, to date we have identified 
one area where the President's proposed action appears to unfairly impact 
Oregon compared to a majority of other states. 

The President has placed a freeze on the award of Federal Sewerage Works 
Construction Grants from current year (FY 80) funds until at least 
September 1980 with release of funds to be regulated thereafter. 
This action is intended to reduce actual federal cash outlay during 
FY 81 by $95 million. 

EPA has advised us that this proposal was made with full knowledge that 
it would: 

--essentially shut down sewage works construction programs in 
9 states and 2 territories, including Oregon. 

-slightly impact 28 states' programs. 
--have essentially no impact on the programs of 13 states. 

The states severely impacted are the ones who have diligently pursued the 
intent of Congress to curb water pollution, and have used all of their 
allocated FY 79 Construction Grant funds during FY 79. Those states that 
are still trying to use FY 79 funds can continue "business as usual" until 
the funds are exhausted. 

It is my understanding that 13 states will have to speed !:!12 their programs 
and spending to use their FY 79 funds before the obligation deadline of 
September 30, 1980. Indeed, EPA projects $1.192 billion or 28 percent of 
the FY 79 authorization to be obligated by grant award in the 8th quarter 
or last 3 months of allowed 2-year obligation period. 

We should seek immediate congressional action to extend the September 30, 
1980, obligation deadline for FY 79 funds by at least one year and direct 
EPA to administratively act to assure that w.hatever slowdown in grant 
awards is needed to achieve the FY 81 cash outlay reduction is equitably 
distributed among all states in proportion to their formula share of the 
annual national allotment--without regard to the fiscal year origin of 
funds. 

This action would permit release of some FY 80 funds to those states now 
"shut down". In Oregon's case this would permit minimal continued progress 
on critical.projects presently under construction but would probably not 
allow initiation of new construction projects. 

WL1319 .A (W) 


