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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 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 
From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Director 

Agenda Item No. L, March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Request for a Variance from General Emission Standards for 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) at Bulk Gasoline Terminals, 
OAR 340-22-130(1), for Time Oil Company, Northwest and Bell 
Terminal 

By letter dated January 16, 1981 (Attachment No. 1), Time Oil Company 
requested a variance to complete the installation of equipment to control 
the emissions of volatile organic compounds from Time.Oil Company's bulk 
gasoline terminal at 12005 N. Burgard Road, Portland. OAR 340-22-130 
established a date of April 1, 1981, by which all bulk gasoline terminals 
with a daily throughput of greater than 76,000 liters (20,000 gallons) 
per day of gasoline should limit the emission of volatile organic compounds 
to 80 milligrams or less of voe per liter of gasoline loaded into trucks 
and trailers. 

Time Oil Company issued purchase orders to McGill, Inc., Tulsa, Okla., 
for vapor recovery units for their Portland (St. Helens Road) Terminal 
on April 7, 1980, and for their Northwest and Bell Terminal (Burgard Road) 
on July 10, 1980. As outlined in the McGill, Inc., letter of January 6, 
1981 (Attachment No. 2), the vapor recovery unit for the Portland Terminal 
has been received and will be installed and in operation by the compliance 
date of April 1, 1981. The vapor recovery unit for the Northwest and Bell 
Terminal is scheduled to be shipped during the week of March 16, 1981. 
Transportation, installation and shakedown time is estimated to extend 
until June 1981. 

Mr. John Denham, Environmental Coordinator for Time Oil Company, explained 
that the later purchase date for the voe control unit for the Northwest 
and Bell Terminal was the result of a change of marketing plans which 
originally called for all gasoline truck loading to be concentrated at 
the Portland Terminal. The plans were changed by customer needs to include 
gasoline truck loading at both terminals. Hence the later purchase date 
and the need for a variance. 

Oregon Revised Statute 468.345 authorizes the Environmental Quality 
Commission to grant variances from air contamination rules and standards 
if it finds that conditions exist beyond the control of the persons granted 
such variances. 
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Alternatives and Evaluation 

The proximity of the shipping date for delivery of the control equipment 
to the compliance date leaves no alternative to a variance except possible 
closure of the facility, 

Strict compliance with the compliance date of April 1, 1981, is 
inappropriate in this case because conditions exist that are beyond the 
control of Time Oil Company. The purchase order for the vapor recovery 
unit was issued to the supplier McGill, Inc., on July 10, 1980, specifying 
the earliest delivery date available, which was March 26, 1981. McGill 
has since confirmed the shipping date for the week of March 26, 1981, and 
has listed the additional time required to put the unit into service. 
These times extend the completion time to June 6, 1981, at the earliest. 

A variance is requested to extend the compliance date to July 1, 1981. The 
additional time beyond the earliest anticipated date for completion is 
believed necessary to allow for unexpected delays in delivery, installation 
and shakedown of the new equipment. 

Summa ti on 

1. The Environmental Quality Commission has authority under Oregon 
Revised Statutes 468.345 to grant a variance if it finds conditions 
exist that are beyond the control of Time Oil Company. 

2. Time Oil Company has requested a variance from the compliance date 
of April 1, 1981, to extend the compliance date to July 1, 1981. 

3. Time Oil Company has received confirmation from the supplier of the 
voe control equipment that delivery will be made during the week of 
March 16, 1981. 

4. Strict compliance with the established compliance date of April 1, 
1981, is inappropriate in this case because conditions exist that 
are beyond the control of Time Oil Company. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that Time Oil 
Company, Northwest and Bell Terminal, be granted a variance from the 
compliance date of April 1, 1981, specified in OAR 340-22-130(1) upon the 
condition that compliance be achieved by no later than July 1, 1981. 

1t\_,~~ 
William H. Young 

Attachments 
1. Time Oil request for extension (1/16/81) 
2. McGill, Inc., letter (1/6/81) 

Harry M. Demaray:c 
RC93 
229-5295 
2/24/81 



' . ATTACHMENT 1 
PHONE 285-2400 

CABLE ADDRESS: TIMOIL 

SEATTLE 
TACOMA 
PORTLAND 
STOCKTON 
RENO 
RICHMOND 
SAN PEDRO 
LOS ANGELES 

TIME OIL COMPANY 
2737 W. COMMODORE WAY, P.O. BOX 24447, TERMINAL ANNEX, SEATTLE, WA 98124 

Dept. or Envlronmental Quallty 

OO[g®~aw~rw 
JAN 19 1981 

January 16, 1981 

NORTHWEST REGION 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Stephen Carter 
522 Southwest 5th Avenue 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97297 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

This is in reference to your letter of August 28, 1980 and mine 
of August 22, 1980, copies attached. 

Obtaining copies of purchase orders per your request was no 
problem since they were initiated from this office. Obtaining 
a letter from the supplier was another story. It arrived today 
however and a copy is enclosed along with copies of the purchase 
orders. Believe this completes your requirements. 

We again request an extension of time, from April 1, 1981 to 
December 31, 1981, to complete vapor recovery installations 
at terminals. 

Sincerely, 

9vL/?~~ 
{I ~~~~ P. Denham 

Environmental Coordinator 

JPD/mf 

'·' 
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. , ... , 

McGill /ncorp~rated 
5800 West 68/h Slreel 

Pas/ Office Box 9667 

..... ·.·-···-·· . 

ATTACHMENT 2 

INCORPORATED Tulsa, Oklahoma 74107 USA 
918-445-2431 liJ/ex 79-6434 

Time Oil Company 
2737 W6>st Corrmrodore Way 
Seattle, WA. 98199 

ATTENTION: Jock Streidl 

January 6, 1981 

REFERENCE: Vapor Recovery Unit 
for your Portland, OR. terminal 
McGill Job No. 70590 

Gentlemen: 

Confirming our recent telt :;l·r"' 1.~2 conversation, the best shipping date 
for the above referenc.ed j. J will be the week of 3-16-81. 

Transportation to the jobsite will take 3-5 days. Typical installa
tion time for this equipment is 30-45 days. This obviously can vary 
depending on the amount of preparation made before the unit arrives. 
Actual assembly time of the components and tie in of gasoline, vapor 
lines, circulation lines, electrical power and control lines is about 
5-10 days. 

McGill will require at least one week's notice that equipment is ready 
for start-up. Occasionally we will have more requests for start-up in 
one week than we have p·eople to perform the work, so t:he e:::1.rlier you 
can notify us of your scheduled start-up date, the better, as We work 
on a first come, first served basis. Start-up and personnel training 
will take about 5 days. 

assistance, 

7: 
~ .J 

:;/i5 ,. J 
..( /) 

If you have any questions, or if we can be of any further 
please advise. $A--·; !'11/( / I 1 ,, J 

' , 

MA:fh 
cc: Brock Easley - Kirkland, WA 

Brock Easley - Englewood, CO 

Sincerely, 

fl/LI//~ 
Mark Agee 
Projects Manager 

The Technology People 
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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: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda I tern M , March 1 3, 1981 , EQC Meeting 
Public Hearing and Consideration of Adopting Proposed Revised 
Open Field Burning Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-005 
through 26-030. 

I. Background 

As stated in the January 30, 1981, staff report, rev1s1ons to the rules 
regulating open field burning are proposed to address 1) problems of 
illegal over-burning as evidenced by a recent independent sampling analysis 
commissioned by the Department, 2) the need for improving the effective 
daily functioning of the smoke management program through improved information 
collection and transfer (field mapping system) and the granting of authority 
to the Department to issue additional burning restrictions by area, time 
period, and fuel condition when deemed necessary, and 3) the problem of 
safe burning adjacent to and on the west side of U.S. Interstate 5, 

The problem of over-burning, assuming the available evidence is reasonably 
accurate, could of course have potentially serious implications on compl l
ance with legal state and federally approved maximum acreage limitations, 
both the annual acreage ceiling (250,000 acres) and the single-day maximum 
for the south valley (46,934 acres). 

In addition, the legislative directive to maximize daily burning within those 
1 imitations, combined with the recognized need to continue to minimize 
smoke intrusions have necessitated more intensive management practices, 
and generally better communication and performance at each level of orga
nization: management team, permit agent, and grower. 

On January 30, 1981, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Environmental 
Quality Commission (EQC) approved a request for authorization to conduct 
a public hearing on the proposed open field burning regulations, with the 
period for receiving public testimony to extend through to the scheduled 
public hearing at the March 13, 1981, EQC meeting. Public testimony and 
comment received as of this writing (February 18, 1981) are reviewed 
in the Evaluation section of this report. 
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A "Statement of Need for Rulemaking" is attached (Attachment 1). The EQC's 
authority to regulate field burning is established in the fol lowing Oregon 
Revised Statutes (ORS): 

a) ORS 468.130 authorizing the Commission to establish a civil 
penalty schedule; 

b) ORS 468.450 authorizing the Commission to establish a schedule 
which identifies the extent and type of burning to be allowed on 
each "marginal" day; and, 

c) 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 the proposed rule changes pursuant to ORS 468.460(3). 

It should be noted that certain sections of the field burning rules appended 
to the January 30, 1981 staff report as Attachment I II, other than those 
sections proposed and identified (underscored) for revision, did not incor
porate the most recent rule changes approved by the Commission at its regular 
meeting on April 18, 1980. Those changes have since been incorporated into 
the rules as presented in Attachment II of this report which now represents 
the complete and updated version. 

2. Alternatives and Evaluation 

2. 1 Summary of Testimony 

Both the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council have been instrumental 
in assisting in a positive way the rule development process and have submitted 
written comments on the currently proposed rule revisions which represent a 
concensus of thought reflective of the year-old signed agreement between the 
two parties. Both parties have indicated general support for the Department's 
efforts to increase enforcement activities and implement other improvements 
of an organizational and operational nature. Both parties have, however, 
recommended some modifications to the proposed rule revisions related to civil 
penalties and fluffing requirements. In addition, both parties have recom
mended a change to an existing rule requiring into-the-wind strip-lighting 
under certain conditions. 

Specifically, the following joint recommendations on the proposed rule revisions 
were made: 

a) Keep and strengthen the prov1s1on for requ1r1ng mechanical fluffing 
treatments such that the Department shall require its use when 
conditions warranting its use exist. Omit subsequent language 
stating it to be the Commission's Intention to require fluffing on 
essentially all perennial fields by 1983 (Subsection 26-015(3)(g)(A)). 
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Both parties argued that, while it is necessary to signal to the grower 
community that fluffing treatments will eventually be required on a regular 
basis and that arrangements or capital investments for acquiring such equip
ment need to be made, adoption and implementation of the fluffing requirement 
as suggested would adequately accomplish this and allow for more flexibility 
in discriminating between those specific perennial grass types most suited 
to the benefits of such treatment. 

b) Omit the existing provision specifying use of into-the-wind strip-
] ighting techniques on annual grass seed and cereal crop fields when, 
except under wind directions of 20° to 90°, an estimated mixing 
height of 3500 feet wi 11 not occur (Subsection 26-015(3) (e) (A)). 

Both parties agreed that the rule unnecessarily limits the use of preferred 
perimeter burning techniques and is otherwise of little use since any sig
nificant burning under conditions of limited mixing height is usually accom
plished on a field-by-field release basis under intense management and scrutiny. 

c) Specify that the proposed civil penalty schedule be applied only in 
lieu of any $20 to $40 per acre assessment and not in addition to it; 
specify only a specific fine for each of the offenses listed and 
eliminate the language allowing a penalty assessment range up to 
$10,000 for each violation; eliminate the provision for suspending 
burning privileges for up to 18 months after a repeat violation 
occurs within a two year period (Subsection 26-025(2)). 

Both sides argued that eliminating the penalty range and establishing a single 
specific fine for each specific offense would better serve the purpose of noti
fying and clarifying for the grower community the Department's penalty assess
ment procedure and its intent to act in a straightforward, swift, and predict
able manner to various types of violations. It was similarly argued that, In 
order for the Department to maintain some flexibility in penalty determination, 
especially for cases in which a per-acre assessment method would more adequately 
reflect the violation or its consequences, the Department should at its option 
determine which method of assessment to use (either per-acre or specific fine) 
but that one not be combined to "piggy-back" upon the other. Furthermore, both 
parties agreed that the provision for suspending burning privileges should be 
omitted at this time because of foreseeable difficulties in enforcing such a 
regulation and as an effort to encourage the industry's sustained spirit of 
cooperation in supporting more effective rule compliance. 

These revisions have been subsequently discussed by staff and the proposed changes 
are addressed in Section 2.2 of this staff report and in the proposed rules 
(Attachment I I) . 

Oregon State University (OSU) also submitted testimony in response to the 
proposed rules which similarly reflects the recommendations of the Oregon 
Seed Council and the City of Eugene as discussed above. Specifically, the 
OSU response indicates concern over 1) the application of a fluffing 
requirement "on essentially all perennial grass seed fields" by 1983, and 
2) the wide range of penalties stipulated for specific violations. (personal 
c:;eimmun i cat ion) . 
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The proposed field burning rules have been distributed to local, state and 
federal governmental agencies (including all affected fire districts), as 
part of a federally mandated coordinated review process. In summary, al 1 
responses received to date have been in support of the proposed rules with 
the exception of those items noted above. 

2.2 Proposed Rule Changes in Response to Testimony 

2.2.1 Revisions to Subsection 26-015 

The proposed rule revision stipulating that by 1983 the Commission require 
mechanical fluffing treatments on essentially all perennial grass seed 
fields was originally intended to serve as a message urging growers to make 
plans for acquiring the necessary equipment. The Department planned then to 
determine through field studies the specific criteria, conditions, and grass 
types for which the benefits of fluffing would be maximized. Specific rule 
provisions would then be developed accordingly. 

Staff accepts the reasoning that the proposed rule revision authorizing the 
Department to require fluffing under certain conditions by itself serves as 
notice to the grower community that preparations for complying should be 
made, provided the Department demonstrates during the 1981 summer season that 
the fluffing rule will, in fact, be implemented liberally whenever conditions 
would warrant. In addition, permanently adopting the fluffing rule as is now 
recommended allows the Department considerable flexibility in its application 
by crap type. 

With regard to testimony recommending elimination of a current requirement 
for use of into-the-wind strip-lighting techniques on annual grass seed and 
cereal fields under certain 1 imited ventilation conditions, staff substan
tially concurs with the supporting arguments presented. The current rule 
unduly restricts more frequent use of perimeter burning which, in the 
Department's opinion, is the preferred burning technique. As mentioned earlier, 
any significant amount of burning accomplished under limited ventilation is 
usually done on a limited or field-by-field release basis in which field 
condition, burning method, and local meteorology are control led or carefully 
selected. Finally, into-the-wind strip-lighting has failed to receive wide
spread use by growers because of the potential threat to personal safety its 
use represents. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently reviewing .this recom
mended change and have provided no response as of this writing as to its 
acceptability. The change could be perceived as representing a relaxation 
to the current SIP related to continuous emission control. Staff believes 
that in terms.of emission control, however, the effect of the change would be 
offset by the proposed new rule requiring fluffing of fields when excessive 
low-level smoke is anticipated. 
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2.2.2 Revisions to Subsection 26-025 

To a great extent, the Department's ability to curb illegal burning 
activity will depend on the cooperation of growers and permit agents. 
An effective enforcement program combines a realistic risk of being 
cited with a penalty assessment procedure that is well defined and 
not readily mitigable. The former will be addressed at the operational 
level through personnel additions and greater use of aerial surveillance 
and photographic coverage. A fine schedule has been proposed to address 
the latter and to relieve the Department's field investigators from 
the time-delaying necessity of determining acreage associated with each 
i l legal event. 

Staff had originally proposed that such a fine schedule have a wide 
penalty range associated with it to allow the Department some flexi-
bility in special cases to adjust the penalty above the minimum pre-
scribed, though the Department would intend to as a matter of routine 
and practice assess that minimum amount for first-time offenders. Testi-
mony suggesting that the wide penalty range defeats the purpose and benefit 
of a wel 1 defined penalty schedule is probably well founded, and that for 
the same reasoning a per-acre assessment should not be added onto a regular 
fine. Recognizing that the per-acre method of assessment when used in lieu of 
the regular fine schedule still allows the Department some flexibility, staff 
accepts these modifications, but proposes to retain the full penalty range 
indicated for (2)(e) pertaining to any other violations not specifically 
identified in the fine schedule. Also, with regard to (2)(b)(B) pertaining 
to late burning, the proviso "(normal after smoulder excepted)" is omitted 
to reflect the recently revised language of the rule prohibiting late burning. 

Finally, with regard to the provision allowing the Department to suspend 
a grower's burning privileges after a repeat violation, several problems 
of enforceability can be anticipated. First, as testimony suggests, 
it would be relatively easy for a grower to circumvent such a suspension. 
Secondly, the threat of suspension might cause more growers to challenge 
or appeal each violation they receive which could contribute significantly 
to the case workload of enforcement personnel while at the same time 
greater efforts are made to increase the number of violators cited. 
The end result of this and its effect on the enforcement process is 
difficult to predict, but is surely a valid consideration. While staff 
acknowledges the drawbacks of the proposed provision for suspending 
burning privileges, the potential value of such a rule as an enforcement 
deterrent is also apparent. Therefore, the Department proposes to eliminate 
the suspension provision at this time and adopt a wait-and-see approach 
toward the effectiveness of the currently proposed rules, leaving open the 
possibility of implementing a refined suspension rule at a later date. 

2.3 Submittal of Proposed Rules for 5tate Implementation Plan Revision 

The proposed rules, if adopted, would be submitted along with any necessary 
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supporting documentation to the EPA. It is the Department's view 
that the proposed revisions are for the most part more restrictive 
than current rules contained in the current SIP and should therefore 
have little difficulty receiving approval. 

3. Summation 

Revisions to the rules regulating open field burning have been 
proposed to: 

a) Address problems of illegal over-burning; 

b) Improve smoke management effectiveness through improved 
information collection and transfer and granting of 
authority to make additional restrictions on burning 
by area, time period and fuel condition; and, 

c) Reduce potentjal public safety hazards associated with burning 
adjacent to the Interstate 5 freeway. 

Written testimony received to date has generally supported the proposed 
rule revisions with the following exceptions. The Oregon Seed Council 
and City of Eugene have concurred in recommending that l) the proposed 
rule requiring fluffing on essentially all perennial grass seed fields 
by 1983 be eliminated, 2) an existing rule requiring into-the-wind strip-
1 ighting on annual grass seed and cereal fields under poor ventilation 
conditions be eliminated, 3) the proposed penalty schedule be modified 
to eliminate the wide penalty range stipulated for each violation and 
further specify that the per-acre method of assessment be applied only 
in 1 ieu of this new penalty schedule, not in addition to it, and 
4) the provision allowing the Department to suspend burning privileges 
of repeat violators be eliminated. 

Comments from OSU, for the most part, reflected those recommendations 
identified above. 

Based on the public testimony received to date, additional rule changes 
are proposed to: 

a) Modify proposed subsection 26-015(3) (g) (A) to eliminate lan
guage stating H to be the Commission's intention that fluffing 
be required on essentially all perennial grass seed fields, 
and retain the provision specifying that the Department shall 
require fluffing treatments when conditions warrant; 

b) Modify subsection 26-0i5(3)(e)(A) to eliminate the existing 
requirement for into-the-wind strip-lighting on annual grass 
seed and cereal fields under poor ventilation conditions; and, 

c) Modify proposed subsection 26-025(2) to eliminate the penalty 
range stipulated for each violation, specify that the proposed 
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penalty schedule be applied only in lieu of any per-acre 
assessment and not in addition to it, and eliminate the pro
vision for suspending burning privileges of repeat violators. 

If adopted, the proposed rules and any necessary supporting documentation 
would be submitted to the EPA immediately. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

Based on the information presented in pages l - 10 of the Director's 
January 30, 1981, staff report to the Commission; the written testimony 
received to date; the recommendation of Oregon State University pursuant 
to ORS 468.460(3); and subject to the testimony of the March 13, 1981, 
public hearing before the Commission, it is recommended that the 
Environmental Qua! ity Commission act as follows: 

l. Designate as its final Statement of Need for Rulemaking the State
ment of Need set forth in Attachment l to the Director's staff report. 

2. Adopt as permanent rules the proposed rules set forth in Attachment 11 
to the Director's staff report, subject to any changes found appro
priate as a result of the March 13, 1981, public hearing, such rules 
to become effective upon their prompt filing with the Secretary of State. 

3. Instruct staff to submit the revised rules set forth in Attachment 11 
to the Director's staff report and any necessary additional supporting 
documentation to the Environmental Protection Agency as a revision to 
the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

Attachment 

~~ 
WILLIA~ YOUNG 

l Statement of Need for Rulemaking 
11 Proposed Field Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 340, 

Sections 26-005 through 26-030 
111 Oregon State University's Response to Proposed 

Rule Revisions 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Agenda Item , March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting 
Public Hearing and~Consideration of Adopting Proposed Revised Open 
Field Burning Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-005 through 
26-030. 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to adopt a rule. 

(l) Legal Authority 

Oregon Revised Statutes 468.020, 468. 130, 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 enhancing the enforceability of open field 
burning regulations made necessary by recent evidence of signi
ficant levels of illegal burning activity; 

2. Make operational rule changes requiring the mapping of all 
acreage registered for open burning; and, 

3. Make operational rule changes granting the Department authority 
for restricting amounts and timing of burning, and requiring 
special residue drying treatments when judged by the Department 
to be necessary. 

(3) Principle Documents Relied Upon 

l. Staff reports, William H. Young, Director, Department of 
Environmental Quality presented at the January 30 and March 
13, 1981 , EQC meetings. 

2. Record of the Environmental Quality Commission meetings, 
January 30 and March 13, 1981. 

3. Personal Communication, Timothy J. Sercombe, Johnson, Harrang, 
Swanson and Long, Eugene City Attorneys, October 22, 1980 and 
February 12, 1981. 

4. Personal Communication with Charles D. Craig, Director of 
Technical Services, Oregon Seed Council, October 28, November 
24, November 26, and December 16, December 23, 1980, and 
January 6, and February 12, 1981. 
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5. Personal Communication with Terry Smith, Environmental Analyst 
City of Eugene, December 11 and December 17, 1980, and January 
6, February 12 and February 13, 1981. 

6. Personal Communication with David S. Nelson, Executive Secretary 
Oregon Seed Council, December 24, 1980 and January 6, and 
February 12, 1981. 

7. Personal Communication with Barry Schrumpf, Environmental Remote 
Sensing Applications Laboratory, January 8, 1981. 

8. Draft Final Report, Acreage Validation Project, by Barry Schrumpf, 
Oregon State University, Environmental Remote Sensing Applications 
Laboratory, January 6, 1981. 

9. Personal Communication with Harold Youngberg, Extension Agronomist, 
Oregon State University, February 11, 1981. 

10. Letter from Harold Youngberg, Agronomist, OSU, to Sean O'Connell, 
Department of Environmental Quality, February 12, 1981. 

11. Letter from David S. Nelson, Executive Secretary, Oregon Seed 
Council, to Sean K. O'Connell, Department of Environmental Quality, 
February 17, 1981.· 

12. Letter from Terry Smith, Environmental Analyst, City of Eugene, 
to Sean K. O'Connell, Department of Environmental Quality, 
February 13, 1981. 
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ATTACHMENT 11 

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 

October 31. 
(b) "Winter Burning Season" means the eight month period from November 

through June 30. 
(2) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 
(3) "Marginal Conditions" means conditions defined in ORS 468.450(1) under 

which permits for agricultural open burning may be issued in accordance with 
this regulation and schedule. 

(4) "Northerly Winds" means winds coming from directions in the north 
half of the compass, at the surface and aloft. 

(5) "Priority Areas" means the following areas of the Willamette Valley: 
(a) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of incorporated cities 

having populations of 10,000 or greater. 
(b) Areas within 1 mile of airports servicing regularly scheduled airline 

flights. 
(c) Areas in Lane County south of the line formed by U. S. Highway 126 and 

Oregon Highway 126. 
(d) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of the City of Lebanon. 
(e) Areas on the west side of and within 1/4 mile of these highways: U. S. 

Interstate 5, 99, 99E, and 99W. Areas on the south side of and within 1/4 mi.le 
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 purposes 
pursuant to subsection 26-013(6) of this regulation or for the purpose of con
firming 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 
atmospheric ventilation capabilities. The Ventilation Index as used in these rules 
is defined by the following identity: 

VI = (Effective mixing height ((feet)) x (Average wind speed through the 
1000 effective mixing height (knots)) 
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(9) "Willamette Valley" means the areas of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, 
Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties lying between the crest 
of the Coast Range and the crest of the Cascade Mountains, and include the following: 

(a) "South Valley," the areas of jurisdiction of all 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 Quality 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 shall 
indicate the number of the month and the day of issuance, the second part the hour 
of authorized burning based on a 24 hour clock and the third part shall indicate the 
size of acreage to be burned (e.g., a validation number issued August 26 at 2:30 p.m. 
for a 70 acre burn would be 0826-1430-070). 

(15) "Open Field Burning" means burning of any perennial grass seed field, 
annual grass seed field or cereal grain field in such manner that combustion air and 
combustion products are not effectively controlled. 

(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 downwind side. 

(17) "Into-the-Wind Strip Burning" means a modification of backfire burning In 
which additional lines of fire are ignited by advancing directly into the existing 
surface wind after completing the initial backfires. The technique increases the 
length of the flame front and therefore reduces the time required to burn a field. 
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 which 
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. 
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(23) "Drying Day" means a 24-hour period during which the relative humidity 
reached a minimum less than 50% and no rainfall was 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 establ I shed for each 
permit jurisdiction, for fields in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as rea
sonably as practicable, an equftable opportunity to burn. 

(26) "Effective Mixing Height" means either the maximum height of actual plume 
rise as determined by aircraft measurement or the calculated mixing height, which
ever 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 recorded for 
the Eugene site and the Springfield site. Provided 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 hourly reading to exceed 
background levels (the average of the three hourly readings immediately prior to the 
intrusion) by: 

(a) 5.0 x lo-4 b-scat units or more, two hours of smoke intrusion; 
(b) 4.0 x lo-4 b-scat units or more, for intrusions after September 15 of each 

year, two hours of smoke intrusion; 
(c) 1.8 x 10-4 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 provisions apply during both summer and 
winter burning seasons in the Willamette Valley unless otherwise specifically noted. 

(l) 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[~], and shall include graphic delineation 
of all acreage so registered upon map materials provided by the Department and on file 
with the local ermit issuin 

c Open field burning permits issued by the Department a're not valid until 
acreage fees are paid pursuant to ORS 468.480(1) (b) and a validation number is ob
tained from the appropriate local fire permit issuing agency for each field on the 
day the field is to be burned. The Department may specify that open field burning 
permits shall be val id for a designated period of time following the time of issuance 
and shall expire thereafter if the permitted field burn ls not initiated within that 
designated period. 

(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 demonstrate 
authority to burn at all times during the burning operation and said permit shall 
be made available for at least one year after expiration for inspection upon request 
by appropriate authorities. 
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authority to burn at all times during the burning operation and said permit shall 
be made available for at least one year after expiration for inspection upon request 
by appropriate authorities. 

(f) At all times proper and accurate records of permit transactions and copies 
of all permits shall be maintained by each agency or person involved in the issuance 
of permits, for inspection by the appropriate authority. 

(g) Open field burning permit issuing agencies shall submit to the Department 
on forms provided, weekly summaries of field burning activities in their permit juris
diction during the period July l to October 15. Weekly summaries shall be mailed and 
postmarked no later than the first working day of the following week. 

(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 
which specifies the extent and type of burning to be allowed each day. During the 
time of active field burning, the Department shall broadcast this schedule over the 
Oregon Seed Council radio network operated for this purpose, on an as needed basis, 
depending on atmospheric and air quality conditions. 

(a) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn under these rules shall 
conduct the burning operation in accordance with the Department's burning schedule. 

(b) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn fields under these rules 
shall monitor the Department's field burning schedule broadcasts and shall conduct 
the burning operations in accordance with the announced schedule. 

(5) Any person open field burning under these rules shall actively extinguish 
all flames and major smoke sources when prohibition conditions are imposed by the 
Department. 

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 well as other State air, water, solid waste, and noise laws and regulations; and 

(b) Conducts the approved alternative method and oeprates any associated 
equipment subject to subsections (2) and (3) of this section. 

(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. 
(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 

burning provided that all of the following conditions are met: 
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(a) Field sanitizers are not available or otherwise cannot accomplish the 
burning. 

(b) The field stubble will not sustain an open fire. 
(c) One of the following conditions exist: 
(A) The field has been previously open burned and appropriate fees paid. 
(B) The field has been flailchopped, mowed, or otherwise cut close to the 

ground and loose straw has been removed to reduce the straw fuel load as much as 
practicable. 

26-012 REGISTRATION AND AUTHORIZATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED. 
(1) On or before April l 'of each year, all acreages to be open burned under 

this rule shall be registered with the local fire permit issuing agency or its 
authorized representative on forms provided by the Department. A nonrefundable 
$1.00 per acre registration fee shall be paid at the time of registration. 
At the time of registration, all registered acreage shall be delineated and 
specifically identified on map materials provided by the Department using a unique 
four- art reference code defined as follows: registration number-line number-crop 
type P perennial , A annual , C cereal - acreage. In addition, .the symbol "X" 
shall be appended to this reference code for fields which, because of their location 
with respect to particularly sensitive smoke receptors or severe fire hazards, should 
not be burned under normally referred windflow atterns. 

2 Registration of acreage after April 1 of each year shall require: 
(a) Approval of the Department. 
(b) An additional late registration fee of $1.00 per acre if the late regis

tration is determined by the Department to be the fault of the late registrant. 
(3) Copies of all Registration/Application forms and registration map materials 

shall be forwarded to the Department promptly by the local fire permit issuing agency. 
(4) The local fire permitting agency shall maintain a record of all registered 

acreage by assigned field number, location, type of crop, number of acres to be 
burned and status of fee payment for each field["], and in addition shall maintain 
a copy of the registration map materials prepared pursuant to subsection (1) above 
showing each registered field complete with field reference code. 

(5) Burn authorizations shall be issued by the local fire permit issuing 
agency up to daily quota limitations established by the Department and shall be 
based on registered feepaid acres and shall be issued in accordance with the 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 TO BE OPEN BURNED. 
(1) Except for acreage to be burned under 26-013(6) and (7), the maximum 

acreage to be open burned under these rules shall not exceed 250,000 acres. 
(2) Any revisions to the maximum acreage to be burned, allocation procedures, 

permit issuing procedures or any other substantive changes to these rules affecting 
the open field burning program for any year shall be made prior to June l of that 
year. In making these rule changes the Commission shall consult with Oregon State 
University (OSU) and may consult with other; interested agencies. 

(3) Acres burned on any day by approved 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 
100 percent of their registered acres. 
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(5) In the event that total registration exceeds the acreage al lowed to be open 
burned under 26-013(1) the Department may issue acreage allocations to growers 
totaling not more than 110 percent of the acreage allowed under section 26-013(1). 
The Department shall monitor burning and shall cease to issue burning quotas when 
the total acreage reported burned equals the maximum acreage allowed under section 
26-013(1). 

(a) Each year the Department shall sub-allocate 110 percent of the total acreage 
allocation 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 
April· l to the total acreage registered as of April l. 

(b) The Department shall sub-allocated the total acre allocation 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 l to the total acreage registered 
as of April l. 

(c) In an effort to insure that permits are available in areas of greatest 
need, to coordinate completion of burning, and to achieve the greatest possible permit 
utilization, the Department may adjust, in cooperation with the fire districts, 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 growers are not permitted after the maximum 
acres specified in section 26-013(1) have been burned within the Valley. 

(e) Except for additional acreage allowed to be burned by the Commission as 
provided for in (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 will 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: 

l. 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 experimental 

open field sanitizers, shall not exceed 7500 acres annually. 
(b) For experimental open burning the Department may assess an acreage fee 

equal to that charged for open burning of regular acres. Such fees shall be 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 Commission may permit the emergency open 
burning under the following procedures: ' 

(a) A grower must submit to the Department an application form for emergency 
field burning requesting emergency burning for one of the following reasons; 
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(A) Extreme hardship documented by: 
An analysis and signed statement from a CPA, public accountant, or other 

recognized financial expert which establishes that failure to allow emergency 
open burning as requested will result in extreme financial hardship above and 
beyond mere loss of revenue that would ordinarily accrue due to inability to 
open burn the particular acreage for which emergency open burning is requested. 
The analysis shall include an itemized statement of the applicant's net worth 
and include a discussion of potential alternatives and probable related 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 bur~ing. 

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

ii) location and description of field, 
i i i ) c rep, 

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

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 

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

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

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alternative control 

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

(D) Irreparable damage to the land documented by: 
An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 

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

i) time of field investigation, 
ii) location and description of field, 

i i i) c rep, 
iv) type and characteristics of soil, 
v) slope and drainage characteristics of field, 
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necessity and urgency to control, vi) 
vi i) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 

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

(b) Upon receipt of a properly completed application form and supporting 
documentation the Commission shall within 10 days, return to the grower its decision. 

(c) An open field burning permit, to be validated subject to dally 
quota releases and payment of the required fees, shall be issued by the Department 
for that portion of the requested acreage which the Commission has approved. 

(d) Application forms for emergency open field burning provided by the 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-~-f+re-d+~tr+et] by 
basis, issue I imitations more restrictive than those 
when in their judgment it is necessary to attain and 

fire district or other area 
contained in these regulations 
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 shall schedule the time, places, and amounts of open field burning according to 
the following provisions: 

(1) 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 al lowed ·to continue later 
than one-half hour after sunset. 

(c) The Department may alter burning hours according to atmospheric ventila
tion conditions when necessary 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 equitable.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 1 shal I have a basic quota and priority area quota of 50 acres only if they 
have registe~ed acreage to be burned within their jurisdiction. 
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(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) Distiibution and limitation 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 lfuel 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 atmospheric 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 
Department, on days classified as Marginal Class N burning shall be limited to the 
fol lowing: 

(i) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table l 
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 following: 

(i) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 
in the following permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes Crossing, Marion County 
District l, 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 l 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 follows: 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 day. Permits shall not be so 
issued on two consecutive days. 

(c) Restrictions on burning based upon air quality. 
(A) The Department shall establish the minimum allowable effective mixing 

height required for burning based upon cumulative hours of smoke intrusions 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) The total acreage burned in the south Valley under southerly winds shall 
not exceed, on a single day, 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. 
(C) All priority acreage to be burned on the west side of and abutting U.S. 

Interstate 5 shall maintain a plowed margin at least 8 feet in width between said 
acreage and the Interstate right-of-way to serve as a non-combustible fireguard for 
safet1 purposes. 

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 concentrations. 
[and-~peetfteetty;-exeept-~nder-eondtttons-when-~tnd-dtreetton~-are-bet~een-29-degrees-
and-99-degrees;-the-Bepartment-shatt-req~tre-s~eh-~se-when-tt-ts-esttmated-that-an
effeettve-mtxtng-hetght-over-3599-feet-wttt-not-oee~r.] 

(B) The Department shall require the use of perimeter burning on all 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 0. 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 re
strictions of (A) above when dry fields are available through special preparation 
or unusual rainfall patterns and wind direction and dispe~sion 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 forecast northerly winds or 65 
percent under forecast southerly winds. 

(g) Restrictions on burnin due to field condition. 
A The Department shall on an area-selective, crop-selective, or Valley-wide 

basis require mechanical fluffing of straw residue on fields which in the judgment of 
the Department, contain a fuel load which is of such condition that open burning with
out such treatment would result in an unacceptably slow burn rate or in excessive 
low-level smoke. 

26-020 WINTER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS. 
(1) Classification of atmospheric conditions: 
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(a) Atmospheric conditions resulting in computed air pollution index values in 
the high range, values of 90 or greater, shall constitute prohibition conditions. 

(b) Atmospheric conditions resulting in computed air pollution index values in 
the low and.moderate ranges, values less than 90, shall constitute marginal conditions. 

(2) Extent and Type of Burning, 
(a) Burning Hours. Burning hours for all types of burning shall be from 

9:00 a.m. until 4:00 p.m., but may be reduced when deemed necessary by the fire chief 
or his deputy. Burning hours for stumps may be increased if found necessary to do 
so by the permit issuing agency. All materials for burning shall be prepared and 
the operation conducted, subject to local fire protection regulation to insure that 
it will be completed during the allotted time. 

(b) Certain Burning Allowed Under Prohibition Conditions. Under prohibition 
conditions no permits for agricultural open burning may be issued and no burning 
may be conducted, except where an auxiliary liquid or gaseous fuel is used such that 
combustion is essentially complete, or an approved field sanitizer is used. 

(c) Priority for Burning on Marginal Days. Permits for agricultural open 
burning may be issued on each marginal day in each permit jurisdiction in the Wil
lamette Valley, following the priorities set forth in ORS 468.450 which gives 
perennial grass seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual 
grass seed fields used for grass seed production second priority, grain fields 
third priority and all other burning fourth priority. 

26-025 CIVIL PENALTIES. In addition to any other penalty provided by law: 
(1) Any person who intentionally or negligently causes or permits open field 

burning contrary to the provisions of ORS 468.450, 468.455, 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) In lieu of any per-acre civil penalty assessed pursuant to Subsection (1) 
of this section, the Director may assess a specific civil penalty for any violation 
pertaining to agricultural burning operations by service of a written notice of 
assessment of civil penalty upon the respondent. The amount of such civil penalty 
shall be determined consistent with the following schedule: 

(a) $1500 upon any erson who: 
A Conducts open field burning on any acreage which has not been registered 

with De artment for such pur oses. 
Conducts open field burning on any acreage without first obtaining and 

Fails to report with reasonable accuracy all acreage burned in association 
with or as a direct result of a ermitted o en field burnin o eration. 

B Fails to actively extinguish all flames and major smoke sources when ·pro
hibition conditions are im osed by the Department. 

C Conducts burning using an approved alternative burning method contrary to 
an s ecific conditions or rovisions governing such operation. 

$500 upon any person who: 
Initiates an open field burn after expiration of the designated permit eriod. 
Conducts an agricultural open burning operation which does not comply with 

any specific restrictions established by the Department related to required burning 
techniques, field and fuel conditions, or field and fuel treatments. 

(d) $300 upon any person who: 
(A) Fails to readily demonstrate at the site of the burn operation the 

capability to monitor the Department's field burning schedule broadcasts. 
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(e) Not less than $50 nor more than $10,000 upon any person who commits 
any other violation pertaining to agricultural burning operations or the rules 
of this Division. 

(f) The civil penalty for each repeat offense which occurs within five years 
of a previous violation shall be at a minimum, double the amount reviously assessed 
but not more than 10,000. 

(3)[{rf] Any person planting contrary to the restrictions of subsection (l) of 
ORS 4b'B:°465 shall be assessed by the Department a civil penalty of $25 for each 
acre planted contrary to the restrictions. 

[~3t--Any-person-wno-.. +otates-any-reqo~remenh-of-tne,.e-rol-e!t-"n"tt-be-a,.,,.esse<l
a-ef,..ft-penetty-porsoant-to-8AR-61iapter-3~8;-8f,..fston-t;-Sob<lt .. +ston-r;-6+Y+t 
PENAHfES~J 

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 credit 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 limited to: 
(A) Straw loading and unloading facilities. 
(B) Straw storage structures. 
(C) Straw processing and in plant transport equipment. 
(D) Land associated with stationary straw processing facilities. 
(E} Drainage tile installations which will result in a reduction of acreage 

burned. 
(3) Equipment and facilities included in an application for certification for 

tax credit under this rule will be considered at their current depreciated value 
and in proportion to their actual use to reduce open field burning as compared to 
their total farm or other use. 

(4) Procedures for application and certification of approved alternative 
facilities for pollution control facility tax credit. 

(a) A written application for preliminary certification shall be made to 
the Department prior to installation or use of approved alternative facilities in 
the first harvest season for which an application for tax credit certification is 
to be made. Such application shall be made on a form provided by the Department 
and shall include but not be limited to: 

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for additional 

information. 
(iii) Description of alternative method to be used. 
(iv) A complete listing of mobile equipment and stationery facilities to be 

used in carrying out the alternative methods and for each item listed include: 
(a) Date or estimated future date of purchase. 
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(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, solid waste, and noise laws and regulations and to 
determine eligibility for tax credit. 

(B) If, upon receipt of a properly completed application for preliminary 
certification for tax credit for approved alternative facilities the Department 
finds the proposed use of the approved alternative facilities are in accordance 
with the provisions of ORS 468.175, it shall, within 60 days, issue a preliminary 
certification of approval. If the proposed use of the approved alternative faci 1 i
ties are not in accordance with provisions of ORS 468. 175, the Commission shall, 
within 60 days, issue an order denying certification. 

(b) Certification for pollution control facility tax credit. 
(A) A written application for certification shall be made to the Department 

on a form provided by the Department and shall include but not be limited to the 
fol lowing: 

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department requests for additional 

information. 
(iii) Description of the alternative method to be used. 
(iv) For each piece of mobile equipment and/or for each stationary facility, 

a complete description including the following information as applicable: 
(a) Type and general description of each piece of mobile equipment. 
(b) Complete description and copy of proposed plans or drawings of stationary 

facilities including buildings and contents used for straw storage, handling or 
processing of straw and straw products or used for storage of mobile field 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 appl led 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 faci1ities not covered in 
OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-030(1) through 26-030(4} shall be processed pursuant 
to the provisions of ORS 468.165 through 468. 185. 

(6) Election of type of tax credit pursuant to ORS 468. 170(5). 
(a) As provided in ORS 468. 170(5), a person receiving the certification 

provided for in OAR Chapter 340, Section 26-030(4)(b) shall make an irrevocable 
election to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097, 317.072, or the ad volorem 
tax relief under ORS 307.405 and shall inform the Department of his election within 
60 days of receipt of certification documents on the form supplied by the Department 
with the certification documents. 

(b) As provided in ORS 468. 170(5) failure to notify the Department of the 
election of the type of tax credit relief within 60 days shall render the certifica
tion ineffective for any tax 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 

Molal la RFPO 

Monitor RFPO 

Scotts Mills RFPD 

Total 

Marion County 

Aumsville RFPO 

Aurora-Donald RFPO 

Drakes Crossing RFPD 

Hubbard RFPO 

Jefferson RFPD 

Marion County #1 
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TABLE I 

FIELD BURNING ACREAGE QUOTAS 

NORTH VALLEY AREAS 

Marion County Unprotected 

Mt. Ange 1 RFPD 

Basic 

50 

50 

100 

75 

50 

50 

50 

425 

100 

50 

100 

50 

225 

200 

50 

50 

Quota 

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. Pau 1 RFPD 

Salem City 

Silverton RFPD 

Stayton RFPD 

Sub I imi ty RFPD 

Turner RFPD 

Woodburn RFPD 

Total 

Po I k County 

Spring Valley RFPD 

Southeast Rural Polk 

Southwest Rural Polk 

Total 

Washington County 

Corne I i us RFPD 

Forest Grove RFPD 

Forest Grove, State Forestry 

-IS-

TABLE I 

(continued) 

Basic 

12S 

so 
600 

300 

SOD 

so 
12S 

2S7S 

so 
400 

12S 

S7S 

so 
so 
so 

Quota 

Priority 

0 

so 
0 

0 

0 

so 
50 

3SO 

0 

so 
50 

100 

0 

0 

0 



County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties 

Washington County (continued) 

Hillsboro 

Washington County RFPD #1 

Washington County 

Total 

Yamh i 11 County 

Amity #1 RFPD 

Car 1 ton RFPD 

Dayton RFPD 

Dundee RFPD 

McMinnville RFPD 

Newberg RFPD 

Sheridan RFPD 

Yamhill RFPD 

Total 

North Valley Total 
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TABLE I 

(continued) 

Basic 

50 

50 

50 

300 

125 

50 

50 

50 

150 

so 
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 
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TABLE I 

(continued) 

SOUTH VALLEY AREAS 

County Non-District & Adair 

Corva 11 is RFPD 

Monroe RFPD 

Phi 1 oma th RFPD 

Western Oregon FPO 

Total 

Lane County 

Coburg RFPD 

Creswell RFPD 

Eugene RFPD (Zumwalt RFPD) 

Junction City RFPD 

Lane County Non-District 

Lane County RFPD #I 

Santa Clara RFPD 

Thurston-Walterville 

West Lane FPD 

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 

50 

150 

50 

50 

0 

550 
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TABLE I 

(continued) 

Jnty/Fire District Quota 

outh Valley Counties Basic Priority 

Linn County 

Albany RFPD (inc. N. Albany, Palestine, 
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 125 

Brownsville RFPD 750 100 

Ha 1 sey-Shedd RFPD 2050 200 

Harrisburg RFPD 1350 50 

Lebanon RFPD 325 325 

Lyons RFPD SD 0 

Scio RFPD 175 50 

Tangent RFPD 925 325 

Total 6250 1225 

South Valley Total 8550 2275 
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TABLE 2 

MIN I MUM ALLOWABLE EFFECT! VE MIX I NG 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-Springfi~ld Area 

0 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 and greater 

Minimum Al lowab.le Effective 
Mixing Height (feet) 

no minimum height 

4,000 

4,500 

5,500 



EXTENSION SERVICE 
101 Farm Crops 
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February 12, 1981 

ATTACHMENT 111 

Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

754-2771 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1244 Walnut Street 
Eugene, OR 97403 

Attn: Sean K. O'Connell 

Sugject: Proposed Amendments to Open Field Burning Regulations 

I strongly question the factual basis for the statement of intention 
under the proposed changes in Open Field Burning Regulations under 
(g) Bon P.10, "It is the intention of the Commission that by 
January 1, 1983, mechanical fluffing treatments for the purpose of 
improving residue burn characteristics be required on essentially all 
perennial grass seed fields to be open burned". There are many 
situations under which fluffing will improve the burn characteristics 
and enhance smoke dispersal. These situations have been numerous 
during the past 2 or 3 seasons. The rules should allow for the use of 
fluffing when conditions require. 

On the other hand, there have been many seasons, particularly during 
the early 1970's when soil moisture and lack of summer rainfall made 
fluffing unnecessary and perhaps in some cases detrimental to the crop 
(by causing excessively high soil temperature). Therefore, it is not 
appropriate to propose a universal fluffing rule without more data to 
justify the additional cost and fuel consumption involved. 

Sincerely, 

~~!~~A--
Extension Agronomist (_} 

HWY /sl 

M 
EXTENSION 
L:JSERVICE 

Agriculture, Home Economics, 4-H Youth, Forestry, Community Development, and Marine Advisory Programs 
Oregon State University, United States Department of Agriculture, and Oregon Counties cooperating 



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

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

DE0.-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. ...!:!..._, March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Status Report on Proposed Approval of the Portland 
"Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan" 

Background 

In August, 1979, work began on a study to update the City of Portland's 
Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy adopted by the Portland City 
Council in 1975. A major goal of the study was to develop an air quality 
plan which would bring the downtown into compliance with the state and 
federal standards for carbon monoxide by no later than 1987. Also, the 
study was designed to meet the Department's requirements for Parking and 
Traffic Circulation Plans under the Indirect Source Rules. 

A consultant team under the direction of City staff produced a draft report 
in September, 1980, and on October 30, 1980, the Portland City Council 
adopted the Downtown Parking and Circulation Study. The Study contains 
an updated parking policy and an air quality plan, thus, fulfilling the 
initially set goals. 

The air quality plan has been submitted by the City 
Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan (P&TCP) under 
(I/S) Rules. A notice concerning proposed approval 
to hold a hearing on March 5, 1981 was published in 
State's Bulletin on February 1, 1981. 

for approval as a 
the Indirect Source 
of the P&TCP and intent 
the Secretary of 

The Department is bringing this item before the Commission because the 
air quality plan is intended to form the primary basis for the METRO 
region's carbon monoxide (CO) State Implementation Plan (SIP). Formal 
submittal of the CO SIP is expected by July 1, 1981. Although under the 
I/S Rules the Department can act directly on approval of the P&TCP without 
EQC involvement, the EQC will have to act formally on the SIP. Therefore, 
it has been considered appropriate that if the EQC has any particular 
problems with the P&TCP, now would be the time to consider them-
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The Department will hold a public hearing on the proposed approval of the 
downtown Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan on March 5, 1981. Results 
of the hearing will be presented as an amendment to this report. 

DISCUSSION 

The air quality plan adopted by the Portland City Council contains the 
following key features: 

l. A fixed supply of 40,055 parking spaces which includes an 
exclusive 1,185 space allocation for the South Waterfront area. 

2. A special 800 parking space reserve account. 

3. Maximum parking ratios reflecting improved access to transit. 

4. A Parking Management Program with a full time parking manager 
to implement the updated parking policy and to carry out the 
elements of the air quality plan. 

The air quality plan also contains commitments by the City to develop new 
programs and strengthen existing programs designed to encourage the use 
of flex-time, ride sharing, and bicycles. The new plan is ultimately 
intended to replace the old Transportation Control Strategy written into 
the existing State Implementation Plan. 

Based upon the plan projections, the downtown area should meet carbon 
monoxide standards by 1985. An annual inspection/ maintenance program 
might only speed up attainment to 1984 since biennial effectiveness 
approaches annual effectiveness when biennial programs have been in 
existence for several years. Some delay in attainment would result if 
controls on parking were removed. Such an avoidable delay could be grounds 
for EPA disapproval of the SIP and imposition of severe mandatory 
sanctions. 

In developing the updated parking policy, the consultant team studied four 
policy options ranging from keeping the 1975 ceiling on parking to removing 
all restrictions on the supply of spaces. Growth assumptions associated 
with the plan and brief descriptions of the four policy options considered 
are presented in Attachment l. 

The Department testified in favor of the updated parking policy and the 
associated air quality plan at the Portland City Council meeting on 
October 30, 1980. However, the following two concerns were raised: l) 
increases to 800 space reserve account would be difficult to approve 
without some other strategies to reduce carbon monoxide levelsi 2) the 
Department will review those large developments that concentrate large 
numbers of parkin.g spaces into small areas to assure they would not cause 
local violations of standards. 
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DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

No action is necessary on this item unless the EQC has problems with the 
plan as it might ultimately fit into the CO SIP. In that case, the EQC 
should note the problem to the Department and suggest corrective action. 
If no problems are identified, the Department will approve the P&TCP under 
the I/S Rules and continue to assist Metro and the City in developing the 
CO SIP with the P&TCP as the major element. 

M~~~ 
William H. Young 

Attachment: Growth Assumptions and Policy Options 
Howard Harris:r 
229-6086 
February 17, 1981 
AR844 (1) 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Dow~town Parking and Circulation Study 

Growth ASSlDDptions and Policy Options 

As the Study progressed, the consultant team concluded that the amount 

of future develoi;ment would be relatively unaffected by the type of parking 

policy. The same rate of growth in develoi;ment that has taken place since 

1974 is expected to continue at least through 1987. Separate growth rates 

were estimated for office and retail develoi;ment as follows: a) an average 

of 375,000 square feet of office space would be added each year; b) and 

between 50,000 and 100,000 square feet of additional retail space should 

be available each year. 

Although develoi;ment growth rates would be little affected by the type 

of parking policy, the consultant team concluded that the policy would 

have great impact on the amount of traffic entering and leaving the 

downtown. To determine those impacts as well as the associated air quality 

impacts, four policy options were developed and tested. A brief 



description of each of the four parking and circulation policy options 

follows. 

Option 1 - Maintain and Manage the Existing Parking Supply 

The existing parking lid would be maintained at 38,870 spaces plus an 

exclusive 1,185 space allocation for the South Waterfront area and a 

special reserve account of 800 parking spaces. A full time parking manager 

would monitor conditions affecting parking and seek to maximize the 

efficiency of the fixed supply of spaces. Under this option by 1987 an 

additional 17,000 daily vehicle trips would go to and from the downtown. 

Option 2 - Adjust the Parking Lid to Accomodate New Development 

The parking lid would be increased to meet an expansion of demand for 

spaces. Option 2 would need approximately 4,500 more parking spaces than 

Option 1. This number of spaces would be the equivalent of more than 

five East Morrison Garage facilities. By 1987 Option 2 would cause an 

additional 38,5000 daily vehicle trips to travel to and from the downtown. 

Option 3 - Maintain the Status Quo 

The existing parking lid and parking ratios would be maintained without 

an active parking management program. Parking spaces would be allocated 

to new development up to the limit of the lid. Without a parking 



management program the projected amount of new developnent could not be 

fully accommodated. The amount of traffic added by this option would be 

the same as under Option 1. 

Option 4 - Remove all Restrictions on the Parking Supply 

All restrictions on the parking supply would be removed and spaces would 

be allocated in accordance with the existing space/land use ratios. The 

parking demand of this option versus that of Option 1 would be increased 

by approximately 9,000 spaces. This number spaces is equivalent to 

approximately eleven parking facilities the size of the City's East 

Morrison Garage. By 1987 Option 4 would cause an additional 60,000 daily 

vehicle trips to travel to and from the downtown. 

AI850 (2) 



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Amendment No. 1, Agenda Item No. N, 
March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Status Report on Proposed Approval of the Portland 
"Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan" 

Purpose of Amendment 

Since preparation of the original staff report, a public hearing has 
been held on the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan (P&TCP) for downtown 
Portland. One of the key features of the proposed P&TCP is a parking lid 
(inventory) of 40,055 spaces, supplemented by an 800 space special reserve 
account. Some of the testimony at the hearing raised questions as to the 
appropriateness of the reserve account. The amended report contains the 
Hearing Report and the Department's response to the major issues raised. 

Evaluation and Alternatives 

Two key issues have been raised by the testimony at the hearing: 

1. The increase of the old parking lid from 38,870 spaces to 
40,055 spaces. 

2. The allowance of a special reserve account of 800 parking 
spaces. 

On the first issue, 1,185 parking spaces have been allocated exclusively 
to the South Waterfront area which was not provided spaces under the old 
parking policy. Also, another area on the northern edge of the downtown 
was not provided spaces under the old parking policy. This area is now 
incorporated under the new parking policy, but no separate allocation of 
spaces has been provided for it. Thus, the new parking inventory covers 
a greater area than existed under the old parking policy and the new 
inventory is precisely composed of the 1,185 spaces for the added South 
Waterfront area plus the old lid of 38,870 spaces, which yields the new 
total of 40,055 spaces. 
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The air quality analysis indicated that the separate allocation of 1,185 
spaces for the South Waterfront area would not cause or contribute to 
carbon monoxide standards violations in 1982 or future years. 

On the second issue of the 800 space reserve account, the Department has 
expressed some concern about it. However, we are persuaded that it gives 
the new Parking Management Program, which is a key element of the new 
parking policy, flexibility. The 800 spaces were needed to deal with 
imminent new development proposals, and they are intended to be replenished 
by the Parking Management Program to stay within the inventory of 40,055 
spaces. The new parking policy may not have been passed by the City 
Council without it. The Department has helped to secure federal funding 
for one-half of the startup costs of the Parking Management Program. 

From an air quality standpoint, 800 spaces even in one location would not 
likely contribute significantly to carbon monoxide concentrations. 
However, increases much beyond that figure could start to be significant. 

EPA made technical comments on the plan to the air quality lead agency, 
METRO. A copy of those comments was appended to Jeanne Roy's testimony. 
The Department believes that EPA's concerns can be mostly addressed by 
providing additional explanatory material and documentation. 

Based upon the submitted P&TCP and the hearing results, staff intends to 
make a recommendation to the Director to approve the P&TCP under the 
Indirect Source Rules. 

Director's Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the subject staff report be amended by adding 
the foregoing Evaluation and Alternatives section and attaching the Hearing 
Report and the Department's response to major issues raised. The staff 
intends to submit a detailed recommendation to the Director requesting 
approval of the submitted Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 2. Downtown Portland Parking and Traffic 
Circulation Plan Hearing Report 

3. Major Issues and Response 

Howard w. Harris:w 
229-6086 
March 12, 1981 

AW92 (1) 



ATTACHMENT 2 
STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Director Date: March 11, 1981 

From: Hearing Officer 

Subject: Hearing Report on March 5, 1981, hearing. 
"Proposed Portland Downtown Parking and Traffic 
Circulation Plan." 

Summary of Procedure 

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at the Yeon 
Building Room 1400, located at 522 SW Fifth Avenue in Portland, at 2:07 
p.m. on March 5, 1981. The purpose was to receive testimony regarding 
a proposed Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan for downtown Portland, 
submitted for approval by the City of Portland. 

Summary of Testimony 

Bill Cook, Oregon Environmental Council (OEC) presented a prepared paper 
focusing on the downtown Portland parking lid. OEC stated that the 
Downtown Parking and Circulation Plan is generally a step in the right 
direction. However, citing the past effectiveness of the old lid, OEC 
maintains that the increase from 38,870 spaces t.o 40,055 spaces is 
significant and appears to contradict the findings of the study. OEC 
stated that raising the lid is inconsistent with the mandate of the Clean 
Air Act which demands attainment of CO standards "as expeditiously as 
practicable." Raising of the lid means that the City of Portland and the 
Department of Environmental Quality must find another way to reduce CO. 
OEC recommended maintenance of the existing parking "lid." 

Ray J. Polani, Citizens for Better Transit (CBT) stated that his 
organization participated on the Citizens Advisory Committee which came 
to a consensus on a revised policy. CBT was primarily concerned that 
removal of the parking lid would take away the constraint which has forced 
better transit service in the downtown. However, CBT believed that new 
development, as well as the time required to make the Parking Management 
Program effective, justified an increase in the lid. Mr. Polani hopes 
that the. lid, if approved, will be fairly permanent. 

Mr. Polani also stated that other pollutants more insidious than carbon 
monoxide, such as nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and particulates, were 
not addressed by the plan. He concluded by stressing the need to monitor 
air pollution carefully and keep it under control. 

,, 
i' 
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Michael Fisher, Portland Bureau of Planning and Parking and Circulation 
Study Manager presented a prepared paper summarizing the elements of the 
Air Quality Plan proposed for adoption by DEQ. The plan has two major 
components: 1) the updated policy first adopted by the City Council in 
1975; 2) the Parking Management Program, which is a new element. Key 
features of the updated policy include: 1) reduced maximum parking ratios 
to as low as 0.7 space per 1,000 square feet, the equivalent of one space 
per seven employes; 2) a maximum inventory of 40,855 parking spaces, 
approximately 2,000 spaces greater than the 1975 figure, with 1,200 of 
the increased spaces reserved exclusively for the south Downtown Waterfront 
Project and the remaining 800 spaces used as a special reserve account; 
3) long-term and short-term parking goals for each parking sector, with 
reductions in long-term parking as transit service and ridership increase; 
4) speculative parking facilities would be denied; 5) a functional street 
classification system. Elements of the Parking Management Program include: 
1) conduct field surveys to locate parking facilities which could be more 
efficiently used; 2) make recommendations to the City Council for more 
efficient use of the City garage and curb spaces; 3) make recommendations 
on curb parking rates to discourage excessive traffic circulation; 4) make 
recommendations to other governmental bodies with downtown parking 
facilities to encourage carpooling and more short-term public parking; 
5) develop guidelines for carpool parking in new developments; 6) develop 
a carpool parking plan. Mr. Fisher urged the Department to maintain the 
support for the plan expressed at the public hea.r ings conducted by the 
Planning Commission and City Council. 

Jessica Richman, Downtown Community Association (DCA) stated that the DCA 
probably works most closely with the parking policy because they are the 
ones who battle with developers over the amount of parking that goes into 
a new development. She sees the policy and plan as meeting the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission goals to the end that the downtown 
be kept as a vital place and that developments located in the downtown 
promote good utilization of transit service, thereby making best use of 
available land. 

The new policy overcomes some of the problems with the old policy. The 
new policy gives some specific standards for stepping down the parking 
ratio from the old ratio of one space per 1,000 square feet. The new 
policy provides a Parking Management Program which can help turn long-term 
spaces into short-term spaces. She stated that the old lid had outlived 
its usefulness because new developments were being proposed which would 
have simply violated the lid. Thus, there was a need for a new policy 
with flexibility. The DCA supports the new policy with its additional 
reserve for the South Waterfront area. Although the 800 space reserve 
account is somewhat of a gamble, the DCA believes that the Parking 
Management Program should be able to work to put back spaces in the reserve 
account, if they are drawn down by development. The DCA would like to 
maintain downtown air quality while continuing with downtown development. 
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Jan Sokol stated that the original policy fixed a lid of approximately 
39,000 spaces primarily because the downtown was in violation of the carbon 
monoxide standard. He criticized the allowance of an 800 space reserve 
account with no provision for offsets or mitigating measures. Mr. Sokol 
also claimed that without such measures the proposed Air Quality Plan will 
not comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments which require attainment of 
air standards as expeditiously as practicable. He requested that EPA 
comments on the draft plan be included in the record and that the 
Department respond to those comments in its presentation to the 
Environmental Quality Commission. 

J. Don Chapman, Association for Portland Prog·ress stated that a long period 
of deliberations led to the plan being submitted to DEQ. The parking 
inventory was set at 40,855 and did not go from 45,000 to 55,000. He 
believes the assertion that an additional 800 spaces would constitute 
a disaster needs to be bolstered by some statistics explaining why as an 
added factor it would be such a problem. He recalled that previous 
testimony indicated that the 800 spaces would not be a problem. 

Mr. Chapman explained that a Downtown Portland Committee has recently 
formed which is looking to solve circulation problems that he believes 
substantially contribute to carbon monoxide pollution in the downtown. 
He also stressed the importance of the three year review of the management 
program which will be evaluated on the basis of .what the manager found 
he could and could not do. Mr. Chapman urged adoption of the Plan. 

Stan Goodell, Chairman of the Citizens Advisory Committee stated that 
people of good faith, but divergent views, put together a consensus 
document. He took exception to some of the previous testimony which 
indicated that the plan is inconsistent with the Clean Air Act. He pointed 
out the uncertainties inherent in estimating air quality and the fact 
that the analysis interpreted a plus or minus ten percent as a minus. 
He also maintained that a plan which allows for growth of the downtown 
is the right thing for the City, clean air, and the region. If the 
downtown shrinks and development goes to the. suburbs, then that would 
create an environmental problem, because the suburbs are not regulated 
to the degree that the downtown is. Mr. Goodell stressed the importance 
of the trade-offs which consisted of a slightly increased lid in return 
for a Parking Management Program and reduced parking space per square foot 
ratios. He concluded that those trade-offs were eminently proper and 
were consistent with the clean air plan and that the plan was a step 
forward in the right direction with which not only the City of Portland, 
but the State of Oregon, and the federal government can and should live. 
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Other Testimony, Received by Letter 

Ms. Eve Heidtmann stated that she is opposed to changing the lid on parking 
spaces since the City still violates the carbon monoxide standard. 

Ms. Jeanne Roy, Citizens Advisory Committee stated that in order to achieve 
attainment of the carbon monoxide standard as expeditiously as practicable, 
the DEQ must not approve the Parking and Circulation Plan unless it 
includes: 1) a parking lid maintained at 40,055 parking spaces, or 
provision of offsets for any increases; 2) the parking management program 
and reduced maximum parking ratios; 3) and other reasonable available 
control measures such as a subsidized transit fare program for 
City employes, a shop and ride program, a policy encouraging City employes 
to find alternatives to the auto in the conduct of business, and specific. 
commitments on incentives for carpooling and vanpooling. Ms. Roy attached 
a copy of technical comments on the study from EPA Region X. 

EPA pointed out the following areas of concern that needed to be addressed 
prior to submittal as a 1982 State Implementation Plan. 

The assessment of the carbon monoxide problem may be faulty because: 1) 
Mobile 1 was used instead of Mobile 2; 2) VMT growth rates were not 
documented; 3) the cold/hot start inputs may need to be revised; 4) the 
air quality model (APRAC 2) was not validated; SJ the methodology used 
to account for background concentrations may need to be refined. The 
baseline emission levels (1982, 1987) should be itemized as well as the 
individual effects of growth, federal tail pipe program, and the parking 
policy. The alternatives analysis needs to have included the air quality 
details as well as the transportation, energy, and social impacts. Costs 
should be developed for each element of the carbon monoxide attainment 
strategy. 

Mr. Dean P. Gisvold, Citizens Advisory Committee stated that he generally 
supports the revisions to the Downtown Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan, but believes that the BOO space reserve account is not needed. The 
parking inventory should be fixed at 40,055 spaces and the parking 
management program should be given a chance to work before allowing 
increased parking spaces. 

Oral and Written Testimony was offered by: 

Bill Cook, Oregon Environmental Council 
Michael Fisher, Portland Bureau of Planning 

Oral Testimony was given by: 

Ray J. Polani, Citizens for Better Transit 
Jessica Richman, Downtown Community Association 
Jan Sokol 
J. Don Chapman, Association for Portland Progress 
Stan Goodell, Chairman Citizens Advisory Committee 



Portland Downtown Parking 
March 11, 1981 
Page 5 

Testimony received in written form only: 

Eve Heidtmann 
Jeanne Roy, Air Quality Advisory Committee and 

Citizens Advisory Committee 
Dean P. Gisvold, Citizens Advisory Committee 

Recommendations 

The hearing officer makes no recommendations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Howard W. Harris 
Hearing Officer 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

• 
A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABOUT: 

Portland Downtown Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan 

The Department is proposing to approve a Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan for downtown Portland. The Plan demonstrates how carbon monoxide 
air standards will be met by 1985 while allowing projected developnent 
to take place within specific ratios of parking/floor area and a total 
fixed supply of parking in the downtown area. Upon Plan approval, projects 
requiring indirect source construction permits would be processed in a 
simplified manner. The Plan would be subject to annual review. A hearing 
on this matter will be held in Portland on March 5, 1981. 

WHAT IS THE DEQ PROFOSING: 

Interested parties should request a copy of the Downtown Parkin<;J and 
Circulation Study, October, 1980. Some highlights are: 

•• A fixed supply of 40, 055 par king spaces would be supplemented by 
an 800 space reserve account. 

** Maximum parking ratios have been reduced to reflect improved access 
to transit. 

** A Parking Management Program with a full time parking manager would 
be started to implement the parking policy and elements of the Plan. 

** The City will encourage use of flex-time, ride sharing, and bicycles. 

** The Department will autanatically issue proposed indirect sonrce 
construction permits for par king projects (150 or more spaces) 
conforming to the Plan. A 20-day public comment period will follow 
each issuance of a proposed permit. 

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS INFORMATION: 

Downtown businesses and property owners, persons who live in the downtown, 
and persons who travel to the downtown area. 

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION: 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be 
received by March 5, 1981. 
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Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 

City Time Date 

Portland 2:00 p.m. March 5 

WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

Location 

Yeon Building 
522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Room 1400 
Portland, Oregon 

Copies of the Downtown Parking and Circulation Study 

Mr. Howard Harris 
DEQ Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPGSAL: 

This proposal conforms to OAR 340-20-120. 
It is proposed under authority of ORS 468.020 and 468.320. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSISTENCY: 

The Department has concluded that the proposals do affect land use. 

' With regard to Goal 6 (air, water and land resources quality) the rules 
are designed to enhance and preserve air quality in the affected area and 
are considered consistent with the goal. 

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the 
proposals. 

public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
action and canrnent on possible conflicts with their programs affecting 
land use and with statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and 
jurisdiction. 

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of 
Land Conservation and Develoflllent to mediate any apparent conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state or federal authorities. 

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS: 

After the public hearing the Department will submit an informational report 
to the Environmental Quality Commission at its March 13, 1981 meeting which 
will include the Department's proposed action on the Plan. The Department 
may approve the Plan as proposed, or recanrnend changes to the Plan for 
consideration by the City of Portland. 

HH:g 
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ALTERNATIVE FUTURES, Tigard 
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS 

Pon land Chapier 
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF LANDSCAPE 

ARCHITECTS 
Oregon Chapter 

ASSOCIATION OF NORTHWEST STEELHEADERS 
ASSOCIATION OF OREGON RECYCLERS 

AUDUBON SOCIETY 
Central Oregon, Corvallis, f'Qrtland, Salem 
BAY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 

Coos Bay 
B.R.l.N.G. 

CENTRAL CASCADES CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
CHEMEKETANS, Salem 

CITIZENS FOR A BETTER GOVERNMENT 
CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT 

CLATSOP ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR AIR PURITY 

Eugene 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 

ECO-ALLIANCE. Corvallis 
ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION CLUB 

Parkrosa High School 
EUGENE FUTURE POWER COMMITTEE 

EUGENE NATURAL HISTORY SOCIETY 
GARDEN CLUBS ol Cedar Mill, Corvallis, 

McMmnville. Nehalem Bay, Scappoose 
GRANT COUNTY CONSERVATIONISTS 

H.E.A.L, Azalea 
LANO, AIR, WATER, Eugene 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
Central Lane. Coos Counly 

McKENZIE GUARDIANS, Blue River 
NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE 

CENTER 
OBSIDIANS, Eugene 

1,000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 
OREGON ASSOCIATION OF RAILWAY 

PASSENGERS 
or-iEGON l:JASS AND PANFISH CLUB 

OflEGONIANS COOPERATING TO PROTECT 
WHALES 

OREGON FEDERATION OF GARDEN CLUBS 
OREGON GUIDES AND PACKERS 

OREGON HIGH DESERT STUDY GROUP 
OREGON LUNG ASSOCLA TION 

Portland, Salem 
OREGON NORDIC CLUB 

OREGON NURSES ASSOCIATION 
OREGON PARK & RECREATION SOCIETY 

Eugene 
OREGON ROADSIDE COUNCIL 

OREGON SHORES CONSERVATION COALITION 
O.S.P_l.R.G. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD ASSOCIATION INC 
Portland 

PORTLAND ADVOCATES OF WILDERNESS 
PORTLAND RECYCLING TEAM, INC. 
RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT, INC. 

SANTLAM ALPINE CLUB 
Salem 

SIERRA CLUB 
Oregon Ghapcer 

Columbia Group, Porlland 
Klama!h Group, Klamath Falls 

Many Rlvern Group, Eugene 
Mary's Peak Group, Corvallis 

Mc_ Jellerson Group, Salem 
Rogue Valley Group, Ashland 

SOLV 
SPENCER BUTTE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

STEAM BOATERS 
SURVIVAL CENTER 
Univorsity or Oregon 

THE TOWN FORUM, INC. 
Caltage Grove 

TRAILS CLUB OF OREGON 
UMPQUA WILDERNESS DEFENDERS 

WESTERN RIVER GUIDES ASSOCIATION, INC. 
WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY ASSOCIATION 

OREGON ENVIRONMENT AL COUNCIL 
2637 SW. WATER AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 /PHONE, 503/222-1963 

TESTIMONY ON THE PORTLAND 

DOWNTOWN PARKING AND CIRCULATION· PLAN.~--MARCH -'5, 1981 

My name is Bill Cook, and I represent the Oregon 

Environmental Council,' a coalition of 2, 800 individuals 

and 70 organizations, 

Downtown Portland violates primary ambient air 

standards for carbon monoxide (co), Generally, the 

Downtown Parking and Circulation Plan is a step in 

the right direction toward attainment of the 
I 

standard, The encouragement of flex-time, ridesharing 
I 

and bicycle use is an effective and necessary action, 

for example, 

However, oli.r main concern is with the ''lid" on 

available parking spaces downtown. The Portland 

Parking and Circulation Study noted that, despite 

a rise in the number of workers downtown and auto 

trips into the core area, parking supply has remained 

stable. Thus, the study says, the "lid" need not be 

adjusted to accomodate future employment growth. 

(page I-6). 

The study also says "The parking lid, which was 

established in the original policy, has proven to be an 

effective tool towards the management of public transit, 

the stabilization of traffic volumes, and the improvement 

of air ~uality in downtown. The lid has helped restrain 

excessive new parking construction." (page III-1). 

Despite this appraisal of the lid's effectiveness, 

the policy increases the lid from J8,870 spaces to 

40,055 spaces---a significant increase. 

This appears to contradict the findings of the study. 

If the lid was such "an effective tool", why should 

it be lifted? Apparently, the reason for raising the 



lid is to avoid any chilling effect on downtown economic develop

ment. But, there is little hard evidence in the study itself that 

the present lid actually harms downtown business. 

tiur major concern is that raising· the lid is inconsistent with 

the mandate of the Clean Air Act. The Act demands that communities 

move "as expeditiously as practicable" to meet primary CO 

standards, If the lid has been effective in improving air quality, 

raising it would seem to be a setback, and a contradiction of the 

Act, The law requires attainment of the standard, and if the lid 

is raised, the City of Portland and the Dept. of Environmental 

Quality must find another way to reduce CO. 

The Oregon Environmental Council urges maintenance of the existing 

parking "lid" as a proven and necessary air quality tool. 

Thank you. 



CIT't' OF 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
BUREAU OF PLANNING 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Mildred A Schwab, Commissioner 
Terry D. Sandblast, Acting Director 

621 S.W. Alder 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

(503) 2484253 

Good afternoon. My name is Michael Fisher and I am a transportation planner 

for the Portland Bureau of Planning. I was the project manager for the study 

which developed the Updated Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy and Air 

Qua 1 it y Pl an . 

The Air Quality Plan for downtown has two components: The Downtown Parking and 

Circulation Policy, and the Downtown Parking Management Program. The first ele-

ment was first adopted by the City Council in 1975. This study updated this 

policy. The Parking Management Program is a new element, and is designed to en-

courage more efficient use of our existing parking supply, to thus reduce the need 

for new parking. I would like to briefly describe the elements of both the policy 

and management program, and to explain why the overall program is considered to be 

a strong commitment toward meeting our air quality goals in downtown. 

A. Parking and Circulation Policy. 

l. For each new development in downtown, parking maximums have been estab-

lished. For example, in the 1975 policy, the maximum parking spaces 

for new office developments was set at one space per 1,000 sq. ft. The 

CODE 
ADMINISTRATION 

2484250 

LONG RANGE 
PLANNING 
2484260 

SPECIAL 
PROJECTS 
248-4509 

TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING 
248-4254 

HOUSING AND 
POPULATION 

248-5525 



updated policy has tightened this ratio to 0.7 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. 

in downtown areas where transit service is good. This means that new 

offices will be allowed only one parking space for every seven employees. 

Consequently, our policy encourages, and in fact, strongly depends, on. 

increased use of transit, carpooling, cycling, walking, and more efficient 

use of our parking supply. 

2. A maximum inventory of parking exists. The 1975 inventory was established 

at 38,860. The new inventory is 40,855. This increase of about 2,000 

spaces is allocated as follows: 

• 1,200 spaces are reserved exclusively for the South Downtown Waterfront 

Project. This is a new area of downtown not covered in the 1975 policy. 

• 800 spaces are held in a special reserve account. This was established 

because the current reserve account is nearly zero, and a number of 

major large scale projects are being proposed. To accommodate these 

developments, even with the very restrictive maximum ratio, we 

determined that the reserve account must be increased or development 

would be stopped in downtown. To encourage these developments to 

migrate to the suburbs, where six times the parking would be built, 

would be unacceptable. Our air quality consultant advised us that 

the 800 space increase would have an insignificant impact on air quality. 

3. We have established long-term and short-term parking goals for each 

sector in downtown. Overall, our goal is to decrease long-term parking 

as transit service and ridership is increased to downtown. 



4. The new policy establishes that new parking would be allowed only for 

new developments. Speculative parking facilities would be denied. The 

policy also establishes that parking approved for new developments must 

be under construction in two years. This would discourage developers 

from hoarding the limited reserve that we have. 

5. The policy has a functional street classification system. Each street 

in downtown is classified for a special use, i.e. traffic, transit, 

pedestrian, bicycle, or local service. This allows us over time to re

duce conflicts between the various transportation systems. 

B. Parking Management Program. The basic purpose of this program is to encour

age more efficient use of our parking supply to thus reduce the need for 

excessive parking. The elements of the program include: 

1. To conduct field surveys to locate parking facilities which could be more 

efficiently used. 

2. To develop recommendations for adoption by the City Council for more 

efficient use of City garage and curb spaces. 

3. To develop recommendations regarding rates on curb parking to discourage 

excessive traffic circulation which would improve air quality. 

4. To make recommendations to other governmental bodies with parking facil

ities in downtown to encourage carpooling and more short-term public 

parking. 



5. '_To develop guidelines for carpool parking for application to new 

developments. 

6. To develop a carpool parking plan, including the feasibility of a public 

off-street parking facility. 

The downtown air quality plan was developed with the cooperation and input 

from a citizen group representing downtown business interests,- transit 

advocates, downtown neighborhood groups, and environmental concerns. A 

technical committee representing the DEQ, Tri-Met, Metro, Traffic Engineering 

and the Portland Development Commission also participated. The plan, there

fore, reflects a number of competing interests, and therefore, is both 

progressive, but practical. 

We urge the Department of Environmental Quality to maintain their support 

of the plan, which they expressed at the public hearings conducted by the 

Planning Commission and City Council. 

I thank you for an opportunity to share these comments at this hearing. 
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State of Ore,)"on 
u,,, ,,, 'fi"'lt~ff OF EllV/f:ONnlENTAL QliALITY 

Testimony on Portlai1d Downto'\!m Parl"[ing and 
by 

' .... r;::i 
Circulation 1 f?-,~2 

I .-. ··~ L'.:_ 

Jeanne Roy, Air Quality Advisory Committee and Citizen$ 
Advisory Cammi ttee to Dovmto1un Parking and Circulation Study 

®~~Wl~if~ 
'.I, ; 4 1981 I ljl 

/'J 1-(. ~~nJ_!·u~rrt C(::,~:·~rrt~·,()f,, 
T11e primary CO standard, set to protect public heal th, is being violat8d in 

Portland, The Clean Air Act requires that the standard l'e achieved as expeditiously 
as practicable. 

To assure that Portland is movj_ng tov1ard attainnent in an expeditious manner, 
the DJ"Q must not approve the Parkini:; and Circulatio'1 Plan unless it includes the 
£ollo1'1ing: 

1. Haintain the Parkinp; lid at 40,055, The air quality study done by Seton, 
Johnson, and O~dell showed that the parking lid was the most Gffective means of 
controllint; CO, In June 1980 the City staff said Portland could handle parking 
dema.11.d without any increase in the lid. In August, under lJOli tic al pressure, 
the staff suggested adding a 400 reserve account. In October the nuELber 1•1as 
increased to 800. DowntowJl busiJ'lCBG interests have rircssed for further increases 
in the nun1bcr. The rirecedent of 11 adjustinr; 11 the lid is dangerous; a line must be 
drarn1 in order to improve CO levels. 

As a r.1embcr of tho Advisory Con1nitteo to the Dor1::1tow11 Parking Etnd Circulation 
Study, I was not convinced of a need to increase parking spuces. There has been 
a dramatic increase in downtown employment, office space, and retail activity in 
the last six years. Yet the number of auto trips has been kept constar1t. The 
Seton study estimates that in the next seven years the nur:ibcr of wo1~k. trips by 
transit will increase moro than in the last eight yonrs. Connul tantc Lord and 
Associates predicted that Tri-~1et couJ.d absorb futurr:i increases in DowntorH1 trips 
by increasing its d«:d.ly yiassenEer count three percent annually; 'J~ri-1-let .<Jays it 
has the cavabili ty of accomodating a four percent pu.:ssenr_;cr count. Businesses, 
being aware of future energy shorta[.!;es, want to locatP. in the central business 
district where transit is most efficient. They will not be hurt by restra.i.ned 
parkint;. 

2. J.f you determine that an increase in the lid. j.s justified, require an 
offset. Industrial sources are required to obtain offsets. If the City feels 
the necessity to encouraGe indirect sources, it should have to show an offset for 
them. 

3. hJ2..I!.!:..OVe the Darl1:in5 mru1ar;ement pror;ram and reduced maximum parh:iDF ratios. 
Everyone on the Advisory CorJmi t tee supported the parl::.inc 1,1anar:;ernent plan. ri'he 
trar'J.s11ortation consultant said that by such manacement, pur1ci.ng precsures could 
be relieved. Parh:.inr; spaces not now uttlized could lie shifted to those sections 
of the _dov1ntown where morfl part~ing is needed. 

4. Direct the City to adopt al1= other reason"lbJ.e avililab.le control measures. 
The control measures in the City•s plan--encouraGing flex time, ride sharinc, and 
bicyclcs--are too limited. I sur:r~e.st that you ask the City to include the following 
measures: 

a. A subsidized transit fare program, To rny knowled~;e J.·1ultnomah County and 
the Port of Portland are the o~ly public agcilcics vii th such procrar.1s. 
Portland State had a program, but it is no longer funded. If the City 
established a program, the Cit~r could encoura{;e other public agencies 
in Portland to do likewise. 



b, A commitment to work with businesses and 'rri-Met to establish a Shop 
and Ride program. Many businesses dovmtown validate parking tickets for 
customers. If bus tick.ets were given to shoppers, tho 155j nonwork. 
transit trips would be increased. 

c. A policy encoura..ginc alternatives to the auto in the conduct of business. 
City officiaJ.s a11d employees should be encouraGed to telephone, walk., 
use the bus or use taxis if necessary. Other pubJ.j_c aDencies and private 
orr;a:nizations should be urged by the City to follow this example. 

d. ti-lore spocifj_c commitments on incentj_ves for carpooling and vanpooling. 

The Clean Air Act r"equire.s Portland to demonstrate it has er:Iployed all 
reasonabJ.y available control meanures and j_.s rnovi~1g torrard attainment as cx;r:Jedi
tiously as practicable. The park1n!~ lid must not be nodified until it can be 
clearly shown that the Parking and Circulation Plan will 1~1ove Do\·,rnto\1m Portland 
expeditiously toyrard attainment. The proposed plan. would establish a da .. ngerous 
precedent and v1ould be a backward step for air quality in Portland. 

The EPA has sent technical comments on the Study. These are attached so that 
they may be encorporated into the record. 



COMMENTS ON PORTLAND DOWNTOWN PARKING AND CIRCULATION STUDY 
(Sections I, II, Ill, JV, VII) 

While these documents are valuable for planning and represent a 
considerable effort, there are some items that need to be addressed 
prior to submitting this information as the 1982 SIP. The major 
areas of concern are: 

l. The assessment of the carbon monoxide problem may be in error 
because: 

A. The emission factors used in the air quality model were 
derived by the MOBILE l computer program. MOBILE 1 has 
been updated by MOBILE 2 and the e~ission factors used for 
the 1982 SIP must reflect MOBILE 2 output. 

8. Growth effects may have been neglected. The traffic growth 
rates were not ir.cluded in these reports so evaluation of 
growth effects is impossible. However, statements such as, 
" ... 1982 link volumes remained equal to base year 1979 
volumes ... '' (p. 30, Section VII) suggest that growth 
has very little effect. The actual population and VMT 
growth rates used need to be presented and discussed along 
with assurances that these rates are consistent with those 
used in water quality planning. 

C. The operation mode inputs may need to be revised. It is 
not clear from T6ble 3 (p. 14, Section VII) and the 
accompanying discussion why the Hot and Cold Start values 
change with re~pect tti time. The emission factor ~omputer 
program normally accounts for fleet soak (dwell) time 
changes internally. Also, the operating modes should be 
broken down according to technology type (i.e. catalyst and 
pre-catalyst) because of differences in soak (dwell) time 
(i.e., one hour and four hours). 

D. The air quality modeling should be revised. The model 
{APRAC 2) was calibrated beiore any validation was 
attempted. The reasons the model failed should be examined 
and incorporated into the model rather than merely adjust
ing the output. Calibratior. of short-term ffiOdels is 
questionable and not reco~mended. Furthermore, the 
calibration performed accounts for only 56% of the 
variation in measured values. (Refer to ''Guidance on Air 
Quality Models'' [EPA-450/2-78-027] for further discussion 
of validation and calibration.) 

E. The methodology used to account for background concentra
tions may need to be refined. Some tangible justification 
for the selected background of 5.0 mg/m3 needs to be 
presented. Jn addition, the background adjustment equation 
(p. 30, Section VII) appears to be in error .. · 



2. A clear statement of the problem would be useful in evaluating 
control measures .. _The baseline emission levels (design year 
1982, 1987) should be itemized as well as the individual effects 
of growth, FMVECP, the selected parking policy and other control 
measures. 

3. Air Quality details of the control measure analyses need to be 
included in the alternatives analysis. Transportation, energy 
and social impacts need to be included as well. The air quality 
impacts should specifically focus on carbon monoxide. 

4. There are many options and p~ojected goals listed throughout the 
document, with no accompanying costs. If the intent is to 
include scme or all of this study as par·t of the overall package 
for the Transportation Control Plan, then costs should be 
developed.for each element of the package. These should include 
the major capital, as well as annual operation and maintenance 
costs. This is very important to decision makers for compara
tive purposes in assessing the cost effectiveness of each 
package. 

.. 
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2815 N.E. 17th Avenue 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97212 

March 5, 1981 

HAND DELIVERED 

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

Re: Portland Downtown Parking and 
Traffic Circulation Plan 

Dear Air Quality Division: 

I I, ! I, 

·1° '.•11 .·1 ,,) ' 

As a member of the Advisory Committe, I generally 
supported, and still support, the revisions to the Portland 
Downtown Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan (Plan). 
However, I am concerned about the proposed increase of 800 
parking spaces to the parking lid. Initially, the City 
planning staff said an increase in the lid was not necessary. 
I think that is still the case. The lid has helped to clean 
our air, and supported greater usage of mass transit. I 
believe the supply of parking spaces should be maintained at 
40,055 spaces as set forth in your Notice of Public Hearing. 

The important part of the Plan is the parking management 
section. I am convinced that if proper management takes 
place, the increase in parking spaces will not be needed. 
Certainly, parking management should be given a chance 
before the easier route of merely increasing parking spaces 
is used. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan 
and your approval of it. 

Very truly yours, 

DPG:trn 

I 
- I.__ 



Attachment 3 

Department Responses to Major Issues Raised in Hearing Report on 
"Proposed Portland Downtown Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan" 

A. Responses to Testimony of the Oregon Environmental Council (OEC) 

1. Issue: " ••• the study says, the 'lid' need not be adjusted 
to accommodate future employment growth. (page I-6)." "If the 
lid was such 'an effective tool', why should it be lifted?" 

Response: In citing page I-6 of the study document, OEC omitted 
a key word. The actual sentence reads, "Based upon this data, 
the parking lid established in 1973 need not be substantially 
adjusted in order to accommodate future employment growth." Under 
the new parking policy adopted by the Portland City Council on 
October 30, 19BO, two separate areas on the edges of the 
downtown, one on the north and the other designated the South 
Waterfront area, have been added to the boundary to which the 
old lid of 3B,870 spaces applied. For the newly incorporated 
South Waterfront area an exclusive allocation of l,1B5 parking 
spaces has been provided by the new parking policy. Thus, total 
parking under the new parking policy is 40,055 spaces, which 
is precisely the old lid figure of 3B,870 spaces plus the South 
Waterfront area allocation of l,1B5 spaces. The new inventory 
of 40,055 spaces is also supplemented by a special reserve 
account of BOO parking spaces. The special area to the north 
has not been given a separate allocation of spaces, even though 
the old parking policy anticipated such a future exclusive 
allocation. Most importantly with respect to the South 
Waterfront area, the air quality analysis shows immediately 
surrounding areas to be in compliance with carbon monoxide 
standards by 19B2. 

B. Responses to Testimony of Ms. Jeanne Roy 

1. Issue: "In August, under political pressure, the staff suggested 
adding a 400 reserve account. In October the number was 
increased to BOO. Downtown business interests have pressed for 
further increases in the number. The precedent of "adjusting" 
the lid is dangerous; a line must be drawn in order to improve 
CO levels." 

Response: In August, 1980, the City staff produced a memorandum 
covering a typical two-year scenario of downtown development. 
Parking demand and supply numbers were projected. Average demand 
was projected to be B80 spaces over a two-year period. 
Approximately one-half of those spaces would have to be produced 
as a direct result of the Parking Management Program. In order 
to give the Management Program time to start providing the 
minimum amount of needed spaces, the City staff initially 
concluded that a two-year period, or 400 spaces was an 
appropriate amount for a reserve account. AS of August 1, 19BO, 
the City was committed to 1,259 parking spaces for new 
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developments. By October two major new development proposals 
appeared (Pacwest and U.S. Bank), both requiring substantial 
parking commitments within a relatively short period of time. 
The two projects combined would seek an additional commitment 
of approximately 1,310 parking spaces. The City staff concluded 
that the 400 space reserve account would not be sufficient to 
accommodate both developments and therefore proposed that the 
account be increased to 800 spaces. 

As of February 18, 1981, the total parking space commitments 
to new projects has increased to 1,665, which includes the 
Pacwest project at 410 spaces, but does not include the U.S. Bank 
proposal. The surplus has now dwindled to 77 spaces. Based 
on this consideration alone, the 800 space reserve account 
appears to be needed. 

From the standpoint of impact on ambient air concentrations of 
carbon monoxide, the 800 spaces, even if put in one development, 
would likely produce a concentration in 1982 that could be barely 
detected by the best monitoring equipment. However, increases 
much beyond the 800 spaces, especially in one location, might 
begin to produce a significant incremental impact of carbon 
monoxide on the ambient air. 

In recognition of these facts, the Department testified at the 
October 30, 1981, City Council hearing, stating that increases 
to the reserve account beyond the 800 spaces could not be very 
easily approved without some other strategy or mitigating 
measures to reduce carbon monoxide levels. 

2. Issue: "If you determine that an increase in the lid is 
justified, require an offset." 

Response: See the Department's comments under B.l. 

3. Issue: "Direct the City to adopt all other reasonable available 
control measures." 

The City has made a commitment to expand its flex-time program. 
The provision of a transit fare subsidy could be- included in 
that program. On an overall basis, the Department expects the 
Parking Management Program to be the mechanism through which 
specific alternative mode programs are developed. 

c. Responses to EPA comments submitted by Ms. Jeanne Roy as an attachment 
to her testimony 

1. Issue: "Mobile 1 has been updated by Mobile 2 and the emission 
factors used for the 1982 SIP must reflect Mobile 2 output." 
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Response: Mobile 2 was not available when the air quality 
analysis was performed. There is no money budgeted to perform 
such a revision. For calendar year 1987 we understand that there 
is little difference between Mobile 1 and Mobile 2. Also, the 
final guideline document for the 1982 ozone SIP sul:mittals 
encourages the use of Mobile 2, but does not require its use. 
Finally, the Department has learned from METRO'S running of the 
program that Mobile 2 appears to generate faulty emission 
factors. We understand that EPA is investigating this problem. 

2. Issue: "Growth effects may have been neglected." 

Response: The documentation will be provided. 

3. Issue: "The operation mode inputs may need to be revised." 

Response: Documentation for these inputs was not provided. 
Additional material documenting how the operating modes were 
determined will be provided. 

4. Issue: "The air quality modeling should be revised. The model 
(APRAC 2) was calibrated before any validation was attempted." 

Response: The APRAC model is documented in the EPA's OAQPS 
Guideline Series, Guideline on Air Quality Models. EPA indicates 
that the authors of the model documented one validation study. 
A worthwhile validation study, locally applied, was well beyond 
the scope of the contracted work. The calibration equation was 
reviewed by the Technical Advisory Committee for the study and 
there was agreement that its use would produce conservative 
results. Furthermore, concentration predictions at the downtown 
DEQ monitoring stations were adjusted and put on a statistical 
third highest level in three years basis. Even if the resources 
were available to perform a validation, we are very skeptical 
that modeling results would be markedly improved. 

5. Issue: "The methodology used to account for background 
concentration may need to be refined." 

Response: The 5.0 mg/m3concentration level actually is the 
intercept value of regression equation. Natural background is 
almost impossible to determine for areas where traffic densities 
are great because of the difficulty in finding monitoring 
locations that are not too far away from a high impact site, 
but are at the same time not inordinately influenced by a nearby 
roadway. Based upon the Department's experience with monitored 
levels of carbon monoxide around the Portland Metropolitan area, 
we believe that 5.0 mg/m3 is not an unreasonable level to assume 
as background. 
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During the monitoring period of the study, a site in northwest 
downtown Portland recorded 8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations 
ranging from 25% to approximately 40% of the levels measured 
at the DEQ's Burnside Central Air Monitoring Station (CAMS). 
The site in the northwest downtown, although not too far away 
from CAMS, was also under the influence of nearby roadways,, 
so it was not a perfect indicator of background concentrations. 
However, the fact that the concentration levels measured there 
were 25% to 40% of the CAMS levels gives some additional support 
for treating 5.0 mg/m3 as a background concentration. 

6. Issue: "A clear statement of the problem would be useful in 
evaluating control measures. The baseline emission levels 
(design year 1982, 1987) should be itemized as well as the 
individual effects of growth, FMVECP, the selected parking policy 
and other control measures." 

Response: The individual effects of the various control measures 
were presented, but were generally found to be fairly small. 
The parking policy with its several subelements of control 
measures is designed to hold the parking supply relatively 
constant. This will limit growth in vehicle miles of travel 
(VMT) and thereby allow the downtown to take great advantage 
of the cleaner cars expected over the next several years. 
Documentation of baseline emission levels will be provided in 
the SIP submittal. 

7. Issue: "Air .Quality details of the control measure analysis 
need to be included in the alternatives analysis. 
Transportation, energy and social impacts need to be included 
as well. 11 

Response: Further documentation is needed in this area and will 
be provided in the SIP submittal. 

8. Issue: "There are many options and projected goals listed 
throughout the document, with no accompanying costs." 

Response: To the extent possible the costs of the strategy 
elements will be identified in the SIP submittal. 

D. Response to testimony of Mr. Jan Sokol 

1. Issue: The allowance of an BOO space reserve account without 
provision for offsets will not comply with the Clean Air Act 
Amendments which require attainment of air standards as 
expeditiously as practicable. 
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Response: See the Department's comments under B.l. The reserve 
account appears to be a practical response to the recent rapid 
pace of downtown developnent proposals. The Parking Management 
Program will require some time before it can produce the needed 
parking spaces which will help to keep the supply of parking 
relatively constant. If the supply of parking can be held near 
the 40,055 space level, then attainment of carbon monoxide 
standards should occur in an expeditious and practicable manner. 

E. Responses to testimony of Mr. Dean P. Gisvold 

AW92.A 

1. Issue: " ••• I am concerned about the proposed increase 
of 800 parking spaces to the parking lid. I believe 
the supply of parking spaces should be maintained at 40,055 
spaces as set forth in your Notice of Public Hearing." 

Response: See the Department's comments under B.l and D.l. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Di rector 

Information Report on Status of the Portland Metropolitan 
Motor Vehicle Inspection Program 

The Motor Vehicle Emission Inspection Program began mandatory operation 
July, 1975. Since that time the Department has provided periodic updates 
on the inspection program operation. The first update was at the January 
14, 1977, Commission meeting. That report was submitted by the Commission 
to the Legislature. On February 23, 1979, a report updating the inspection 
program activities was submitted to the Commission. 

Attached is a new report, prepared by the Department for your consideration. 
The purpose of the report is to update the Commission on the activities 
of the Motor Vehicle Inspection Program during 1979 and 1980. Please 
let me know if you would like to discuss this report sometime during the 
meeting or lunch on March 13, 1981. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: Report on Motor Vehicle 
Emission Inspection Program, 1979-1980. 

William P. Jasper: dg 
Phone 229-5081 
February 23, 1981 
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REPORT ON MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
1979 - 1980 

Background and Legislative History 

Motor vehicles are a source of air pollution in the United States, as well 
as in many other industrialized countries of the world. Consequently at 
least 27 countries have vehicle emission control regulations and about 
90% of all passenger cars manufactured in the world are designed to meet 
an emission control standard. The major air pollutants produced by motor 
vehicles are carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon gases, and oxides of nitrogen. 
Particulate matter, including lead compounds, and sulfur oxides are also 
produced. In many urban areas the buildups in the concentrations and the 
reactions in the atmosphere of these motor vehicle produced air pollutants 
have given rise to public health concerns. 

As a result of the recognition of a national motor vehicle pollution 
problem, Congress enacted the 1965 Clean Air Act Amendments. This action 
initiated a federal motor vehicle pollution control program which applied 
the 1966 California auto emission standards nationally in 1968. This 1965 
Act did not produce the results Congress intended. Subsequently, the Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1970 was enacted. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 established a nationtal air quality 
control program with specified goals, objectives, and time schedules. 
New motor vehicle emission standards were promulgated. The states were 
required to submit implementation plans that outlined how these national 
goals and objectives were to be met within the state and within the 
specified time schedule. 

Oregon's Implementation Plan was originally submitted by the Governor in 
1972. This was followed in 1973 by the Transportation Control Strategy 
which specified in greater detail the methodology chosen by the State to 
control automotive caused air pollutants. The State's plan relied upon 
a combination of control measures at various governmental levels to obtain 
compliance with the national standards. These control measures included 
traffic flow improvements in the city, a parking/traffic circulation plan, 
significant mass transit improvements, an annual motor vehicle emission 
control inspection program, and the federal new vehicle emission control 
program. The State's plan has not yet met its objective. This is 
primarily due to delays in the federal new vehicle program and enactment 
by the state legislature of a biennial inspection program rather than the 
projected annual program. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 extend the time schedule for 
compliance with national ambient air standards to 1982. If a state 
implements all reasonable control measures--including a schedule for a 
motor vehicle inspection/maintenance program--and is still unable to 
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project compliance with the national standards, then an extension of the 
time schedule until as late as 1987 is possible. A summary of .federal 
and state motor vehicle emission control legislative and administrative 
action is contained in Appendix A. 

Since July l, 1975, the Department of Environmental Quality has operated 
a motor vehicle emission inspection program within the boundaries of the 
Metropolitan Service District which includes the City of Portland. The 
program boundaries are legislatively set. By State law, vehicles 
registered within these boundaries must comply with the emission control 
standards and obtain a certificate of compliance prior to motor vehicle 
registration renewal. 

The certificates are available only from the Department-operated inspection 
cen.ters. A five dollar ($5) fee, which totally supports the program, is 
charged for the issuance of a certificate. To conduct the vehicle emission 
inspection and maintenance program, seven test centers operate in the 
Portland metropolitan area. During this last year over 600,000 emission 
tests were conducted. Table l summarizes the testing activity during 1979 
and 1980 and Figure l shows testing volumes on a monthly basis for 1979 
and 1980. 

The Department's inspection program is part of Oregon's Clean Air Act State 
Implementation Plan. The inspection program's purpose is to reduce the 
amount of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon gases of the area's motor 
vehicles by promoting proper maintenance. The emission reductions attained 
help meet ambient air standards. 

Program 0perations 

The general discussion of the State's inspection/maintenance program is 
contained in Appendix B. Approximately 840,000 inspections were conducted 
at the seven inspection centers during 1979 and 1980. In this period over 
500,000 certificates of compliance were issued. Inspector staff size 
during this past year. peaked at 56 employees compared with 68 inspectors 
in 1978. During 1979 inspector staff size dropped to 30. As a complement 
to the State's inspection program, private motor vehicle fleets of 100 
or more vehicles and publicly owned fleets of 50 or more vehicles can 
qualify for self inspection status. The 46 licensed fleets issued almost 
6,400 certificates during 1980, 2% of the total. A discussion of the fleet 
inspection program is also contained in contained in Appendix B. 

Among the highlights of the past two years has been the change in the 
Metropolitan Service District boundaries. The inspection program boundry 
changes resulted in removing portions of Multnomah and Washington Counties 
and the addition of portions of Clackamas County. As this affected the 
program operation the Department established temporary inspection sites 
in the Damascus/Boring area and in the Wanker's Corner area south of Lake 
Oswego. Unfortunately, test volumes at both facilities necessitated the 
withdrawal and the closing of these operations. The Department initiated 
a study and proposal to construct an inspection facility in Beaverton. 
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This facility, if approved, would greatly improve the service to the 
Department's eastern Washington County customers. 

Training for both employees and for the private fleet inspectors has been 
maintained during these past two years. Additionally the Department 
participated in an EPA pilot study for mechanic training. The results 
of this pilot study aided in the developnent of a mechanic training 
course. With the aid of federal funds, training is being conducted in 
the Medford-Jackson County area. By early 1981 over 140 mechanics will 
have received training in emission related automotive repairs. 

Emission Reductions From Motor Vehicles 

The purpose of conducting an inspection/maintenance program is to improve 
ambient air quality by achieving reduced emissions from motor vehicles. 
The inspection/maintenance program operating in Portland is projected to 
just be sufficient to achieve the EPA's minimum requirement of a 25% 
reduction in both HC and CO by December 31, 1987. This is due to the 
biennial nature of the program. If the program was on an annual basis, 
emission reductions would be greater. 

Emission reductions, such as that described above, are calculated by 
computer modeling techniques and projected over many years of program 
operation. This modeling technique is continuously being upgraded to 
reflect more accurately, real world situations. As part of this type of 
study, the EPA has been conducting an inspection/maintenance evaluation 
in the Portland area. As means of an update on that program, the findings 
from the EPA study indicate that the program achieved mass emission 
reductions of 34% carbon monoxide and 24% hydrocarbons for 1975-1977 model 
year cars over a year's period. This comparison was between cars operating 
in Portland and those operating in Eugene. Discussions of some of the 
EPA activities in Portland are included in both Appendices C and G. 

I 

Tailpipe emission measurements, obtained at the inspection stations, are 
the day-to-day tool used to measure compliance with the inspection program 
standards. The reduction in these emissions is another indicator of program 
effectiveness. A short test, like the test used in the inspection program, 
is an effective method of identifying high emitting vehicles. When a 
vehicle is first manufactured, it generally complies with the new vehicle 
emission standards. As the vehicle ages, emissions increase. This 
deterioration in emission control is due to many factors. Parts in the 
vehicle wear and lose their effectiveness and require replacement. Some 
repairs are made that do not adequately address the required maintenance. 
An inspection test readily identifies vehicles needing correction or 
additional maintenance, so that the vehicle operates consistent with the 
manufacturer's design criteria. When a vehicle is brought into total 
conformity with the vehicle manufacturer's design criteria, overall 
emissions are reduced, and the vehicle is then operating as origionally 
intended. In past reports, the Department has presented emission 
distributions which show the effects of deterioration and the effects of 
proper maintenance. Emission distribution bar charts shown in Figures 
2 and 3 indicate that increased emissions generally result with increased 
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vehicle age. The charts indicate that, while the majority of vehicles 
comply with the emission criteria, the number of cars exceeding the 
criteria in a given category grows each year and that the amount of 
pollutants they emit also increases. Repair of these high emitting 
vehicles dramatically reduces their emissions. The average mass emission 
reduction for repaired vehicles was 47% for carbon monoxide and 42% for 
hydrocarbons, as measured in the EPA Portland study. Idle emission 
reductions after repair for the vehicles which failed the DEJ;l test were 
over 90% for carbon monoxide and 80% for hydrocarbons. A more detailed 
discussion on emission characteristics and reductions is contained in 
Appendix c. 

The reported costs for emission-related repair has generally been 
low, averaging $17. Less than 4% of the vehicles which failed reported 
repairs in excess of $100. A special study by the Department indicated 
that some repair facilities (approximately 20% in this study) may not be 
performing complete repairs, but instead just simple fixes to pass the 
DEJ;l test. The Department is attempting to reduce this type of activity 
by assisting in and coordinating training programs to help mechanics 
properly diagnose and repair vehicle emission control systems. 

With the newer motor vehicles, advances in air pollution control technology 
are being implemented. These newer vehicles, which use closed loop sensors 
and computer technology are now on the market. It is too early to tell 
how well these vehicles will maintain their emission system performance. 
We are establishing baseline information on these vehicles so that changes 
can be determined. 

Heavy duty gasoline powered trucks are included in the inspection program. 
A discussion on the heavy truck program is included in Appendix D. 
Emission reductions for these trucks were sizable, up to a 25% idle carbon 
monoxide emission reduction and a 16% idle hydrocarbon emission reduction 
compared to a period two years ago. Many of these vehicles operate in 
congested urban and shopping areas where the emission reductions have 
maximum benefit. 

Air Quality Trends 

The motor vehicle inspection program is an important element in the 
Portland' area's overall transportation control strategy. The trans
portation control strategy strives to reduce carbon monoxide and ozone 
(oxidants) to comply with ambient air standards. Carbon monoxide 
concentrations measured at the area's monitoring stations have been 
reduced. Carbon monoxide violation days have also been decreased from 
88 days in 1970 to 20 days in 1980. Compliance with the carbon monoxide 
ambient standard is projected to be achieved during 1985 with the 
inspection maintenance program. 

A special statistical study of the effects of the inspection program is 
scheduled to be completed this April. The statistical study, being 
conducted by the University of Wisconsin, is analyzing Oregon ambient 
carbon monoxide data for Eugene and Portland. Preliminary conclusions 
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state that the federal new car program and the inspection maintenance 
program are directly responsible for the carbon monoxide decreases. The 
final report will attempt to quantify the relationship between the two 
programs. 

Decreases in ambient ozone concentrations due to emission reductions have 
been achieved. The inspection maintenance program has been estimated to 
provide an approximate 12,000 kg/day hydrocarbon emission reduction by 
1987. Ozone violations have dropped during the last two years in the 
Portland metropolitan area. The three probable causes for the decline 
in these ozone emissions are: the meteorology during the past two years 
has not been as conducive to ozone formation as it had been in previous 
years: there have been monitor methodology changes; and there have been 
emission reductions from various control strategies. It is estimated that 
all existing control strategies, including the inspection maintenance 
program will be necessary to meet the federal requirements for reductions 
in ambient air concentrations of ozone as outlined in the Clean Air Act. 

Population and Traffic Trends 

In previous reports population and traffic discussions were made. Traffic 
trend analysis has been reviewed and updated, and is presented in more 
detail in Appendix H. Traffic volumes have increased continuously over 
the past few years peaking in 1979. A slight traffic reduction was 
observed in 1980. Changes in traffic patterns with increased bus ridership 
and growing population in the suburbs have been noted. Increasing fuel 
and vehicle operating costs may be part of the causes of changing traffic 
patterns. Studies made during this past year indicate that there has been 
no great change in out-of-area vehicles consistantly operating in the metro 
area. 

Status of Other Inspection/Maintenance Programs 

Appendix I lists the status.of the ongoing and proposed inspection/ 
maintenance programs in the United States. Currently there are 22 
mandatory inspection programs now planned for implementation in the next 
two years. The State of Washington is initiating an inspection program. 
The Washington program is proposed to start January 2, 1982. Vancouver 
has been included in the Washington program because of Vancouver's 
contribution to the metropolitan Portland area's photochemical oxidant 
problem. All states, requiring inspection programs for ambient standard 
compliance, except California and Kentucky, have approved programs in some 
stage of implementation. Economic sanctions, as required by the Clean Air 
Act, have been proposed for California and Kentucky. 

Summary 

The Clean Air Act and its amendments established a national air quality 
control program with specific goals and objectives and time schedules. 
Oregon's Clean Air Act Implementation Plan includes a transportation 
control strategy geared to achieving these goals for the Portland 
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Metropolitan area. The inspection/maintenance program is an important 
element of that plan. The EPA has required that inspection/maintenance 
programs contribute a 25% reduction in both hydrocarbons and carbon 
monoxide emissions from motor vehicles by 1987. These reduction 
requirements are forcast to be met with Oregon's current program. Average 
idle emission reductions for individual cars of over 90% carbon monoxide 
and 80% hydrocarbons after repair have been observed. Mass emission 
differences for 1975 and newer vehicles operating in Portland compared 
to Eugene were 34% for carbon monoxide and 24% for hydrocarbons. These 
inspection/maintenance emission reductions will be retained for up to a 
year after vehicle repairs are completed as demonstrated by both the long
term federal studies and the data from the Oregon inspection program. 
Heavy duty gasoline powered trucks are showing good emission performance. 
Emission reduction benefits for heavy duty trucks of up to 25%. idle carbon 
monoxide and 16% idle hydrocarbons have been observed. 

With the biennial inspection program operating and with the other ongoing 
control measures, compliance with ambient air carbon monoxide standards 
is projected to be achieved by 1985. Compliance with the federal ozone 
standard is projected to be achieved by 1987 with all existing and 
currently planned control measures. 

Oregon's inspection and maintenance program has been demonstrated to be 
effective in reducing emissions from motor vehicles, in maintaining those 
emisions reductions, and in contributing to the overall effort of meeting 
the clean air goals. 

WPJ:g 
VRD35 (1) 
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Table 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Activity Report for January, 1979 through December, 1980 

EMISSION LIGHT DUTY INSPECTION TESTS 841,703 

CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE ISSUED* 509,628 

Emission Inspection Tests 

Pass Emission Test 501,597 = 60% 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 128,496 = 15% 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 70,406 = 8% 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 52,765 = 6% 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 40,514 = 5% 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 47,930 = 6% 

(i.e.• smoke, dilution, idle RPM) 

Pre-Catalyst Vehicle Tests (June, 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 450,329 = 65% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 56% 

1975 and Newer Vehicle Tests (June 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 238,649 = 35% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 66% 

Total Light and Heavy Duty Emission Inspection Test by Location 

Powell 169,827 
Tigard 144,746 
Milwaukie 121,684 
Northeast 120,117 
Rockwood 111,473 
Hillsboro 88,631 
Northwest 84,358 
Mobile No. 6 12,769 
Mobile No. 5 12,527 

* includes heavy duty trucks 

WPJ:r 
VDD14.B 
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Figure 2 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Carbon Monoxide Idle Emission Distribution for a 
Popular Vehicle Make 
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APPENDIX A 

A SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1965 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1967 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970, 
AS AMENDED, JUNE 1974 

CLEAN AIR ACT 
AS AMENDED, AUG. 1977 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

Title II ("Motor Vehicle Air Pollution 
Control Act") empowers HE.W to establish 
emission standards for sale in Califoernia 
beginning with model year 1966. 

Establish emission standards for pollutants 
from new motor vehicles manufactured for 
sales in remaining 49 states beginning with 
model year 1968. Emissions regulated by 
HEW were crankcase emissions (HC) , fuel 
evaporative emission (HC), and exhaust 
emissions (CO and HC). 

Directs EPA to manage the national control 
of air pollution by developing Interstate 
Air Quality Agencies or Commissions, Air 
Quality Control Regions, establ.ishing 
national primary·and secondary air quality 
standards and requiring each state to submit 
implementation plans. Specifies 90% 
reduction in exhaust emissions of CO and 
HC from allowable 1970 levels by the 1975 
model year and 90% reduction in NOx emissions 
from average measured 1971 levels by the 
1976 model year. Required manufacturers 
to warrant emission control equipment for 
5 years or 50,000 miles: subjects certain 
persons to a civil penalty of not more than 
$10,000 for tampering. 

Requires EPA to comply with provisions of 
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination 
Act of 1974. 

Requires States to rewrite State Implementa
tion Plans. Ties compliance with National 
Clean Air Goals to federal monies. Modifies 
compliance schedule for automobile exhaust 
emissions. Modifies mandated manufacturers 
emission performance warranty to 2 years, 
24,000 miles. Requires States to implement 
all practicable control strategies. Allows 
States, under certain circumstances, to adopt 
California's emission standards for new cars. 



March 30, 1966 

June 4, 1968 

July, 1970 
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SUMMARY 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES' ACTIVITIES 

The initial Federal motor vehicle emission 
standards became applicable with the 1968 
models. The standards and procedures were 
similar to those which had been employed 
by California and required specified control 
of exhaust hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide 
from light-duty vehicles and one hundred 
percent control of crankcase emissions from 
gasoline-fueled cars, buses, and trucks. 
The term light-duty vehicle refers to self
propelled vehicles designed for street or 
highway use, which weigh less than 6,000 
pounds and carry no more than twelve 
passengers. 

Revised Federal standards were published 
which require more stringent control of 
hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from 
light-duty vehicles, of evaporative emissions 
from fuel tanks and carburetors of light-duty 
vehicles, of exhaust hydrocarbons, and carbon 
monoxide emissions from gasoline-fueled 
engines for heavy-duty vehicles, and of smoke 
emissions from diesel engines for heavy-duty 
vehicles. The fuel evaporative emission 
standards became fully effective with model 
year 1971. The other standards applied to 
1970 model year vehicles and engines. 

Th.e Federal Government adopted a Constant 
Volume Sample or CVS procedure, during which 
the vehicle is run through a test cycle 
designed to simulate urban driving. The 
characteristics of the standard test drive 
were based on an elaborate study of 
Los Angeles traffic patterns in 1965. All. 
emissions from ignition key-on after a 
12-hour storage period to the end of the 
test cycle are collected and analyzed. EPA 
further refined the test procedure by later 
including both a cold start (after a 12-hour 
storage) and a hot start (after a 10-minute 
wait) and the computation of a weight average 
as a basis for 1975 and 1976 numerical 
standards. These changes, as well as certain 
minor modifications in analytical techniques, 
were intended to make test results more 
representative of emissions from in-use 
vehicles. 



November 10, 1970 

April 30, 1971 

May, 1971 

June 18, 1971 

June 29, 1971 

December 15, 1972 

January 10, 1973 
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Standards were published applicable to 1972 
model light and heavy-duty vehicles and 
heavy-duty engines. 

National primary and secondary ambient air 
quality standards were published in final 
rulemaking, including standards for hydro
carbons, carbcn monoxide and oxides of 
nitrogen. Also, the State of California 
was granted the first of several waivers 
of Federal preemption for motor vehicle 
emission standards more stringent than those 
currently in effect by Federal regulations. 

Three contracts were awarded to provide 
prototype cars for government testing and 
evaluation under the Federal Clean Car 
Incentive Program. 

The Low-Emission Vehicle Certification Board 
held its initial meeting and approved pro
cedural regulations concerning preferential 
purchasing of low-emission vehicles for use 
in government fleets. 

The first Federal standards were issued re
quiring control of oxides of nitrogen 
emissions and prescribing measurement 
techniques for this pollutant applicable 
to 1973 model light-duty motor vehicles. 
Also, standards were promulgated to prescribe 
the 1975 exhaust hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide emission requirements and 1976 
oxides of nitrogen emission requirement 
applicable to light-duty vehicles, In addi
tion, modifications in test and analytical 
procedures were included. 

EPA ordered six motor vehicle manufacturers 
to eliminate certain emission control system 
disabling devices from their 1973 automobiles 
produced after specified dates. 

Fuel regulations were promulgated to insure 
that lead-free gasoline would be available 
by July 1, 1974 to owners of automobiles 
equipped with catalytic converters. Also, 
regulations were promulgated requiring the 
amount of lead in gasoline to be reduced 
to an average of 1.25 grams per gallon by 
January 1, 1978. 



April 11, 1973 

July 20, 1973 

August 7, 1973 

January, 1974 

January 27, 1974 
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EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1975 
model year light-duty vehicle emission 
standards for hydrocarbons (HC) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) and established interim 
standards. 

EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1976 
model year emission standards for nitrogen 
oxides (NOxl and established interim 
standards. The 1976 standards are applicable 
to light-duty vehicles and engines manufac
tured during or after model year 1976. 

Regulations for the control of exhaust 
pollutants from diesel-powered light-duty 
passenger vehicles to be effective with the 
1975 model year were promulgated. These 
vehicles were now required to meet the same 
emission standards that were applicable to 
gasoline-fueled light-duty vehicles. Also, 
regulations for the control of emissions 
from light-duty gasoline-fueled trucks, 
effective with the 1975 model year were 
promulgated. (A light-duty truck is defined 
as any motor vehicle weighing 6,000 pounds 
or less, which is designed primarily for 
transporting property, or is a derivative 
of such a vehicle, or has special features 
enabling off-street operation). This action 
was in response to the U.S. Court of Appeals' 
decision regarding emission standards for 
1975 model year light-duty vehicles (Inter
national Harvester Company vs. Ruckelshaus, 
o.c. Cir. No. 72-1517, February 10, 1973) 
in which the court ordered EPA to remove 
light-duty trucks from the light-duty vehicle 
category. The new emission standards for 
light-duty trucks were significantly more 
stringent than the 1974 standards, but were 
slightly less stringent than the interim 
1975 standards for light-duty vehicles. 

EPA published the first of yearly fuel 
consumption results in a booklet for 
consumer use. 

EPA promulgated regulations designed to 
accomplish three main purposes: (1) to 
clarify certain requirements pertaining to 
vehicle emissions certification, and 
provide that certification may be denied 
(or revoked) on account of a failure to 
comply with such requirements; (2) to clarify 



June 25, 1974 

September 4, 1974 

October 15, 1974 

October 22, 1974 

November 18, 1974 

November 21, 1974 

December 23, 1974 

May 30, 1975 
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that the Administrator would not certify 
any vehicle employing Auxiliary Emission 
Control Devices which have been determined 
by the Administrator to be "defeat devices;" 
and (3) to provide that once the regulations 
are in effect, production vehicles which 
do not conform in all material respects to 
the same design specifications that applied 
to a certification vehicle would not be 
covered by the Certificate of Conformity. 

Under the Recall Program, EPA tested in-use 
vehicles and announced that four 
manufacturers of certain 1972 model year 
vehicles appeared to be in violation of 
Federal air pollution emission standards. 

Regulations were promulgated which provided 
for the exclusion and exemption from emission 
standards for certain motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle engines. 

EPA and the Federal Energy Administration 
(FEA) published a notice of Voluntary Fuel 
Economy Labeling for 1975 model year 
vehicles. 

EPA published the final rulemaking concerning 
the control of emissions from light-duty 
powered trucks. 

EPA promulgated regulations which required 
manufacturers to certify new motor vehicles 
designed for initial sale at high altitude 
to comply with emission standards at those 
altitudes. These amendments are applicable 
to light-duty gasoline-fueled vehicles, light 
duty diesel vehicles, and light-duty trucks 
beginning with the 1977 model year. 

EPA promulgated regulations for the emissions 
control of 1976 and later model year 
light-duty diesel powered trucks. 

EPA promulgated regulations governing the 
recall of motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
engines which failed to conform to emission 
standards for their useful life. 

EPA promulgated regulations to establish 
the certification procedures for 1977 model 
year light-duty diesel powered trucks offered 
for sale in high altitude regions. 



June 5, 1975 

June 23, 1975 

February 6, 1976 

May 11, 1976 

July 20, 1976 

November 3, 1976 

November 10, 1976 
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EPA established standards for 1976 model 
year light-duty vehicles and light-duty 
trucks and emission standards for 1977 and 
later model year light-duty vehicles, light
duty trucks and diesel-powered light-duty 
trucks. 

EPA promulg~ted regulations to deny impor
tation, except as a bonded entry, to all 
vehicles certified with a catalyst which 
were driven outside the United States, 
Canada, and Mexico unless the vehicles were 
included in an internal control program. 

EPA announced it was considering amendments 
to increase in the upper weight limit for 
1978 and later model year light-duty trucks 
from 6,000 to B,500 pounds gross vehicle 
weight (GVWR). Also proposed was a reduction 
of the current light-duty truck emission 
standards which would represent more than 
a 10% reduction from the present limits for 
current light-duty trucks, and more than 
a 67% reduction for vehicles to be added 
to the class. 

EPA published proposed revised regulations 
for 1979 and later model year heavy-duty 
gasoline-fueled and diesel engines. 

EPA promulgated regulations establishing 
a testing program for new automobiles coming 
off the assembly line in order to insure 
that these vehicles conform to the pollution 
control requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

EPA published an advance notice that it. was 
considering the developnent and promulgation 
of regulations to provide general clarifi
fication concerning the coverage of Section 
207(a) of the Clean Air Act (the emission 
control production warranty) for light-duty 
vehicles and light-duty trucks. In EPA's 
view, this was necessary because the Section 
207(a) warranty has not developed into an 
effective remedy for the consumer, despite 
its presence since the 1972 model year. 

EPA promulgated regulations which require 
manufacturers of 1977 and later model year 
automobiles and light-duty trucks to label 
each vehicle with fuel economy information. 



November 16, 1976 

December 28, 1976 

January 5, 1977 

April 20, 1977 

May 2, 1977 

May 19, 1977 

May 25 I 1977 

June 6, 1977 

June 8, 1977 

June 28, 1977 

August 10, 1977 
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EPA issues advanced notice of rulemaking 
regarding the Emission Control warranties 
for light duty cars and trucks. 

EPA issues the revised light duty truck 
regulation for 1979 and later model year 
vehicles. The revisions increase the weight 
on light duty trucks from 6 ,000 lbs to 
8,500 lbs gross. 

EPA issues regulation for the emission 
certification and test procedures for new 
motorcycles. 

EPA issues final rule on the sale on the high 
altitude vehicles. 

Proposed EPA estimates of emission reduction 
achievable through inspection and maintenance 
of light duty vehicle, motorcycles, and light 
duty trucks are made. (Appendix N) 

EPA issues final rule on regulation of fuels 
and fuel additives. The rule clarifies EPA's 
regulation for phased reduction of lead 
additives in motor gasoline and does not 
preempt state or local governments f rcsn 
controlling other aspects of fuel and 
additives used in motor gasolines. 

EPA issues emission control system 
performance regulations and proposed rule 
for the short test cycle establishment. 
Issues the procedures and tests that will 
invoke section 207B of CAA. 

EPA issues fuel economy and emission testing 
procedures for 1978 and later model vehicles. 
The EPA proposes several changes to its 
fuel economy labeling regulations. 

EPA issues certification test results for 
1977 model year. 

Republication of the 1977, 1978, and 1979 
model year vehicle certification regulations. 
One aspect of this publication was the 
inclusion of the motorcycle test procedure. 

EPA issues notice of interim final rulemaking 
on regulations which established evaluation 
criteria and test procedures for evaluating 
fuel economy improvement claims for retrofit 
devices. 



August 11, 1977 

August 25, 1977 

August 29, 1977 

October 21, 1977 

January 6, 1978 

February 2, 1978 

June 7, 1978 

June 22, 1978 

July 20, 1978 

August 24, 1978 

August 29, 1978 
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EPA issues final light duty vehicle exhaust 
emission standards for 1978 model year. 

EPA issues notice of availability that 
procedures for measuring exhaust sulphuric 
acid content are available. 

EPA issues notice to the public that emission 
control system performance warranty 
regulation public workshops are available 
and sets dates. One of the meetings held 
September 30th, was in Portland. 

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking 
changes to the emission test procedures. 
such revisions to the testing procedures 
would allow for certification testing within 
any range of engine adjustment available. 

EPA issues a notice of intent to propose 
regulation to include new motorcycles and 
in the selective enforcement auditing 
procedures. 

EPA issued rulemaking for the selective 
enforcement auditing procedures. 

EPA issues notice of hearing for the MMT 
waiver request. The outcome of this 
hearing was that MMT the fuel additive 
methylcyclopentadienyl manganesetricarbonyl 
was banned. 

EPA issues correction notice on a final 
rulemaking early in the year requiring fuel 
economy labeling procedures for 1979 and 
later model year vehicles. 

EPA issues some miscellaneous amendments 
and corrections regarding the fuel economy 
regulations. 

EPA issues a final rule for the evaporated 
emission regulation for light duty vehicles 
and trucks, applicable with the 1981 model 
year. 

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking 
which announces a set of regulations for 
testing fuels and fuel additives. 



September 5, 1978 

January 29, 1979 

January 21, 1980 

March 3, 1980 

March 5, 1980 

April 17, 1980 

June 22, 1980 

August 13, 1980 

August 27, 1980 

September 25, 1980 

October 8, 1980 
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EPA issues the final rule on the fuel 
economy calculation and test procedures 
for 1979 and later model light trucks. 

EPA issues a change in the ambient oxidant 
health standard from 0.08 ppm to 0.12 ppm. 

EPA issues final rule increasing the 
stringency of hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
emissions limits and revising the 
certification test procedures for heavy-duty 
gasoline-fueled and diesel engines. 

EPA issues final rule extending the privilege 
of making engine modifications for research 
purposes to individuals other than vehicle 
manufacturers. 

EPA issues final rule establishing a standard 
for emission of particulate matter from 
diesel-fueled light-duty vehicles. 

EPA issues notice of decision denying fuel 
additive waiver request by Beker Industries, 
Inc. for use of 0-15 percent methanol in 
unleaded gasoline. 

EPA issues final rule establishing emissions 
"short tests" which will be used to enforce 
the pollution control equipment warranty for 
1981 and newer vehicles. On a two speed 
idle test, if emissions exceeded 1 percent 
CO or 200 ppm HC, a vehicle owner will be 
entitled to pollution control equipment 
repairs at the manufacturer's expense during 
the effective time of the warranty. 

EPA issues decision to deny a fuel additive 
waiver request by Conservation Consultants 
of New England Inc. for use of specific 
methanol/ethanol mixtures at 10 percent in 
unleaded gasoline. 

EPA issues results of certification tests 
for 1980 new motor vehicles. 

EPA issues the final gaseous emissions 
regulations for 1984 and later model year 
light-duty trucks. 

EPA issues the final high altitude emissions 
standards for 1982 and 1983 model year 
light-duty motor vehicles. 



November 25, 1980 
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EPA issues the final regulations governing 
aftermarket parts certification. Under 
these regulations af termarket manufacturers 
may serve notice that their part is 
equivalent to the original equipment part 
with respect to its impact on emissions. 



1969 

1971 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 
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SUMMARY 
OREGON LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

Adopted legislation which prohibited the 
removal or rendering inoperative of factory
installed pollution control equipment. 

Legislation was adopted which directed the 
Department of Environmental Quality to 
develop a periodic Motor Vehicle Emission 
Inspection Program. 

Assembly reviewed Motor Vehicle Emission 
Control Inspection proposals, but adjourned 
without providing budget for a mandatory 
program. 

Emergency Board authorized the Department 
to implement a voluntary pilot program using 
$1,000,000 in funds appropriated during the 
regular session. 

During the Special Session, action was taken 
to provide for an increase of inspection 
fees to $5.00; restricted the program to 
within the Metropolitan Service District; 
required annual emission control inspection; 
and set the start-up date as July 1, 1975. 

Legislative Assembly again reviewed the 
implementation of the program and at the 
end of the session changed the laws so that 
an inspection would be required only every 
other year with vehicle license renewal as 
of July 1, 1975. 

Emergency Board approved a revised budget 
reflecting the reduced fee income resulting 
from bi-annual inspection of vehicles. 

Speaker of House of Representatives assigned 
a five member Task Force on Auto Emission 
Control to review the program and forward 
recommendations. 

Legislation was adopted requiring publicly 
owned vehicles to comply with emission 
inspection regulations; exempted "fix load" 
vehicles and vehicles operating in interstate 
commerce from inspection requirements; direc-



1979 
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ted EQC to determine most cost effective 
method of conducting inspection; and enacted 
legislation prohibiting visible emissions 
from motor vehicles operating on the public 
roads, setting limitations and establishing 
penalty. 

Legislation was adopted that amended 
ORS 481-190 updating the DEQ vehicle 
inspection boundaries to be identical with. 
the current boundaries of the Metropolitan 
Service District. 

Legislation was adopted that amended ORS 
483-825 to include the use of turbochargers 
on motor vehicles provided their installation 
did not significantly affect the control 
of air pollution. 



March 30, 1970 

October 25, 1972 

March 2, 1973 

March 21, 1973 

May 29, 1973 

November 26, 1973 

January 25, 1974 

December 20, 1974 

March 28, 1975 

June 25, 1976 

August 27, 1976 
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SUMMARY 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ACTION 

Adopted motor vehicle visible emission 
regulation. 

Approved the projected inspection/maintenance 
program after reviewing a comprehensive staff 
report. 

Held public hearings to designate those 
Oregon counties in which the vehicle in
spection program would be instituted. 

Designated Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah 
and Washington counties and set an effective 
starting date for the program of January 1, 
1974. 

Adopted the Portland Transportation Control 
Strategy as an Amendment to Oregon's 
Implementation Plan (Clean Air Act). 

Commission authorized the deletion of 
Columbia County from the inspection program 
requirements and to extend the effective 
date of the program to May 31, 1974. 

Adopted criteria for Certification of Motor 
Vehicle Control Systems which precluded the 
use of retrofit devices. 

Gave authorization for Public Hearings to 
adopt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program 
Criteria. 

Adopted proposed Motor Vehicle Emission 
Control Inspection Test Criteria, Methods 
and Standards. 

Adopted Emergency Rules Extending Enforce
ment TOlerance for the Motor Vehicle In
spection Program through June 30, 1977. 

Repealed the Emergency Rules adopted June 25, 
1976 and adopted Revisions to OAR Chapter 
340, Sections 24-320 through 24-330 
pertaining to Motor Vehicle Inspection Standards. 



January 14, 1977 

February 25, 1977 

April 1, 1977 

May 27, 1977 

June 24, 1977 

November 18, 1977 

February 24, 1978 

April 28, 1978 

June 30, 1978 

September 22, 1978 

September 22, 1978 

February 23, 1979 

April 27, 1979 

June 29, 1979 

November 16, 1979 
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Transmitted report to legislature on Motor 
Vehicle Emission Inspection Program. 

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro
posed heavy-duty truck inspection criteria. 

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro
posed revisions to light-duty inspection 
criteria. 

Adopted inspection criteria for heavy-duty 
trucks. 

Adopted inspection criteria revisions for 
light-duty vehicles. 

Authorized Public Hearing for testing pro
cedures for publicly owned vehicles. 

Adopted procedures for testing publicly owned 
vehicles. 

Authorized Public Hearing for revisions to 
inspection criteria. 

Adopted revisions to motor vehicle inspection 
criteria. 

Conducted Public Hearing and adopted minor 
revision to inspection criteria. 

Received status report on contractor vs. 
state operation of inspection program and 
issued finding. 

Accepted "Report on Motor Vehicle Emission 
Inspection 1977-1978". 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
update vehicle emission standards for 1979 
model year vehicles and others. 

Adopted updates to vehicle emissions 
standards for 1979 model year vehicles and 
others, also adopted certain clarifications 
in the tampering portion of the inspection. 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
make housekeeping regulation changes and 
regulations to clarify the allowable engine 
changes. 



January 18, 1980 

April 18, 1980 

June 20, 1980 
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Adopted housekeeping regulations and 
regulations to clarify allowable engine 
changes. 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
update vehicle emission standards for 1980 
model year vehicles and others. 

Adopted update to vehicle emission standards 
for 1980 model year vehicles and others. 



Appendix B 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

ORS 481.190 provides that all motor vehicles, with certain exceptions, 
registered within the boundaries of the Metropolitan Service District, 
which includes the City of Portland, comply with the emission criteria 
established by the Environmental Quality Commission in order to register 
or reregister a motor vehicle. The passenger car registrations, which 
constitute the bulk of the inspection workload, are on a biennial 
regist•ation renewal system and are tested every two years. Heavy duty 
and government owned vehicles are tested on an annual basis. 

The primary goal of the inspection program is to reduce air pollution from 
the area's motor vehicles by promoting proper maintenance. Providing a 
good level of service for the public at the inspection facilities is also 
one of the program goals. Service levels are maintained by providing 
sufficient and convenient inspection facilities; by maintaining reduced 
customer waiting times; by maintaining a trained and helpful staff; and 
by maintaining the test equipment in good operation. 

The Department of Environmental Quality operates seven motor vehicle 
emission inspection centers with two lanes each and a mobile unit to 
service the Portland metropolitan area. The general locations of these 
stations are in Southeast Portland, Northeast Portland, Northwest Portland, 
Milwaukie, Gresham, Tigard, and Hillsboro. The Department augments its 
inspection program operations with a fleet inspection program, which allows 
for licensed fleets to self-inspect their own vehicles. 

With the biennial cycle, the motor vehicle passenger car registrations 
and the emission inspections are not spread evenly throughout the two 
years. They remain concentrated more in the even years, 1980, than in the 
odd years, 1979. Figure 1 is the plot of monthly testing activities during 
1979 and 1980. 

During the first six months of 1979 testing volume remained at about the 
anticipated reduced level at our stations. These stations were able to 
operate at reduced staff level. In July 1979 testing volume began to 
increase as expected. Vacant inspector positions were filled. Testing 
hours for the stations were expanded to 8 a.m. to 6 p.m., Tuesday through 
Saturday, and mobile units were placed in the Damascus and Wanker's Corners 
area. 

During the past two years approximately 840,000 light duty vehicle 
inspections were conducted at the Department's facilities. In this period, 
over 500,000 Certificates of Compliance were issued. The activity sl.lllU1lary 
is shown in Table I. At the beginning of November, 1980, testing 
operations were reduced at two of our stations because of expected decline 
in registration activities. 
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To increase testing availability to the public, the planning for an 
inspection station in Beaverton has been started. Initial architectural 
plans have been drawn. The proposal was submitted to the December, 1980 
Emergency Board. The Emergency Board recommended that the plans be 
deferred pending review during the 1981 Legis~ative Session; If a 
Beaverton inspection center is completed, plans call for the closing of 
current mobile operation inside a drive-in theatre in Tigard. The overall 
impact of this action should provide increased service level for the 
eastern Washington County area residents. 

Customers waiting times at the inspection station has been closely 
monitored. During the past two years overall waiting times at the Powell 
Street facility have dropped and Tigard has replaced Powell as the station 
with the longest waiting times. Peak waiting times occur at the end of 
the month. Waiting times at Tigard during these periods often exceed 1 
hour. At non-peak periods, customers are served in a quick and timely 
manner. Typical waiting times are shown in Table 2. 

Training of inspection program personnel has continued and provides the 
necessary background to insure proper inspection skills. New inspection 
program personnel receive 40 hours of class room training followed by a 
month of on-the-job training. Training is also provided for the licensed 
fleet inspectors. Licensed fleet inspectors are employes of private fleets 
that are licensed for self inspection. The fleet inspection program is 
discussed below. The fleet training program provides for 24 hours of 
classroom instruction. Following the classroom instruction, all attendees 
must pass a written test. During 1980, twenty fleet inspectors were 
trained. 

The Department staff has participated in programs aimed at increasing 
mechanic training. In early 1980,_a pilot study on mechanic training was 
done in Portland. The results of that study led to a 30 hour training 
course which has been conducted in the Medford-Jackson County area. By 
early 1981, approximately 140 mechanics will have completed this training 
course. 

There are currently 45 licensed inspection fleets. These fleets operate 
as an adjunct to the regular inspection operation. TO qualify as a fleet, 
a company or governmental agency must have a fleet of 100 vehicles (50 
for governmental agencies) and have approved exhaust gas analysis 
equipment. Its employes must complete a Department operated training 
session. During 1980 the inspection fleets issued 6390 certificates of 
compliance. This represents about 2% of the total certificates of 
compliance issued. A Summary of Fleet Activity is listed in Table 3. 

Maintenance activities and calibration checks of the programs equipment 
have been maintained. Variations in emission measurements at the stations 
have remained generally within the design limits of the equipment. 
Maintenance has been designed to keep the equipment operating in an 
efficient and cost effective manner. 
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Summary 

During the past two years, over 840,000 inspections were conducted. This 
activity has been augmented by the fleet inspection program. Continued 
efforts in training have been effective for our inspection program 
personnel. A special training program is underway in the Medford-Jackson 
County. The maintenance operations are conducted in an efficlent manner. 

VDD14 (1) 
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Table 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Activity Report for January, 1979 through December, 1980 

LIGHT DUTY INSPECTION TESTS 841,708 

CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE ISSUED* 509,628 

Emission Inspection Tests 

Pass Emission Test 501,597 = 60% 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 128,496 = 15% 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (BC) 70,406 = 8% 
Tests Failed for Both BC & CO 52, 765 = 6% 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 40,514 = 5% 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 47,930 = 6% 

(i.e.' smoke, dilution, idle RPM) 

Pre-Catalyst Vehicle Tests (June, 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 450,329 = 65% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 56% 

1975 and Newer Vehicle Tests (June 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 238,649 = 35% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 66% 

Total Light and Heavy Duty Emission Inspection Test by Location 

Powell 169,827 
Tigard 144,746 
Milwaukie 121,684 
Northeast 120 ,117 
Rockwood 111,473 
Hillsboro 88,631 
Northwest 84,358 
Mobile No. 6 . 12, 769 
Mobile No. 5 12,527 

* includes heavy duty trucks 

WPJ:g 
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Table 2 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

Waiting Time Survey 
Minutes Average Waiting Time 

Date June 1980 

Powell Northwest Northeast Tigard Milwaukie Rockwood Hillsboro Mobile 6 

June 3 15.6 4.1 10.7 21.l 4.5 7.6 1.2 0.0 
June 5 4.8 2.8 3.9 4.9 --- 2.5 0.6 0.2 
June 10 11.6 6.0 9.6 26.0 4.7 4.4 2.4 o.o 
June 14 1.2 0.0 1.1 --- 0.1 LO o.o 0.0 
June 19 2.9 1.5 4.5 3.7 --- 1.1 0.1 o.o 
June 27 5.8 3.6 5.9 8.6 --- 2.9 2.2 0.5 
June 28 5.2 1.9 3.7 17.l 2.4 --- 5.9 0.9 
Average 6.7 2.8 5.6 13.6 2.9 3.2 1.8 0.2 

November 1980 

November 1 7.0 0.7 4.4 10.0 2.0 1. 7 0.7 
November 6 4.5 4.2 6.3 10.l 2.2 4.2 2.7 
November 8 --- --- 5.2 4.1 4.7 3.5 6.7 
November 20 15.5 8.2 3.7 5.2 --- 2.7 2.2 
November 28 18 .2 24.2 19.l 25.8 --- 7.9 19.4 
November 29 6.1 2.7 6.4 3.2 5.2 4.0 6.4 
Average 10.3 8.1 7.5 9.7 3.5 4.0 6.3 

VDD14.A (1) 
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Table 3 
FLEET SUMMARY 

1-1-80 to 12-31-BO 

Cert. 
Fleet No. Fleet Inspectors Vehicles Purchased 

001 
002 
003 
004 
-Oas 
006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
OlS 
016 
017 
018 
020 
021 
022 
024 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
033 
034 
03S 
036 
037 
038 
039 
040 
041 
042 
043 
044 
04S 
046 

General Service- St. of Ore. 4 
Canteen Mobile Chef Inc. 1 
City of Portland 7 
u. s. Postal Service 2 
Dept. of Trans.-St. of Ore. 2 
Washington County 2 
General Telephone Co. 3 
G.S.A., u. s. Government 3 
N.W. Natural Gas Co. 4 
Portland General Electric Co. 11 
Pacific N.W. Bell Telephone co. 12 
Clackamas County 6 
Multnomah County 4 
United Parcel Service 2 
Port of Portland 6 
Portland Public Schools 3 
Pacific Power & Light Co. 2 
Beaverton School Dist. #48 2 
Carnation Company 1 
Columbia Bus Co. 1 
City of West Linn 2 
Tri-Met Transportation 1 
City of Lake Oswego 2 
North Clackamas School Dist. #12 2 
Washington Co. Fire Dist. il 3 
Lake Oswego School Dist. #7 1 
Consolidated Freightways 2 
City of Oregon City 2 
Oregon City School Dist. #62 1 
City of Milwaukie 1 
Portland Bottling Co. 2 
Unified Sewerage Agency 3 
Parkrose School District 1 
Tektronix, Inc. 2 
David Douglas School District 1 
City of Forest Grove 1 
Oregon Army National Guard 1 
Reynolds School District 2 
City of Beaverton 2 
Hillsboro Union High School 1 
Oregon Air National Guard 4 
American Rent-a-Car 1 
City of Hillsboro 1 

TOTALS 118 

VDD14.C (1) 

740 
llS 

llSO 
900 
18S 
2SO 
400 
400 
2SS 
400 
8SO 
300 
600 
16S 
300 
22S 
lSO 
200 
108 
2SS 
so 
60 
80 

160 
73 
Sl 
96 
70 
60 
so 
lOS 
80 
SS 

200 
91 
60 

400 
70 
69 
62 

17S 
18S 

70 

10,720 

soo 
100 
600 
200 

2SO 
200 
200 
300 
soo 
400 
200 
400 
200 
200 
200 

lSO 

300 

so 
100 
100 

so 
80 
so 

100 
100 
so 
BO 
so 
so 

100 
100 
so 

200 
so 
30 

lSO 
so 
so 
so 

6 ,390 



Appendix C 

EMISSIONS FROM MOTOR VEHICLES 

Currently about 90 percent of all passenger cars manufactured throughout 
the world are designed to meet the emission control standards. Over 
twenty-seven countries have enacted legislation restricting emission levels 
from automobiles. Automobiles, motorcycles, and light and heavy duty 
trucks manufactured for sale in the United States must be certified as 
meeting the national emission standards. 

The United States federal emission standards for new automobiles, 
motorcycles, and light-duty trucks requires that vehicles be tested under 
specific modes of operation. The test procedure is designed to represent 
an urban driving pattern, including cycles under both cold and hot 
operations. In addition to this driving cycle, which required about 22 
minutes to complete, the certification of vehicles undergo a 50,000 mile 
durability test. The purpose of the durability test is to ensure that 
the emission levels remain within the standards as the vehicle ages. 
The federal emission standards specify the maximum weight (mass) of 
pollutant allowed to be emitted during the testing procedure regardless 
of vehicle size, or design characteristics. Consequently, the methods 
to meet the emissions standards used by the manufacturers vary 
considerably. The manufacturer uses production prototype vehicles for 
this certification so that certification can be complete at the time of 
new model introduction. 

When actual production vehicles are new, they meet or exceed compliance 
with pollution standards. As the vehicle accumulates miles there is a 
gradual emission deterioration which is easily offset with proper 
maintenance. However, when there is a system malfunction which is not 
observed or corrected during the normal maintenance cycle, the rate of 
deterioration on emissions may increase. As the vehicle accumulates miles 
through the owner use, this deterioration and regular wear begins to take 
its toll, and emission levels tend to rise. If wear and component failures 
occur, routine periodic maintenance may not be sufficient to offset the 
increasing emissions, declining fuel, and declining performance. 

Within the Portland metropolitan area, motor vehicles produce about 95% 
of the CO and 61% of the HC pollutants in the airshed. A reduction in 
vehicle emissions is necessary to meet clean air standards. Although new, 
better controlled vehicles, and transportation strategies are instrumental 
in reducing automobile emissions, the vehicle inspection program is a 
required complement to these approaches. The Department has seen that 
new vehicles are generally low emitters. However, after a year or so, 
emissions can increase substantially. The purpose of the I/M program is 
to limit the vehicle emissions system deterioration by promoting improved 
maintenance. 
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The actual calculation of overall emissions reductions in CO and HC that 
is due to inspection maintenance (I/Ml in the Portland area is quite 
complex. It involves knowing the vehicle year mixture, initial I/M 
improvements, the deterioration rates of different vehicles, and a variety 
of other factors which are input into a computer model. EPA has run this 
model to determine the benefits of the Portland I/M program. In a letter 
to the Department dated February S, 1980, EPA reported the results from 
the model. They calculated a reduction in both HC and CO emissions, due 
solely to the Oregon inspection program, of 2S%. 

The DEQ idle test has been shown by EPA in their Portland study to be 
an effective means of identifying highly polluting vehicles. Of primary 
concern now, and especially for the future, are the emissions from the 
catalyst technology cars. These cars make up almost half of the 
vehicles currently operating in the Portland area. This proportion is 
expected to continue to grow. The average emissions of a 197S-77 catalyst
equipped vehicle which fails the DEQ test is: 

CO 41 grams/mile BC 2.8 grams/mile 

On the other hand the average emissions of a passing vehicle is: 

CO 13 grams/mile BC 1.2 grams/mile 

Once the DEQ emission test has recognized a highly polluting vehicle, 
maintenance is performed. The after maintenance emissions of the vehicles 
which originally failed is reduced to: 

CO 22 grams/mile BC 1.6 grams/mile 

This is a reduction in actual driving emissions of a failed vehicle of 
47% in CO and 42% for BC. 

The DEQ's exhaust gas analysis equipment is used to measure emissions while 
the vehicle is idling. Examples of idle emission of catalyst technology 
cars are given in Figures 1-6. The graphs contrast vehicles which failed 
the DEQ test with those which passed. Table 1 swmnarizes the SO percentile 
values of the graphs. BC reductions at SO percentile range between 80-83 
percent, while CO reductions were 92-96 percent. These are major 
reductions in idle emissions of the dirty cars which are induced by I/M. 

The California vehicle inspection program has recently reported idle 
emissions results from their inspection program. Idle emission reduction 
results are swnmarized in Table 2. Note in Table 2 that the improvement 
in idle emissions due to I/M in California is somewhat larger for 197S-80 
models (catalyst equipped) than for the older cars. This reveals the 
increased effectiveness that I/M has as the catalyst equipped cars become 
a larger percentage of the vehicle population. The latest major 
improvement in emissions control systems is that of the three-way catalyst 
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with a computer controlled fuel feed system. The three-way catalyst was 
initially field tested on some California cars in 1977. It is now a common 
control system in most 1981 model year vehicles nationwide. The idle 
emission I/M benefits for this control technique is shown in Table 2 to 
be even greater than for 1975-80 vehicles. The trend for the future 
displayed in Table 2 seems to be one of increased importance of the I/M 
program as an auto emission reduction mechanism. 

The deterioration of idle emissions control systems for vehicles in the 
Portland area can be seen in Figures 7 through 14. Bar charts representing 
these graphs are shown in Figures 15 and 16. The figures show the idle 
emissions distributions for light-duty vehicles 1977-80 when the vehicles 
were new and for subsequent years as the vehicles aged. Almost all of 
these vehicles use catalyst technology emission systems. Increases in 
HC and CO idle emissions with time is seen with each model year for which 
this comparison was available. Note an aberration in this deterioration 
data for 1977 model year CO emissions. Here vehicles tested in 1980 were 
cleaner than those tested in 1979. Since the curves are quite close 
together, a statistically small data sample may have resulted in this 
inconsistency. The CO emissions for the 1977 and 1978 models showed a 
marked increase after one year and then stayed relatively steady. The 
HC readings did not have such a pronounced first year increase, but showed 
continual deterioration with the years. An increase in HC and CO emissions 
also.occurred in 1979 model year vehicles. It is too early at this time 
to evaluate the deterioration of the very clean new 1980 vehicles. 

Table 3 gives the 50 and 90 percentile new car CO and HC idle readings 
for several model years. The data in this table are emissions 
concentrations which were exceeded by 50% and 10% of the vehicles tested. 
In general the idle pollutant emissions of new cars has been less in the 
later model years. Major improvements in idle emissions at 90 percentile 
has occurred in the last two years. It is possible that these improvements 
result from the new limited-adjustment carburetors. These emissions 
reductions may have also stemmed from control equipment improvement brought 
about by the tightening of the federal emissions standards in 1980. 

In summary, a large share of the CO and HC pollutants in the Portland 
airshed results from automobile emissions. These vehicle related pollutant 
emissions are being reduced by the addition of better emission control 
equipment and by the use of transportation control strategies. I/M is 
a complement to these programs. The DEQ I/M program is estimated to reduce 
overall automobile emissions of HC and CO by 25%. 

The Department's vehicle inspection test has been shown to be an effective 
tool in identifying highly polluting vehicles. After repairs are done 
on these polluting vehicles a reduction in overall emissions of 47% for 
CO and 42% for HC has occurred. The Department's test results show an 
idle emissions reduction due to I/M of 80-83% for HC and 92-96% for co. 
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The idle emissions reductions due to I/M have been seen to be greater for 
the new catalyst technology cars and especially for the 3-way catalyst 
cars. This indicates increased effectiveness of I/M in the future as 
catalyst technology cars become a larger share of the vehicle population. 

Deterioration in idle emission with vehicle age has been shown for all 
model years of vehicles for which data were available through 1979. I/M 
is an effective element to limit this deterioration. 

JC:wng 
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Class of 
Vehicle 

1975 

1977 

1979 

AI866 

Table 1 

Idle El:nissions of Some Oregon Vehicles 
50 Percentile Values 

Vehicle Which 
Failed the 

DEQ Test 
CO(%) HC (ppm) 

1.6 220 

2.7 300 

1.2 300 

Vehicles Which 
Passed the 

DEQ Test 
CO(%) HC(J?Plll) 

0.1 45 

0.1 40 

0.1 50 

Percent 
Difference 

CO HC 

93% 80% 

96% 87% 

92% 83% 



Class of 
vehicles 

Pre 68 

1968-70 

1971-74 

1975-80 

1977-80 
(3-way Cat) 

AI866 

Table 2 

Average Idle Emissions 
State of California 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Vehicles Which 
Failed the 

Emissions Test 
CO(%) HC(ppm) 

6.0 850 

4.7 542 

4.9 472 

3.2 254 

2.6 160 

After 
Maintenance 

Retest 
CO(%) HC (ppm) 

3.9 471 

3.2 334 

2.7 268 

1.3 135 

0.9 52 

Percent 
Difference 

CO HC 

35% 44% 

32% 38% 

44% 43% 

59% 47% 

65% 67% 



so 
~ co 

1976 0.2 

1977 0.2 

1978 0.2 

1979 0.1 

1980 0.1 

AI866 

Table 3 
90 Percantile New Car 

Idle Emission Readings 

Percentile 
HC 

100 

70 

so 

so 

20 

90 Percentile 
co HC 

3.1 3SO 

2.7 290 

1.3 32S 

1.0 17S 

0.1 80 
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Figure 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

1975 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the OEQ Test-

20 40 60 Bo 

-----Passed the OEQ Test 

100 

Percent of Vehicles with CO Concentration below that Shown 



c: 
0 

500 

400 

300 

-:;: 200 
'-

'"' c: ... 
u 
c: 
0 

u 

u 
::c: 

100 

0 

0 

Figure 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emi ss i ens 

1975 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the DEQ Test ------.... 

~------Passed the DEQ Test 
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Figure 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

1977 Popular Vehicle Make 

Fa i 1 ed the DEQ -
Test 

20 40 60 80 

-----Passed the DEQ Test 

100 

Percent of the Vehicles with CO Concentration below that Shown 
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Figure 4 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 

1977 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the OEQ Test---

-----Passed the OEQ Test 

20 40 60 Bo 100 
Percent' of the Vehicles with HC Concentration below that Shown 
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Figure 5 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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Figure 6 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 

1979 Popular Vehicle Make 
• 
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Figure 7 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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Figure 8 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 
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Figure 9 

UEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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Figure 10 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 
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Figure 11 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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Figure 12 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 
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Figure l3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENV I RONMEMTAL QUALi TY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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Figure 14 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 
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Figure t5 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Carbon Monoxide Idle Emission Distribution for a 
Popular Vehicle Make 

BARS SHOW PERCEMT OF POPULATION BELO'~ CONCENTRATION 

TESTED IN I979 

50% 75% 90% 

0% 50% 75% 90% I 975-76 MODEL YR 
r---r-'--'-~~~~~~~~___:.r-:--~~~~~~~_; 

!~77 MODtl YR, 

0% 50% 75% 

!978 ~ODtL YR. 

0% 75% 90% 
1~11 _____,, I 979 MODEL YP 

TESTED IN !98Q 

f * r~ 
75% 90% 

I I !977 MODEL YR. 

I°?!: 
Z2% 90% 

I I 1978 MfJ!JEL YR • l 
. 0% 90% 

I !I I !979 MODEL YR. 

0% 90% 

[]IJ !9~0 MODEL YR. 

0 2 3. 4 

C~Ri6N MONOXIDE CONCENTRATION (%) 
5 6 



-,--·--·---.-----~-----.!.---- - ----- ----~--- ------------~-- --·-~---

Figure 16 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON MENTAL QUALITY 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Exhaust Hydrocarbons Idle Emission Distributions for a 
Popular Vehicle Make 
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APPENDIX D 

HEAVY DUTY VEHICLE TESTING 

The Department conducts inspections on heavy duty gasoline powered trucks 
for the purpose of compliance with the emission standards. The heavy truck 
is defined as a vehicle having a combined manufacture vehicle weight and 
maximum load rating of more than 3,855 kilograms (8,500 lbs .• }. This 
includes everything larger than 3/4 ton pickups and vans. 

Most heavy duty vehicles that need to be certified are trucks with "T" 
license plates. The truck inspection program certifies trucks on an annual 
basis. Legislatively exempt from the emission certification program are 
farm vehicles, the class of vehicles referred to as "fixed load" vehicles 
and vehicles operating under reciprocity agreements with more than one 
state. Currently heavy duty diesel powered vehicles are not required to 
be emission certified for license renewal. The majority of these.diesel 
vehicles are registered under reciprocity agreements and thus are 
legislatively exempt. Also the type of test necessary to certify diesel 
powered vehicles has not been developed to the point where it is 
economically feasible. 

During the past two years over thirty thousand {30,000) heavy duty vehicles 
have been iuspected. Table I lists the pass/fail statistics for the heavy 
duty trucks tested from November, 1979 through December, 1980. The 
abbreviated listing is due to an internal reporting change. Compared to 
the previous two year period, the overall pass rate for heavy duty vehicles 
is up three percentage points to 62%. 

Over two-thirds of the heavy trucks tested at the inspection lanes were 
built to meet some level of emission control. 

Emission distribution curves for heavy duty trucks are shown in figures 
1, 2, and 3. Figure 1 is the composite idle carbon monoxide emission 
distribution. This set of curves shows the overall improvement obtained 
through the design changes that have occurred. Compared to data from 
two years ago, the idle emission distribution for the pre-emission 
controlled trucks has decreased about 5%. The up-swing of the tail was 
slightly reduced and overall the group did not degrade. The other curves 
represent different federal emission control levels that have been designed 
to by the truck engine manufacturers. The lowest group consisted of 
the newest trucks. Carbon monoxide emissions for each grouping were 
reduced 25% for the 1970-73 group and 18% for the 1974-78 group. 

Figure 2, the distribution plot of the idle carbon monoxide at 2500 rpm, 
shows similar characteristics. Again, the type of separations shown can 
be expected due to design improvements combined with the lack of carburetor 
deterioration. This test has value in that it provides a measure of the 
overall engine performance at an engine operating condition other than 
the regular engine idle. 

Figure 3, the distribution plot of idle hydrocarbons, shows similar 
separation, except for the 1979 model year grouping. Emission 
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distributions for the pre-1970 group remained essentially.the same as 
reported two years ago. The 1970-73 group showed a 10% decrease and the 
1974-78 group showed a 16% decrease. The data set for the 1979 curve was 
reviewed. It contained a large percentage of Ford trucks. The Ford 
emission control system uses a full manifold-vacuum spark retard. It is 
possible, though the data is inconclusive, that this system may have been 
disabled on a number of trucks. This would have affected the overall 
composition of the "composite• vehicle. Also, the data set was small (only 
175 vehicles) and as such may simply be a misrepresentative sample. Review 
of new data will be continued. 

Overall, heavy duty gasoline truck emissions have been reduced or remain 
the same as the previous data. As expected, higher emissions are observed 
from those vehicles which are older and of older design. The emission 
reductions from heavy duty gasoline trucks are important, for while they 
are given a minor portion of the emission inventory, these vehicles operate 
in the congested sectors of the metropolitan area where emission reductions 
are of greatest benefit. Maintenance of these emission reductions means 
decreased loading in the air and a closer compliance with the ambient air 
standards. 



Table l 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPEX:TION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Heavy-Duty Gasoline Vehicle Test Summary 
November, 1979 - December, 1980 

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 
OVERALL PERCENTAGE PASS 

Pre-1970 Trucks (7042) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (BC) 
Tests Failed for Both BC & CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Other Causes 

1970-1973 Trucks (5458) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1974-1978 Trucks (8216) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (BC) 
Tests Failed for Both BC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests failed for Other Causes 

1979 and Later Trucks (1448) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (BC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

AI651 (2) 

22,164 
62% 

61% 
10% 
12% 

4% 
8% 
5% 

60% 
12% 
11% 

4% 
6% 
3% 
3% 

63% 
13% 
13% 

4% 
3% 
2% 
1% 

75% 
6% 

12% 
2% 
1% 
3% 
2% 
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APPENDIX E 

REPAIR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

A vehicle emissions inspection program is operated to protect the public 
health and welfare from the effects of automobile-created air pollution 
by inducing improved vehicle maintenance. Inspection standards and 
emission tests provide a means of measuring the individual motor vehicle's 
contribution to the total air pollution problem. Maintenance is the means 
of bringing the vehicle into compliance with emission standards. The 
retest provides a measure of effectiveness of that maintenance. 

To monitor the costs associated with that maintenance, a questionnaire 
is sometimes incorporated into the non-compliance form that is given the 
motorists that fail the inspection test. When returning for the retest, 
many motorists provide information on the maintenance and the associated 
cost. It is these costs that are reported as the average repair costs. 

The costs that are shared by all motorists are the inspection fee and 
the time necessary to have the inspection performed. The inspection fee 
is $5 and currently is paid only once when a certificate is issued. 
The time spent by an individual will vary on the particular location and 
time of the month that is chosen. Travel time can vary between individuals 
depending upon their locations and choice of test stations. The Department 
goal is to have sufficient locations so that all stations are within 
five miles of most locations. Waiting time averages about 10 minutes. 
However, should the individual wait until the end the month, excessive 
waiting time may be experienced. 

The $5 fee charged is of concern of some citizens. This fee, however, 
is in keeping with fees charged by other I/M programs. See Table 1. 
The Oregon inspection fee can be compared to costs of other "State or 
Contractor Operated" programs. It should be kept in mind, however, that 
some of the programs in other states are subsidized. In Oregon fee income 
is the only source of program financing. The driving times are usually 
not considered significant cost items by most persons. The Department 
operates 7 permanent stations located throughout the MSD. Waiting times 
can be a different matter, since irritation increases with the increase 
in waiting time. 

The types of work done to repair the vehicles that fail the DEQ idle 
emissions test, are illustrated in the first section of Table 2. The first 
data column shows an overview of all the survey cars. Approximately 60 
percent of the work performed was related to the carburetor. As can 
be seen by the next three columns, no matter what caused the vehicle to 
fail the initial DEQ test, carburetor work was the predominant repair. 
Even though carburetor adjustments are most common, a variety of other 
work was performed. 
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The second section of Table 2 presents the after-maintenance retest pass 
rate or the pass rate after repairs were done. The overall retest pass 
rate, was 82.8 percent. As can be seen fran the last three columns of this 
section, the retest pass rate did not vary much with the cause of initial 
test failure. 

The costs of repair are itemized in the third section of the table. Most 
people whose vehicles failed the DEQ test, were able to either repair their 
vehicles themselves or have them repaired for less than $10. . Less than 
4 percent of the vehicles which failed·, require in excess of $100 in 
repairs. The estimated average cost of repairs in Oregon was $17. By 
contrast, the average cost of repairs to meet standards of the California 
program as reported by California Vehicle Inspection Program was $29. 

A special cost of repair survey was conducted at the Deparment's Hillsboro 
test station. This survey examined the types of work done by the three 
categories of maintenance facilities: self-maintenance, miscellaneous 
garages and mini-service garages. Mini-service garages were classified 
as those that did a relatively large number of tune-ups on cars that had 
failed the DEQ test. 

The results of this survey are displayed in Table 3. Note, in the 
distribution of the types of work in the upper part of the table, that 
the self-maintenance and miscellaneous garage categories did very closely 
the same types of work. The other category, mini-service garages, did 
almost exclusively carburetor adjustment work. The limited scope of 
repairs performed by these mini-service garages in this sample, implies 
that they may not be properly diagnosing and repairing the actual vehicle 
problems, but instead are making inordinate carburetor adjustments soley 
to lower idle emissions. This type of repair could well result in a 
vehicle with poor driveability and potentially one with high overall 
emissions. The vehicle may have low emissions at idle allowing it to pass 
the DEQ test, but overall vehicle emissions while driving could be high 
if vehicle malfunctions have not been corrected. In the Hillsboro survey, 
approximately 20% of the retest repair work was done by these mini-service 
garages. It is suspected that some of their customers may return for an 
after-test readjustment of the carburetor to improve driveability. 
Interestingly, the DEQ test failure rate after repair for these garages 
was very low (6%) compared to the other two categories (23% and 22%). 
The low failure rate was probably due to the use of exhaust gas analyzers 
in making carburetor adjustments. 

The category, miscellaneous garages, had the highest average repair cost 
at $22.05. Self-maintenance was the lowest at $7.89, and mini-service 
garages cost was $15.64. Although mini-service garages on an average 
charge $7 less than miscellaneous garages for initial repair, their overall 
direct cost may be higher if a readjustment is required. Of course, the 
indirect costs of reduced gas mileage and increased engine wear resulting 
from a malfunctioning vehicle could well outweigh the savings in initial 
repair costs. 
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The Department is concerned that a vehicle's actual malfunctions are 
repaired rather than quick fixes being done soley to pass the emissions 
test. The Department assists in coordinating and supports ongoing training 
programs to help mechanics to properly diagnose and repair problems with 
vehicle emissions control systems. 

VWD69(g)(l) 
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TABLE 1 

EMISSION INSPECTION FEES CHARGED OR PROPOSED BY SOME PROGRAMS 

State ---
Arizona* 
California* 

Connecticut 

State or Contractor aperated Programs 

$5.75 
$11. 00 

$7 .oo 

(includes one free retest} 
(initial fee} 
(retest} 

District of Colwnbia* 
$10.00 

$5.00 
$1.00 
$9.00 
$2.50 
$5.00 
$5.00 

(includes one free retest} 
(initial fee-emissions and safety} 
(.retest) 

Maryland 
New Jersey*+ 
Ohio* 
Oregon* 
Washington 

Colorado 
Georgia 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Nevada* 
New York* 

Rhode Island* 

Virginia 

$10.00 

(includes one free retest} 
(emissions and safety} 
(initial fee-unlimited free retests} 
(charged only once after passing test} 
(includes one free retest} 

Private Garage qperated Programs 

$10.00 
$6.00 

$10.00 
$10.00 

$34 - 38/hr 
$12.00 

$6. 00 
$4.00 

$3.50 

(includes one free retest} 
(emissions and safety} 
(emissions and safety) 
(includes one free retest} 
(labor rate-no set test fee} 
(initial fee-emissions and safety} 
(retest} 
(emissions and safety, includes 

one free retest} 

* Emission program currently in mandatory operation. 
+ Program is known to be subsidized. 

JC:ra 
VWD69.B (2) 
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Repairs and Adjustments 
Performed for Retest Total 13762 Responses} 

A/F Mixture Adjustment 35.5\ 
Idle Speed Adjustment 17.7\ 
Air Cleaner Replacement 8.2\ 
Choke Repair 3.4t 
Carburetion Repair 9.5\ 
Dwell/Timing Adjustment B.lt 
Spark Plug Replacement 6.U 
Distributor Repair 2.Bt 
vacuum Hose Replacement 3.1\ 
Other Adjustments or Repairs 5.5\ 

Total 
Passing Retest After Repair l7832 Responses} 

82.8\ 

ReE:Qrted Cost of Repair Total 1445 ResE:Qnses} 

0 - $5.00 27.4\ 
$5.01 - $10.00 31. 7% 

$10.01 - $20.00 24.8\ 
$20.0l. - $30.00 4.9t 
$30.01 - $50.00 4.2\ 
$50.01 - $75.00 2.9t 
$75.01 - $100.00 1.9\ 

Over $100.00 3.4% 

Table 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

Cost of Repair Survey 
(1832 Total Responses) 

Summary for May - July 1980 

Initially Failed for 
HC (633 Responses) 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both BC/CO (2853 Responses) 

26.5\ 
15.6\ 
6,8\ 
3.3t 
9.0t 

13.ll 
11.3% 

5.41 
5.2\ 
3.81 

Initially Failed for 
HC 11892 Responses) 

76.1\ 

Initially Failed for 
UC (47 Responses) 

20.S\ 
27.7\ 
25.31 
8.7\ 
5.6\ 
4.4\ 
2.7\ 
5.11 

39.1\ 
17.9\ 
8.6\ 
3.4\ 

10.0\ 
7.3\ 
5.2\ 
2.3\ 
:t..41 
3.7\ 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both BC/CO 14662 Responses) 

83.B\ 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both BC/CO 1364 Responses} 

28.4\ 
32.8\ 
25.41 
3.9l 
3.1\ 
2.5% 
1.4\ 
2.5\ 

Initially Failed for Other Than 
BC and CO (276 Responses) 

18.8\ 
21.41 
7.6\ 
4.0l 
5.4\ 
4.7% 
3.2\ 
1.51 
4.J\ 

30.0\ 

Initially Failed for Other Than 
HC and CO (1278 Responses) 

89.1% 

Initially Palled for Other Than 
BC and CO (34 Responses) 

30.7\ 
16.3\ 
18.7\ 
9.1\ 
9.6\ 
3.0% 
4.8l 
7.8\ 

• 
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Repairs 
Itemized* 

A/F Mixture 
Idle Speed 
Air Cleaner 
Choke 
Carburetion 
Dwell/Timing 
Spark Plugs 
Plug Wires 
Distributor 
Vacuum Hoses 
Other 

Costs 

$ 0 - $ 4. 99 
s - 9.99 

10 - 24.99 
25 - 49.99 
so - 74.99 
75 - 99.99 

$100 + 

Table 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPB:TION PROGRAM 

State of Oregon 
522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

Vehicle Repair Survey 

Hillsboro Test Station 
September-October, 1980 

Self 
Maintenance 

62% 
38% 
25% 

6% 
21% 
17% 
10% 

3% 
6% 

13% 
21% 

70% 
6% 

18% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1% 

Miscellaneous 
Garages 

72% 
47% 
10% 

8% 
32% 
22% 
10% 

3% 
3% 

12% 
24% 

18% 
18% 
47% 

1% 
6% 
5% 
5% 

Failure Rate on 23% 22% 
Retest 

Number Vehicles in 77 
Sample Categories 

Average Cost $7.89 

59 

$22.05 

Mini-Service 
Garages 

88% 
64% 

3% 
0% 

48% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
3% 

2% 
2% 

94% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
2% 

6% 

33 

$15.64 

* Numbers in this section represent the percent of vehicles on which a 
particular type of work was done. Columns do not total 100% since more 
than one task was performed on some vehicles. 

JWC:g 
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Appendix F 

AIR QUALITY TRENDS 

Background 

Carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants are two important contaminanta 
which are related to motor vehicle emissions. Carbon monoxide is the most 
abundant air contaminant emitted in the Portland airshed. Motor vehicles 
are the predominant source of carbon monoxide emissions, contributing about 
95% of the total carbon monoxide in the Portland metropolitan area. 

The federal and state carbon monoxide health standard of 10 milligrams 
per cubic meter (8-hour average) was exceeded 88 days in 1970 at the 
Burnside (CAMS) monitoring station in downtown Portland. The worst day 
recorded that year had an average 8-hour reading of 20.8 milligrams per 
cubic meter. In 1980, the 8-hour average was exceeded only 21 times. 
Figure 1 shows the annual carbon monoxide violation days since 1970 at 
the CAMS Station. Also shown is the number of carbon monoxide violation 
days at the Sandy Boulevard Station in Portland. 

In contrast to carbon monoxide, which usually shows health standard 
violations close to high emission areas, oxidants measured as ozone are 
more of a regional problem. Health standard violations are usually more 
wide spread and often occur away from the emission sources. In 1975 a 
monitoring station was placed south of Oregon City at Carus which drew 
attention to the extent of that problem. Between that time and 1978, 
hourly oxidant concentrations as high as 0.23 ppn have been measured. 
Since 1978, however, ozone violations have dropped drastically. There 
appear to be three major reasons for this decline: meteorology, monitoring 
method changes and reductions in precursor emissions. 

Carbon Monoxide Trends 

The State of Oregon Transportation Control Strategy adopted in 1973 strives 
to reduce carbon monoxide and ozone to compliance with ambient air 
standards. The transportation control strategy is in effect in the 
Portland metropolitan area. The major elements of these strategies 
include: 

1. New motor vehicle program -- federal responsibility 
2. Inspection/maintenance program -- state responsibility 
3. Mass transit improvements -- Tri-Met responsibility 
4. Traffic flow and circulation improvements -- local government 

responsibility 

As a result of these strategies, carbon monoxide emissions, as well as 
the number of carbon monoxide health standard violation days, have 
decreased in the Portland area. 
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Implementation of the transportation control strategies has been discussed 
in previous reports on the inspection program. In summary, the goal of 
the federal new car program has been to reduce auto emissions by 90% from 
their uncontrolled levels. After the initial controls were placed upon 
motor vehicles, field studies indicated that these controls were not 
achieving the desired emission reductions.. Inspection/maintenance programs 
were proposed as a means of reinforcing these new car controls. In the 
Portland metropolitan area additional transportation control strategies, 
as described, have been implemented. 

The relationship between the ambient air concentrations and the motor 
vehicle sources is complicated by meteorology and traffic concentrations. 
Meteorology and traffic have previously been discussed, and by way of an 
update, the meteorological potential for carbon monoxide violations has 
been great during the last few winters. In the Portland area winters are 
the time at which there is normally high ambient carbon monoxide readings. 
Traffic also has an influence and has remained relatively constant. 

Traffic on Burnside, where the CAMS station is located, was approximately 
25,000 ADT in 1970. It peaked in 1979 at approximately 30,000 ADT and 
during 1980 dropped to approximately 29,000. At Sandy Blvd., near the 
Sandy air monitoring station, traffic counts in 1979 were approximately 
24,000 ADT. In 1971 traffic counts indicated an.ADT of approximately 
23,000. The traffic counts are consistent with the data listed in the 
section on traffic and population. The data also indicates that Sandy 
Blvd. operates near its traffic handling capacity, while Burnside has some 
excess capacity available. 

Carbon monoxide health standard violations are usually the result of high 
traffic volumes and congested traffic combined with poor meteorology. 
The meteorology has been conducive to high carbon monoxide concentrations 
for the past few years. Traffic volumes and speeds have remained 
relatively consistent over the past ten years at the two monitoring sites. 
Portland's main monitoring station, the CAMS station on s.w. Burnside has 
shown declining carbon dioxide concentrations as indicated in Figure 2. 
This is due to the effectiveness of the inspection/maintenance program, 
the federal new car program, and the other measures of the transportation 
control strategy. Carbon monoxide decreases have also been observed at 
the Sandy Blvd. monitoring site. At Sandy Blvd., violation days have 
declined from 51 in 1974 to 20 in 1980. This long term trend is shown 
in Figure 3. Figure 4 shows the violation days for carbon monoxide 
contrasted with the annual average of the monthly means for both Sandy 
Blvd and CAMS monitoring sites. As can be seen, these factors indicate 
reduced carbon monoxide emissions for the Portland metropolitan area. 

In addition to these data, all of the ambient carbon monoxide data have 
been forwarded to the University of Wisconsin for a statistical analysis. 
The preliminary results from the draft report indicate that the ambient 
carbon monoxide improvements in air quality are directly related to the 
federal new car program and the inspection/maintenance program. The final 
report, which is scheduled to be available this year, is expected to 

• 
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contrast the carbon monoxide data in Eugene with that in Portland in an 
attempt to better quantify how much of this reduction can be attributed 
to the federal new car program versus Portland's inspection/maintenance 
program. 

The emission inventory data for the tri-county area of Clackamas, 
Multnomah, and Washington Counties for 1979 is shown in Table 1. As can 
be seen from that table, motor vehicles, both light and heavy duty, account 
for 95% of the carbon monoxide emissions as listed by the emission 
inventory. Light duty vehicles are credited with 93% of t~e total motor 
vehicle emissions. 

Compliance with carbon monoxide ambient air standards unchanged since the 
last report, is projected to be achieved during 1985 with our existing 
control strategies. 

Table 1 
Emission Inventory for 

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties for 1979 

Light duty vehicles 
(cars and pick-ups) 

Heavy duty vehicles 
(gasoline and diesel 
trucks and buses) 

TOTAL 

% of Tri-County Area Total 

Oxidant (Ozone) Trends 

Carbon Monoxide 
Tons per Year 

429,474 

27,969 

457,443 

95% 

Hydrocarbons 
Tons Per Year 

48,616 

4,222 

52,838 

61% 

In 1979, the EPA adopted a change in the ambient health standard for 
ozone. At that time the EPA also indicated that sampling method changes 
and calibration changes would have a negligible effect in ozone readings. 

·However, two facts affect these changes. The first is that, given the 
same amount of ozone, the calibration methods may detect different amounts 
of that ozone and the second is that, since the ozone standard was largely 
based on data using the NBKI calibration method, the change in calibration 
affects the amount of ozone detected so the ozone standard may need to 
be adjusted. 

Ozone data taken in the last two years show that ozone violations during 
this period have dropped dramatically. There are three probable causes 
for the decline in these ozone violations. The meteorology during 1979 
and 1980 has not been as conducive to ozone formation as it had been in 
the previous years. There have been changes in the methods of calibrating 
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the ozone monitor which appear to be responsible for a 27% reduction in 
ozone concentrations. There have been overall emission reductions that 
could account for another 9% ozone reduction. The inspection/maintenance 
program for motor vehicles has been estimated to provide a 12,000 kilogram 
per day reduction in hydrocarbon emissions by 1987. This 12,000 kilogram 
per day emission reduction in hydrocarbons is in addition to a 27,000 
kilogram per day reduction in hydrocarbons due to reduction in vehicle 
miles traveled, gasoline consumption reductions, stationary source 
controls, additional control measures on hydrocarbon emitting facilities 
and the federal new motor vehicle program. 

Compliance with the federal ozone standard with planned 1979 control 
strageties had been projected not to occur until after 1987. However, 
compliance may now be projected prior to 1987 pending recalculation of 
reduction requirements after the 27% adjustment to 1978 and prior data 
is factored into the ozone computer model. In any case, needed reductions 
by 1987 will be considerably less than projected in 1979. 

Summary 

There have been continued reductions of carbon monoxide emissions which 
are credited to control of emissions from motor vehicles due to the new 
car program, the inspection/maintenance program, and the remaining 
transportation control strategies. Compliance with carbon monoxide 
standards via existing control strategies, including the inspection/ 
maintenance program, is expected to be achieved by 1985. Some ozone 
reductions due to emission contro·1 improvements have been achieved in the 
last 5 years. The meteorological and monitoring changes that have occurred 
in the past two years tend to obscure slightly the benefit of this overall 
emission reduction, but, if meteorological conditions are factored out, 
it is estimated that existing control measures at a minimum will still 
be necessary in order to meet the federal 'ambient air standards for ozone 
between 1982 and 1987 as required by the Clean Air Act. A more precise 
determination of whether 1987 ozone levels will comply with federal 
standards should be completed in early 1981. 

WJ:g 
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Appendix G 

ENGINEERING ACTIVITIES 

During the past two years several special engineering studies and 
activities have been conducted to complement the inspection program. In 
addition to the normal monitoring of program quality control, review of 
program waiting times, evaluation of data, and the like, there have been 
a number of specific studies conducted. Among these studies were 
aftermarket product evaluations made for the purposes of establishing 
procedures for determining and documenting the emission effects of 
aftermarket parts. The Department has also assisted other agencies within 
state government in the evaluation of af termarket products when requested. 
The purpose of such evaluations is to document emission effects. The 
program staff obtained and coordinated several full scale federal test 
procedures on some aftermarket products and aftermarket vehicle designs. 

Tests were made and reports written on these projects. Table I lists the 
engineering reports made within the past two years. Highlights of some 
of these studies follow. 

Report No. 

79-01 

79-02 

79-03 

80-01 

80-02 

80-03 

TABLE I 
TITLES OF DEQ/VIP REPORTS 

An Emission Test of the Auto Jet Heater 

An Emission Test of a 1977 Turbocharged Volvo 

A Test of Alcohol Gasoline Mix Compared to Regular 
Unleaded Fuel. 

The Emission History of the 1976 Dodge - E 125-124 

Pollution Control System Tampering Survey 

Cooperative Department of General Services/ 
Department of Environmental Quality Gasohol Program 

- April Status Report 

One device tested was the Auto Jet Heater manufactured by the Auto 
Jet Heater Company of Medford, Oregon. The Jet Heater is an electrically 
heated carburetor adjustment needle, which is reported to improve both 
fuel economy and exhaust emissions. After testing the device, and after 
reviewing the test data, it was concluded that the Auto Jet Heater did 
not significantly increase or decrease emissions or mileage on the type 
of vehicle tested. 
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The program staff arranged for the test of a locally turbocharged Volvo 
sedan, including the full federal test and highway fuel economy test. 
The emission test results indicated that the vehicle exceeded its original 
emission standards for hydrocarbons. However, the experience gained fran 
the testing and evaluation of this vehicle yielded a greater understanding 
and concern for problems in the automotive aftermarket product business. 
The Department staff has continued informal contacts with SEMA, an 
aftermarket trade association aimed at providing better mechanisms for 
aftermarket product evaluations and review. 

The program staff tested a vehicle using gasohol fuel, and found that, 
compared to unleaded and regular fuel, the use of the gasohol fuel did 
not degredate the emission performance of the vehicle. These tests 
duplicated findings that had been reported in the technical literature. 

The Department staff participated with the Department of General Services 
in recording baseline emission results for a gasohol field trial . 
Various short cycle tests were conducted on a fleet of vehicles which the 
Department of General Services was planning to use in its gasohol study. 
The initial evaluations of the vehicles were made prior to the start of 
the gasohol test program. However, to date no follow up has been made 
because of cost limitations. 

With the eruptions of Mt. St. Helens last May and the subsequent eruption 
in June, there was concern that the effect of the volcanic ash might 
seriously affect vehicle operations in the Portland area. A review 
of the data both before and after the eruption dates was made and an 
attempt to determine if increased engine wear due to increased volcanic 
ash might give rise to premature engine failures. The review particularly 
focused on various inspection program failure modes. There was no evidence 
of changes in the failure modes at DEQ stations either before or after 
volcanic eruptions. The overall failure rate for the program remained 
the same during the study period as did the failure rates for the sub 
groups, carbon monoxide, and vehicle smoke. Based on the findings of the 
review of six months of data, the volcanic ash fall appears to have had 
no long term effect on motor vehicle operation as evidenced by increased 
failure rates for emission related causes that might be traced to increased 
engine wear. 

As a part of the educational activities and to support the Medford training 
program, an engineering project was started in 1980 to construct a 
demonstration test engine. The purpose of such a demonstration unit was 
to show, for mechanic training sessions as well as seminars for other 
interested parties, the effect of proper maintenance on exhaust emissions. 
A 1980 Dodge pickup truck was donated to the Department by Chrysler 
Corporation. Department staff proceeded to modify the vehicle, 
instrumenting it and equiping it with necessary tools and gauges, to show 
the effect of proper maintenance. The project was completed in late 
January, 1981. Long range plans are to increase the level of 
sophistication of the test vehicle and to improve its usefulness as a 
training aid. A picture of the completed truck is shown in figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Emission Demonstration Project 

Projects like those described above complement the inspection program 
operation. Long term projects that are proposed for the next two years 
include continued work with the automotive af termarket product industry; 
complete review of the State's idle test procedure; and an analysis of 
the need for computerization of the program operatfons, especially as it 
relates to overall cost effectiveness.· 

During the past two years, the Environmental Protection Agency has 
continued its test program in the Portland metropolitan area. EPA 
originally established the Portland Study to determine correlation between 
short tests such as Portland's and the longer Federal test and to monitor 
the effectiveness of Portland's inspection program. As the EPA finished 
its initial tasks, additional testing was.done, and new objectives were 
added--that is, the scope of the Portland Study was expanded. 

The results of the initial study included: 

1. The idle test is highly effective in identifying vehicles which are 
excessive hydrocarbon or carbon monoxide emitters; 
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2. Mechanics in the field are capable of maintaining cars to achieve 
significant emission reductions at reasonable costs; 

3. Fleetwide emission reductions appear to be sustained for a period 
of about one year following maintenance; 

4. If failed cars are maintained according to manufacturer's 
specification, both emission reductions and fuel economy improvements 
would increase. 

The scope of the EPA work began to address new areas of concern. Among 
the areas that were evaluated were the following: 

1. The evaluation of three-way catalyst vehicles. 

2. A study of the effectiveness of EGR repairs. 

3. A mechanic training evaluation program. 

4. An evaluation of catalyst diagnostic tests. 

The initial study of the three way catalyst tests continued to confirm 
the value of the idle test in identifying excessive carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon emitters. It also indicated that as the complexity of the new 
technology computer-controlled emission systems increases, the idle test 
may have to be modified to retain its effectiveness as a diagnostic tool. 
The early work done at the EPA laboratories in Ann Arbor and in Portland 
indicated that the idle test, or a simple variation on the idle test, 
appears to be an effective mechanism for screening out those first 
generation computer controlled vehicles. Further simple variations on 
the idle test were shown to be able to identify additional malfunctions 
in more advanced computer operated systems. 

The study of the effectiveness of EGR repairs confirmed some serious 
problems that affect the automotive repair industry. The study showed 
how the complexity of the overall engine system and the parts distributions 
problems that exist in the automotive aftermarket can seriously impair 
a service technician's ability to properly repair a customer's motor 
vehicle. The results can be interpreted to indicate that there exists 
a need for additional training for auto repair technicians and that the 
training needs to be supported.by an adequate parts inventory. 

An initial evaluation of mechanic's training was done under the auspicies 
of EPA's Portland Study Group. The initial class, developed by Colorado 
State University, was pilot tested in Portland. The shortcomings of this 
pilot study led to improvements in the class and to the development 
of a format that has now been successfully used by the Department in its 
Mechanic's Training Program in the Medford Jackson County area. 
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Programs now underway at the EPA Portland Study group include an in-depth 
analysis of the emission impact of light and medium duty trucks. This 
class of vehicles, which is included in the State's inspection requirement, 
has not been as thoroughly studied as the conventional passenger vehicle 
in terms of the quality of emission repairs. As these vehicles have made 
up an increasing portion of the overall vehicle population, the 
documentation of their emission impacts is important. 

The EPA Portland study group has assisted local studies on alternative 
fuels development. EPA has worked with the Bonneville Power Administration 
in the evaluation of alcohol fueled vehicles. While all of the data is 
not currently available for review, several important observations have 
been made. Among these observations are that when modifications were made 
to emission control systems resulting in the disablement of the systems, 
and the vehicle is then operated on pure alcohol, emissions increase. 
This is the same result that occurs when a vehicle operates on conventional 
gasoline. 

The EPA has worked with the Northwest Natural Gas Company and conducted 
a test on a liquified natural gas powered truck. While the results were 
obtained at an early stage of research, the findings will assist in further 
development of that potential source of fuel. Engineering studies, such 
as those discribed above, provide a better understanding of the problems 
and sane of the solutions associated with automotive emission control. 

WPJ:r 
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Appendix H 

Population Growth and Traffic Pattern Trends 

In 1974, the Oregon Legislature established the initial boundaries for 
the Vehicle Inspection Program. The legislatively set initial program 
boundaries were those of the Metropolitan Service District (MSD), covering 
portions of Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington counties. Vehicles 
registered within the MSD are subject to DEQ's clean air test. As of 
January 1, 1979, the MSD boundaries were reorganized to an area which 
includes a smaller area of Washington County and a larger area of Clackamas 
County. The legislature adopted the new MSD boundaries as the boundaries 
for the Vehicle Inspection Program, effective January 1, 1980. The 
Portland metropolitan area has grown both in population and in traffic 
volume. This section reviews trends in population and traffic patterns 
as they relate to the inspection program coverage. 

Population 

The MSD covers portions of Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas counties. 
The Metropolitan Service District estimates the MSD population in 1980 
at 955,100. Since the MSD boundary was altered on January 1, 1979, a 
direct MSD population growth rate is not available. The MSD population 
growth rate, however, may be estimated from the county population data 
in Table 1. This estimate should be quite good since 91% of the tri-county 
(Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington) residents live within the MSD. 

County 
Multnomah 
Washington 
Clackamas 
Clark Co,WA 

Total of 
3 Oregon 
Counties 

Grand Total 

Table 1 

Population Distribution* 
in Portland Metropolitan Area 

1969 1976 1978 
559,600(56%) 553,000(50%) 549,000(47%) 
143,300(14%) 196,000(18%) 215,000 (19%) 
164,800(16%) 205,800(18%) 220,000(19%) 
129,000(13%) 154,300(14%) 169,900(15%) 

867,700 954,800 984,000 

996,700 1,109,100 1,153,900 

(1969-78) 
1980 Growth/yr 

559,000(45%) -0.2% 
247,800(20%) +5.5% 
240,900(19%) +3.7% 
192,060(16%) +3.5% 

1,047,700 1.5% 

1,239,760 1. 7% 

* Data from Por~land State University (Center for Population Research 
and Census) 

(1969-80) 
Growth/yr 

0.0% 
+6.6% 
+4.2% 
+4.4% 

1.9% 

2.2% 
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Growth of the Tri-county population between 1969-80 has been at a rate of 
1.9% per year. The most recent population growth (1978-80) was a.t a higher 
rate of 3.2% per year • 

• Table 1 shows that the Portland Metropolitan area's growth has been 
occurring primarily in three counties around Multnomah County. Further, 
the growth has been at abo.;t the same rate in these three counties, with 
Washington County leading. Multnomah County, on the other hand, has 
displayed no overall growth. As compared to the greater Metropolitan area, 
Multnomah County population has decreased from 56% to 45% of the total 
population. Thus the population is increasing within the area but not 
evenly throughout the area. The fastest growth is occurring in the 
suburbs. 

A look at working population will give some insight into traffic trends 
during week-day rush hours. Probably the best indicator of working 
population within the Metropolitan area is information from the Oregon 
Department of Revenue, Income Tax Filing by County. This is summarized in 
Table 2. The numbers in parentheses show the fraction of total population 
that is working. 

Table 2 

Oregon State Income Tax Filings 
(1969-78) 

County 1969 Returns 1976 Returns 1978 Returns Growth/yr 

Multnomah 223,257 (40%) 229,500 (41%) 247 ,171 (45%) 1.2% 
Washington 52,511 (37%) 81,700 (42%) 95,045 (44%) 9.0% 
Clackamas 55,871 (34%) 81,500 (39%) 92,570 (42%) 7.3% 
Clark Co. ,WA 12,804 (10%) 19,600 (13%) 23,560 (14%) 9.3% 

Total of 331,639 392,700 434, 786 3.4% 
' 3 Oregon 
Counties 

Grand Total 344,450 412,300 458, 346 3.6% 

* Data from Portland State University (Center for Population Research 
and Census). 

Note that there has been a trend for a larger fraction of the population to 
be employed, especially in Washington, Clark and Clackamas Counties. 
Overall the growth in working population in the Metropolitan area has more 
than doubled the growth of the total population between 1969-78. Even in 
Multnomah County, a 1.2% per year growth in workers was seen, while the 
total population did not change. Note in Table 2 that the fraction of 
working people in Clark County, Washington is unusually low. This results 
from considering only Clark County residents who work in Oregon. 
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Vehicle Registration 

Table 3 shows passenger car registration and population figures for the 
ten Oregon counties with the highest passenger vehicle registrations. 
As expected, the counties associated with the Portland metropolitan area 
are at the top of the list. Lane County is also high on the list. It 
includes the state's second largest metropolitan area. 

Table 3 

VEHICLE REGISTRATION AND POPULATION BY COUNTY 

County 

1. Multnomah 

2. Lane (Eugene) 

Estimated 1979* 
Passenger Car 
Registrations 

383,933 

210,757 

3. Clackamas 183,803 
(Portland/Oregon City) 

4. Washington 173,741 
(Portland/Beaverton) 

5. Marion (Salem) 152,818 

6. Jackson (Medford) 108,832 

7. Douglas (Roseburg) 75,249 

8. Linn (Albany) 71,164 

9. Coos (Coos Bay) 51,200 

10. Deschutes (Bend) 51,078 

Growth 
Since 

1970 

16% 

64% 

105% 

97% 

69% 

83% 

69% 

64% 

51% 

152% 

* Data from the Oregon Motor Vehicles Division. 

Estimated 
1980** 

Population 

559,000 

274,000 

240,900 

247,800 

205,800 

132. 700 

93,600 

88,100 

64,100 

61,968 

Growth 
Since 

1970 

0.4% 

28.0% 

45.0% 

57.0% 

36.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

22.0% 

13.0% 

104.0% 

** Data from Portland State University (Center for Population Research and 
Census). 

Increases have occurred in both vehicle registrations and in population. 
However, vehicle registration in almost all counties has been growing at 
a rate of over twice that of the population. The highest growth rate (both 
in population and in vehicle registrations) are occurring in Deschutes, 
Clackamas, and Washington Counties. Multnomah County, the state's most 
populous, had a minimal population increase but still shows significant 
growth in vehicle registration. The overall Portland vehicle tri-county 
registration growth rate was 5% per year compared to a population increases 
of 1.9% per year (see Table 1) and a working population growth of 3.4% 
per year(see Table 2). 
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Morning Traffic Trends 

Figure 1 gives the average morning weekday traffic into and out of Portland 
for June, 1980. Besides displaying total vehicle counts, it shows the 
growth in traffic count which has occurred since 1970 and the number of 
Oregon vs. out-of-state vehicles. 

Morning traffic counts have substantially increased over the past ten 
years. The largest increase by far occurred at the Vista Ridge Tunnel 
(Highway 26), reflecting the population and business activity increases 
in Washington County. The average increase of the reporting stations was 
about 6% per year compared to a vehicle registration increase of 5% per 
year and working population growth rate of 3.4% per year. Notice that 
vehicle registration growth related very closely to increases in morning 
traffic. 

Figure 1 shows that the ten year growth (%) in traffic leaving the downtown 
Portland area has in each of the reported cases out-distanced the growth 
in incoming traffic. The most dramatic example of this is at the Banfield 
Freeway. This appears to represent a relative growth in business 
activities in the areas adjacent to downtown. 

Of some concern to Oregonians is the influx of vehicles from Washington, 
where cars are not ·currently required to pass an air pollution emissions 
test. The week-day traffic counts give a qualitative view of the number of 
people residing in Washington that work in Oregon. Each morning, about 
8,400 out-of-state cars enter Oregon over the Interstate Bridge. By the 
time this I-5 southbound traffic reaches the Ainsworth Crossing (Minnesota 
Freeway), the count is reduced to about 3,000, and only about 400 of the 
criginal 8,400 out-of-state vehicles leave Portland on I-5 at Wilsonville 
(Baldock Freeway). It therefore appears that most of the out-of-state 
people are doing business in the north of Portland, never reaching the 
Portland central business district. In addition, essentially all of the 
southbound interstate bridge traffic stops somewhere in the Portland area. 

Interstate Bridge traffic counts show approximately a 40% increase in 
traffic in both north and south directions over the past ten years. This 
growth in bridge traffic is of the same magnitude as the growth in vehicle 
population in the Portland tri-county area (54%). This indicates that 
bridge traffic has not inordinately increased in the last ten years. The 
actual out-of-state influx of approximately 8,400 cars a day is only 1% of 
the vehicle population in the Portland tri-county ·area. This does not 
represent a major impact in terms of pollution or traffic, to the Portland 
area. The 8,400 cars represent 5% of the registered vehicles in Clark 
County Washington.• 

* Data from Department of Licensing, Olympia, Washington. 

Existing Vehicle Inspection Boundaries 

The vehicle inspection boundaries have been legislatively established as 
the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) boundaries, This area is shown 
in Figure 2. Figure 2 also shows the 1979 average daily traffic (ADT) 
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across those boundaries. During 1979, there was 226,800 ADT on the main 
roads in and out of the MSD. Assuming a worst case condition that all 
of the traffic is registered outside the MSD, then 14% of the passenger 
vehicles operating within the MSD would be from outside the vehicle 
inspection area. • 

Of these vehicles from outside the area, most travel on I-5. In the north, 
traffic from Clark County Washington accounts for almost half of the total 
cross traffic. In the south, I-5 accounts for an additional 21%. 

The Department did an additional study of Oregon license plates observed in 
parking lots within the Portland area to gauge out-of-area impact. This 
study shows that about 12% of the Oregon vehicles were from outside the 
area. 

Vehicle Usage 

Pollution emitted into the Portland air shed is a function of both the 
average amount emitted per mile and the total vehicle miles traveled. The 
Vehicle Inspection Program provides an avenue for limiting pollutant 
emissions from vehicles, The program has no direct impact on the number of 
miles driven. Table 4 shows the trend of vehicle usage in the Portland 
area in the last five years. The numbers given are the estimated miles 
traveled per year on the primary and secondary streets in the tri-county 
area. There has been an overall 20% increase in traffic in the last five 
years. Note, however, that between 1978 and 1979 a slight reduction (0.4%) 
did occur. A look in Table 4 of the "Change in Total Miles" column, 
illustrates that the reduced driving is not a continuing trend but an 
occurrence which was initiated in 1979. Many factors, including the 
overall economic outlook and fuel costs could have stimulated such a 
reduction. 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

Table 4 

Annual Vehicle miles 
Portland Metropolitan Area 

Miles 
Multnomah Clackamas Washington Total 

1,518,000,000 597,000,000 686,000,000 2,801,000,000 
1,619,000,000 659,000,000 751,000,000 3,029,000,000 
1,682,ooo,ooo 708,000,000 796,000,000 3,186,000,000 
1,724,000,000 782,000,000 870,000,000 3,376,000,000 
1,713,000,000 792,000,000 855,000,000 3,362,000,000 

Change in 
Total Miles 

-----------
+228,000,000 
+157,000,000 
+190,000,000 
-14,000,000 

One of the factors affecting vehicle usage in the Portland Metropolitan 
area is bus ridership. Table 5 shows the number of boarding passengers in 
each of the last ten fiscal years. 



Fiscal 
Year 

1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 
1977-78 
1978-79 
1979-80 
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Table 5 

TRI-MET Bus Ridership 

Number of Trips 

19,596,000 
20,564,000 
21,432,000 
24,523,000 
27,698,000 
34,615,000 
37,311,000 
39,368,000 
40,562,000 
48,499,000 

Increase in 
Number of Trips 

968,000 
868,000 

3,091,000 
3,175,000 
6,917,000 
2,696,000 
2,057,000 
1,194,000 
7,937,000 

Bus ridership has increased every year since 1970. The largest jump in 
passenger trips occurred in fiscal year 1979-80. This ridership information 
correlates well with the drop in vehicle miles travelled for 1979 shown in 
Table 4. 

Summary 

The population of the MSD is estimated at 955,100 with an annual growth 
rate over the last eleven years of 1.9%. In the last two years MSD 
population has increased at the faster rate of 3.2% per year. This growth 
is mainly occurring in the suburban areas. In fact, Multnomah County has 
shown no net population growth in the last eleven years. 

Between 1979-78 working population in the metropolitan area has grown at a 
rate of about double that of the total population (3.4% per year). 
Working population growth correlates more closely to increases in vehicle 
registration than total population. 

Vehicle registration in the metropolitan area has increased at a rate of 5% 
per year in the last ten years, more than double that of total population 
growth and somewhat faster than working population growth. 

The increase in morning (6 AM-11 AM) traffic on major roads in the 
metropolitan area over the last 10 years was approximately 6% per year, 
very similar to the rise in vehicle registrations. Every week day morning 
approximately 8,400 out-of-state cars enter Oregon across the Interstate 
Bridge. Morning traffic across the bridge has increased at the relatively 
slow rate of 4% per year over the past ten years. 

Currently it is estimated that 12%-14% of the vehicles operating within the 
MSD come from outside the area. This ratio has not changed significantly 
in the past few years. Approximately half of these out-of-area vehicles 
come from Washington State over the interstate bridge. 

• 
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The vehicle usage (vehicle miles travelled) in the metropolitan area has 
increased by 4% per year in the last five years. In 1979, however, an 
actual drop in vehicle usage occurred (0.4%). This drop is associated with 
a major rise in Tri-Met bus ridership which occurred in fiscal 1979-80. 
It is too early to tell if this drop represents a trend toward reduced 
vehicle usage. 

JC:r 
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Figure 

FLOW OF NEHICLES ON THE PORTLAND 
FREEWAY SYSTEM FROM 6AM-11AM 

Interstate Bridge .... 
.... 

North! Southf ' .... 
2,802 5,657 -
4,155 8,388 
9,664 19,508 (Up 38%) 

(Up 43%) 

Fremont Bridge - -

North! 

9,176 12,811 
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Vista Ridge Tunnel ... - -

West..,. East• 

9,959 16,942 (Up 126%) 
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Baldock Freeway .- ~ 

North A 
2,507 

442 
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South l ---
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4,410 
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JUNE 1980 
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- - • -Minnesota Freeway 

North! 
7,225 
2,413 

13,042 
(Up 55%) 

West .... 
15,404 

939 
20,873 

(Up 20%) 

KEY: 

Southl 
9,534 
3,184 

17,210 (Up 55%) 

Freeway_. 
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I 
I 

East• 
9,277 

565 
12, 570 (Up 63%) 

Numbers at points represent: 
1. Oregon Passenger Cars 
2. Out-of-state Passenger Cars 
3. Total Vehicle Count 

6 a.m. - 11 a.m. 
(Numbers in parenthesis shows 
growth in traffic counts as 
compared to 1970 counts) 



Figure 2 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC(ADT) ACROSS CURRENT 
VEHICLE INSPECTION BOUNDARIES 

.. 
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I-5/Interstate Bridge 
I-84N (East Boundary) 
u.s. 26 (East Boundary) 
U.S. 99E (South Boundary) 
I-5 (South Boundary) 
U.S. 99W (South Boundary) 
u.s. 26 (West Boundary) 
U.S. 30 (North Boundary) 

SUM 

I 
\$' 

I 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC AT MSD BOUNDARIES 

1977 1979 Difference 

97,300 100,800 3,500 
13 ,300 13,700 400 
12,500 13,100 600 
9,200 9,300 100 

43,400 48,100 4,600 
14,200 14,700 500 
11,600 12,300 700 
14,200 14,800 600 --215,700 226,800 11,100 
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Status of Other Inspection/Maintenance Programs 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 extended the time schedule for 
compliance with National Ambient Air Standards to 1982. If a state 
implements all reasonable control measures - including a motor vehicle 
inspection/maintenance program - and is still unable to project compliance 
with the national standards, then an extension of the time schedule until 
as late as 1987 is possible. The following table, organized in terms 
of EPA regions - lists the status of the various inspection/maintenance 
programs in this country. 

WPJ:r 
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Reg State Areas* Values SIP Status 

OX CO N'RM FRM 

/ 

INSPECTION/MAINTENAN:E PRCGRAM IMPLEM':NTATION S~Y 

Implementation Chronology Program Description 

Leg. 
Auth. 

-Program 
Phase 

Act1v1tles Prag. Test Model Fee Mech. Cost Stfrnl;i LDT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

,.-· 

' -, 

10/29/BO 

Convnents 

VIII Prf mn/m3 
CO oenver area: • 7o 26 .O 5/ll/79 lo/5/79 Yes MI/MM Adopt D/SE U l968+ 8 Yes 

Adams Co. 10/5/79 CA 1/81 regulations 
Arapaho Co. 2/5/80 12/80 
Boulder Co. CA 
Douglas Co. 3/14/80 

15/100 30/40 8500 S!PTi.Jlly ·approved, 
sanctions lifted. 
•Parameter adjustment for 
pre-1981 cars and idle 
test mode For post-1981 

Jefferson Co. D 
Colorado Springs: 20.5 4/2/80 
El Paso Co. 7/16/80 

Fort Collins: 20 A 
Larln"r Co. ( < 200,000) 

Greeley: 17.8 
1·1e1cr co. «: 200,000) 

UT Salt Lake City .170 16,7 SIP lacks sCheauies, 

IX 

area: agency corrmitment to 
Salt Leke Co. 5/16/79 Yes CC/SE I 1975+ Yes implement and enforce, 

a legal opinion on 
Dlvis Co. 2/l9n9 Yes PU/SE I enforcement mechanism, 

25% reduction commit. 

AZ Phoenix: .150 26.1 7/5/79 8/11/80 Yes MI/VM 1776 CC/RE I last 5.75 ves $75 25% ves 
Mar lcopa Co. A MI/MM 1177 14 

Tucscn: 19.7 
Pima Co. 

w- Las Vegas: .BO 21.7 5/7179 ves MI/MM 7174* DIRE R last 12-17~- $25 30% 6000 ot:hange of ownership 
Clark Co. 

Reno 
wast-1oe co. 

(<: 200,000) 

MI/MM 7 /81 + 14 parts Fee includes adjust-
24 .1 Ml/MM 11178• $75 ments. 

MI/MM 7 /81 + parts & •Annual Inspection. 
labor 

~Attainment Key I/M i=;8~ 9 Key, • .. ¥Prog~~m ~ase 1 Key ~og;am T¥pe 1 ~ey_, ~:ogram Type ~y " _ Test Mod~ 
N..Jmber = des.iu11 vC1.iue 

non-c3ttain. 
CA = ConditianoJ. apµ.i·uvoJ. 
A = opproved 

VI = voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mar1datorY main. 

0 = decentralized 
C = centralized 

RE = registration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 

P = pa·(~111•c~ci.

I = idle 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non-

a tlain1nent 

0 = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration .and 

sticker enforcement 

L = loaded 
u = undecided 
R = Idle and RPM 

;. 
; 

····-·-----··~--.... -- ~ 
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l)'>sigi 
Reg State Areas* Values 

ox co 
ppn mglm3 

IX 
CA South Coast 

Air Basin .510 33.3 
Ventura -

Oxna'l:'d -
Thousand Daks .210 

San Frarieisco 
Bay area •. 190 22 .4 

San Diego .220 13.8 

Sacramento .190 18.3 
Fresno .190 22 .9 

x 

I/M 
SIP Status 

NPRM FRM 

4/1/80 

4/1/BO 

10/4/79 
0 

JNS"ECTIOM/MAJMTENAN:'E PRl)::;RAM ll·PLEt.ENTATION suw:nv 

Implementation Chronology Program Oescr.lption 

Leo .------pfoaram 
Auth. Phase 

Achvibes Prag. Test Model fee Mech. Cost String-LDT 
Schedule Type tJode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

NO PU/EU lJ 

Santa Barbara (< 200,000) 
San Joaquin (< 200,000) ; 
NOrth Central coast (< 200,000) 

10/29/80 

Conments 

SIP lacks legal 
authority and schedule 
l76A funding limita
tions have been pro
posed for all non
attainment areas 
over 200,000. 

OR Portland area: .IBO 17.4 1/21/80 
~ltnomah Co. 
Clar:kamas eel. 
\'lashington Co. 

6/24/~0 
CA 

Yes MI/MM 7T75 CS/RE R 1968+ 5 ~b N:lne 6500 Corid1t1onal approv~l 
proposed based on submit
tal of their legal autho. 
rity. 

WA Seaf!Tc area: .160 18.32 ll/9/79 6/5/80 Yes Ml/MM 1/82 CC/RE I 1968+ 10 Yes $50 30% 
King Co. A 
Snohomish Co. 

Vancouver area: 
Clark Co. 

-f'.bn-Attainment Key I/M FAM Key Program Phase K.£.Y_ Program T~pe Key 
f'.l .. Hii3t=!r = deslgi value CA = Cond1t1onal approval VI = voluntary 1iispec. 0 = decen ral1zed 

non-attain. A = approved ~I = mandatory inspec. C = centralized 
Blank = in attain. 0 :. disapproved VM = voluntary main. CC == contractor-run 
? :. possible ncn- NA = no action on I/M MM = mandatory main. CS = state-run 

attainment PU = program undecided 

'-
_,. 

r 

PfOqram Ty~e Key 
~E = re~1s ration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enfor~ement undecided 
R5 = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

COiitractor has been 
selected (9/80). 

l-est r-'.ade 
P = paiarr;eter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 

, 
'i 
•j 

:1 
! 

:1 

i. 
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IWoPECT!OfVMr,JiHEM~~CE PROGfiHM !MPLE~OITATJON Sll.Jl>'llnY 
10/291"~ 

Design · l7M 
Reg St.ate Areas* Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description Comments 

v 

Cl)( CO f'PRM 
pem mg/rn3 

FRM 
Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Activities Prag. Test Model Fee ~dl. Cost SfririgLOT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

WI Milwaukee: .288 16.1 6/17/80 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Issue RFP CC/RE L* last Yes $55 201' 800ff --·iJsingToaded mOde for 

VI 

Kenosha Co. 
Milwaukee Co. 
Qzaukee Co. 
Racine Co. 
Washington Co. 
Waukesha co. 

12/80 15 diagnostic purposes, 
pass/fail on idle 
mode. 

NM Albuquerque: 24 .4 879779 4/10/80 Yes MI/MM 1/82 Issue RFP CC/EU L, 1968+ 9-10 Y...--sTS or 8500 Regs adopteo 9/80 
Bernalillo Co. NA 12/80 post est. 15% of No action taken on SIP 

1981 value deficiencies: commitment 
man- to implement and enforce. 

datory Study on options being 
I/l conducted. 

TX Houston: 8/1/79 12/18/79 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Parameter PU/EU 
Harris Co. .27 A inspection 

study 12/1/80 
VII 
MO St. Lours·--.248 15 .4 10/25179 4/9/80 Yes VI/VM 10179 O/RS I Yes none 30% Need: expanded 

area: CA Ml/MM l/83 schedule (R/31/80), 
Jefferson Co. program type, 
St. Charles Co. stringency factor, 
St. Louis Co. resources in 

(12/1/80) report 
to legislature. 

tnn:-MtalnrDC6r Key ____ 1/MFRM ~---- Proqram Phase Key Program T!pe Key Program Ty~e Key Test t·nc1~ 

~k.1rnflcr ;; dos Ion value CA == Condi tlonal approval VI == voluntary lnspec. D ;; decen rallied RE = regls ration-enforced P ::i. p.:irameter 
non-attain, A = approved Ml = mandatory inspec, c • centralized S~ • sticker-enforced I = idle 

alanl< • in attain, D • disapproved VM = voluntary main, CC = contractor-run EU = enforcement undecided L • loadod 
? • possible non- NA • no action on JIM MM = mandatory main. CS • state-run RS • re~istration and U • undecided 

•tt•lnment PU • program undecided sticker enforcement R • idle and RPM 

,, 

.--' / 
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INSPECTION/MAINTENAH::E PROlRAM It-f'LEMENTATION SUMMARY 
10/29/80 

IFsigi--mr 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Jmplementetion Chronology Program Description Comments 

Program Actlvltles Pl'og, Test Pildel 0 ee tJiich. Cost String LDT 
Phase Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs, 

Leg. 
DX CO t-PRM FRM AU th, 

trc'iiic"aga· area: :~.;i.~~;J Ti2179 2121/eo ves v11vi'.l'7/e2 Adapt Re-gs-"'cc""tRE I last 6.50 Yes 30% Will submfCSIP 
13 HOT: revision wlth new ' Coak ca. A Ml/MM 1/83 12/31/80 

DJ Pag!! Ca. 
Ko.nf? ca. 

12.67 schedule, Legislation 
~xpected in November. 

Lake co. 
McHen?:"y Co. 
Wlll Ca. 

St. Louis area: .248 
Mad1son Co. 
St. Clair Ca. 

IN Chicago subs: .241 II 3/27/80 MI/MM l/82 CC/EU I last 
Lake Co. 11/14/80 13 
Porter Co. 

Louisville sub: .198 18.3 
Clark Ca. 
Floyd Ca. 

10 Yes ~oo 20% 
or 2.5% 
value 

Candfffonal approval 
proposed, details on 
enforcemen~ mechanism 
due 12/80. 

Mrti:fioit-area: .23 15.2 8/13179 612/80 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Adopt regs 0/RE I 72+ lo Yes $50 20% 8500 
Macomb Ca. 4/14/80 A 1/81 
Dokland Ca. 
~lashtenaw Co. 
Wayne Co. 

CH Cleveland+: .23 24. 7 3/10/80 Yes Ml/MM 12182 C/EU Received r/M SIP sub-
Cuyahoga Co. mlttal. State has clear 
Lorain Ca. tJedina Co. legal authority. 
Lake Co. 

Circinnati+; .22 18.3 
fllJtler Ca. Hamilton Co. 
Clemont Co. Warren Co. 

Yes 

+....¥iP.(:i f!c area!> will not be defJned until study e.oard 
f\bn-Attainrnent Ke~ I/M FRM Key 

Report is ccmpleted (7/l/81). 

NJITber = design va ue CA = Cond1E1onal approval 
· non-attain. A = approved 

Blank = in attain. o = disapproved 
? = possible non- NA = no action on I/M 

inment 

Program Phase Key Proaram Ttpe Key 
VI = voluntary inspec. o =·decen ralized 
MI = mandatory inspec. C = centralized 
VM = voluntary main. CC = contractor-run 
MM = mandatory main_. CS = state-run 
PU = pra9ram under 1d ~ticker enforcement 

PrOgI-arTlly~e Key 
RE = re~is ration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 
R = idle and RPM 

TesCt;iQde 
P = parameter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 

~ 

' 

' '" 
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IN9"ECTIONIMAINTENAl>CE PROGRAM If.f'LE!>ENTATION SU>lMARV 

Oe~i[11 l/M 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description 

IV 

OX CO ~PRM 

PP1• mg/m3 
FRM 

Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Activities Prog. Test M:idel Fee ~~ch. cost String LOT 
Schedule Type f.1ode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

GA Atlanta: .165 22 579779 1/24/80 Yes Ml/VM 4/81 Lfceriseu OISE I last 3 Yes -$50 6000 
Cobb Co. A Ml/MM 4/02 garages, 10 
OeKalb Co. begin mech. 
Fulton Co. train. 10/00 

,-

"-

10/29/80 

Comments 

KY Lou1svllle: .190 19.9 11715179 1725.'80 Yes MUMM C/SE I All Yes $1oO All Jefferson & Boone 
Jefferson Co. CA 12/02 are submitting SIP •s. 

Cincinnati .220 l76A funding limita-
subu"rbs: tions proposed for 
Doane Co. Yes 'fes Kenton & Campbell 
Campbell Co. No No 
Kenton Co. No l'Jo 

ft: cforlotte: .19o 20.9 I0/23/79 4/177lid Yes vr/vM 3/8.l D/SE I Last· Max Yes $50 All SIP sUbm1tted, under 
Mecklenburg CA· MI/MM 12/81 

County 
12 8 or gas review. 

~A 
min. 

TN Masnvllle: .175 16.8 7/24/79 276780 Yes Mt/MM 12/82 CS/SE Yes 
D:lvidson Co. CA 

1-lomphis: 
Slelby Co. 

(local 
programs) 

/\bn-Attalnment Key 
l-.Uritier = desigivaJue 

non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

attainment 

15.l 10/2/79 8/13/80 Yes 
CA 

I/M FRM Key 
CA = Conditronar apptciVaT 
A = approved 
0 = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

MI/MM 12/82 

Program Phase Key 
VI = voluntary inspeC. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

PU/SE I 

Pro9aam Tlpe i<ey 
D = ecen ral1zed 
.c = centralized 
CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

Yes 

Program Type Key 
RE = reg1strat1on-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration a.nd 

sticker enforcement 

tJemphis' schedule 
revision contains 
deficiencies. 

Test Mode 
P = parameter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 

.. 



Design I/M 
Reg State Areas* Values SIP status 

OX CO l'PRM FRM 
ppn mglrri' 

III 

O.C. city-wide .192 16.3 7/26/79 

/ 

INS'ECTION/MAINTENAl>CE PROORAM IMPLEMENTATION SLl>lMAR\' 

Implementation Chronology Program Description 

Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Yes Ml/VM l/82 
Ml/MM 1/83 

Actlvlfles Prag. Test Model Fee Mech. Cost String LOT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Tra1n Waiver Factor lbs. 

C/SE I last NA Yes t-l:lne 20% 6000 
25 

r-' 

., 

10/29/80 

Comments 

SIP lacks: commitment 
to 25% emission reduc
tion, imple1nentation 
schedule, co1M1itment to 
retesting failures, 
clear enforcement 
aut~iority. Contingen
cies on implementation 
must be ren.oved. 

DE Wilmington: .22 7125179 3/6/80 Yes MIIVM 1/81 Install CS/SE I All Yes____ Deadline for develOP
ing cutpolnts missed. 
New schedule has been 
submitted to region, 

New Castle Co. 3/6/80 CA Ml/MM 1/82 equipnent, 
begin mech. 
train 12/80 

MD Baltimore: .190 14 .o 8/1179 8!12180 Yes MI/VM l/82 CC/RS I last -9' 
Anne Arundel Co. A Ml/MM 1/83 12 
Carroll Co. 

Yes $75 - 10,0DO Implementaf.Ion 
schedule missing some 
dates. Prorosed regs 

,. 

Howard Co. 
Baltimore Co. 
Harford Co. 

are now undergoing 
review. RFP is now under 
development. 

D.C. suburbs: 
Mo·ntgomery Co. 
Prince Georges Co. 

Non-Attainment Key 
"i.Jiiber = OeSTglVaTue 

non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

a t tainment 

I/M FRM Key 
r:•=c-o-ridlUi:lnal approval 
A = approved 
o = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

Program Phase Key 
VI = voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

Pro2aam T~pe Key 
b = ecen ralized 
C = centralized 
CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

Program Type Key 
~ = reg1strat1on-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

Test Mode 
p • pa-rameter 
I • idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 
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.. , ....... ~---.·~·.......,.,...,."'!_..,. __ ,,_. ___ ·--.. , ···-· 

Design 
Reg State Areas* Values 

I/M 
SIP Status 

OX CO j'PRM FRM 
PJlll mg/m3 

III 

IN!Of'ECT!OWMA!IHENAN:E PP' "AM !>PLEl-ENTATION SUl·R·1ARY 

Implementation Chronology Program Description 

Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Activities Prag. Test l'odel Fee Mech. Co;t String LDT 
Schedule Type t-tlde Years $ Train Waiver factor lbs. 

10/29/80 

Cormients 

PA Philadelphia: 
Philadelphia 
M:lntgomery 
rhester 

Pittsburg: 

.220 16.3 
Bucks 
ce1aware 

7/24/79 5/20/80 Yes 
A 

MI/VM 5/81 
MI/MM 11/81 

OISE I last 
25 

Yes $150- 25% 
250 

11,000 Started certification 
of garages in 8/80 

Allegheny 
Armstrong 
~·/estmoreland 

Scranton: 
Lackawanna 

Wilkes-Barre: 

.220 23.8 
Washington 
Beaver 
Butler 
.188 

.188 
Luzerne 

Allentown/Beth-
lehem/Easton: .201 
Lehigh 
Northhampton 

VA D.C. SUburos: .192 7/3Q/79 S/18/SO Yes MI/MM 1/82 DIRE I last 3.50 Yes $'15 6000 Implementation sche-
Arlington Co. • CA B or low dule, conmitment to 
Fairfax Co. eml:>slons Implement and enforce, 
Prince William Co. tune-up and co'ffllitment to 25~ 

Richmond: reduction prior ta FRM. 
Chesterfield Co. Submittal received, all 
1-Cnrico Co. items adeq~ate except 

details needed on schedule 

f\tln-Att~1nrnent Key 
~lJmber = desi~n value 

non-ilttain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

attainment 

' 
.-J 

'-, 

I/M FRM Key 
CA = Cond1t1onal approval 
A ;:; ·approved ' 
D = disapproved 
NA= no action· on I/M 

Proaram Phase Key 
v 1---;- voruntary in spec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

Program Type Key 
0 = decentralized 
C = centralized 
CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

r 

Proorar:1 Type Key 
RE = reglstrat1on-enf orced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

Test l·'ode 
P = parameter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idl,e and f1PM 

L ..•. ; ... · •. 
~· ...... ::..-" 

,. : 
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ll&ECT!ON/MA!NltMAl-tE PROGRAM !M'LEf.£NTATION SUM~:ARV 

10/29/BO 

Wsl<jl ___ f/M 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description Conmen ts 

Leg. Program /\ctivitles Prag. Test 1-1'.Jdel Fee Mech. Cost String LDT 
OX CO WRM FRM Auth. Phase Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

n m /m3 -------------------------

CT statewide 
11.Jrt ford 
Brfdnenort 
(Folrrte!d) 
~l:!w Haven 

• 145 712/BD 
17.6 

35.l 

Yes Ml/MM 12/82 CC/EU I 1968+ lo Yes $70 20% 6001 Submittal received • 
Presently under review 
all items addressed. 
Bid received on flFP. 

'MA"""Slat,,wlde 3/7/BO 9/16/BO Yes MI/MM 1/82 D/SE I 15 Io Yes ~()2~ 8000 
Ruston .177 18.4 A 
Springfield .169 17 .1 
Worcester .13 13.6 
Lanrt:nce 

years or 10% 
of value 

RI statewide .189 1277/79 Yes MI/VM 11177 OISE I 1967+ 4 Yes no 
guide
lines 

20% 8000 SIP rev1Sions subr:1itteci 1 

presently under revlew. Providence MI/MM 1/79 

II 
tU statewide l.5ppm 8/8/79 .3711/80 Yes MI/MM 2/7li cs/RS I all 2.50- Yes none 6000 •Statistically 

Northeast .323 • A 
Phlladelphie .22 

AO en (Trenton) 

NY Nvc·& metro 12/10/79 5/21/80 Yes 
area: .323 23.9 A 
Nassau Co. 
Rock land Co. 
Suffolk Co. 
Westchester Co. 

M.!/VM 1/81 
MI/1'.M 1/82 

D/RS t Ail 6.00 Yes 20% 

derived annual 
averaoe 

lr50TJ ___ Details requesteOTrl-FRM 
on stringency factor 
application, types of 
vehicles subject to 
I/M, and requirements 
for mechanic cert! fi
cation, Letter submitted 

~.bn-Atta1nmen1 Key J/M FRM key Program Phase Key Program T~pe1~ey ProQram Type Key Test Made 
f\UntJer = des.ign value CA = Cond1Elonal approval VI : voluntary lnspec. o = decen ra ized RE = reglsEraE1on-enforced P = puramefer 

non-attain. A = approved MI = mandatory inspec. C = centralized SE = sticker-enforced I = idle 
Blank = in attain. D = disapproved VM = voluntary ma.in. CC = contractor-run EU = enforcement undecided L = loaded 
? = possjble non- NA =no actlan on J/M MM = mandatory main. CS = state-run HS =- reqistration and U = undecided 

attainment · PU = program undecided sticker enforcement R = idle and RPM 
* Thls heading lists urbanized J"reas and counties within them that are required to have I/M; in soole r;ases only part of a county may be included. 
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REPORT ON MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
1979 - 1980 

Background and Legislative History 

Motor vehicles are a source of air pollution in the United States, as well 
as in many other industrialized countries of the world. Consequently at 
least 27 countries have vehicle emission control regulations and about 
90% of all passenger cars manufactured in the world are designed to meet 
an emission control standard. The major air pollutants produced by motor 
vehicles are carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon gases, and oxides of nitrogen. 
Particulate matter, including lead compounds, and sulfur oxides are also 
produced. In many urban areas the buildups in the concentrations and the 
reactions in the atmosphere of these motor vehicle produced air pollutants 
have given rise to public health concerns. 

As a result of the recognition of a national motor vehicle pollution 
problem, Congress enacted the 1965 Clean Air Act Amendments. This action 
initiated a federal motor vehicle pollution control program which applied 
the 1966 California auto emission standards nationally in 1968. This 1965 
Act did not produce the results Congress intended. Subsequently, the Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1970 was enacted. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 established a nationtal air quality 
control program with specified goals, objectives, and time schedules. 
New motor vehicle emission standards were promulgated. The states were 
required to submit implementation plans that outlined how these national 
goals and objectives were to be met within the state and within the 
specified time schedule. 

Oregon's Implementation Plan was originally submitted by the Governor in 
1972. This was followed in 1973 by the Transportation Control Strategy 
which specified in greater detail the methodology chosen by the State to 
control automotive caused air pollutants. The State's plan relied upon 
a combination of control measures at various governmental levels to obtain 
compliance with the national standards. These control measures included 
traffic flow improvements in the city, a parking/traffic circulation plan, 
significant mass transit improvements, an annual motor vehicle emission 
control inspection program, and the federal new vehicle emission control 
program. The State's plan has not yet.met its objective. This is 
primarily due to delays in the federal new vehicle program and enactment 
by the state legislature of a biennial inspection program rather than the 
projected annual program. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 extend the time schedule for 
compliance with national ambient air standards to 1982. If a state 
implements all reasonable control measures--including a schedule for a 
motor vehicle inspection/maintenance program--and is still unable to 



project compliance with the national standards, then an extension of the 
time schedule until as late as 1987 is possible. A summary of federal 
and state motor vehicle emission control legislative and administrative 
action is contained in Appendix A. 

Since July 1, 1975, the Department of Environmental Quality has operated 
a motor vehicle emission inspection program within the boundaries of the 
Metropolitan Service District which includes the City of Portland. The 
program boundaries are legislatively set. By State law, vehicles 
registered within these boundaries must comply with the emission control 
standards and obtain a certificate of compliance prior to motor vehicle 
registration renewal. 

The certificates are available only from the Department-operated inspection 
cen,ters. A five dollar ($5) fee, which totally supports the program, is 
charged for the issuance of a certificate. To conduct the vehicle emission 
inspection and maintenance program, seven test centers operate in the 
Portland metropolitan area. During this last year over 600,000 emission 
tests were conducted. Table 1 summarizes the testing activity during 1979 
and 1980 and Figure 1 shows testing volumes on a monthly basis for 1979 
and 1980. 

The Department's inspection program is part of Oregon's Clean Air Act State 
Implementation Plan. The inspection program's purpose is to reduce the 
amount of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon gases of the area's motor 
vehicles by promoting proper maintenance. The emission reductions attained 
help meet ambient air standards. 

Program 0perations 

The general discussion of the State's inspection/maintenance program is 
contained in Appendix B. Approximately 840,000 inspections were conducted 
at the seven inspection centers during 1979 and 1980. In this period over 
500,000 certificates of compliance were issued. Inspector staff size 
during this past year peaked at 56 employees compared with 68 inspectors 
in 1978. During 1979 inspector staff size dropped to 30. As a complement 
to the State's inspection program, private motor vehicle fleets of 100 
or more vehicles and publicly owned fleets of 50 or more vehicles can 
qualify for self inspection status. The 46 licensed fleets issued almost 
6,400 certificates during 1980, 2% of the total. A discussion of the fleet 
inspection program is also contained in contained in Appendix B. 

Among the highlights of the past two years has been the change in the 
Metropolitan Service District boundaries. The inspection program boundry 
changes resulted in removing portions of Multnomah and Washington Counties 
and the addition of portions of Clackamas County. As this affected the 
program operation the Department established temporary inspection sites 
in the Damascus/Boring area and in the Wanker's Corner area south of Lake 
Oswego. Unfortunately, test volumes at both facilities necessitated the 
withdrawal and the closing of these operations. The Department initiated 
a study and proposal to construct an inspection facility in Beaverton. 

-2-



This facility, if approved, would greatly improve the service to the 
Department's eastern Washington County customers. 

Training for both employees and for the private fleet inspectors has been 
maintained during these past two years. Additionally the Department 
participated in an EPA pilot study for mechanic training. The results 
of this pilot study aided in the development of a mechanic training 
course. With the aid of federal funds, training is being conducted in 
the Medford-Jackson County area. By early 1981 over 140 mechanics will 
have received training in emission related automotive repairs. 

Emission Reductions From Motor Vehicles 

The purpose of conducting an inspection/maintenance program is to improve 
ambient air quality by achieving reduced emissions from motor vehicles. 
The inspection/maintenance program operating in Portland is projected to 
just be sufficient to achieve the EPA's minimum requirement of a 25% 
reduction in both HC and CO by December 31, 1987. This is due to the 
biennial nature of the program. If the program was on an annual basis, 
emission reductions would be greater. 

Emission reductions, such as that described above, are calculated by 
computer modeling techniques and projected over many years of program 
operation. This modeling technique is continuously being upgraded to 
reflect more accurately, real world situations. As part of this type of 
study, the EPA has been conducting an inspection/maintenance evaluation 
in the Portland area. As means of an update on that program, the findings 
from the EPA study indicate that the program achieved mass emission 
reductions of 34% carbon monoxide and 24% hydrocarbons for 1975-1977 model 
year cars over a year's period. This comparison was between cars operating 
in Portland and those operating in Eugene. Discussions of some of the 
EPA activities in Portland are included in both Appendices C and G. 

I 

Tailpipe emission measurements, obtained at the inspection stations, are 
the day-to-day tool used to measure compliance with the inspection program 
standards. The reduction in these emissions is another indicator of program 
effectiveness. A short test, like the test used in the inspection program, 
is an effective method of identifying high emitting vehicles. When a 
vehicle is first manufactured, it generally complies with the new vehicle 
emission standards. As the vehicle ages, emissions increase. This 
deterioration in emission control is due to many factors. Parts in the 
vehicle wear and lose their effectiveness and require replacement. Some 
repairs are made that do not adequately address the required maintenance. 
An inspection test readily identifies vehicles needing correction or 
additional maintenance, so that the vehicle operates consistent with the 
manufacturer's design criteria. When a vehicle is brought into total 
conformity with the vehicle manufacturer's design criteria, overall 
emissions are reduced, and the vehicle is then operating as origionally 
intended. In past reports, the Department has presented emission 
distributions which show the effects of deterioration and the effects of 
proper maintenance. Emission distribution bar charts shown in Figures 
2 and 3 indicate that increased emissions generally result with increased 

-3-



vehicle age. The charts indicate that, while the majority of vehicles 
comply with the emission criteria, the number of cars exceeding the 
criteria in a given category grows each year and that the amount of 
pollutants they emit also increases. Repair of these high emitting 
vehicles dramatically reduces their emissions. The average mass emission 
reduction for repaired vehicles was 47% for carbon monoxide and 42% for 
hydrocarbons, as measured in the EPA Portland study. Idle emission 
reductions after repair for the vehicles which failed the DEl;l test were 
over 90% for carbon monoxide and 80% for hydrocarbons. A more detailed 
discussion on emission characteristics and reductions is contained in 
Appendix c. 

The reported costs for emission-related repair has generally been 
low, averaging $17. Less than 4% of the vehicles which failed reported 
repairs in excess of $100. A special study by the Department indicated 
that some repair facilities (approximately 20% in this study) may not be 
performing complete repairs, but instead just simple fixes to pass the 
DEl;l test. The Department is attempting to reduce this type of activity 
by assisting in and coordinating training programs to help mechanics 
properly diagnose and repair vehicle emission control systems. 

With the newer motor vehicles, advances in air pollution control technology 
are being implemented. These newer vehicles, which use closed loop sensors 
and computer technology are now on the market. It is too early to tell 
how well these vehicles will maintain their emission system performance. 
We are establishing baseline information on these vehicles so that changes 
can be determined. 

Heavy duty gasoline powered trucks are included in the inspection program. 
A discussion on the heavy truck program is included in Appendix D. 
Emission reductions for these trucks were sizable, up to a 25% idle carbon 
monoxide emission reduction and a 16% idle hydrocarbon emission reduction 
compared to a period two years ago. Many of these vehicles operate in 
congested urban and shopping areas where the emission reductions have 
maximum benefit. 

Air Quality Trends 

The motor vehicle inspection program is an important element in the 
Portland' area's overall transportation control strategy. The trans
portation control strategy strives to reduce carbon monoxide and ozone 
(oxidants) to comply with ambient air standards. Carbon monoxide 
concentrations measured at the area's monitoring stations have been 
reduced. Carbon monoxide violation days have also been decreased from 
88 days in 1970 to 20 days in 1980. Compliance with the carbon monoxide 
ambient standard is projected to be achieved during 1985 with the 
inspection maintenance program. 

A special statistical study of the effects of the inspection program is 
scheduled to be completed this April. The statistical study, being 
conducted by the University of Wisconsin, is analyzing Oregon ambient 
carbon monoxide data for Eugene and Portland. Preliminary conclusions 
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state that the federal new car program and the inspection maintenance 
program are directly responsible for the carbon monoxide decreases. The 
final report will attempt to quantify the relationship between the two 
programs. 

Decreases in ambient ozone concentrations due to emission reductions have 
been achieved. The inspection maintenance program has been estimated to 
provide an approximate 12,000 kg/day hydrocarbon emission reduction by 
1987. Ozone violations have dropped during the last two years in the 
Portland metropolitan area. The three probable causes for the decline 
in these ozone emissions are: the meteorology during the past two years 
has not been as conducive to ozone formation as it had been in previous 
years; there have been monitor methodology changes; and there have been 
emission reductions from various control strategies. It is estimated that 
all existing control strategies, including the inspection maintenance 
program will be necessary to meet the federal requirements for reductions 
in ambient air concentrations of ozone as outlined in the Clean Air Act. 

Population and Traffic Trends 

In previous reports population and traffic discussions were made. Traffic 
trend analysis has been reviewed and updated, and is presented in more 
detail in Appendix H. Traffic volumes have increased continuously over 
the past few years peaking in 1979. A slight traffic reduction was 
observed in 1980. Changes in traffic patterns with increased bus ridership 
and growing population in the suburbs have been noted. Increasing fuel 
and vehicle operating costs may be part of the causes of changing traffic 
patterns. Studies made during this past year indicate that there has been 
no great change in out-of-area vehicles consistantly operating in the metro 
area. 

Status of Other Inspection/Maintenance Programs 

Appendix I lists the status of the ongoing and proposed inspection/ 
maintenance programs in the United States. Currently there are 22 
mandatory inspection programs now planned for implementation in the next 
two years. The State of Washington is initiating an inspection program. 
The Washington program is proposed to start January 2, 1982. Vancouver 
has been included in the Washington program because of Vancouver's 
contribution to the metropolitan Portland area's photochemical oxidant 
problem. All states, requiring inspection programs for ambient standard 
compliance, except California and Kentucky, have approved programs in some 
stage of implementation. Economic sanctions, as required by the Clean Air 
Act, have been proposed for California and Kentucky. 

Summary 

The Clean Air Act and its amendments established a national air quality 
control program with specific goals and objectives and time schedules. 
Oregon's Clean Air Act Implementation Plan includes a transportation 
control strategy geared to achieving these goals for the Portland 
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Metropolitan area. The inspection/maintenance program is an important 
element of that plan. The EPA has required that inspection/maintenance 
programs contribute a 25% reduction in both hydrocarbons and carbon 
monoxide emissions from motor vehicles by 1987. These reduction 
requirements are forcast to be met with Oregon's current program. Average 
idle emission reductions for individual cars of over 90% carbon monoxide 
and 80% hydrocarbons after repair have been observed. Mass emission 
differences for 1975 and newer vehicles operating in Portland compared 
to Eugene were 34% for carbon monoxide and 24% for hydrocarbons. These 
inspection/maintenance emission reductions will be retained for up to a 
year after vehicle repairs are completed as demonstrated by both the long
term federal studies and the data from the Oregon inspection program. 
Heavy duty gasoline powered trucks are showing good emission performance. 
Emission reduction benefits for heavy duty trucks of up to 25% idle carbon 
monoxide and 16% idle hydrocarbons have been observed. 

With the biennial inspection program operating and with the other ongoing 
control measures, compliance with ambient air carbon monoxide standards 
is projected to be achieved by 1985. Compliance with the federal ozone 
standard is projected to be achieved by 1987 with all existing and 
currently planned control measures. 

Oregon's inspection and maintenance program has been demonstrated to be 
effective in reducing emissions from motor vehicles, in maintaining those 
emisions reductions, and in contributing to the overall effort of meeting 
the clean air goals. 

WPJ:g 
VRD35 (1) 
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Table 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Activity Report for January, 1979 through December, 1980 

EMISSION LIGHT DUTY INSPECTION TESTS 841,703 

CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE ISSUED* 509,628 

Emission Inspection Tests 

Pass Emission Test 501,597 = 60% 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 128,496 = 15% 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 70,406 = 8% 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 52,765 = 6% 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 40,514 = 5% 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 47,930 = 6% 

(i.e., smoke, dilution, idle RPM) 

Pre-Catalyst Vehicle Tests (June, 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 450,329 = 65% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 56% 

1975 and Newer Vehicle Tests (June 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 238,649 = 35% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 66% 

Total Light and Heavy Duty Emission Inspection Test by Location 

Powell 169,827 
Tigard 144,746 
Milwaukie 121,684 
Northeast 120,ll7 
Rockwood lll,473 
Hillsboro 88,631 
Northwest 84,358 
Mobile No. 6 12,769 
Mobile No. 5 12,527 

* includes heavy duty trucks 

WPJ:r 
VDD14.B 
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Figure 2 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Carbon Monoxide Idle Emission Distribution for a 
Popular Vehicle Make 

BARS SHOW PERCENT OF POPULATION BELOW CONCENTRATION 
TESTED IN 1979 
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Figure 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Exhaust Hydrocarbons Idle Emission Distributions for a 
Popular Vehicle Make 

BARS SHOW PERCENT OF POPULATION BELOW CONCENTRATION 

TE.STE.D IN 1979 
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APPENDIX A 

A SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1965 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1967 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970, 
AS AMENDED, JUNE 1974 

CLEAN AIR ACT 
AS AMENDED, AUG. 1977 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

Title II ("Motor Vehicle Air Pollution 
Control Act") empowers HE.W to establish 
emission standards for sale in California 
beginning with model year 1966. 

Establish emission standards for pollutants 
from new motor vehicles manufactured for 
sales in remaining 49 states beginning with 
model year 1968. Emissions regulated by 
HEW were crankcase emissions (HC), fuel 
evaporative emission (HC), and exhaust 
emissions (CO and HC). 

Directs EPA to manage the national control 
of air pollution by developing Interstate 
Air Quality Agencies or Commissions, Air 
Quality Control Regions, estabi'ishing 
national primary and secondary air quality 
standards and requiring each state to submit 
implementation plans. Specifies 90% 
reduction in exhaust emissions of CO and 
HC from allowable 1970 levels by the 1975 
model year and 90% reduction in NOx emissions 
from average measured 1971 levels by the 
1976 model year. Required manufacturers 
to warrant emission control equipment for 
5 years or 50,000 miles; subjects certain 
persons to a civil penalty of not more than 
$10,000 for tampering. 

Requires EPA to comply with provisions of 
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination 
Act of 1974. 

Requires States to rewrite State Implementa
tion Plans. Ties compliance with National 
Clean Air Goals to federal monies. Modifies 
compliance schedule for automobile exhaust 
emissions. Modifies mandated manufacturers 
emission performance warranty to 2 years, 
24,000 miles. Requires States to implement 
all practicable control strategies. Allows 
States, under certain circumstances, to adopt 
California's emission standards for new cars. 



March 30, 1966 

June 4, 1968 

July, 1970 
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SUMMARY 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES' ACTIVITIES 

The initial Federal motor vehicle emission 
standards became applicable with the 1968 
models. The standards and procedures were 
similar to those which had been employed 
by California and required specified control 
of exhaust hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide 
from light-duty vehicles and one hundred 
percent control of crankcase emissions from 
gasoline-fueled cars, buses, and trucks. 
The term light-duty vehicle refers to self
propelled vehicles designed for street or 
highway use, which weigh less than 6,000 
pounds and carry no more than twelve 
passengers. 

Revised Federal standards were published 
which require more stringent control of 
hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from 
light-duty vehicles, of evaporative emissions 
from fuel tanks and carburetors of light-duty 
vehicles, of exhaust hydrocarbons, and carbon 
monoxide emissions from gasoline-fueled 
engines for heavy-duty vehicles, and of smoke 
emissions from diesel engines for heavy-duty 
vehicles, The fuel evaporative emission 
standards became fully effective with model 
year 1971. The other standards applied to 
1970 model year vehicles and engines. 

The Federal Government adopted a Constant 
Volume Sample or CVS procedure, during which 
the vehicle is run through a test cycle 
designed to simulate urban driving. The 
characteristics of the standard test drive 
were based on an elaborate study of 
Los Angeles traffic patterns in 1965. All 
emissions from ignition key-on after a 
12-hour storage period to the end of the 
test cycle are collected and analyzed. EPA 
further refined the test procedure by later 
including both a cold start (after a 12-hour 
storage) and a hot start (after a 10-minute 
wait) and the computation of a weight average 
as a basis for 1975 and 1976 numerical 
standards. These changes, as well as certain 
minor modifications in analytical techniques, 
were intended to make test results more 
representative of emissions from in-use 
vehicles. 



November 10, 1970 

April 30, 1971 

May, 1971 

June 18, 1971 

June 29, 1971 

December 15, 1972 

January 10, 1973 
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Standards were published applicable to 1972 
model light and heavy-duty vehicles and 
heavy-duty engines. 

National primary and secondary ambient air 
quality standards were published in final 
rulemaking, including standards for hydro
carbons, carbon monoxide and oxides of 
nitrogen. Also, the State of California 
was granted the first of several waivers 
of Federal preemption for motor vehicle 
emission standards more stringent than those 
currently in effect by Federal regulations. 

Three contracts were awarded to provide 
prototype cars for government testing and 
evaluation under the Federal Clean Car 
Incentive Program. 

The Low-Emission Vehicle Certification Board 
held its initial meeting and approved pro
cedural regulations concerning preferential 
purchasing of low-emission vehicles for use 
in government fleets. 

The first Federal standards were issued re
quiring control of oxides of nitrogen 
emissions and prescribing measurement 
techniques for this pollutant applicable 
to 1973 model light-duty motor vehicles. 
Also, standards were promulgated to prescribe 
the 1975 exhaust hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide emission requirements and 1976 
oxides of nitrogen emission requirement 
applicable to light-duty vehicles. In addi
tion, modifications in test and analytical 
procedures were included. 

EPA ordered six motor vehicle manufacturers 
to eliminate certain emission control system 
disabling devices from their 1973 automobiles 
produced after specified dates. 

Fuel regulations were promulgated to insure 
that lead-free gasoline would be available 
by July 1, 1974 to owners of automobiles 
equipped with catalytic converters. Also, 
regulations were promulgated requiring the 
amount of lead in gasoline to be reduced 
to an average of 1.25 grams per gallon by 
January 1, 1978. 



April 11, 1973 

July 20, 1973 

August 7, 1973 

January, 1974 

January 27, 1974 
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EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1975 
model year light-duty vehicle emission 
standards for hydrocarbons (HC) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) and established interim 
standards. 

EPA suspended for 1 year the statutory 1976 
model year emission standards for nitrogen 
oxides (NOxl and established interim 
standards. The 1976 standards are applicable 
to light-duty vehicles and engines manufac
tured during or after model year 1976. 

Regulations for the control of exhaust 
pollutants from diesel-powered light-duty 
passenger vehicles to be effective with the 
1975 model year were promulgated. These 
vehicles were now required to meet the same 
emission standards that were applicable to 
gasoline-fueled light-duty vehicles. Also, 
regulations for the control of emissions 
from light-duty gasoline-fueled trucks, 
effective with the 1975 model year were 
promulgated. (A light-duty truck is defined 
as any motor vehicle weighing 6,000 pounds 
or less, which is designed primarily for 
transporting property, or is a derivative 
of such a vehicle, or has special features 
enabling off-street operation). This action 
was in response to the U.S. Court of Appeals' 
decision regarding emission standards for 
1975 model year light-duty vehicles (Inter
national Harvester Company vs. Ruckelshaus, 
D.C. Cir. No. 72-1517, February 10, 1973) 
in which the court ordered EPA to remove 
light-duty trucks from the light-duty vehicle 
category. The new emission standards for 
light-duty trucks were significantly more 
stringent than the 1974 standards, but were 
slightly less stringent than the interim 
1975 standards for light-duty vehicles. 

EPA published the first of yearly fuel 
consumption results in a booklet for 
consumer use. 

EPA promulgated regulations designed to 
accomplish three main purposes: (1) to 
clarify certain requirements pertaining to 
vehicle emissions certification, and 
provide that certification may be denied 
(or revoked) on account of a failure to 
comply with such requirements; (2) to clarify 



June 25, 1974 

September 4, 1974 

October 15, 1974 

October 22, 1974 

November 18, 1974 

November 21, 1974 

December 23, 1974 

May 30, 1975 
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that the Administrator would not certify 
any vehicle employing Auxiliary Emission 
Control Devices which have been determined 
by the Administrator to be "defeat devices;" 
and (3) to provide that once the regulations 
are in effect, production vehicles which 
do not conform in all material respects to 
the same design specifications that applied 
to a certification vehicle would not be 
covered by the Certificate of Conformity. 

Under the Recall Program, EPA tested in-use 
vehicles and announced that four 
manufacturers of certain 1972 model year 
vehicles appeared to be in violation of 
Federal air pollution emission standards. 

Regulations were promulgated which provided 
for the exclusion and exemption from emission 
standards for certain motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle engines. 

EPA and the Federal Energy Administration 
(FEA) published a notice of Voluntary Fuel 
Economy Labeling for 1975 model year 
vehicles. 

EPA published the final rulemaking concerning 
the control of emissions from light-duty 
powered trucks. 

EPA promulgated regulations which required 
manufacturers to certify new motor vehicles 
designed for initial sale at high altitude 
to comply with emission standards at those 
altitudes. These amendments are applicable 
to light-duty gasoline-fueled vehicles, light 
duty diesel vehicles, and light-duty trucks 
beginning with the 1977 model year. 

EPA promulgated regulations for the emissions 
control of 1976 and later model year 
light-duty diesel powered trucks. 

EPA promulgated regulations governing the 
recall of motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
engines which failed to conform to emission 
standards for their useful life. 

EPA promulgated regulations to establish 
the certification procedures for 1977 model 
year light-duty diesel powered trucks offered 
for sale in high altitude regions. 



June 5, 1975 

June 23, 1975 

February 6, 1976 

May 11, 1976 

July 20, 1976 

November 3, 1976 

November 10, 1976 
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EPA established standards for 1976 model 
year light-duty vehicles and light-duty 
trucks and emission standards for 1977 and 
later model year light-duty vehicles, light
duty trucks and diesel-powered light-duty 
trucks. 

EPA promulgated regulations to deny impor
tation, except as a bonded entry, to all 
vehicles certified with a catalyst which 
were driven outside the United States, 
Canada, and Mexico unless the vehicles were 
included in an internal control program. 

EPA announced it was considering amendments 
to increase in the upper weight limit for 
1978 and later model year light-duty trucks 
from 6,000 to 8,500 pounds gross vehicle 
weight (GVWR). Also proposed was a reduction 
of the current light-duty truck emission 
standards which would represent more than 
a 10% reduction from the present limits for 
current light-duty trucks, and more than 
a 67% reduction for vehicles to be added 
to the class. 

EPA published proposed revised regulations 
for 1979 and later model year heavy-duty 
gasoline-fueled and diesel engines. 

EPA promulgated regulations establishing 
a testing program for new automobiles coming 
off the assembly line in order to insure 
that these vehicles conform to the pollution 
control requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

EPA published an advance notice that it was 
considering the developnent and promulgation 
of regulations to provide general clarif i
fication concerning the coverage of Section 
207(a) of the Clean Air Act (the emission 
control production warranty) for light-duty 
vehicles and light-duty trucks. In EPA's 
view, this was necessary because the Section 
207(a) warranty has not developed into an 
effective remedy for the consumer, despite 
its presence since the 1972 model year. 

EPA promulgated regulations which require 
manufacturers of 1977 and later model year 
automobiles and light-duty trucks to label 
each vehicle with fuel economy information. 



November 16, 1976 

December 28, 1976 

January 5, 1977 

April 20, 1977 

May 2, 1977 

May 19, 1977 

May 25, 1977 

June 6, 1977 

June 8, 1977 

June 28, 1977 

August 10, 1977 
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EPA issues advanced notice of rulemaking 
regarding the Emission Control warranties 
for light duty cars and trucks. 

EPA issues the revised light duty truck 
regulation for 1979 and later model year 
vehicles. The revisions increase the weight 
on light duty trucks from 6,000 lbs to 
8,500 lbs gross. 

EPA issues regulation for the emission 
certification and test procedures for new 
motorcycles. 

EPA issues final rule on the sale on the high 
altitude vehicles. 

Proposed EPA estimates of emission reduction 
achievable through inspection and maintenance 
of light duty vehicle, motorcycles, and light 
duty trucks are made. (Appendix N) 

EPA issues final rule on regulation of fuels 
and fuel additives. The rule clarifies EPA's 
regulation for phased reduction of lead 
additives in motor gasoline and does not 
preempt state or local governments from 
controlling other aspects of fuel and 
additives used in motor gasolines. 

EPA issues emission control system 
performance regulations and proposed rule 
for the short test cycle establishment. 
Issues the procedures and tests that will 
invoke section 2078 of CAA. 

EPA issues fuel economy and emission testing 
procedures for 1978 and later model vehicles. 
The EPA proposes several changes to its 
fuel economy labeling regulations. 

EPA issues certification test results for 
1977 model year. 

Republication of the 1977, 1978, and 1979 
model. year vehicle certification regulations. 
One aspect of this publication was the 
inclusion of the motorcycle test procedure. 

EPA issues notice of interim final rulemaking 
on regulations which established evaluation 
criteria and test procedures for evaluating 
fuel economy improvement claims for retrofit 
devices. 



August 11, 1977 

August 25, 1977 

August 29, 1977 

October 21, 1977 

January 6, 1978 

February 2, 1978 

June 7, 1978 

June 22, 1978 

July 20, 1978 

August 24, 1978 

August 29, 1978 
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EPA issues final light duty vehicle exhaust 
emission standards for 1978 model year. 

EPA issues notice of availability that 
procedures for measuring exhaust sulphuric 
acid content are available. 

EPA issues notice to the public that emission 
control system performance warranty 
regulation public workshops are available 
and sets dates. One of the meetings held 
September 30th, was in Portland. 

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking 
changes to the emission test procedures. 
Such revisions to the testing procedures 
would allow for certification testing within 
any range of engine adjustment available. 

EPA issues a notice of intent to propose 
regulation to include new motorcycles and 
in the selective enforcement auditing 
procedures. 

EPA issued rulemaking for the selective 
enforcement auditing procedures. 

EPA issues notice of hearing for the MMT 
waiver request. The outcome of this 
hearing was that MMT the fuel additive 
methylcyclopentadienyl manganesetricarbonyl 
was banned. 

EPA issues correction notice on a final 
rulemaking early in the year requiring fuel 
economy labeling procedures for 1979 and 
later model year vehicles. 

EPA issues some miscellaneous amendments 
and corrections regarding the fuel economy 
regulations. 

EPA issues a final rule for the evaporated 
emission regulation for light duty vehicles 
and trucks, applicable with the 1981 model 
year. 

EPA issues notice of proposed rulemaking 
which announces a set of regulations for 
testing fuels and fuel additives. 



September 5, 1978 

January 29, 1979 

January 21, 1980 

March 3, 1980 

March 5, 1980 

April 17, 1980 

June 22, 1980 

August 13, 1980 

August 27, 1980 

September 25, 1980 

October 8, 1980 
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EPA issues the final rule on the fuel 
economy calculation and test procedures 
for 1979 and later model light trucks. 

EPA issues a change in the ambient oxidant 
health standard from 0.08 ppm to 0.12 ppm. 

EPA issues final rule increasing the 
stringency of hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
emissions limits and revising the 
certification test procedures for heavy-duty 
gasoline-fueled and diesel engines. 

EPA issues final rule extending the privilege 
of making engine modifications for research 
purposes to individuals other than vehicle 
manufacturers. 

EPA issues final rule establishing a standard 
for emission of particulate matter from 
diesel-fueled light-duty vehicles. 

EPA issues notice of decision denying fuel 
additive waiver request by Beker Industries, 
Inc. for use of 0-15 percent methanol in 
unleaded gasoline. 

EPA issues final rule establishing emissions 
"short tests" which will be used to enforce 
the pollution control equipment warranty for 
1981 and newer vehicles. On a two speed 
idle test, if emissions exceeded 1 percent 
CO or 200 ppm HC, a vehicle owner will be 
entitled to pollution control equipment 
repairs at the manufacturer's expense during 
the effective time of the warranty. 

EPA issues decision to deny a fuel additive 
waiver request by Conservation Consultants 
of New England Inc. for use of specific 
methanol/ethanol mixtures at 10 percent in 
unleaded gasoline. 

EPA issues results of certification tests 
for 1980 new motor vehicles. 

EPA issues the final gaseous emissions 
regulations for 1984 and later model year 
light-duty trucks. 

EPA issues the final high altitude emissions 
standards for 1982 and 1983 model year 
light-duty motor vehicles. 



November 25, 1980 
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EPA issues the final regulations governing 
aftermarket parts certification. Under 
these regulations aftermarket manufacturers 
may serve notice that their part is 
equivalent to the original equipment part 
with respect to its impact on emissions. 



1969 

1971 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 
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SUMMARY 
OREGON LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

Adopted legislation which prohibited the 
removal or rendering inoperative of factory
installed pollution control equipment. 

Legislation was adopted which directed the 
Department of Environmental Quality to 
develop a periodic Motor Vehicle Emission 
Inspection Program. 

Assembly reviewed Motor Vehicle Emission 
Control Inspection proposals, but adjourned 
without providing budget for a mandatory 
program. 

Emergency Board authorized the Department 
to implement a voluntary pilot program using 
$1,000,000 in funds appropriated during the 
regular session. 

During the Special Session, action was taken 
to provide for an increase of inspection 
fees to $5.00; restricted the program to 
within the Metropolitan Service District; 
required annual emission control inspection; 
and set the start-up date as July 1, 1975. 

Legislative Assembly again reviewed the 
implementation of the program and at the 
end of the session changed the laws so that 
an inspection would be required only every 
other year with vehicle license renewal as 
of July 1, 1975. 

Emergency Board approved a revised budget 
reflecting the reduced fee income resulting 
from bi-annual inspection of vehicles. 

Speaker of House of Representatives assigned 
a five member Task Force on Auto Emission 
Control to review the program and forward 
recommendations. 

Legislation was adopted requ1r1ng publicly 
owned vehicles to comply with emission 
inspection regulations; exempted "fix load" 
vehicles and vehicles operating in interstate 
commerce from inspection requirements; direc-



1979 
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ted EQC to determine most cost effective 
method of conducting inspection; and enacted 
legislation prohibiting visible emissions 
from motor vehicles operating on the public 
roads, setting limitations and establishing 
penalty. 

Legislation was adopted that amended 
ORS 481-190 updating the DEQ vehicle 
inspection boundaries to be identical with 
the current boundaries of the Metropolitan 
Service District. 

Legislation was adopted that amended ORS 
483-825 to include the use of turbochargers 
on motor vehicles provided their installation 
did not significantly affect the control 
of air pollution. 



March 30, 1970 

October 25, 1972 

March 2, 1973 

March 21, 1973 

May 29, 1973 

November 26, 1973 

January 25, 1974 

December 20, 1974 

March 28, 1975 

June 25, 1976 

August 27, 1976 
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SUMMARY 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ACTION 

Adopted motor vehicle visible emission 
regulation. 

Approved the projected inspection/maintenance 
program after reviewing a comprehensive staff 
report. 

Held public hearings to designate those 
Oregon counties in which the vehicle in
spection program would be instituted. 

Designated Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah 
and Washington counties and set an effective 
starting date for the program of January 1, 
1974. 

Adopted the Portland Transportation Control 
Strategy as an Amendment to Oregon's 
Implementation Plan (Clean Air Act). 

Commission authorized the deletion of 
Columbia County from the inspection program 
requirements and to extend the effective 
date of the program to May 31, 1974. 

Adopted criteria for Certification of Motor 
Vehicle Control Systems which precluded the 
use of retrofit devices. 

Gave authorization for Public Hearings to 
adopt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program 
Criteria. 

Adopted proposed Motor Vehicle Emission 
Control Inspection Test Criteria, Methods 
and Standards. 

Adopted Emergency Rules Extending Enforce
ment Tolerance for the Motor Vehicle In
spection Program through June 30, 1977. 

Repealed the Emergency Rules adopted June 25, 
1976 and adopted Revisions to OAR Chapter 
340, Sections 24-320 through 24-330 
pertaining to Motor Vehicle Inspection Standards. 



January 14, 1977 

February 25, 1977 

April 1, 1977 

May 27, 1977 

June 24, 1977 

November 18, 1977 

February 24, 1978 

April 28, 1978 

June 30, 1978 

September 22, 1978 

September 22, 1978 

February 23, 1979 

April 27, 1979 

June 29, 1979 

November 16, 1979 

A-14 

Transmitted report to legislature on Motor 
Vehicle Emission Inspection Program. 

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro
posed heavy-duty truck inspection criteria. 

Authorization for Public Hearing for pro
posed revisions to light-duty inspection 
criteria. 

Adopted inspection criteria for heavy-duty 
trucks. 

Adopted inspection criteria revisions for 
light-duty vehicles. 

Authorized Public Hearing for testing pro
cedures for publicly owned vehicles. 

Adopted procedures for testing publicly owned 
vehicles. 

Authorized Public Hearing for revisions to 
inspection criteria. 

Adopted revisions to motor vehicle inspection 
criteria. 

Conducted Public Hearing and adopted minor 
revision to inspection criteria. 

Received status report on contractor vs. 
state operation of inspection program and 
issued finding. 

Accepted "Report on Motor Vehicle Emission 
Inspection 1977-1978". 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
update vehicle emission standards for 1979 
model year vehicles and others. 

Adopted updates to vehicle emissions 
standards for 1979 model year vehicles and 
others, also adopted certain clarifications 
in the tampering portion of the inspection. 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
make housekeeping regulation changes and 
regulations to clarify the allowable engine 
changes. 



January 18, 1980 

April 18, 1980 

June 20, 1980 
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Adopted housekeeping regulations and 
regulations to clarify allowable engine 
changes. 

Gave authorization for public hearing to 
update vehicle emission standards for 1980 
model year vehicles and others. 

Adopted update to vehicle emission standards 
for 1980 model year vehicles and others. 



Appendix B 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

ORS 481.190 provides that all motor vehicles, with certain exceptions, 
registered within the boundaries of the Metropolitan Service District, 
which includes the City of Portland, comply with the emission criteria 
established by the Environmental Quality Commission in order to register 
or reregister a motor vehicle. The passenger car registrations, which 
constitute the bulk of the inspection workload, are on a biennial 
registration renewal system and are tested every two years. Heavy duty 
and government owned vehicles are tested on an annual basis. 

The primary goal of the inspection program is to reduce air pollution from 
the area's motor vehicles by promoting proper maintenance. Providing a 
good level of service for the public at the inspection facilities is also 
one of the program goals. Service levels are maintained by providing 
sufficient and convenient inspection facilities; by maintaining reduced 
customer waiting times; by maintaining a trained and helpful staff; and 
by maintaining the test equipment in good operation. 

The Department of Environmental Quality operates seven motor vehicle 
emission inspection centers with two lanes each and a mobile unit to 
service the Portland metropolitan area. The general locations of these 
stations are in Southeast Portland, Northeast Portland, Northwest Portland, 
Milwaukie, Gresham, Tigard, and Hillsboro. The Department augments its 
inspection program operations with a fleet inspection program, which allows 
for licensed fleets to self-inspect their own vehicles. 

With the biennial cycle, the motor vehicle passenger car registrations 
and the emission inspections are not spread evenly throughout the two 
years. They remain concentrated more in the even years, 1980, than in the 
odd years, 1979. Figure 1 is the plot of monthly testing activities during 
1979 and 1980. 

During the first six months of 1979 testing volume remained at about the 
anticipated reduced level at our stations. These stations were able to 
operate at reduced staff level. In July 1979 testing volume began to 
increase as expected. Vacant inspector positions were filled. Testing 
hours for the stations were expanded to 8 a.m. to 6 p.m., Tuesday through 
Saturday, and mobile units were placed in the Damascus and Wanker's Corners 
area. 

During the past two years approximately 840,000 light duty vehicle 
inspections were conducted at the Department's facilities. In this period, 
over 500,000 Certificates of Compliance were issued. The activity summary 
is shown in Table I. At the beginning of November, 1980, testing 
operations were reduced at two of our stations because of expected decline 
in registration activities. 
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To increase testing availability to the public, the planning for an 
inspection station in Beaverton has been started. Initial architectural 
plans have been drawn. The proposal was submitted to the December, 1980 
Emergency Board. The Emergency Board recommended that the plans be 
deferred pending review during the 1981 Legislative Session. If a 
Beaverton inspection center is completed, plans call for the closing of 
current mobile operation inside a drive-in theatre in Tigard. The overall 
impact of this action should provide increased service level for the 
eastern Washington County area residents. 

Customers waiting times at the inspection station has been closely 
monitored. During the past two years overall waiting times at the Powell 
Street facility have dropped and Tigard has replaced Powell as the station 
with the longest waiting times. Peak waiting times occur at the end of 
the month. Waiting times at Tigard during these periods often exceed 1 
hour. At non-peak periods, customers are served in a quick and timely 
manner. Typical waiting times are shown in Table 2. 

Training of inspection program personnel has continued and provides the 
necessary background to insure proper inspection skills. New inspection 
program personnel receive 40 hours of class room training followed by a 
month of on-the-job training. Training is also provided for the licensed 
fleet inspectors. Licensed fleet inspectors are employes of private fleets 
that are licensed for self inspection. The fleet inspection program is 
discussed below. The fleet training program provides for 24 hours of 
classroom instruction. Following the classroom instruction, all attendees 
must pass a written test. During 1980, twenty fleet inspectors were 
trained. 

The Department staff has participated in programs aimed at increasing 
mechanic training. In early 1980,_a pilot study on mechanic training was 
done in Portland. The results of that study led to a 30 hour training 
course which has been conducted in the Medford-Jackson County area. By 
early 1981, approximately 140 mechanics will have completed this training 
course. 

There are currently 45 licensed inspection fleets. These fleets operate 
as an adjunct to the regular inspection operation. TO qualify as a fleet, 
a company or governmental agency must have a fleet of 100 vehicles (50 
for governmental agencies) and have approved exhaust gas analysis 
equipment. Its employes must complete a Department operated training 
session. During 1980 the inspection fleets issued 6390 certificates of 
compliance. This represents about 2% of the total certificates of 
compliance issued. A Summary of Fleet Activity is listed in Table 3. 

Maintenance activities and calibration checks of the programs equipment 
have been maintained. Variations in emission measurements at the stations 
have remained generally within the design limits of the equipment. 
Maintenance has been designed to keep the equipment operating in an 
efficient and cost effective manner. 
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Summary 

During the past two years, over 840,000 inspections were conducted. This 
activity has been augmented by the fleet inspection program. Continued 
efforts in training have been effective for our inspection program 
personnel. A special training program is underway in the Medford-Jackson 
County. The maintenance operations are conducted in an efficient manner. 

VDD14 (1) 
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Table 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Activity Report for January, 1979 through December, 1980 

LIGHT DUTY INSPECTION TESTS 841,708 

CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE ISSUED* 509,628 

Emission Inspection Tests 

Pass Emission Test 501,597 = 60% 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 128,496 = 15% 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 70,406 = 8% 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 52,765 = 6% 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 40,514 = 5% 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 47,930 = 6% 

(i.e., smoke, dilution, idle RPM) 

Pre-Catalyst Vehicle Tests (June, 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 450,329 = 65% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 56% 

1975 and Newer Vehicle Tests (June 1979 - December, 1980) 

Number of Tests 238,649 = 35% of all Tests 
Percentage Pass 66% 

Total Light and Heavy Duty Emission Inspection Test by Location 

Powell 169,827 
Tigard 144,746 
Milwaukie 121,684 
Northeast 120,117 
Rockwood 111,473 
Hillsboro 88,631 
Northwest 84,358 
Mobile No. 6 12,769 
Mobile No. 5 12,527 

* includes heavy duty trucks 

WPJ:g 
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Table 2 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

Waiting Time Survey 
Minutes Average Waiting Time 

Date June 1980 

Powell Northwest Northeast Tigard Milwaukie Rockwood Hillsboro Mobile 6 

June 3 15.6 4.1 10.7 2Ll 4.5 7.6 L2 0.0 
June 5 4.8 2.8 3.9 4.9 --- 2.5 0.6 0.2 
June 10 1L6 6.0 9.6 26.0 4.7 4.4 2.4 o.o 
June 14 L2 o.o Ll --- 0.1 LO 0.0 o.o 
June 19 2.9 LS 4.5 3.7 --- Ll 0.1 o.o 
June 27 5.8 3.6 5.9 8.6 --- 2.9 2.2 o.s 
June 28 5.2 L9 3.7 17.l 2.4 --- 5.9 0.9 
Average 6.7 2.8 5.6 13.6 2.9 3.2 L8 0.2 

November 1980 

November l 7.0 0.7 4.4 10.0 2.0 L 7 0.7 
November 6 4.5 4.2 6.3 10.l 2.2 4.2 2.7 
November 8 --- --- 5.2 4.1 4.7 3.5 6.7 
November 20 15.S 8.2 3.7 5.2 --- 2.7 2.2 
November 28 18.2 24.2 19.l 25.8 --- 7.9 19.4 
November 29 6.1 2.7 6.4 3.2 5.2 4.0 6.4 
Average 10.3 8.1 7.5 9.7 3.5 4.0 6.3 

VDD14 .A (l) 
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Table 3 
FLEET SUMMARY 

1-1-80 to 12-31-80 

Fleet No. Fleet Inspectors Vehicles 

001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
018 
020 
021 
022 
024 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
033 
034 
035 
036 
037 
038 
039 
040 
041 
042 
043 
044 
045 
046 

General Service- St. of Ore. 4 
Canteen Mobile Chef Inc. 1 
City of Portland 7 
U. S. Postal Service 2 
Dept. of Trans.-St. of Ore. 2 
Washington County 2 
General Telephone Co. 3 
G.S.A., u. S. Government 3 
N.W. Natural Gas Co. 4 
Portland General Electric Co. 11 
Pacific N.W. Bell Telephone Co. 12 
Clackamas County 6 
Multnomah County 4 
United Parcel Service 2 
Port of Portland 6 
Portland Public Schools 3 
Pacific Power & Light Co. 2 
Beaverton School Dist. i48 2 
Carnation Company 1 
Columbia Bus Co. 1 
City of West Linn 2 
Tri-Met Transportation 1 
City of Lake Oswego 2 
North Clackamas School Dist. #12 2 
Washington Co. Fire Dist. #1 3 
Lake Oswego School Dist. i7 1 
Consolidated Freightways 2 
City of Oregon City 2 
Oregon City School Dist. #62 1 
City of Milwaukie 1 
Portland Bottling Co. 2 
Unified Sewerage Agency 3 
Parkrose School District 1 
Tektronix, Inc. 2 
David Douglas School District 1 
City of Forest Grove 1 
Oregon Army National Guard 1 
Reynolds School District 2 
City of Beaverton 2 
Hillsboro Union High School 1 
Oregon Air National Guard 4 
American Rent-a-Car 1 
City of Hillsboro 1 

TOTALS 118 

VDD14.C (1) 

740 
115 

1150 
900 
185 
250 
400 
400 
255 
400 
850 
300 
600 
165 
300 
225 
150 
200 
108 
255 

50 
60 
80 

160 
73 
51 
96 
70 
60 
50 
105 
80 
55 

200 
91 
60 

400 
70 
69 
62 

175 
185 

70 

10, 720 

Cert. 
Purchased 

500 
100 
600 
200 

250 
200 
200 
300 
500 
400 
200 
400 
200 
200 
200 

150 

300 

50 
100 
100 

50 
80 
50 

100 
100 

50 
80 
50 
50 

100 
100 

50 
200 

50 
30 

150 
50 
50 
50 ---

6,390 



Appendix C 

EMISSIONS FROM MOTOR VEHICLES 

Currently about 90 percent of all passenger cars manufactured throughout 
the world are designed to meet the emission control standards. Over 
twenty-seven countries have enacted legislation restricting emission levels 
from automobiles. Automobiles, motorcycles, and light and heavy duty 
trucks manufactured for sale in the United States must be certified as 
meeting the national emission standards. 

The United States federal emission standards for new automobiles, 
motorcycles, and light-duty trucks requires that vehicles be tested under 
specific modes of operation. The test procedure is designed to represent 
an urban driving pattern, including cycles under both cold and hot 
operations. In addition to this driving cycle, which required about 22 
minutes to complete, the certification of vehicles undergo a 50,000 mile 
durability test. The purpose of the durability test is to ensure that 
the emission levels remain within the standards as the vehicle ages. 
The federal emission standards specify the maximum weight (mass) of 
pollutant allowed to be emitted during the testing procedure regardless 
of vehicle size, or design characteristics. Consequently, the methods 
to meet the emissions standards used by the manufacturers vary 
considerably. The manufacturer uses production prototype vehicles for 
this certification so that certification can be complete at the time of 
new model introduction. 

When actual production vehicles are new, they meet or exceed compliance 
with pollution standards. As the vehicle accumulates miles there is a 
gradual emission deterioration which is easily offset with proper 
maintenance. However, when there is a system malfunction which is not 
observed or corrected during the normal maintenance cycle, the rate of 
deterioration on emissions may increase. As the vehicle accumulates miles 
through the owner use, this deterioration and regular wear begins to take 
its toll, and emission levels tend to rise. If wear and component failures 
occur, routine periodic maintenance may not be sufficient to offset the 
increasing emissions, declining fuel, and declining performance. 

Within the Portland metropolitan area, motor vehicles produce about 95% 
of the CO and 61% of the HC pollutants in the airshed. A reduction in 
vehicle emissions is necessary to meet clean air standards. Although new, 
better controlled vehicles, and transportation strategies are instrumental 
in reducing automobile emissions, the vehicle inspection program is a 
required complement to these approaches. The Department has seen that 
new vehicles are generally low emitters. However, after a year or so, 
emissions can increase substantially. The purpose of the I/M program is 
to limit the vehicle emissions system deterioration by promoting improved 
maintenance. 
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The actual calculation of overall emissions reductions in CO and HC that 
is due to inspection maintenance {I/M) in the Portland area is quite 
complex. It involves knowing the vehicle year mixture, initial I/M 
improvements, the deterioration rates of different vehicles, and a variety 
of other factors which are input into a computer model. EPA has run this 
model to determine the benefits of the Portland I/M program. In a letter 
to the Department dated February 5, 1980, EPA reported the results from 
the model. They calculated a reduction in both HC and CO emissions, due 
solely to the Oregon inspection program, of 25%. 

The DEQ idle test has been shown by EPA in their Portland study to be 
an effective means of identifying highly polluting vehicles. Of primary 
concern now, and especially for the future, are the emissions from the 
catalyst technology cars. These cars make up almost half of the 
vehicles currently operating in the Portland area. This proportion is 
expected to continue to grow. The average emissions of a 1975-77 catalyst
equipped vehicle which fails the DEQ test is: 

CO 41 grams/mile HC 2.8 grams/mile 

On the other hand the average emissions of a passing vehicle is: 

CO 13 grams/mile HC 1.2 grams/mile 

Once the DEQ emission test has recognized a highly polluting vehicle, 
maintenance is performed. The after maintenance emissions of the vehicles 
which originally failed is reduced to: 

CO 22 grams/mile HC 1.6 grams/mile 

This is a reduction in actual driving emissions of a failed vehicle of 
47% in CO and 42% for HC. 

The DEQ's exhaust gas analysis equipment is used to measure emissions while 
the vehicle is idling. Examples of idle emission of catalyst technology 
cars are given in Figures 1-6. The graphs contrast vehicles which failed 
the DEQ test with those which passed. Table 1 summarizes the 50 percentile 
values of the graphs. HC reductions at 50 percentile range between 80-83 
percent, while CO reductions were 92-96 percent. These are major 
reductions in idle emissions of the dirty cars which are induced by I/M. 

The California vehicle inspection program has recently reported idle 
emissions results from their inspection program. Idle emission reduction 
results are summarized in Table 2. Note in Table 2 that the improvement 
in idle emissions due to I/M in California is somewhat larger for 1975-80 
models {catalyst equipped) than for the older cars. This reveals the 
increased effectiveness that I/M has as the catalyst equipped cars become 
a larger percentage of the vehicle population. The latest major 
improvement in emissions control systems is that of the three-way catalyst 
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with a computer controlled fuel feed system. The three-way catalyst was 
initially field tested on some California cars in 1977. It is now a common 
control system in most 1981 model year vehicles nationwide. The idle 
emission I/M benefits for this control technique is shown in Table 2 to 
be even greater than for 1975-80 vehicles. The trend for the future 
displayed in Table 2 seems to be one of increased importance of the I/M 
program as an auto emission reduction mechanism. 

The deterioration of idle emissions control systems for vehicles in the 
Portland area can be seen in Figures 7 through 14. Bar charts representing 
these graphs are shown in Figures 15 and 16. The figures show the idle 
emissions distributions for light-duty vehicles 1977-80 when the vehicles 
were new and for subsequent years as the vehicles aged. Almost all of 
these vehicles use catalyst technology emission systems. Increases in 
HC and CO idle emissions with time is seen with each model year for which 
this comparison was available. Note an aberration in this deterioration 
data for 1977 model year CO emissions. Here vehicles tested in 1980 were 
cleaner than those tested in 1979. Since the curves are quite close 
together, a statistically small data sample may have resulted in this 
inconsistency. The CO emissions for the 1977 and 1978 models showed a 
marked increase after one year and then stayed relatively steady. The 
HC readings did not have such a pronounced first year increase, but showed 
continual deterioration with the years. An increase in HC and CO emissions 
also occurred in 1979 model year vehicles. It is too early at this time 
to evaluate the deterioration of the very clean new 1980 vehicles. 

Table 3 gives the 50 and 90 percentile new car CO and HC idle readings 
for several model years. The data in this table are emissions 
concentrations which were exceeded by 50% and 10% of the vehicles tested. 
In general the idle pollutant emissions of new cars has been less in the 
later model years. Major improvements in idle emissions at 90 percentile 
has occurred in the last two years. It is possible that these improvements 
result from the new limited-adjustment carburetors. These emissions 
reductions may have also stemmed from control equipment improvement brought 
about by the tightening of the federal emissions standards in 1980. 

In summary, a large share of the CO and HC pollutants in the Portland 
airshed results from automobile emissions. These vehicle related pollutant 
emissions are being reduced by the addition of better emission control 
equipment and by the use of transportation control strategies. I/M is 
a complement to these programs. The DEQ I/M program is estimated to reduce 
overall automobile emissions of HC and CO by 25%. 

The Department's vehicle inspection test has been shown to be an effective 
tool in identifying highly polluting vehicles. After repairs are done 
on these polluting vehicles a reduction in overall emissions of 47% for 
CO and 42% for HC has occurred. The Department's test results show an 
idle emissions reduction due to I/M of 80-83% for HC and 92-96% for CO. 
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The idle emissions reductions due to I/M have been seen to be greater for 
the new catalyst technology cars and especially for the 3-way catalyst 
cars. This indicates increased effectiveness of I/M in the future as 
catalyst technology cars become a larger share of the vehicle population. 

Deterioration in idle emission with vehicle age has been shown for all 
model years of vehicles for which data were available through 1979. I/M 
is an effective element to limit this deterioration. 

JC:wng 
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Class of 
Vehicle 

1975 

1977 

1979 

AI866 

Table 1 

Idle Emissions of Some Oregon Vehicles 
50 Percentile Values 

Vehicle Which 
Failed the 

DEQ Test 
CO(%) HC (ppm) 

1.6 220 

2.7 300 

1.2 300 

Vehicles Which 
Passed the 

DEQ Test 
CO(%) HC(ppm) 

0.1 45 

0.1 40 

0.1 50 

Percent 
Difference 

CO HC 

93% 80% 

96% 87% 

92% 83% 



Class of 
Vehicles 

Pre 68 

1968-70 

1971-74 

1975-80 

1977-80 
(3-way Cat) 

AI866 

Table 2 

Average Idle Emissions 
State of California 

Vehicle Inspection Program 

Vehicles Which 
Failed the 

Emissions Test 
CO(%) HC(ppm) 

6.0 850 

4.7 542 

4.9 472 

3.2 254 

2.6 160 

After 
Maintenance 

Retest 
CO(%) HC (ppm) 

3.9 471 

3.2 334 

2.7 268 

1.3 135 

0.9 52 

Percent 
Difference 

CO HC 

35% 44% 

32% 38% 

44% 43% 

59% 47% 

65% 67% 



50 
~ co 

1976 0.2 

1977 0.2 

1978 0.2 

1979 0.1 

1980 0.1 

AI866 

Table 3 
90 Percantile New Car 

Idle Emission Readings 

Percentile 
HC 

100 

70 

50 

50 

20 

90 Percentile 
co HC 

3.1 350 

2.7 290 

1.3 325 

1.0 175 

0.1 80 
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Figure 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

1975 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the DEQ Test-

-----Passed the DEQ Test 
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Figure 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

1977 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the DEQ -
Test 

20 40 60 80 

-----Passed the DEQ Test 
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Figure 4 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 
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Figure 5 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Idle Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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Idle Hydrocarbon Emissions 

1979 Popular Vehicle Make 

Failed the DEQ -
Test 

20 40 

• 

60 80 

---Passed the DEQ Test 

100 

Percent of Vehicles with HC Concentration below that Shows 



c: 
0 

..... 
"' '-..... 
c: 
Ql 
u 
c: 
0 

u 

0 
u 

3 

2 

0 
0 

Figure 7 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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APPENDIX D 

HEAVY DUTY VEHICLE TESTING 

The Department conducts inspections on heavy duty gasoline powered trucks 
for the purpose of compliance with the emission standards. The heavy truck 
is defined as a vehicle having a combined manufacture vehicle weight and 
maximum load rating of more than 3,855 kilograms (8,500 lbs.). This 
includes everything larger than 3/4 ton pickups and vans. 

Most heavy duty vehicles that need to be certified are trucks with "T" 
license plates. The truck inspection program certifies trucks on an annual 
basis. Legislatively exempt from the emission certification program are 
farm vehicles, the class of vehicles referred to as "fixed load" vehicles 
and vehicles operating under reciprocity agreements with more than one 
state. Currently heavy duty diesel powered vehicles are not required to 
be emission certified for license renewal. The majority of these diesel 
vehicles are registered under reciprocity agreements and thus are 
legislatively exempt. Also the type of test necessary to certify diesel 
powered vehicles has not been developed to the point where it is 
economically feasible. 

During the past two years over thirty thousand (30,000) heavy duty vehicles 
have been inspected. Table I lists the pass/fail statistics for the heavy 
duty trucks tested from November, 1979 through December, 1980. The 
abbreviated listing is due to an internal reporting change. Compared to 
the previous two year period, the overall pass rate for heavy duty vehicles 
is up three percentage points to 62%. 

Over two-thirds of the heavy trucks tested at the inspection lanes were 
built to meet some level of emission control. 

Emission distribution curves for heavy duty trucks are shown in figures 
1, 2, and 3. Figure 1 is the composite idle carbon monoxide emission 
distribution. This set of curves shows the overall improvement obtained 
through the design changes that have occurred. Compared to data from 
two years ago, the idle emission distribution for the pre-emission 
controlled trucks has decreased about 5%. The up-swing of the tail was 
slightly reduced and overall the group did not degrade. The other curves 
represent different federal emission control levels that have been designed 
to by the truck engine manufacturers. The lowest group consisted of 
the newest trucks. Carbon monoxide emissions for each grouping were 
reduced 25% for the 1970-73 group and 18% for the 1974-78 group. 

Figure 2, the distribution plot of the idle carbon monoxide at 2500 rpm, 
shows similar characteristics. Again, the type of separations shown can 
be expected due to design improvements combined with the lack of carburetor 
deterioration. This test has value in that it provides a measure of the 
overall engine performance at an engine operating condition other than 
the regular engine idle. 

Figure 3, the distribution plot of idle hydrocarbons, shows similar 
separation, except for the 1979 model year grouping. Emission 
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distributions for the pre-1970 group remained essentially the same as 
reported two years ago. The 1970-73 group showed a 10% decrease and the 
1974-78 group showed a 16% decrease. The data set for the 1979 curve was 
reviewed. It contained a large percentage of Ford trucks. The Ford 
emission control system uses a full manifold-vacuum spark retard. It is 
possible, though the data is inconclusive, that this system may have been 
disabled on a number of trucks. This would have affected the overall 
composition of the "composite" vehicle. Also, the data set was small (only 
175 vehicles) and as such may simply be a misrepresentative sample. Review 
of new data will be continued. 

Overall, heavy duty gasoline truck emissions have been reduced or remain 
the same as the previous data. As expected, higher emissions are observed 
from those vehicles which are older and of older design. The emission 
reductions from heavy duty gasoline trucks are important, for while they 
are given a minor portion of the emission inventory, these vehicles operate 
in the congested sectors of the metropolitan area where emission reductions 
are of greatest benefit. Maintenance of these emission reductions means 
decreased loading in the air and a closer compliance with the ambient air 
standards, 



Table l 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

Heavy-Duty Gasoline Vehicle Test Swmnary 
November, 1979 - December, 1980 

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 
OVERALL PERCENTAGE PASS 

Pre-1970 Trucks (7042) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Other Causes 

1970-1973 Trucks (5458) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for co @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1974-1978 Trucks (8216) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests failed for Other Causes 

1979 and Later Trucks (1448) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

AI651 (2) 

22,164 
62% 

61% 
10% 
12% 

4% 
8% 
5% 

60% 
12% 
11% 

4% 
6% 
3% 
3% 

63% 
13% 
13% 

4% 
3% 
2% 
l% 

75% 
6% 

12% 
2% 
l% 
3% 
2% 
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APPENDIX E 

REPAIR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

A vehicle emissions inspection program is operated to protect the public 
health and welfare from the effects of automobile-created air pollution 
by inducing improved vehicle maintenance. Inspection standards and 
emission tests provide a means of measuring the individual motor vehicle's 
contribution to the total air pollution problem. Maintenance is the means 
of bringing the vehicle into compliance with emission standards. The 
retest provides a measure of effectiveness of that maintenance. 

TO monitor the costs associated with that maintenance, a questionnaire 
is sometimes incorporated into the non-compliance form that is given the 
motorists that fail the inspection test. When returning for the retest, 
many motorists provide information on the maintenance and the associated 
cost. It is these costs that are reported as the average repair costs. 

The costs that are shared by all motorists are the inspection fee and 
the time necessary to have the inspection performed. The inspection fee 
is $5 and currently is paid only once when a certificate is issued. 
The time spent by an individual will vary on the particular location and 
time of the month that is chosen. Travel time can vary between individuals 
depending upon their locations and choice of test stations. The Department 
goal is to have sufficient locations so that all stations are within 
five miles of most locations. Waiting time averages about 10 minutes. 
However, should the individual wait until the end the month, excessive 
waiting time may be experienced. 

The $5 fee charged is of concern of some citizens. This fee, however, 
is in keeping with fees charged by other I/M programs. See Table 1. 
The Oregon inspection fee can be compared to costs of other "State or 
Contractor Operated" programs. It should be kept in mind, however, that 
some of the programs in other states are subsidized. In Oregon fee income 
is the only source of program financing. The driving times are usually 
not considered significant cost items by most persons. The Department 
operates 7 permanent stations located throughout the M.SD. Waiting times 
can be a different matter, since irritation increases with the increase 
in waiting time. 

The types of work done to repair the vehicles that fail the DEQ idle 
emissions test, are illustrated in the first section of Table 2. The first 
data column shows an overview of all the survey cars. Approximately 60 
percent of the work performed was related to the carburetor. As can 
be seen by the next three columns, no matter what caused the vehicle to 
fail the initial DEQ test, carburetor work was the predominant repair. 
Even though carburetor adjustments are most common, a variety of other 
work was performed. 



E-2 

The second section of Table 2 presents the after-maintenance retest pass 
rate or the pass rate after repairs were done. The overall retest pass 
rate, was 82.8 percent. As can be seen from the last three columns of this 
section, the retest pass rate did not vary much with the cause of initial 
test failure. 

The costs of repair are itemized in the third section of the table. Most 
people whose vehicles failed the DEQ test, were able to either (epair their 
vehicles themselves or have them repaired for less than $10. Less than 
4 percent of the vehicles which failed, require in excess of $100 in 
repairs. The estimated average cost of repairs in Oregon was $17. By 
contrast, the average cost of repairs to meet standards of the California 
program as reported by California Vehicle Inspection Program was $29. 

A special cost of repair survey was conducted at the Deparment's Hillsboro 
test station. This survey examined the types of work done by the three 
categories of maintenance facilities: self-maintenance, miscellaneous 
garages and mini-service garages. Mini-service garages were classified 
as those that did a relatively large number of tune-ups on cars that had 
failed the DEQ test. 

The results of this survey are displayed in Table 3. Note, in the 
distribution of the types of work in the upper part of the table, that 
the self-maintenance and miscellaneous garage categories did very closely 
the same types of work. The other category, mini-service garages, did 
almost exclusively carburetor adjustment work. The limited scope of 
repairs performed by these mini-service garages in this sample, implies 
that they may not be properly diagnosing and repairing the actual vehicle 
problems, but instead are making inordinate carburetor adjustments soley 
to lower idle emissions. This type of repair could well result in a 
vehicle with poor driveability and potentially one with high overall 
emissions. The vehicle may have low emissions at idle allowing it to pass 
the DEQ test, but overall vehicle emissions while driving could be high 
if vehicle malfunctions have not been corrected. In the Hillsboro survey, 
approximately 20% of the retest repair work was done by these mini-service 
garages. It is suspected that some of their customers may return for an 
after-test readjustment of the carburetor to improve driveability. 
Interestingly, the DEQ test failure rate after repair for these garages 
was very low (6%) compared to the other two categories (23% and 22%). 
The low failure rate was probably due to the use of exhaust gas analyzers 
in making carburetor adjustments. 

The category, miscellaneous garages, had the highest average repair cost 
at $22.05. Self-maintenance was the lowest at $7.89, and mini-service 
garages cost was $15.64. Although mini-service garages on an average 
charge $7 less than miscellaneous garages for initial repair, their overall 
direct cost may be higher if a readjustment is required. Of course, the 
indirect costs of reduced gas mileage and increased engine wear resulting 
from a malfunctioning vehicle could well outweigh the savings in initial 
repair costs. 
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The Department is concerned that a vehicle's actual malfunctions are 
repaired rather than quick fixes being done soley to pass the emissions 
test. The Department assists in coordinating and supports ongoing training 
programs to help mechanics to properly diagnose and repair problems with 
vehicle emissions control systems. 

VWD69(g)(l) 



TABLE 1 

EMISSION INSPECTION FEES CHARGED OR PROPOSED BY SOME PROGRAMS 

State 

Arizona* 
California* 

Connecticut 

State or Contractor Qperated Programs 

$5.75 
$11. 00 

$7.00 

Cost 

(includes one free retest) 
(initial fee) 
(retest) 

District of Columbia* 
$10.00 
$5.00 
$1.00 
$9.00 
$2.50 
$5.00 
$5.00 

(includes one free retest) 
(initial fee-emissions and safety) 
(retest) 

Maryland 
New Jersey*+ 
Ohio* 
Oregon* 
Washington 

Colorado 
Georgia 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Nevada* 
New York* 

Rhode Island* 

Virginia 

$10.00 

(includes one free retest) 
(emissions and safety) 
(initial fee-unlimited free retests) 
(charged only once after passing test) 
(includes one free retest) 

Private Garage 0perated Programs 

$10.00 
$6. 00 

$10.00 
$10.00 

$34 - 38/hr 
$12.00 
$6.00 
$4.00 

$3.50 

(includes one free retest) 
(emissions and safety) 
(emissions and safety) 
(includes one free retest) 
(labor rate-no set test fee) 
(initial fee-emissions and safety) 
(retest) 
(emissions and safety, includes 

one free retest) 

* Emission program currently in mandatory operation. 
+ Program is known to be subsidized. 

JC:ra 
VWD69,B (2) 
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Repairs and Adjustments 
Performed for Retest Total i3762 ResE:S!nses) 

A/F Mixture Adjustment 35.5% 
Idle Speed Adjustment 17.7% 
Air Cleaner Replacement 8.2% 
Choke Repair 3.4% 
Carburetion Repair 9.5% 
Dwell/Timing Adjustment 8.1% 
Spark Plug Replacement 6.1% 
Distributor Repair 2.8% 
vacuum Bose Replacement 3.1% 
Other Adjustments or Repairs 5.5% 

Total 
Passing Retest After Repair {7832 Responses1 

82.8% 

Reported Cost of ReEair Total i445 ReSJ)OnSeS} 

0 - $5.00 27.4' 
$5.01 - $10.00 31.7% 

$10.01 - $20.00 24.8% 
$20. 011 - $30. 00 4.9% 
$30.01 - $50.00 4.2% 
$50.01 - $75.00 2.9t 
$75.01 - $100.00 1.9% 

Over $100.00 3.4% 

Table 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

Cost of ReEair Survey 
(7932 Total Responses) 

Summary for May - July 1980 

Initially Failed for 
BC (633 Responses) 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both BC/CO i2853 ReSJ)Onses) 

26.5% 
15.6% 

6.8% 
3.3% 
9.0% 

13.1% 
11.3% 

5.4% 
5.2% 
3.8% 

Initially Failed for 
HC il892 Responses) 

76.1% 

Initially Failed for 
BC (47 ReSJ)OnSeS) 

20.5% 
27.7% 
25.3% 
8. 7% 
5.6% 
4.4% 
2.7% 
5.1% 

39.1% 
17.9% 

8.6% 
3.4% 

10.0% 
7.3% 
5.2% 
2.3% 
2..4% 
3.7% 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both BC/CO (4662 Responses) 

83.8% 

Initially Failed for CO and 
Both HC/CO (364 Resp?nses) 

28.4% 
32.8% 
25.4% 

3.9% 
3.1% 
2.5% 
1.4% 
2.5% 

Initially Failed for Other Than 
BC and CO (276 Responses) 

18.8% 
21.4% 

7.6% 
4.0% 
5.4% 
4.7% 
3.2% 
1.5% 
4.3% 

30.0% 

Initially Failed for Other Than 
BC and CO {1278 Responses) 

89.1% 

Initially Failed for Other Than 
BC and co {34 Responses) 

30.7% 
16.3% 
18.7% 

9.1% 
9.6% 
3.0% 
4.8% 
7.8% 



Repairs 
Itemized* 

A/F Mixture 
Idle Speed 
Air Cleaner 
Choke 
Carburetion 
Dwell/Timing 
Spark Plugs 
Plug Wires 
Dis tr ibu tor 
Vacuum Hoses 
Other 

Costs 

$ 0 - $ 4.99 
5 - 9.99 

10 - 24.99 
25 - 49.99 
50 - 74.99 
75 - 99.99 

$100 + 

Failure Rate 
Retest 

on 

Number Vehicles 

Table 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

State of Oregon 
522 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

Vehicle Repair Survey 

Hillsboro Test Station 
September-October, 1980 

Self Miscellaneous 
Maintenance Garages 

62% 72% 
38% 47% 
25% 10% 

6% 8% 
21% 32% 
17% 22% 
10% 10% 

3% 3% 
6% 3% 

13% 12% 
21% 24% 

70% 18% 
6% 18% 

18% 47% 
2% 1% 
1% 6% 
1% 5% 
1% 5% 

23% 22% 

in 77 59 
Sample Categories 

Average Cost $7.89 $22.05 

Mini-Service 
Garages 

88% 
64% 

3% 
0% 

48% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
3% 

2% 
2% 

94% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
2% 

6% 

33 

$15.64 

* Numbers in this section represent the percent of vehicles on which a 
particular type of work was done. Columns do not total 100% since more 
than one task was performed on some vehicles. 

JWC:g 
VW64 (1) 



Appendix F 

AIR QUALITY TRENDS 

Background 

Carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants are two important contaminants 
which are related to motor vehicle emissions. Carbon monoxide is the most 
abundant air contaminant emitted in the Portland airshed. Motor vehicles 
are the predominant source of carbon monoxide emissions, contributing about 
95% of the total carbon monoxide in the Portland metropolitan area. 

The federal and state carbon monoxide health standard of 10 milligrams 
per cubic meter (8-hour average) was exceeded 88 days in 1970 at the 
Burnside (CAMS) monitoring station in downtown Portland. The worst day 
recorded that year had an average 8-hour reading of 20.8 milligrams per 
cubic meter. In 1980, the 8-hour average was exceeded only 21 times. 
Figure 1 shows the annual carbon monoxide violation days since 1970 at 
the CAMS Station. Also shown is the number of carbon monoxide violation 
days at the Sandy Boulevard Station in Portland. 

In contrast to carbon monoxide, which usually shows health standard 
violations close to high emission areas, oxidants measured as ozone are 
more of a regional problem. Health standard violations are usually more 
wide spread and often occur away from the emission sources. In 1975 a 
monitoring station was placed south of Oregon City at Carus which drew 
attention to the extent of that problem. Between that time and 1978, 
hourly oxidant concentrations as high as 0.23 Pflll have been measured. 
Since 1978, however, ozone violations have dropped drastically. There 
appear to be three major reasons for this decline: meteorology, monitoring 
method changes and reductions in precursor emissions. 

Carbon Monoxide Trends 

The State of Oregon Transportation Control Strategy adopted in 1973 strives 
to reduce carbon monoxide and ozone to compliance with ambient air 
standards. The transportation control strategy is in effect in the 
Portland metropolitan area. The major elements of these strategies 
include: 

1. New motor vehicle program -- federal responsibility 
2. Inspection/maintenance program -- state responsibility 
3. Mass transit improvements -- Tri-Met responsibility 
4. Traffic flow and circulation improvements -- local government 

responsibility 

As a result of these strategies, carbon monoxide emissions, as well as 
the number of carbon monoxide health standard violation days, have 
decreased in the Portland area. 
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Implementation of the transportation control strategies has been discussed 
in previous reports on the inspection program. In summary, the goal of 
the federal new car program has been to reduce auto emissions by 90% from 
their uncontrolled levels. After the initial controls were placed upon 
motor vehicles, field studies indicated that these controls were not 
achieving the desired emission reductions. Inspection/maintenance programs 
were proposed as a means of reinforcing these new car controls. In the 
Portland metropolitan area additional transportation control strategies, 
as described, have been implemented. 

The relationship between the ambient air concentrations and the motor 
vehicle sources is complicated by meteorology and traffic concentrations. 
Meteorology and traffic have previously been discussed, and by way of an 
update, the meteorological potential for carbon monoxide violations has 
been great during the last few winters. In the Portland area winters are 
the time at which there is normally high ambient carbon monoxide readings. 
Traffic also has an influence and has remained relatively constant. 

Traffic on Burnside, where the CAMS station is located, was approximately 
25,000 ADT in 1970. It peaked in 1979 at approximately 30,000 ADT and 
during 1980 dropped to approximately 29,000. At Sandy Blvd., near the 
Sandy air monitoring station, traffic counts in 1979 were approximately 
24,000 ADT. In 1971 traffic counts indicated an ADT of approximately 
23,000. The traffic counts are consistent with the data listed in the 
section on traffic and population. The data also indicates that Sandy 
Blvd. operates near its traffic handling capacity, while Burnside has some 
excess capacity available. 

Carbon monoxide health standard violations are usually the result of high 
traffic volumes and congested traffic combined with poor meteorology. 
The meteorology has been conducive to high carbon monoxide concentrations 
for the past few years. Traffic volumes and speeds have remained 
relatively consistent over the past ten years at the two monitoring sites. 
Portland's main monitoring station, the CAMS station on S.W. Burnside has 
shown declining carbon dioxide concentrations as indicated in Figure 2. 
This is due to the effectiveness of the inspection/maintenance program, 
the federal new car program, and the other measures of the transportation 
control strategy. Carbon monoxide decreases have also been observed at 
the Sandy Blvd. monitoring site. At Sandy Blvd., violation days have 
declined from 51 in 1974 to 20 in 1980. This long term trend is shown 
in Figure 3. Figure 4 shows the violation days for carbon monoxide 
contrasted with the annual average of the monthly means for both Sandy 
Blvd and CAMS monitoring sites. As can be seen, these factors indicate 
reduced carbon monoxide emissions for the Portland metropolitan area. 

In addition to these data, all of the ambient carbon monoxide data have 
been forwarded to the University of Wisconsin for a statistical analysis. 
The preliminary results from the draft report indicate that the ambient 
carbon monoxide improvements in air quality are directly related to the 
federal new car program and the inspection/maintenance program. The final 
report, which is scheduled to be available this year, is expected to 



F-3 

contrast the carbon monoxide data in Eugene with that in Portland in an 
attempt to better quantify how much of this reduction can be attributed 
to the federal new car program versus Portland's inspection/maintenance 
program. 

The emission inventory data for the tri-county area of Clackamas, 
Multnomah, and Washington Counties for 1979 is shown in Table 1. As can 
be seen from that table, motor vehicles, both light and heavy duty, account 
for 95% of the carbon monoxide emissions as listed by the emission 
inventory. Light duty vehicles are credited with 93% of the total motor 
vehicle emissions. 

Compliance with carbon monoxide ambient air standards unchanged since the 
last report, is projected to be achieved during 1985 with our existing 
control strategies. 

Table 1 
Emission Inventory for 

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties for 1979 

Light duty vehicles 
(cars and pick-ups) 

Heavy duty vehicles 
(gasoline and diesel 
trucks and buses) 

TOTAL 

% of Tri-County Area Total 

Oxidant (Ozone) Trends 

Carbon Monoxide 
Tons per Year 

429,474 

27,969 

457,443 

95% 

Hydrocarbons 
Tons Per Year 

48,616 

4,222 

52,838 

61% 

In 1979, the EPA adopted a change in the ambient health standard for 
ozone. At that time the EPA also indicated that sampling method changes 
and calibration changes would have a negligible effect in ozone readings. 
However, two facts affect these changes. The first is that, given the 
same amount of ozone, the calibration methods may detect different amounts 
of that ozone and the second is that, since the ozone standard was largely 
based on data using the NBKI calibration method, the change in calibration 
affects the amount of ozone detected so the ozone standard may need to 
be adjusted. 

Ozone data taken in the last two years show that ozone violations during 
this period have dropped dramatically. There are three probable causes 
for the decline in these ozone violations. The meteorology during 1979 
and 1980 has not been as conducive to ozone formation as it had been in 
the previous years. There have been changes in the methods of calibrating 
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the ozone monitor which appear to be responsible for a 27% reduction in 
ozone concentrations. There have been overall emission reductions that 
could account for another 9% ozone reduction. The inspection/maintenance 
program for motor vehicles has been estimated to provide a 12,000 kilogram 
per day reduction in hydrocarbon emissions by 1987. This 12,000 kilogram 
per day emission reduction in hydrocarbons is in addition to a 27,000 
kilogram per day reduction in hydrocarbons due to reduction in vehicle 
miles traveled, gasoline consumption reductions, stationary source 
controls, additional control measures on hydrocarbon emitting facilities 
and the federal new motor vehicle program. 

Compliance with the federal ozone standard with planned 1979 control 
strageties had been projected not to occur until after 1987. However, 
compliance may now be projected prior to 1987 pending recalculation of 
reduction requirements after the 27% adjustment to 1978 and prior data 
is factored into the ozone computer model. In any case, needed reductions 
by 1987 will be considerably less than projected in 1979. 

Summary 

There have been continued reductions of carbon monoxide emissions which 
are credited to control of emissions from motor vehicles due to the new 
car program, the inspection/maintenance program, and the remaining 
transportation control strategies. Compliance with carbon monoxide 
standards via existing control strategies, including the inspection/ 
maintenance program, is expected to be achieved by 1985. Some ozone 
reductions due to emission control improvements have been achieved in the 
last 5 years. The meteorological and monitoring changes that have occurred 
in· the past two years tend to obscure slightly the benefit of this overall 
emission reduction, but, if meteorological conditions are factored out, 
it is estimated that existing control measures at a minimum will still 
be necessary in order to meet the federal ambient air standards for ozone 
between 1982 and 1987 as required by the Clean Air Act. A more precise 
determination of whether 1987 ozone levels will comply with federal 
standards should be completed in early 1981. 
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FIGURE l 

NUMBER OF CARBON MONOXIDE VIOLATION 
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Appendix G 

ENGINEERING ACTIVITIES 

During the past two years several special engineering studies and 
activities have been conducted to complement the inspection program. In 
addition to the normal monitoring of program quality control, review of 
program waiting times, evaluation of data, and the like, there have been 
a number of specific studies conducted. Among these studies were 
aftermarket product evaluations made for the purposes of establishing 
procedures for determining and documenting the emission effects of 
aftermarket parts. The Department has also assisted other agencies within 
state government in the evaluation of aftermarket products when requested. 
The purpose of such evaluations is to document emission effects. The 
program staff obtained and coordinated several full scale federal test 
procedures on some aftermarket products and aftermarket vehicle designs. 

Tests were made and reports written on these projects. Table I lists the 
engineering reports made within the past two years. Highlights of some 
of these studies follow. 

Report No. 

79-01 

79-02 

79-03 

80-01 

80-02 

80-03 

TABLE I 
TITLES OF DEQ/VIP REPORTS 

TITLE 

An Emission Test of the Auto Jet Heater 

An Emission Test of a 1977 Turbocharged Volvo 

A Test of Alcohol Gasoline Mix Compared to Regular 
Unleaded Fuel. 

The Emission History of the 1976 Dodge - E 125-124 

Pollution Control System Tampering Survey 

Cooperative Department of General Services/ 
Department of Environmental Quality Gasohol Program 

- April Status Report 

One device tested was the Auto Jet Heater manufactured by the Auto 
Jet Heater Company of Medford, Oregon. The Jet Heater is an electrically 
heated carburetor adjustment needle, which is reported to improve both 
fuel economy and exhaust emissions. After testing the device, and after 
reviewing the test data, it was concluded that the Auto Jet Heater did 
not significantly increase or decrease emissions or mileage on the type 
of vehicle tested. 
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The program staff arranged for the test of a locally turbocharged Volvo 
sedan, including the full federal test and highway fuel economy test. 
The emission test results indicated that the vehicle exceeded its original 
emission standards for hydrocarbons. However, the experience gained fran 
the testing and evaluation of this vehicle yielded a greater understanding 
and concern for problems in the automotive aftermarket product business. 
The Department staff has continued informal contacts with SEMA, an 
aftermarket trade association aimed at providing better mechanisms for 
aftermarket product evaluations and review. 

The program staff tested a vehicle using gasohol fuel, and found that, 
compared to unleaded and regular fuel, the use of the gasohol fuel did 
not degredate the emission performance of the vehicle. These tests 
duplicated findings that had been reported in the technical literature. 

The Department staff participated with the Department of General Services 
in recording baseline emission results for a gasohol field trial • 
Various short cycle tests were conducted on a fleet of vehicles which the 
Department of General Services was planning to use in its gasohol study. 
The initial evaluations of the vehicles were made prior to the start of 
the gasohol test program. However, to date no follow up has been made 
because of cost limitations. 

With the eruptions of Mt. St. Helens last May and the subsequent eruption 
in June, there was concern that the effect of the volcanic ash might 
seriously affect vehicle operations in the Portland area. A review 
of the data both before and after the eruption dates was made and an 
attempt to determine if increased engine wear due to increased volcanic 
ash might give rise to premature engine failures. The review particularly 
focused on various inspection program failure modes. There was no evidence 
of changes in the failure modes at DEQ stations either before or after 
volcanic eruptions. The overall failure rate for the program remained 
the same during the study period as did the failure rates for the sub 
groups, carbon monoxide, and vehicle smoke. Based on the findings of the 
review of six months of data, the volcanic ash fall appears to have had 
no long term effect on motor vehicle operation as evidenced by increased 
failure rates for emission related causes that might be traced to increased 
engine wear. 

As a part of the educational activities and to support the Medford training 
program, an engineering project was started in 1980 to construct a 
demonstration test engine. The purpose of such a demonstration unit was 
to show, for mechanic training sessions as well as seminars for other 
interested parties, the effect of proper maintenance on exhaust emissions. 
A 1980 Dodge pickup truck was donated to the Department by Chrysler 
Corporation. Department staff proceeded to modify the vehicle, 
instrumenting it and equiping it with necessary tools and gauges, to show 
the effect of proper maintenance. The project was completed in late 
January, 1981. Long range plans are to increase the level of 
sophistication of the test vehicle and to improve its usefulness as a 
training aid. A picture of the completed truck is shown in figure l. 
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Figure l. Emission Demonstration Project 

Projects like those described above complement the inspection program 
operation. Long term projects that are proposed for the next two years 
include continued work with the automotive aftermarket product industry; 
complete review of the State's idle test procedure; and an analysis of 
the need for computerization of the program operations, especially as it 
relates to overall cost effectiveness. 

During the past two years, the Environmental Protection Agency has 
continued its test program in the Portland metropolitan area. EPA 
originally established the Portland Study to determine correlation between 
short tests such as Portland's and the longer Federal test and to monitor 
the effectiveness of Portland's inspection program. As the EPA finished 
its initial tasks, additional testing was.done, and new objectives were 
added--that is, the scope of the Portland Study was expanded. 

The results of the initial study included: 

1. The idle test is highly effective in ide.ntifying vehicles which are 
excessive hydrocarbon or carbon monoxide emitters; 
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2. Mechanics in the field are capable of maintaining cars to achieve 
significant emission reductions at reasonable costs; 

3. Fleetwide emission reductions appear to be sustained for a period 
of about one year following maintenance; 

4. If failed cars are maintained according to manufacturer's 
specification, both emission reductions and fuel economy improvements 
would increase. 

The scope of the EPA work began to address new areas of concern. Among 
the areas that were evaluated were the following: 

1. The evaluation of three-way catalyst vehicles. 

2. A study of the effectiveness of EGR repairs. 

3. A mechanic training evaluation program. 

4. An evaluation of catalyst diagnostic tests. 

The initial study of the three way catalyst tests continued to confirm 
the value of the idle test in identifying excessive carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon emitters. It also indicated that as the complexity of the new 
technology computer-controlled emission systems increases, the idle test 
may have to be modified to retain its effectiveness as a diagnostic tool. 
The early work done at the EPA laboratories in Ann Arbor and in Portland 
indicated that the idle test, or a simple variation on the idle test, 
appears to be an effective mechanism for screening out those first 
generation computer controlled vehicles. Further simple variations on 
the idle test were shown to be able to identify additional malfunctions 
in more advanced computer operated systems. 

The study of the effectiveness of EGR repairs confirmed some serious 
problems that affect the automotive repair industry. The study showed 
how the complexity of the overall engine system and the parts distributions 
problems that exist in the automotive aftermarket can seriously impair 
a service technician's ability to properly repair a customer's motor 
vehicle. The results can be interpreted to indicate that there exists 
a need for additional training for auto repair technicians and that the 
training needs to be supported by an adequate parts inventory. 

An initial evaluation of mechanic's training was done under the auspicies 
of EPA's Portland Study Group. The initial class, developed by Colorado 
State University, was pilot tested in Portland. The shortcomings of this 
pilot study led to improvements in the class and to the development 
of a format that has now been successfully used by the Department in its 
Mechanic's Training Program in the Medford Jackson County area. 
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Programs now underway at the EPA Portland Study group include an in-depth 
analysis of the emission impact of light and medium, duty trucks. This 
class of vehicles, which is included in the State's inspection requirement, 
has not been as thoroughly studied as the conventional passenger vehicle 
in terms of the quality of emission repairs. As these vehicles have made 
up an increasing portion of the overall vehicle population, the 
documentation of their emission impacts is important. 

The EPA Portland study group has assisted local studies_ on alternative 
fuels development. EPA has worked with the Bonneville Power Administration 
in the evaluation of alcohol fueled vehicles. While all of the data'is 
not currently available for review, several important observations have 
been made. Among these observations are that when modifications were made 
to emission control systems resulting in the disablement of the systems, 
and the vehicle is then operated on pure alcohol, emissions increase. 
This is the same result that occurs when a vehicle operates on conventional 
gasoline. 

The EPA has worked with the Northwest Natural Gas Company and conducted 
a test on a liquified natural gas powered truck. While the results were 
obtained at an early stage of research, the findings will assist in further 
development of that potential source of fuel. Engineering studies, such 
as those discribed above, provide a better understanding of the problems 
and sane of the solutions associated with automotive emission control. 
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Appendix H 

Population Growth and Traffic Pattern Trends 

In 1974, the Oregon Legislature established the initial boundaries for 
the Vehicle Inspection Program. The legislatively set initial program 
boundaries were those 6£ the Metropolitan Service District (MSD), covering 
portions of Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington counties. Vehicles 
registered within the MSD are subject to DEQ's clean air test. As of 
January 1, 1979, the MSD boundaries were reorganized to an area which 
includes a smaller area of Washington County and a larger area of Clackamas 
County. The legislature adopted the new MSD boundaries as the boundaries 
for the Vehicle Inspection Program, effective January 1, 1980. The 
Portland metropolitan area has grown both in population and in traffic 
volume. This section reviews trends in population and traffic patterns 
as they relate to the inspection program coverage •. 

---
Population 

The MSD covers portions of Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas counties. 
The Metropolitan Service District estimates the MSD population in,1980· 
at 955,100. Since the MSD boundary was altered on January 1, 1979, a. 
direct MSD population growth rate is not available. The MSD population 
growth rate, however, may be estimated from the county population data 

c~ ····c;·· • 

in Table 1. This estimate should be quite good since 91% of the tri-county 
(Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington) residents live within the MSD. 

Table 1 
------

Population Distribution* 
in Portland Metropolitan Area 

(1969-78) (1969-80) 
Counti 1969 1976 1978 1980 Growth/yr Growth/yr 

Multnomah 559,600(56%) 553,000 (50%) 549 ,000 (47%) 559,000(45%) -0.2% 0.0% 
Washington 143,300(14%) 196,000(18%) 215,000(19%) 247,800(20%) +5.5% +6.6% 
Clackamas 164. 800 (16%) 205. 800 (18%) 220,000(19%) 240,900(19%) +3.7% +4.2% 
Clark Co,WA 129,000(13%) 154,300 (14%) 169,900(15%) 192,060(16%) +3.5% +4.4% 

Total of 867,700 954,800 984,000 1,047,700 1.5% 1.9% 
3 Oregon 
Counties 

Grand Total 996,700 1,109,100 1,153,900 1,239,760 1. 7% 2.2% 

* Data from Portland State .university (Center for Population Research 
and Census) 
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Growth of the Tri-county population between 1969-80 has been at a rate of 
1.9% per year. The most recent population growth (1978-80) was at a higher 
rate of 3.2% per year. 

Table 1 shows that the Portland Metropolitan area's growth has been 
occurring primarily in three counties around Multnomah County. Further, 
the growth has been at about the same rate in these three counties, with 
Washington County leading. Multnomah County, on the other hand, has 
displayed no overall growth. As compared to the greater Metropolitan area, 
Multnomah County population has decreased from 56% to 45% of the total 
population. Thus the population is increasing within the area but not 
evenly throughout the area. The fastest growth is occurring in the 
suburbs. 

A look at working population will give some insight into traffic trends 
during week-day rush hours. Probably the best indicator of working 
population within the Metropolitan area is information from the Oregon 
Department of Revenue, Income Tax Filing by County. This is summarized in 
Table 2. The numbers in parentheses show the fraction of total population 
that is working. 

Table 2 

Oregon State Income Tax Filings 
(1969-78) 

County 1969 Returns 1976 Returns 1978 Returns Growth/yr 

Multnomah 223,257 (40%) 229,500 (41%) 247,171 (45%) 1.2% 
Washington 52,511 (37%) 81,700 (42%) 95,045 (44%) 9.0% 
Clackamas 55,871 (34%) 81,500 (39%) 92,570 (42%) 7.3% 
Clark Co. ,WA 12,804 (10%) 19,600 (13%) 23,560 (14%) 9.3% 

Total of 331,639 392,700 434,786 3.4% 
' 3 Oregon 
Counties 

Grand Total 344,450 412,300 458,346 3.6% 

* Data from Portland State University (Center for Population Research 
and Census). 

Note that there has been a trend for a larger fraction of the population to 
be employed, especially in Washington, Clark and Clackamas Counties. 
Overall the growth in working population in the Metropolitan area has more 
than doubled the growth of the total population between 1969-78. Even in 
Multnomah County, a 1.2% per year growth in workers was seen, while the 
total population did not change. Note in Table 2 that the fraction of 
working people in Clark County, Washington is unusually low. This results 
from considering only Clark County residents who work in Oregon. 
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Vehicle Registration 

Table 3 shows passenger car registration and population figures for the 
ten Oregon counties with the highest passenger vehicle registrations. 
As expected, the counties associated with the Portland metropolitan area 
are at the top of the list. Lane County is also high on the list. It 
includes the state's second largest metropolitan area. 

Table 3 

VEHICLE REGISTRATION AND FOPULATION BY COUNTY 

County 

1. Multnomah 

2. Lane {Eugene) 

Estimated 1979* 
Passenger Car 
Registrations 

383,933 

210,757 

3. Clackamas 183,803 
{Portland/Oregon City) 

4. Washington 173,741 
{Portland/Beaverton) 

5. Marion (Salem) 152,818 

6. Jackson {Medford) 108,832 

7. Douglas {Roseburg) 75,249 

8. Linn {Albany) 71,164 

9. Coos {Coos Bay) 51,200 

10. Deschutes {Bend) 51,078 

Growth 
Since 

1970 

16% 

64% 

105% 

97% 

69% 

83% 

69% 

64% 

51% 

152% 

* Data from the Oregon Motor Vehicles Division. 

Estimated 
1980** 

Population 

559,000 

274,000 

240,900 

247,800 

205,800 

132 '700 

93,600 

88,100 

64,100 

61, 968 

Growth 
Since 
l22Q 

0.4% 

28.0% 

45. 0% 

57;0% 

36.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

22.0% 

13.0% 

104.0% 

** Data from Portland State University {Center for Population Research and 
Census). 

Increases have occurred in both vehicle registrations and in population. 
However, vehicle registration in almost all counties has been growing at 
a rate of over twice that of the population. The highest growth rate (both 
in population and in vehicle registrations) are occurring in Deschutes, 
Clackamas, and Washington Counties. Multnomah County, the state's most 
populous, had a minimal population increase but still shows significant 
growth in vehicle registration. The overall Portland vehicle tri-county 
registration growth rate was 5% per year compared to a population increases 
of 1.9% per year (see Table 1) and a working population growth of 3.4% 
per year{see Table 2). 
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Morning Traffic Trends 

Figure 1 gives the average morning weekday traffic into and out of Portland 
for June, 1980. Besides displaying total vehicle counts, it shows the 
growth in traffic count which has occurred since 1970 and the number of 
Oregon vs. out-of-state vehicles. 

Morning traffic counts have substantially increased over the past ten 
years. The largest increase by far occurred at the Vista Ridge Tunnel 
(Highway 26), reflecting the population and business activity increases 
in Washington County. The average increase of the reporting stations was 
about 6% per year compared to a vehicle registration increase of 5% per 
year and working population growth rate of 3.4% per year. Notice that 
vehicle registration growth related very closely to increases in morning 
traffic. 

Figure 1 shows that the ten year growth (%) in traffic leaving the downtown 
Portland area has in each of the reported cases out-distanced the growth 
in incoming traffic. The most dramatic example of this is at the Banfield 
Freeway. This appears to represent a relative growth in business 
activities in the areas adjacent to downtown. 

Of some concern to Oregonians is the influx of vehicles from Washington, 
where cars are not currently required to pass an air pollution emissions 
test. The week-day traffic counts give a qualitative view of the number of 
people residing in Washington that work in Oregon. Each morning, about 
8,400 out-of-state cars enter Oregon over the Interstate Bridge. By the 
time this I-5 southbound traffic reaches the Ainsworth Crossing (Minnesota 
Freeway), the count is reduced to about 3,000, and only about 400 of the 
original 8,400 out-of-state vehicles leave Portland on I-5 at Wilsonville 
(Baldock Freeway). It therefore appears that most of the out-of-state 
people are doing business in the north of Portland, never reaching the 
Portland central business district. In addition, essentially all of the 
southbound interstate bridge traffic stops somewhere in the Portland area. 

Interstate Bridge traffic counts show approximately a 40% increase in 
traffic in both north and south directions over the past ten years. This 
growth in bridge traffic is of the same magnitude as the growth in vehicle 
population in the Portland tri-county area (54%). This indicates that 
bridge traffic has not inordinately increased in the last ten years. The 
actual out-of-state influx of approximately 8,400 cars a day is only 1% of 
the vehicle population in the Portland tri-county area. This does not 
represent a major impact in terms of pollution or traffic, to the Portland 
area. The 8,400 cars represent 5% of the registered vehicles in Clark 
County Washington.* 

* Data from Department of Licensing, Olympia, Washington. 

Existing Vehicle Inspection Boundaries 

The vehicle inspection boundaries have been legislatively established as 
the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) boundaries, This area is shown 
in Figure 2. Figure 2 also shows the 1979 average daily traffic (ADT) 
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across those boundaries. During 1979, there was 226,800 ADT on the main 
roads in and out of the MSD. Assuming a worst case condition that all 
of the traffic is registered outside the MSD, then 14% of the passenger 
vehicles operating within the MSD would be from outside the vehicle 
inspection area.· 

Of these vehicles from outside the area, most travel on I-5. In the north, 
traffic from Clark County Washington accounts for almost half of the total 
cross traffic. In the south, I-5 accounts for an additional 21%. 

The Department did an additional study of Oregon license plates observed in 
parking lots within the Portland area to gauge out-of-area impact. This 
study shows that about 12% of the Oregon vehicles were from outside the 
area. 

Vehicle Usage 

Pollution emitted into the Portland air shed is a function of both the 
average amount emitted per mile and the total vehicle miles traveled. The 
Vehicle Inspection Program provides an avenue for limiting pollutant 
emissions from vehicles. ·The program has no direct impact on the number of 
miles driven. Table 4 shows the trend of vehicle usage in the Portland 
area in the last five years. The numbers given are the estimated miles 
traveled per year on the primary and secondary streets in the tri-county 
area. There has been an overall 20% increase in traffic in the last five 
years. Note, however, that between 1978 and 1979 a slight reduction (0.4%) 
did occur. A look in Table 4 of the "Change in Total Miles" column, 
illustrates that the reduced driving is not a continuing trend but an 
occurrence which was initiated in 1979. Many factors, including the 
overall economic outlook and fuel costs could have stimulated such a 
reduction. 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

Table 4 

Annual Vehicle miles 
Portland Metropolitan Area 

Miles 
Multnomah Clackamas Washington Total 

1,518,000,000 597,000,000 686,000,000 2,801,000,000 
1,619,000,000 659,000,000 751,000,000 3,029,000,000 
1,682,000,000 708,000,000 796,000,000 3,186,000,000 
1,724,000,000 782,000,000 870,000,000 3,376,000,000 
1,713,000,000 792,000,000 855,000,000 3,362,000,000 

Change in 
Total Miles 

-----------
+228,000,000 
+157,000,000 
+190,000,000 
-14,000,000 

One of the factors affecting vehicle usage in the Portland Metropolitan 
area is bus ridership. Table 5 shows the n.umber of boarding passengers in 
each of the last ten fiscal years. 



Fiscal 
Year 

1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 
1977-78 
1978-79 
1979-80 
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Table 5 

TRI-MET Bus Ridership 

Number of Trips 

19,596,000 
20,564,000 
21,432,000 
24,523,000 
27,698,000 
34,615,000 
37,311,000 
39,368,000 
40,562,000 
48,499,000 

Increase in 
Number of Trips 

968,000 
868,000 

3,091,000 
3,175,000 
6,917,000 
2,696,000 
2,057,000 
1,194,000 
7,937,000 

Bus ridership has increased every year since 1970. The largest jump in 
passenger trips occurred in fiscal year 1979-80. This ridership information 
correlates well with the drop in vehicle miles travelled for 1979 shown in 
Table 4. 

Summary 

The population of the MSD is estimated at 955,100 with an annual growth 
rate over the last eleven years of 1.9%. In the last two years MSD 
population has increased at the faster rate of 3.2% per year. This growth 
is mainly occurring in the suburban areas. In fact, Multnomah County has 
shown no net population growth in the last eleven years. 

Between 1979-78 working population in the metropolitan area has grown at a 
rate of about double that of the total population (3.4% per year). 
Working population growth correlates more closely to increases in vehicle 
registration than total population. 

Vehicle registration in the metropolitan area has increased at a rate of 5% 
per year in the last ten years, more than double that of total population 
growth and somewhat faster than working population growth. 

The increase in morning (6 AM-11 AM) traffic on major roads in the 
metropolitan area over the last 10 years was approximately 6% per year, 
very similar to the rise in vehicle registrations. Every week day morning 
approximately 8,400 out-of-state cars enter Oregon across the Interstate 
Bridge. Morning traffic across the bridge has increased at the relatively 
slow rate of 4% per year over the past ten years. 

Currently it is estimated that 12%-14% of the vehicles operating within the 
MSD come from outside the area. This ratio has not changed significantly 
in the past few years. Approximately half of these out-of-area vehicles 
come from Washington State over the interstate bridge. 
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The vehicle usage (vehicle miles travelled) in the metropolitan area has 
increased by 4% per year in the last five years. In 1979, however, an 
actual drop in vehicle usage occurred (0.4%). This drop is associated with 
a major rise in Tri-Met bus ridership which occurred in fiscal 1979-80. 
It is too early to tell if this drop represents a trend toward reduced 
vehicle usage. 

JC:r 
AR838(1) 



Figure 

FLOW OF ¥EHICLES ON THE PORTLAND 
FREEWAY SYSTEM FROM 6AM-11AM 

Interstate Bridge .... 
.... 

North A South'f ... ..... 
2,802 5,657 -
4,155 8,388 
9,664 19,508 (Up 38%) 

(Up 43%) 

Fremont Bridge .- -

North A South l 

9,176 12,811 

N 

Vista Ridge Tunnel,. --
East> 

9,959 16,942 (Up 126%) 
(Up 143%) 

Baldock Freeway ~ _ 

North A 
2,507 

442 
4,916 

South l 
2,249 

397 
4,410 

..... 
' ' ' ' ' 

---~ 

JUNE 1980 

Ii I 1' Ii' 
~ 

-- .. -Minnesota 

North A 
7,225 
2,413 

13,042 
(Up 55%) 

Freeway 

Southl 
9,534 
3,184 

17,210 (Up 55%) 

I 

I 
I 

Freeway; 

West ...._ 
15,404 

939 
20,873 

(Up 20%) 

KEY: 

East> 
9,277 

565 
12,570 (Up 63%) 

Numbers at points represent: 
1. Oregon Passenger Cars 
2. Out-of-state Passenger Cars 
3. Total Vehicle Count 

6 a.m. - 11 a.m • 
(Numbers in parenthesis shows 
growth in traffic counts as 
compared to 1970 counts) 



Figure 2 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC(ADT) ACROSS CURRENT 
VEHICLE INSPECTION BOUNDARIES 

I-5/Interstate Bridge 
I-84N (East Boundary) 
U.S. 26 (East Boundary) 
U.S. 99E (South Boundary) 
I-5 (South Boundary) 
U.S. 99W (South Boundary) 
U.S. 26 (West Boundary) 
U.S. 30 (North Boundary) 

SUM 

' ..., ....,Colv'll\b· 
~ - ... ,, q 

\>O(t1Ll\\)D 

I 
~ I 

... -_,\), .... 
~~ , , _ .w .. ~ou'b"'\ 
'~ 

~J-T•ou\ cL..\.. • s, .... i.a..\.._ 

·c..~ ... ""' 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC AT MSD BOUNDARIES 

1977 1979 Difference 

97,300 100,800 3,500 
13,300 13 '700 400 
12,500 13, 100 600 

9,200 9,300 100 
43,400 48,100 4,600 
14,200 14,700 500 
11,600 12,300 700 
14,200 14,800 600 

215,700 226,800 11,100 



Appendix I 

Status of Other Inspection/Maintenance Programs 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 extended the time schedule for 
compliance with National Ambient Air Standards to 1982. If a state 
implements all reasonable control measures - including a motor vehicle 
inspection/maintenance program - and is still unable to project compliance 
with the national standards, then an extension of the time schedule until 
as late as 1987 is possible. The following table, organized in terms 
of EPA regions - lists the status of the various inspection/maintenance 
programs in this country. 

WPJ:r 
AR873 
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INSPECTtOWMAINTnlANCe PROGRAM IM'LEME:NtATION SUMMARY 
10/29/80 

Thfslgi ___ I/M 

Reg Statr. Areas* Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description Comments 

OX CO NPRM FRM 
Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

l\ctivlffes Prag. Test M:Jdel Fee Mech. Cost String -LDT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

I orni mo/m3 

CT statewide 
1<irt ford 
Brldneoort 
{Fofrfield) 
l\Ew t-J.aven 

.145 7/2/80 
17.6 

35.l 

Yes MI/MM 12/82 CC/EU I 1968+ 10 Yes $70 20% 6001 Submittal received. 
Presently under review 
all items addressed. 
Bid received on RFP. 

MA"Statewlde 3/7/80 9716/SO'ies MI/MM l/82 D/SE I 15 10 Yr;s-$T0020% 8000 
Boston .177 18 .4 A 
Springfield .169 17.1 
Worcester .13 13.6 
La..,.rr:nce 

RI statewide .189 1277779 Yes MI/VM ll/77 D7SE: - -I 
Providence MI/MM 1/79 

II 

years or 10% 
of value 

1967+ 4 Yes no 20% 8il00 
QUide-
iines 

SIP rev1Slons sub'i11tted 1 

pre~ently under review. 

NJ statewide l.Sppm 8/8/79 3/11/80 Yes Ml/MM 2774 CS/RS I all 2.50 Yes none 6000 •statistically 
Northeast .323 • A 
PhiladelphH1 .22 

AQCR (Trenton) 

derived annual 
average 

NYNYC. & metro 12/10/79 5121/80 Yes MI/VM 178L D/RS I All 6-.00 Yes 20% 8500 oefilITs requesfe01n -F"RM 
on stringency factor 
application, types of 
vehicles subject to 

area: .323 23.9 A MI/MM 1/82 
~ssau Co. 
Rockland Co. 
Suffolk Co. 
Westchester Co. 

l\f:Jll--ATf8lrliiiffi_f_Rey IlM FRM Key Program Phase Key 
t..unber = des.ign value CA = Cond1tlonal approval VI = voluntary inspec. 

non-attain. A = approved MI = mandatory inspec. 
Blank = in attain. D = disapproved VM = voluntary main. 
? = possible non- NA = no action on I/M MM = mandatory main. 

attainment · 

I/M, and requirements 
for mechanic certi fi
cation. Letter submitted 

Program TEpe Key Proqram Type Key __ 
D = decen ralized HE = reg1strabon-enforced P 

·re-st -MoOe 
= parameter 

C = centralized SE = sticker-enforced l = idle 
CC = contractor-run EU = enfol".cement undecided L 
CS = state-run RS = reqistration and u = 
PU = program undecideq sticker enforcement R = 

* This heading lists urbanized .3reas and counties within them that are required to have I/M; in some cases only pert of a county may 

loaded 
undecided 
idle and RPM 
be included. 
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IT:.l Design 
Reg State Areas* Values SIP Status 

III 

·ox co NPRM 
Pilll mg/m3 

FRM 

PA Pr,iladelphia: .220 16.3 7/24/79 5/20/80 
Philadelphia 
Montgomery 
Chester 

Pittsburg: 
Allegheny 
Armstrong 
Westmoreland 

Scranton: 
Lackawanna 

Wilkes-Barre: 
Luzerne ~-

Bucks A 
eel aware 

.220 23.8 
Washington 
Beaver 
Butler 
.188 

.188 

Allentown/Beth
lehem/Easton: .201 
Lehigh 
Northhampton 

JNSPECTIOWMAINTENA~E PRCGRAM !~PLEl-El~TAT!ON SUMMARY 
10/29/80 

Implementation Chronology Program Description Corrrnents 

Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Yes MI/VM 5/81 
MI/MM ll/81 

Acfivities Prag. Test Model Fee Mech. Cost String LOI 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

D/SE I last 
25 

Yes $150- 25% 
250 

11,000 Started certification 
of garages in .8/80 

VA o.c. 5uburl5s: .192 7/30179 8/18/80 · Yes MI/MM 1/62 DIRE I last 3.50 Yes $"/5 6000--. Jmpleriientation--sche-
Arlington Ca. . CA · 8 or low dule, commitment to 
Fairfax Co. emi~'isions implement and enforce, 
Prince William Co. tune-up and cof11llitment to 25% 

Ricl"'.rnond: reduction prior to FRM. 
Chesterfield Co. Submittal receiv_ed, all 
t-enrico Co. items adeq~ate except 

de~ails needed on schedule 

Non-Att8inment Key 
~.Umber =- design value 

non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

a t tainment 

.--' 

',_ 

I/M FRM Key 
CA -~ c6nd1t1on?,l approvar 
A = approved 
D = disapP,rove~ 
NA = no action; on I/M 

Proaram Phase .Key 
VI = voluntary inspec. 
Ml = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

Program l'.ype Key 
0 = decentralized 
C = centralized 
CC =·contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undeci.ded 

/ 

Proqra::1 Type Key 
RE = registration-enforced 
SE =·sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 
· sticker enforcement 

Test Node 
p--= parariieter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idl.e and RPM 

~-~-F;;.;,;:; 
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INPECTION/MAINTENAfl:E PROGRAM IM"LEMENTATION SUMMAfl\' 

nesrgn---rm 
Reg State Areas* Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Descri1Jtion 

Leg. Program Activil1es 
OX CO NPRM FRM Auth. Phase Schedule 

Prag. Test Model Fee Mech. Cost String LDT 
Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

ppm mg/m3 
IlI 

D.C. city-wide .192 16.3 7/26/79 Yes MI/VM 1/82 
MI/MM 1/83 

C/SE I last NA Yes f.l:lne 20% 
25 

6000 

r-' 

'-. 

10/29/80 

Comments 

SIP lacks: commitment 
to 25% emission reduc
tion, implementation 
schedule, commitment to 
retesting failures, 
clear enforcement 
authority. Contingen
cies on implementation 
must be ren1oved. 

~ 

OE Wilmington: .22 7125/79 3/6/80 Yes MI/VM I/Bl Install CS/SE I All Yes --·-- Deadline for develop-
t-.ew Castle Co. 3/6/80 CA MI/MM 1/82 equipment, 

begin mech. 
train 12/80 

MO Baltimore: .190 14.0 8/l/79 8/12/80 Yes MI/VM 1/82 CC/RS I last 9 
Anne Arundel Co. A MI/MM 1/83 12 
Carroll Co. 
Howard co. 
Baltimore Co. 
Harford Co. 

D.C. suburbs: 
Mo'ntgomery Co. 
Prince Georges Co. 

rbn-.Attainment Key 
r-viiber = aesrgn value 

non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

attainment 

I/M FRM Key 
CA = Conditional approval 
A = approved 
O = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

Program Phase Key 
VI = voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatoiy inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

Program T¥pe Key 
b = decen ral1zed 
C = centralized 
CC = co~tractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

ing cutpoints missed. 
New schedule has been 
submitted to region. 

Yes -$75- - I0,000 Implementation 

Program Type Key 
RE = reg1strat1on-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

schedule missing some 
dates. Proposed regs 
are now undergoing 
review. RFP is now under 
development. 

Test Mode 
P -= · paranie-fer 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 
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INSPECTIOWMAINTENAt>CE PRD:;RAM IWLEMENTATION SUMMARY 

D'!$igi I/M 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description 

OX CO ~PRM FRM 
Pri<' mg/m3 

Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Act1v1t1es Prag.. Test Model Fee f.~Cost strinQ-LDT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

IV 
GA Atlanta: ,165 22 579779 1/24/80 Yes MllVM 4/81 License D/SE I last 0- ---Yes~ l>OOO 

Cobb Co. A MI/MM 4/82 garages, 10 
DeKalb Co. begin mech. 
Fulton Co. train. 10/80 

,-

'-

10/29/80 

Comments 

KY Lou1sv1lle: .198 19.9 11715179 1725/80 Yes MI/MM C/SE I All Yes $100 All JeffersonTBOone 
Jefferson Co. . CA 12/82 are submitting SIP 's. 

Cincinnati .220 l76A funding limita-
subu"rbs: tions proposed for 

Boone Co. Yes Yes Kenton &- Campbell 
Campbell Co. No 1-io 
Kenton Co. t-b No 

N:: Charlotte: .190 20.9 10/23/79 4/l7780 Yes VI7VM3781 D/SE I last Max Yes $50 mAll 
1-Ecklenburg CA. MI/MM 12/81 12 8 or gas 

County EPA 

TN NaShville: .175 16.8 7/24/79 276780 Yes MI/MM 12/82 CS/SE 
D3vidson Co. CA 

~-Emphis: 

Shelby Co. 
(local 
programs) 

Non-Attainment Key 
~.urrtier = des1gi va1ue 

non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

a t tainment 

15.l 10/2/79 8/13/80 Yes 
CA 

I/M FRM Key 
CA : ConoTtJonal approva-r 
A : approved 
D : disapproved 
NA : no action on I/M 

MI/MM 12/82 

Program Phase Key 
VI = .voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

PU/SE I 

Pro~am Tlpe Key 
D = ecen ralized 

.C : centralized 
CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU : program undecided 

min. 

Yes 

Yes 

Program Type Key 
RE = registration-enforced 
SE : sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration a.nd 

sticker enforcement 

SIP submitted, under 
review. 

Memphis' schedule 
revision contains 
deficiencies. 

Test Mode 
p- -= parameter 
I : idle 
L : loaded 
LI = undecided 
R : idle and RPM 
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!NSPECTION/MAINTENAt-t:E PROGRAM IWLEMENTATION SUMMAR'/ 

r.isigi 1/M 
Reg State Areas4 Values StP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description 

,, 

10/29/80 

Comments 

r-'' 

: .. 
' 

Leg, Program ActivHle• Prog. Test Madel cee MeCFi-.""'c""'o"s"t-"'s"t"'r"ln""g,..,.L"'DT""""------------
ox co 

mn/m~ 
lf'RM FRM Auth. Phase Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

y -- - _, PD!Tl 
rCOiicago area: .241 

, Cook Co. 
DJ Page ca. 
KahP. co. 
Lake co. 
McHenry Co. 
Will Co. 

:St. Louis area: .248 
Madison Co. 
St. Clair Co. 

23.3 'j /2/79 2/21780 
A 

Yes Vl/VM 7/82 Adopt Rigs-cc/REI 
Ml/MM 1/83 12/31/80 

last 6~50 Yes 30% Will submit SIP 
13 HOT: revision wHh new 

12.67 schedule, Legislation 
expected in November. 

IN Chicago subs: .24l ll 3127/80 MI/MM l/82 CC/EU I last 10 Yes $100 20% Conditional approval 
Lake Co. 11/14/80 13 
Porter Co. 

Louis vi !le sub: .198 18 .3 
Clark Co. 
Floyd Co. 

or 2.5% proposed, details on 
value enforcement mechanism 

due 12/80. 

MToetro1t area: .23 15.2 8/13/79 6/2/80 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Adopt regs DIRE I 72+ 10 Yes """$50 20% 8500 
Macomb Co. 4/14/80 A 1/81 , 
Qakland Co. 
~/ashtenaw Co. 
Wayne Co. 

OH Cleveland+: .23 24. 7 3/10/80 Yes Ml/MM 12/82 C/EU Received I/M SIP sub-
Cuyahoga Co. 
Lorain Co. ~din-a Co. 
Lake co. 

Cincinnati+: .22 18.3 Yes 
Butler Co. Hamilton Co. 
Clement Co. Warren Co. 

Soecific areas will not be defined until 
r-.tin-Attalr1menr-Ke~ I/M FRM Key 

N:.Jri'ber = design va ue CA = Cond1€1onal approval 
non-ettain. A = approved 

Blank = in attain. o = disapproved 
? = possible non-. NA = no action on I/M 

attainment 

1/81). 
Proqram T~pe Key 
D = decen~ral1zed 
C = centralized 
CC = contractor~run 
CS = state-run 

3ticker enforcement 

mittal. State has clear 
1ega1 authority. 

Program Tyte Key 
RE = re~1s ration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 
R = idle and RPM 

Test Mode 
P~-parameter 

I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
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1: {:.?CC TIO~'v MJ\lh I Ll'i/if,.CC r1n.0Gr:<1-.:'.1 IMPLL]-'(NT AT lOi~ su:.a-:/\RY 
10/29/80 

Oesian 
Reg St.ate Areas* Values 

I/M 
SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description Comments 

v 

OX CO tf'RM 
-ppi, mg/m3 

FRM 
Leg. Program 
Auth.· Phase 

Act1v1t1es Prag. Test Model Fee MoCh. Cost String LOT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

WI Milwaukee: .288 16.l 6/17/80 Yes MI/MM 1!83 Issue RFP CC/RE L* last Yes $55 26% BDOO •using loatjed mode for 

VI 

Kenosha Co. 
Milwaukee Co. 
Ozaukee- Co. 
Racine Co. 
~!ashington Co. 
Waukesha Co. 

· 12/80 15 diagnostic purposes, 
.pass/fail cin idle 
!node. 

NMAlbuquerque: 24.4 8/9/79 4/10/80 Yes MI/MM 1/82 Issue RFP CC/EU L, 1968+ 9-10 Yes $75 or 8500 Regs adopted 9/80 
Bernalillo Co. NA 12/80 post est. 15% of No action taken on SIP 

1981 value deficiencies: commitment 
man- to implement and enforce. 

datory Study on options being 
I/L . conducted. 

TX Houston: 8/1;79 12!18i79 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Parameter PU/EU 
inspection Harris Co. .27 A 
study 12/1/80 

VII 
Md-SC.-Louis .248 15.4 10/25/79 4/9/80 Yes VI/VM lo/79 O/RS I Yes none 30% Need: expanded 

area: CA MI/MM 1/83 schedule (8/31/80), 
Jefferson Co. . program type, 
St. Charles Co. stringency factor, 
St. Louis Ca. resources in 

(12/1/80) report 
to legislature. 

~Pn~Attaln~ent Key I/M FRM Key Proqram Phase Key Program Type Key Program Type Key Test Ihde 
Number = design value CA = Conditional approval VI = voluntary inspec. D ;: decentralized RE = registration-enforced P ::i p<Jrmneter 

non-attain, A = approved Ml = mondatory inspec. C • centralized SE = sticker-enforced I = idle 
Blank • in attain. D = disapproved VM = voluntary main, cc = contractor-run EU = enforcement undecided L • loadod 
? o possible non- NA = no action on J/M MM = mandatory main. cs • state-run RS = re0istration and u • undecided 

dttainment PU = program undecided sticker enforcement R • idle and RPM 

... ,, 

,.-I r 



!lesigi-- ---r/M 
Reg State Areas* Values SIP Status 

OX CO ~'RM FRM 

/ 

INSPECTION/MAINTENAi'CE PRCGRAM IMPLEMENTATION SUMMARY 

Implementation Chronology Program Description 

Leg. - Program 
Auth. Phase 

Activities Prog. Test Model -Fee Mech ;case stringl1>T 
Schedule Type MJde Years $ Train \'ilaiver Factor lbs. 

,--

"-

10/29/80 

Comments 

VIII 
CO c.enver BI"f'!a: 

~~ ma/m3 
• 7o 26.0 5/ll/79 lo/5/79 Yes MI/MM Adopt D/SE u 1968+. 8 Yes 15/100 30/40 6500 SIP fully approved, 

Adams Co. 10/5/79 CA 1/81 regulations sanctions lifted. 
Arapaho Co. 
Boulder Co. 
DJuglas Co. 

2/5/80 12/80 •Parameter adjustment for 
CA pre-198! cars and idle 

3/14/80 test mode for post-1961 
Jefferson Co. 0 

Colorado Springs: 20.5 4/2/80 
El Paso Co. 7/16/80 

Fort Collins: 20 A 
Lariff"r Co. ( < 200,0bo) 

'Greeley: 17 .8 
\1eld Co. (<: 200,000) 

UT Salt Lake City .170 16.7 SIP acks schedules, 
area: agency commitment to 
Salt Lake Co. 5/16/79 Yes CC/SE I 1975+ Yes inipjement and enforce, 

a legal opinion on 
Davis Co. 2/19/79 Yes PU/SE I enforcement mechanism, 

25% reduction commit. 
IX 
AZThoenrX: ___ --:-15026.l 7/5/798/IV80 Yes MIIVM 1/76 Cc/RE I last 5.75 Yes $75 25% Yes 

Maricopa Co. A MI/MM 1/77 14 
Tucsch: 19.7 
Pima Co. 

NJ Las Vegas: .130 21.7 5/7/79 Yes MI/MM 7174• -- DIRE -R--·rasi:: -U:-17 
Ciark Co. 

Reno 
wa-shoe co. 

(<: 200,000) 

MI/MM 7 /81 + 14 
24 .1 MI/MM 11178* 

MI/MM 7/81 + 
labor 

'f'brl:Attainment Key I/M FRM Key . __ Program Phase Key 
CA = Conditionai approvai 
A = approved 

t-.t.Jrrber = des1cn vaiue 
non-8ttain. 

VI = voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatorY main. 

Program T~pe Key 
o = decen ral1zed 
C = centralized 

Blank = in attain. 
? = possible non

attainment 

D = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

CC = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

-$25 30% 6000 ii-Change of ownership 
parts Fee includes adjust-
$75 ments. 
parts & +Annual Inspection. 

ProQram TyPe Key 
RE = reg1stra£1on-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

T~s010de 
P = parameter 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
u = undecided 
R = 'idle and RPM 

.-

'" ~-.-.-,~-,..--... ~ . ..,.,......,.-...,.,,...,.,.,........, _. .. 
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INSPECTION/MAINTENAtCE PRCXiRAM IMPLEMENTATION ,SUMMIHY 

Desigl- -- -- !!M 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description 

DX co NPRM FRM 
Leo. Proaram 
Auth. Phase 

Activities Prag. Test ttodel Fee Mech-; Cast String LDT 
Schedule Type Made Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

ppn mg/m3 
IX 
CA South Coast r-t> 

Air ·sasin .510 33.3 4/1/80 
Ventura -

Oxnard -
Thousand a.ks .210 

San Francisco 
Bay area .l9D 22 .4 4/l/80 

San Diego .220 13.8 10/4/79 
0 

Sacramento .190 18.3 
Fresno .190 22 .9 

x 
OR f'artlan_d_area:--;:morr;4-T/21/80- 6/24/80Yes 

Multnomah Co. CA 
Clar;kamas Co. 
Washington Co. 

WA-S'eaure--ar:·e-a:--;i6o rs .32 11/9179 6/5/BO ves 
King Co. A 
Snohomish Co. 

Vancouver ares: 
Clark Co. 

-N:Jn-Att8Tr1nlent Key 
~ .. HiiJ~r = desigi value 

· non-attain. 
Blank = in attain. 
? = passible non-

a t tainment 

"'· 
__, 

I/M FRM Key 
CA = Cond1t1onal approval 
A = approved 
D = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

\ 

PU/EUIJ 

Santa Barbara (< 200 ,000) 
San Joaquin ( < 200,000) 
North Central Coast (< 200,000) 

MI/MM 7175 CS/RE R 1968+5 - -~b r-tine 8500 

MI/MM 1782 CC/RE I 1968+ 10 Yes -~ -- 30% 

Program Phase K..£i:...._ 
VI = voluntary inspec. 
MI = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main, 
MM = rnandatory main. 

Program Ttpe Key 
b = decen ralized 
C = centralized 
CC ~ contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

.r 

Proqram Ty~e Key 
"RE = req1s ration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enfor~ement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

10129/80 

Comments 

SIP1acl<siegaT 
authority and schedule 
176A funding limita
ti90s have been pro
posed far all non-
a t tainment areas 
aver 200,ouo. 

Cond1t1onal approval 
proposed based on submit
tal of their legal autha, 
rity. 

-contra-ctor-nas -been 
selected (9/80). 

Test i'cde 
P = paf8rr~te1~ 
I = idle 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 
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INSPECTIOWMAINTENAN::E PRffiRAM ll·PL&ENTATION •SLJ~l'!RY 

10/29/80 

Oesig1-- - 17M 
Reg State Areas* Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description Corrrnents 

ox co f'PRM FRM 
[iig. Program 
l\Uth. Phase 

Activities Prag. fest Model Fee Mech. Co~trlilg-LDT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

pµn mg/m3 
IX 
CA South Coast NO 

Air Basin .510 n.J 4/l/80 
Ventura -

Oxnard -
lhousand Oaks .210 

San Francisco 
Bay area .190 22.4 4/l/80 

San Diego .220 13.8 10/4/79 
D. 

Sacramento .190 18.3 
Fresno .190 22.9 

x 
OR Portland area: .180 17.4 1721/80 6/24/~0 Yes 

Multnomal1 Co. CA 
Clackamas CO. 
~iashington Co. 

WA "eattre-area~60 18.32 11/9/79 615/BO Yes 
Kir.g Co. A 

- S:iohomish Co. 
Vancouver area: 
Clark Co. 

-,~ffi1r'unentKey 

l'l.JiiiJP.r = deslc:n value 
· non-ittain. 

Blank = in attain. 
7 = possible nan-

- attainment 

"--
__, 

ln;lFRf>r-i<ey 
C-1\ = Conaitiona!approvil 
A = approved 
D = disapproved 
NA·= no action on I/M 

-,·,-· 

\ 

PIJ/EU U 

sant;i Barbara (< 200,00Q) , 
San Joaquin ( ( 200 ,000) i 
NOrth Central Coast (< 200,000) 

>rP--raa<s legal 
authority and schedule 
l76A funding limita
tions have been pro
posed for all ~on-
~ tta~nment area~ 
over 200,000. 

Ml/MM 7775 CS/RE R 1968+ 5 Mo Mone 8500 Cond1tional approval 
proposed based on submit
tal or their legal autho
r.Hy. 

Ml/MM 1/82 CC/RE I 1968+ 10 Yes $50 30% 

ProQraiill'fiase K.£1'._ 
VI = voluntary ihspec. 
Ml = mandatory inopec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

~m Ttpe Key 
0 = ecen ral1zed 
C = centralized 
CC = contractor-run 
cs = state-run · 
PU = program undecided 

/ 

ProQram Tyle Key 
RE = re9is ration-enforced 
~ = sticker-enf arced 
EU = enfor,ement undecided 
~5 = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

tonlractornaslleen 
selected (9/80). 

Test ~<>ae 
p---;; pararrtt;:ter 
I = idie 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
R = idle and RPM 
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be sign 
Reg State Areas• V~lues 

l7M 
SIP Status I1o1plementation Chronology Program Description Convne.nts 

v 

OX · CO N'RM 
· i>P. mg1rn3 

FRM 
Leg. Program 
Auth. Phase 

Activities· Prag. Test t-!Jdel fee 1-'eCh. Cost String LDT 
Schedule Type t-!Jde Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs, 

\'/!Milwaukee: ,288 16.1 6/17/~0 Yes MI/Ml,1 1/83 Issue RFP CC/RE L* last Yes $55 20i 8000 *Using loa(jed mbd~ for 

VI 

Kenosha Co. 
Milwaukee Co. 
Ozaukee ca. 
Racine Co. 
washington co. 
Waukesha Co. 

·· 12/80 15 diagnostic purposes, 
pass/fail qn ldl~ 
.fi1Qd.e ! . 

Jllol Albuquerque: 24.4 879/79 4/10/80 Yes MI/MM 1/82 Issue RFP CC/EU L, 1968+ 9-10 Yes $75 or 8500 Regs adopted 9/80 
Bernalillo Co. NA 12/80 post est. 15% of No action taken on SIP 

1981 value deficiencies: commitment 
man- to implement and enforce. 

datory Study on options being 
I/L. conducted. 

TX Houston: 8/1/79 12/18/79 Yes MI/MM 1/83 Parameter PU/EU 
Harris Co. .27 A inspection 

study 12/1/80 
vn 
MO-sT; Louis .248 15 .4 10/25/79 4/9/80 Yes VI/VM 10179 D/RS I Yes none JO% 1'-eed: expanded 

area: CA m/MM 1/83 schedule (8/31/80), . 
Jefferson Co. . program type, 
St. Charles Co. stringency factor, 
St. Louis Co. · resources in 

(12/1/80) report 
to legislature, 

tbn-Attalnrncnt Key ilM FRM Key Prooram Phase Key Program T~pe Key Program Tyte Key Test HX1e 
~~ber • design value CA = conditional approval VI = voluntary lnspec. o = decen ralized RE = regls ratlon-enforcad p = parameter 

non-attain. A = approved Ml = mandatory inspec. C • centralized SE = sticker-enforced I • idle 
Blank =.in attain, D • disapproved VM • voluntary main, CC = contractor-run EU = enforcement undecided L • loaded 
? • possible non- NA = no action on 1/M MM • mandatory main, CS • state-run RS = reoistration and U • undecided 

dtta.lnment PU • program undecided sticker enforce111ent R • idle and RPM 

"~. 

~.--1 ,.r 

' 
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INSPECTION/MAINTENJ\ICE PROGRAM If.f'LEMENTATION S~MARY 
10/29/80 

D!~igt I/M 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status Implementation Chronology Program Description "Comments 

OX CQ if'RM 
ppro· mglm3 

FRM 
Leg. Program 
Auth, Phase 

AchvH1es Prag. Test Model Fee o'cch. Cost String LDT 
Schedule Type Mode Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs. 

IV 
GA Atlanta: .165 22 579779 1/24/BO Yes MI/VM 4/81 License D/SE I last 3 Yes $50 6000 

Cobb Co. A MI/MM 4/82 garages, 10 
DeKalb Co. begin mech. 
Fulton Co. train. 10/80 

KY Loul5vllle: .19819.9 11!15n9 1725/80 Yes MI/MM C/SE I All 
Jefferson Co. CA 12/82 

Cincinnati .220 
su!Ju·rbs :. 

Doane co. Yes 
Campbell Co. No 
Kenton Co. ~ 

Yes 

Yes 
NO 
No 

$100 All Jefferson & Boone 
are sµbmitting SIP's. 
l76A funding limita
tions proposed for 
Kenton& Campbell 

l'C Charlotte: .190 20.9 10/23/79 4717/80 Yes VI/VM 3/81 D/SE I Last· Max· Yes $50 All SIP submitted, under 
l"'cklenburg CA' MI/MM 12/81 12. 8 or gas review. 

County EPA 

TN Nasnv! lle: .175 16 .8 7/24/79 276780 Yes MI/MM 12782 CS/SE 
Davidson Co. CA 

lie fll11 ! s : 
Shelby Co. 

(local 
programs) 

·i'bn-Attainment Key 
furiber = des1gi value 

non-attain. 
Blank • in attain. 
? • possible non

attainment 

15.l 10/2/79 8/13/80 Yes 
CA 

IIM FRM KeY 
CJ\-: Conditional approval 
A = approved 
D = disapproved 
NA = no action on I/M 

MI/MM 12/82 

Program Riase KeY 
VI = volunU.ry inspec. 
Ml = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

PLVSE I 

Pro~am Ttpe Key 
D = ecen rallzed 
.c • centralized 
CC • contractor-run 

·CS = state-run 
PU • program undecided 

min. 

Yes 

Yes 

Program Ty~e KeY 
RE = reg!s ration-enforced 
SE = sticker.,enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and 

sticker enforcement 

Memphis' schedule 
revision contains 
deficiencies. 

Test Mode 
pc= pararnefer 
I = idle 
L ~ loaded 
U = µndecided 
R = idle and RPM 

• .. 
; 
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I/M Desig> 
Reg State Areas• Values SIP Status 

III 

OX CO f'PRM 
ppn mglrn3 

FRM 

INQ'ECT10WMAll1TENA1'CE PRCGRAM I~PLEl-ENTAllON ~L<·•·11'KY 
' 

I01plementation Chronology Program Description 

Leg. Program 
· Auth. Phase 

Activities Prqg. Te~t t<bdel Fee Mech. Cost String LDT 
Schedule Type l<b.de Years $ Train Waiver Factor lbs, 

l0/29/80 

Conme(ltS 

PA Philadelphia: 
Philadelphia 
f<bntgomery 
Chester 

.220 16,3 7124/79 5/20/80 Yes 
Bucks A 
Delaware 

MI/VM 5/81 
MI/MM ll/81 

0/SE l' last 
25 

Yes $150- 25% 
'250 

11,000 Started certification 
of garages !n.8/~0 

Pittsburg: 
Allegheny 
Armstrong 
\•/estmoreland 

Scranton: 
Lackawanna 

Wilkes-Barre: 
Luzerne ~- _,, 

.220 23.8 
Washington 
Beaver 
Butler 
,188 

.188 

Allentown/Beth
lehem/Easton: .201 
Lehii;l'l 
Northhampton 

---· ' 

lllfD.C. SUburbs: .192 7/JQ/79 8/18/BO Yes MI/MM iJ82 D/f'E · I. last 3,~0 Yes $75 6000 Implementatlon sche-
Arlington Co. , CA 8 · . or lo• du1e, COl)'f1litment .to 
Fairfax Co. emi.s:s.~ons lrnplemen~ arQ enforce, 
Prince William Co. tune-\lp and convnitment to 2511; 

Richmond: reduction prior to Ffu,i, 
Chesterfield Co. Submittal receiv.ed, ~H 
renrico Co. items adeq~ate e~cept 

details needed o0 schedul¢ 

Non-Attelnment Key 
tl.inber = desl~n value 

nm-attain. 
Blank = in attain, 
? = possible non

attainment 

' 
,_; 

......... 

I/M FRM Key 
CA ? Cond1tion~l approval 
A = approved 
D = disapP,rovep 
NA = no aqtlon' on I/.M 

', 

Prooram Phase Key 
VI = voluntary inspec. 
Ml = mandatory inspec. 
VM = voluntary main. 
MM = mandatory main. 

Pro9aam Type Key 
D ,; ecentralized 
c = centralized 
cc = contractor-run 
CS = state-run 
PU = program undecided 

/ 

Proqra01 Tyte Key 
RE = ;sgis ration-enforced 
SE = sticker-enforced 
EU = enforcement undecided 
RS = registration and · 
' sticker enforcement 

Test ~l:lde 
fl = parameter 
I = idle . 
L = loaded 
U = undecided 
II = id~e ~nd RPM 

iii·.-: rii'l 
' 



. ' 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
o~-

• 

Contains 
Recyded 
Materials 

DEa-46 

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

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

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. P , March 13, 1981 Environmental Quality 
Commission Meeting. 

Status Report Regarding The EQC-Lane Board Of Commissioners 
Intergovernmental Agreement For The River Road/Santa Clara 
Area. 

Background and Problem Statement 

1. On April 18, 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission found that: 

a. The River Road/Santa Clara shallow aquifer is generally con
taminated with fecal coliform organisms in excess of drinking 
water and body contact standards. 

b. Existing nitrate-nitrogen concentrations within the study area 
exceed the 5 mg/1 planning target on the average. The 10 mg/1 
EPA maximum drinking water standard is currently exceeded in 
several locations. Said 10 mg/1 standard contains no safety 
factor. 

c. About 73% of the nitrate-nitrogen pollutants (and by analogy 
a similar share of the fecal coliform contamination) results 
from septic tank effluent. Septic tank pollutants can migrate 
rapidly to the groundwater from drainfields via macropore 
travel. 

d. 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 subareas 
based on nitrate-nitrogen levels. 

2. The Commission further concluded that even if the septic tank mora
torium then in effect were continued, groundwater pollution would 
increase before stabilizing at some worse condition. The Commission 
stopped short of declarin.g a health hazard or even continuing a ful 1 
scale septic tank moratorium because: 



a. The Lane Board of Commissioners, who had originally requested 
the septic tank moratorium, submitted a subsequent request to 
lift that moratorium on February 21, 1980, and 

b. The Commission felt there were better ways to solve the 
documented area-wide pollution problems in the long term util
izing the local planning process. 

3. Accordingly, on April 18, 1980, the Commission: 

a. Repealed the septic tank moratorium. 

b. Adopted a temporary regional rule which allows some new develop
ment on septic tanks. The Commission recognized that such action 
would add to the pollutant load to local groundwater, but hoped 
such approval would support the Lane Board in their efforts to 
develop a long term remedy for all of River Road/Santa Clara. 
Thus the total groundwater problem would be solved in some 
reasonable time as facilitated by permitting the problem to 
temporarily worsen. 

The EQC made the temporary regional rule permanent on October 17, 
1980. 

c. Authorized DEQ staff to approve a groundwater protection and 
remedial action plan for the River Road/Santa Clara area when 
Lane County submitted one. It was further allowed that such 
plan could accommodate even further temporary groundwater 
degradation if necessary to accomplish a long term remedy. 
For example, temporary high density on septic tanks might be 
necessary to provide the financial base for ultimate remedies. 

d. Directed DEQ staff to secure within 120 days a voluntary 
stipulated agreement with the Lane Board to prepare a ground
water protection and remedial action plan for the River Road/ 
Santa Clara area. 

4. On September 17, 1980, the Lane Board of Commissioners adopted a 
voluntary stipulated agreement by a four to one vote (Appendix A). 
The EQC signed said agreement on September 19, 1980. Its important 
provisions include: 

a. A recognition that the River Road/Santa Clara area will 
eventually be served by urban sewer facilities. 

b. Sewers are the effective overall method to reduce pollutants 
to. groundwater. 

(2) 



c. Sewers will ultimately be routed to a central sewage treatment 
faci 1 ity, namely the MWMC plant currently under construction. 

d. Lane County agrees to adopt or amend the existing "Eugene
Springfield Metropolitan Area Treatment Alternatives 208 Plan" 
of April, 1977 in a reasonably short time frame. 

e. Lane County wi 11 maintain the current subdivision moratorium 
in River Road/Santa Clara at least until they adopt a long term 
urban master sewerage plan, and indicate how they will commit 
to its eventual implementation. 

f. A commitment toward resolution of the jurisdictional question. 
A tri-party agreement among Lane County, Eugene and the Environ
mental Quality Commission is recommended to "hasten improvement 
in groundwater quality and thereby enable further development" 
in the subject area. 

5. The Environmental Quality Commission, Department staff, the Lane 
Board of Commissioners, and Lane County staff have several specific 
obligations spelled out under conditions of the voluntary stipulated 
agreement. The River Road/Santa Clara Intergovernmental Agreement 
is contained in Appendix A. 

The conditions most relevant to this staff report are: 

a. Condition I I: Lane County agrees to adopt a long term urban 
master sewerage plan by December 19, 1981. 

b. Condition VI: Lane County agrees to provide semi-annual reports 
to the EQC beginning January 1, 1981, to indicate progress under 
the agreemen.t and status regarding jurisdictional questions. 

c. Condition IX: Lane County, City of Eugene and the EQC should 
enter into a tri-party agreement by December 1, 1980. That 
agreement would define a process to distribute information on 
jurisdictional alternatives to River Road and Santa Clara 
area residents. 

d. Condition XI I: The EQC agrees to adopt a final groundwater 
quality policy on or before March, 1981. 

6. On January 22, 1981, the Department received the Lane Board of 
Commissioners' semi-annual progress report (Appendix B), submitted 
pursuant to Condition VI of the agreement. This staff report is 
an analysis of the semi-annual progress report. 
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7. The Department evaluated the progress report and the Director sent 
that analysis to the Lane Board of Commissioners on February 18, 1981 
(Append ix C). 

Evaluation 

1. Condition VI of the Intergovernmental Agreement requires semi-annual 
progress reports by Lane County. 

2. The first progress report was received on January 22, 1981, which 
detailed the following: 

a. The Lane County Department of Environmental Management has 
been assigned responsibility for implementing and monitoring 
the Agreement. 

b. A work plan, with time schedule, was enclosed with the progress 
report. This work plan, if adhered to, will allow for completion 
of Conditions I I, I I I, and IV of the Intergovernmental Agreement. 

3. Condition IX of the agreement suggests that Lane County, the City of 
Eugene, and the Environmental Quality Commission enter 'into a tri
party agreement by December 1, 1980. Said agreement would define 
a joint process to distribute information regarding jurisdictional 
alternatives to area residents. 

4. No tri-party agreement has been drafted or negotiated. 

5. Lane County feels that the distribution of the "River Road Tabloid" 
by the City of Eugene has fulfilled Condition IX. 

6. Department staff feels that the "Tabloid" partially fulfills Condi
tion IX: 

a. The "Tabloid" addresses only annexation of the River Road area 
to the City of Eugene. 

b. The County, in its January 13 letter to the Director, does 
not provide alternatives to the jurisdictional question. 

c. The Di rector 1 s February 18 1 etter requests that Lane County 
provide information about urban services and jurisdiction to 
Santa Clara residents in a time frame compatible with Lane 
County's own work plan. 

(4) 



Summation 

1. On April 18, 1980, the Commission directed DEQ staff to secure a 
voluntary agreement with the Lane Board. It was secured and signed 
by the Environmental Quality Commission on September 19, 1980. 

2. Conditions in the agreement spell out specific obligations for the 
EQC, Department staff, the Lane Board of Commissioners, and Lane 
County staff. The semi-annual progress report required by Condition 
VI is among them. The first report was received on January 22, 1981. 

3. The Director responded to the first report on February 18, 1981. 
Lane County has made substantial progress. In his letter, the 
Director noted that information which was to be provided by a tri
party agreement in Condition IX of the Intergovernmental Agreement 
has been provided only to residents of River Road. Santa Clara 
must also be addressed. Lane County may submit additional informa
tion before March 13. If so, it will be brought to the Commission's 
attention. 

4. Staff will return to the Commission with appropriate status reports 
or requests for action as necessary. No action is required by the 
Commission at this time. 

Director's Recommendation 

Since this is an informational item and the progress report is generally 
sufficient, no Commission action is requested at this time. 

The Lane Board of Commissioners should be commended for their continuing 
efforts to resolve the River Road/Santa Clara groundwater pollution and 
sewerage issues. 

(~~~ 
WILLI Ah. YOUNG 

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 

EQC-LBOC Intergovernmental Agreement. 
January 13, f981 LBOC Progress Report. 

Appendix C: February 18, 1981 letter from Bill Young to Harold Rutherford. 

Laurence H. Lowenkron:wr 
686-7601 
February 13, 1981 
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APPENDIX A 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, the lane County Board of Commissioners and the Environmental Quality 
Commission recognize that public health must be protected and that a high
quality environment be maintained in the area generally known as River 
Road/Santa Clara, and 

WHEREAS, Lane County recognizes that the River Road/Santa Clara area wi 11 
eventually receive urban services including but not limited to sanitary sewers, 
and 

WHEREAS, recent studies indicate that portions of the shallow groundwater in the 
area are affected with bacteria and nitrate-nitrogen, and 

WHEREAS, studies indicate that significant pollutants may result from septic 
tank discharges from current developments, and 

WHEREAS, Lane County and the Environmental Quality Commission agree that 
sanitary sewers are effective long-term means to reduce the level of 
contaminants in the River Road/Santa Clara area and, 

WHEREAS, Lane County recognizes that the sewage treatment needs of the area 
should be provided by the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission's Sewage 
Treatment Facility, and 

WHEREAS, lane County and the City of Eugene have not jointly determined the most 
appropriate jurisdiction to provide sanitary sewage collection facilities to the 
area, and 

HHEREAS, both jurisdictions recognize the planning and installation of long-term 
sanitary facilities in the area requires resolution of the question of 
jurisdictional responsibility, and 

11HEREAS, lane County and the EQC agree that concerted governmental effort to 
enhance the public health should be initiated prior to resolution of the 
jurisdictional question, 

THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED: 

I. lane County hereby agrees to remove its current subdivision moratorium which 
was originally implemented on June 9, 1971 after the following have been 
accomplished: 

A. lane County adopts a long-term urban master sewerage plan as described 
in Paragraph II. 

B. lane County develops and adopts an interim sewage collection, treatment 
and disposal ordinance as described in Paragraph III. 

C. lane County considers a plat control program as described in Paragraph 
IV. 

HP 2927 4-02 1 
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II. Lane County agrees to adopt a long-term urban master sewerage plan for the 

River Road/Santa Clara area no later thar(~~ month]'.)ifter approval of this 
agreement. Such plan shall utilize or ame the existing "Eugene
Springfield Metropolitan Area Treatment Alternatives 208 Plan'' of April 
1977. This master sewerage plan shall specify the method of management, 
collection, treatment and disposal of sewage. 

I I I. Lane County agrees to deve 1 op and adopt an "Interim sewage co 11 ect ion, 
treatment and disposal ordinance" for the River Road/Santa Clara area no 
later tharC:six montfi1.,after adoption of the master sewerage plan described 
in Paragraph II above. Interim facilities are defined as temporary, and are 
to be replaced by permanent regional facilities when available. 

Interim facilities shall include, but are not limited to, standard 
subsurface sewage disposal systems, mechanical oxidation facilities, sewage 
stabilization ponds, sand filters or others as described in Oregon 
Administrative Rules 340-71-005 through 71-045. 

The ordinance shall at a minimum specify: 

A. Minimum criteria for facilities siting and construction. 

B. Who wi 11 own and operate the facilities. 

C. Under what circumstances and time schedules the facilities shall be 
salvaged or abandoned. 

IV. Lane Count agrees to consider a new ''Plat control program'' no later than 
July 1, 1981 to facilitate reasonable development in the area. 

The purpose of a plat control program is to maintain desired ultimate 
development density potential in areas where development may occur at lower 
densities prior to provision of full urban services. Developing areas 
outside of cities rely upon on-site sewage disposal. The large parcel sizes 
necessary to accommodate on-site sewage di sposa 1 can diminish ultimate 
density potentials and preclude the economical provision of urban services 
if plat control is not implemented, 

V. Lane County agrees to continue a public education program originally 
implemented on February 21, 1980. 

VI. Lane County agrees to provicteGmi-annual progress reporO to the EQC to 
indicate the status of these program a the.interagency jurisdiction 
question. The first report is du January 1, 19 J"o...., J:I..., ..:r"""" 

, " .J 

VJ J. The EQC will review the semi-annual progress reports mentioned in paragraph 
VI., above. The EQC shall conduct a public hearing by no later than 

qanuary 1, 19B~to evaluate progress. Upon review of said progress reports, 
at the public earing, or at any other time the EQC may comment, assist, or 
take action outside the intergovernmental agreement including but not 
limited to that described in Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 222.850 through 
222.915, ORS 454.235(2), and/or ORS 454.685. 

WP 29274-02 2 
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- VI I I. Lane County agrees to work with the public, and affected public agencies 
during the planning and implementation of the public education, plat 
control, and alternative interim sewage programs. 

IX. Lane County and the Environmental Quality Commission agree that resolution 
of the jurisdictional question will hasten improvement in groundwater 
quality and thereby enable further development of the area. A separate tri
party agreement among Lane County, the Environmental Quality Commission, and 
the City of Eugene is needed to define a joint process to distribute 
information regarding jurisdictional alternatives to area residents. In 
particular the City is encouraged to develop positions on, and disseminate 
infonnation pertaining to a) annexation procedures, b) available city 
services, c) costs of identified services, and d) optional strategies to 
deliver services including but not limited to phased delivery of city 
services and phased financial mechanisms. A tri-party agreement including 
~ions identified above should be completed no later thar(!Jecember 1, 

X. Upon a delineation of the appropriate jurisdiction to provide long-term 
sanitary services, Lane County agrees to develop or to work closely with 
appropriate public agencies to develop a plan to provide sanitary 
facilities. 

XI. The EQC agrees to offer Lane County technical staff assistance on call as 
expeditiously as possible. To enhance local program capabilities, this 
assistance frrnn the EQC will not be less than one-fourth FTE position. 

XII. The EQC agrees to adopt a final ndwater quality policy, as discussed on 
18 April, 1980, on or befor March 1981. 

XIII. Lane County and the Environmental Quality Commission agree that timely 
implementation of this agreement may be impacted by federal and state 
regulations, litigation, and financial conditions. Therefore, Lane County 
reserves the right to request from the EQC alterations to iTiitially 
established time schedules. 

. 
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Board of County Commissioners 
of Lane County, Oregon 

Id fl a r'Cloql ~d~u4l)r..J,~L,U~~~"°'"t:>< 
Chairman 

(l~ct~ 
Vance Freeman 

Environmental Quality Commission 
of Oregon 

Albert H. Densmore, Vice 
Chairman 

Ronald M. Somers 

Date Date 

Ll-~- c; ·II -'60 
_Approved as to Fann 
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State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

oo~@~~ \VJ~ rnJ 
JAN ;; 0 1981 

OFEICE Of THE DIRECTOR 

Bill Young 
Director, Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. Sth 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Bill: 

lane county 

Varice f'.rr;,;r1,:m 

Sent! L1r:1;:1ln!1; 

Gerald Hu!;l, J1. 
Otto t'Hoof\ 

Harold Aulherlord 

Last September, after several months of joint discussions, Lane 
County and the State Department of Environmental Quality approved 
an Intergovernmental Agreement regarding the area generally known 
as River Road/Santa Clara. The agreement formalized joint commit
me11ts to allocate st11ff 1·esources to address several significant 
issues. "fhe agreement also defined a process, i11cluding specific 
deadlines, to guide staff efforts. Our current attention is directed 
to paragraph VI of the agreement in which Lane Countj committed to 
deliver semi-annual progress reports to tl1e EQC. This letter is 
intended to offer a brief summary of local progress since September. 

Three activities completed during tl1e fall deserve particular attention. 
First, primary responsibility for implementating and monitoring the 
Intergovernmental Agreement has been assigned to the Department of 
Environmental Management. As you know, several County departments 
contributed to the initial negotiations. However, to encourage 
greater continuity and clarity we believe that primary responsibility 
and accountability should be vested in one department. The General 
Administrator's Office will continue to monitor the overall performance 
of Lane County's obligations, though departme11tal staff will perform 
most functions. Secondly, during October and November a fifteen 
month implementation work plan was prepared by the Department of 
Environmental Management and submitted to the Board of County Comm
issioners. This plan identifys and schedules major tasks necessary 
to perform each County obligation. By organizing a long-term schedule 
at this time, we will ensure an efficient use of County resources to 
achieve development of a plat control program, interim facilities 
ordinance, and other objectives. A copy of our initial work plan 
is attached for your reference. Lastly, paragraph IX of the agree
ment suggested a separate "tri-party" agreement to insure the timely 
distribution of information regarding jurisdictional alternatives 
by the City of Eugene to residents of River Road/Santa Clara. Since 
September, the City has mailed several thousand tabloids to households 
in the area. Therefore, we believe the intent of paragraph IX has 
been achieved and that a separate agreement is unnecessary. A tab
loid is attached for your review. 

To summarize, activities completed during the past quarter have 
initiated a fifteen month process to accomplish obligations contained 
within the agreement. To date, Lane County's progress has not 

80AllD OF COUNTY CO~AMIS:>IONLflS 
COUlil 1 IUUSl- PUUUC SLAVIC[ BUILDING / ll'!J FAS I 13TI I /\Vt.NU[ I [LJr.JtNl. 01!1..G()f\! 9/1lOl I i 1 JO~il CB/-4203 / l 800 rJ'..12 ~,3/'.J 



Page 2 
Bill Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 

r~quired the assistance to D.E.Q. staff. Yet, as we approach the 
more difficult components of our work plan, your staff may be called 
upon to lend their expertise to our efforts. In the meantime we 
shall proceed according to the work plan and prepare our second 
status report during July. If you or your staff wish to discuss 
our progress at any time, do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Attachments 

cc: Board of Commissioners 
George E. Morgan, General Administrator 
Rich Owings, Environmental Management 



•• 
, . 

., 

Date 

Completed 

Dec:· 19, 1980 

Jan. 30, 1981* 

Feb. 2-20. 1981 

Mar. l • 1981 

Mar. 13, 1981* 

Mar. l 6- 30. 1981 

Apr. 3, 1981* 

Agreement Item 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

i I 

i I I 

I I I 

IV 

*Milestones 
\/ORK PLAN 

f,c ti v ity/Tas k 

Board confirms regional concept commitment 

Complete review 1970 River Road/Santa Clara Sewerage 
Collection System Study 

Complete preliminary draft of Master Plan alternatives 
segments of technical, financial and management com-
ponents and implementation schedule 

Staff and agencies review preliminary draft of Master 
Plan 

Preliminary draft of Master Plan to Lane County and 
City of Eugene for review and conunent 

Complete preliminary draft interim facilities ordi
nance alternatives 

Staff and agencies review preliminary interim ordi
nance draft 

Complete pr;el iminary draft plat control program 
alternatives 

P.pr. 6-May l, l 981 IV Staff reviews preliminary plat control draft 

May 4-29, l 981 

May 22. 1981* 

June 1-Aug. 20, 
1981 

June l - 30. 1981 

Aug. 3-7, 1981* 

Aug. 21 • 1981 

Aug. 26, 1981* 

Sep. 4. l 981 * 

Sep. 9. 1981* 

Oct. 7. 1981* 

O•t .. 30, 1981* 

Nov. 4' l 981 

Dec. 9, 1981* 

Dec. 16, 1981* 

Jan. 6, 1982 

I I I I I IV Planning commission and agency review preliminary draft 
of plat control and interim ordinance of Master Plan 

II Lane County and City of Eugene action on Master Plan 

II Ill Community organization review 

IV Info meeting (specific places yet to be determined) 

II III IV. -Conrnunity organizations sponsor public meetings in 
River Road and Santa Clara 

II III Coninunity organizations finalize input and recommendations 

IV Public hearing on proposed plat control ordinance 

I I Heviscd draft indicating recommended alternatives to 
BCC, Legal and agencies 

IV Board adopts plat control program ordinance 

II Public hearing on recommended master sewerage plan 
alternatives 

II Final draft master sewerage plan to BCC and agencies 

III Draft interim facilities ordinance based upon recom
mended alternatives to BCC, Legal and agencies 

11 Boa rd adopts master s ewe rage pl an recon111ended alter
na ti ves 

Ill Public hearing on proposed interim facilities ordinance 

III Board adopts interim facilities ordinance 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 

APPENDIX C 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVERNOR 

• Mr. Harold Rutherford, Chairman 
Lane Board of County Commissioners 
Public Service Building 
125 E. 8th Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Dear Harold: 

February 18, 1981 

Thank you for your letter of January 13, 1981, detailing progress on the 
objectives of our Intergovernmental Agreement. 

The interim work plan enclosed with it is very ambitious. Your adoption 
of it assures that Conditions I I, I II, and IV of the Agreement will be 
completed in a timely manner. The Department of Environmental Quality 
looks forward to continuing our. work with Lane County to implement this 
plan and maintain the sch.edule. 

Condition IX of our Agreement acknowledges that the resolution of the 
jurisdiction of the River Road/Santa Clara area is necessary to·achieve 
the pollution abatement objectives there. Among the mechanisms sug
gested is a tri-party agreement between Lane ·county, the City of Eugene, 
and Environmental Quality Commission. Such an agreement would def(ne a 
process to distribute information on jurisdicti6nal alternatives to area 
residents. 

The distribution of the "River Road Tabloid" has partially fulfilled 
this objective. The Tabloid addresses only annexation of River Road. 
Your January 13, 1981 letter endorses this annexation by stating that 
this fulfills the County's obl_igation of Condition IX. I suggest that 
Lane County provide information to Santa Clara residents, similar to the 
"Tabloid". That information should address jurisdictional alternatives, 
compatible with Oregon Revised Statutes, and services available to Santa 
Clara residents. It might best be distributed during the period of June 
1 through August 20, when community organizations wi 11 be reviewing the 
interim and. master sewer.age plans. i'f you concur, I will recommend this 
course of action to our Commission in lieu of the tri-party agreement in 
Condition IX. I would 1 ike to inform the EQC to that effect at its 
March 13 meeting in Salem. 

As you know, The Environmental Quality Commission has an obligation 
under Conditions XI and XI I of the Agreement. Condition XI 6ffers 



certain levels of technical assistance. My staff has been working with 
your staff throughout this process and will continue to do so. 

In Condition XI I the Environmental Quality Commission agrees to adopt a 
final groundwater pol icy on or before March, 1981. At its March 13, 
1981 meeting, the Environmental Qua] ity Commission will be asked to 
authorize a pub! ic heari.ng to adopt a final groundwater quality protection 
pol icy. 

There has been substantial public input thus far, and the draft final 
pol icy is currently under review by the Statewide Water Quality Manage
ment Plan Policy Advisory Committee. Consequently, final adoption may 
be briefly delayed pending receipt of all public input. 

I would appreciate hearing from you before March 13, if possible, so 
will be able to advise our Commission. In the meantime, my staff is 
preparing a status report for the March 13 EQC meeting in accordance 
with the thinking in my letter. At this point, I believe said report 
wi 11 be informational in nature rather than a scheduled agenda item. 

Thank you for your positive efforts to accomplish our mutual objectives 
in River Road/Santa Clara. 

WHY/wr 
Attachment 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

cc: George Morgan, General Administrator, Lane County w/o att 
cc: Rich Owings, Environmental Management, Lane C,ounty w/o att 
cc: Willamette Valley Region, Eugene w/att 
cc: Willamette Valley Region, Salem w/att 
cc: Water Quality Division via Regional Operations w/att 



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
OOVl:RNOR 

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

DED-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. __Q_, March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Review and Request for Concurrence With 
Tax Credit Program Guidance Handbook 

At the September 21, 1979, EQC Meeting, the Commission agreed with the 
recommendation of the Director to forego rulemaking on the tax credit 
program in favor of review and approval of a staff codification of EQC 
established precedents, Attorney General opinions, and agency procedures, 
forms and instructions. 

The purpose of this staff report is to review the work accomplished to 
date. 

Discussion 

The approach the staff is taking is to compile the information into 
handbooks that can be used by potential applicants as well as Department 
staff. Two versions of the handbook will be prepared, one for potential 
applicants and one for internal use. It is hoped that the handbooks will 
provide the best available information on the tax credit program to 
applicants, and provide a resource document to agency staff to improve 
consistency and quality of decision-making in operation of the program. 

Attached to this report is the handbook for internal use containing the 
tax credit statutes, guidelines for Preliminary Certification, a summary 
of Attorney General opinions, a summary of the types of facilities. 
previously certified, methods for determining the percent of cost allocable 
to pollution control, internal procedures, formats for EQC tax credit staff 
reports, forms and instructions for applicants, and sample form letters. 
The handbook for potential applicants will include the statutes, forms 
and instructions, and the methods for determining allocable costs. 



EQC Memorandum 
Agenda Item No. 
February 17, 1981 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission take note of the information 
contained in the attached handbook and concur in its use in the 
administration of the tax credit program. 

Attachment 

C. A. Splettstaszer:in 
229-6484 
MW52 
February 17, 1981 

/fil~/!J~ 
· 11 · 4rrrv Wi iam H. Young 



STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES 
TAX CREDIT PROGRAM 

GUIDANCE HANDBOOK 

AUGUST 1981 

MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
522 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE 

p, 0, BOX 1760 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program was first enacted by 
the Oregon Legislative Assembly in 1967. At that time, facilities constructed 
to prevent, control, or reduce air or water pollution were made eligible 
for tax credit certification. In 1973 the Legislature made the use of a 
resource recovery process which obtains useful material or energy resources 
from material that would otherwise be solid waste eligible for tax credit 
certification. 

The Legislature further amended the statutes in 1977 to add noise pollution 
control facilities to the list of facilities eligible for tax credit 
certification. Then in 1979 the recovery of useful material or energy 
resources from hazardous wastes or u~ed oil was also made eligible for 
certification. ' 

Persons interested in obtaining tax credit certification must follow a 
specific procedure out] ined in the statutes by making application to the 
Department of Environmental Quality and receiving final approval from the 
Environmental Quality Commission. Figure 1 diagrams the application, review 
and approval process. More detailed information is contained in this booklet 
in the Statutes Section and the Forms and Instructions Section. It is very 
important that the procedures be followed exactly to ensure eligibility for 
certification is not forfeited due to procedural error. 

After certification is received from the Environmental Quality Commission, 
the person holding the certification obtains actual tax relief from the 
Oregon Department of Revenue or County Assessor, where the facility is located, 
depending upon the tax relief elected. The choices are personal income tax, 
corporate excise tax, or property tax relief. Further information is 
contained in this booklet in the Statutes Section or may be obtained by 
contacting the Oregon Department of Revenue or County Assessor directly. 

Since the commencement of the program, facilities costing in excess of 
$350 mill ion have been certified for tax relief. Table 1 shows the number 
and cost of facilities certified by year by agency program. Tables 2, 3, 4 
and 5 show the types of facilities certified and their number and cost,. for 
the air quality, noise, water quality, and solid waste management programs 
respectively. 

The remainder of this document is devoted to providing the best information 
available on the details of the tax credit program for the use of potential 
applicants as well as Department staff and other interested parties. 

1-1 
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60 lays 
maximum 

! 

120 days 

mur= 

POLLUTION COUTROL FACILITY TAX CREDIT CllRrIFICATION PROCESS 

Applicant files request for preliminary certification 

Reviewed and approved 
./ 

Applicant files application for tax credit certification 

Logged in and sent to appropriate program staff 

Reviewed and staff report prepared for Jl(~C approval 

Re.ports rcvie\.·1ed for consistency wit11 statutes & precedents 

AJ?J?roval 
__;.;--

EQC approves or denies Denial 

Prior to commencing 
construction. 

Regional or hq. 
program staff • 

After construction 
complete. 

Agency management 
staff. 

Air, water, noise, 
solid waste program 
staff. 

Agency m~nagement 
staff. 

.n.pplicant requested to make election l of type of tax relief desired. t 
60 days 

/\gency Hgmt. 
staff. 

Applicant informed of EQC 
denial and reasons therefor 

d 

Applicant choo~es property tax, 
r.)ersonal income tax, or corporation 
excise tax relief 

~ 
State Dept. of Revenue and/or 
County Assessor notified of 
certification and tax relief election 

max. 

t 
/\gency mgmt. 
staff. 

FIGURE 1 

Applicant has 30 days to a 
aupeal denial to EQC 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
Tax Credit Certificates Issued for Pollution Control Facilities 

Air Pollution 
Control Facilities 

Calendar No. 
Year Cert. 

1968 24 

1969 22 

1970 23 

1971 38 

1972 82 

1973 97 

1974 63 

1975 56 

1976 66 

1977 49 

1978 36 

1979 39 

1980 --21 

TOTAL 692 

MN50 

Certified 
Cost 

$ 1,958,781 

1,305,789 

1,693,919 

7,345,826 

13,268,426 

12,124,500 

19,851,841 

18,674,741 

15,917,093 

11,095,785 

28,026,670 

7,952,278 

25,407,199 

$164,622,848 

Water Pollution 
Control Facilities 

No. 
Cert. 

17 

14 

26 

26 

41 

47 

16 

34 

33 

40 

34 

34 

_TI 

397 

Certified 
Cost 

$ 3,945,435 

3,855,141 

5,862,684 

9,946,636 

2,202,401 

13,764,649 

3,697,894 

10,590,618 

14,308,742 

2,121,713 

14,668,638 

13,460,697 

12,088,442 

$110,513,690 

Solid Waste 
Control Facilties 

No. 
Cert. 

--
--
--
--
--
-o-

-0-

6 

10 

7 

12 

11 

25 
~ 

7i 

Certified 
Cost 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

-o-

-0-

$ 5,703,350 

6,833,330 

7,040,082 

18,779,276 

14,402,536 

__l;)_, 708d.]2 

$ 86,466,946 

TABLE 1 

Noise Pollution 
Control Facilities 

No. 
Cert. 

Certified No. 
Cost Cert. 

-- N/A 41 

-- N/A 36 

-- N/A 49 

-- N/A 64 

-- N/A 123 

-- N/A 144 

-- N/A 79 

-- N/A 96 

-- N/A 109 

-0- -o- 96 

-0- -0- 82 

1 $ 84,176 85 

4 ___!!2, 680 161 

5 $169,856 1165 

T 0 T A L 

Certified 
Cost 

$ 5,904,216 

5,160,930 

7,556,603 

17,292,462 

15,470,827 

25,889,149 

23,549,735 

34,968,709 

37,059,165 

20,257,580 

61,474,584 

35,899,687 

71. 28g _t;g1 

$361,733,340 



TABLE 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
JANUARY 1981 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1957 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Steel Mills and Foundries Emission 
Control Systems 

Pulp and Paper Industry Emission 
Control Systems 

, Nickel and Aluminum Smelting Industry 
• Emission Control Systems 

Carbide Alloys, Silicon and Exotic 
Metals Manufacturing Emission 
Control Systems 

Wood Products Industry Emission 
Control Systems 

Cement, Asphalt, and Rock Crushing 
Industry Emission Control Systems 

Chemical and Electronics Industry 
Emission Control Systems 

Orchard Heating Systems 

Food Processing Industry Emission 
Control Sys terns 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

MN41 

Number 
Certified 

32 

117 

32 

29 

299 

58 

10 

65 

16 

35 

692 

1-4 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 

Certified Cost Cost 

$ 4,305,311 2.5 

54,700,684 33. 2 -

42,786,922 26.0 

5,533,861 3.4 

37 ,818,068 23.0 

10,250,732 6.2 

2,667,411 1.6 

2,564,164 1.5 

2,367,804 1.4 

1,679,127 1.0 

$164,622,848 

; ' ' 



TABLE 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
JANUARY 1981 

NOISE POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1977 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Acoustical Enclosure 
for Refrigeration Compressor 

Relocation of Chip Fractionation 
Facility and Associated Equipment 

Acoustical Insulation and 
Wrapping 

Concrete Block Sound 
Wall 

TOTAL 

MN41.C 

Number 
Certified 

1 

1 

2 

1 

5 

1-5 

Certified Cost 

$ 5,157 

67,145 

87,026 

10,528 

$ 169,856 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 
Cost 

3.0 

39.5 

51. 2 

6.2 



TABLE 4 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAL !TY 
JANUARY 1981 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1967 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Chemical, Exotic Metals, and Metal 
Plating Industries, Waste Treatment 
Systems 

Electronics Industry Waste Treatment 
Systems 

Steel and Aluminum Manufacturing 
Industries Waste Treatment Systems 

Pulp and Paper Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Wood Products Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Log Handling Systems 

Food Processing Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Farm Animal Wastes Treatment Systems 

surface Runoff and Spill Prevention 
Systems 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

MN41.A 

Number 
Certified 

53 

23 

8 

114 

52 

14 

45 

39 

21 

__1.!_ 

397 

I-6 

Certified Cost 

$ 12,608,651 

888,670 

6,325,309 

71,619,016 

5,018,490 

3,519,734 

8,099,266 

414,881 

945,722 

1,073,951 

$110,513,690 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 
Cost 

11.4 

< 1.0 

5.7 

64.8 

4.5 

3.2 

7.3 

< 1.0 

< 1.0 

1.0 

\ - '' 



TABLE 5 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

JANUARY 1981 

SOLID WASTE CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1973 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Waste Wood Fuel Boilers 

Turbine Generators 

Industrial Wood Waste 
Utilization Facilities 

Wood Hogs, Chippers, and 
Hogged Fuel Preparation 
Facilities 

Conversion of Wood Waste to 
Fuel For Sale to Public 

Particleboard Plant 

Bark Utilization Plant 

Paved Log Deck 

Waste Paper Baler/Shredder 

Wastepaper/Newsprint 
Deinking/Cleaning Facility 

Straw Bailing and 
Storage Facility 

Shredded Tire Storage 
and Metering Facility 

Aggregate Reclaiming 
Facility 

Glass Manufacturing Plant 

Waste Glass Processing Facility 

TOTAL 

MN41.B 

Number 
Certified 

12 

2 

16 

8 

2 

2 

2 

7 

6 

8 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

71 

I-7 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 

Certified Cost Cost 

$ 28,026,336 32,4 

4,536,629 5.2 

5,461,615 6.3 

1,494,960 1. 7 

222,872 < 1. 0 

17,542,818 20.2 

5,024,812 5.8 

1,691,182 2.0 

101,855 < 1. 0 

19,639,458 22. 7 

257,176 < 1. 0 

91,083 < 1.0 

21,307 < 1. 0 

1,952,954 2.8 

401,889 < 1. 0 

$ 86,466,946 



SECTION II 

TAX CREDIT STATUTES AND RULES 

ORS Chapter 468, Pollution Control Facilities 
Tax Credit 

OAR Chapter 340-26-030, Tax Credits for Approved 
Alternative Methods to Field Burning 

ORS Chapter 307, Property Tax 
ORS Chapter 314, Tax Credits to be Offset Against 

State Invome or Excise Tax Credits 
ORS Chapter 316, Personal Income Tax 
ORS Chapter 317, Corporation Excise Tax 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 468 

1979 Replacement Part 

POLLUTION CONTROL 

POLLUTION.CONTROL 
FACILITIES T.i\.'{ CREDIT 

468.150 Field sanitation and straw 
utilization and disposal methods as "pol
lution control facilities." After alternative 
methods for field sanitation and straw utiliza
tion and disposal are approved by the commit
tee and the department, "pollution control 
facility," as defined in ORS 468.155, shall 
include such approved alternative methods 
and persons purchasing and utilizing such 
methods shall he eligible for the benefits 
allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190. [1975 c.559 

§15) 

Note: 468.150 was enacted into law by the Legisla
tive Assembly but was not added to or made a part or 
ORS chapter 468 or any series therein by legislative 

action. See the Preface to Oregon Revised Statutes for 
further explanation. 

468.155 Definitions for ORS 468.155 to 
468.190. (1) As used in ORS 468.155 to 
468.190, unless the context requires other
wise, 1'pollution control facility" or "facility" 
means any land, structure, building, installa
tion, excavation, machinery, equipment or 
device, or any addition to, reconstrnction 'of or 
improvement of, land or an existing structure, 
building, installation, excavation, machinery, 
equipment or device reasonably used, erected, 
constructed or installed by any person if a 
substantial purpose of such use, erection, 
construction or installation is the prevention, 
control or reduct~on of air, water or noise 
poll11tion or solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil by: 

-(a) The disposal or elimination of or rede
sign to eliminate industrial waste and the use 
.of treatment works for industrial waste as 
defined in ORS 468. 700; 

(b) The disposal or elimination of or rede
sign to eliminate air contaminants or air 
pollution or air contamination sources and the 
use of. air cleaning devices as defined in ORS 
468.275; 

(c) The substantial reduction or elimina
tion of or redesign to eliminate noise pollution 
or noise emission sources as defined by rule of 
the commission; or 

II-1 

( d) The use of a resource recovery process 
which obtains useful material or energy re
sources from material that would otherwise be 
solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005, hazar
dous wastes as defined in ORS 459.410, or 
used oil as defined in ORS 468.850. For the 
purposes of ORS 468.155 to 468.190, "solid 
waste facility" shall also include subsequent 

. additions, made either to an already certified 
facility or to an operation which would have 

·qualified as a facility but for the fact that it 
-was erected, constructed or installed prior to 
January 1, 1973, which will increase the pro
duction or recovery of useful materials or 
energy over the amount being produced or 
recovered by the original facility whether or 
not the materials or energy produced or recov
ered are similar to those of the original facili
ty. 

(2) "Pollution control facility" or "facility" 
does not include air conditioners, septic tanlts 
or other facilities for human waste, nor any 
property installed, constructed or used for the 
moving of se\vage to the collecting facilities of 
a public or quasi-public sewerage system, nor 

any distinct portion or portions of a solid 
waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facility 
which make an insignificant contribution to 
the purpose of utilization of solid waste, ha
zardous wastes or used oil. The following 
specific items shall he among those portions 
considered for exclusion hereunder: Office 
buildings and furnishings, parking lots and 
road improvements, landscaping, external 
lighting, company signs, artwork and automo
biles. [Formerly 449.605; 1975 c.496 §1; 1977 c.795 §1; 

1979 c.802 §1) 

Note: Section 8, chapter 802, Oregon Laws 1979, 
provides: 

Sec. 8. The amendments to ORS 468.155, 468.160, 
468.165, 468.170 and 468.185 by sections 1 to 4 and 7 of 
this Act that relate t:o pol1ution control facilities for 
hazardous WBBtes and used oil shall not apply to erection, 
constru(..1.ion or installation of such facilities begun before 
the effective dale of this Ad [October 3, 1979). 

•· . 



ORS 468 POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES TAX CREDIT 1979 

468.160 Policy. In the interest of the 
public peace, health and safety, it is the policy 
of the State of Oregon to assist in the preven
tion, control and reduction of air, water and 
noise pollution and solid waste, hazardous 
wastes and used oil in this state by providing 
tax relief with respect to Oregon facilities 
constructed to accomplish such prevention, 
control and reduction. (Formerly 449.615; 1975 
c.496 §2; 1977 c.795 §2; 1979 c.802 §2] 

Note: See note Wlder 468.155. 

468.165 Application for certification 
of pollution control facilities. (1) Aoy per
son may apply to the commission for certifica
tion under ORS 468.170 of a pollution control 
facility or facilities or portion thereof erected, 
constructed or installed by him in Oregon if: 

(a) The air or water pollution control facil
ity was erected, constructed or installed on or 
after January 1, 1967. 

(b) The noise pollution control facility was 
erected, constructed or installed on or after 
January 1, 1977. 

(c) The solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil facility was under construction on or 
after January 1, 1973, and if: 

(A) The substantial purpose of the facility 
is to utilize material that would otherwise be 
solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005, hazar
dous wastes as defined in ORS 459.410 or used 
oil as defined in ORS 468.850 by burning, 
mechanical process or chemical process or 
through the production, processing including 
presegregation or otherwise, or use of materi
als for their heat content or other forn15 Of 
energy of or from the material, or the use of 
materials which have useful chemical or phys
ical properties and which may be used for the 
same or other purposes, or materials which 
may be used in the same kind of application 
as its prior use without change in identity; 

(B) The end product of the utilization is a 
usable source of power or other item of real 
economic value; 

(C) The end product of the utilization, 
other than a usable source of power, is com
petitive \vith an end product produced in an
other state; and 

II-2 

(D) The Oregon law regulating solid waste 
imposes standards at least substantially 
equivalent to the federal law. 

(2) The applications shall be made in 
writing in a form prescribed by the depart
ment and shall contain information on the 
actual cost of the facility or facilities, a de7 

scription of the n1aterials incorporated there
in, all machinery and equipment made a part 
thereof, the existing or proposed OJ:>eratio11al 
procedure thereof, and a statement of the 
purpose of prevention, control or reduction of 
air, water or noise pollution or solid \vaste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil served or to be 
served by the facility or facilities and, for a 
facility qualifying under paragraph (a) or (b) 
of subsection (1) of this section, the portion of 
the actual cost properly allocable to the pre
vention, control or reduction of air, water or 
noise pollution as set forth in subsection (2) of 
ORS 468.190. 

(3) The director may require such further 
information as he considers necessary prior to 
issuance of a certifi~te. [Formerly 449.625; 1974 
s.s. c.37 §2; 1975 c.496 §3; 1977 c.795 §3; 1979 c.802 §3] 

Note: See note under 468.155. 

468.170 Action on application; effect 
of rejection; appeal; issuance of certifi
cate; effect of certification. (1) The commis
sion shall act on an application for certifica
tion before the 120th day after the filing of 
the application under OHS 468.165. The ac
tion of the commission shall include certifica
tion of the actual cost of the facility and, for 
facilities qualifying under paragraph (a) or (b) 
of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, the portion 
of the actual cost properly allocable to the 
prevention, control or reduction of air, 'vater 
or noise pollution as set forth in subsection (2) 
of ORS 468.190. Each certificate shall bear a 
separate serial nun1ber for each such facility. 

(2) If the commission rejects an applica
tion for certification, or certifies a lesser actu
al cost of the facility or a lesser portion of the 
actual cost properly allocable to the preven
tion, control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil than was claimed in the application 
for certificatio11, the commission shall cause 
\.vritten notice of its action, and a concise 
statement of the findings and rea50ns there
for, to be sent by registered or certified mail to 
the applicant before the 120th day after the 
filing of the application. Failure of the com
mission to act constitutes rejection of the 
application. 
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(3) If the application is rejected for any 
reason, including the information furnished 
by the applicant as to the cost of the facility, 
or if the applicant is dissatisfied with the 
certification of actual cost or portion of the 
actual cost properly allocable to prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil, the applicant may appeal from the 
rejection as provided in ORS 468.110. The 
rejection or the certification is final and con
clusive on all parties unless the applicant 
takes an appeal therefrom as provided in ORS 
468.110 before the 30th day after notice was 
mailed by the commission. 

(4) If the commission finds that a pollu
tion control or solid waste, hazardous wastes 
or used oil facility or portion thereof, for 
which an application has been made under 
ORS 468.165, was erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and is designed for, and is being 
operated or will operate to a substantial ex
tent for the purpose of preventing, controlling 
or reducing air, water or noise pollution or 
solid waste, hazardous wast.es or used oil, and 
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the 
intents and purposes of ORS 454.010 to 
454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.405, 454.425, 
454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745, ORS 
chapters 459 and 467 and this chapter and 
rules thereunder, it shall certify such facility. 
No determination of the proportion of the 
actual cost of the facility to be certified shall 
be made until receipt of the application. Whe
re one or more facilities constitute an opera
tional unit, the commission may certify such 
facilities under one certificate. A certificate 
under this section is effective for puTJX)seS of 
tax relief in accordance with ORS 307.405, 
316.097 and 317.072 if erection, construction 
or installation of the facility was commenced 
prior to December 31, 1988. The commission 
shall attach to the front of each certificate a 
copy of the notice and election requirements 
imposed by subsection (5) of this section. 
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(5) A person receiving a certificate under 
this section shall make an irrevocable election 
to take ·the tax credit relief under ORS 
316.097 or 317.072 or the ad valorem tax 
relief under ORS 307 .405 and shall notify the 
commission, within 60 days after the receipt 
of such· certificate, of his election. This elec
tion shall apply to the facility or facilities 
certified and shall bind all subsequent trans
ferees. Failure to make a timely notification 
shall make the certificate ineffective for any 
tax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097 and 
317.072. 

(6) If the person receiving the certificate is 
an electing small business corporation as 
defined in section 1371 of the Internal Reve
nue Code, and if the corporation elects to take 
tax credit relief, such election shall be on 
behalf of the corporation's shareholders. Each 
shareholder shall be entitled to take tax credit 
relief as provided in ORS 316.097, based on 
that shareholder's pro rata share of the certi
fied cost of the facility. 

(7) Certification under thls section of a 
pollution control facility qualifying under 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 shall be granted 
for a period of 10 consecutive years which 
10-year period shall begin with the tax year of 
the person in which the facility is certified 
under this section, except that if the person 
elects ad valorem tax relief the provisions of 
ORS 307.405 shall apply. 

(8) (a) A facility commenced prior to De
cember 31, 1980, and qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 
shall be certified if it meets such require
ments. 

(b) For a facility commenced after Decem
ber 31, 1980, and prior to December 31, 1983, 
the commission, in addition to, and not in lieu 
of, the requirements under paragraph (c) of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, shall only 
certify such a facility if it meets one of the 
following conditions: 

(A) That the facility is necessary to assist 
in solving a severe or unusual solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil problem; 

(B) That the facility will provide a new or 
different solution to a solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or. used oil problem than has been 
previously used, or the facility is a significant 
modification and improvemeri.t of similar 
existing facilities; or 
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(CJ That the department has recommend
ed the facility as the most efficient or environ
mentally sound method of solid waste, hazar
dous wastes or used oil control. 

(c) However, such a facility certified after 
December 31, 1983, shall be certified pursuant 
to the procedures, costs properly allocable and 
all other matters as if it were a facility subject 
to certification under paragraph (a) of subsec
tion (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(9) Portions of a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 
may be certified separately under this section 
if ownership of the portions is in more than 
one person. Certification of such portions of a 
facility shall include certification of the actual 
cost of the portion of the facility to the person 
receiving the certification. The actual cost 
certified for all portions of a facility separate
ly certified under this subsection shall not 
exceed the total cost of the facility that would 
have been certified under one certificate. The 
provisions of subsection (10) of ORS 316.097 
or 317 .072, whichever is applicable, shall 
apply to any sale, exchange or other disposi
tion of a certified portion of a facility. 
[Formerly 449.635; 1974 s.s. c.37 §3; 1975 c.496 §4; 1977 
c.795 §4; 1979 c.531§6;1979 c.802 §4] 

Note: See not.e under 468.155. 

468.175 Application for certification 
before construction; order granting or 
denying certification; hearing. ( 1) Any 
person proposing to apply for certification of a 
pollution control facility pursuant to ORS 
468.165, before the commencement of 
erection, constrnction or installation of the 
facility, shall file a request for preliminary 
certification with the Department of Environ
mental Quality. The request shall be in a form 
prescribed by the department. For facilities 
constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the 
comnrission may waive the filing of the appli
cation if it finds the filing inappropriate be
cause special circumstru1ces render the filing 
unreasonable and if it finds such facility 
would otherwise qualify for tax credit certifi
cation pursuant to ORS 468.150 to 468.190. 

(2) Within 30 days of the receipt of such 
request, the department may require, as a 
condition precedent to issuance of a prelimi
nary certificate of approval, the submission of 
plans and specifications. After examination 
thereof, the department may request correc
tions and revisions to the plans and specificii-
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tions. The department may also require any 
other information necessary to determine 
whether the proposed construction is in ac
cordance with the pravisions of ORS 454.010 
to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.405, 
454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 
454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and applicable rules and standards 
adopted punmant thereto. 

(3) If the department determines that the 
proposed erection, construction or installation 
is in accordance with the provisions of ORS 
454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454 255 
454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 
to 454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto, it shall issue a 
preliminary certificate approving the erection 
construction or installation. If the department 
determines that the erection, construction or 
installation does not comply with the provi
sions of ORS 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 
454.255, 454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 
454.605 to 454.745, this chapter and ORS 
chapters 459 and 467 and applicable rules or 
standards adopted pur:suant thereto, the com
mission shall issue an order denying certifica
tion. 

(4) If within 60 days of the receipt of 
plans, specifications or any subsequently 
requested revisions or corrections to the plans 
and specifications or any other information 
required pursuant to this section, the depart
ment fails to issue a preliminary certificate of 
approval and the commission fails to issue an 
order denying certification, the preliminary 
certificate shall be considered to have been 
issued. The construction must comply with the 
plans, specifications and any corrections or 
revisions thereto, if any, previously submit
ted. 

(5) Within 20 days from the date of mail
ing of the order, any person against \Vhom an 
order is directed pursuant to subsection (3) of 
this section may demand a hearing. The de
mand shall be in writing, shall state the 
grounds for hearing and shall be mailed to the 
director of the department. The hearing shall 
be conducted in accordance with the applica
ble provisions of ORS 183.310 to 183.500. 
[1973 c.831 §2; 1975 c.496 §5; 1977 c.195 §5; 1979 c.802 
§5] 
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468.180 Conditions for issuance. of 
certificate under ORS 468.170. (1) No certi
fication shall be issued by the· commission 
pursuant to ORS 468.170 unless the facility, 
facilities or part thereof was erected, con
structed or installed in accordance with the 
requirements of ORS 468.175 and in accord
ance with the applicable provisions of ORS 
454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 
454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 
to 454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and the applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto. 

(2) Nothing in this section or ORS 468.175 
is intended to apply to erection, construction 
or installation of pollution control facilities 
begun before October 5, 1973. (1973 c.831 §3; 

1975 c.496 §6; 1977 c. 795 §6; 1979 c.802 §6] 

468.185 Procedure to revoke certifi
cation. (1) Pursuant to the procedures for a 
contested case under ORS 183.310 to 183.500, 
the conunission may order the revocation of 
the certification issued under ORS 468.170 of 
any pollution control or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil facility, if it finds that: 

(a) The certification was obtained by fraud 
or misrepresentation; or 

(b) The holder of the certificate has failed 
substantially to operate the facility for the 
purpose of, and to the extent necessary for, 
preventing, controlling or reducing air, \vater 
or noise pollution or solid 'vaste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil as specified in such certifi
cate. 

(2) As soon as the order of revocation 
under this section has become final, the com
mission shall notify the Department of Reve
nue and the county assessor of the county in 
which the facility is locat"d of such order. 

(3) If the certification of a pollution con
trol or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used 
oil facility is ordered revoked pursuant to 
paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section, 
all prior tax relief provided to the holder of 
such certificate by virtue of such certificate 
shall be forfeited and the Department of Reve
nue or the proper county officers shall proceed 
to collect those taxes not paid by the certifi
cate holder as a result of the tax relief pro,id
ed to the holder under any provision of ORS 
307.405, 316.097 and 317.072. 

ll-5 

( 4) If the certification of a pollution con
trol or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used 
oil facility is ordered revoked pursuant to 
paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of this section, 
the certificate holder shall be denied any 
further relief provided under ORS 307.405, 
316.097 or 317.072 in Connection with such 
facility, as the case may be: from and after the 
date that the order of revocation becomes 
final. (Formerly 449.645; 1975 c.496 §7; 1977 c.795 §7; 
1979 c.802 §7] 

Note: See note under 468.155. 

468.190 Allocation of costs to pollu
tion control. (1) In establishing the portion of 
costs properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution for facilhies qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, the commission shall consider the 
following factors: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the 
facility is used to recover and convert waste 
products into a salable or usable commodity. 

(b) The estimated annual percent return 
on the investment in the facility. 

(c) If applicable, the alternative methods, 
equipment and costs for achieving the same 
pollution control objective. 

(d) Any related savings or increase in 
costs which occur or 1nay occur as a result of 
the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in 
establishing the portion of the actual cost of 
the facility properly allocable to the preven
tion, control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution. 

(2) The portion of actual costs properly 
allocable shall be; 

(a) Eighty percent or more. 

(b) Sixty percent or more but less than 80 
percent. 

(c) Forty percent or more but less than 60 
percent. 

(d) Twenty percent or more but less than 
40 percent. 

(e) Less than 20 percent. [Formerly 449 655; 
1974 s.s. c.37 §4; 1977 c.795 §81 
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 26-030 

Tax Credits for Approved Alternative ~lethods, Approved 
Interim Alternative Methods, or Approved Alternath'e Facilities 

340-26-030 (I) As provided in ORS 468.150, _approved 
alternative methods or approved alternative fac1ht1es are 
eligible for tax credit as pollution control facilities as described 
in ORS 468.155 through 468.190. 

(2) Approved alternative facilities eligible for pollution 
control facility tax credit shall include: 

(a) Mobile equipn1ent including, but not limited to: 
(A) Straw gathering, densifying, and handling equipment. 
(8) Tractors and other sources of motive power. 
(C) Trucks, trailers, and other transportation equipmenl. 
(D) Mobile field sanitizers and associated fire control 

equipment. _ 
(E) ·Equipment for handling all forms of processed slraw. 
(F) Special straw incorporation equipment. 
(b) Statioii.ary equipment and structures including, but not 

limited to: 
(A) Straw loading and unloading facilities. 
(8) Straw storage structures. 
(C) Straw processing and in·plant transport equipment. 
(D) Land associated with stationary straw processing 

facilities. 
(E) Drainage rile installations which will result in a 

reduction of acreage burned. 
(3) Equipment and facilities included in an application for 

certification for tax credit under this rule will be considered at 
their current depreciated value and in proportion to their actual 
use to reduce open field burning as compared to their Lotal 
farm or other use. 

(4) Procedures for application and t:ertification of 
approved alternative facilities for pollution control facility tax 
credit: · 

(a) Preliminary certification for pOllution control facility 
tax credit: 

(A) A written application for preliminary certification shall 
be made to the Department prior to installation or use of 
approved aJternative facilities in the first harvest season for 
which an application for tax credit certification is to be made. 
Such application shall be made on a form provided by the 
Department and shall include, but nol be limited to: 

(i) Name. address, and nature of business of the applicant; 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department 

requests for additional information; 
(iii) Description of alternative method to be used; 
(iv) A complete listing of mobile equipment and stationary 

facilities to be used in carrying out the alternative methods, 
and for each item listed include: · 

(1) Date or estimated future date of purchase; 
(11) Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative 

methods and approved intefim aJternative methods as com· 
pared to their total farm or other use. 

(v) Such other information as the Department may require 
to determine compliance with state air, water, solid waste, and 
noise Jaws and regulations and to determine eligibility for tax 
credit. 

(B) If, upon receipt of a properly completed application 
for preliminary certification for tax credit for approved 
alternative facilities the Department finds the proposed use of 
the approved alternative facilities .are in accordance with the 
provisions of ORS 468.175, it shall, within 60 days, issue a 
preliminary certification of approval. If the proposed use of 
the approved alternative facilities are not in accordance with 
provisions of ORS 468.175, the Commission shall, within 60 
days; issue an order denying certification. 

(b) Certification for pollution control facility tax credit: 
(A) A written application for certification shall be made to 

the Department on a form provided by the Department and 
shall include, bul not be limited to, the following: 

(i) Name, address, and nature of business of the applicant; 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department 

requests [or additional information; 
(iii) Description of the alternative method to be used; 
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(iv) For each piece of mobiJe equipment and/or for each 
stationary facility, a complete description including the 
following information as applicable: 

(I) Type and general description of each piece of mobile 
equipment; 

(II) Complete description and copy of proposed plans or 
drawings of stationary facilities including buildings and 
contents used for straw storage, handling, or processing of 
straw and straw products or used for storage of mobile field 
sanitizers and legal description of real property involved; 

(III) Date of purchase or initial operation; 
(IV) Cost when purchased or constructed and current 

value; 
(V) General use as applied to approved alternative 

methods and approved interim alternative methods; 
(VI) Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative 

methcxls and approved interim alternative methods as com
pared 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 additions to the application, the 
Department shall return within 120 days the decision of the 
Commission and certification as necessary indicating the 
portion of the cost of each facility allocable to pollution 
control. 

(5) Certification for tax credits of equipment or facilities 
not covered in sections (I) through (4) of this rule shall be 
processed pursuant to the provisions of ORS 468.165 through 
468.185. 

(6) Election of type of tax credit pursuant to ORS 
468.170(5): 

(a) As provided in ORS 468.170(5), a person receiving the 
certification provided for in subsection (4)(b) of this rule shall 
make an irrevocable election to take the tax credit relief under 
ORS 316.097, 317.072, or the ad volorem tax relief under ORS 
307 .405 and shall inform the Department of his election within 
60 days of receipt of certification. documents on the form 
supplied by the Department with the certification documents. 

(b) As provided in ORS 468.170(5) failure to notify the 
Department of the election of the type of tax credit relief 
within 60 days shaJJ render the certification ineffective for any 
tax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097, and 317.072. 

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 
Hlsc: DEQ 114, f. & cf. 6-4-76; DEQ 138, f. &-30.77; DEQ 

&-1978, f. & el. 4-18-78; DEQ 8-1978(Temp). f. & ef. 
6-8-78 thru 10.5-78; DEQ 2-1980. f. & ef. l-2H!O; DEQ 
12-1980, f. & ef. 4-21-80 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 307 

1979 Replacement Part 

PROPERTY TAX 

(Agricultural Equipment and 
Facilities) 

307 .390 Mobile field incinerators. 
Mobile field incinerators owned by farmers or 
by groups of farmers that are exclusively used 
for sanitizing grass seed fields by means other 
than open field burning shall be exempt from 
taxation if they are purchased within five 
years after they are certified as a feasible 
alternative to open field burnings by the De
partment of Environmental Quality pursuant 
to ORS 468.455 to 468.480. [1971 c.678 §2; 1977 

c.650 §12] 

307.395 Agricultural waste storage 
facilities. (1) In order to minimize air pollu
tion from field burning, an agricultural waste 
storage facility is exempt from ad valorem 
taxation so long as such facility is used exclu
sively for such storage and the taxpayer has 
not claimed an income tax credit therefor 
under ORS 316.092, 316.097 or 317.072. 

(2) Before any exemption from taxation 
under this section is allowed for any year, the 
person claiming. the exemption shall file with 
the county assessor, on or before April 1 each 
year, a statement verified by oath or affirma
tion of the claimant, listing the property 
claimed to be exempt and showing the purpose 
for which such property is used. Statements 
shall be in a form prescribed by the Depart
ment of Revenue and furnished by the asses
sor. If the ownership and use of the property 
included in the statement filed with the coun
ty assessor for a prior year remains un
changed, a . new statement is not required, 
except that if the use changes, within 30 days 
after the change the owner shall notify the 
assessor of such change. If the owner fails to 
give notice, the assessor shall add a penalty of 
10 percent of the taxes assessed against the 
property for the assessment year in which the 
change in use occurred. When the property for 
which exemption is claimed is acquired after 
January 1 and before July 1, the claim for 
that year must be filed before April 1 of that 
year or within 30 days from the date of acqui
sition, whichever is later. 
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(3) "Agricultural waste storage facility" or 
)'facility" means any building or other struc
.ture used . for the storage of agricultural 
wastes, which would otherwise be disposed of 
by burning, from perennial or annual grass 
seed crops or from other grain crops, and any 
equipment, machinery or fixtures erected 
upon-, under, above or affixed to such building 
or structure to facilitate such storage. 

(4) Subsections (1), (2) and (3) of this sec
tion apply to assessment years beginning on 
and after January 1, 1972, but shall not apply 
to assessment years beginning on and after 
January 1, 1982. [1971 c.141 §§ 1, 2] 

(Pollution Control Facilities) 

307.405 Pollution control facilities· 
qualifications; expiration; revocation: 
limita_tions. (_ll A pollution control facility o; 
fac1l1t1es which have been constructed in 
accordance with the require_rnents of subsec
tion (1) of ORS 468.165, and have been certi
fied by the Environmental Quality Commis
s10n pursuant to ORS 468.170 are exempt to 
the . e.xtent of the highest percentage figure 
certified by the Environmental Quality Com
rruss1on as the portion of the actual cost prop
erly allocable to .the prevention, control or 
reduct10n of pollut10n. The exemption shall be 
allowed only if the taxpayer is a corporation 
organized under OHS chapter 61 or 62, or any 
predecessor to ORS chapter 62 relating to 
incorporation of cooperative associations, or is 
a subsequent transferee of such a corporation. 
If the subsequent transferee is organized 
under bther than ORS chapter 61 or 62, the 
exemption shall only be allowed if the trans
fer occurs after the expiration of five years 
from th~ date of original certification by the 
comrn1ss1on. 

.,..-. 
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(2) To qualify for the ad valorern tax re
lief: 

(a) The pollution control facility must be 
erected, constrncted or installed in connection 
with the trade or business conducted by the 
taxpayer on Oregon property owned or leased 
by said taxpayer. 

(b) The taxpayer must be the owner of the 
trade or business that utilizes Oregon proper
ty requiring a pollution control facility to 
prevent or minimize pollution or a person 
who, as a lessee under a written lease or pur
suant to a written agreement, conducts the 
trade or business that operates or utilizes such 
property and who by the terms of such lease or 
agreement is obliged to pay the ad valorem 
taxes on such property. A13 used in this subsec
tion, "owner" includes a contract purchaser. 

(3) The ad valorem exemption of a facility 
shall expire, in any event, 20 years from the 
date of its first certification for any owner or 
lessee by the Environmental Quality Commis-
sion. -· 

(4) Upon any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Environmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
.ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The transferee may apply for a new 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the num
ber of years of ad valorem tax exemption that 
may be claimed by the transferee is the re
mainder of the exemption period specified in 
subsection (3) of this section. 

(5) If the facility also functions to prevent 
pollution from operations conducted on other 
property owned or leased by the taxpayer the 
Environmental Quality Commission shall 
state in its certification of the facility the 
percentage of the facility used to prevent 
pollution from such qualifying trade or busi
ness conducted on such qualifying property. 
The exemption from ad valorem taxes under 
this section shall be limited to such percent
age of the value of the facility. [1967 c.592 §13; 

_1969 c.340 §1; 1971 c.678 §1; 1973 c.831 §7; 1977 c.795 §9] 
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Note: Subsection (3), section 14 and section 15, 
chapter 795, Oregon Laws 1977, provide: 

Sec. 14. (3) The amendments to ORS 307 .405 by 
section 9 of this Act apply on or after January 1, 1977, to 
a facility under construction on or after January 1, 1975, 
by a corporation organized under ORS chapter 61 or 62 or 
under any predecessor to ORS chapter 62 relating to 
incorporation of cooperative· associations. The amend
ments to ORS 307.405 do not apply to a facility com
menced prior to December 31, 1980, by a person other 
than a corporation described in the preceding sentence if 
the facility is certified prior to December 31 1982 and 
ORS 307.405 as it reads the day before the effective' date 
of amendments made by section 9 of this Act shall apply 
thereto. 

Sec. 15. Nothing in this Act relieves a person or 
taxpayer of any obligation with respect to a tax, fee, fine 
or other charge, interest, penalty, forfeiture or other 
liability, duty or obligation accruing under the law 
repealed by this Act. After the operative date of such 
repeals, the Department of Revenue 1nay undertake the 
collection or enforcement of such tax, fee, fine, charge, 
interest, penalty, forfeiture or other HabiHty, duty or 
obligation. 

307.420 Necessity of filing claim and 
certificate to secure e.'"l.:emption; annual 
statements of ownership. Before any ex
emption from taxation is allowed under ORS 
307 .405, the person claiming the exemption 
shall file with the county assessor a written 
claim for such exemption prepared on a forln 
prescribed by the Department of Revenue and 
.furnished by the assessor, and shall file with 
the assessor with his first claim for exemption 
the certificate issued by the Environmental 
Quality Commission under ORS 468.170 cov
ering the property for which exemption is 
sought. The claim shall be filed not later than 
April 1 in the first year in which the exemp
tion is claimed; except that if the person re
ceives his certificate either before or after 
April 1 and makes his election to receive ad 
valorem tax relief, as required by ORS 
468.170, after April 1 and before July 1, he 
may file a claim on or before July 15 of that 
calendar year. The county clerk shall record 
the certificate in the county record of deeds, 
upon presentation by tl1e assessor. Each year 
thereafter to continue such exemption, the 
taxpayer must file not later than April 1 a 
statement with the county assessor, on a form 
prescribed by the Department of Revenue and 
furnished by the assessor, stating t.hat the 
ownership of all property included in the 
certificate and its use remain unchanged. (1967 

c.592 §14; 1973 c.831 §10] 
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307.430 Correction of assessment and 
tax rolls; termination of exemption. (1) 
Upon receipt of notice of the revocation of a 
certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of 
ORS 468.185, the county assessor shall pro
ceed to correct the assessment and tax roll or 
rolls from which the facility was omitted from 
taxation, in the manner provided in ORS 
311.207 to 311.213, and in all ca..oes shall add 
interest in the manner provided in ORS 
311.213. The five-year limitation provided for 
in ORS 311.205 shall not apply to such correc
tions. 

(2) Upon receipt of notice of the revocation 
of a certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of 
ORS 468.185, if the final revocation occurs 
before October 15 of any calendar year, the 
exemption otherwise allowable shall termi
nate and not be allowed beginning with the 
assessment and tax rolls prepared as of J anu
ary 1 of such calendar year. [J 967 c.592 § 15] 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
1979 Replacement Part 

Chapter 314.250 - 314.255 

POLLUTION CONTROL 
FACILITIES 

314.250 Federal grants or tax credits 
for pollution control facility to he offset 
against state income or excise tax credits. 
If a taxpayer obtains grants or tax credits 
from the Federal Govenlillent, other than 
investn1ent credits granted under section 46 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, in connec
tion with a pollution control facility which has 
been certified by the Environmental Quality 
Commission, the income or excise tax credits 
which such taxpayer would be entitled to after 
any such grant or credit has-been made avail
able to or received by such tro.'Payer, shall be 
offset or reduced by such federal grants or tax 
credits, dollar for dollar. Taxpayers applying 
for such grants shall notify the Department of 
Revenue of each such application, and of the 
receipt of any such grant or tax credits. Notifi
cation shall be made in the taxpayer's next 
Oregon income or excise tax return. [1967 c.592 
§181 

314.255 Collection of taxes due after 
revocation of certification of pollution 
control facility; exceptions to ta.x relief 
allowed for pollution control facility. (1) 
Upon receipt of notice of the revocation of a 
certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to subsection (1) of ORS 468.185, the 
Department of Revenue immediately shall 
collect any taxes due by reason of such revoca
tion, and shall have the benefit of all Jaws of 
this state pertaining to the collection of in
come and excise taxes. No assessment of such 
taxes shall be necessary and no statute of 
limitation shall preclude the collection of such 
taxes. 

(2) No tax relief shall be allowed under 
ORS 307.405, 316.097 or 317.072 for any 
pollution control facility constructed or used 
by or for the benefit of any governmental or 
quasi-governmental body or public corporation 
or form thereof, except where such facilities 
are used for resource recovery. {1967 c.592 §§16, 
17; 1969 c.493 §83; 1979 c.531 §51 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 316 

1979 Replacement Part 

PERSONAL INCOME TAX 

316.097 Credit for pollution control 
facility. (1) A credit against taxes imposed by 
this chapter for taxpayers owning a pollution 
control facility or facilities certified under 
ORS 468.170 shall be allowed if the taxpayer 
·has not claimed an exemption therefor under 
ORS 307.405. 

(2) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (a) or (bJ of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximwn credit allowed in any 
one tax year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following por
tion of the cost of the facility: 

(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, five percent of 
the cost of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
·facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
oontrol or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, four percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(CJ If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, three percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, two percent of the cost of the facil
ity. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, one percent 
of the cost of the facility. 

(bJ For a facility qualifying under para
graph (aJ or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of less than 
10 years, the maximum credit allowed in. any 
.one taxable year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the truqJayer or the following: 
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(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(BJ If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(CJ If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(c) For facilities having a useful life of 
less than 10 years and for which some portion 
of the maxlinum total credit is allowed or 
allowable in tax years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1977, such remaining credit shall 
be prorated over the remaining useful life of 
the property under administrative rules to be 
prepared by the department. 

(3J (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (cJ of subsection (lJ of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximum credit allov1ed in any 
one tax year shall be five percent of the cost of 
the facility or facilities, but shall not exceed 
the tax liability of the taxpayer. 
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(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and 
having a useful life of less than 10 years, the 
maximwn credit allowed in any one tax year 
shall be 50 percent of the cost of the facility 
divided by the number of years of useful life 
of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax 
liability of the taxpayer. 

(4) To qualify for the credit the pollution 
control facility must be erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the provisions of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(5) (a) The taxpayer who is allowed the 
credit must be the owner of the lrade or busi
ness that utilizes Oregon property requiring a 
pollution control facility to prevent or minim
ize pollution or a person who, as a lessee or 
pursuant to an agreement, conducts the trade 
or business that operates or utilizes such 
properly. As used in this paragraph, "owner" 
includes a contract purchaser; and 

(b) The facility must be owned or leased 
during the tax year by the taxpayer claiming 
the credit and must have been in use and 
operation during said tax year. 

(6) Regardless of when the facility is 
erected, constructed or installed, a credit 
under tlus section may be claimed by a tax
payer: 

(a) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, only in those tax years which begin 
on or after January 1, 1967. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, in 
those tax years which begin on or after Janu
ary 1, 1973. 

(7) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, the maximum total credit allowable 
shall not exceed: 

(a) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, v.•ater or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(b) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water _or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 
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(c) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(d) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(e) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(8) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, the 
maximum total credit allowable shall not 
exceed 50 percent of the cost of such facility. 

(9) The credit provided by this section is 
not in lieu of any depreciation or amortization 
deduction for the facility to which the taxpay-

· er otherwise may be entitled under this chap
ter for such year. 

(10) Upon any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Environmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The tran."Sferee may apply for a ne-..v 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the tax 
credit available to such transferee shall be 
limited to the amount of credit not claimed by 
the transferor. 

(11) Any tax credit otherwise allowable 
under this section which is not used by the 
taxpayer in a particular year may be carried 
forward and offset against the tfil."J>ayer's tax 
liability for the next succeeding tax year. Any 
ci-edit remaining unused in such next succeed
ing tax year may be carried forward and used 
in the second succeeding tax year, and like
wise, any credit not used in that second suc
ceeding tax year may be carried forward and 
used in the third succeeding tax year, but may 
not be carried forward for any tax year there
after. Credits may be carried forward to and 
used in a tax year beyond the years specified 
in ORS 468.170. 
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(12) The taxpayer's adjusted basis for 
determining gain ·or loss shall not be further 
decreased by any tax credits allowed under 
this section. 

(13) If the taxpayer is a shareholder of a 
Subchapter S corporation that has elected to 
take tax credit relief pursuant to subsection 
(6) of ORS 468.170, the credit shall be comput
ed using the shareholder's pro rata share of 
the corporation's certified cost of the facility. 
In all other respects, the. allowance and effect 
. of the tax credit shall apply to the corporation 
as otherwise provided by law. [See 316.480; 1973 

c.831§8;1977 c.795 §11; 1977 c.866 §10; 1979 c.691 §61 

Not.e: Section 8, chapter 691, Oregon Laws 1979, 
provides: 

Sec. 8. The amendment to subsection (12) of ORS 
316.097 by section 6 of this Act shall apply to tax years 
beginning on or after January 1, 1977, and the amend
ments to ORS 316.052, 316.078 and 316.087 by sections 2, 
4 and 5 of this Act shall apply to tax years beginning on 
uL aft.er January 1, 1979. 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
1979 Replacement Part 

Chapter 316. 142 

3i6.142 Government and quasi-
governmental bodies not eligible for cred
it; ineligibility of recipients of other cred
its. (1) No tax credit shall be allowed under 
ORS 316.140 to 316.142, 317.104 and 469.185 
to 469.225 for any facility constructed or used 

·by or for the benefit of any governmental or 
quasi-governmental body or public corporation 
or form thereof. 

(2) A person who applies for and receives a 
tax credit on a pollution control facility or an 
alternate energy device under ORS 316.097, 
316.116 or 317.072 is not eligible to apply for 
and receive a tax credit on the same facility or 
device under the provisions of ORS 316.140 to 
316.142, 317.104 and 469.185 to 469.225. [1979 

c.512 §16, 17] 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 317 

1979 Replacement Part 

CORPORATION EXCISE TAX 

317.072 Credit for pollution control 
facility; limitations; unused credit, taxpay
er's basis. (1) A credit against taxes imposed 
by this chapter for tru<payers owning a pollu
tion control facilit)· or facilities certified un
der ORS 468.170 shall be allowed if the tax
payer has not claimed an exemption therefor 
under ORS 307.405. 

(2) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one taxable year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following por
tion of the cost of the facility: 

(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, five percent of 
the cost of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, four percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent., three percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, wat.er or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, two percent of the cost of the facil
ity. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of nir, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, one percent 
of the cost of the facility. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of less than 
10 years, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one taxable year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following: 
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(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollut1on is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to ·the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(c) For facilities having a useful life of 
less than 10 years and for which some portion 
of the maximum total credit is allowed or 
allowable in tax years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1977, such remaining credit shall 
be prorated over the remaining useful life of 
the property under administrative rules to be 
prepared by the department. 

(3) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one tax year shall be five percent of the cost of 
the facility, but shall not exceed. the tax liabil
ity of the taxpayer. 
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(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and 
having a useful life of less than 10 years, the 
maximum credit allowed in any one tax year 
shall be 50 percent of the cost of the facility 
divided by the number of years of useful life 
of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax 
liability of the taxpayer. 

(4) To qualify for the credit the pollution 
control facility must be erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the provisions of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(5) (a) The taxpayer who is allowed the 
credit must be the owner of the trade or busi
ness that utilizes Oregon property requiring a 
pollution control facility to prevent or minim
ize pollution or a person who, as a lessee or 
pursuant to an agreement, conducts the trade 
or business that operates or utilizes such 
property. As used in this paragraph, "owner" 
includes a contract purchaser; and 

(b) The facility must be owned or leased 
during the tax year by the taxpayer claiming 
the credit and must have been in use and 
operation during said tax year. 

(6) Regardless of when the facility is 
erected, constructed or installed, a credit 
under this section may be claimed by a tax
payer: 

(a) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, only in those tax years which begin 
on or after January 1, 1967. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, 
only in those tax years which begin on or after 
January 1, 1973. 

(7) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection· (1) of ORS 
468.165, the maximum total credit allowable 
shall not exceed: 

(a) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent ~f 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(b) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 
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(c) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(d) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more a..TJ.d less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(e) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction ·of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(8) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, the 
ma>cimum total credit allowable shall not 
exceed 50 percent of the cost of the facility. 

(9) The credit provided by this section is 
not in lieu of any depreciation or amortization 
deduction for the facility to which the taxpay
er otherwise may be entitled under this chap
ter for such year. 

(10) Upon any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Environmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The transferee may apply for a new 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the tax 
credit available to such transferee shall be 
limited to the amount of credit not claimed by 
the transferor. · 

(11) Any tax credit otherwise allowable 
under this section which is not used by the 
taxpayer in a particular year may be carried 
forward and offset against the taxpayer's tax 
liability for the next succeeding tax year. Any 
credit remaining unused in such next succeed~ 
ing tax year may be carried forward and used 
in the second succeeding tax year, and like
wise, any credit not used in that second suc
ceeding tax year may be carried forward and 
used in the third succeeding tax year, but may 
not be carried forward for any tax year there
after. Credits may be carried forward to and 
used in a tax year beyond the years specified 
in ORS 468.170. 
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(12) The taxpayer's adjusted basis for 
determining gain or loss shall not be further 
decreased by any tax credits allowed under 
this section. (1967- c.592 §9; 1969 c.340 §3; 1973 c.831 

§9; 1977 c.795 §12; 1977 c.866 §111 

Note: Sections 14 and 15, chapter 795, Oregon Laws 
1977, provide: 

Sec. 14. (1) The deletion of paragraph (a) of subsec
tion (7) of ORS 316.068 by section 10 of this Act nnd the 
amendments to ORS 316.097 and 317.072 by sections 11 
and 12 of this Act apply to tax years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1977. 

(2) The deletion of paragraph lb) of subsection (7) of 
ORS 316.068 by ~-tion 10 of this Act and the amendment 
to ORS 317.220 by 5(.-"ci:ion 13 of this Act are applicable ru:; 

to property sold or disposed of in taxable years beginning 
on or after ,January 1, 1977. 

(3) The amendrnent..c; to ORS 307 .405 by secti~n 9 of 
this Act apply on or after January 1, 1977, to a facility 
under construction on or aft.er January 1, 1975, by a 
corporation organized under ORS chapter 61 or 62 or 
under any pr1'!decessor to ORS chapter 62 relating to 
incorporation of cooperative associations. The amend
ments to ORS 307.405 do not apply to a facility com
menced prior to December 31, 1980, by. a person other 
than a corporation described in the preceding sentence if 
the fncility is certified prior to December 31, 1982, and 
ORS 307 .405 as it reads the day before the effective date 
(October 4, 1977] of amendments made by section 9 of 
this Act sha.11 apply thereto. 

Sec. 15. Nothing in this Act relieves a per:;on or 
taxpayer of any obligation with respect to a tax, fee, fine 
or other charge, interest, penalty, forfeiture or other 
liability, duty or obligation accruing under the law 
repealed by this Act. After the operative date of such 
repeals, the Department of Revenue may undertake the 
collection or enforcement of such tax, fee, fine, charge, 
int.erest, penalty, forfeiture or other liability, duty or 
obligation. 
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Date Issued & 'l)'pe 

08/27/BO Informal 

06/02/BO Hearing 
Officer's Order 

01/15/80 Formal 

12/11/79 Informal 

Subject 

Cattle feealot 

Appeal of Denial of 
Request for Prelim.inary 
Certification for Tax 
Credit by Stimson Lumber 
Company 

Vehicle conversion 
to liquified petroleum 
or natural gas 

Recons tc uc ted or 
replaced facilities 

Summary of Attorney General Opinions Involving the 
Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Statutes 

Question 

Does a cattle feedlot fall under 
the exclusion in ORS 459.005(11) (b)J 
materials used for fertilizer? 

Department denied preliminary 
certification for the replacement 
of two boilers and installation 
of a larger one contending that 
the installation was intended to 
provide operational efficiency and 
that the applicant was already 
meeting standacds, 

May a person receive tax credit for 
conversion of vehicles to use of 
liqulfied petroleum gas (LPG) or 
natural gas (NG)1 

Is the complete reconstruction of an 
existing facility resulting in its 
replacement rather than repair eligible 
for tax credit certification, whether oc 
not the facility has previously been 
certified, and received credit? 

Answer 

Yes 

Ordered that 
Request fot' 
Preliminary 
Certification 
be accepted, 

Yes, if meet 
substantial 
purpose test. 

Yes 

Explanation or Comments 

The definition of solid waste in 
ORS 459.005 excludes materials 
used for fertilizer or other 
productive purposes. 

Hearing Officer found that the 
new boiler installation met the 
substantial purpose test and 
found no evidence tha~ the 
Legislature intended to exclude 
facilities already in compliance. 

The taxpayer obtaining such tax 
credit must own a trade or 
business which would use the 
converted motor vehicles. 

If an existing facility is in 
need of extens.ive repair and is 
replaced rather than repaired, 
the facility is eligible for tax 
credit but only to the extent of 
the excess replacement cost over 
the cost that would have been 
necessary to repair the existing 
facility. 



Date Issued & Type 

10/04/79 Informal 

06/04/79 Informal 

---I 11/06/79 Informal 

"' 

11/06/78 Informal 

c , 

Subject 

Van Pools 

Facilities required 
by law before 1967 

Steam turbine 
genel"ator 

Dry kilns 

- 2 -

Question 

Is the Commission prevented from 
certifying for tax credit an 
automobile passenger van 
purchased by a private employer 
for the purpose of proV"iding 
to his employees a mode of 
transportation to and from work 
in order to reduce the amount 
of air pollution and noise that 
would otherwise result from the 
use of individual automobiles? 

Is the Commission prevented from 
certifying for tax credit a 
facility required. by law before 
the passage of the original tax 
credit statutes in 1967? 

Is a generator, added to an 
already certified hog fuel 
boiler, eligible for tax credit 
if more wood waste is burned 
even though the original design 
capacity of the hoiler is not 
exceeded? 

Is a dry kiln installed with 
a hog fuel boiler to dry green 
lumber eligible for tax credit 
cer ti f ication7 

Answer 

••• 

No 

No 

Yes, if meet 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Comments 

Legislature only intended to 
cover pollution control 
facilities directly related to 
operation of the industry or 
enterprise seeking the tax 
credit. 

The tax credit statutes do not 
state oc imply that a' facility 
is not eligible for .tax credit 
because it is required to be 
constructed by virtue of any 
governmental law or rule in 
existence at any time. 

The intent behind the tax credit 
statutes seems to be that the 
original productive capacity 
of the boiler is the base against 
which the determination is made 
as to whether the addition of 
the generator will increase the 
production of energy over the 
amount being produced by the 
boiler alone. 

The statutes require that the 
substantial purpose of their 
construction be the reduction 
and utilization of solid waste. 



~ --I 
w 

··-·-,, 

tll 
C(i 

Date lBSUP.d & Type 

07/24/78 Informal 

06/14/78 Informal 

04/27/78 Informal 

Subject 

Leased facilities 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

- J -

Question 

May person leasing a pollutiori 
control facility obtain tax 
credit certification.? 

Under what circumstances may 
the Commission certify a facility 
when the applicant has never 
filed a request for preliminary 
certification on Department form 
number DEQ/TC-1-10/777 

Answer 

Yes 

A verbal or written 
request may be accepted 
if made before 
construction commenced. 

Explanation or Comments 

Based upon precedent established 
early in the program. However, 
to avoid tax credits being 
obtained by both the lessor and 
lessee, the lessee must provide 
DE~Q with a copy of the complete 
and current lease agreement on 
tbe facility and a notarized 
statement from the lessor 
acknowledging that only one tax 
credit will be allowed for the 
facillty and authorizing the 
lessee to take the credit. 

Statutes require the request 
be in a form prescribed by 
Department. Thus, the 
Dartment has flexibility in 
determining what constitutes 
a request. 

Note: Oregon Laws 1979, Chapter 802, Section 5, now allows the Commission to waive the 
filing of a request for preliminary certification if special circumstances render 
the filing unreasonable, and the facility would otherwise be eligible for tax credit. 

Hust a person proposing to apply 
for certification of a facility 
be issued a preliminary 
certificate of approval before 
commencing construction of the 
facility? 

No '[he statutes require the 
applicant to file a request for 
preliminary certification before 
commencing construction, but 
not that the preliminary 
certificate be issued prior to 
construction. Of course the 
applicant proceeds at his own 
risk. (Also see note under 
6/14/78 opinion). 
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Date Issued & Type 

04/27/78 Informal 

04/27/78 Informal 

04/27/78 Informal 

subject 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

- 4 -

Question 

Must the facility be designed 
such that it can reasonably be 
expected to comply with the 
applicable statutes and 
regulations of th~ Department 
in order to be issued preliminary 
certification? 

Can preliminary certification 
be denied on the grounds that 
the facility proposed is not 
a reasonable or cost effective 
solution to the pollution problem 
involved? 

If it is obvious on the face 
of a request for preliminary 
certification that construction 
was commenced before the request 
was filed with the Department, 
can the request be rejected as 
incomplete (legally flawed) and 
not processed further? 

Answer 

Yes 

No 

Yes (see note under 
6/14/78 opinion) 

Explanation or Comments 

The facility ·must meet the 
~substantial purpose• test as 
well as be in accordance with, 
and necessary to satisfy the 
intents and purposes of the 
statutes, rules and standards 
referenced in the tax credit 
statutes. It is not merely 
required that the facility be 
designed to a substantial extent 
for the purpose of preventing 
controlling or reducing 
pollution. 

The tests set forth in the 
statute do not appear to include 
a requirement that the facility 
be the most reasonable or cost 
effective way to deal with the 
problem. 

The request can be rejected by 
DEQ as incomplete because not 
in compliance with ORS 
468.175(1), however the applicant 
should be given prompt written 
notice of rejection. Of course, 
DEQ must be careful that it has 
not, by actions of staff, caused 
the applicant to understand that 
his request has been received 
informally by DEQ prior to 
construction. 
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Date Issued & Type 

04/27/78 Info[mal 

04/27/78 Info[mal 

04/01/77 Info[mal 

03/22/77 Info[mal 

Subject 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Hearings 

Commencement of 
Construction 

Paved log. deck 

- 5 -

Question 

Must a per:son applying for 
ce[tification of a noise 
pollution control facility have 
filed a request for preliminary 
certification befor:e commencing 
construction if construction 
began after January 1, 1977, 
and before October: 4, 1977, 
(effective date of 1977 
amendments)? 

Is the hear.ing allowed under 
ORS 468.175(5) a contested case 
type hearing? 

Does issuance of purchase orders 
for equipment to construct a 
facility by the applicant 
constitute the commencement of 
erection, construction or 
installation of the facility? 

If the substantial purpose of 
paving a log deck was not for: 
utilizing solid waste, could 
the EQC certify a portion of 
the facility proportional to 
the benefits received which wer:e 
attributable to solid waste 
utilization? 

Answer 

No 
' 

Yes 

No 

No 

____ ~lanation or Comments 

Intent was that facilities 
const[ucted after January 1, 1977 
be eligible for tax C[edit. 
Preliminary certification not 
required until after 
October 3, 1977. 

Statute states that hearing shall 
be conducted in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of 
ORS Chapter 183. 

Such purchase orders, without 
more, would not cons'ti tute the 
commencement of erection, 
construction or installation 
of the facility. 

The EQC could only certify a 
portion of a facility if the 
applicant could physically 
identify that portion of the 
facility whose substantial 
purpose was utilization of solid 
~s~. 
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Date Issued & Type 

03/03/76 Informal 

02/23/76 

01/16/76 Informal 

01/16/76 Informal 

Subject 

Sale or exchange 
of facilities 

Field bui:ning 
altei:natives 

Application 
i:eview period 

Notice upon 
application 
denial 

- 6 -

Question 

What is the statutory 
responsibility of the EQC and 
DEQ for policing sales or 
exchanges of pollution control 
facilities granted tax credit 
and nonuse of such facilities 
foi: pollution control purpose? 

~re a straw baler and bale 
accumulatoi: used to i:emove gi:ass 
seed straw fi:om fields prioi: 
to open burning eligible for 
tax credit certification? 

Does the 120-day period, within 
which the EQC must ta~e action, 
start running on the date of 
receipt of the application, or 
on the date the Department 
notifies the applicant that the 
application is deemed to be 
complete for processing? 

If an application is i:ejected 
by failure of the Commission 
to act within 120 days, is notice 
required? 

Answer 

None 

No, unless designated 
under ORS 468.lSO. 

Starts when 
application completed 
for processinq. 

No, but recommended. 

Explanation or Comments 

Policing is by the tax 
authorities, Department of 
Revenue or County Assessors. 
Neither the EQC or DEQ has any 
obligation to affirmatively 
inquire whether the pollution 
control facility has been in 
use or operation for the intended 
purpose or has been sold or 
exchanged. However, if it does 
somehow obtain knowledge thereof, 
the EQC must then revoke the 
certificate. 

ORS 468.lSO states that after 
alternative methods for field 
sanitation and straw utilization 
and disposal ai:e approved by 
the Field Burning Advisoi:y 
Conunittee and DEQ, they will 
be eligible for tax ci:edit 
certification. At the time only 
mobile field sanitizei:s have 
been given approval. 

Once the application filed is 
complete, the 120-day period 
1-1ould begin the run even before 
the Department notification of 
the applicant that the 
application was deemed completed 
by the Department. 

Notice is not requii:ed but 
i:ecommend it be given in written 
form to provide a basis for the 
beginning of the time period 
applicant has to appeal the 
denial. 
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Date Isflued. & Type 

01/16/76 Info[mal 

01/16/76 Informal 

01/16/76 Informal 

01/16/76 Informal 

12/19/75 Informal 

08/13/74 Informal 

Subject 

APPeal procedure 
upon application 
aenial 

Determination of 
eligibility 

Withdrawal and 
resubmission of 
applications 

Incomplete 
applications 

Certificate 
approval 

Motor vehicle 
pollut'ion control 
equipment 

- 7 -

Question 

If an application is rejected 
by failure of the Commission 
to act, is applicant's appeal 
procedure still operative and 
within what time frame? 

When aoes determination and 
notice to applicant of extent 
of eligibility for tax credit 
need to be made? 

Can an application be withdrawn 
and resubmitted at any time by 
an applicant? 

Can Department reject an 
application on the basis of 
incomplete information? 

Can a tax credit certification 
be approved on condition? 

Can the installation o~ propane 
carburetion equipment on company 
vehicles be certified for tax 
credit? 

Answer 

Yes, applicant can 
appeal denial within 
statutory time frame. 

At time final 
certificate is issued 
to applicant. 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes, if meets 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Comments 

If notice is given, the 30-day 
tlme period of 468.170(3) would 
apply. If notice not given, 
a 60-day period for taking of 
an appeal is probably 
applicable. 

The determination of the full 
extent a facility is eligible 
for tax credit does not need 
~o be made at the preliminary 
certification stage, although 
1.t should be determined to the 
extent possible at that time. 

l\n application could be withdrawn 
at any time, or resubmitted at 
any time by the applicant. 

No action may be taken by the 
Department on an application 
for preliminary certification 
or tax credit certification until 
the application is complete. 
The Department should notify 
the applicant of incomplete 
application and in what respects 
it is incomplete. 

The Commission must either 
unconditionally issue the 
ce["ttficate or deny it. 

It might well come within the 
definition of pollution control 
facility if company can show 
that a substantial purpose of 
its installation is for air 
pollution control. 
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Date Is~ued & Type 

07/09/74 Informal 

01/03/74 Informal 

Subiect 

Agricultucal 
facilities 

Pressure blackflow 
prevention 
facilities 

- 8 -

Question 

Can facilities used for 
agricultural operations be 
certified for tax credit even 
though most agricultural 
operations are exempt from 
Oregon's aic pollution control 
laws? 

Can reduced pressure blackflow 
prevention devices and 
doublecheck value installations 
used to prevent industrial wastes 
from entering the water supply 
of the city of Portland be 
certified for tax credit? 

Answer 

Yes 

Yes, if meets 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Comments 

There is no language in the tax 
credit'statutes which 
specifically excepts such 
facilities when used for 
agricultural operations from 
the benefits of these statutes. 
The disposal or elimination of 
air pollution by a facility in 
an agricultural operation may 
be rewarded in the form of a 
tax credit under one statute 
even though of control of such 
air pollution is denied by 
another statute. 

The water in a municipal water 
system qualifies as waters of 
the state and therefore pollution 
of them constitutes water 
pollution, within the definition 
of tax credit statutes. However, 
private waters which Oo not 
combine or effect a junction 
with natural surface or 
underground waters are not 
included within the definition 
of waters of the state as used 
in the definition of water 
pollution and therefore devices 
us·ed to protect such waters from 
pollutants are not eligible for 
tax credit. 



Date Issued & Type 

11/07/73 Informal 

01/12/72 

---I 
"' 09/01/70 Informal 
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Subject 

Sale or exchange 
of a facility 

Sale or exchange of 
a facility 

Compliance status 
of facility 

- 9 -

_Q_uestion 

Does the merger of a wholly-owned 
corporate subsidiary corporation 
into the parent corporation under 
Oregon corporation law constitute 
a sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility within 
the meaning of ORS 316.091? 

What is the procedure to be 
followed in transferring a tax 
credit certificate from one 
holder to another? 

Must a facility claimed for tax 
credit be in full compliance 
with the applicable regulations 
of the EQC in order to qualify 
for certification? 

Answer 

NO 

The COllllllission should 
revoke the certificate 
and grant a new one to 
the new holder foe the 
balance of the 
available credit. 

No 

Explanation or Comments 

Title to the facility is changed 
from the subsidiary to the parent 
corporation by operation of law 
and without any transfer 
document. Therefore, revocation 
of the tax certification and 
application for a new certificate 
is not required. However, a 
notation should be made on the 
certificate that a merger has 
occurred giving the names and 
date it occurred. 

This procedure is set forth in 
ORS 307.405, 316.091, and 
317.012. 

A facility does not have to be 
"perfectw nor totally eliminate 
all pollutants before 
certification is authorized. 
It need only be used for the 
substantial purpose of pollution 
control and at least prevent 
or reduce pollution. DEQ does 
have discretion to determine 
if a facility meets the intents 
and purposes of its statutes 
and rules. Certainly if a 
facility does not meet 
established rules, it is an 
important factor for the 
Commlssion to consider in 
arriving at whether or not it 
sho•Jld be granted certification • 
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Date Issued & Type 

Unknown InfoC"mal 

M02414 

Subject 

Facility not in 
operation 

- 10 -

Question 

Is a fir.m who has constC"ucted 
or installed pollution control 
facilities eligible for tax 
C"elief certification even though 
the facilities are not being 
operated to contC"~l or prevent 
pollution? 

Answer 

Yes, if appli.cant 
gives evidence that 
they will be opecated. 

Explanation oc Comments 

A pollution control facility 
not yet in operation may be 
cettified by the Commission if 
it finds it will be placed in 
operation. '!'he word "wilt• as 
used in the statutes does not 
mean capability, ability, or 
could, Will denotes certainty, 
not speculation. The Commission 
must find, therefore, that the 
facility will at least operate 
to prevent, control or reduce 
pollution. 
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PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FACILITIES 

Following is a listing by program of facilities which have previously been 

certified for tax credit by the Environmental Quality Commission. The 

list is in order of most frequently certified followed by one-of-a-kind 

certifications. This list is meant only as a guideline for reviewers on 

what has been certified previously, and not as an exact list of eligible 

facilities. 

IV-1 
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Air Quality 

TyPe of facility 

Baghouse 

Scrubber 

Scrubber towers 

Dust collectors/filters 

Conveyor systems/hoppers/bins 

Wigwam burner modifications 

Monitors/transmitters/recorders 

Hoods/ductwork/exhaust fans 

Boilers (additions/conversions/modifications) 

Fume incineration/collection/control 

Orchard fans 

Orchard heating systems 

Orchard overtree sprinkler systems 

Cyclones 

Black liquor oxidation system 

Buildings/enclosures 

Electrostatic precipitators 

Hogged fuel handling system 

Wood waste residue processing, handling, and 
storage system to eliminate wigwam burner 

Paving 

Multi clone 

Recovery furnace 

Digester pumpout system 

IV-3 

October 1980 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

93 

69 

2 

47 

26 

25 

23 

22 

22 

20 

16 

6 

10 

15 

13 

13 

10 

10 

9 

8 

6 

5 

5 



Air Quality 

Type of facility 

Samplers/sampling platforms 

Incinerator 

Fly ash collectors/handling system 

Balers/refuse compactors 

Afterburner incineration 

Mist eliminator 

Boiler incineration 

Gas chromatograph 

Veneer dryer air curtains 

Flue gas oxygen analyzer 

Lime kiln modifications 

Kraft mill noncondensible gas incineration 

Hydraulic log carridge (bring boiler into 
compliance by reducing steam load) (T-455, T-419) 

IV-4 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1:?01 



Air Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Carbon adsorption system on halfnium process stream 

PS 300 oil burner 

Incinerator roof 

Sand classifier for cinder collectors on hogged fuel 
boilers 

Evaporator vapor vacuum system 

Overfire fan on hogged fuel boiler 

Electric power feeder for electric motor to move 
air through Becker Sandair Filter 

Variable speed drive for induced draft fan on hogged 
fuel boiler 

Clay unloading system 

Dust transportation system from plant site to landfill 
(lug loader, lug loader containers, misc. metal work) 

Rader tube control device 

Roof vent stack extensions 

Wet centrifugal wood dust cleaning system 

Super sucker industrial vacuum loader 

Air Compressor and motor 

Tri-Mar separators as pretreatment devices for pure 
chlorination scrubber 

Lime mud filter system 

Elevator in kiln dust scoop building for 
reintroducing collected dust into kiln 

Electric crane and semi-automation of impregnation 
tank cover mechanism 

Washing machine and gas fired batch oven for grease 
removal from wheel hubs 

Liquid propane gas standby facility 

IV-5 

Application No. 

T-84 

T-578 

T-42 

T-657 

T-18 

T-148 

T-718 

T-678 

T-653 

T-633 

T-593 

T-522 

T-521 

T-824 

T-446 

T-347 

T-1207 

T-203 

T-202 

T-195 

T-192 

i '=: '.~_ I 
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Air Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Spray booths to remove paint overspray particles 
from air 

Inert gas closed ovens for product drying 

Introduction type steel melting furnaces 

Spark suppression system 

Ore buckets used in pot room 

Transformer to supply power to recovery furnace 
electrostatic precipitator 

Matrix control system for rapping sequences and 
cycles in recovery furnace electrostatic precipitator 

Backup fan for acid plant overgas system 

Heat exchanger 

Aerator, extended aeration lagoon (certified air 
and water) 

Atomic absorption spectrophotometer (certified air 
and water) 

Continuous counter current belt pulp washers 
(certified air and water) 

IV-6 

Application No. 

T-191 

T-230 

T-31 

T-1189 

T-1215 

T-1212 

T-1213 

T-1224 

T-1263 

T-15 

T-311 

T-995 



Water Quality 

No. Certificates 
Facility Issued 

Pumps/sumps/motors/pipelines/associated equipment 44 

Wastewater collection/treatment/recycle/disposal 31 

Animal waste disposal 28 

Screens/clarifiers/filters/piping/centrifuges 21 

Tanks 14 

Instrumentation 10 

Glue wastewater recycling 8 

Settling basin/pond/tank 8 

Log handling 8 

Chemical recovery and treatment/steam stripping 8 

Lagoons 7 

Wood fiber removal equipnent 7 

Aerators/aeration basins 7 

Secondary treatment facilities 6 

Structures/buildings/foundations 6 

Spent liquor incineration 5 

Spill containment 3 

Cooling Tower (T-679, T-813) 2 

Outfall lines (T-535, T-557) 2 

Air aspirating uni ts (T-168, T-173) 2 

Primary treatment facilities (T-78, T-80) 2 

Lime storage/slaker (T-556, T-836) 2 

Holding pond (T-123, T-1179) 2 

Wastewater field spray irrigation (T-335, T-617) 2 

Stormwater treatment/diversion (T-1008, T-698) 2 

IV-7 



IV-8 I· • '~ 1 



Water Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility Application No. 

Extension of boiler house (for boiler required to T-829 
eliminate contaminated discharges) 

Boiler and ancillary piping (additional energy supply T-832 
needed to eliminate 1000 pound per day ammonia) 

Log deck paving T-588 

Zirconium vessel and related equipment T-827 

Waste solids storage pond T-102 

Chemical concentrator (wastewater evaporator to T-109 
eliminate discharge) 

Standby centrifuge screw 

Waste solvent disposal 

Crystalizer and dryer for production of ammonium 
sulfate 

Enlargement of _storage pond for solids removal 

Grilled pit for catching dirt and petrolium waste 

Load cell and scale for so2 cylinders 

Diversion dam for flush water 

Lined pond to prevent groundwater contamination 

Conversion of steam veneer block heating to hot 
water recycle 

Vapor compression reevaporation system 

Lining inserted in clay sewer of bleach plant 
effluent system 

Boiler ash handling system 

Railroad car unloading connector for control 
of clay spillage 

IV-9 

T-132 

T-193 

T-343 

T-351 

T-315 

T-279 

T-540 

T-552 

T-1167 

T-1190 

T-1214 

T-1205 

T-1209 
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Water Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility Application No. 

High pressure showers for screens preceding T-1261 
.settling basin 

Stearn and brush vegetable peeling system to replace T-1152 
caustic peel system, resulting in greater BOD removal 

Aerator, extended aeration lagoon (certified air and T-15 
water) 

Atomic absorption spectrophotometer (certified air 
and water) 

Continuous counter current belt pulp washers 
(certified air and water) 

IV-10 

T-311 

T-995 
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Solid Waste 

Facility 

Wood waste fired boilers/heat sources (e.g., for 
veneer dryers) 

Log chippers/hogs 

Waste paper balers 

Paving of log decks 

Newsprint deinking 

Stearn turbine electric generators 

Particleboard manufacturing plants 

IV-11 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

19 

13 

6 

5 

3 

2 

2 
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Solid Waste 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Land 

Bale accumulator/loader (grass straw baler) 

Shredded tire storage/metering system 

Grass straw mulching facility 

Sawdust bin and cyclone 

Air heater (veneer dryer heat source) 

Lime washing system 

Bark conversion plant 

Bark conversion plant expansion 

Aggregate reclaimer (from concrete) 

Hog fuel storage 

Classifier 

Truck/trailer 

Wastepaper cleaning/pulping 

Wood waste material dryer 

IV-12 

Application 

T-646 

T-646 

T-968 

T-1170 

T-1193 

T-1222 

T-577 

T-623 

T-1099 

T-1012 

T-1193 

No. 

/; : . 
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Noise 

Facility 

Extension of building over bean washing area 

Acoustical enclosure for warehouse refrigeration 
compressors 

Relocation of chip fractionation facility, 
installation of new cyclone and larger blower, 
construction of a sound insulated shed 

MFlSO (2) 

IV-13 

Application No. 

T-1038 

T-1169 

T-1201 
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GUIDELINES ON PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT 

INTRODUCTION 

This guideline is intended to serve as a reference document for staff 
involved with preliminary certifications for tax credit. The purpose of 
the guideline is to help assure that preliminary certifications are 
consistent and are in accordance with the intents of the tax credit 
statutes, policies and procedures. 

It is the POLICY of the Department and the Commission to inform people 
at the earliest opportunity of the availability of tax credits for 
pollution control facilities. The purpose of providing this information 
is to ensure that no project we are aware of fails to receive tax credit 
because the owner was unaware of the program, or the requirement to request 
preliminary certification prior to commencing construction. 

PURPOSE OF PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 
"; 

The purpose for requiring preliminary certification prior to construction 
is twofold: 

1. It allows the agency to review plans and specifications and 
require modifications before a facility is constructed to 
reasonably ensure it will meet regulations and standards. 

2. It lets an applicant know before a major commitment of resources 
is made to construction, whether a facility will be eligible 
for tax credit. 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

All requests for preliminary certification for tax credit are subject to 
the following considerations: 

1. Applicants desiring to request preliminary certification must 
complete a "Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for ' 
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit" (DEQ Form TC-1/10/79). 
The request must be submitted to the Department on the form 
provided along with plans and specifications prior to the 
commencement of construction or installation of the facility 
(ORS 468.175). Applicants should be informed in writing that 
if they proceed to construct prior to Department approval, they 
do so at their own risk that the project, or portions thereof, 
may be ineligible for tax credit. 

For facilities constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) may waive the requirement 
for preliminary certification if special circumstances render 
the filing unreasonable and the facility would otherwise be 
eligible for tax credit. The "special circumstances" are not 
defined and will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 
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Guidelines on Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
Page 2 

The request for waiver must be formally presented to the EQC 
at a regularly scheduled meeting. 

2. Upon receipt of a request for preliminary certification, the 
Divisi.on or Region shall notify the applicant of having received 
the request (DEQ Form TC-4-3/78). 

3. In the event the request is incomplete, unsigned or needs 
additional information, the form shall be returned or the 
additional information requested within 30 days from original 
receipt. (ORS 468.175(2)) (DEQ Form TC-5-3/78) 

4. The Department has 60 days from the date of receipt of a 
completed request to either grant preliminary certification or 
obtain a denial order from the EQC at a regularly scheduled 
meeting (ORS 468.175). The denial order must be obtained within 
the 60-day period to avoid automatic approval. 

If a request is to be denied, the applicant shall be notified 
in writing and be given an opportunity to withdraw the request. 

Requests that are not processed within the 60-day period are 
automatically approved (ORS 468.175(4)). Should this occur, 
a facility that may not reasonably be expected to comply with 
Commission regulations and standards could become eligible for 
tax credit. However, the construction must comply with the 
plans, specifications and any corrections or revisions thereto, 
if any, previously submitted (ORS 468.175(4)). Therefore, 
processing must be within the 60-day period allowed. 

5. The preliminary certification process is the only time the 
Department can require that plans and specifications be modified 
to produce a facility that can reasonably be expected to comply 
with EQC regulations and standards. Should a request be 
submitted for a "marginal" facility, it should be returned for 
modification. Construction must be in strict accordance with 
the submitted plans and specifications (ORS 468.175(4)). 

6. If it is known that a facility was under construction prior to 
the company making a request for preliminary certification, then 
the Department can refuse to accept the request. This refusal 
should be in writing and also inform the company that they may 
seek a waiver from the EQC (see 1 above). Only the EQC can deny 
a request so the refusal letter should be worded carefully and 
not include the word deny. 

7. A "Land Use Compatibility Statement" (DEQ form TC-12-10/79.) is 
required before preliminary certification can be issued for 
noise pollution control facilities, or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil utilization facilities (ORS 197.180 and 
DEQ/DLCD Agreements). 
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PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATIONS 

Once a request for preliminary certification has been deemed to be complete 
(form completed and signed, plans and specifications, or any other 
requested information has been submitted and is acceptable), the formal 
review and preliminary certification process can begin. Staff must 
consider the following in determining whether or not a proposed facility 
will be eligible for tax credit: 

1. A substantial purpose of the proposed facility must be to 
prevent, control or reduce air, water or noise pollution or to 
utilize solid wastes, hazardous wastes or used oil (ORS 
468.155). 

A "substantial purpose" does not imply primary or exclusive 
purpose. There can be sev.eral substantial purposes for 
construction of a facility,(e.g., pollution control, economic 
benefits, energy savings, worker protection, reduced 
maintenance). The burden of proof should be on the applicant 
to show at the time of preliminary certification that a 
substantial purpose is pollution control. Technical reports 
and test data should be submitted. The reviewer should document 
the pollution problem, its significance, and the contribution 
(or likelihood thereof) the proposed facility will make toward 
a solution. 

2. Facilities utilizing solid wastes must produce as an end product 
a usable source of power or other item of real economic value; 
and the end product must be competitive with an end product 
produced in another state. Hazardous waste and used oil 
facilities are also eligible and must meet the same criteria as 
solid waste facilities (ORS 468.165(c) (A)). 

3. Subsequent additions to a resource recovery facility which will 
increase the production of useful materials or energy (e.g., 
steam, power) are also eligible. The base facility must have 
been previously certified for tax credit or installed prior 
to January 1, 1973 and would have otherwise qualified (ORS 
468 .155} • 

4. In addition to other requirements, new eligibility criteria apply 
to solid waste, hazardous waste and used oil facilities 
constructed on or after December 31, 1980. These facilities 
must meet one or more of the following: (ORS 468.170(8)) 

a. The facility is necessary to assist in solving a severe 
or unusual solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem. 

b. The facility will provide a new or different solution to 
a solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than 
has been previously used, or the facility is a significant 
modification and improvement over similar existing 
facilities. 
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c. The Department has recommended the facility as the most 
efficient or environmentally sound method of solid waste, 
hazardous waste or used oil control. 

On December 12, 1980, the EQC adopted policies pertaining to 
the above requirements. (Refer to memo of December 24, 1980, 
from Bill Dana, attached.) 

5. Facilities that are not eligible for tax credits are the 
following (ORS 468.155 (2)): 

Air conditioners (includes heating systems) 

Septic tanks or other facilities for human waste, nor any 
property installed, constructed or used for the moving of 
sewage to the collecting facilities or a public or quasi
public sewerage system 

Portions of any solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil 
facilities which make an insignificant contribution to the 
purpose of utilization of solid waste, hazardous wastes 
or used oil. The following items are specifically excluded: 
office furniture and buildings, parking lots and road 
improvements, landscaping, external lighting, company signs, 
art work and automobiles. 

In general, equipment installed to protect workers in their 
workspace (e.g., OSHA, Worker's Compensation requirements) is 
not eligible for tax credit. 

6. A facility receiving tax credit for energy conservation is not 
eligible for pollution control tax credit on the same equipment 
(ORS 316.142 (2)). 

7. When the formal review is completed, the Region or Division will 
prepare an approval let.ter (DEQ Form TC-3-3/78) granting the 
preliminary certification. The letter must include either a 
listing of or adequately reference the specific equipment 
included in the facility to be covered by the preliminary 
certification. If only a portion of a project or part of a 
single component is eligible, the portion shall be listed. 

The approval letter should also include any request for 
additional information, justification or other documentation 
to be included when the final application for tax credit is 
submitted. 

8. Applicants will frequently request a judgment on the anticipated 
eligibility of a proposal even before the request for preliminary 
certification is received. These informal requests generally 
occur during plantsite visits, compliance meetings, or by phone. 
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At the earliest opportunity, the applicant must be advised of 
the preliminary certification requirements. The applicant should 
be informed in writing of any device or portions of a facility 
that do not appear eligible. 

9. Final tax credit certificates are granted by the EQC with 
percentages of the actual cost allocable to pollution control 
according to ORS 468.190. 

10. A tax credit certificate can be revoked by the EQC if the 
facilities are not being operated to reduce air, water or noise 
pollution or solid or hazardous wastes or to control used oil. 
The certificate can also be revoked if it was obtained by fraud 
or misrepresentation. 

CS:g 
MG131 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: Regional Off ices 

FROM: Bill Dana 

DATE: December 24, 1980 

Management Services Div 
Dept. of Environmental Quaiity 

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Tax Credits -- NEW POLICY I~ ~.:~c ~ 1n 19:0 ~ illJ 
Background 

December 31, 1980, is a significant date relative to the Department's tax 
credit program for solid waste management f acili ti~es. On that date 
legislation takes effect that apparently was intended to significantly 
reduce the number and types of facilities being certified for tax credit 
as solid waste pollution control facilities. 

We believe that certain classes of facilities should be restricted more 
than others. Sane types of waste are now commonly recycled or used for 
productive purposes and the availability of a tax credit does not seem 
to be a necessary incentive. With other materials, potential prof its are 
less obvious and tax credits may be a major incentive. To provide guidance 
in implementing the new statutory requirements, policy statements were 
drafted for the Commission's review and approval. This memo is to advise 
you that the following policy was approved by the ECC on December 12, 1980, 
and is now in effect: 

Statute Summary 

ORS 468.170(8) (b) states, in part, that a facility commenced after 
December 31, 1980, and prior to December 31, 1983, shall only be certified 
for tax credit if it meets one or more of the following conditions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The facility is nece'ssary to assist in solving a severe or unusual 
solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem; 

The facility will provide a new or different solution to a solid 
waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than has been previously 
used, or the facility is a significant modification and improvement 
of similar existing facilities; or 

The Department has recommended the facility as the most efficient or 
environmentally sound method of solid waste, hazardous waste or used 
oil control. 

Policy Statements 

1. In determining if a facility provides the most efficient or 
environmentally sound method of producing energy or a salable product 
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from solid waste, the Department shall consider the facility's cost 
effectiveness and the cost to the public of diverting material from 
the solid waste stream. For a few waste types, the Department can 
identify facilities or technologies which are the most efficient or 
environmentally sound. Specifically, the reprocessing of used motor 
oil into clean fuel or lubricants and the distillation of waste 
solvents to recover a clean product. For most waste types, however, 
the Department is not prepared to name a specific technology as the 
most efficient or environmentally sound. In these circumstances, 
judgement shall be made on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Wood waste, with a few exceptions, is no longer considered to be a 
severe solid waste problem. Accordingly, facilities associated with 
wood waste utilization (e.g., hog fuel boilers, heat sources, hogs, 
chippers, particleboard plants, log yard paving and assorted hog 
fuel ~ndling equipnent) will normally no longer be certified. Also, 
the Department will not consider any of the facilities described above 
to be a new or different solution to a solid waste problem. 

3. Waste cardboard and newsprint no longer represent a severe disposal 
problem. Balers, deinking and repulping equipnent are no longer a 
new or different solution. 

4. Grass straw, plastics, and tires, especially large truck tires, 
continue to represent severe disposal problems. 

5. Virtually any hazardous waste management facility may be considered 
to be a new or different solution, since none have been certified 
to date. 

6. "Commenced" means the date construction started, rather than the date 
the facility was placed in operation. (Note that a facility that has 
already received Preliminary Certification, hut where construction 
has not yet started, could lose its eligibility for tax credit. I 
will be sending out some more information regarding this in the next 
few days.) 

The Regional Agreements state that Preliminary Certification may be granted 
by the Regions. I don't care who signs the letters, but in view of these 
new requirements and evolving policy, it is particularly important that 
we communicate and agree on what action to take before any letter goes 
out. Clearly, the time to say "No," if appropriate, is before construction 
begins and a company spends its money. 

I recognize that the primary responsibility for getting inf ormatiorr out 
is mine. I will try to keep you up to date. If you have any questions, 
suggestions, o:>ncerns, etc., please don't hesitate to give me a call. 

SC156 (1) 
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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 Conunission 

From: Director 

Subject~ Agenda Item J, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Policy Guidance for Certifying Air Quality Tax Credits 
for Yard Paving Projects 

Background 

During the first 10 years of the Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit 
Program about 8 paving projects were certified for reducing air pollu
tion. These projects which were approved prior to installation by the 
Department or a Regional Authority as a way to solve a specific air 
quality problem, were generally heavily traveled or intense activity 
areas of industrial sites. 

In 1979-80, the Department experieI)ced a substantial increase in the 
number of requests for preliminary certification for paving projects 
as well as a change in the types of such projects. Inquiries and 
requests were received relative to paving public/private streets and 
commercial business parking lots. 

The Department has held up processing both preliminary and final cer
tification actions for paving projects so that a policy could be 
developed for Commission approval. The policy which is presented 
Qerein will provide guidance to the staff in processing applications 
for paving projects . 

. Discussion 

Paving is recognized as a satisfactory/desirable means of dust suppres
sion in many instances. However, other benefits unrelated to air 
pollution control almost always occur. Far· example, it can help reduce" 
equipment and plant maintenance, provide better working conditions, 
result in greater productivity, and help keep raw materials and/or pro
ducts clean. Paving provides a smooth, solid surface which facilitates 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, especially during wet weather, saves 
on costs of periodic grading and gravelling of an unpaved surface, has 
esthetic benefits, can increase customers at commercial facilities and 
sporting events, can aid in controlling runoff, and may aid in recovery 
of raw materials by preventing them from sinking into the ground or 
preventing them from being contaminated by soil. 
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Since paving most likely will never be done for a single purpose or bene
fit, it's quite probable that all such projects will have some form of 
economic benefit and a high percentage will have some air quality bene
fit. While identification of major air quality or economic benefits 
usually can be done with relative ease, ·quantifying them can be quite 
difficult. Therefore, the guidelines proposed herein may need to be 
modified as additional experience is gained. 

Guidelines for Project Eligibility 

State statutes provide that a facility may be eligible for air pollution 
control tax credit if a substantial purpose of said facility is the pre
vention, control or reduction of air pollution. Thus, to be eligible 
for tax credit, a paving project should result in a discernable air 
quality improvement. 

In order to 
tion of the 
eligibility 

comply with the ~tatutory requirements, with 
potential multi-tlenefits of paving projects, 
will be limited to those projects which: 

due considera
ta..x credit 

1. Will be located within particulate AQMA's where dust control has been 
included as an element in a Commission approved attainment/maintenance 
strategy and will significantly contribute to the attainment/maintenance 
of air quality standards, or 

2. The Department or LRAPA has concluded will effectively resolve a 
specific identified public nuisance or public impact, or 

3. Are specifically required or requested by the Department a::' Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

Paving 
to air 
fits. 

projects or portions thereof which do not contribute significantly 
pollution control will be considered ineligible for tax credit bene
Such projects will be those which: 

1. Are installed for esthetic or commercial reasons, or 

2. Are required by statute, ordinance, or code. 

Some examples' of anticipated ineligible projects are streets, low activity 
areas, storage areas, public or private parking lots, and driveways. 

Assessments of conditions prior to a paving project shall be an integral 
part of the preliminary tax credit certification process regarding any pro
ject for which tax credit will be sought subsequent to adoption of these 
guidelines. 

Guidelines for Costs Allocable to Pollution Control 

The percentage of the costs of eligible projects allocable to pollution 
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control should be established in accordance with ORS 468.190. Tax credit 
certification w{ll be given for only that portion or areas of the project 
to which air pollution reductions can reasonably be assigned. Specifi
cally, alternative solutions, cost savings, or increases and other sub
stantial benefits that may accrue from the project shall be identified 
by the applicant and considered by the Department using the same methods 
applied to other facilities having economic benefits. 

Cost Allocation Alternative 

Although ·not proposed herein by the Department, the Commission, in recog
nition of the highly probable multiple benefits and in consideration of 
the expected difficulty in quantifying such benefits of paving projects, 
may wish to adopt a fixed percentage allocable to pollution control for 
the cost of eligible projects or portions thereof. 

' Director 1 s Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission concur in the use of the guidelines 
set forth above for determining eligibility and costs allocable to pollu
tion control for air quality tax credit applications involving paving 
projects. 

FASkirvin,ahe 
22906414 
07-02-81 
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ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO POLLUTION CONTROL 

Prior to determining what portion of the actual cost of a facility is 
allocable to pollution control, it must first be determined what part of 
the applied for facility cost will be the final certified cost appearing 
on the tax credit certificate. The cost of discrete parts of the facility 
that do not have pollution control as a substantial purpose for their 
installation, or are otherwise ineligible for tax credit, should be 
subtracted fran the total facility cost, and the remainder entered on the 
tax credit certificate. Further, if the facility replaces an existing 
facility that could be repaired to meet pollution control requirements 
then the certified cost of the replacement facility should be reduced by 
the cost of repair. 

The next step is to determine what portion of the actual facility cost, 
appearing on the tax credit certificate, is properly allocable to pollution 
control. Note that solid waste facilities are exempt from this percent 
allocable determination until January 1, 1984. 

ORS 468.190(2) sets out five percentage ranges and all eligible facilities 
must be placed in one of these ranges. The ranges are: 

(a) Eighty percent or more. 

(b) Sixty percent or more but less than 80 percent. 

(c) Forty percent or more but less than 60 percent. 

(d) Twenty percent or more but less than 40 percent 

(e) Less than 20 percent. 

Thus if 80 percent or more of the actual cost of a facility is allocable 
to pollution control, the owner is eligible for the maximum tax credit 
available under the corporate excise tax, personal income tax, or ad 
valorem tax laws of the State. If the facility is less than 20 percent 
allocable, it still receives tax credit but at the minimum rate available 
under State tax laws. Refer to ORS 307.405, 316.097, or 317.072 for 
specifics on tax credits available. 

In establishing the portion of costs allocable to pollution control, ORS 
468.190(1) sets forth five factors that must be considered in this 
determination. These factors are: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the facility is used to recover 
and convert waste products into a saleable or usable commodity. 

(b) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility. 
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(c) If applicable, the alternative methods, equipment and costs for 
achieving the same pollution control objective. 

(d) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur 
as a result of the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of 
the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution. 

Historically, the Department has found factor (b) to be the most useful 
and straightforward in making the percent allocable determination. Factor 
(d) is usually covered when factor (b) is considered. Factor (c) has been 
used occasionally. 

What follows is a discussion and examples of how the factors most often 
considered by the Department are used to determine the portion of costs 
allocable to pollution control. 

The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility-
This is the most commonly used factor and probably the most important. 
As used by the Department, return on investment is calculated by the 
Internal Rate of Return Method. The elements required for the computation 
are as follows: 

1. Facility Cost. This is the actual certified cost of the claimed 
facility minus salvage value of any facilities removed from service. 

2. Annual Cash Flow. This is the representative average annual pre-tax 
income from the claimed facility, after deduction of operating 
expenses, as determined in the first normal year of operation. 

3. Useful Life of Facility. The number of years during which the 
facility is planned to operate before replacement or disposal. 

Medthod of Computation 

1. Factor of the internal rate of return = Facility Cost 
-Annual Cash Flow 

2. Refer to Compound Interest and Annuity Tables: Present value of 
annuity of $1 received annually (Table 2 attached). Scan to determine 
rate of return approximating the factor for the number of years 
representing the useful life. 

NOTE: The Department's Business Office will be glad to give further 
guidance in the computation process if requested. 
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Definitions 

"Pre-tax Income" - means Total Annual Income from claimed facility 
prior to provision for Federal and State taxes on income. 

"Total Annual Income from claimed facility" - means all income derived 
from sale or re-use of recovered materials or energy or any other 
means, as determined for the first full year of normal operation. 

"Operating Expenses" - means costs of operating claimed facility for 
the first full year of normal operation including labor, utilities, 
property taxes, insurance, and other cash expenses, less any savings 
in expenses attributable to the installation of the facility. 
Depreciation and interest expense are not included. 

"Salvage value" means the value of a facility at the end of its useful 
life minus what it costs to remove it for disposal. Salvage value 
can never be less than zero. 

Once the percent return on investment has been calculated from the equation 
above it must be related to the five percentage ranges for percent 
allocable to pollution control. The following table is used to accomplish 
this relationship: 

Table l 

Percent of Actual Cost of Claimed 
Percent ROI (Pr•t=) Facility Allocable to Pollution Control 

25% or more less than 20% 

19% to 24.99% 20% or more but less than 40% 

13% to 18.99% 40% or more but less than 60% 

7% to 12.99% 60% or more but less than 80% 

less than 7% 80% or more 

Table 1 is based upon the assumption that a 25% ROI is generally an 
adequate return on investment before taxes over the long term for most 
companies to justify an investment without the added incentive of a tax 
credit. The Department developed the 25% ROI figure from data presented 
in the Quarterly Financial Report for Manufacturing, Mining and Trade 
Corporations, Fourth Quarter 1980, Federal Trade Commission, Table 6. 
Rates of Return, all Manufacturing Corporations, 1969-1980. For the five 
year period 1976 through 1980, the average percent return on net worth 
before taxes for all manufacturing corporations was 23.6%. The Department 
raised the figure to 25% for use in the tax credit program for two reasons: 
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(1) to account for the long term inflationary trend in the economy; and 
(2) to account for the somewhat higher ROI expected by most companies to 
justify investment in new facilities. 

The Financial Report is updated quarterly. At least on a biennial basis 
Table 1 will be updated to reflect the latest information on ROI. 

An example of the use of % ROI to determine percent of cost allocable to 
pollution control follows: 

Example 1: A pulp and paper mill installs a new sulfur dioxide 
absorption system on a recovery furnace. The actual cost 
of the facility is $1,146,513 based upon an accountant's 
certification. 

Sulfur dioxide is recovered by the facility and has a value 
of $468,000 per year. 

Operating expenses are as follows on annual basis: 

Labor 
Utilities 
Maintenance 
Property tax 
Insurance 

Total 

$ 9,000 
52,000 
34,000 
20,270 
1, 720 

$116,990 

The salvage value of the previous system is zero. 

Net Income = $468,000 $116,990 = $351,010 

Facility Cost = $1,146,513 

Factor of Internal Rate of Return = 1,146,513 = 3.266 
351,010 

Rate of Return (10 years) (from Table 2) = 28% 
Based upon Table 1, the percent of the cost of this facility 
that is allocable to pollution control is less than 20%. 

The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same 
pollution control objective -- This factor is fairly self explanatory 
and is probably best illustrated by specific examples. 

Example 1: 

The applicant owns and operates a veneer plant 
at Medford and a plywood plant at White City. 
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The facility described in this application consists of log 
vats, boiler, heat excha.nger, sumps, pumps, piping and 
debris removal equipment, costing $445,141. 

This project is a series of log heating vats. The heating 
of logs by steam or hot water has several benefits to the 
production of plywood. The quality of all types of veneer 
is improved, veneer production is increased, less heat is 
required to dry the veneer and of special importance in this 
instance, allows the Otherwise difficult peeling of hemlock 
and white fir. Log vats are in use in many plywood plants 
because of these benefits. 

The log vats were installed in the green veneer plant at 
Medford. The veneer is dried and made into plywood at the 
plywood plant in White City. The emission reductions 
resulting from the steam vats in Medford would be realized 
at the veneer dryers in White City. 

The plywood plant operates three veneer dryers in White 
City. Dryers #1 and #2 are controlled by scrubbers. Dryer 
#3 can comply with the emissions limits without a scrubber 
if it drys only hemlock or white fir. These species emit 
significantly lower amounts of hydrocarbons than the Douglas 
fir veneer prpcessed in Dryers #1 and jl2. 

The air quality benefits from this project are the increased 
use of the low emitting hemlock and white fir veneer. The 
company estimates approximately 45% of the logs processed 
through the vats will be hemlock and white fir. This will 
enable Dryer #3 to process only hemlock and white fir and to 
comply with Department opacity limits. 

The economic benefits to the company from the log vat 
installation are the ability to use the more readily 
available and lower cost hemlock and white fir logs, 
increased veneer quality and lower dryer heating costs. 
These benefits alone have proved adequate for other 
facilities to justify the cost of installation of log vats. 

The scrubbers designed by plant personnel and installed on 
Dryers #1 and t2 have enabled these dryers to meet the 
opacity limits when drying Douglas fir, a high emission rate 
species. The scrubber installed on dryer #2 has been 
recommended for tax credit certification (T-1230). This 
scrubber has demonstrated an ability to comply with the 
veneer dryer opacity limit. The cost of this scrubber was 
approximately $60,000. ORS 468.190(1) (c) requires the 
Commission to consider the alternatives to achieve the same 
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objective. Since the scrubber on Dryer #2 can comply with 
the emission limits, a scrubber on Dryer #3 is considered 
a viable alternative. 

The $60,000 cost is approximately 14% of the total facility 
cost. Therefore, a certificate for less than 20% of the 
total cost should be issued. 

Example 2: 

The facility described in this application consists of a 
Clark 350 unit Flow-Matic Bin. 

The applicant uses wood waste boilers to supply steam for 
operation of the plywood plant. Some of the fuel is 
generated by the plant but additional fuel must be purchased 
to meet steam demands. 

The fuel generated by the plant was stored in a bin, but the 
bin was not large enough to store the purchased fuel. This 
bin was in a state of disrepair. Instead of repairing and 
expanding the old bin, the company replaced it with a larger 
bin which is the facility in this application. 

The new bin now stores all of the fuel generated by the 
plant and the purchased fuel. When the excess fuel was 
stored outside the bin the moisture content increased from 
the rain and snow. This caused poor combustion, increased 
boiler emissions and increased the amount of fuel used, and 
resulted in intermittent opacity violations. After 
installation of the new bin, the boiler has demonstrated and 
maintained compliance with the opacity and grain loading 
emission limits. 

The company has requested the full amount of the bin, 
conveyors, classifier, foundation, and other installation 
costs of the new larger bin. The Department feels that 
since the conveyors are required to move the fuel to the 
boiler and the classifier is necessary to prevent bridging 
in the bin these items are process equipment and necessary 
for plant operation. The combined cost of the conveyors and 
classifier ($80,511.99) is not allocable to pollution 
control and should be deducted from the certified cost 
($501,310.75 $80,511.99 = $420,798.76). 

Two methods were used to determine the portion of the new 
bin cost which was necessary to house the purchased fuel. 
The company submitted the cost of a bin equivalent to the 
old bin. The cost of such a bin was estimated to be 65% 
of the cost of the new bin. On this basis about 35% of 
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the cost of the new bin was necessary to house the purchased 
fuel. The old bin was approximately 72% of the size of 
the new bin. Thus, 28% of the capacity of the new bin is 
necessary to house the purchased fuel. Both of these 
methods fall in the range of 20% to 40%. Therefore, it 
is concluded that more than 20% but less than 40% of the 
revised cost of the new bin ($420,798) is allocable to 
pollution control. 

Example 3: 

A particle board plant installs a new scrubber system to 
collect wood fibers in exhaust gas. The actual cost of 
the facility is $113,500 based upon an accountant's 
certification. 

The wood fibers recovered are returned to the process, but 
the value of recovered material is less than the operating 
cost of the facility. Therefore, ROI is zero. 

However, the new facility replaces an existing pollution 
control facility that is removed from service. This faciity 
could have been reconstructed to achieve the same pollution 
control requirements as the new facility at a cost of 
$79,500. 

Since the same pollution control objective could have been 
achieved by reconstruction of the existing facility, only 
70% ($79,500 4 $113,500) of the cost of the new facility 
is allocable to pollution control. Therefore, a certificate 
for $113,500 with more than 60% but less than 80% of the 
cost allocated to pollution control should be issued. 

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the 
actual cost allocable to pollution control This factor is, of course, 
used when in the judgment of the Department none of the other listed 
factors is adequate to determine the percent of cost allocable. Common 
sense must be employed to determine on a case-by-case basis what factor 
is most useful in establishing percent of cost allocable. An example 
follows: 

The facility described in this application is an overtree sprinkler 
system used for both irrigation and frost protection of 12 1/2 acres 
of pear orchard. 

The claimed facility serves to provide frost protection for 12 1/2 
acres of trees by replacing the need for some 400 oil fired orchard 
heaters. In addition, the facility provides irrigation by sprinklers 
instead of by an existing, more than adequate, irrigation system. 
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The Environmental Quality Commission has previously certified overtree 
sprinkler systems in the Medford area for the elimination of the smoke 
and soot air pollution from orchard heaters. 

In these previous applications, the percent of the cost allocable to 
pollution control was based on the percentage of total operating time 
that the overtree sprinkler system was used for frost protection. The 
systems are typically used approximately equal time for frost 
protection and irrigation in the Medford area. 

It is concluded that the facility operates to a substantial extent for 
reducing atmospheric emissions and that the portion of the cost 
allocable to pollution control should be 40% or more but less than 
60%. 
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Present valll! of $1 Received AnnUally 

Periais 1% 2% 21/2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 10% 12% 14% 15% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 25% 26% 28% 30% 40% 50% 

1 ••• 0.990 0.980 0.976 0.971 0.962 0.952 0.943 0.935 0.926 0.909 0.893 o.an 0.870 0.862 0.847 0.833 0.820 0.806 0.000 o. 794 o. 781 0. 769 o. 714 0.667 
2. 1.970 1.942 1.927 1.914 1.886 1.859 1.833 1.808 1.763 1. 736 1.690 1.647 1.626 1.605 1.566 1. 528 1. 492 1. 457 1.440 1-424 1.392 1.361 1.224 1.11.l 
3 •• 2.941 2.884 2.856 2.829 2.775 2.723 2.673 2.624 2.577 2.487 2.402 2.322 2.263 2.246 2.174 2.106 2.042 1.981 1.952 1°923 1.816 1.816 1.589 1.407 
4 •• 3.902 3.808 3.762 3.717 3.630 3.546 3.465 3.387 3.3U 3.170 3.037 2.914 2.855 2.798 2.690 2.589 2.494 2.404 2.362 2.320 2.241 2.166 1.849 1 •. 605 
5 • 4.853 4.713 4.646 4.580 4.452 4.330 4.2U 4.100 3.993 3. 791 3.605 3.433 3.352 3.274 3.U7 2.991 2.864 2.745 2.689 2.635 2.532 2.436 2.035 l. 737 

6 •• 5.795 5.601 s.soa 5.417 5.242 5.076 4.917 4.767 4.623 4.355 4.lll 3.889 3.784 3.685 3.498 3.326 3.167 3.020 2.951 2-885 2. 759 2.643 2.168 1.824 
7 •• 6.728 6.472 6.349 6.230 6.002 5.786 5.582 5.389 5.206 4.868 4.564 4.288 4.160 4.039 3.812 3.605 3.416 3.242 3.161 3.083 2.937 2.802 2.263 1.883 
8 •• 7.652 7.325 7.170 7.020 6.733 6.463 6.210 5.971 5.747 5.335 4.968 4.639 4.487 4.344 4.078 3.837 3.619 3.421 3.329 3.241 3.076 2.925 2.331 1.922 
9 •• 8.566 8.162 7.971 7.786 7.435 7.108 6.802 6.515 6.247 5. 759 5.328 4.946 4. 772 4.607 4.303 4.031 3. 786 3.566 3.463 3.366 3.184 3.019 2.379 1.948 

10 • 9.471 8.983 8.752 8.530 8.lll 7.722 7.360 7.024 6.710 6.145 5.650 5.216 5.019 4.833 4.494 4.192 3.923 3.682 3.571 3.465 3.269 3.092 2.414 1.965 

11 • 10.368 9.787 9.514 9.253 8.760 8.306 7.887 7.499 7.139 6.495 5.938 5.453 5.234 5.029 4.656 4.327 4.035 3.776 3.656 3.544 3.335 3.147 2.438 1.977 

< 
u. • ll.255 10.575 10.258 9.954 9.385 8.863 8.364 7.943 7.536 6.814 6.194 5.660 5.421 5.197 4. 793 4.439 4.U7 3.851 3.725 3.606 3.387 3.190 2.456 l.985 - 13 • • U.134 11.348 10.983 10.635 9.986 9.394 8.853 8.358 7.904 7.103 6.424 5.842 5.583 5.342 4.910 4.533 4.203 3.912 3. 780 3.656 3.427 3.223 2.468 1.990 

' 14 ••• 13.004 12.106 11.691 ll.296 10.563 9.899 9.295 8.745 8.244 7.367 6.628 6.002 5. 724 5.468 5.008 4.6ll 4.265 3.962 3.824 3.695 3.459 3.249 2.478 1.993 "' 15 • • 13.865 U.849 u. 381 11. 938 ll.118 10.360 9.1U 9.108 8.559 7.606 6.8ll 6.142 5.847 5.576 5.092 4.676 4. 315 4. 001 3. 859 3.726 3.483 3.268 2.464 1.995 

16 • • 14. 718 13.578 13.055 12.561 ll.652 10.838 10.106 9.447 6.851 7.824 6.974 6.265 5.954 5.668 5.162 4.730 4.357 4.033 3.887 3. 751 3.503 3.263 2.488 1.997 
17 • • 15.562 14.292 13. 712 13.166 12.166 ll.274 10.477 9.763 9.U2 8.022 7.UO 6.373 6.047 5.749 5.222 4. 775 4.391 4.059 3.910 3.771 3.518 3.295 2.492 1.998 
18 • • 16.398 14.992 14.353 13.754 12.659 11.690 10.828 10.059 9.372 8.201 7.250 6.467 6.UB 5.818 5.273 4.812 4.419 4.080 3.928 3.786 3.529 3.304 2.494 1.999 
19 •• 17.226 15.678 14.979 14.324 13.134 U.085 11.158 10.336 9.604 6.365 7.366 6.550 6.198 5.876 5.316 4.644 4.442 4.097 3.942 3-799 3.539 3.311 2.496 1.999 
20 • • 18.046 16.351 15.589 14.877 13.590 12.462 11.470 10.594 9.818 8.514 7.469 6.623 6.259 5.929 5.353 4.870 4.460 4-110 3.954 3.808 3.546 3.316 2.497 1.999 

21 • • 18.857 17.0ll 16.185 ]5.415 14.029 12.821 11. 764 10.836 10.017 8.649 7.562 6.667 6.3U 5.973 5.384 4.691 4.476 4.Ul 3.963 3.816 3.551 3.320 2.496 2.000 
22 • • 19.660 17.658 16.765 15.937 14.451 13.163 12.042 11.061 10.201 8.772 7.645 6.743 6.359 6.011 5.410 4.909 4.488 4.130 3.970 3.822 3.556 3.323 2.498 2.000 
23 • • 20.456 18.292 17.332 16.444 14.857 13.489 12.303 11.272 10. 371 0. 003 7. 718 6. 792 6.399 6.044 5.432 4.924 4.499 4.137 3.976 3.827 3.559 3.325 2.499 2.000 
24 • 21.243 18.914 17.885 16.936 JS.247 13.799 12.550 ll.469 10.529 8.985 7.784 6.835 6.434 6.073 5.451 4.937 4.507 4.143 3.981 3.831 3.562 3.327 2.499 2.000 
25 • 22.023 19.523 18.424 17.413 15.622 14.094 12. 783 11.654 10.675 9.077 7.843 6.873 6.464 6.097 5.467 4.948 4.514 4.147 3.985 3.834 3.564 3.329 2.499 2.000 

~.- J 26 • 22. 795 20.121 18.951. 17.877 15.983 14.375 13.003 ll.826 10.810 9.161 7.896 .6.906 6.491 6.118 5.480 4.956 4.520 4.151 3.988 3.837 3.566 3.330 2.500 2.000 
c:-J 'lJ • 23.560 20. 707 19.464 18.327 16.330 14.643 13.211 ll.987 10.935 9.237 7.943 6.935 6.514 6.136 5.492 4.964 4.524 4.154 3.990 3.839 3.567 3.331 2.500 2.000 
:._-:, 28 ••• 24.316 21. 2.81 19. 965 18. 764 16.663 14.898 13. 406 12137 11. 051 9. 307 7. 984 6. 961 6.534 6.152 S.502 4.970 4.528 4-157 3.992 3.840 3.568 3.331 2.500 2.000 

29 • • 25.066 21.844 20.454 19.188 16.984 15.141 13.591 12.278 11.158 9.370 8.022 6.983 6.551 6.166 5.510 4.975 4.531 4.159 3.994 3.841 3.569 3.332 2.500 2.000 
30 ••• 25.808 22.396 20.930 19.600 17.292 15. 372 13. 765 U.409 11.258 9.427 8.055 7.003 6.566 6.177 5.517 4.979 4.534 4.160 3.995 3.842 3.569 3.332 2.500 2.000 

u:; 
CD 

'""''" 1. left ham rolmn I.abele:3 Pericds - Represents tt:e useful life of the fa=ility in yea.rs. 
2. Tep rc:w of i;:eroant.a;Je.s - Represents i;eroent return oo investn'B'.lt in facility. 
3. B::lq{ of table (Present value of $1 received amually) - Represents fact.or of the internal rate of return. 
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STATE OF ORffiON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY TAX RELIEF IN ORffiON 

SECTION I Introduction 

The state of Oregon, through legislation originally adopted in 1967, seeks 
to encourage the construction, installation and use of facilities to 
prevent, control or reduce air, noise or water pollution and to utilize 
solid waste, hazardous wastes and used oil by providing tax relief for 
persons who do so. In order to actually obtain the allowed tax relief, 
the following steps must be taken: 

A. Prior to construction, a "Preliminary Certification for a Pollution 
Control Facility 11 must be requested from the Department of 
Environmental Quality (see Section IV, subsection A for facilities 
exempt from this requirement). 

B. Upon completion of the approved construction, a "Pollution Control 
Facility Certificate" must be obtained from the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

C. An irrevocable election must be made to take the allowed credit, 
either: {a) as a credit against income or excise taxes; or (b) as 
an exemption from ad valorem taxes on the certified facility. 

D. The "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" must be.filed with the 
appropriate taxing agency (based on the above mentioned election) 
in accordance with their requirements. 

The information which follows is intended to explain the various aspects 
of the available tax relief, identify the qualifications which must be 
met, and prescribe the procedures for obtaining the necessary certificate 
from the Department of Environmental Quality. 

SECTION II Certification Requirements 

A. Air, Noise and Water Pollution Control Facilities 

The tax relief law permits the Department of Environmental Quality 
to certify a facility which operates to a substantial extent for the 
purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, noise or water 
pollution. For each certificate issued, the Department is required 
to certify the actual cost of the facility and a percentage of the 
actual cost which can be properly allocated to the prevention, control 
or reduction of pollution. Specifically, the Department must certify 
whether the percentage of the actual cost so allocated is 80 percent 
or more, 60 percent or more and less than 80 percent, 40 percent or 
more and less than 60 percent, 20 percent or more and less than 40 
percent, or less than 20 percent. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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B. Waste Utilization Facilities 

The tax relief laws as amended in 1973 and 1975, permit the Department 
of Environmental Quality to certify a solid waste facility, the 
substantial purpose of which is to utilize solid waste (as defined 
in ORS 459.005). The 1979, amendments allow certification of 
hazardous wastes and used oil facilities, which meet the same 
requirements as solid waste facilities. 

Such facilities, to be certified, must produce as an end product a 
usable source of power or other item of real economic value; and the 
end product must be competitive with an end product produced in 
another state. The 1977, amendments expand the definition of a solid 
waste facility to include additions to facilities which will increase 
the production or recovery of useful materials or energy over the 
amount being produced or recovered by the original facility. 

For each certificate issued, the Department is only required to 
certify tbe actual cost of the facility which utilizes such solid 
waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil. 

C. Field Sanitation and Stra~ utilization and Disposal Facilities 

After alternative methods for field sanitation and straw utilization 
and disposal are approved by the Advisory Committee on Field Burning 
and the Department, these methods will become eligible for tax relief. 

SECTION III Types of Tax Relief Available 

The law allows tax relief to be taken either (a) as a credit against income 
or excise taxes or (b) as an exemption from ad valorem taxation on the 
pollution control facility. The certificate holder is required to make 
an irrevocable election within 60 days after receipt of the certificate 
relative to his choice for tax relief. The law also provides that no tax 
relief shall be allowed for any pollution control facility constructed 
or used by, or for the benefit of, any governmental or quasi-governmental 
body or public corporation or form thereof, except where such facilities 
are used for resource recovery. 

The alternate forms of tax relief are described in more detail as follows: 

A. Credit Against Income or Excise Taxes 
NOTE: Any questions regarding this alternative should be directed 
to the Income Division Administrator, Oregon State Department of 
Revenue, Salem, Oregon. 

1. The maximum credit allowed in any one tax year on air, noise 
or water pollution control facilities, having a useful life of 
ten years or longer shall be the lesser of the liability of the 
taxpayer or the following portion of the cost of the facility: 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
(o)MP7003.2_ 

2 

VII-2 l\UG \S81 



, a. Five percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is BO percent or more. 

b. Four percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is 60 percent or more and less than BO percent. 

c. Three percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is 40 percent or more and less than 60 percent. 

d. Two percent of the cost of the facility if the portion of 
the cost allocated to pollution control by the certificate 
is 20 percent or more and less than 40 percent. 

e. One percent of the cost of the facility if the portion of 
the cost allocated to pollution control by the certificate 
is less than 20 percent. 

2. The maximum credit allowed in any one tax year or solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil facilities shall be five percent of 
the cost of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax liability 
of the taxpayer. 

3. Air, noise or water pollution control facilities, or solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil facilities, with a useful life of 
less than ten years are entitled to receive a tax credit prorated 
over the useful life of the facility. For example, a facility 
with BO percent or more of the cost allocated to pollution 
control and a useful life of eight years would be eligible for 
a tax credit equal to 6.25 percent of the cost of the facility 
annually for eight years. 

4. A taxpayer who is allowed credit must be the owner, contract 
purchaser or lessee who conducts the trade or business that 
utilizes Oregon property requiring a pollution control facility 
to prevent or minimize pollution. The facility must be owned 
or leased during the tax year by the taxpayer claiming the credit 
and must have been in use and operation during the tax year. 

5. Tax credit may be claimed by a taxpayer for: 

a. Air and water quality facilities erected, constructed or 
installed on or after January 1, 1967. 

b. Solid waste facilities under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973. 

c. Noise pollution control facilities erected, constructed 
or installed on or after January 1, 1977. 

d. Hazardous wastes and used oil facilities under construction 
on or after October 3, 1979. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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The maximum total credit allowable shall not exceed that 
obtained by taking the allowed credit for ten consecutive 
years, or for the useful life of the facility if less than 
ten years. 

6. Depreciation or amortization deductions may be taken in addition 
to tax credit for tax years beginning after January 1, 1977, 
but not in any prior tax years. 

7. Upon any sale, exchange or other disposition of the facility, 
a taxpayer shall notify the Department of Environmental Quality, 
who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as 
of the date of disposition. The new owner may apply for the 
remaining portion of the tax credit not taken by the previous 
owner. 

8. Any credit allowable, but not used in any particular year, may 
be carried forward and used only in the next three (3) years. 

9. The taxpayer's adjusted basis for determining gain.or loss shall 
not be further decreased by any tax credits received in tax years 
beginning after January 1, 1977. \ 

10. If the person electing tax credit relief is a small business 
corporation as defined in section 1371 of the Internal Revenue 
Code, such election shall be on behalf of the corporation's 
shareholders. Each shareholder shall be entitled to take tax 
credit relief as provided in ORS 316.097, based on that 
shareholders pro rata share of the certified cost of the 
facility. 

11. Tax credit allowed will be reduced dollar for dollar by any 
federal grant or tax credits other than investment credits. 

B. Exemption from Ad Valorem Taxation 
NOTE: Any questions regarding this alternative should be directed 
to the County Assessor in the county where the facilities are located. 

1. The pollution control facility must be erected, constructed or 
installed in connection with the trade or business conducted 
by the taxpayer on Oregon property owned or leased by the tax
payer. The taxpayer must be the owner or contract purchaser 
of the trade or business that utilizes Oregon property requiring 
a pollution control facility to prevent or minimize pollution, 
or a person who, as a lessee under a written lease or pursuant 
to a written agreement, conducts the trade or business that 
operates or utilizes such property and who by the terms of such 
lease or agreement is obliged to pay the ad valorem taxes on 
such property. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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2. A certified facility is exempt from ad valorem taxation to the 
extent of the highest percentage figure certified by the 
Department of Environmental Quality as· the portion of the actual 
cost properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction 
of air, noise or water pollution. Solid waste, hazardous wastes 
or used oil facilities are exempt to the extent of the certified 
cost of the facility. 

3. If the facility was constructed on or before December 31, 1971, 
the ad valorem exemption of a facility shall expire, in any 
event, twenty years from the date of it's first certification 
by the Environmental Quality Commission. If the facility is 
completed .in any year subsequent to 1973, the twenty-year 
exemption period shall be reduced by the number of years 
determined by subtracting 1973 from the year in which the 
facility is completed and multiplying the difference by two. 
In other words a facility completed in 1974 would be exempt for 
18 years; a facility completed in 1975 would be exempt for 16 
years; and a facility completed in 1978 would be exempt for 10 
years. 

4. A taxpayer is not eligible to receive an exemption from ad 
valorem taxation on a pollution control facility installed or 
first used after December 31, 1973, unless the taxpayer owned 
or leased the Oregon property it was installed upon and 
conducted the trade or business requiring pollution control as 
of January 1, 1967. 

5. The ad valorem relief option for profit-making corporations or 
individuals remains in effect for facilities under construction 
by December 31, 1980, and certified prior to December 31, 1982. 
This option is repealed thereafter. For cooperatives and 
nonprofit corporations the ad valorem option remains in effect 
through 1988. Further, they are eligible for the full twenty 
years of relief and are not required to have constructed the 
facility for prevention of pollution from a trade or business 
activity conducted on January 1, 1967, on Oregon property owned 
or leased by them on January 1, 1967. 

6. Upon sale, exchange or other disposition of the facility the 
taxpayer shall notify the Department of Environmental Quality, 
who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as 
of the date of disposition. 

7. Federal grants or tax credits do not affect the ad valorem 
exemption. 

SECTION IV Eligibility of Claim Facilities for Certification 

In general, a claimed facility is eligible for certification as a pollution 
control facility if: 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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A. It was constructed after requesting preliminary certification from 
the Department (required if construction commenced on or after 
September 13, 1975); or it was constructed after requesting approval 
to construct from the Department (required if construction commenced 
on or after October 5, 1973); and 

B. It is an air or water pollution control facility that was erected, 
constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1967; or 

It is a noise pollution control facility that was erected, constructed 
or installed on or after January 1, 1977; or 

It is a solid waste facility that was under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973; or 

It is a hazardous wastes or used oil facility that was under 
construction on or after October 3, 1979; and 

C. It is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS 468 and 
regulations adopted thereunder (air and water facilities), ORS 467 
and regulations adopted thereunder (noise facilities), or ORS 459 
and regulations adopted thereunder (solid waste, hazardous wastes and '\ 
used oil 'facilities); and 

D. It is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a 
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or 
reducing air, noise or water pollution or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil; and 

E. It is not: (1) an air conditioner (or other device which is installed 
or used in heating, cooling, filtering or otherwise treating or 
conditioning the air inside of buildings); (2) a septic tank or other 
facilities for human waste; (3) any property installed, constructed 
or used for the moving of sewage to the collecting facilities of a 
public or quasi-public sewerage system; (4) any district portion or 
portions of a solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facility which 
makes an insignificant contribution to the purpose of utilization 
of solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil (the following specific 
items shall be among those portions considered for exclusion: office 
buildings and furnishings, parking lots and road improvements, 
landscaping, external lighting, company signs, art work, and 
automobiles) . 

If a tax credit has been received on an e'nergy conservation facility, you 
are not eligible to apply for or receive a tax credit on the same facility 
as a pollution control facility under ORS 316.097 or 317.072. 

SECTION V Application for Tax Credit Certification 

Application for preliminary certification for tax credit pursuant to 
ORS 468.175 and 468.180 shall be made prior to construction of the proposed 
facility on DEQ tax credit form DEQ/TC-1-10/79. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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Application for tax credit certification pursuant to ORS 468.165 shall 
be made after completion of construction of the facility on DEQ Tax Credit 
form DEQ/TC-2-10/79. Application forms can be obtained from: 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
_Management Services Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

SECTION VI References 

The following references identify the applicable sections of Oregon Law. 
Original Law: 

Chapter 592, Oregon Laws 1967 

Amendements to Original Law: 

Chapter 340, Oregon Laws 1969 
Chapter 493, Section 19, Oregon Laws 1969 
Chapter 678, Oregon Laws 1971 
Chapter 402, Section 31, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 831, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 496, Oregon Laws 1975 
Chapter 6 50' Oregon L'aws 1975 
Chapter 795, Oregon Laws 1977 
Chapter 866, Section 10. and 11, Oregon Laws 1977 
Chapter 802, Oregon Laws 1979 
Chapter 531, Sections 5 and 6, Oregon Laws 1979 
Chapter 512' Section 17, Oregon Laws 1979 

Statuatory Reference Brief Summary 

ORS 468.155 Et seq. 

ORS 307.405 
ORS 307.420 
ORS 307.430 

ORS 316.068 
ORS 316.097 

ORS 317.072 
ORS 317.220 

ORS 314.255 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the certification of facilities 
by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the ad valorem tax exemption 
al terna ti ve. 

Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the personal income tax 
alternative. 

Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the corporate excise tax credit 
al terna ti ve. 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1979 AMENDMENTS TO POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES TAX CREDIT LAW 

1. Pollution control facilities for hazardous wastes and used oil, 
constructed on or after October 3, 1979, are eligible for tax credit 
certification. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.155, 160, 165, 170, 
175, and 185. 

2. Distinct portions of solid waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil 
facilities, which make an insignificant contribution to the purpose 
of utilization of solid waste, hazardous waste., or used oil, ar_e not 
eligible for tax credit certification effective October 3, 1979. 
The following specific items shall be among those portions considered 
for exclusion: office buildings and furnishings, parking lots and 
road improvements, landscaping, external lighting, company signs, 
artwork, and automobiles. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.155(2). 

3. The Oregon law regulating solid waste must impose standards at least 
substantially equivalent to the federal law in order for solid waste, 
hazardous wastes, and used oil facilities to be eligible for tax 
credit. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.165 (1) (c) (D). 

4. For facilities constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the Conunission 
may waive the filing of the application for preliminary certification 
if it finds the filing inappropriate because special circumstances 
render the filing unreasonable and if it finds such facility would 
otherwise qualify for tax credit certification. Senate Bill 139 
amending ORS 468.175(1), 468.170(4), and 468.180(1). 

5. All references to ORS 448.305 have been deleted from the tax credit 
statutes. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.170, 175, .and 180. 

6. Effective October 3, 1979, facilities used for resource recovery that 
are constructed or used by or for the benefit of any government or 
quasi-governmental body or public corporation or form there of shall 
be eligible for tax credit certification under ORS 307.405, 316.097, 
or 317.072. House Bill 2846 amending ORS 314.255(2). 

7. Effective October 3, 1979, portions of a solid waste, hazardous waste, 
or used oil facility may be certified separately if ownership of a 
portion is in more~than- one person. Certification of such portions 
of a facility shall include certification of the actual cost of the 
portion of the facility to the person receiving the certification. 

The actual cost certified for all portions of a facility separately 
certified, shall not exceed the total cost of the facility that would 
have been certified under one certificate. The provisions of 
subsection (10) of ORS 316.097 or 317.072, whichever is applicable, 
shall apply to any sale, exchange, or other disposition of a certified 
portion of a facility. House Bill 2846 amending ORS 468.170. 

8. Any person who applies for and receives a tax credit on an energy 
conservation facility is not eligible to apply for and receive a tax 
credit on the same facility as a pollution control facility under 
ORS 316.097 or 317.072. House Bill 2843 effective October 3, 1979. 

This document does not attempt to provide all the details contained in 
the 1979 amendments to the tax credit statutes. Please refer to the bills 
for specifics. 
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state of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT 
AND 

REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT FORM 

Form number DEQ/TC-1-10/79 may be used to notify the Department of intent to 
construct a new source of air contaminant emissions or a confined animal feeding or 
holding operation, and to request construction approval. It may also be used to 
request preliminary certification for tax credit for a ~ollution control or waste 
utilization facility. Or, it may be used for both purposes. Where it is used to 
both request construction approval and preliminary certification, it must be clearly 
indicated in the application which portion of the facility is being forwarded for 
preliminary certification. 

Oregon statutes and Department administrative rules require the submission of this 
form and Department approval before commencing construction, installation or 
establishment of a new, modified or expanded source of air contaminant emissions, 
including air pollution control equipment, or a confined animal feeding or holding 
operation. 

Oregon tax credit statutes require the submission of this form requesting preliminary 
certification before commencing erection, construction or installation of a pollution 
control or waste utilization facility in order to be eligible for consideration for 
tax credit certification upon completiOn of the facility. It further requires 
Department approval of preliminary certification, and.that the facility be constructed 
in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted with the form and approved 
by the Department. 

If the facility has been certified as an energy conservation facility, pursuant to 
Oregon Laws 1979, Chapter 512, by the Oregon Department of Energy, it may not be 
certified for tax credit as a pollution control or waste utilization facility under 
ORS" 316.097 (personal income tax) or ORS 317.072 (corporate excise tax). 

Oregon land use statutes require the Department to receive evidence from the 
responsible local planning authorities that any new or expanded facility will be 
compatible with local comprehensive land use plan provisions before it issues final 
approval of such facilities. Applicants using this form to request construction 
approval of new or expanded air contaminant sources or confined animal feeding or 
holding operations, or to request preliminary certification for noise pollution 
control facilities or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil utilization facilities 
must obtain a local compatibility statement in order for the Department to give 
final approval to the proposed project. Applicants should use Department form 
number DEQ/TC-12-10/79 to obtain the local compatibility statement. 
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Submit copy of application and exhibits to: 

w 
f--

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
POST OFFICE BOX )760 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT 
AND 

FOR DEQ USE ONLY 
Date Rec'd 

~~~~~~~~ 

Request No. 

Fi 1 e No. 

REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT 

(1) If Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Construction Approval, 
indicate type of faci I ity by placing check (/) in appropriate box. 

J::::J Air Contaminant Source ~ Confined Animal Feeding or Holding Operation 

(2) If request for Preliminary Certification, indicate type of pollution control 
or waste utilization facility proposed by placing check(/) in appropriate box. 

r::J Air £:J Noise r::l Water £:J Sol id Waste £:J Hazardous Wastes £:J Used Oil 

(3) Official Name of Applicant 

Official Name 

Mai I ing Address, City, State, Zip Code 
w -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
_J 

"::;::: 
0 
u 
(/) 

f-
z 
<( 
u -_J 

"
"
<( 

_J 
_J 
<( 

(4) Location of Facility (5) Person to Contact for Additional Details 

Business Name or Division Name 

Street Address Title 

Address 
City County 

City Zip Code Phone No. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(6) Briefly describe nature of business where facility will be located and 
whether business is new or new at this location. 

(7) Provide a brief technical description of the proposed facility and its 
function. Attach process flow diagram and plot plan as appropriate. 

(8) Briefly describe pollution control or waste utilization equipment to be 
incorporated and/or utilized in facility. 

DEQ/TC-1 l 0/79 Page I of 2 
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w 
1-
w 
_J 
a.. 
:;:: 
0 
u 
(/) 

1-
z 
<( 
u 
_J 
a.. 
a.. 
<( 

_J 
_J 
<( 

NOTE: Tax credit law (ORS 468.175) requires that a request for preliminary 
certification be on file with the Department before commencing on a project in 
order to be eligible for consideration for tax credit certification upon completion 
of the project. 

(9) List types and amounts of pollutants discharged or produced and/or wastes 
utilized before installation of facility. Also indicate how wastes are disposed. 

*------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
(10) List types and amounts of pollutants discharged, produced or reduced and/or 
wastes utilized after installation of facility. Also indicate how wastes are 
disposed. 

(11) Estimated total cost of 
facility: 

Estimated cost of pollution control or 
waste utilization equipment: 

$ -------------

(12) Date construction estimated to begin __ / __ / __ 

Date construction estimated to end I I -------
(13) Has a statement of compatibility with local comprehensive land use plans been 
obtained from appropriate local jurisdictions? (see instructions) 

Yes , please attach. No , please attach explanation. --- ---
f----1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -<.!) 
zz 
-o 
1--
(/) 1-
W <( 
:::> u 
c -w u.. 
0:: -

1-
u_ 0:: 
-w 

u 
>-
_J >
z o:: 
O<C 

z 
w-
t-- :;:: 
w
_J_J 
a..w 
:;:: 0:: 
0 a.. 
u 

(14) If faci I ity is sol id waste, hazardous wastes, or used oi I faci I ity, describe 
what usable source of power or other item of real economic value is produced 
and its value. 

-----------~-------------------------------------------------------------------------
(15) Has facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified for tax credit, 
or is a tax credit application pending? 

Yes ___ , please attach explanation. No ---
(16) Has facility or any portion.of it, previously been certified as an energy 
conservation facility by the Oregon Department of Energy, or is an application 
pending? 

Yes , please attach explanation. No --- ---1-----1·-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1-- w 
z 0:: 
<( :::> 
u 1-
- <C 
_J z 
a..<.!) 
a.. -
<( (/) 

I hereby certify 
ability and that 
true and correct 

that I have completed this application to the best of my 
the information provided herein and in the attached exhibits is 
to the best of my knowledge. 

Signature Title 
-----~-------

Date_/_/_ 

DEQ/TC-1 l 0/79 
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STATEMENT OF COMPATIBILITY 
WITH 

LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLANS 

Oregon land use laws and DEQ's Land Use Coordination Program, as approved by the Oregon 
Land Conservation and Development Commission, require that DEQ approval of proposed 
construction of new or expanded air contaminant sources or confined animal feeding or 
holding operations, and that DEQ approval of preliminary certification for tax credit for 
noise pollution control facilities or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil utilization 
facilities, not become effective until a Statement of Compatibility with applicable local 
land use pla;:;s-and Statewide Planning Goals is provided to DEQ from the responsible local 
planning authorities. This form may be used to obtain such a Statement of Compatibility. 

APPLICANT'S DESCRIPTION OF THE NATURE AND LOCATION OF PROPOSED NEW OR EXPANDED 
FACILITY. (Include appropriate legal description, planning reference Information 
c::J Check if the site is inside an Urban Growth Boundary but outsi.de ci.ty I imi.ts 

r Attach evidence of city concurrence with the county Statement if concurre~ce not 
~ ~ . given below. ) 
u u ---- ---- - -------- ----- ---- ------ ---------- ---- -- -- ------ ----.-- ---- -- - - ----- - ---- ---- -_J 0.. 
0.. ::;:: 
0.. 0 
<( u 

>r 

COMPLETE ONLY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

STATEMENT OF COMPATIBILITY FROM APPROPRIATE LAND USE AUTHORITY. 
Statement may be provided in I ieu of this form.) 

(An equivalent 

........ ~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
g§:c 1-

2 -------~~----has reviewed the above-referenced proposal for com-
!;~ patibility with (cJWM ou.t one) (its LCDC Acknowledged Comprehensive Plan) oft 
.:cw (Statewide Planning Goals) and finds the proposal to be compatible. 

r 
t!l <( 

z r Signed Title 
-(/) --------------- -------- Date 
z 
z 
:) 
0.. 

(/) w 
~ > 
rzr 
<( <( 
uz 
-<>:: 
_IW 
a.. r 
0.. _J 
<( <( 

------
c::J City Concurrence inside Urban Growth Boundary: 

Signed ---------------Title Date 

REQUEST TO PROCEED WITH APPLICATION PROCESSING PENDING RECEIPT OF COMPATIBILITY 
STATEMENT 

~-~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I hereby certify that I have applied to on 

for the necessary Statement of Compatibility. 
The local review action is expected to he completed by----------~ 
I hereby request DEQ to proceed with processing my application during this time 
period in order to minimize delays. I understand that the requested construction 
approval or preliminary certification, when issued, cannot become effective until 
the Compatibility Statement is filed with the Department. 

Signed Date 

DEQ/TC-12-10/79 Vll-15 ·~01 I :!u Page I of 2 



LAND USE COMPATIBILITY REQUIREMENTS; INFORMATION TO DEQ APPLICANTS 

1. Applicants are strongly encouraged to have the local statement in hand when 
applying. Optionally, applicants may submit evidence of application for local 
statements but DEQ approvals will be conditioned to not become effective until 
a favorable local statement is received. 

2. Local statements must certify proposals compatible with. LCDC-Acknowledged local 
comprehensive land use plans and Implementing ordinances or Statewide Phnning 
Goals. · · 

3. Once the application is complete, DEQ wi 11 test the proposed acti.on for com
patibility with state and federal environmental quali.ty requi.rements ;ind 
relevant provisions of Goals 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources. Qual ltyl_ and 
11 (Public Facilities and Services). However, OEQ actions are i.n themselves 
not findings of local land use or Goal compatibility. Both. appl i.cant and 
local government will be informed of the nature and fact of OEQ''s actions, 

4. In urbanizing areas between city 1 imlts and Urban Growth Boundaries, applicants 
must provide evidence of city concurrence with the county statement on the. 
proposal. The city evidence may be: 

a. Sign-off below the county sign-off on DEQ's form, OR 

b. A copy of the city-county management agreement included in the Urban Area 
Plan Acknowledged by LCDC, O~ 

c. A written statement coveri_ng the applicant's proposal. 

5. Inside the Metropolitan Service.DiStritt · (MSb) surrooridingPortland, ·evidence 
of compatibi 1 ity with the current regional land use planni_ng process and adopted 
requirements must be provided in addition to those dlscus:sed afaove. 

6. Proposals within the jurisdiction and requirements of local government boundary 
commissions for the Portland, Salem, and Eugene areas must 5e separately 
cleared with them, as usual. That process is not linked in substance o~ 
timing to this new land use clearance, but both must be followed from now on. 

]. If DEQ receives a negative local statement of compatibility·, we cannot take 
action. The approval cannot be issued, or if already issued conditionally 
cannot become effective. DEQ expects the appl i:cant to work wi.th the local 
jurisdiction to obtain needed zone change, variance, or other modification to 
produce compatibility with the Acknowledged Plan and ordinances or the Goals .. 
Return only when the issues are resolved and the local jurisdiction has made 
a statement of compatibility. 

DEQ/TC-12-10/79 
VII-16 

!''I·'"' 
; .' I • • -. 

Page 2 of 2 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION 
OF 

FOLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR TAX RELIEF FURPOSES 

Any person who wishes to obtain tax relief for the installation of 
pollution control facilities as provided by Oregon law must submit an 
application for a Pollution Control Facility Certificate to the Oregon 
State Department of Environmental Quality. For facilities constructed 
or installed on or after October 5, 1973, a notice of intent to construct 
must have been filled with the Department prior to construction. For 
facilities constructed after September 12, 1975, a request for preliminary 
certification must have been filed with the Department prior to 
construction. 

The applicant is responsible for providing in his application such 
information as may be necessary to justify his claim that the facility 
described and claimed in the application qualifies for certification as 
a pollution control facility. Under most circumstances, the information 
requested in the application form should be sufficient. However, in cases 
where the claimed facility is a part of the plant production facilities 
or where benefits other than pollution control are derived from such 
facilities, additional and more detailed explanations may be required. 

In general, the completed application must clearly indicate exactly what 
the claimed facility is, why it was·installed, when it was installed, what 
functions it performs other than pollution control, if any, the actual 
cost of the facilit~, and the percentatge of the actual cost which is 
allocated to pollution control. Failure of the applicant to adequately 
complete the application and justify his claim may be grounds for denial 
of certification. 

The Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for reviewing all 
applications submitted to determine whether or not the claimed facilities 
qualify for certification. Not all facilities which function to prevent, 
control or reduce pollution are eligible for certification under the terms 
of present statutes. Therefore, the burden of proof of eligibility for 
claimed facilities rests with the applicant. 

Nearly all the information requested in the application form is of a 
technical or engineering nature. Most of the problems encountered to date 
in processing applications can be related to inadequate technical 
information which apparently arises from (a) the assumption that "The 
Department of Enviromental Quality already knows that," or (b) the 
completion of the application by persons who are not qualified to 
understand and present the technical details. No problems have been 
encountered relative to the cost of facilities where such costs have been 
certified by an accountant as required in the application form. 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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For purposes of ensuring that the technical information is adequate and 
properly presented, the applicant should assume that the Department of 
Environmental Qualilty has no knowledge of his operation or problems and 
will assume that the claimed facility is not eligible for certification 
unless positive proof is offered to support the claim of eligibility. 

Special Instructions 

The following special instructions and notes ref er to specific sections 
of the application form: 

SECTION I - Identification of Applicant 

1. Indicate the type of pollution control facility you are requesting 
to be certified. If more than one facility is involved, separate 
applications should be submitted for each. Air, noise, wa'i:er, solid 
waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facilities should always be 
considered in separate applications. Similarly, when the percent 
of cost allocable to pollution control is different for two or more 
units or facilities, separate applications should be submitted. 

2. The official name and address of the applicant should be the same as 
that used for tax purposes in the state of Oregon. If corporation, 
exact name as specified on charteri if partnership or joint venture, 
the name of the partners or principals. 

3. The requested information refers to the status of ownership of the 
plant and the claimed facility. In a case where the claimed facility 
is leased, the applicant (lessee) must include with the application 
(a) a copy of the lease agreement and (b) the notarized statement 

from the lessor authorizing the lessee to take any allowable credit 
on the f.aci lit y. 

4. Indicate the person to whom a copy of staff report and 
recommendations, notice of the Environmental Quality Commission 
Meeting, and final certificate should be mailed. 

5. Indicate the person whom the staff should contact to obtain additional 
technical information regarding the claimed facility. 

6. Indicate the address of the plant where the claimed facility is 
located, if different from the official address of the applicant. 

7. Indicate directions for access to the claimed facility, including 
the name of the appropriate person at the plant site who should be 
contacted relative to an inspection of the claimed facility. 

8. Self-explanatory. 

9. Self-explanatory. 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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SECTION II - Description of Operation 

1. Indicate the type of material or.commodity processed, and the final 
products produced at the plant or site where the claimed facility 
is located. 

SECTION III - Description of Claimed Facility 

l. This requested brief technical description of the facility claimed 
for certification is extremely important. It should be carefully 
worded to adequately describe the nature and extent of the claimed 
facility in a clear and concise manner. The description should be 
suitable for identifying the specific facility on the certificate 
itself. Model and serial numbers of all components should be included 
where such exist. 

The complete function of the claimed facility should also be described. 

Example: 

Effluent clarifier system consisting of (a) effluent collection sump 
constructed in old outfall line, (b) wet pit-type pumping station 
with two Brand X, Model Y vertical waste pumps and necessary controls, 
(c) pressure main to convey waste from pump station to clarifier, 
(d) 40-foot diameter reinforced concrete clarifier constructed on 
site with Brand z scraper mechanism and including two Brand M, Model 
N sludge pumps with necessary electrical controls and associated 
piping and miscellaneous equipment. · 

The facility functions to remove settleable solids from the waste 
water which is pumped into the clarifier. Removed solids are disposed 
of by burial on plant property. Clarified waste waters are returned 
to the existing outfall line below the collection sump. 

2. Self-explanatory. 

3. Self-explanatory. 

4. Self-explanatory. 

SECTION IV - Significant Information and Dates 

1. through 9. The evaluation of your application is dependent on the 
information and dates requested in these questions. 

10. The original 1967 tax relief act provided for certification of 
facilities installed for the principal purpose of preventing, 
controlling or reducing pollution. If the principal purpose of a 
facility was something ·other than pollution control, the facility 
was not eligible for certification. 

The 1969 tax relief act permits certification of facilities if a 
substantial purpose of such facility is the prevention, control or 
reduction of pollution. The certification, however, must include 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
M3589.7 

VII-19 

f.\ U G 1~}:~ 1 



-4-

the percentage of the actual cost of the facility which is allocable 
to pollution control. This in essence allows partial credit for 
facilities which may not have been eligible for certification"under 
the 1967 act. It also allows partial credit for facilities which may 
have been fully eligible under the 1967 act. 

If construction of the claimed facility was begun by April 30, 1969, 
and was substantially complete by June 30, 1971, the applicant may 
choose to apply for certification either under the 1967 act (the all
or-nothing concept) or the 1969 act (the percentage allocation of 
cost concept). This election is extremely important since it 
determines the basis for review of the application. 

11. Clearly indicate all functions or benefits other than pollution 
control derived from the claimed facility. 

12-A Self-explanatory. 

12-B Description of the salable or usable source of power or end product, 
its utilization, economic value, and the waste products utilized.-

12-C If yes, indicate the 
of the end product. 
produced. 

other state and describe the competitiveness 
If no, explain why product is not competitively 

13. A facility must be certified as one of the following: air, noise, 
water, solid waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil pollution control 
facility. It cannot be issued more than one certificate for the 
same equipment, as that would, potentially, result in double tax 
relief. Further, after the original certificate expires on the 
facility, typically 10 years, the facility cannot be certified again. 

14. A facility that is certified by the State Department of Energy as 
an Energy Conservation Facility cannot be certified as a Pollution 
Control Facility under ORS 316.097 or 317.072. 

SECTION V - Allocation of Cost 

The applicant must complete the information in Section V to the best of 
his ability to provide a basis for the determination of eligibility and 
percentage of the actual cost which is properly allocable to pollution 
control. Since each installation differs greatly, there is no specific 
formula offered for determining such allocation. The applicant must make 
his own case through the information requested and through any additional 
information whi.ch he may deem necessary to justify the percentage of the 
actual.cost which he considers should be properly allocated to pollution 
control. If upon reviewing the application the Department disagrees with 
the applicant's claim, a conference will be scheduled with the applicant 
to discuss the matter prior to making any recommendation to the Commission 
regarding final action on the application. 

1. The actual cost of the claimed facility entered on line "a" must be 
supported and documented by the accountant's certification of cost 
required in "Exhibit D" (Section VII). The remaining items under 
number 2 should be estimated as accurately as possible. For a 
facility that is owned by more than one person, and the applicant 
wishes to have the portion he owns certified separately, the actual 
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cost of the total facility must be documented, as well as the cost 
of the portion claimed in the application. {Solid waste hazardous 
wastes or used oil utilization facility applicants need only answer 
a and b of this question.} 

2. A discussion of the alternative pollution control methods which were 
considered and rejected is an extremely important factor in 
determining whether the pollution control functions served by the 
claimed facility are "substantial" within the context of the law. 
This information is also used in conjunction with other information 
to determine the percent of cost allocable to pollution control if 
the pollution 9ontrol purpose of the facility is found to be 
substantial. 

3. If there are any factors other than those mentioned in this 
application which may assist in establishing the percent of cost 
allocable to pollution control for the particular installation, please 
indicate and fully explain. 

4. As stated before, since each installation varies so greatly and the 
factors surrounding each installation are different, no formula can 
be offered for establishing the percent of cost allocable to pollution 
control. Therefore, the applicant must carefully consider his 
particular case and develop the best possible estimate of the 
percentage of cost allocated to pollution control. The rationale 
for arriving at this percentage figure must be completely explained. 

SECTION VI - Required E.xhibits 

The required exhibits are an essential part of the application and cannot 
be omitted. 

1. (Exhibit A} - If a pilot plan is not available, a sketch should be 
made which clearly indicates the location of the claimed facility 
relative to other plant facilities and identifiable landmarks in the 
area. The plot plan should be clearly marked to show the location 
of the claimed facility. 

2. {Exhibit B) - Detailed plans which clearly document, describe and 
identify the claimed facility are absolutely essential. If as-built 
engineering plans are not available, drawings should be made which 
clearly and distinctly describe the claimed facility and identify the 
extent of the facility. Structural details are normally not 
necessary. Overall plan and profile drawings, cutaway section views 
and process schematic diagrams are often adequate to fully identify 
and describe the claimed facility. Photographs are helpful providing 
they are clearly marked to indicate exactly what portion of the 
facility shown in the photographs is part of the claimed facility. 
Photographs without clear marking to show what is claimed are of 
little value. Normally the plans and descriptive documents are 
adequate if an individual unfamiliar with the plant can locate the 
facility and identify exactly which components are part of the claimed 
facility and which are not. 
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3. (Exhibit C) - The information contained in this exhibit must be 
related closely to the plans required as Exhibit B. Materials 
expended in construction but not made a part of the permanent facility 
should not be included in the listing required in Exhibit c. 
Materials which lose their identity when incorporated in the facility 
should not be listed separately. Component parts which are removable 
or identifiable in themselves, such as motors, blowers, pumps, etc. 
should be clearly listed by make, model, serial number and other 
identifying information. 

Examples: 

a.· For a concrete tank the itemized listings might be (l) 
excavation, (2) 10 ft. x 30 ft. x 6 ft. reinforced concrete 
open-topped tank including form work, reinforcing steel, concrete 
and labor to install. 

b. For pumping station the itemized listing might be (1) excavation, 
(2) structure consisting of reinforced concrete wet and dry 
well pumping station with above-ground control building, (3) 
two 30 HP vertical waste pumps, Brand Y, Model X, (4) discharge 
piping (5) pumping control system. 

c. For a baghouse the itemized listing might be (l) Brand X 
baghouse, Model Y, (2) Brand A fan, Model B, with 30 HP motor 
Brand D, Serial No. 1234567, (3) Water Deluge System, Brand F, 
Type G, (4) Ductwork, (5) structural steel and foundation, (6) 
electrical, (7) labor and engineering. 

4. (Exhibit DJ - The actual cost of the facility is the total of those 
costs directly related to the acquisition and installation of the 
claimed facility and may include engineering fees, legal fees, 
overhead and other costs directly attributable to the facility. 
Start-up and operation costs are not considered to be part of the 
actual cost of the facility. 

In a case where the claimed facility is leased, the accountant's 
certification of cost normally will not be required. The 
documentation of the actual value of the facility will be provided 
by the notarized statement from the lessor, which was discussed under 
Section I, Item 3 of these instructions. 

Also, in cases where the total actual cost of the claimed facility 
is less than $20,000 and where the costs can be completely and 
thoroughly documented by copies of invoices, canceled checks, etc., 
the Department of Environmental Quality may accept copies of such 
documentation in lieu of the accountant'~ertificate. 

5. (Exhibit E) - Attach copy of document indicating construction 
approval, as requested in Section IV, Item 3 of the application. 

6. (Exhibit F) - Attach a copy of the approved preliminary certification 
for a pollution control facility, as requested in Section IV, Item 
5 of the application. 
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Any questions relative to the application form or the intent of requested 
information should be directed to the Department of Environmental Quality. 
Two copies of the completed five-page application form together with two 
copies of all exhibits should be mailed to: 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Management Services Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 
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IMPORTANT 
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, 
2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

For DEQ Use Only 

Date Rec'd----------

Application No.---------

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (v') in Appropriate Box. 

CJ AIR CJ NOISE CJ WATER CJ SOLID WASTE CJ HAZARDOUS WASTE CJ USED OIL 

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if (3) Status of Applicant 
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). 

__ Lessee 
officia1 name 

__ Owner 
division identification 

__ Individual 
names of general partners or principals 

__ Partnership 
address 

__ Corporation 
city, st.ate, zip code 

(4) Person Authorized t.o Receive Certification (5) Person to Contact for Additional Details 

name name 

title title 

address address 

city zip phone no. city zip phone no. 

(6) Location of Claimed Facility (7) Access Directions: 

address 

city 

county 

(8) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number (9) Applicant's Tax Year 

beginning date ending date 

(1) Briefly describe the nature of the industrial or commercial process conducted at the plant, and the end product pro
duced. 

DEQITC-2 10/79 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(1) Provide a brief technical description of the claimed facility for certification as a pollution control or a waste utilization 
facility (including model and serial numbers of equipment) and describe the complete function of such facility. Attach additional 
sheet if necessary. 

(2) Describe the conditions which existed, or would have existed had the claimed facility not been provided, and describe the methods 
of pollutant or waste disposal which were utilized prior to installation or construction of the claimed facility. Attach additional 
sheet if necessary. 

(3) Describe the conditions which currently exist as a result of the installation of the claimed facility. How has the impact 
on the environment been reduced or minimized as a result of the claimed facility? Attach additional sheet if necessary. 

(4) Describe the effectiveness of the claimed facility to reduce ix>llution and solid waste, quantitative data preferred. though not 
mandatory. Attach additional sheet if necessary. 

DEQ/TC-2 10179 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 el seq. 
(Continued) 

(1) Was claimed facility required by the department or any other governmental organization? 
(Yes or No) 

If yes who required facility? 

(Date) 

(2) Did claimed facility replace an existing facility? 
(Yes or No) 

(3) Were plans and specifications or construction approval obtained prior to construction from the department or Regional 

Air Pollution Authority? . If yes attach a copy of approval docwnent. 
C'fes or No) (Exhibit E-Page 5) 

(4) Was claimed facility constructed according to approved plans and specifications? . If no explain deviations 
(Yes or No) 

on an attached sheet. 

(5) Was a preliminary certification for t.ax credit obtained from the department for the claimed facility? (ORS 468.175) 

(Yes or No) 

If yes attach a copy of the certification docwnent (Exhibit F-Page 5) 

(6) Date erection, construction or installation of claimed facility was started. 

(7) Date erection, construction or installation of claimed facility was completed. 

(8) Date claimed facility was placed into operation. 

(9) Estimat.ed useful life of claimed facility. 

NOTE: If construction began on a pollution control facility by April 30, 1969, and was substantially complete by JlUle 30, 1971, 
the applicant may elect to apply the tax relief available under the certification either under the origin.e.11967 act or the 1969 
act. (See instructions for explanation of diffe~nces). 

(10) If applicable, state your election to take relief Wlder the 1967 act or the 1969 act. 

(11) Does the claimed facility perform any function other than pollution control? 
<Yes or No) 

. Explain. 

(12)* A-To what extent ;. the claimed facility used to recover and convert waste products into a salable or usable oom-
modity? 

*B-Describe the salable or usable source of power or end product being produc.ed. through the recovery and conversion of waste 
products by the claimed facility; also describe the economic value of the end product. 

C-Is the end product, other than a usable source of power, competitive with an end product produced in another st.ate? 
. Explain. 

(Yes or No) 

'"Attach additioTlB.I sheets if necessary. 

·- -
DEQITC-2 10/79 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(13) Has claimed facility previously been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application CWTently pending on claimed 

5 

~ 
~ 

facility or any portion of it? Yes please explain. No--------

~~ 
~oot--------------------------------1 
ril ~ (14) Has claimed facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of 
UJ. Q Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. No--------

~ 

i 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 

(Continued) 

(1) Complete the following infonnation regarding costs associated with the claimed facility. (SoJid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil 
utilization facility applicants need only answer a and b of the question.) 

a. Actual cost of the cla:imed facility 

b. Annual income derived from claimed facility or 
value of recovered. or reclaimed materials 

c. Annual Operating Expenses 

Labor • 
Utilities $ 

Maintenance $ 

Average Annual 
Depreciation • 

• 
• 
• 

d. Total Annual Operating Expenses 

e. Net Annual ProfitBeforeTaxes (h..d) 

f. Return on Investment Before Taxes (eta x 100) 

• 

• 

• 
_______ % 

What is the lowest acceptable return on an investment, before taxes. which will justify an investment in your particular 
plant? % Please explain and justify on an attached sheet. 

(2) What alternative method or facilities were considered for achieving the same pollution, solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oi1 control objective. In.die.ate the estimated cost of each and the 
reasons for select.ion of the method used. 

(3) List any other facts which may be relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of the facility 
properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air, noise or water pollution. 

(4) Percent of Cost of Claimed Facility properly allocable to pollution control: _______ % 

Explain the method used for arriving at this figure. 

DEQ/TC-2 10/79 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 

(Continued) 

Attach the Following Exhibits to the application: 

(ll As EXHIBIT A, attach a plot plan or site map which shows the overall plant site and the location within the plant site 
where the claimed facility is located. The general location and extent of the cla:llned. facility should be 
clearly marked. 

(2) As EXHIBIT B, attach detailed as built engineering plans which clearly and completely identify and describe the 
claimed facility. Any other facility shown on the plans which are not claimed should be clearly marked 
accordingly. Photographs of the claimed facility can also be attached to supplement the plans. 

(3) As EXHIBIT C, attach a listing of the land, material, machinery, and equipment incorporated into the claimed facility 
together with the associated cost. All items should be grouped into logical units and referenced to the 
specific unit on the as built plans provided as Exhibit B. 

(4) As EXHIBIT D, attach a statement from an independent public accountant or certified public account.ant which gives a 
breakdown of the actual cost of the claimed facility and certifies that the total cost indicated is a tnie 
and correct representation of the actual cost of the facility. 
Reference should be made to the listing of costs in Exhibit C. 

NOTK In cases where the total actual cost of the claimed facility is less than $20,000 and where the cost can be 
completely and thoroughly documented by oopies of invoices, canceled checks, et.c., the Department of 
Envirorunent.al Quality may accept copies of such documentation in lieu of the accountant's certifica-
ti.on. 

(5) As EXHIBIT E, if erection, construction or installation of the claimed facility was begun on or after October 5, 1973, 
attach a copy of the document which indicates that prior to commencing on project a notice of intent to 
constrnct was filed with the Department, and that construction was approved. 

(6) As EXHIBIT F, if erection, construction or installation of the claimed facility Was begun on or after September 13, 1975, 
attach a copy of docwnent which indicates that prior to conunencing on project a request for Preliminary 
Certification for Tax Credit was filed with the Department, and that a Preliminary Certification was 
granted. 

IMPORTANT, each item of the application must be completed. If inapplicable explain why. Failure to complete 
application shall constitute basis for denial of Certification. 

I hereby certify that I have completed this application to the best of my ability, and that the 
information provided herein and in the attached exhibits is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that the facility described in this application was erected, constrncted, or installed and 
will be operated to a substantial extent for the pwpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing air, noise 
or water pollution, or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil. 

I 
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SECTION VIII 

FORM LETTERS 

NC-1, Notice of Approved Construction Completion 
TC-3, Construction and Preliminary Certification 

Approval 
TC-4, Notification of Receipt of Notice of Intent 

to Construct and Request for Preliminary 
Certification for Tax Credit 

TC-5, Request for Further Information 

Page 
VIII-1 
VIII-3 

VIII-5 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

NOTICE OF APPROVED CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 

To: Owner or Applicant 

This form must be filled in and returned within 30 days upon completion of the 
approved construction. 

MAIL TO: Department of Environmental Qua] ity 
Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Attention: c:J Air Quality Division 

c:::J Water Qua! ity Division 

c:::J So 1 id Waste Division 

The facility described below was completed on 
---------------~ 

and was or will be in operation 

(signature) title (date) 

(for DEQ use only - below this 1 ine) 

Date Notice Received 

Assigned for Inspection to -----------by -----------on 

Date of Inspection Report 
----------~ by ----------------

Summary of Inspection 

Date cc to EI c:::J Attachments ---------------------

DEQ/NC-1-3/78 Vlll-1 



' .. -·· 
VIll-2 ; ' . ' 



To: 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
~ 

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

Date: 

File Reference: 

Department action as indicated below has been taken on your Notice of Intent to Construct 
and Request(s) for Construction Approval and/or Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
for the proposed facility. 

Project Project Description 
Plans & Specifications 
Identification 

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL 

c:::J - APPROVED - Subject to the conditions listed on the reverse side. 

Plans and Specifications reviewed by: 

PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY 

c::::J - APPROVED - This preliminary certification makes the proposed facility eligible for 
consideration for tax credit but does not insure that any specific 
part or all of the pollution control facility will be issued a tax 
credit certificate. 

Tax credit review by: 

If the Department can be of assistance, or if there are any questions, please contact: 

Name: 

Con!ains 
Recycled 
Materials 

D9fM.TC-3-3/78 (OVER) 
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PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL CONDITIONS 

1. The construction of the project shal I be in strict conformance to approved 
plans and specifications identified above. No changes or deviations shall 
be made without prior written approval of the Department of Environmental 
Quality. (Air contaminant facilities are subject to confirmation by the 
Environmental Quality Commission.) 

2. Granting approval does not relieve the owner of the obligation to obtain 
required local, state and other permits and to comply with the appropriate 
statutes, Administrative Rules, Standards, and if applicable, to demonstrate 
compliance. 

J. Please fill out and return the enclosed Notice of Construction Completion 
form within 30 days upon completion of this approved project. 

4. 

DEQ/TC-3-78 (OVER) 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

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

DEQ-1 

To: Date: 

File Reference: 

Your Notice of Intent to Construct and Request(s) for: 

~ - Construction Approval 

~ - Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 

was received for the following proposed facility: 

Name and Address Description 

Unless the Department requests additional information within thirty (30) days 
of the date of this letter, you will be notified of approval or disapproval 
within sixty (60) days, 

Sincerely, 

DEQ/TC-4-3/78 VII 1-5 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

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

To: Date: 

Fi le Re.ference: 

Further information is required to evaluate your request(s) for: 

;::::::J - Construction Approval ;::::::J Pre! iminary Certification for Tax Credit 

for the fol lowing: 

Name and Address Description 

Please submit further information within the time specified to: 

at 

Upon receipt of the requested information, the Department will complete the evaluation and 
notify you of its findings within sixty (60) days. 

._-.. _-,. ·,iwo 
~·;-:Vc'.!2'-1 

'.'1•0.;c;L 

DE0-1 
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SECTION IX 

TAX CREDIT STAFF REPORT FORMATS 

Tax Credit Certification, Air, Water, Noise 
Tax Credit Certification, Solid Waste, Hazardous 

Waste, Used Oil 
Preliminary Certification, Air, Water, Noise 
Preliminary Certification, Solid Waste, Hazardous 

Waste and Used Oil 

Page 
IX-1 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT CERTIFICATION - AIR, WATER, NOISE 
Form date: 11/10/80 

Application No. 

STATE OF OREGON - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

1. ApPlicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of 
operation, e.g., pulp and paper mill) at (city, state). 

Application was made for tax credit for an (air, noise, water) 
pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail 
about facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing 
or future facilities at the plant site arid include a breakdown of 
costs where appropriate.) 

(Choose one of the following statements as appropriate.) 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made (date), 
and approved (date). (Use if construction commenced on or after 
September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Requirement to file an application for Preliminary Certification was 
waived by the Commission (date). 

(--or--) 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made (date), and approved (date). 
Preliminary Certification for Tax credit not required. (Use if 
construction commenced on or after October 5, 1973 and before 
September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax 
Credit not required. (Use if construction commenced before October 
5, 1973.) 
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(--or--) 

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests 
that Commission waive requirements for filing. 

(Continue with the following.) 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility (date), completed 
(date), and the facility was placed into operation (date). 

Facility Cost: $~---- (Accountant's certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give brief but complete evaluation of application. Compliance or 
non-compliance status of the project must be clearly stated and 
explained, if necessary, relative to treatment standards and/or permit 
conditions. Briefly describe how percent allocable was derived.) 

4. Summation 

(Remember that every conclusion of Summation must be supported by 
information in the ~eport, attached materials, or references.) 

A. (Choose one of the following statements as applicable.) 

Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. (Use if 
construction commenced on or after September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Facility was constructed under a certificate of approval to 
construct issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. (Use if construction 
commenced after October 5, 1973, and before September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct 
or preliminary certification. (Use if eonstructiOn commenced 
before October 5, 1973.) 

(--or--) 

Special circumstances (list in Evaluation) exist which made 
the filing of an application for preliminary certification 
unreasonable, and the facility would otherwise be eligible for 
tax credit. (Use only for facilities constructed on or after 
October 3, 1979.) 

B. (Choose one of the following statements as applicable.) 

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required 
by ORS 468.165(1) (a). (Use for air or water pollution control 
facilities.) 

IX-2 
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(--or--) 

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1977, as required 
by ORS 468.165(1) (b). (Use for noise pollution control 
facilities.) 

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing 
(choose one of the following: air pollution, water pollution, 
noise pollution.) 

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes 
of ORS Chapter (fill in blank with one of the following) 
468 (air and water) 467 (noise) and the rules adopted under that 
chapter. 

E. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is (percent). 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Cerificate bearing the cost of $ ___ _ 
with (see below) allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-___ _ 

(The second blank space in number five should be filled in with 
ONE of the following phrases) 

80 percent or more 
60 percent or more but less than 
40 percent or more but less than 
20 percent or more but less than 
Less than 20 percent 

Name of Section Supervisor or Division Head: typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 

GDLNS 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT CERTIFICATION - SOLID WASTE, HAZARDOUS WASTE 
AND USED OIL FACILITIES 
Form date: 12/1/80 

Appl. No. 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

City, State Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of operation, e.g., 
pulp and paper miUJ at (city, state). 

Application was made for tax credit for a (solid waste, hazardous waste, 
used oil) pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail about 
facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing or future 
facilities at the plant site, and include a breakdown of costs where appropriate.) 

(CHOOSE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS AS APPROPRIATE) 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made (date), and 
approved (date). (Use if construction commenced on or after September 13, 
1975.) 

(-or-) 

Requirement to file an Application for Preliminary Certification was waived 
by the Commission (date). 

(-or-) 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made (date), and approved (date). 
Certification for Tax Credit was not required. (Use if construction 
on or after October 5, 1973 and before September 13, 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Preliminary 
commenced· 

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
not required. (Use if construction commenced before October 5, 1973.) 

(-or-) 

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests that 
Commission waive requirements for filing. 

IX-5 
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(CONTINUE WITH THE FOLLOWING) 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility (date), completed (date), 
and the facility was placed into operation (date). 

Facility Cost: $~~~~~~~~~- (Accountant 1 s certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give brief but complete evaluation of application. Compliance or non-compliance 
status of the project must be clearly stated and explained, if necessary, 
relative to treatment standards and/or permit conditions. Explain how 
applicant meets requirements of 468.165{1)(c){A), (B), and (C), and 
468.170(8!(b).) 

4. Summation 

(Remember that every conclusion of the Summation must be supported by 
information in the report, attached materials, or references.) 

A. (Choose one of the following statements as ayplicable) 

Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. (Use if construction 
commenced on or after September 13, 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Facility was constructed under a certificate of approval to construct 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. (Use if construction commenced after 
October 5, 1973 and before September 13, 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct or 
preliminary certification. (Use if construction commenced after 
January 1, 1973 and before October 5, 1973.) 

(-or-) 

Special circumstances (explain in Evaluation) exist which made the filing 
of an Application for Preliminary Certification unreasonable, and the 
facility would otherwise qualify for tax credit under ORS 468.150 to 
468.190. (Use only for facilities constructed on or after October 3, 1979.) 

B. As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973 (solid waste) OR October 3, 1979 (hazardous waste or used 
oil facilities), and 

IX-6 
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(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize material that 
would otherwise be (solid waste, hazardous waste, or used oil), by 
(USE ONE OF THE FOLWWING: burning; mechanical process; chemical 
process; or through the production, processing including presegregation 
or otherwise, use of materials for their heat content or other forms 
of energy of or from the material, use of materials which have useful 
chemical or physical properties and which may be used for the same 
or other purposes, materials which may be used in the same kind of 
application as its prior use without change in identity); 

(2) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of power or other 
item of real economic value; 

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable source of power, 
is competitive with an end product produced in another state; and 

(4) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at least 
substantially equivalent to the federal law. 

c. (Use for facilities commenced after December 31, 1980 and before December 31, 
1983. Explain in Evaluation.) 

In addition, the Commission finds that (use one or more of the following 
statements) 

The facility is necessary to assist in solving a severe or unusual 
(solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) problem; 

(and/or) 

The facility will provide a new or different solution to a (solid waste, 
hazardous waste, used oil) problem than has been previously used, or 
the facility is a significant modification and improvement of similar 
existing facilities; 

(and/or) 

The Department has recommended the facility as the most efficient 
method of (solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) control; 

(and/or) 

The Department has recommended the facility as the most environmentally 
sound method of (solid waste, hazardous wastes, used oil) control. 

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

E. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution 
control is 100%. 
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5~ Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ , with 
100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Credit Application T-____ _ 

Name of Section Supervisor or Division Head: typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION - AIR, WATER, NOISE 
Format date: 12/1/80 

(Commission staff reports are needed only to deny a preliminary 
certification, or to waive filing of an application for preliminary 
certification) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Preliminary Certification Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of 
operation, e.g., pulp and paper mill) at (city and state). 

Preliminary certif.ication is required for an (air, noise, water) 
pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail 
about facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing 
or future facilities at the plant site and include a breakdown of 
costs where appropriate). 

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation (date). 

The estimated cost of the facility is (dollar amount). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

4. 

(Give a brief but complete evaluation of application) 

Summation (Provide a list of findings that support one of the 
following conclusions, and then state the chosen 
conclusion. Remember that every conclusion in Summation 
must be supported by information in report, attached 
materials, or references.) 

Special circumstances (listed above) exist which made the filing of 
an application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the 
facility is otherwise eligible for tax credit certification pursuant 
to ORS 468.155 to 468.190. (Use only for facilities constructed on 
or after October 3, 1979.) 
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(--or--) 

Erection, construction, or installation of the facility was commenced 
before a request for Preliminary Certification was filed with the 
Department pursuant to ORS 468.175(1); therefore the facility is not 
eligible for tax credit certification. 

(--or--) 

The Department has determined that the erection, construction or 
installation does not comply with the applicable provisions of ORS 
Chapters 454, 467, or 468 and the applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto; therefore the facility is not eligible for 
tax credit certification. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

(Choose one of the following.) 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission issue an order denying the applicant's request for 
Preliminary Certification. 

(-or--) 

Based upon the findings in the summation it is recomniended that the 
Canmission waive the filing of an application for Preliminary 
Certification for the facility proposed. 

Responsible manager's name: typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 

GDLNS 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 
SOLID WASTE, HAZARDOUS WASTE, USED OIL Format date: 12/1/80 

(Commission staff reports are needed only to deny a preliminary certification or to 
waive filing of an application for preliminary certification.) 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Preliminary Certification Review Report 

City, State Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of operation, e.g., 
pulp and paper mill) at (city and state). 

Preliminary Certification is required for a (solid waste, hazardous wastes, 
used oil) pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail about 
facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing or future 
facilities at the plant site and include a breakdown of costs where appropriate). 

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation (date). 

The estimated cost of the facility is $ 
~~~~~~~ 

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give a brief but complete evaluation of application.) 

4. Stunmation 

(Provide a list of findings that support one of the following conclusions, and 
then state the chosen conclusion. Remember that every conclusion in the 
Swnmation must be supported by information in this report, attached materials, 
or references.) 

Special circumstances (explain above) exist which made the filing of an 
application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the facility is 
otherwise eligible for tax credit certification pursuant to ORS 468.155 
to 468.190. (Use only for facilities commenced on or after October 3, 19?9.) 

(-or-) 

Erection, construction, or installation of the facility was commenced before 
a request for preliminary certification was filed with the Department 
pursuant to ORS 468.175(1); therefore the facility is not eligible for 
tax credit certification. 

IX-11 . ' 
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(-or-) 

The Department has determined that the facility is not eligible for tax 
credit certification because t~e erection, construction and installation 
does not comply with the applicable provisions and applicable rules or 
standards adopted pursuant to ORS Chapters 459 and 468, including: 
(use one or more of the following statements) 

The substantial purpose of the facility is not to utilize 
material that would otherwise be (solid waste, hazardous waste, used 
oil) 

(and/or) 

The end product of the utilization is not a usable source of power 
or other item of real economic value. 

(and/or) 

The end product of the utilization is not competitive with an end 
product produced in another state. 

(After' December 31, 1980 and before December 31, 1983, all of the following 
statements must be used in addition to the above.) 

The facility is not necessary to assist in solving a severe or 
unusual (solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) problem; and 

The facility will not provide a new or different solution to a 
(solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) problem that has been 
previously used, nor it is a significant modification and improvement 
of similar existing facilities; and 

The Department has not recommended the facility as the most efficient 
or the most environmentally sound method of (solid waste, hazardous 
waste, used oil) control. 

5. Director's Recommendation (Choose one of the following statements.) 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the Conunission 
issue an order denying the aPplicant's request.for Preliminary Certification. 

(-or-) 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission waive the filing of an application for Preliminary Certification 
for the proposed facility. 

Name of Section Supervisor or Division Head:typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

......................................................................................... 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 1 of 2 
10/21/80 

......................................................................................... 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

FOR TAX CREDITS 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibility 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

POLICY 

Action 

Receive Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for 
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
(form DEQ/TC-1-10/79) , 

Acknowledge receipt of notice 
(7) calendar days of receipt. 
letter DEQ/TC-4-3/78. 

and request within seven 
Use form 

If additional information is necessary to evaluate the 
request, use form letter DEQ/TC-5-3/78 to 
request the information required. Always specify the 
date the information is to be submitted by. 

Review request and supporting documents and 
upon approval of the request prepare a 
"Plan and Specifications and Construction Approval and 
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit of a 
Pollution Control Facility," form DEQ/TC-3-3/78, and 
forward to requester. (Enclose "Notice of Approved 
Construction Completion," DEQ/NC-1-3/78, with approval 
form.) 

An applicant may start construction after requesting 
construction approval and preliminary certification 
for tax credit. However, if he does, it is at his own 
risk that the preliminary certification may not later 
be approved, with the consequent loss of tax credit 
benefit which the applicant had anticipated (see 
ORS 468.175(1) and informal Attorney General opinion 
dated April 27, 1978) • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Date \0-d.\ -b-9 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

......................................................................................... 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 2 of 2 
10/21/80 

......................................................................................... 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

FOR TAX CREDITS 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibility 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

DIVISION 
OR REGION 

Action 

If a denial is recommended for Preliminary 
Certification for Tax Credit, send denial 
recommendations (use format dated 12/1/80) to 
Management Services Division for presentation to EQC. 
It is the Division/Region responsibility to notify the 
applicant of a recommendation to the EQC to deny 
their request for preliminary certification for tax 
credit. 

ORS 468.175(4) states, "If within 60 days of the 
receipt of plans, specifications or any subsequently 
requested revisions or corrections to the plans and 
specifications ••• the Department fails to issue a 
preliminary certificate of approval and the Commission 
fails to issue an order denying certification, the 
preliminary certificate shall be considered to have 
been issued." It is therefore important that 
notification be given to Management Services Division 
of a recommendation to deny within the 60 day time 
period from receipt of the request, and in time to 
request EQC action. 

Upon approval of Preliminary Certification for Tax 
Credit, send a copy of the request and 
approval to the Region or Division concerned • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"~"~'~ \\;tlu~" 
MG256 (1) 

Date __ \~0~-~02...,__\~Js~O~--
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

......................................................................................... 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 1 of 3 
7/8/80 

......................................................................................... .. 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS FOR POLLUTION 

CONTROL FACILITIES 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibility 

Management Services Div. 
(MSD) (Receptionist) 

MSD (Receptionist) 
or Division 

MSD (Receptionist) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

Division 

Action 

Receive two (2) copies of Application and 
supporting documents and review for completeness, 
proper attachments, and number of copies. 

If considered incomplete, consult with Division to 
verify and advise applicant of the necessary 
requirements to complete application. 

If considered complete, assign application number, and 
enter date received on application form; also enter 
date received and processing schedule on log sheet and 
acknowledge receipt to applicant by letter. 

Retain one complete copy of the application and 
supporting documents for the permanent tax credit 
file: forward one to the appropriate division for 
processing. 

Review application and supporting documents, survey 
facility, and prepare review report within assigned 
processing schedule (60 days). If Division requests 
any additional information from the applicant, it is 
the responsibility of the appropriate division to 
forward a copy of the request and a copy of the 
information received to MSD (Receptionist) for 
placing into the permanent file. Every request for 
additional information shall require submission by a 
specific date to allow EQC action on each and every 
application within the 120 day statutory time limit. 
If no action is taken within the 120 day period, the 
application is automatically denied . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"''<000~" 
MG259 (1) 

Date _3___._-~'R._,"-----'9£)~·-'~------
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 2 of 3 
7/8/80 

.......................................................................................... 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

FOR TAX CREDITS 

Responsibility 

Division 

MSD (Receptionist) 

MSD (Management Asst.) 

Environmental Quality 
Conunission (EQC) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

Action 

Prepare reconunendations for EQC review and forward to 
MSD (Management Assistant) with rough-drafted 
certificate. (These reconunendations must be subnitted 
so that the EQC can act on them within the 120 day 
statutory time limit.) 

Send letter to applicant advising of Department's 
reconunendations and the date EQC will review staff 
recommendations and act UPQn application. 

Prepare Certificate for Commission Chairman•s 
signature as recommended by staff. 

Approve or deny Department reconunendations. Issue and 
sign Pollution Control Certificate or denial letter. 

If approved, send Pollution Control Certificate to 
applicant along with two (2) Notice of Tax Election 
forms (certified mail). 

If denied, send denial letter to applicant (certified 
mail.) 

Upon return of tax election forms from applicant 
(within 60 days from date of mailing) send copy of 
Certificate and tax election form to Department of 
Revenue and County Assessor (if ad valorem credit). 
File copy of Notice of Election form in master file • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 3 of 3 
7/8/80 

......................................................................................... 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

FOR Tl\X CREDITS 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibili tv 

Note: 

Action 

If Tax Credit Applications are received 
directly from applicant by a Region or 
Division, send complete packet to MSD for 
receipting and logging. 

Receptionist 
Division 

3rd Floor, Anne Doyle 
AQ, Ray Potts 

Management Asst . 

WQ, Larry Patterson 
. SW, Bob Brown 
NS, John Hector 

Carol Splettstaszer 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Date 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

......................................................................................... 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 

Tax Credits Section 

Page 1 of 2 

7/8/80 

............................... • ......................................................... . 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PREPARATION OF NOTICE OF STATE CERTIFICATION TO EPA FOR 

FEDERAL TAX RELIEF ON POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibility Action 

Background 

Section 169 of the Internal Revenue Code permits 5-year straight-line depreciation of 
of pollution abatement facilities placed in operation on or after January 1, 1969 to 
abate air or water pollution discharged by plants or properties that were in operation 
before that date. In order to utilize this depreciation method, taxpayers must file an 
election in accordance with regulations of the Treasury Department. In addition, two 
certifications must be presented; one from the appropriate state authority (DEQ), and 
another from the regional federal authority (EPA Seattle). 

Applicant 

DEQ or LRAPA: 

An applicant wishing state certification for federal 
tax relief obtains forms from EPA (Seattle). The 
applicant completes pages 1-5 of EPA Form 3300-1 
(9-71) (Application for Certification of Pollution 
Control Facility); forwards the original to EPA 
(Seattle) and copies 1 and 2 to DEQ (or in the case of 
air pollution facilities located in Lane County, to 
the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority), along with 
EPA Form 3300-2(9-71) (Notice of State Certification). 
If the applicant has questions regarding these forms, 
they should be directed to EPA. 

It is DEQ's (or LRAPA's) responsibility to certify 
that the claimed facility: 

• ••• is in conformity with State and local programs and 
requirements for the control of water pollution, air 
pollution, as required by Section 169 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, and regulations 
issued thereunder." 

........................................................................................ 

•w<=•~~ ~ \ 

MG258 (1) 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Environmental Quality 

......................................................................................... 

MANAGEMENT SERVICES· DIVISION 
Tax Credits Section 

Page 2 of 2 
7/8/80 

.......................................................................................... 
Subject PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

FOR TAX CREDITS 

......................................................................................... 
Responsibility 

Divisions: 

MSD 

MSD 

MSD 

Note: 

Action 

Upon receipt of the application for state 
certification, the Division involved should forward it 
to the Management Services Division (MSD) for 
completion. The Division supplies the information 
requested in section #6 of EPA Form 3300-2 (9-71) (the 
applicant should have filled out the rest of the 
form) • 

Types in the supplied information, assigns a state 
certification number, logs in the request, and 
forwards the certification form to the Director for 
signature. 

After the Director signs, sends the completed 
certification form and copy 1 of the application to 
EPA (Seattle); retains copy 2 of the application and a 
copy of the completed certification form. 

Files a copy of the application and the certification 
form with the applicant's state tax credit file (if 
applicable), and a copy in a separate federal tax 
credit certification file. 

It is possible that we may be certifying facilities to 
the federal government which have not applied for tax 
credit under Oregon law • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Approved~j)J k 
MG258 (1) ~\ 
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' . 

INTRODUCTION 

The Pollution Control Faci I ities Tax Credit Program was first enacted by 
the Oregon Legislative Assembly in 1967. At that time, facilities constructed 
to prevent, control, or reduce air or water pollution were made eligible 
for tax credit certification. In 1973 the Legislature made the use of a 
resource recovery process which obtains useful material or energy resources 
from material that would otherwise be sol id waste eligible for tax credit 
certification. 

The Legislature further amended the statutes in 1977 to add noise pollution 
control facilities to the list of facilities eligible for tax credit 
certification. Then in 1979 the recovery of useful material or energy 
resources from hazardous wastes or used oil was also made eligible for 
certification. 

Persons interested in obtaining tax credit certification must fol low a 
specific procedure outlined in the statutes by making application to the 
Department of Environmental Quality and receiving final approval from the 
Environmental Quality Commission. Figure l diagrams the application, review 
and approval process. More detailed information is contained in this booklet 
in the Staiutes Section and the Forms and Instructions Section. It is very 
important that the procedures be followed exactly to ensure eligibility for 
certification is not forfeited due to procedural error. 

After certification is received from the Environmental Quality Commission, 
the person holding the certification obtains actual tax relief from the 
Oregon Department of Revenue or County Assessor, where the facility is located, 
depending upon the tax relief elected. The choices are personal income tax, 
corporate excise tax, or property tax relief. Further information is 
contained in this booklet in the Statutes Section or may be obtained by 
contacting the Oregon Department of Revenue or County Assessor directly. 

Since the commencement of the program, facilities costing in excess of 
$350 mill ion have been certified for tax relief. Table I shows the number 
and cost of faci I ities certified by year by agency program. Tables 2, 3, 4 
and 5 show the types of facilities certified and their number and cost,_ for 
the air quality, noise, water quality, and sol id waste management programs 
respectively. 

The remainder of this document is devoted to providing the best information 
available on the details of the tax credit program for the use of potential 
applicants as wel I as Department staff and other interested parties. 

I-1 
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Calendar 
Year 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 
~ 

I 

w 1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

'.1'0'.l'AL 

MN50 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Tax Credit Certificates Issued for Pollution Control Facilities 

Air Pollution 
Control Facilities 

No. Certified 
Cert. Cost 

24 $ 1,958,781 

22 1,305,789 

23 1,693,919 

38 7,345,826 
• 

82 13,268,426 

97 12,124,500 

63 19,851,841 

56 18,674,741 

66 15,917,093 

49 11,095, 785 

36 28,026,670 

39 7,952,278 

97 25,407,199 

692 $164,622,848 

Water Pollution Solid Waste 
Control Facilities Control Facilties 

No. Certified No. Certified 
Cert. Cost Cert. Cost 

17 $ 3,945,435 -- N/A 

14 3,855,141 -- N/A 

26 5,862,684 -- N/A 

26 9,946,636 -- N/A 

41 2,202,401 -- N/A 

47 13 '764 '649 -0- -0-

16 3,697,894 -0- -0-

34 10,590,618 6 $ 5,703,350 

33 14,308,742 10 6,833,330 

40 2,pl,713 7 7,040,082 

34 14,668,638 12 18,779,276 

34 13,460,697 11 14,402,536 

_12 12,088,442 25 _TI_, 708__._]_]__2 

397 $110' 513' 690 71 $ 86,466,946 

TABLE 1 

Noise Pollution 
Control Facilities 

No. 
Cert. 

--

--
--
--

--

--

--

--

--

~o-

-0-

1 

4 

5 

Certified 
Cost 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

-0-

-0-

$ 84,176 

85,680 

$169,856 

No. 
Cert. 

41 

36 

49 

64 

123 

144 

79 

96 

109 

96 

82 

85 

161 

1165 

T 0 T A L 

;·~ 

Certified 
Cost 

$ 5,904,216 

5,160,930 

7,556,603 

17,292,462 

15,470,827 

25,889,149 

23,549,735 

34,968,709 

37,059,165 

20,257,500 

61,474,584 

'.ilE, 899, 6d7 

71 .289 6!13 

$361,733,340 



TABLE 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
JANUARY 1981 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1957 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Steel Mills and Foundries Emission 
Control Systems 

Pulp and Paper Industry Emission 
Control Systems 

Nickel and Aluminum Smelting Industry 
Emission Control Systems 

Carbide Alloys, Silicon and Exotic 
Metals Manufacturing Emission 
Control Systems 

Wocd Products Industry Emission 
Control Systems 

Cement, Asphalt, and Rock Crushing 
Industry Emission Control Systems 

Chemical and Electronics Industry 
Emission Control Systems 

Orchard Heating Systems 

Food Processing Industry Emission 
Control Systems 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

MN41 

Number 
Certified 

32 

117 

32 

29 

299 

58 

10 

65 

16 

35 

692 

1-4 

Certified Cost 

$ 4,305,311 

54,700,684 

42,786,922 

5,533,861 

37,818,068 

10' 250' 732 

2,667,411 

2,564,164 

2,367,804 

1,679,127 

$164,622,848 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 
Cost 

2.5 

33. 2. 

26.0 

3.4· 

23.0 

6.2 

1.6 

1. 5 

1.4 

1.0 



TABLE 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
JANUARY 1981 

NOISE POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1977 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Acoustical Enclosure 
for Refrigeration Compressor 

· Relocation of Chip Fractionation 
Facility and Associated Equiµnent 

Accustical Insulation and 
Wrapping 

Concrete Block Sound 
Wall 

TOTAL 

MN41.C 

Number 
Certified 

1 

1 

2 

1 

5 

1-5 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 

Certified Cost Cost 

$ 5,157 3.0 

67,145 3 9. 5 

87,026 51. 2 

10,528 6.2 

$ 169,856 



. ' TABLE 4 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

JANUARY 1981 
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY 1, 1957 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Chemical, Exotic Metals, and Metal 
Plating Industries, Waste Treatment 
Systems 

Electronics Industry Waste Treatment 
Systems 

Steel and Aluminl1Il1 Manufacturing 
Industries Waste Treatment Systems 

Pulp and Paper Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Wood Products Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Log Handling Systems 

Food Processing Industry Waste 
Treatment Systems 

Farm Animal Wastes Treatment Systems 

surface Runoff and Spill Prevention 
Systems 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

MN41.A 

Number 
Certified 

53 

23 

8 

114 

52 

14 

45 

39 

21 

397 

1-6 

Certified Cost 

s 12,608,651 

888,670 

6,325,309 

71,619,016 

5,018,490 

3,519,734 

8,099,266 

414,881 

945,722 

1 073 951 

$110,513,690 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 
Cost 

11.4 

< l. 0 

5.7 

64.8 

4.5 

3.2 

7.3 

< l. 0 

< l. 0 

1.0 



TABLE 5 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

JANUARY 1981 
SOLID WASTE CONTROL FACILITIES CERTIFIED FOR TAX CREDIT 

JANUARY l, 1973 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1980 

Type of Facility 

Waste Wood Fuel Boilers 

Turbine Generators 

Industrial Wood Waste 
Utilization Facilities 

Wood Hogs, Chippers, and 
Hogged Fuel Preparation 
Facilities 

Conversion of Wood Waste to 
Fuel For Sale to Public 

Particleboard Plant 

Bark Utilization Plant 

Paved Log Deck 

Waste Paper Baler/Shredder 

Wastepaper/Newsprint 
Deinking/Cleaning Facility 

Straw Bailing and 
Storage Facility 

Shredded Tire Storage 
and Metering Facility 

Aggregate Reclaiming 
Facility 

Glass Manufacturing Plant 

Waste Glass Processing Facility 

TOTAL 

MN41.B 

Number 
Certified 

12 

2 

16 

8 

2 

2 

2 

7 

6 

8 

2 

1 

l 

1 

1 

71 

T - 7 

Percent of 
Total 
Certified 

Certified Cost Cost 

$ 28,026,336 32,4 

4,536,629 5.2 

5,461,615 6.3 

1, 494' 960 1. 7 

222,872 < 1. 0 

17,542,818 20.2 

5,024,812 5.8 

1,691,182 2.0 

101,855 < LO 

19,639,458 22.7 

257,176 < 1. 0 

91,083 < 1. 0 

21,307 < 1. 0 

1,952,954 2.8 

401,889 < 1. 0 

$ 86,466,946 
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SECTION II 

TAX CREDIT STATUTES AND RULES 



OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 468 

1979 Replacement Part 

POLLUTION CONTROL 

POLLUTION CONTROL 
FACILITIES TA.'C CREDIT 

468.150 Field sanitation and straw 
utilization and disposal methods as "pol
lution control facilities." Aiter alternative 
methods for field sanitation and straw utiliza
tion and disposal are approved by the commit
tee and the department, "pollution control 
facility," as defined in ORS 468.155, shall 
include sud1 approved alternative methods 
and persons purchasing and utilizing such 
methods shall be eligible for the benefits 
allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190. (1975 c.559 

§15] 

Note: 468.150 was enacted into law by the Legisla
tive A..c:;sembly but was not added to or made a part of 
ORS chapter 468 or ~y serie5 therein by legislative 

action. See the P<eface to Oregon Revised Statutes for 
further explanation. 

468.155 Definitions for ORS 468.155 to 
468.190. (1) As used in ORS 468.155 to 
468.190, unless the context requires other
wise, "pollution control facility" or "facility" 
means any land, structure, building, installa
tion, excavation, machinery, equipment or 
device, or any addition to, reconstIUction 'of or 
improvement of, land or an existing structure, 
btlilding, installation, excavation, machinery 1 

equipment or device reasonably used, erected, 
constructed or installed by any person if a 
substantial pu...-pose of such use, erection, 
construction or installation is the. prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution or solid waste. hazardous \vastes or 
used oil by: 

(a) The disposal or elimination of or rede
sign to eliminate industrial waste and the use 
of treatment works for industrial waste as 
defined in ORS 468. 700; 

(b) The disposal or elimination of or rede
sign to eliminate air contaminants or air 
pollution or air contamination sources and the 
use of air cleaning devices as defined in ORS 
468.275; 

(c) The substantial reduction or elimina
tion of or redesign to eliminate noise pollution 
or noise emission sotU"ces as defined by rule of 
the commission; or 
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(d) The use of a resource recovery process 
which obtains useful material or energy re
sources from material that would otherwise be 
solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005, hazar
dous wastes as defined in ORS 459.410, or 
used oil as defined in ORS 468.850. For the 
purposes of ORS 468.155 to 468.190, "solid 
waste facility" shall also include subsequent 
additions, made either to an already certified 
facility or to an operation which would have 
qualified as a facility but for the fact .that it 

. was erected, constructed or installed prior to 
January 1, 1973, which will increase the pro
duction or recovery of useful materjals or 
energy over the amount being produced or 
recovered by the original facility whether or 
not the materials or energy produced or recov
ered are similar to those of the original facili
ty. 

(2) "Pollution control facility" or "facility" 
does not include air conditioners, septic tanJ{.s 
or other facilities for human waste, nor any 
property installed, constructed or used for the 
moving of sewage to the collecting facilities of 
a public or quaj3i-public sewerage system, nor 

any distinct portion or portions of a solid 
waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facility 
which make an insignificant contribution to 
the purpose of utilization of solid waste, ha
zardous wastes or used oil. The following 
specific items shall be among those portions 
considered for exclusion hereunder: Office 
buildings and furnishings, parking lots and 
road improvements, landscaping, external 
lighting, company signs, artwork and automo
biles. [Formerly 449.605; 1975 c.496 §1; 1977 c.795 §1; 

1979 c.802 §I] 

Note: Section S, chapter 802, Oregon Laws 1979, 
provi.des: 

Sec. 8. The arnendments to ORS 468.155, 463.160, 
468.165. 46S.l70 and 468.185 by sections 1 to .t and 7 of 
this Act that relate to pollution control facilities for 
hazardous wastes and u..."-ed oi.l shall not apply to erection, 
constn.iction or installation of such facilities begun before 
the ~ffect1ve daLe of th.is Act [October 3, 1979]. 
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468.160 Policy. In the interest of the 
public peace, health and safety, it is the policy 
of the State of Oregon to assist in the preven
tion, control and reduction of air, water and 
noise pollution and solid waste, hazardous 
wastes and used oil in this state by providing 
tax relief with respect to Oregon facilities 
constructed to accomplish such prevention, 
control and reduction. [Forme:i;ly 449.615; 1975 

c.496 §2; 1977 c.795 §2; 1979 c.802 §2] 

Note: See note under 468.155. 

468.165 Application for certification 
of pollution control facilities. (1) A...-iy per
son may apply to the commission for certifica
tion under ORS 468.170 of a pollution control 
facility or facilities or portion thereof erected, 
constructed or installed by him in Oregon if: 

(al The air or water pollution control facil
ity was erected, constructed or installed on or 
after January 1, 1967. 

(b) The noise pollution control facility was 
erected, constructed or installed on or after 
January 1, 1977. 

(c) The solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil facility was under construction on or 
after January 1, 1973, and if: 

(A) The substantial purpose of the facility 
is to utilize material that would otherwise be 
solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005, hazar
dous wastes as defined in ORS 459.410 or used 
oil as defined in ORS 468.850 by burning, 
mechanical process or chemical process or 
through the production, processing including 
presegregation or otherwise, or use of materi
als for their heat content or other forms of 
energy of or from the material, or the use of 
materials which have useful chemical or phys
ical properties and which may be used for the 
same or other purposes, or materials which 
may be used in the same kind of application 
as its prior use \vithout change in identity; 

(Bl The end product of the utilization is a 
usable source of po\ver or other item of real 
economic value; 

(Cl The end product of the utilization, 
other than a usable source of poy.,rer, is com
petitive vri.th an end product produced ln an
other state; and 
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(D) The Oregon law regulating solid waste 
imposes standards at least substantially 
equivalent to the federal law. 

(2) The applications shall be made in 
writing in a form prescribed by the depart
ment and shall contain information on the 
actual cost of the facility or facilities, a de7 

script.ion of the materials incorporated there
in, all machinery and equipment made a part 
thereof, the existing or proposad operational 
procedure thereof, and a statement of the 
purpose of prevention, control or reduction of 
air, water or noise pollution or solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil served or to be 
served by the facility or facilities and, for a 
facility qualifying under paragraph (a) or (b) 
of subsection (1) of this section, the portion of 
the actual cost properly allocable to the pre
vention, control or reduction of air, water or 
noise pollution as set forth in subsection (2) of 
ORS 468.190. 

(3) The director may require such further 
infonnation as he considers necessary _prior to 
issuance of a certificate. _[Formerly 449.625; 1974 
s.s. c.37 §2; 1975 c.496 §3; 1977 c.795 §3; 1979 c.802 §31 

Note: See note u.r1der 468.155. 

468.170 Action on application; effect 
of rejection.; appeal; issuance of certifi
cate; effect of certification. (1) The commis
sion shall act on an application for certifica
tion before the 120th day after the filing of 
the application under ORS 468.165. The ac
tion of the commission shall include certifica
tion of the actual cost of the facility and, for 
facilities qualifying under paragraph (al or (b) 
of subsection (ll of ORS 468.165, the portion 
of the actual cost properly allocable to the 
prevention, control or reduction of air, \Vater 
or noise pollution as set forth in subsection (2) 
of ORS 468.190. Each certificate shall bear a 
separate serial number for each such facility. 

(2) If the commission rejects an applica
tion for certification, or certifies a lesser actu
al cost of the facility or a lesser portion of the 
actual cost. properly allocable to the preven
tion, control or reduction of air, \.vater or noise 
pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil than \Vas claimed in the application 
for certification, the commission shall cause 
"\vritten notice of ·]ts action, and a concise 
statement of the findings and rea'30ns there
for, to be sent by registered or certified mail to 
the applicant before the 120th day a.ft.er the 
filing of the application. Failure of the corrl
mission to act constitutes rejection of the 
application. 
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(3) If the application is rejected for any 
reason, including the information furnished 
by the applicant as to the cost of the facility, 
or if the applicant is dissatisfied with the 
certification of actual cost or portion of the 
actual cost properly allocable to prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or 
used oil, the applicant may appeal from the 
rejection as provided in ORS 468.110. The 
rejection or the certification is final and con
clusive on all parties unless the applicant 
takes an appeal therefrom as provided in ORS 
468.110 before the 30th day after notice was 
mailed by the commission. 

(4) If tbe commission finds that a pollu
tion control or solid waste, haza.rtlous wastes 
or used oil facility or portion thereof, for 
which an application has been made under 
ORS 468.165, was erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and is designed for, and is being 
operated or \\-ill operate to a substantial ex
tent for the purpose of preventing, controlling 
or reducing air, water or noise pollution or 
solid waste, hazardous wast.es or used oil, and 
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the 
intents and purposes of ORS 454.010 to 
454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.405, 454.425, 
454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745, ORS 
chapters 459 and 467 and this chapter and 
rules thereunder, it shall certify such facility. 
No determination of the proportion of the 
actual cost of the facility to be certified shall 
be made until receipt of the application. Whe
re one or more facilities constitute an opera
tional l1nit, the commission may certify such 
facilities lU1der one certificate. l\ certificate 
u..'"lder this section is effective for pw-poses of 
tax relief in accordance with ORS 307.405, 
316.097 and 317.072 if erection, construction 
~]" installation of the facility was commenced 
prior to December 31, 1988. The conunission 
shall attach to the front of each certificate a 
copy of the notice and election requirements 
imposed by subsection (5) of this section. 
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(5) A person receiving a certificate under 
this section shall make an irrevocable election 
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 
316.097 or 317.072 or the ad valorem tax 
relief under ORS 307.405 and shall notify the 
commission, within 60 days after the receipt 
of such· certificate, of his election. This elec
tion shall apply to ·the facility or facilities 
certified and shall bind all subsequent trans
ferees. Failure to make a timely notification 
shall make the certificate ineffective for any 
tax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097 and 
317.072, 

(6) If the person receiving the certificate is 
an electing small business corporation as 
defined in section 1371 of the Internal Reve
nue Code, and if the corporation elects to take 
tax credit relief, such election shall be on 
behalf of the corporation's shareholders. Each 
shareholder shall be entitled to take tax credit 
relief as provided in ORS 316.097, based on 
that shareholder's pro rata share of the certi
fied cost of the facility. 

(7) Certification under this section of a 
pollution control facilir; qualifying under 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 shall be granted 
for a period of 10 consecutive years which 
10-year period shall begin with the tax year of 
the person in which the facility is certified 
under this section, except that if the person 
elects ad valorem tax relief the provisions of 
ORS 307.405 shall apply. 

(8) (a) A facility commenced prior to De
cember 31, 1980, and qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 
shall be certified if it meets such require
ments. 

(b) For a facility commenced after Decem
ber 31, 1980, and prior to December 31, 1983, 
the commission, in addition to, and not in lieu 
of, the requirements under paragraph (c) of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, shall only 
certify such a facility if it meets one of the 
following conditions: 

(A) That the facility is necessary to assist 
in sol'\ing a severe or unusual solid \vaste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil problem; 

(Bl That the facility will provide a new or 
different solution to a solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil problem than. ha..c; been 
pre\.riously used, or the facility ls a significant 
modification and improvement of similar 
existing facilities; or 
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(C) That the department has recommend
ed the facility as the most efficient or environ
mentally sound method of solid waste, hazar
dous wastes or used oil control. 

(c) However, such a facility certified after 
December 31, 1983, shall be certified pursuant 
to the procedures, costs properly allocable and 
all other mattera as if it were a facility subject 
to certification under paragraph (a) of subsec
tion (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(9) Portions of a facility qualifying u.."'lder 
paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165 
may be certified separately under this section 
if ownership of the portions is in more than 
one person. Certification of such portions of a 

·facility shall include certification of the actual 
cost of the portion of the facility to the person 
receiving the certification. The actual cost 
certified for all portions of a facility separate
ly certified under this subsection shal1 not 

·exceed the total cost of the facility that would 
have been certified under one certificate. The 
provisions of subsection (10) of ORS 316.097 
or 317 .072, whichever is applicable, shall 
apply tc any sale, exchange or other disposi
tion of a certified portion of a facility. 
[Formerly 449.635; 1974 S.8. c.37 §3; 1975 c.496 §4; 1977 

c. 795 §4; 1979 c.531 §6; 1979 c.802 §4] 

Note! See note under 468.155. 

468.175 Application for certification 
before construction; order granting or 
denying certification; hearing. (1) Any 
person proposing to apply for certification of a 
pollution control facility pursuant tc ORS 
468.165, before the commencement of 
erection, construction or installation of the 
facility, shall file a request for preliminary 
certification with the Department of Environ
mental Quality. The request shall be in a form 
prescribed by the department. For facilities 
constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the 
corr ..... inission may waive the filing of the appli
cation if it finds the filing inappropriate be
cause 3peci.al circwnsta11ces render the filing 
unreasonable and if it finds such faciiity 
would otherwise qualify for tax credit certifi
cation pursuant to ORS 468.150 to 468.190. 

(2) Within 30 days of the receipt of such 
request, the department may require, as a 
condition precedent to issuance of a prelimi
nary certificate oi approval, the submission of 
plans and specifications. After examination 
thereof, the department rr.ay request correc
tjons and revisior..s to the plans and specificit-
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tions. The department may also require any 
other information necessary to determine 
whether the proposed construction is in ac
cordance with the provisions of ORS 454.010 
tc 454.040, 454.205 tc 454.255, 454.405, 
454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 
454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and applicable rules and standards 
adopted pursuant thereto. 

(3) If the department determines that the 
proposed erection, construction or installation 
is in accordance with the provisions of ORS 
454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 
454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 
to 454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto. it sha11 issue a 
preliminary certificate app~oving the erection, 
construction or installation. If the department 
determines that the erection, construction or 
installation does not comply with the orovi
sions of OPB 454.010 to 454.040, 454.2.05 to 
454.255, 454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 
454.605 to 454.745, this chapter and ORS 
chaptera 459 and 467 and applicable rules or 
standards adopted pursuant thereto, the com
n_llssion shall issue an order denying certifica
t1on. 

(4) If within 60 days of the receipt of 
plans, specifications or any subsequently 
requested revisions or corrections to the plans 
and specifications or any other information 
required pursuant to this section, the depart
ment fails to issue a preliminary certificate of 
approval and the commission fails to issue an 
order denying certification, the preliminary 
certificate shall be considered to have been 
issued. The construction must comply with the 
plans, specifications and any corrections or 
revisions thereto, if any, previously submit-
ted. . 

(5) Within 20 days from the date of mail
ing of the order, any person against whom an 
order ts directed pursuant to subsection (3) of 
this section may demand a hearing. The de
mand shall be in \\Titing, shall state the 
grounds for hearing and shall be mailed to the 
director of the department. The hearing shall 
be conducted in accordance \\ith the aoplica
ble provisions of ORS 183.310 to 183.500. 
(1973 c.831 §2; 1975 c.496 §5; 1977 c.795 §5; 1919 c.S02 
§5] 
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468.180 Conditions for issuance .. of 
certificate under ORS 468.170. (1) No certi
fication shall be issued by the commission 
pursuant to ORS 468.170 unless the facility, 
facilities or part thereof was erected, con
structed or installed in accordance with the 
requirements of ORS 468.175 and in accord
ance with the applicable provisions of ORS 
454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 
454.405, 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 
to 454.745, this chapter and ORS chapters 459 
and 467 and the applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto. 

(2) Nothing in this section or ORS 468. 175 
is intended to apply to erection, construction 
or installation of pollution control facilities 
begun before October 5, 1973. [1973 c.831 §3; 
1975 c.496 §6; 1977 c.795 §6; 1979 c.802 §6] 

468.185 Procedure to revoke certifi
cation. (1) Pursuant to the procedures for a 
contested case under ORS 183.310 to 183.500, 
tJ1e commission may order the revocation of 
the certification issued under ORS 468.170 of 
any pollution control or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil facility, if it finds that: 

(a) The certification was obtained by fraud 
or misrepresentation; or 

(b) The holder of the certificate has failed 
substantially to operate the facility for .the 
purpose of, and to the extent necessary for, 
preventing, controlling or reducing air, \vater 
or noise pollution or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil as specified in such certifi
cate. 

(2) As soon as the order of revocation 
under t...liis section has become final, the com
mission shall notify the Department of Reve
nue and the county as....~ssor of the county ih 
which the facility is located of such order. 

(3) If the certification of a pollution con
trol or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used 
oil facility is ordered revoked pursuant to 
paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section, 
all prior t.aX relief provided to the holder of 
such certificate by virtue of such certificate 
shall be forfeited and the Department of Reve
nue or the proper county officers shall proceed 
to collect those taxes not paid by the certifi
cate holder as a result of the tax relief pro~id
ed to the holder under any provision of ORS 
307.405, 316.097 and 317.072. 
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( 4) If the certification of a pollution con
trol or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used 
oil facility is ordered revoked pursuant to 
paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of this section, 
the certificate holder shall be denied any 
further relief provided under ORS 307.405, 
316.097 or 317.072 in connection with such 
.facility, as the case may be,- from and after the 
date that the order of revocation becomes 
final. [Formerly 449.645; 1975 c.496 §7; 1977 c.795 §7; 

1979 c.802 §7] 

Note: See note under 468.155. 

468.190 Allocation of costs to pollu
tion control. (1) In establishing the portion of 
costs properly allocable ·to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution for facifaies qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (ll of ORS 
468.165, the commission shall consider the 
following factors: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the 
facility is used to recover and convert waste 
products into a salable or usable commodity. 

(b) The estimated annual percent return 
on the investment in the facility. 

(c) If applicable, the alternative methods, 
equipment and costs for achieving the same 
pollution control objective. 

(d) An)r related savings or increase in 
costs which occur or may occur as a result of 
the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in 
establishing the portion of the actual cost of 
the facility properly allocable to the preven
tion, control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution. 

(2) The portion of actual costs properly 
allocable shall be: 

(a) Eighty percent or more. 

(b) Sixty percent or more but less than 80 
percent. 

(c) Forty percent or more but less than 60 
percent. 

(d) T\venty percent or more but less than 
40 percent. 

(e) Less than 20 percent. [Formerly 449.655: 
1974 s..a. c.37 §4; 1977 c.795 §81 
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 26-030 

Tax Credits for Approved Alternative :Vlethods, Approved 
Interim Alternatlve Methods, or Approved AJternative Facilities 

340-26--030 (I) As provided in ORS 468, 150, approved 
alternative methods or approved alternative facilities are 
eligible for tax credit as pollution conu-ol facilities as described 
in ORS 468,155 through 468. 190. 

(2) Approved aJternative facilities -eligible for pollution 
control facility cax 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 equipmenl. 
(D) Mobile field sanitizers and associated fire control 

equipment. _ 
(E)-Equipmertt for handling all forms of processed straw. 
(F) Special straw incorporation equipment. 
(b) Statioriary equipment and structures including, but not 

limited to: 
(A) Straw loading and unloading facilities. 
(B) Straw storage structures. 
(C) Straw processing and in-plane transport equipment. 
(D) Land associated with stationary straw processing 

facilities. 
(E) Drainage tile installations which will result in a 

reduction of acieage burned. 
(3) Equipment and facllities included in an application for 

certification for tax credit under this rule will be considered at 
their current depreciated value -and in proportion to their actual 
use to reduce open field burning as compared to their total 
farm or Olher use. 

(4) Procedures for application and t:ertification of 
approved alternative facilities for pollution control facility tax 
credit: · 

(a) Preliminary certification for pOllution control facility 
tax credit: 

(A) A written application for preliminary certification shaJI 
be made to the Depar;:ment prior to installation or use of 
approved aJtema[ive facilities in the first harvest season for 
which an application for tax credit certificarion is to be made. 
Such application shall be made on a form provided by the 
Department and shall include. but not be limited to: 

(i) Name, address, and nature of business of the applicant; 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department 

requests for additional information; 
(iii) Description of alternative method to be used; 
(iv) A complete listing of mobile equipment and stationary 

facilities co be used in carrying out the alternative methods, 
and for each item listed include: 

(1) Date or estimated future dare of purchase; 
(II) Percentage of use allocated to approved alternative 

methods and approved inlehm alternative methods as com
pared to their totaJ farm or other use. 

(v) Such other information as the Department may require 
to determine compliance with state air, water, solid v.'aste, and 
noise laws and regulations and to determine eligibility for rax 
credit. 

(B) If, upon receipt of a properly completed application 
for preliminary certification for tax credit for approved 
alternative facilities the Department finds the proposed use of 
the approved alternative facilities are in accordance \ .. vith the 
provisions of ORS 468.175, it shall, within 60 days, issue a 
preliminary certification of approvaJ. If the proposed use of 
the approved alternative facilities are not in accordance v,.·irh 
provisions of ORS 468.175, the Commission shall, within 60 
days, issue an order denying certificarion. 

(b) Certification for pollution control facility Lax credit: 
(A) A written application for certification shall be made to 

the Department on a form provided by the Department and 
sha!I include. but not be limited to, the follov.'ing: 

(i) Name, address. and nature of business of the applicant; 
(ii) Name of person authorized to receive Department 

requests for additional information; 
(iii) Description of the 2llemative method to be used; 
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(iv) For each. pjece of mobile equipment and/or for each 
stationary facility, a complete description including the 
following information as_ applicable: 

(I) Type _and general description of each piece of mobile 
equipment; 

(II) C9mplete description and copy of proposed plans or 
drawings of stationary· fa<;ilities including buildings and 
contents used for straw storage, handling, or processing of 
straw and straw products or used for storage of mobile field 
sanitizers and legal description of real property involved; 

(III-) Date of purchase or initial operation; 
(IV) Ccist when purchased or constructed and current 

value; 
(V) General use as applied to approved aJternarive 

methods and apprbved interim aJtemative methods; 
(VI) Percentage of use allocated to. approved alternative 

methods and approved interim alternative methods as com
pared 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 subsequentJy requested additions to the application, the 
Department shall return within 120 days the decision of the 
Commission and certification as necessary indicating the 
portion of the cost of each facility allocable to pollution 
control. 

(5) Certification for tax credits of equipmenc or facilities 
not covered in sections (I) through (4) of this rule 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 receivi,ng the 
certification provided for in subsection (4)(b) of this rule shall 
make an irrevocable election to rake the tax credic relief under 
ORS J 16.097, 317 .072, or the ad volorem i:ax relief under ORS 
307 .405 and shall inform the Department of his election within 
60 days of receipt of ce.rtification 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 rax credit relief 
within 60 days shall render the certification ineffective for any 
tax relief under ORS 307.405, 316.097, and 317.072. 

Stat. Au th.: ORS Ch. 468 
Hist: DEQ 114, f. & cf. 6-4-76; DEQ 138. f. 6-30-77; DEQ 

6-1978, f; & ef. 4-11\-78; DEQ 8-197E(femp), f. & ef. 
6-8-78 thru 10-5-78: DEQ 2-1980, f. & <f. 1-21-80: DEQ 
12-1980, f. & ef. 4-21-80 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 307 

1979 Replacement Part 

PROPERTY TAX 

(Agricultural Equipment and 
Facilities) 

307.390 Mobile field incinei::l'.tors. 
Mobile field incinerators owned by farmers or 
by groups of farmers that are exclusively used 
for sanitizing grass seed fields by means other 
than open field burning shall be exempt from 
taxation if they are purchased within five 
years after they are certified as a feasible 
alternative to open field burnings by the De
partment of Environmental Quality pursuant 
to ORS 468.455 to 468.480. (1971 c.678 §2; 1977 

c.650 §121 

307.395 Agricultural waste storage 
facilities. (1) In order to minimize air pollu
tion from field burning, an agricultural waste 
storage facility is exempt from ad valorem 
ta.xati.on so long as such facility is used exclu
sively for such storage and the taxpayer has 
not claimed an income ta..x credit therefor 
under ORS 316.092, 316.097 or 317.072. 

(2) Before any exemption from taxation 
under this section is allowed for any year, the 
person claiming. the exemption shall file with 
the county assessor, on or before April 1 each 
year, a statement verified by oath or affirma
tion of the claimant, listing the property 
claimed to be exempt and showing the purpose 
for which such property is used. Statements · 
shall be in a form prescribed by the Depart
ment of Revenue and furnished by the asses
sor. If the ownership and use of the property 
included m the statement filed with the coun
ty assessor for a prior year remains un
changed, a new statement is not required, 
except that if the use changes, within 30 days 
after the change the owner shall notify the 
assessor of such change. If the owner fails to 
give notice, the assessor shall add a penalty of 
10 percent of the taxes assessed against the 
property for the assessment year in 'vhich the 
change in use occurred. When the property for 
.. vhich exen1ption is claimed is acquired after 
.January 1 and before July 1, the claim for 
that year must be filed before April 1 of that 
y.ear or wi.thin 30 days from the date of acqui-
s1t1on, __ whichever is later. _ -. 
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(3) "Agricultural waste storage facility" or 
_,...'

1facility" means any building or other stru.c
~ure used _ for the storage of agricultural 

·wastes, which would otherwise be disposed of 
by burning, from perennial or annual grass 
seed crops or from other grain crops, and any 
equipment, machinery or fixtures erected 
upon, under, above or affixed to such building 
or structure to facilitate such storage. 

(4) Subsections (1), (2) and (3) of this sec
tion apply to assessment years beginning on 
and after January 1, 1972, but shall not apply 
to assessment years beginning on and after 
January 1, 1982. (1971 c.141 §§ 1. 2] 

(Pollution Control Facilities) 

307.405 Pollution control facilities· 
qualifications; expiration; re-vocation: 
limitations. (1) A pollution control facility o; 
facilities which have been constructed in 
accordance with the requirements of subsec
tion (1) of ORS 468.165, and have been certi
fied by the Environmental Quality Comn1is
sion pursuant to ORS 468.170 are exempt to 
the extent of the highest percentage figure 
certified by the Environmental Quality Com
rruss1on as the portion of the actual cost prop
erly allocable to the prevention, control or 
reduction of pollution. The exemption shall be 
allowed only if the taxpayer is a corporation 
organized under ORS chapter 61 or 62, or any 
predecessor to ORS chapter 62 relating to 
incorporation of cooperative as.....ct0eiations, or is 
a subsequent transferee of such a corooration. 
If the subsequent transferee is o'rganized 
under other than ORS chapter 61 or 62, the 
exempt10n shall only be allowed if the trans
fer occurs after the expiration of five vea?"s 
from the date of original certification by the 
COIIlilllSSlOU. 
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(2) To qualify for the ad valorem tax re
lief: 

(a) The pollution control facility must be 
erected, constructed or installed in connection 
with the trade or business conducted by the 
taxpayer on Oregon property owned or leased 
by said taxpayer. 

(b) The taxpayer must be the owner of the 
trade or business that utilizes Oregon proper
ty requiring a pollution control facility to 
prevent or minimize pollution or a person 
who, as ·a lessee under a written lease or pur
suant to a written agreement, conducts the 
trade or business that operates or utilizes such 
property and who by the terms of such lease or 
agreement is obliged to pay the ad valorern 
taxes on such property. As used in this subsec
tion, "owner" includes a contract purchaser. 

(3) The ad valorem exemption of a facility 
shall e:Xpire, in any event, 20 years from the 
date of its first certification for any owner or 
lessee by the Environrn~ntal Quality Commis
s1on. 

(4) Upon any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Environmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
_ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The transferee may apply for a new 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the num
ber of years of ad valorem tax exemption that 
inay be claimed by the transferee is the re
mainder of the exemption period specified in 
subsection (3) of th.is section. 

(5) If the facility also functions to prevent. 
pollution from operations conducted on other 
property owned or leased by the taxpayer the 
Environmental Quality Commission shall 
state in its certification of the facility the 
percentage of the facility used to prevent 
pollution from such qualifying trade or busi-· 
ness conducted on such qualifying property. 
The exemption from ad valorem taxes under 
this section shall be limited to such· percent
age of the value of the facility. (1967 c.592 §13; 

1969 c.340 §1; 1971 c.678 §1; 1973 c.831§7;1977 c.795 ~9] 
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Note: Subsection (3), section 14 and section 15, 
chapter 795, Oregon Laws 1977, provide: 

Sec. 14. (3) The amendments to ORS 307.405 by 
section 9 of .this Act apply on or .after January 1, 1977, to 
a facility under construc."tlon on or after January 1 1975 
by a corporation organized under OR..'3 chapter 61 o~ 62 o; 
under any predecessor to ORS chapter 62 relating to 
incorporation of cooperative associations. The amend
ments to ORS 307.405 do not apply to a facility com
menced prior to December 31, 1980, by a person other 
than a corporation described _in the preceding sentence if 
the facility is certified prior to December 31, l982, and 
ORS 307.405 as it reads the day before the effective date 
of amendments made by section 9 of this Act shall apply 
thereto. 

Sec. 15. Nothing in this Act relieves a person or 
taxpayer of any obligation with respect t.o a tax, fee, fine 
or other charge, in-Wrest, penalty. forfeiture or other 
liability, duty or obligation accruing wider the law 
repealed by this Act. A.fter the ooerativ·e date of such 
repeals, the Department of Reven~e may undertake the 
oollet.."tion or enforcement of such tax, fee, fine, charge, 
interest, penalty, forfeiture or other liability, duty or 
obiigation_ 

307.420 Necessity of filing claim and 
certificate to secure exemption; annual 
statements of ownership. Before any ex
emption from taxation is allowed under ORS 
307.405, the person claiming the exemption · 
shall file with the county assessor a written 
claim for such exemption prepared on a form 
prescribed by the Department of Revenue and 
.furnished by the assessor, and shall file with 
the assessor with his first claim for exemption 
the certificate issued by the Environmental 
Quality Commission under ORS 468.170 cov-
. ering the property for which exemption is 
sought. The claim shall be filed not later than 
April 1 in the first year in which the exemp
tion is claimed; except that if the person re
ceives his certificate· either before or after 
April 1 and makes his election to receive ad 
valorem tax relief, as required by ORS 
468.170, after April l and before July 1, he 
may file a claim on or before July 15 of that 
calendar year. The county clerk shall record 
the certificate in the county record of deeds, 
upon presentation by the assessor. Each year 
thereafter to cor1tinue such exemption, the 
taxpayer mu,st file not later than April 1 a 
statement ;,-..,.'1th the county assessori on a fonn 
prescribed by the Department of Revenue and 
furnished by the assessor, stating that the 
ownership of al! property included in the 
certificate and its use remain unchanged. [1967 

c.592 Sl4; 1973 c.831 §10] 
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307.430 Correction of assessment and 
tax rolls; tenrunation of exemption. (1) 
Upon receipt of notice of the revocation of a 
certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of 
ORS 468.185, the county assessor shall pro
ceed to correct the assessment and ta.x roll or 
rolls from which the facility was omitted from 
taxation, in the manner provided in ORS 
311.207 to 311.213, and in all cases shall add 
interest in the manner provided in ORS 
311.213. The five-year limitation provided for 
in ORS 311.205 shall not apply to such correc
tions. 

(2) Upon receipt of notice of the revocation 
of a certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection ( 1) of 
ORS 468.185, if the final revocation occurs 
before October 15 of any calendar year, the 
exemption otherwise allowable shall tenni
nate and not be allowed beginning with the 
assessment and tax rolls prepared as of J anu
ary 1 of such calendar year. [1967 c.592 §15] 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
1979 Replacement Part 

Chapter 314.250 - 314.255 

POLLUTION CONTROL 
FACILITIES 

314.250 Federal grants or tax credits 
for pollution control facility to be offset 
against state income or excise tax credits. 
If a taxpayer obtains grants or tax credits 
from the Federal Government, other than 
investment credits granted under section 46 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, in connec
tion with a pollution control facility which has 
been certified by the Environmental Quality 
Commission, the income or excise tax credits 
which such taxpayer would be entitled to after 
any such grant or credit has been made avail
able tc or received by such taxpayer, shall be 
offset or reduced by such federal grants or tax 
credits, dollar for dollar. Taxpayers applying 
for such grants shall notify the Department of 
Revenue of each such application, and of the 
receipt of any such grant or tax credits. Notifi
cation shall be made in the taxpayer's next 
Oregon income or excise tax return. [1967 c.592 
§18] 

314.255 Collection of taxes due after 
revocation of certification of pollution 
control facility; exceptions to tax relief 
allowed for pollution control facility. (1) 
Upon receipt of notice of the revocation of a 
certification of a pollution control facility 
pursuant to subsection (1) of ORS 468.185, tbe 
Department of Revenue immediately shall 
collect any taxes due by reason of such revoca
tion, and shall have the benefit of all laws of 
this state pertaining to the collection of in
come and excise taxes. No assessment of such 
taxes shall be necessary and no statute of 
limitation shail preclude the collection of such 
taxes. 

(2) No tax relief shall be allowed under 
ORS 307.405, 316.097 or 317.072 for any 
pollution control facility constructed or used 
by or for the benefit of any governmental or 
quasi-governmental bocly or public corporation 
or form thereof, except '.vhere such facilities 
are used for resource recovery. (1967 c.592 §§16, 
17; 1969 c.493 §83; 1979 c.53i §5] 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 316 

1979 Replacement Part 

PERSONAL INCOME TAX 

316.097 Credit for pollution control 
facility. (1) A credit against taxes imposed by 
this chapter for taxpayers owning a pollution 
control facility or facilities certified under 
ORS 468.170 shall be allowed if the taxpayer 

·has not claimed an exemption therefor under 
OP.S 307.405. 

(2) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the IIUL'<imum credit allowed in any 
one tax year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following por· 
tion of the cost of the facility: 

(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, five percent of 
the cost of the facility. 

CB) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, four percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, three percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

CDl If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, two percent of the cost of the facil · 
ity. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, one percent 
of the cost of the facility. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of less than 
10 years, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one taxable year shall be the lesser of the t--ix 
liability of the t.a;;.-payer or the follo,ving: 
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(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or_ noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and les.<:> than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of u._oeful 
life of the facility. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, wa.ter or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(c) For facilities having a useful life of 
less than 10 years and for which some portion 
of the ma'Cimum total credit is allowed or 
allowable _in tax years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1977, such remaining credit shall 
be prorated over the remaining useful life of 
the property under acL'Tiinistrati ve rules to be 
prepared by the department. 

(3) (a) For a facility quaiifying under 
paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one tax year shall be five percent of the cost of 

·the facility or facilities, but shall not exceed 
the tax liability of the taxpayer. 
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(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and 
having a useful life of less than 10 years, the 
maximum credit allowed in any one tax year 
shall be 50 percent of the cost of the facility 
divided by the number of years of useful life 
of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax 
liability of the taxpayer. 

(4) To qualify for the credit the pollution 
control facility must be erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the provisions of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(5) (a) The taxpayer who is allowed the 
credit must be the owner of the trade or busi
ness that utilizes 0regon property requiring a 
pollution control facility to prevent or minim
ize pollution or a person who, as a lessee or 
pursuant to an agreement, conducts the trade 
or business that operates or utilizes such 
property. As used in this paragraph, "owner" 
includes a contract purchaser; and 

(b) The facility must be owned or leased 
during the tax year by the taxpayer claiming 
the credit and must have been in use and 
operation during said tax year. 

(6) Regardless of when the facility is 
erected, constructed or installed, a credit 
under this section may be claimed by a tax-. 
payer: 

(a) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, only in those tax years which begin 
on or after January 1, 1967. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, in 
those tax years which begin on or after Janu
ary 1, 1973. 

(7) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, the maximum total credit allowable 
shall not exceed: 

(a) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(b) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly atlocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water _or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 
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(c) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of such facil
it'y or facilities. 

(d) If the pcrtion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less. than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(e) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(8) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, the 
maximum total credit allowable shall not 
exceed 50 percent of the cost of such facility. 

{9) The credit provided by this section is 
not in lieu of any depreciation or amortization 
deduction for the facility to which the taxpay
er otherwise may be entitled under this chap-
ter for such year. · 

(10) Upcn any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Emironmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The transferee may apply for a new 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the tax 
credit available to such transferee shall be 
limited to the amount of credit not claimed by 
the transferor. 

(11) Any tax credit otherv.ise allowable 
under this section which is not used by the 
taxpayer in a particular year may be carried 
forward and offset against the taxpayer's tax 
liability for the next succeeding tax year. luiy 
cl-edit remaining llilused in such ne:x"t succeed
ing tax year may be carried forward and used 
in the second succeeding ta." year, and like
wise, any credit not used in that second suc
ceeding tax year may be carried forward and 
used in the third succeeding ta..x year, but may 
not be ca."'Tied forward for any tax year tf1ere
after. Credits may be carried forward to and 
used in a ta..x year beyond the years specified 
in ORS 468.170. 
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(12) The taxpayer's adjusted basis for 
determining gain or loss shall not be further 
decreased by any tax credits allowed U.'1der 
this section. 

(13) If the taxpayer is a shareholder of a 
Subchapter S corporation that has elected to 
take tax credit relief pursuant to subsection 
(6) of ORS 468.170, the credit shall be comput
ed using the shareholder's pro rata share of 
the corporation's certified cost of the facility. 
In all other respects, the allowance and effect 
of the tax credit shall apply to -the ~orporation 
as otherwise provided by law. (See 316.480; 1973 

c.831 §8; 1977 c.795 §11; 1977 c.866 §10; 1979 c.691 §6] 

Note: Section 8, chapter 691, Oregon Laws 1979, 
provides: 

Sec. 8. The amendment to subsection (12) of ORS 
316.097 by sect.ion 6 of this ~4.ct shall apply to tax years 
beginning on or after January 1, 1977, and the amend
ments to ORS 316.052, 316.078 and 316.087 by sections 2, 
4 and 5 of this Act shall apply to ta..x years beginning on 
ur after January l, 1979. 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
1979 Replacement Part 

Chapter 316.142 

316.142 Govenunent and quasi-
governmental bodies not eligible for cred
it; ineligibility of recipients of other cred
its. (1) No tax credit shall be allowed under 
_ORS 316.140 to 316.142, 317.104 and 469.185 
to 469.225 for any facility constructed or used 

-by or for the benefit of any governmental or 
_ quasi-governmental body or public corporation 
or form thereof. 

(2) A person who applies for and receives a 
tax credit on a pollution control facility or an 
alternate energy device under ORS 316.0.97, 
316.116 or 317 .072 is not eligible to apply for 
and receive a tax credit on the same facility or 
device under the provisions of ORS 316.140 to 
316.142, 317.104 and 469.185 to 469.225. [1979 

c.512 §16, 17) 
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OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
CHAPTER 317 

1979 Replacement Part 

CORPORATION EXCISE TAX 

317.072 Credit for pollution control 
facility; llinitations; unused credit, taxpay· 
er's basis. (1) A credit against taxes imposed 
by this chapter for taxpayers owning a pollu
tion control facility or facilities certified un
der ORS 468.170 shall be allowed if the tax
payer has not claimed an exemption therefor 
under ORS 307.405. 

(2) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the maximum credit allowed in any 
one taxable year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following por
tion of the cost of the facility: 

(A) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, five percent of 
the cost of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or inore and less than· 
80 percent, four percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

( C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, three percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, two percent of the cost of the facil
ity. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction oi air, water or noise 
pollution. is less than 20 percent, one percent 
of the cost of the facility. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of less than 
10 years, the ma.Jcimum credit allowed in any 
one taxable year shall be the lesser of the tax 
liability of the taxpayer or the following: 
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(Al If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, Y"ater or noise 
pollution is 80 percent or more, 50 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(B) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction ·of air, water or noise 
pollution is 60 percent or more and less than 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(C) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life·of the facility. 

(D) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of the facili
ty, divided by the number of years of useful 
life of the facility. 

(E) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of the facility, divided by the number 
of years of useful life of the facility. 

(c) For facilities having a useful life of 
less than 10 ye&."S and for which some portion 
of the maximwn total credit is allowed or 
allowable in tax years beginning on or after 
_January 1, 1977, such remaining credit shall 
be prorated over the ren1aining useful life of 
the property under administrative rules to be 
prepared by the depa..'i:ment. 

(3) (a) For a facility qualifying under 
paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, and having a useful life of 10 years 
or longer, the ma.Jcimwn credit allowed in any 
one tax yeaJ"_ s_haJl be _fi "~- ~rcent of the cost of 

. the facility, but shall not exceed the tax liabil
ity of the taxpayer. 
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(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (cl of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and 
having a useful life of less thm1 10. years, the 
maximum credit allowed in any one tax year 
shall be 50 percent of the cost of the facility 
divided by the number of years of useful life 
of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax 
liability of the taxpayer. 

(4) To qualify for t.'1e credit the pollution 
control facilit'.f must be erected, constructed or 
installed in accordance with the provisions of 
subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. 

(5) (a) The taxpayer who is allowed the 
credit must be the owner of the trade or busi
ness that utilizes Oregon property requiring a 
pollution wntrol facility to prevent or minim
ize pollution or a person who, as a lessee or 
pursuant to an agreement, wnducts the trade 
or business that ope_r8.tes or utilizes such 
property. As used in this paragraph, "o>V'Tler" 
includes a contract purchaser; and 

(b) The facility must be owned or leased 
during the ta'< year by the taxpayer claiming 
the credit and must have been in use and 
operation during said tax year. 

(6) Regardless of when the facility is 
erected, constructed or installed, a credit 
under this section may be claimed by a tax
payer: 

(a) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, only in those ta"< years which begin 
on or after January 1, 1967. 

(b) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (I) of ORS 468.165, 
only in those tax years which begin on or after 
January 1, 1973. 

(7) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, the maximum total credit allowable 
shall not exceed: 

(a) If the oortion of the actual cost of the 
facility prope;ly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, \vater or noise 
pollution is SO percent or more, 50 percent ~f 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(b) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or ·reduction of air, \Vat.er or noise 
pollution is 60 perc.ent or more and less tl-1an 
80 percent, 40 percent of the cost of such facil
it~.r or facilities. 
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(c) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 40 percent or more and less than 
60 percent, 30 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(d) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is 20 percent or more and less than 
40 percent, 20 percent of the cost of such facil
ity or facilities. 

(e) If the portion of the actual cost of the 
facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control _or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution is less than 20 percent, 10 percent of 
the cost of such facility or facilities. 

(8) For a facility qualifying under para
graph (c) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, the 
ma'<imum total credit allowable shall not 
exceed 50 percent of the cost of the facility. 

(9) The credit provided by this section is 
not in lieu of any depreciation or amortization 
deduction for L'i.e facility to which the taxpay
er otherwise may be entitled under this chap
ter for such year. 

(10) Upon any sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of facility, notice thereof shall be 
given to the Environmental Quality Commis
sion who shall revoke the certification cover
ing such facility as of the date of such disposi
tion. The transferee may apply for a new 
certificate under ORS 468.170, but the tax 
credit available to such transferee shall be 
limited to the amount of credit not claimed by 
the transferor. · 

(11) ."uly tax credit otherwise allowable 
under this section which is not used by the 
taxpayer in a particular year may be carried 
fonvard and offset against the taxpayer's tax 
liability for the next succeeding tax year. Any 
credit remaining unused in such next s11cceed.
ing tax year may be carried fonvard and used 
in the second succeeding tax year, and like
wise, any credit not used in that second suc
ceeding ta.-x: year may be carried fonvard and 
used in the third succeeding tax year, but may 
not be carried forward for any tax year there
after. Credits may be carried fo:r.vard to and 
u._~ in a tax year beyond the yea.rs specified 
in ORS 468.170. 



ORS 317.072 CORPORATION EXCISE TAX 

(12) The ta.."'Payer's adjusted basis for 
determining gain or loss shall not be further 
decreased by any tax credits allowed under 
this section. (1967 c.592 §9; 1969 c.340 §3; 1973 c.831 

§9; 1977 c.795 §12; 1977 c.866 §11] 

Note! Sections 14 and 15, chapter 795, Oregon Laws 
1977, provide: 

Sec. 14. (1) The deletion of paragraph (a) of subsec
tion (7) of ORS 316.068 by section 10 of this Act and the 
amendments to ORS 316.097 and 317.072 by sections 11 
and 12 of this Act .apply to tax years begi.nning on or after 
January 1, 1977. 

(2) The deletion of paragraph (b) of subsection (i) of 
ORS 316.068 by section 10 of this Act and the amendment 
to ORS 317.220 by section 13 of this Act are applicable as 
to property sold or disposed of in taxable years beg.inning 
on or after January 1, 1977. 

(3) The amendments to ORS 307 .405 by section 9 of 
this Act apply on or after .January 1, 1977, to a facility 
under construction on or after January 1, 1975, by a 
corporation organized under ORS chapter 61 or 62 or 
under any predecessor to ORS chapter 62 ~!ating to 
incorporation of cooperative associations. The amend
ments to ORS 307.405 do not apply to a facility com
menced prior to December 31, 1980, by a person other 
than a corporation described in the preceding sentence if 
the facility is certified prior to December 31, 1982, and 
ORS 307 .405 as it reads the day before the effective date 
[October 4, 1977) of amendments made by section 9 of 
this Act shall apply thereto. 

Sec. 15. Nothing in this Act relieves a pel50n or 
taxpayer of any obligation with respect to a ta.x, fee, fine 
or Oilier charge, interest. penalty, forfeiture or other 
liability. duty or obligation accruing under the la\v 
repealed by this A.ct. After the operative date of such 
repeals, the Department of Revenue may undertake the 
collection or enforcement of sue..:, tax, fee, fine, charge, 
interest, penalty, forfeiture or other liability, duty or 
obligation. 

I 1-21 

1979 



II-22 



SECTION III 

SUMMARY 

OF 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OPINIONS 
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Date Issued & 'l'yee 

08/27/60 Informal 

06/02/80 lleacing 
Officer's Order. 

01/15/80 Formal 

12/11/79 Informal 

Subiect 

Cattle feedlot 

Appeal of Denial of 
Request for Prelim_inary 
Certification for Tax 
Credit by Stimson Lumber 
Company 

Vehicle conversion 
to liquified petrolel1m 
oc natural gas 

Re cons true t'ed or 
replaced facilities 

Summary of. Attorney General Opinions Involving the 
Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Statutes 

Question 

Does a cattle feedlot fall under 
the exclusion in ORS 459.005(11) (b); 
materials used for fertilizer? 

Department denied preliminary 
certification for the replacement 
of two boilers and installation 
of a larger one contending that 
the installation was intended to 
provide operational efficiency and 
that the applicant was already 
meeting standards. 

May a person receive tax credit for 
conversion of vehicles to use of 
liquified petroleum gas {LPG) or 
natural gas (NG)? 

Is the complete reconstruction of an 
existing facility resulting in lts 
replacement rather than repair eligible 
for tax credit certification, whether or 
not the facility has previously been 
certified, and received credit? 

Answer 

Yes 

Ordered that 
Request for 
Preliminary 
Certification 
be accepted. 

'ies, if meet 
substantial 
purpose test. 

Yes 

Explanation or Conunenta 

'l'he definition of solid waste in 
ORS 459.005 excludes materials 
used for fertilizer or other 
productive purposes. 

' 

Hearing Officer tound that the 
new boiler installation met the 
substantial purpose test and 
found no evidence that the 
Legislature intended to exclude 
facilities already in compliance. 

'l'he taxpayer obtaining such tax 
credit must own a trade or 
business which would use the 
converted motor vehicles. 

If an existing facility is in 
need of extens_ive repair and is 
replaced rather than repaired, 
the facility is eligible for tax 
credit but only to the extent of 
the excess replacement cost over 
the cost that would have been 
necessa£y to repair the existing 
facility. 



~ 

~ 

~ 

I 
N 

Date Issued & T~ 

10/04/79 Informal 

06/04/79 Informal 

11/06/78 Informal 

11/06/78 Informal 

Subject 

Van Pools 

Facilities required 
by law before 1967 

Steam turbl ne 
generator 

Dry kilns 

- 2 -

Question 

Is the Co1nmisslon prevented from 
certifying for tax credit an 
automobile passenger van 
purchased by a private employer 
for the purpose of providing 
to his employees a mode of 
transportation to and from work 
in order to reduce the amount 
of air pollution a~d noise that 
would otherwise result from the 
use of 'individual automobiles? 

Is the Commission pi::evented from 
cei::tlfying for tax credit a 
facility required by law before 
the passage of tbe original tax 
credit statutes in 1967? 

Is a generator, added to an 
ali::eady certified hog fuel 
boiler, eligible- for tax credit 
lf more wood waste is burned 
even though the original design 
capacity of the boiler is not 
exceeded? 

Is a dry kiln installed with 
a hog fuel boiler to dry green 
lumber eligible for tax credit 
certification? 

Answer 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes, if meet 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Comments 

Legislature only i,ntended to 
cover pollution control 
facilities ·directly related to 
operation of the industry or 
enterprise seeking the tax 
credit. 

'l'he tax credit statutes do not 
state or imply that a

1
facility 

is not eligible for tax credit 
because it is required to be 
constructed by virtue of any 
governmental law or rule;. in 
existence at any time. 

The intent behind the tax credit 
stntutes seems to be that the 
original productive capacity 
of the boiler is the base a9ainst 
which the determination is made 
as to whether the addition of 
the generator will increase the 
production of energy over the 
amount being produced by the 
boiler alone. 

'l'he statutes require that the 
substantial purpose of their 
construction be the reduction 
and utilization of solid waste. 



~ 

~ 

~ 

I 
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Date IssuP.d & '.l'yee 

07/24/76 Informal 

06/14/76 Informal 

04/27/78 Informal 

Subject 

Leased facilities 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

- 3 -

Question 

May person leasing a pollutiori 
control facility obtain tax 
credit cectlflcation? 

Under what circumstances may 
the Co11U11ission certify a facility 
when the applicant has never 
filed a request for preliminary 
certification on Department form 
number DEQ/'l'C-1-10/77? 

Answer 

Yes 

A verbal or written 
request may be accepted 
if made before 
construction commenced. 

Explanation or Couunents 

Based upon precedent established 
early in the program. However, 
to avoid tax credits being 
obtained by both the lessor and 
lessee, the lessee must provide 
DEQ with a copy of the complete 
and current lease agreement on 
the facility and a notarized 
statement from the lessor 
acknowledging that only one tax 
credit will be allowed for the 
facility and authorizing the 
lessee to take the credit. 

Statutes require the request 
be in a form prescribed by 
Department. Thus, the 
Dartment has flexibility in 
determining what constitutes 
a request. 

Note: Oregon Laws 1979, Chapter 802, Section S, now allows the Co1runission to waive the 
filing of a request for preliminary certification if special circumstances render 
the filing unreasonable, and the facility would otherwise be eligible for tax credit. 

Must a person proposing to apply 
for certification of a facility 
be issued a preliminary 
certificate of approval before 
conunencing construction O£the 
facility? 

No 'flie statutes require the 
applicant to file a req.Uest for 
preliminary certification before 
conuuencing construction, but 
not that the preliminary 
certificate be issued prior to 
construction. Of course the 
applicant proceeds at his own 
risk. {Also see note under 
6/14/78 opinion). 



~ 
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Date Issuea & 'l'Y~ 

04/27/79 Informal 

04/27/70 Inform<1l 

04/27/78 Informal 

Subject 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Preliminary 
Certification 

- 4 -

Qoestion 

Must the faci.li ty be designed 
such that it can reasonably be 
expected to comply with the 
applicable statutes and 
regulation.9 of the Department 
in order to be lssued preliminary 
certification? 

Can preliminary certification 
be denied on the grounds that 
the facility proposed is not 
a reasonable or cost effective 
solution to the pollution problem 
involved? 

If it is obvious on the face 
of a request for preliminary 
certification that construction 
was commenced before the request 
was filed with the Department, 
can the request be rejected as 
incomplete (legally flawed) and 
not processed further? 

Answer 

¥es 

No 

Yes (see note under 
6/14/78 opinion) 

Explanation or COJrunents 

'fhe facility must meet the 
"substantial pucpose" test as 
well as be in accordance with, 
and necessary to satisfy the 
intents and purposes of the 
statutes, rules and standards 
referenced in the tax credit 
statutes. It is not mereiy 
required that the facility be 
designed to a substantial extent 
for the purpose of preventing 
controlling or reducing· 
pollution. , 

Tbe tests set forth in 'th~ 
statute do not appear to include 
e. requirement that the facility 
be the most reasonable or cost 
effective way to deal with the 
problem. 

The request can be rejected by 
DEQ as incomplete because not 
in compliance with ORS 
468.175(1), however the applicant 
should be given prompt written 
notice of rejection. Of course, 
DEQ must be careful that it has 
not, by actions of staff, caused 
the applicant to understand that 
his request has been received 
informally by DEQ prior to 
construction. 
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Date Issued & •rype 

04/27/78 Informal 

04/27/78 Informal 

04/01/77 Informal 

03/22/77 Informal 

Subject 

Preliminary 
Certification 

Hearings 

Commencement of 
Construction 

Paved 109 deck 

- 5 -

Question 

Must a person c:i.pplylng for 
certification of a noise 
pollution control facility have 
filed a request for preliminary 
certification before corrunencing 
construction if construction 
began after January l, 1977, 
and before October 4, 1977, 
(effective date of 1977 
amendments)? 

Is the hearing allowed under 
ORS 468.175(5) a contested case 
type hearing? 

Does issuance of purchase orders 
for equipment to construct a 
facility by the applicant 
constitute the commencement of 
erection, construction o' 
installation of the facility? 

If the substantial purpose of 
paving a 109 deck was not for 
utilizing solid waste, could 
the EQC certify a portion of 
the facility proportional to 
the benefits received which were 
attributable to solid waste 
utilization? 

Answer 

No 
' 

Yes 

No 

No 

-----~lanation or COllunents 

Intent was that facilities 
constructed after January 1, 1977 
be eligible for tax credit. 
Preliminary certification not 
required until after 
October 3, 1977. 

Statute states that hearing shall 
be conducted in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of 
ORS Chapter 183. 

Such purchase orders, without 
more, would not cons'titute the 
commencement of erection, 
construction or installation 
of the facility. 

'l'he EQC could only certify a 
portion of a facility if the 
applicant could physically 
identify that portion of the 
facility whose substantial 
purpose was utilization of solid 
waste. 



:i .. ''''· 
~ ,,... 
'--< 

' °' 

Date Issued & 'l'ype 

03/03/76 Inf(>rlnal 

02/23/76 

Ol/16/76 Informal 

01/16/76 Informal 

Subject 

Sale or exchange 
of facilities 

Field burning 
alternatives 

Application 
review period 

Notice upon 
application 
denial 

- 6 -

Question 

What is the statutory 
responsibility of the EC!C ana' 
DEQ for policing sales or 
exchanges of pollution control 
facilities granted tax credit 
and nonuse of such facilities 
for pollution control purpose? 

Are a straw baler and bale 
accumulator used to remove grass 
seed straw from fields prior 
to open burning eligible for 
tax credit certification? 

Does the 120-day period, within 
which the EQC must take action, 
start running on the date of 
receipt of the application, or 
on the date the Deparl:me11t 
notifies the applicant that the 
application is deemed to be 
complete foe" processing? 

If an application is rejected 
by failure of tlie ConunissioO 
to act within 129 days, is notice 
cequ~red? 

Answer · 

None 

No, unless designated 
under ORS 468.150. 

Starts when 
application completed 
for processing. 

No, hut recommended. 

Explanation or Comments 

Policing is by the tax 
autho:rit!es, Department of 
Revenue or County Assessors. 
Neither the EQC or DEQ has any 
obligation to affirmatively 
inquire whethec the pollution 
contcol facility has been in 
use.or operation for the intended 
putpose or has been sold 0[ 
exchanged. Howeve[, if it does 
somehow obtain knowledge thereof, 
the EQC must then revoke the 
certificate. 

ORS 460.150 states that after 
alternative methods for field 
sanitation and straw· utilization 
and disposal are approved by 
the Field Burning Advisory 
Committee and DEQ, they will 
be eligible fo.r taK credit 
certification. At the time only 
mobile field sanitizers have 
been given approva-1. 

Once the application filed is 
comple·te, the 120-day period 
1-1ould begin the .run even before 
the Department notification of 
the applicant that the 
appli'cation was deemed completed 
by the Depactment. 

Not.ice is not tequired but 
i::ecouunend it be given in written 
form to provide a basis for the 
beginning of the time pei::iod 
applicant has to appeal the 
dehial. 
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I .._.. 

Da t.e Issued & Type 

01/16/76 Info[mal 

01/16/76 Info[mal 

01/16/76 Info[mal 

01/16/76 Informal 

12/19/75 Informal 

00/13/74 Informal 

Subj,ect 

l\ppeal procedure 
upon application 
denial 

Determination of 
eligibility 

Withdrawal and 
resubmission of 
applications 

Incomplete 
applications 

Certificate 
approval 

Motor vehicle 
pollution control 
equipment 

- ' -

Question 

If an application is rejected 
by failure of the Comn1ission 
to act, is applicant's appeal 
procedure still operative and 
within what time frame? 

When c'loes determination and 
notice to applicant of extent 
of eligibility for tax credit 
need to be made? 

Can an application be withdrawn 
and resubmitted at any time by 
an applicant? 

Can Department reject an 
application on the basis of 
incomplete information? 

Can a tax credit certification 
be approved on condl tiot'? 

Can the installation of propane 
carburetlon equipment on company 
vehicles be certified for tax 
credit? 

l\nswer 

Yes, applicant can 
appeal denial within 
statutory time frame. 

At time final 
certificate is issued 
to applicant. 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes, if n1eets 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Conunents 

If notice is given, the 30-day 
time period of 468.170(3) would 
apply. If notice not given, 
a 60-day period for taking of 
an appeal ls probably 
applicable. 

'!'he determination of the full 
extent a facility is eligible 
for tax credit does not need 
t:o be made at the preliminary 
certification stage, although 
lt should be determined to the 
extent possible· at that time. 

l\.n application could be withdrawn 
at any time, or resubmitted at 
any time by the applicant. 

No action may be taken by the 
Department on an application 
for preliminary certification 
or tax credit certification until 
the application is complete. 
The Department should notify 
the applicant of incomplete 
application and in what respects 
it is incomplete. 

'!'he Commissiol1 must either 
unconditionally issue the 
certificate or deny it. 

It might well come within the 
definitioo of pollution control 
facility if company can show 
that a substantial purpose of 
its installation is for alr 
pollution control. 
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Date Issued ~ Ty~e 

07/09/74 Informal 

01/03/74 Informal 

Subject 

Agricultural 
facilities 

Pressure blackflow 
prevention 
facilitlefl 

- 8 -

Question 

Can facilities used for 
agricultural operations be 
certified for tax credit even 
though most agricultural 
operations are exempt from 
Oregon's air pollution control 
laws? 

Can reduced pressure blackflow 
prevention devices and 
doublecheck value installations 
used to prevent industrial wastes 
from entering the water supply 
of the city of Portland be 
certified for tax credit? 

Answer 

Yes 

Yes, if meets 
substantial purpose 
test. 

Explanation or Conunents 

There is no language in the tax 
credit statu'tes which 
specifically excepts such 
facilities when used for 
agricultural operations from 
the benefits of these statutes. 
'l'he disposal or elimination of 
air pollution by a facility in 
an agricultural operation may 
be rewarded in the form of a 
tax credit unde·r one statute 
even though of control of such 
air pollution is denied by 
another statute. 

•rhe water in a municipal water 
system qualifies as waters of 
the state and thecefoce pollution 
of them constitutes water 
pollotion, within the definitio'n 
of tax credit statutes. However, 
private waters which Co not 
combine or effect a junction 
with natural surface or 
underground waters are not 
included within the definition 
of waters of the state as used 
in the definition of water 
pollution and therefore devices 
used to protect such waters fcom 
pollutants are not eligible for 
tax credit. 
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Date Issued & 'l'ype 

11/0?/?3 Inforinal 

01/12/72 

09/01/70 Informal 

Subject 

Sale or exchange 
of a facility 

Sale or exchange of 
a facility 

Compliance status 
of facility 

- 9 -

Question 

ooes the me,ger of a wholly-owned 
corporate subsidiary corporation 
into the parent corporation under 
Oregan corporation law constitute 
a sale, exchange, or other 
disposition of a facility within 
the meaning of ORS 316.0977 

What is the procedure to be 
followed in transferring a tax 
credit certificate from one 
holder to anothe,7 

Must a facility claimed for tax 
credit be ln full compliance 
with the applicable regulations 
of the EQC in order to qualify 
for certification? 

Answer 

No 

'l'he Commission should 
revoke the certificate 
and grant a new one to 
the new holder for the 
balance of the 
available credit. 

No 

Explanation or Comments 

•1·itle to the facility is changed 
fro111 the subsidiary to the parent 
corporation by operation of law 
and without any transfer 
document. 'l.'herefore, revocation 
of the tax certification and 
application for a new certificate 
is not required. Uowevec, a 
notation should be made on the 
cectificate that a mecgec has 
occurred giving the names and 
date it occurred. 

This procedure is set forth in 
ORS 30?.405, 316.097, and 
317.072. 

A facility does not have to be 
''per feet" nor totally eliminate 
all pollutants before 
certification is authocized. 
It need only be used for the 
substantial purpose of pollution 
control and at least prevent 
or reduce pollution. DEQ does 
have discretion ta determine 
if a facility meets the intents 
and purposes of its statutes 
and rules. Certainly if a 
facility does not meet 
established rules, it ls an 
in1poc tant factor for the 
Conunission to consiUer in 
arriving at whether or not it 
sho•Jld be granted certification. 
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Date Issued & 'l'ype 

Unknown Informal 

M02414 

Subject 

Facility not in 
operation 

- 10 -

Question 

Is a firm who has constructed 
or installed pollution control 
facilities eligible for tax 
relief certification even though 
the facilities are not being 
operated to control or .prevent 
pollution? 

Answer 

Yes, if applicant 
gives evidence that 
they will be operated. 

Explanation or Convnents 

A pollution control facility 
not yet in operation may be 
certified by the Commission if 
it finds it will be placed in 
operation. 'l'he \.lord "will" as 
used in the statutes does not 
mean capability, ability, or 
could. Will denotes certainty~ 
not speculation. 'l'he Commission 
must find, therefore, that the 
facility will at least operate 
to prevent, control or reduce 
pollution. 



SECTION IV 

SUMMARY 
OF 

PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FACILITIES 



PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FACILITIES 

Following is a 1 isting by program of facilities which have previously been 

certified for tax credit by the Environmental Qua] ity Commission. The 

1 ist is in order of most frequently certified fol lowed by one-of-a-kind 

certifications. This 1 ist is meant only as a guide] ine for reviewers on 

what has been certified previously, and not as an exact 1 ist of eligible 

facilities. 

IV-1 



IV-2 



Air Quality 

Type of facility 

Baghouse 

Scrubber 

Scrubber towers 

Dust collectors/filters 

Conveyor systems/hoppers/bins 

Wigwam burner modifications 

Monitors/transmitters/recorders 

Hoods/ductwork/exhaust fans 

Boilers (additions/conversions/modifications) 

Fume incineration/collection/control 

Orchard fans 

Orchard heating systems 

Orchard overtree sprinkler systems 

Cyclones 

Black liquor oxidation system 

Buildings/enclosures 

Electrostatic precipitators 

Hogged fuel handling system 

Wood waste residue processing, handling, and 
storage system to eliminate wigwam burner 

Paving 

Multiclone 

Recovery furnace 

Digester pumpout system 

IV-3 

October 1980 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

93 

69 

2 

47 

26 

25 

23 

22 

22 

20 

16 

6 

10 

15 

13 

13 

10 

10 

9 

8 

6 

5 

5 



Air Quality 

TyPe of facility 

Samplers/sampling platforms 

Incinerator 

Fly ash collectors/handling system 

Balers/refuse compactors 

Afterburner incineration 

Mist eliminator 

Boiler incineration 

Gas chromatograph 

Veneer dryer air curtains 

Flue gas oxygen analyzer 

Lime kiln modifications 

Kraft mill noncondensible gas incineration 

Hydraulic log carridge (bring boiler into 
compliance by reducing steam load) (T-455, T-419) 

IV-4 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 



Air Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Carbon adsorption system on halfnium process stream 

PS 300 oil burner 

Incinerator roof 

Sand classifier for cinder collectors on hogged fuel 
boilers 

Evaporator vapor vacuum system 

Overtire fan on hogged fuel boiler 

Electric power feeder for electric motor to move 
air through Becker Sandair Filter· 

Variable speed drive for induced draft fan on hogged 
fuel boiler 

Clay unloading system 

Dust transportation system from plant site to landfill 
(lug loader, lug loader containers, misc. metal work) 

Rader tube control device 

Roof vent stack extensions 

Wet centrifugal wood dust cleaning system 

Super sucker industrial vacuum loader 

Air Compressor and motor 

Tri-Mar separators as pretreatment devices for· pure 
chlorination scrubber 

Lime mud filter system 

Elevator in kiln dust scoop building for 
reintroducing collected dust into kiln 

Electric crane and semi-automation of impregnation 
tank cover mechanism 

Washing machine and gas fired batch oven for grease 
removal from wheel hubs 

Liquid propane gas standby facility 

IV-5 

Application No. 

T-84 

T-578 

T-42 

T-657 

T-18 

T-148 

T-718 

T-678 

T-653 

T-633 

T-593 

T-522 

T-521 

T-824 

T-446 

T-347 

T-1207 

T-203 

T-202 

T-195 

T-192 



Air QualJ.ty 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Spray booths to remove paint overspray particles 
from air 

Inert gas closed ovens for product drying 

Introduction type steel melting furnaces 

Spark suppression system 

Ore buckets used in pot room 

Transformer to supply power to reco•1ery furnace 
electrostatic precipitator 

Matrix control system for rapping sequences and 
cycles in recovery furnace electrostatic precipitator 

Backup fan for acid plant overgas system 

Heat exchanger 

Aerator, extended aeration lagoon (certified air 
and water) 

Atomic absorption spectrophotometer (certified air 
and water) 

Continuous counter current belt pulp washers 
(certified air and water) 

IV-6 

Application No. 

T-191 

T-230 

T-31 

T-1189 

T-1215 

T-1212 

T-1213 

T-1224 

T-1263 

T-15 

T-311 

T-995 



Water Quality 

No. Certificates 
Facility Issued 

Pumps/sumps/motors/pipelines/associated equipment 44 

Wastewater collection/treatment/recycle/disposal 31 

Animal waste disposal 28 

Screens/clarifiers/filters/piping/centrifuges 21 

Tanks 14 

Instrumentation 10 

Glue wastewater recycling 8 

Settling basin/pond/tan'< 8 

Log handling 8 

Chemical recovery and treatment/steam stripping 8 

Lagoons 7 

Wood fiber removal equipnent 7 

Aerators/aeration basins 7 

Secondary treatment facilities 6 

Structures/buildings/foundations 6 

Spent liquor incineration 5 

Spill containment 3 

Cooling Tower (T-679, T-813) 2 

Outfall lines (T-535, T-557) 2 

Air aspirating uni ts (T-168 ,, T-173) 2 

Primary treatment facilities (T-78, T-80) 2 

Lime storage/slaker (T-556, T-836) 2 

Holding pond (T-123, T-1179) 2 

Wastewater field spray irrigation (T-335, T-617) 2 

Storrnwater treatment/diversion (T-1008, T-698) 2 

IV-7 



IV-8 



Water Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility Application No. 

Extension of boiler house (for boiler required to T-829 
eliminate contaminated discharges) 

Boiler and ancillary piping (additional energy supply T-832 
needed to eliminate 1000 pound per day ammonia) 

Log deck paving T-588 

Zirconium vessel and related equipment T-827 

Waste solids storage pond T-102 

Chemical concentrator (wastewater evaporator to T-109 
eliminate discharge) 

Standby centrifuge screw T-132 

Waste solvent disposal T-193 

Crystalizer and dryer for production of ammonium T-343 
sulfate 

Enlargement of storage pond for solids removal T-351 

Grilled pit for catching dirt and petrolium waste T-315 

Load cell and scale for so2 cylinders T-279 

Diversion dam for flush water T-540 

Lined pond to prevent groundwater contamination T-552 

Conversion of steam veneer block heating to hot T-1167 
water recycle 

Vapor compression reevaporation system T-1190 

Lining inserted in clay sewer of bleach plant T-1214 
effluent system 

Boiler ash handling system T-1205 

Railroad car unloading connector for control T-1209 
of clay spillage 
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Water Quality 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility Application No. 

High pressure showers for screens preceding T-1261 
settling basin 

Steam and brush vegetable peeling system to replace T-1152 
caustic peel system, resulting in greater BOD removal 

Aerator, extended aeration lagoon (certified air and T-15 
water) 

Atomic absorption spectrophotometer (certified air T-311 
and water) 

Continuous counter current belt pulp washers T-995 
(certified air and water) 
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Solid Waste 

Facility 

Wood waste fired boilers/heat sources. (e.g., for 
veneer dryers) 

Log chippers/hogs 

Waste paper balers 

Paving of log decks 

Newsprint deinking 

Steam turbine electric generators 

Particleboard manufacturing plants 

IV- 11 

No. Certificates 
Issued 

19 

13 

6 

5 

3 

2 
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Solid Waste 
One-of-a-Kind Certifications 

Facility 

Land 

Bale accumulator/loader (grass straw baler) 

Shredded tire storage/metering system 

Grass straw mulching facility 

Sawdust bin and cyclone 

Air heater (veneer dryer heat source) 

Lime washing system 

Bark conversion plant 

Bark conversion plant expansion 

Aggregate reclaimer (from concrete) 

Hog fuel storage 

Classifier 

Truck/trailer 

Wastepaper cleaning/pulping· 

Wood waste material dryer 

IV-12 

Application No. 

T-646 

T-646 

T-968 

T-1170 

T-1193 

T-1222 

T-577 

T-623 

T-1099 

T-1012 

T-1193 



Noise 

Facility 

Extension of building over bean washing area 

Acoustical enclosure for warehouse refrigeration 
compressors 

Relocation of chip fractionation facility, 
installation of new cyclone and larger blower, 
construction of a sound insulated shed 

MF150 (2) 

IV-13 

Application No. 

T-1038 

T-1169 

T-1201 
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GUIDELINES ON PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT 

INTRODUCTION 

This guideline is intended to serve as a reference document for staff 
involved with preliminary certifications for tax credit. The purpose of 
the guideline is to help assure that preliminary certifications are 
consistent and are in accordance with the intents of the tax credit 
statutes, policies and procedures. 

It is the POLICY of the Department and the Commission to inform people 
at the earliest opportunity of the availability of tax credits for 
pollution control facilities. The purpose of providing this information 
is to ensure that no project we are aware of fails to receive tax credit 
because the owner was unaware of the program, or the requirement to request 
preliminary certification prior to commencing construction. 

PURPOSE OF PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 

The purpose for requiring preliminary certification prior to construction 
is twofold: 

1. It allows the agency to review plans and specifications and 
require modifications before a facility is constructed to 
reasonably ensure it will meet regulations and standards. 

2. It lets an applicant know before a major commitment of resources 
is made to construction, whether a facility will be eligible 
for tax credit. 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

All requests for preliminary certification for tax credit are subject to 
the following considerations: 

1. Applicants desiring to request preliminary certification must 
complete a "Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for ' 
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit" (DEQ Form TC-1/10/79). 
The request must be submitted to the Department on the form 
provided along with plans and specifications prior to the 
commencement of construction or installation of the facilitv 
(ORS 468.175). Applicants should be informed in writing that 
if they proceed to construct prior to Department approval, they 
do so at their own risk that the project, or portions thereof, 
may be ineligible for tax credit. 

For facilities constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) may waive the requirement 
for preliminary certification if special circumstances render 
the filing unreasonable and the facility would otherwise be 
eligible for tax credit. The "special circumstances 11 are not 
defined and will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 
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Guidelines on Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
Page 2 

The request for waiver must be formally presented to the EQC 
at a regularly scheduled meeting. 

2. Upon receipt of a request for preliminary certification, the 
Division or Region shall notify the applicant of having received 
the request (DEQ Form TC-4-3/78). 

3. In the event the request is incomplete, unsigned or needs 
additional information, the form shall be returned or the 
additional information requested within 30 days from original 
receipt. (ORS 468.175(2)) (DEQ Form TC-5-3/78) 

4. The Department has 60 days from the date of receipt of a 
completed request to either grant preliminary certification or 
obtain a denial order from the EQC at a regularly scheduled 
meeting (ORS 468.175). The denial order must be obtained within 
the 60-day period to avoid automatic approval. 

If a request is to be denied, the applicant shall be notified 
in writing and be given an opportunity to withdraw the request. 

Requests that are not processed within the 60-day period are 
automatically approved (ORS 468.175(4)). Should this occur, 
a facility that may not reasonably be expected to comply with 
Commission regulations and standards could become eligible for 
tax credit. However, the construction must comply with the 
plans, specifications and any corrections or revisions thereto, 
if any, previously submitted (ORS 468.175(4)). Therefore, 
processing must be within the 60-day period allowed. 

5. The preliminary certification process is the only time the 
Department can require that plans and specifications be modified 
to produce a facility that can reasonably be expected to comply 
with EQC regulations and standards. Should a request be 
submitted for a "marginal" facility, it should be returned for 
modification. Construction must be in strict accordance with 
the submitted plans and specifications (ORS 468.175(4)). 

6. If it is known that a facility was under construction prior to 
the company making a request for preliminary certification, then 
the Department can refuse to accept the request. This refusal 
should be in writing and also inform the company that they may 
seek a waiver from the EQC (see 1 above). Only the EQC can deny 
a request so the refusal letter should be worded carefully and 
not include the word deny. 

7. A "Land Use Compatibility Statement" (DEQ form TC-12-10/79) is 
required befor'e preliminary certification can be issued for 
noise pollution control facilities, or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil utilization facilities (ORS 197.180 and 
DEQ/DLCD Agreements). 
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PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATIONS 

Once a request for preliminary certification has been deemed to be complete 
(form completed and signed, plans and specifications, or any other 
requested information has been submitted and is acceptable), the formal 
review and preliminary certification process can begin. Staff must 
consider the following in determining whether or not a proposed facility 
will be eligible for tax credit: 

1. A substantial purpose of the proposed facility must be to 
prevent, control or reduce air, water or noise pollution OL to 
utilize solid wastes, hazardous wastes or used oil (ORS 
468.155). 

A "substantial purpose" does not imply primary or exclusive 
purpose. There can be several substantial purposes for 
construction of a facility (e.g., pollution control, economic 
benefits, energy savings, worker protection, reduced 
maintenance). The burden of proof should be on the applicant 
to show at the time of preliminary certification that a 
substantial purpose is pollution control. Technical reports 
and test data should be submitted. The reviewer should document 
the pollution problem, its significance, and the contribution 
(or likelihood thereof) the proposed facility will make toward 
a solution. 

2. Facilities utilizing solid wastes must produce as an end product 
a u.sable source of power or other i tern of real economic value; 
and the end product must be competitive with an end product 
produced in another state. Hazardous waste and used oil 
facilities are also eligible and must meet the same criteria as 
solid waste facilities (ORS 468 .165 (c) (i\.)). 

3. Subsequent additions to a resource recovery facility which will 
increase the production of useful 
steam, power) are also eligible. 
been previously certified for tax 
to January 1, 1973 and would have 
468.155). 

materials or energy (e.g., 
The base facility must have 
credit or installed prior 
otherwise qualified (ORS 

4. In addition to other requirements, new eligibility criteria apply 
to solid waste, hazardous waste and used oil facilities 
constructed on or after December 31, 1980. These facilities 
must meet one or more of the following: (ORS 468.170(8)) 

a. The facility is necessary to assist in solving a severe 
or unusual solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem. 

b. The facility will provide a new or different solution to 
a solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than 
has been previously used, or the facility is a significant 
modification and improvement over similar existing 
facilities. 
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c. The Department has reconunended the facility as the most 
efficient or environmentally sound method of solid waste, 
hazardous waste or used oil control. 

On December 12, 1980, the EQC adopted policies pertaining to 
the above requirements. (Refer to memo of December 24, 1980, 
from Bill Dana, attached.) 

5. Facilities that are not eligible for tax credits are the 
following (ORS 468.155 (2)): 

Air conditioners (includes heating systems) 

Septic tanks or other facilities for human waste, nor any 
property installed, constructed or used for the moving of 
sewage to the collecting facilities or a public or quasi
public sewerage system 

Portions of any solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil 
facilities which make an insignificant contribution to the 
purpose of utilization of solid waste, hazardous wastes 
or used oil. The following items are specifically excluded: 
office furniture and buildings, parking lots and road 
improvements, landscaping, external lighting, company signs, 
art work and automobiles. 

In general, equipment installed to protect workers in their 
100rkspace (e.g., OSHA, Worker's Compensation requirements) is 
not eligible for tax credit. 

6. A facility receiving tax credit for energy conservation is not 
eligible for pollution control tax credit on the same equipment 
(ORS 316.142 (2)). 

7. When the formal review is compLeted, the Region or Division will 
prepare an approval letter (DEQ Form TC-3-3/78) granting the 
preliminary certification. The letter must include either a 
listing of or adequately reference the specific equipment 
included in the facility to be covered by the preliminary 
certification. If only a portion of a project or part of a 
single component is eligible, the portion shall be listed. 

The approval letter should also include any request for 
additional information, justification or other documentation 
to be included when the final application for tax credit is 
submitted. 

8. Applicants will frequently request a judgment on the anticipated 
eligibility of a proposal even before the request for preliminary 
certification is received. These informal requests generally 
occur during plantsite visits, compliance meetings, or by phone. 
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At the earliest oppor_tunity, the applicant must be advised of 
the preliminary certification requirements. The applicant should 
be informed in writing of any device or pcrtions of a facility 
that do not appear eligible. 

9. Final tax credit certificates are granted by the EQC with 
percentages of the actual cost allocable to pollution control 
according to ORS 468.190. 

10. A tax credit certificate can be revoked by the EQC if the 
facilities are not being operated to reduce air, water or noise 
pcllution or solid or hazardous wastes or to control used oil. 
The certificate can also be revoked if it was obtained by fraud 
or misrepresentation. 

CS:g 
MG131 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TO: Regional Offices 

FROM: Bill D&>a 

SUBJECT: .Solid Waste Tax Credits -- NEW POLICY 

Background 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE: December 24, 1980 

Management Services Div. 
Dept of Environmental Quality 

1

16) ~ M f2 n \V1 /~ lnlQ 

IJl] ''I:"(' n 1 9 /_~} . - ,, v - 1 80 

December 31, 1980, is a significant date relative to the Department's tax 
credit program for solid waste management facilities. On that date 
legislation takes effect that apparently was intended to significantly 
reduce the number and types of facilities being certified for tax credit 
as solid waste pollution control facilities. 

We believe that certain classes of facilities should be restricted more 
than others. Sane types of waste are now corrunonly recycled or used for 
productive ?Urposes and the availability of a tax credit does not seem 
to be a necessary incentive. With other materials, potential profits are 
less obvious and tax credits may be a major incentive. To provide guidance 
in implementing the new statutory requirements, policy statements were 
drafted for the Commission's review and approval. This memo is to advise 
you that the following policy was approved by the EQ: on December 12, 1980, 
and is now in effect: 

Statute Summary 

ORS 468.170(8) (b) states, in part, that a facility commenced after 
December 31, 1980, and prior to December 31, 1983, shall only be certified 
for tax credit if it meets one or more of the follo\'ring conditions: 

l. The facility is nece'ssary to assist in solving a severe or unusual 
solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem; 

2. The facility will provide a new or different solution to a solid 
waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than has been previously 
used, or the facility is a significant m6dification and improvement 
of similar existing facilities; or 

3. The Department has rec~"1\Jllended the facility as the most efficient or 
environmentally sound method of solid waste1 haza~dous waste or used 
oil control. 

Policv Statements 

1. In determining if a facility provides the most efficient or 
environmentally sound 1nethod of producing energy or a salable product 
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Solid Waste Tax Credit--New Policy 
December 24, 1980 
Page 2 

from solid waste, the Depar~~ent shall consider the facility's cost 
effectiveness and the cost to the public of diverting material from 
the solid waste stream. For a few waste types, the Department can 
identify facilities or technologies which are the most efficient or 
environmentally sound. Specifically, the reprocessing of used motor 
oil into clean fuel or lubricants and the distillation of waste 
solvents to recover a clean product. For most was·te types, however, 
the Department is not prepared to name a specific technology as the 
most efficient or environmentally sound. In these circumstances, 
judgement shall be made on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Wood waste, with a few exceptions, is no longer considered to be a 
severe solid waste problem. Accordingly, facilities associated with 
wood waste utilization (e.g., hog fuel boilers, heat sources, hogs, 
chipp·ers, particleboard plants, log yard paving and assorted hog 
fuel handling equipment) will normally no longer be certified. Also, 
the Department will not consider any of the facilities described above 
to be a new or different solution· to a solid waste problem. 

3. Waste cardboard and newsprint no longer represent a severe disposal 
problem. Balers, deinking and repulping equipment are no longer a 
new or different solution. 

4. Grass straw, plastics, and tires, especially large truck tires, 
continue to represent severe disposal problems. 

5. Virtually any hazardous waste management facility may be considered 
to be a new or different solution, since none have been certified 
to date. 

6. "Carunenced" means the date construction started, rather than the date 
the facility was placed in operation. (Note that a facility that has 
already received Preliminary Certification, but where construction 
has not yet started, could lose its eligibility for tax credit. I 
will be sending out some more information regarding this in the next 
few days.) 

The Regional Agreements state that Preliminary Certification may be granted 
by the Regions. I don't care who signs the letters, but in view of these 
new requirements and evolving policy, it is particularly important that 
we communicate and agree on what action to take before any letter goes 
out. Clearly, the time to say "No," if appropriate, is before construction 
begins and a company spends its money. 

I recognize that the primary responsibility for getting information' out 
is mine. I will try to keep you up to date. If you have any questions, 
suggestions, concerns, etc., please don't hesitate to give me a call. 

SC156 (1) 
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ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO POLLUTION CONTROL 

Prior to determining what portion of the actual cost of a facility is 
allocable to pollution control, it must first be determined what part of 
the applied for facility cost will be the final certified cost appearing 
on the tax credit certificate. The cost of discrete parts of the facility 
that do not have pollution control as a substantial purpose for their 
installation, or are otherwise ineligible for tax credit, should be 
subtracted from the total facility cost, and the remainder entered on the 
tax credit certificate. Further, if the facility replaces an existing 
facility that could be repaired to meet pollution control requirements 
then the certified cost of the replacement facility should be reduced by 
the cost of repair. 

The next step is to determine what portion of the actual facility cost, 
appearing on the tax credit certificate, is properly allocable to pollution 
control. Note that solid waste facilities are exempt from this percent 
allocable determination until January 1, 1984. 

ORS 468.190(2) sets out five percentage ranges and all eligible facilities 
must be placed in one of these ranges. The ranges are: 

(a) Eighty percent or more. 

(b) Sixty percent or more but less than 80 percent. 

(c) Forty percent or more but less than 60 percent. 

( d) Twenty percent or more but less than 40 percent 

( e) Less than 20 percent. 

Thus if 80 percent or more of the actual cost of a facility is allocable 
to pollution control, the owner is eligible for the maximum tax credit 
available under the corporate excise tax, personal income tax, or ad 
valorem tax laws of the State. If the facility is less than 20 percent 
allocable, it still receives tax credit but at the minimum rate available 
under State tax laws. Refer to ORS 307.405, 316.097, or 317.072 for 
specifics on tax credits available. 

In establishing the portion of costs allocable to pollution control, ORS 
468.190(1) sets forth five factors that must be considered in this 
determination. These factors are: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the facility is used to recover 
and convert waste products into a saleable or usable commodity. 

(b) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility. 
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(c) If applicable, the alternative methods, equipment and costs for 
achieving the same pollution control objective. 

(d) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur 
as a result of the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of 
the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, 
control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution. 

Historically, the Department has found factor (b) to be the most useful 
and straightforward in making the percent allocable determination. Factor 
(d) is usually covered when factor (b) is considered. Factor (c) has been 
used occasionally. 

What follows is a discussion and examples of how the factors most of ten 
considered by the Department are used to determine the portion of costs 
allocable to pollution control. 

The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility-
This is the most commonly used factor and probably the most important. 
As used by the Department, annual percent return on investment equals the 
net annual income before taxes divided by the actual cost of the claimed 
facility. In equation form, the relationship is displayed as follows: 

% ROI ; 

Net Income ; 

Facility Cost ; 

%ROI ; Net Income 
Facility Cost 

x 100 

Annual percent return on investment before taxes. 

Total annual income from claimed facility before taxes 
minus operating expenses, as determined for the first 
full year of normal operation. 

Actual certified cost of claimed facility minus salvage 
value of any facilities removed from service. 

nBefore taxes" means prior to assessment of federal and state income taxes. 

"Operating expenses" means costs of operating claimed facility for the 
first full year of normal operation including labor, 
utilities, interest, property taxes, insurance, and 
other cash expenses, less any savings in expenses 
attributable to installation of the facility. 
Depreciation is not an allowed operating expense. 

"Total annual income f ram claimed facili tY' means all income derived by 
sale or re-use of recovered materials or energy or 
any other means, as determined for the first full 
year of normal oper-ation. 
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"Salvage value" means the value of a facility at the end of its useful 
life minus what it costs to remove it for di:sposal. 
Salvage value can never be less than zero. 

Once the percent return on investment has been calculated from the equation 
above it must be related to the five percentage ranges for percent 
allocable to pollution control. The following table is used to' accomplish 
this relationship: 

Table 1 

Percent of Actual Cost of Claimed 
Percent ROI (Pre-tax) Facility Allocable to Pollution Control 

25% or more less than 20% 

19% to 24% 20% or more but less than 40% 

13% to 18% 40% or more but less than 60% 

7% to 12% 60% or more but less than 80% 

less than 7% 80% or more 

Table 1 is based upon the assumption that a 25% ROI is generally an 
adequate return on investment before taxes over the long term for most 
companies to justify an investment without the added incentive of a tax 
credit. The Department developed the 25% ROI figure from data presented 
in the 1979 Statistical Abstract of United States, Table No. 944, 
"Manufacturing Corporations -- Sales, Profits, and Stockholders' Equity: 
1960 to 1978." For the five year period 1974 through 1978, the average 
percent return on net worth before taxes for all manufacturing corporations 
was 22.6%. The Department raised the figure to 25% for use in the tax 
credit program for two reasons: (1) to account for the long term 
inflationary trend in the economy; and (2) to account for the somewhat 
higher ROI expected by most companies to justify investment in new 
facilities. 

The Statistical Abstract is updated annually. At least on a biennial basis 
Table 1 will be updated to reflect the latest information on ROI. 

An example of the use of % ROI to determine percent of cost allocable to 
pollution control follows: 

Example 1: A pulp and paper mill installs a new sulfur dioxide 
absorption system on a recovery furnace. The actual cost 
of the facility is $1,146,513 based upon an accountant's 
certification. 

Sulfur dioxide is recovered by the facility and has a value 
of $468,000 per year. 
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Operating expenses are as follows on annual basis: 

Labor 
Utilities 
Maintenance 
Property tax 
Insurance 

Total 

$ 9 '000 
52,000 
34,000 
20,270 
1,720 

$116 '990 

The salvage value of the previous system is zero. 

Net Income = $468,000 $116,990 = $351,010 

Facility Cost = $1,146,513 

%ROI = $351,010 
$1, 146 ,513 

x 100 = 30.6% 

Based upon Table 1, the percent of the cost of this facility 
that is allocable to pollution control is less than 20%. 

The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same 
pcllution control objective -- This factor is fairly self explanatory 
and is probably best illustrated by specific examples. 

Example 1: 

The applicant owns and operates a veneer plant 
at Medford and a plywood plant at White City. 

The facility described in this application consists of log 
vats, boiler, heat exchanger, sumps, pumps, piping and 
debris removal equipment, costing $445,141. 

This project is a series of log heating vats. The heating 
of logs by steam or hot water has several benefits to the 
production of plywood, The quality of all types of veneer 
is improved, veneer production is increased, less heat is 
required to dry the veneer and of special importance in this 
instance, allows the otherwise difficult peeling of hemlock 
and white fir. Log vats are in use in many plywood plants 
because of these benefits. 

The log vats were installed in the green veneer plant at 
Medford. The veneer is dried 
plywood plant in White City. 
resulting from the steam vats 
at the veneer dryers in White 

and made into plywood at the 
The emission reductions 
in Medford would be realized 
City. 

The plywood plant operates three veneer dryers in White 
City. Dryers #1 and #2 are controlled by scrubbers. Dryer 
#3 can comply with the emissions limits without a scrubber 
if it drys only hemloc)< or white fir. These species emit 
significantly lower amounts of hydrocarbons than the Douglas 
fir veneer processed in Dryers il and *2. 
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The air quality benefits from this project are the increased 
use of the low emitting hemlock and white fir veneer. The 
company estimates approximately 45% of the logs processed 
through the vats will be hemlock and white fir. This will 
enable Dryer #3 to process only hemlock and white fir and to 
comply with Department opacity limits. 

The economic benefits to the company frcm the log vat 
installation are the ability to use the more readily 
available and lower cost hemlock and white fir logs, 
increased ve,;eer quality and lower dryer heating costs. 
These benefits alone have proved adequate for other 
facilities to justify the cost of installation of log vats. 

The scrubbers designed by plant personnel and installed on 
Dryers #1 and #2 have enabled these dryers to meet the 
opacity limits when drying Douglas fir, a high emission rate 
species. The scrubber installed on dryer #2 has been 
recommended for tax credit certification (T-1230). This 
scrubber has demonstrated an ability to comply with the 
veneer dryer opacity limit. The cost of this scrubber was 
approximately $60 ,000. ORS 468 .190 (1) (c) requires the 
Commission to consider the alternatives to achieve the same 
objective. Since the scrubber on Dryer #2 can comply with 
the emission limits, a scrubber on Dryer #3 is considered 
a viable alternative. 

The $60,000 cost is approximately 14% cf the total facility 
cost. Therefore, a certificate for less than 20% of the 
total cost should be issued. 

Example 2: 

The facility described in this application consists of a 
Clark 350 unit Flow-Matic Bin. 

The applicant uses wood waste boilers to supply steam for 
operation of the plywood plant. Some of the fuel is 
generated by the plant but additional fuel must be purchased 
to meet steam demands. 

The fuel generated by the plant was stored in a bin, but the 
bin was not large enough to store the purchased fuel. This 
bin was in a state of disrepair. Instead of repairing and 
expanding the old bin, the company replaced it with a larger 
bin which is the facility in this application. 

The new bin now stores all of the fuel generated by the 
plant and the purchased fuel. When the excess fuel was 
stored outside the bin the moisture content increased from 
the rain and snow. This caused poor combustion, increased 
boiler emissions and increased the amount of fuel used, and 
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resulted in intermittent opacity violations. After 
installation of the new bin, the boiler has demonstrated and 
maintained compliance with the opacity and grain loading 
emission limits. 

The company has requested the full amount of the bin, 
conveyors, classifier1 foundation, and other installation 
costs of the new larger bin. The Department feels that 
since the conveyors are required to move the fuel to the 
boiler and the classifier is necessary to prevent bridging 
in the bin these items are process equipment and necessary 
for plant operation. The combined cost of the conveyors and 
classifier ($80,511.99) is not allocable to pollution 
control and should be deducted from the certified cost 
($501,310.75 $80,511.99 = $420,798.76). 

Two methods were used to determine the portion of the new 
bin cost which was necessary to house the purchased fuel. 
The company submitted the cost of a bin equivalent to the 
old bin. The cost of such a bin was estimated to be 65% 
of the cost of the new bin. On this basis about 35% of 
the cost of the new bin was necessary to house the purchased 
fuel. The old bin was approximately 72% of the size of 
the new bin. Thus, 28% of the capacity of the new bin is 
necessary to house the purchased fuel. Both of these 
methods fall in the range of 20% to 40%. Therefore, it 
is concluded that more than 20% but less than 40% of the 
revised cost of the new bin ($420,798) is allocable to 
pollution control. 

E:<ample 3: 

A particle board plant installs a new scrubber system to 
collect wood fibers in exhaust gas. The actual cost of 
the facility is $113,500 based upon an accountant's 
certification. 

The wood fibers recovered are returned to the process, but 
the value of recovered material is less than the operating 
cost of the facility. Therefore, ROI is zero. 

However, the new facility replaces an existing pollution 
control facility that is removed from service. This faciity 
could have been reconstructed to achieve the same pollution 
control requirements as the new facility at a cost of 
$79,500. 

Since the same pollution control objective could have been 
achieved by reconstruction of the existing facility, only 
70% ($79,500 f $113,500) of the cost of the new facility 
is allocable to .pollution control. Therefore, a certi;ficate 
for $113 ,500 with more than 60% but less than 80% of the 
cost allocated to pollution contcol should be issued. 
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Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the 
actual cost allocable to pollution control This factor is, of course, 
used when in the judgment of the Department none of the other listed 
factors is adequate to determine the percent of cost allocable. Common 
sense must be employed to determine on a case-by-case basis what factor 
is most useful in establishing percent of cost allocable. An example 
follows: 

The facility described in this application is an overtree sprinkler 
system used for both irrigation and frost protection of 12 1/2 acres 
of pear orchard. 

The claimed facility serves to provide frost protection for 12 1/2 
acres of trees by replacing the need for some 400 oil fired orchard 
heaters. In addition, the facility provides irrigation by sprinklers 
instead of by an existing, more than adequate, irrigation system. 

The Environmental Quality Commission has previously certified overtree 
sprinkler systems in the Medford area for the elimination of the smoke 
and soot air pollution from orchard heaters. 

In these previous applications, the percent of the cost allocable to 
pollution control was based on the percentage of total operating time 
that the overtFee sprinkler system was used for frost protection. The 
systems are typically used approximately equal time for frost 
protection and irrigation in the Medford area. 

It is concluded that the facility operates to a substantial extent for 
reducing atmospheric emissions and that the portion of the cost 
allocable to pollution control should be 40% or more but less than 
60%. 

MB6 (1) 
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SECTION VII 

FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR 

.~PPLI CAiHS 



,. 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY TAX RELIEF IN OREGON 

SECTION I Introduction 

The state of Oregon, through legislation originally adopted in 1967, seeks 
to encourage the construction, installation and use of facilities to 
prevent, control or reduce air, noise or water pollution and to utilize 
solid waste, hazardous wastes and used oil by providing tax relief for 
persons who do so. In order to actually obtain the allowed tax relief, 
the following steps must be taken: 

A. Prior to construction, a "Preliminary Certification for a Pollution 
Control Facility" must be requested from the Department of 
Environmental Quality (see Section IV, subsection A for facilities 
exempt from this requirement). 

B. Upon completion of the approved construction, a "Pollution Control 
Facility Certificate" must be obtained from the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

c. An irrevocable election must be made to take the allowed credit, 
either: (a) as a credit against income or excise taxes; or (b) as 
an exemption from ad valorem taxes on the certified facility. 

D. The "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" must be filed with the 
appropriate taxing agency (based on the above mentioned election) 
in accordance with their requirements. 

The information which follows is intended to explain the various aspects 
of the available tax relief, identify the qualifications which must be 
met, and prescribe the procedures for obtaining the necessary certificate 
from the Department of Environmental Quality. 

SECTION II Certification Requirements 

A. Air, Noise and Water Pollution Control Facilities 

The tax relief law permits the Department of Environmental Quality 
to certify a facility which operates to a substantial extent for the 
purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, noise or water 
pollution. For each certificate issued, the Department is required 
to certify the actual cost of the facility and a percentage of the 
actual cost which can be properly allocated to the prevention, control 
or reduction of pollution. Specifically, the Department must certify 
whether the percentage of the actual cost so allocated is 80 percent 
or more, 60 percent or more and less than 80 percent, 40 percent or 
more and less than 60 percent, 20 percent or more and less than 40 
percent, or less than 20 percent. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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B. Waste Utilization Facilities 

The tax relief laws as amended in 1973 and 1975, permit the Department 
of Environmental Quality to certify a solid waste facility, the · 
substantial purpose of which is to utilize solid waste (as defined 
in ORS 459.005). The 1979, amendments allow certification of 
hazardous wastes and used oil facilities, which meet the same 
requirements as solid waste facilities. 

Such facilities, to be certified, must produce as an end product a· 
usable source of power or other item of real economic value; and the 
end product must be competitive with an end product produced in 
another state. The 1977, amendments expand the definition of a solid 
waste facility to include additions to facilities which will incr2ase 
the production or recovery of useful materials or energy over the 
amount being produced or recovered by the original facility. 

For each certificate issued, the Department is only required to 
certify the actual cost of the facility which utilizes such solid 
waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil. 

C. Field Sanitation and Straw Utilization and Disposal Facilities. 

After alternative methods for field sanitation and straw utilization 
and disposal are approved by the Advisory Committee on Field Burning 
and the Department, these methods will become eligible for tax relief. 

SECTION III Types of Tax Relief Available-

The law allows tax re!ief to be taken either (a) as a credit against income 
or excise taxes or (b) as an exemption from ad valorem taxation on the 
pollution control facility. The certificate holder is required to make 
an irrevocable election within 60 days after receipt of the certificate 
relative to his choice for tax relief. The law also provides that no tax 
relief shall be allowed for any pollution control facility constructed 
or used by, or for the benefit of, any governmental or quasi-governmental 
body or public corporation or form thereof, except where such facilities 
are used for resource recovery. 

The alternate forms of tax relief are described in more detail as follows: 

A. Credit Against Income or Excise Taxes 
NOTE: Any questions regarding this alternative should be directed 
tD"the Income Division Administrator, Oregon State Department of 
Revenue, Salem, Oregon. 

1. The maximum credit allowed in any one tax year on air, noise 
or water pollution control facilities, having a useful life of 
ten years or longer shall be the lesser of the liability of the 
taxpayer or the following portion of the cost of the facility: 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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a. Five percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is 80 percent or more. 

b. Four percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is 60 percent or more and less than 80 percent. 

c. Three percent of the cost of the facility if the portion 
of the cost allocated to pollution control by the 
certificate is 40 percent or more and less than 60 percent. 

d. Two percent of the cost of the facility if the portion of 
the cost allocated to pollution control by the certificate 
is 20 percent or more and less than 40 percent. 

e. One percent of the cost of the facility if the portion of 
the cost allocated to pollution control by the certificate 
is less than 20 percent. 

2. The maximum credit allowed in any one tax year or solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil facilities shall be five percent of 
the cost of the facility, but shall not exceed the tax liability 
of the taxpayer. 

3. Air, noise or water pollution control facilities, or solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil facilities, with a useful life of 
less than ten years are entitled to receive a tax credit prorated 
over the useful life of the facility. For example, a facility 
with 80 percent or more of the cost allocated to pollution 
control and a useful life of eight years would be eligible for 
a tax credit equal to 6.25 percent of the cost of the facility 
annually for eight years. 

4. A taxpayer who is allowed credit must be the owner, contract 
purchaser or lessee who conducts the trade or business that 
utilizes Oregon property requiring a pollution control facility 
to prevent or minimize pollution. The facility must be owned 
or leased during the tax year by the taxpayer claiming the credit 
and must have been in use and operation during the tax year. 

S. Tax credit may be claimed by a taxpayer for: 

a. Air and water quality facilities erected, constructed or 
installed on or after January 1, 1967. 

b. Solid waste facilities under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973. 

c. Noise pollution control facilities erected, constructed 
or installed on or after January 1, 1977. 

d. Hazardous wastes and used oil facilities under construction 
on or after October 3, 1979. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 3 
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The maximum total credit allowable shall not exceed that 
obtained by taking the allowed credit for ten consecutive 
years, or for the useful life of the facility if less than 
ten years. 

6. Depreciation or amortization deductions may be taken in addition 
to tax credit for tax years beginning after January 1, 1977, 
but not in any prior tax years. 

7. Upon any sale, exchange or other disposition of the facility, 
a taxpayer shall notify the Department of Environmental Quality, 
who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as 
of the date of disposition. The new owner may apply for the 
remaining portion of the tax credit not taken by the previous 
owner. 

8. Any credit allowable, but not used in any particular year, may 
be carried forward and used only in the next three (3) years. 

9. The taxpayer's adjusted basis for determining gain· or loss shall 
not be further decreased by any tax credits received in tax years 
beginning after January 1, 1977. 

10. If the person electing tax credit relief is a small business 
. corporation as defined in section 1371 of the Internal Revenue 
Code, such election shall be on behalf of the corporation's 
shareholders. Each shareholder shall be entitled to take tax 
credit relief as provided in ORS 316.097, based on that 
shareholders pro rata share of the certified cost of the 
facility. 

11. Tax credit allowed will be reduced dollar for dollar by any 
federal grant or tax credits other than investment credits. 

B. Exemption from Ad Valorem Taxation 
NOTE: Any questions regarding this alternative should be directed 
to the County Assessor in the county where the facilities are located. 

1. The pollution control facility must be erected, constructed or 
installed in connection with the trade or business conducted 
by the taxpayer on Oregon property owned or leased by the tax
payer. The ta.xpayer must be the owner or contract purchaser 
of the trade or business that utilizes Oregon property requiring 
a pollution control facility to prevent or minimize pollution, 
or a person who, as a lessee under a written lease or pursuant 
to a written agreement, conducts the trade or business that 
operates or utilizes such property and who by the terms of such 
lease or agreement is obliged to pay the ad valorem taxes on 
such property. 

DEQ/TC-8-10/79 
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2. A certified facility is exempt from ad valorem taxation to the 
extent of the highest percentage figure certified by the 
Department of Environmental Quality as the portion of the actual 
cost properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction 
of air, noise or water pollution. Solid waste, hazardous wastes 
or used oil facilities are exempt to the extent of the certified 
cost of the facility. 

3. If the facility was constructed on or before December 31, 1971, 
the ad valorern exemption of a facility shall expire, in any 
event, twenty years from the date of it's first certification 
by the Environmental Quality Commission. If the facility is 
completed .in any year subsequent to 1973, the twenty-year 
exemption period shall be reduced by the number of years 
determined by subtracting 1973 from the year in which the 
facility is completed and multiplying the difference by two. 
In other words a facility completed in 1974 would be exempt for 
18 years; a facility completed in 1975 would be exempt for 16 
years; and a facility completed in 1978 would be exempt for 10 
years. 

4. A taxpayer is not eligible to receive an exemption from ad 
valorern taxation on a pollution control facility installed or 
first used after December 31, 1973, unless the taxpayer owned 
or leased the Oregon property it was installed upon and 
conducted the trade or business requiring pollution control as 
of January 1, 1967. 

S. The ad valorem relief option for profit-making corporations or 
individuals remains in effect for facilities under construction 
by December 31, 1980, and certified prior to December 31, 1982. 
This option is repealed thereafter. For cooperatives and 
nonprofit corporations the ad valorem option remains in effect 
through 1988. Further, they are eligible for the full twenty 
years of relief and are not required to have constructed the 
facility for prevention ~pollution from a trade or business 
activity conducted on January 1, 1967, on Oregon property owned 
or leased by them on January 1, 1967. 

6. Upon sale, exchange or other disposition of the facility the 
taxpayer shall notify the Department of Environmental Quality, 
who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as 
of the date of disposition. 

7. Federal grants or tax credits do not affect the ad valorem 
exemption. 

SECTION IV Eligibili tv of Claim Facilities for Certification 

In general, a claimed facility is eligible for certification as a pollution 
control facility if: 
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A. It was constructed after requesting preliminary certification from 
the Department (required if corstruction COJlllllenced on or after 
September 13·, 1975); or it was constructed after requesting approval 
to construct from the Department (required if construction commenced 
on or after October 5, 1973); and 

B. It is an air or water pollution control facility that was erected, 
constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1967; or 

It is a noise pollution control facility that was erected, constructed 
or installed on or after January 1, 1977; or 

It is a solid waste facility that was under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973; or 

It is a hazardous wastes or used oil facility that was under 
construction on or after October 3, 1979; and 

C. It is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS 468 and 
regulations adopted thereunder (air and water facilities), ORS 467 
and regulations adopted thereunder (noise facilities) , or ORS 459 
and regulations adopted thereunder (solid waste, hazardous wastes and 
used oil 'facilities); and 

D. It is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a 
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or 
reducing air, noise or water pollutio.n or solid waste, hazardous 
wastes or used oil; and 

E. It is not: (1) an air conditioner (or other device which is installed 
or used in heating, cooling, filtering or otherwise treating or 
conditioning the air inside of buildings); (2) a septic tank or other 
facilities for human waste; (3) any property installed, constructed 
or used for the moving of sewage to the collecting facilities of a 
public or quasi-public sewerage system; (4) any district portion or 
portions of a solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facility which 
makes an insignificant contribution to the purpose of utilization 
of solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil (the following specific 
items shall be among those portions considered for exclusion: office 
buildings and furnishings, parking lots and road improvements, 
landscaping, external lighting, company signs, art war k, and 
au tom obi 1 es) • 

If a tax credit has been received on an energy conservation facility, you 
are not eligible to apply for or receive a tax credit on the same facility 
as a pollution control facility under ORS 316.097 or 317.072. 

SECTION V Application for Tax Credit Certification 

Application for preliminary certification for tax credit pursuant to 
ORS 468.175 and 468.180 shall be made prior to construction of the proposed 
facility on DEQ tax credit form DEQ/TC-1-10/79. 
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Application for tax credit certification pursuant to ORS 468.165 shall 
be made after completion of construction of the facility on DEQ Tax Credit 
form DEQ/TC-2-10/79. Application forms can be obtained from: 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Management Services Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

SECTION VI References 

The following references identify the applicable sections of Oregon Law. 
Original Law: 

Chapter 592, Oregon Laws 1967 

Amendements to Original Law: 

Chapter 340, Oregon Laws 1969 
Chapter 493' Section 19, Oregon Laws 1969 
Chapter 678, Oregon Laws 1971 
Chapter 402, Section 31, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 831, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973 
Chapter 496, Oregon Laws 1975 
Chapter 650, Oregon Laws 1975 
Chapter 795, Oregon Laws 1977 
Chapter 866' Section 10 and 11, Oregon Laws 1977 
Chapter 802, Oregon Laws 1979 
Chapter 531, Sections 5 and 6, Oregon Laws 1979 
Chapter 512, Section 17, Oregon Laws 1979 

Statuatory Reference Brief Summary 

ORS 468.155 Et seq. 

ORS 307.405 
ORS 307.420 
ORS 307.430 

ORS 316.068 
ORS 316. 097 

ORS 317.072 
ORS 317.220 

ORS 314.255 

DEQ/TC-3-10/79 
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relate to the certification of facilities 
by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the ad valorem tax exemption 
alternative. 

Provisions of the abo,1e-referenced laws which 
relate to the personal income tax 
alternative. 

Provisions of the above-referenced laws which 
relate to the corporate excise tax credit 
alternative. 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1979 AMENDMENTS TO POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES TAX CREDIT LAW 

1. Pollution control facilities for hazardous wastes and used oil, 
constructed on or after October 3, 1979, are eligible for tax credit 
certification. _Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468 .155, 160, 165, 170, 
175, and 185. 

2. Distinct portions of solid waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil 
facilities, which make an insignificant contribution to the purpose 
of utilization of solid waste, hazardous waste, or used oil, are not 
eligible for tax credit certification effective October 3, 1979. 
The following specific items shall be among those portions considered 
for exclusion: office buildings and furnishings, parking lots and 
road improvements, landscaping, external lighting, company signs, 
artwork, and automobiles. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.155(2). 

3. The Oregon law regulating solid waste must impose standards at least 
substantially equivalent to the federal law in order for solid waste, 
hazardous wastes, and used oil facilities to be eligible for tax 
credit. Senate Bill.139 amending ORS 468.165(1) (c) (D). 

4. For facilities constructed on or after October 3, 1979, the Commission 
may waive the filing of the application for preliminary certification 
if it finds the filing inappropriate because special circumstances 
render the filing unreasonable and if it finds such facility would 
otherwise qualify for tax credit certification. Senate Bill 139 
amending ORS 468.175(1), 468.170(4), and 468.180(1). 

5. All references to ORS 448.305 have been deleted from the tax credit 
statutes. Senate Bill 139 amending ORS 468.170, 175, and 180. 

6. Effective October 3, 1979, facilities used for resource recovery that 
are constructed or used by or for the benefit of any government or 
quasi-governmental body or public corporation or form there of shall 
be eligible for tax credit certification under ORS 307.405, 316.097, 
or 317.072. House Bill 2846 amending ORS 314.255(2). 

7. Effective October 3, 1979, portions of a solid waste, hazardous waste, 
or used oil facility may be certified separately if ownership of a 
portion is in more than one person. Certification of such portions 
of a facility shall include certification of the actual cost of the 
portion of the facility to the person receiving the certification. 

The actual cost certified for all portions of a facility separately 
certified, shall not exceed the total cost of the facility that would 
have been certified under one certificate. The provisions of 
subsection (10) of ORS 316.097 or 317.072, whichever is applicable, 
shall ap[Jly to any sale, exchange, or other disposition of a certified 
portion of a facility. House Bill 2846 amending ORS 468.170. 

8. Any person who applies for and receives a tax credit on an energy 
conservation facility is not eligible to apply for and receive a tax 
credit on the same facility as a pollution control facility under 
ORS 316.097 or 317.072. House Bill 2843 effective October 3, 1979. 

This document does not attempt to provide all the details contained in 
the 1979 amendments to the tax credit statutes. Please refer to the bills 
for specifics. 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT 
AND 0 

REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT FORM 

Form number DEQ/TC-1-10/79 may be used to notify the Department of intent to 
construct a new source of air contaminant emissions or a confined animal feeding or 
holding operation, and to request construction approval. It may also be used to 
request preliminary certification for tax credit for a ~ollution control or waste ,, 
utilization facility. Or, it may be used for both purposes. Where it is used to 
both request construction approval and preliminary certification, it must be clearly 
indicated in the application which portion of the facility is being forwarded for 
preliminary certification. 

Oregon statutes and Department administrative rules require the submission of this 
form and Department approval before commencing construction, installation or 
establishment of a new, modified or expanded source of air contaminant emissions, 
including air pollution control equipment, or a confined animal feeding or holding 
operation. 

Oregon tax credit statutes require the submission of this form requesting preliminary 
certification before commencing erection, construction or installation of a pollution 
control or waste utilization facility in order to be eligible for consideration for 
tax credit certification upon completion of the facility. It further requires 
Department approval of preliminary certification, and that the facility be constructed 
in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted with the form and approved 
by the Department. 

If the facility has been certified as an energy conservation facility, pursuant to 
Oregon Laws 1979, Chapter 512, by the Oregon Department of Energy, it may not be 
certified for tax credit as a pollution control or waste utilization facility under 
ORS 316.097 (personal income tax) or ORS 317.072 (corporate excise tax). 

Oregon land use statutes require the Department to receive evidence from the 
responsible local planning authorities that any new or expanded facility will be 
compatible with local comprehensive land use plan provisions before it issues final 
approval of such facilities. Applicants using this form to request construction 
approval of new or expanded air contaminant sources or confined animal feeding or 
holding operations, or to request preliminary certification for noise pollution 
control facilities or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil utilization facilities 
must obtain a local compatibility statement in order for the Department to give 
final approval to the proposed project. Applicants should use Department form 
number DEQ/TC-12-10/79 to obtain the local compatibility statement. 

DEQ/TC-la-10/79 Page 1 of 1 
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Submit copy of application and exhibits to: 

w 
1-

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
POST OFFICE BOX )760 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT 
AND 

FOR DEQ USE ONLY 
Date Rec'd 

~~~~~~~~ 

Request No. 

Fi 1 e No. 

REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT 

(I) If Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Construction Approval, 
indicate type of faci I ity by placing check (I) in appropriate box. 

~ Air Contaminant Source L:::1 Confined Animal Feeding or Holding Operation 

(2) If request for Preliminary Certification, indicate type of pollution control 
or waste util ization~acil ity proposed by placing check (I) in appropriate box. 

l:J Air L:J Noise L:l Water L:J Sol id Waste L:l Hazardous Wastes L:l Used Oil 

(3) Official Name of Applicant 

Official Name 

Mailing Address, City, State, Zip Code 
w -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
_J 
Cl... 
:;;:: 
0 
u 

CJ) 

1-
z 
<( 
u 
_J 
Cl... 
Cl... 
<( 

_J 
_J 
<( 

( 4) Location of Facility (5) Person to Contact for Additional Details 

Business Name or Division Name 

Street Address Tit le 

Address 
city County 

City Zip Code Phone No. 

(6) Briefly describe nature of business where facility will be located and 
whether business is new or new at this location. 

(7) Provide a brief technical description of the proposed facility and its 
function. Attach process flow diagram and plot plan as appropriate. 

(8) Briefly describe pollution control or '"aste utilization equipment to be 
incorporated and/or uti I ized in faci I ity. 

DEQ/TC-1 1 0/79 Page 1 of 2 
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w 
1-
w 
_J 
iJ... z 
0 
u 
U) 

1-z 
<( 
u 
_J 
iJ... 
iJ... 
<( 

_J 
_J 
<( 

NOTE: Tax credit law (ORS 468.175) requires that a request for preliminary 
certification be on file with.the Department before commencing on a project in 
order to be eligible for consideration for tax credit certification upon completion 
of the project. 

(9) List types and amounts of pollutants discharged or produced and/or wastes I 
utilized before installation of facility. Also indicate how wastes are disposed. 

(10) List types and amounts of pollutants discharged, produced or reduced and/or 
wastes utilized after installation of facility. Also indicate how wastes are 
disposed. 

(11) Estimated total cost of 
facility: 

Estimated cost of pollution control or 
waste utilization equipment: 

$ $ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
(12) Date construction estimated to begin 

Date construction estimated to end 

I I ------
I I ------

(13) Has a statement of compatibi 1 ity with local comprehensive land use plans been 
obtained from appropriate local jurisdictions? (see instructions) 

Yes , please attach. No , please attach explanation. 
i--~-r------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 

<D 
zz 
-o 
1-
LJ>I
UJ<( 
=>U 
o
UJLL 
o::-

1-
LL 0:: 
-w 

u 
>-
_J >
z 0:: 
0 <( 

z 
w-
1-Z 
w
_J _J 
IJ...W 
:;::: 0:: 
00... 
u 

(14) If facility is solid waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil facility, describe 
what usable source of power or other item of real economic value is produced 
and its value. 

r------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
( 15) Has facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified for tax credit, 
or is a tax credit application pending? 

Yes ----, please attach explanation. No 
r------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

( l 6) Has facility or any portion of it, previously been certified as an energy 
conservation faci I ity by the Oregon Department of Energy, or is an application 
pending? 

Yes , please attach explanation. No i ,____, _____________________________________________________________________________________ ! 
I hereby certify that I have completed this application to the best of my ·~· 

1-W 
z 0:: 
<( :::::J 
u 1-
- <t: _J z 
iJ... <D 
a...
<( U) 

ability and that the information provided herein and in the attached exhibits is · 
true and correct to the best of my knowledge. , 

Signature Title -------------- ------------ Date __ ; __ /_ I 
I 
I 
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STATEMENT OF COMPATIBILITY 
WITH 

LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLANS 

Oregon land use laws and DEQ's Land Use Coordination Program, as approved by the Oregon 
•nd Conservation and Development Commission, require that DEQ approval of proposed 

construction of new or expanded air contaminant sources or confined. animal feeding or 
holding operations, and that DEQ approval of preliminary certification for tax credit for 
noise pollution control faci 1 ities or sol id waste, hazardous wastes or used oil utilization 
facilities, not become effective until a Statement of Compatibi 1 ity with applicable local 
land use pla;:;s-and Statewide Planning Goals is provided to DEQ from the responsible local 
planning authorities. This form may be used to obtain such a Statement of Compatibility. 

APPLICANT'S DESCRIPTION OF THE NATURE AND LOCATION OF PROPOSED NEW OR EXPANDED 
FACILITY. (-Include appropriate legal description, planning reference information 
CJ Check if the site is inside an Urban Growth Boundilry but outsi.de city 1 imits 

c- Attach evidence of city concurrence with the county Statement if concurre~ce not 
~ ~ . given be I ow. ) 
U LL -- - - -- - -- --- - ----- -- -- -- -- - - --- - -- - --- ---- - --- ---- -- -- - - - - ---- - -- - -·-- - ----- - -- ---- --
- _J 
_J 0.. 
0.. ::!:: 
0..0 
<(U 

>
f--

a::: 

~~ 
::, :E 
<( w 

f-
(.'J <( 

z: f-
- (f) z: 
z: 
<( 
_J 

0.. 

(f) w 
- > 
f-- -z: f-
<( <( 
u z: 
- a::: 
_J w 
0.. f--
0.. _J 
<( <( 

COMPLETE ONLY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

STATEMENT OF COMPATIBILITY FROM APPROPRIATE LAND USE AUTHORITY. 
Statement may be provided in 1 ieu of this form.) 

(An equivalent 

~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---,,.,.-,..,-,-----c-,---.----~- has reviewed the above-referenced proposal for 
patibil ity with (c.Jl.0.6.6 out one) (its LCDC Acknowledged Comprehensive Plan) 
(Statewide Planning Goals) and finds the proposal to be compatible. 

Signed 

CJ City Concurrence inside Urban Growth Boundary: 

Date 

com
o!L 

REQUEST TO PROCEED WITH APPLICATION PROCESSING PENDING RECEIPT OF COMPATIBILITY 
STATEMENT 

~-----------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------

have applied to ------;;-------,,...-;o----,-;-,--c..,,. on 
for the necessary Statement of Compatibility. 

I hereby certify that I 

The local review action is expected to be completed by------------
1 hereby request DEQ to proceed with processing my application during this time 
period in order to minimize delays. I understand that the requested construction 
approval or preliminary certification, .,..,hen issued, cannot become effective until 
the Compatibility Statement is filed with the Department. 

Signed Date 

DEQ/TC- 12-1 0/79 VIl-15 Page l of 2 



LAND USE COMPATIBILITY REQU I REMENTs: t NFORMAT I ON TO DEQ APPL t CANTS 

l. Applicants are strongly encouraged to hcive th.e local statement i:n IJ.and '<'(ben 
applying. Optionally, applicants may submit evidence of appl icati.on for local 
statements but DEQ approvals will be conditioned to not become effective: until 
a favorable local statement is received. 

-.-

2. Local statements must certify proposals compatible with. LCDC-Acknowiedged local 
comprehensive land use plans and implementi.ng ordi:ncinces or Statewi.de PI01nni.ng 
Goals. 

3. Once the application is comple~e. DEQ will test the proposed action for com
patibility with state and federal environmental quali.ty requirements <wd 
relevant provisions of Goals 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources.Quality)_ and 
11 (Pub I ic Facilities and Services). However, DEQ actions are in themselves 
not findings of local land use or Goal compatibility. Bot~ appl ;cant and 
local government wil I be informed of the nature and fact of DEQ"s actions. 

4. In urbanizing areas between city l imtts and Urban Growth Boundaries, applicants 
must provide evidence of city concurrence with the county statement on the 
proposal. The city evidence may be: 

a. Sign-off below the county sign-off on DEQ's form, OR 

b. A copy of the city-county management agreement included i.n tbe Urban Area 
Plan Acknowledged by LCDC, OR 

c. A written statement coveri.ng th'." appl icant 1 s proposal, 

5. Inside the Metropolitan Service:D[Sti"rct · (MSD) surrounding· Portland, ·evidence 
of compatibility with the current regional land use planning process and adopted 
requirements must be provided i.n add i·t i.on to those discussed a5.ove, 

6. Proposals within the jurisdiction and requirements of local government ooundary 
commissions for the Portland, Salem, and Eugene areas must ·5e separately 
cleared with them, as usual. That process is not I i.nked in substance or 
timing to this new land use clearance, but liothmust oe followed from now on. 

7. If DEQ receives a negative local statement of compatibi I ity·, we cannot take 
action. The approval cannot be issued, or if already issued conditionally 
cannot become effective. DEQ expects the applicant to work. with the local 
jurisdiction to obtain needed zone change, variance, or other modification to 
produce compatibility with the Acknowledged Plan and ordinances or the Goals. 
Return only when the issues are resolved and the local jurisdiction has made 
a statement of compat i bi Ii ty. 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION 
OF 

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR T.l\X RELIEF FURPOSES 

Any person who wishes to obtain tax relief for the installation of 
pollution control facilities as provided by Oregon law must submit an 
application for a Pollution Control Facility Certificate to the Oregon 
State Department of Environmental Quality. For facilities constructed 
or installed on or after October 5, 1973, a notice of intent to construct 
must have been fil/ed with the Department prior to construction. For 
facilities constructed after September 12, 1975, a request for preliminary 
certification must have been filed with the Department prior to 
construction~ 

The applicant is responsible for providing in his application such 
information as may be necessary to justify his claim that the facility 
described and claimed in the application qualifies for certification as 
a pollution control facility. Under most circumstances, the information 
requested in the application form should be sufficient. However, in cases 
where the claimed facility is a part of the plant production facilities 
or where benefits other than pollution control are derived from such 
facilities, additional and more detailed explanations may be required. 

In general, the completed application must clearly indicate exactly what 
the claimed facility is, why it was installed, when it was installed, what 
functions it performs other than pollution control, if any, the actual 
cost of the facilit~, and the percentatge of the actual cost which is 
allocated to pollution control. Failure of the applicant to adequately 
complete the application and justify his claim may be grounds for denial 
of cer tif ica ti on·. 

The Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for reviewing all 
applications submitted to determine whether or not the claimed facilities 
qualify for certification. Not all facilities which function to prevent, 
control or reduce pollution are eligible for certification under the terms 
of present statutes. Therefore, the burden of proof of eligibility for 
claimed facilities rests with the applicant. 

Nearly all the information requested in the application form is of a 
technical or engineering nature. Most of the problems encountered to date 
in processing applications can be related to inadequate technical 
information which apparently arises from (a) the assumption that "The 
Department of Enviromental Quality already lrnows that," or (b) the 
completion of the application by persons who are not qualified to 
understand and present the technical details. No problems have been 
encountered relative to the cost of facilities where such costs have been 
certified by an accountant as required in the application form. 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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For purposes of ensuring that the technical information is adequate and 
properly presented, the applicant should assume that the Department of 
Environmental Qualilty has no knowledge of his operation or problems and 
will assume that the claimed facility is not eligible for certification 
unless positive proof is offered to support the claim of eligibility. 

Special Instructions 

The following special instructions and notes refer to specific sections 
of the application form: 

SECTION I - Identification of Applicant 

1. Indicate the type of pollution control facility you are requesting 
to be certified. If more than one facility is involved, separate 
applications should be submitted for each. Air, noise, wa'i:er, solid 
waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facilities should always be 
considered in separate applications. Similarly, when the percent 
of cost allocable to pollution control is different for two or more 
units or facilities, separate applications should be submitted •. 

2. The official name and address of the applicant should be the same as 
that used for tax purposes in the state of Oregon. If corporation, 
exact name as specified on charter; if partnership or joint venture, 
the name of the partners or principals. 

3. The requested information refers to the status of ownership of the 
plant and the claimed facility. In a case where the claimed facility 
is leased, the applicant (lessee) must include with the application 
(a) a copy of the lease agreement and (b) the notarized statement 
from the lessor authorizing the lessee to take any allowable credit 
on the facility. 

4. Indicate the person to whom a copy of staff report and 
recommendations, notice of the Environmental Quality Commission 
Meeting, and final certificate should be mailed. 

5. Indicate the person whom the staff should contact to obtain additional 
technical information regarding the claimed facility. 

6. Indicate the address of the plant where the claimed facility is 
located, if different from the official address of the applicant. 

7. Indicate directions for access to the claimed facility, including 
the name of the appropriate person at the plant site who should be 
contacted relative to an inspection of the claimed facility. 

8. Self-explanatory. 

9. Self-explanatory. 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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SECTION II - Description of Operation 

1. Indicate the type of material or cormnodity processed, and the final 
products produced at the plant or site where the claimed facility 
is located. 

SECTION III - Description of Claimed Facility 

1. This requested brief technical description of the facility claimed 
for certification is extremely important. It should be carefully 
worded to adequately describe the nature and extent of the claL~ed 
facility in a clear and concise manner. The description should be 
suitable for identifying the specific facility on the certificate 
itself. Model and serial numbers of all components should be included 
where such exist. 

The complete function of the claimed facility should also be described. 

Example: 

Effluent clarifier system consisting of (a) effluent collection sump 
constructed in old outfall line, (b) wet pit-type pumping station 
with two Brand X, Model Y vertical waste pumps and necessary controls, 
(c) pressure main to convey waste from pump station to clarifier, 
(d) 40-foot diameter reinforced concrete clarifier constructed on 
site with Brand z scraper mechanism and including two Brand M, Model 
N sludge pumps with necessary electrical controls and associated 
piping and miscellaneous equipment~ 

The facility functions to remove settleable solids from the waste 
water which is pumped into the clarifier. Removed solids are disposed 
of by burial on plant property. Clarified waste waters are returned 
to the existing outfall line below the collection sump. 

2. Self-explanatory. 

3. Self-explanatory. 

4. Self-explanatory. 

SECTION TV - Significant Information and Dates 

1. through 9. The evaluation of your application is deoendent on the 
information and dates requested in these questions. 

10. The original 1967 tax relief act provided for certification of 
facilities installed for the principal purpose of preventing, 
controlling or reducing pollution. If the principal purpose of a 
facility was something other than pollution control, the facility 
was not eligible for certification. 

The 1969 tax relief act permits certification of facilities if a 
substantial purpose of such facility is the prevention, control or 
reduction of pollution. The certification, however, must include 
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the percentage of the actual cost of the facility which is allocable 
to pollution control. This in essence allows partial credit for 
facilities which may not have been eligible for certification "under 
the 1967 act. It also allows partial credit for facilities which may 
have been fully eligible under the 1967 act. 

If construction of the claimed facility was begun by April 30, 1969, 
and was substantially complete by June 30, 1971, the applicant may 
choose to apply for certification either under the 1967 act (the all
or-nothing concept) or the 1969 act (the percentage allocation of 
cost concept). This election is extremely important since it 
determines the basis for review of the application. 

Clearly indicate all functions or benefits other than pollution 
control derived from the claimed facility. 

12-A Self-explanatory. 

12-B Description of the salable or usable source of power or end product, 
its utilization, economic value, and the waste products utilized. 

12-C If yes, indicate the 
of the end product. 
produced. 

other state and describe the competitiveness 
If no, explain why product is not competitively 

13. A facility must be certified as one of the following: air, noise, 
water, solid waste, hazardous wastes, or used oil pollution control 
facility. It cannot be issued more than one certificate for the 
same equipnent, as that would, potentially, result in double tax 
relief. Further, after the original certificate expires on the 
facility, typically 10 years, the facility cannot be certified again. 

14. A facility that is certified by the State Department of Energy as 
an Energy Conservation Facility cannot be certified as a Pollution 
Control Facility under ORS 316.097 or 317.072. 

SECTION V - Allocation of Cost 

The applicant must complete the information in Section V to the best of 
his ability to provide a basis for the determination of eligibility and 
percentage of the actual cost which is properly allocable to pollution 
control. Since each installation differs greatly, there is no specific 
formula offered for determining such allocation. The applicant must make 
his own case through the information requested and through any additional 
information which he may deem necessary to justify the percentage of the 
actual.cost which he considers should be properly allocated to pollution 
control. If upon reviewing the application the Depart;"Tient disagrees with 
the applicant's claim, a conference will be scheduled with the applicant 
to discuss the matter prior to making any recommendation to the Commission 
regarding final action on the application. 

l. The actual cost of the claimed facility entered on line "a" must be 
supported and documented by the accountant 1 s certification of cost 
required in "Exhibit D" (Section VII). The remaining items under 
nlli'ilber 2 should be est~~ated as accurately as possible. For a 
facility that is owned by more than one person, and the applicant 
wishes to have the portion he owns certified separately, the actual 
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cost of the total facility must be documented, as well as the cost 
of the portion claimed in the application. (Solid waste hazardous 
wastes or used oil utilization facility applicants need only answer 
a and b of this question.) 

2. A discussion of the alternative pollution control methods which were 
considered and rejected is an extremely important factor in 
determining whether the pollution control functions served by the 
claillled facility are "substantial" within the context of the law. 
This information is also used in conjunction with other information 
to determine the percent of cost allocable to pollution control if 
the pollution ~ontrol purpose of the facility is found to be 
substantial. •. 

3. If there are any factors other than those mentioned in this 
application which may assist in establishing the percent of cost 
allocable to pollution control for the particular installation, please 
indicate and fully e:<plain. 

4. As stated before, since each installation varies so greatly and the 
factors surrounding each installation are different, no formula can 
be offered for establishing the percent of cost allocable to pollution 
control. Therefore, the applicant must carefully consider his 
particular case and develop the best possible estimate of the 
percentage of cost allocated to pollution control. The rationale 
for arriving at this percentage figure must be completely explained. 

SECTION VI - Required Exhibits 

The required exhibits are an essential part of the application and cannot 
be omitted. 

1. (Exhibit A) - If a pilot plan is not available, a sketch should be 
made which clearlv indicates the location of the claimed facility 
relative to other-plant facilities and identifiable landmarks in the 
area. The plot plan should be clearly marked to show the location 
of the claimed facility. 

2. (Exhibit B) - Detailed plans which clearly document, describe and 
identify the claillled facility are absolutely essential. If as-built 
engineering plans are not available, drawings should be made which 
clearly and distinctly describe the claillled facility and identify the 
extent of the facility. Structural details are normally not 
necessary. Overall plan and profile drawings, cutaway section views 
and process schematic diagrams are of ten adequate to fully identify 
and describe the claillled facility. Photographs are helpful providing 
they are clearly marked to indicate exactly what portion of the 
facility shown in the photographs is part of the claimed facility. 
Photographs without clear marking to show what is claimed are of 
little value. Normally the plans and descriptive documents are 
adequate if an individual unfamiliar with the plant can locate the 
facility and identify exactly which components are part of the claL~ed 
facility and which are not. 
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3. (Exhibit CJ - The information contained in this exhibit must be 
related closely to the plans required as Exhibit B. Materials 
expended in construction but not made a part of the permanent facility 
should not be included in the listing required in Exhibit C. 
Materials which lose their identity when incorporated in the facility 
should not be listed separately. Component parts which are removable 
or identifiable in themselves, such as motors, blowers, pumps, etc. 
should be clearly listed by make, model, serial number and other 
identifying information. 

Examples: 

a. For a concrete tank the itemized listings might be (1) 
excavation, (2) 10 ft. x 30 ft. x 6 ft. reinforced concrete 
open-topped tank including form work, reinforcing steel, concrete 
and labor to install. 

b. For pumping station the itemized listing might be (1) excavation, 
(2) structure consisting of reinforced concrete wet and dry 
well pumping station with above-ground control building, (3) 
two 30 HP vertical waste pumps, Brand Y, Model X, (4) discharge 
piping (5) pumping control system. 

c. For a baghouse the itemized listing might be (1) Brand X 
baghouse, Model Y, (2) Brand A fan, Model B, with 30 HP motor 
Brand D, Serial No. 1234567, (3) Water Deluge System, Brand F, 
Type G, (4) Ductwork, (5) structural steel and foundation, (6) 
electrical, (7) labor and engineering. 

4. (Exhibit D) - The actual cost of the facility is the total of those 
costs directly related to the acquisition and installation of the 
claimed facility and may include engineering fees, legal fees, 
overhead and other costs directly attributable to the facility. 
Start-up and operation costs are not considered to be part of the 
actual cost of the facility. 

In a case where the claimed facility is leased, the 'accountant's 
certification of cost normally will not be required. The 
documentation of the actual value of the facility will be provided 
by the notarized statement from the lessor, which was discussed under 
Section I, Item 3 of these instructions. 

Also, in cases where the total actual cost of the claimed facility 
is less than $20,000 and where the costs can be completely and 
thoroughly documented by copies of invoices, canceled checks, etc., 
the Department of Environmental Quality may accept copies of such 
documentation in lieu of the accountant'S"Certificate. 

5. (Exhibit E) - Attach copy of document indicating construction 
approval, as requested in Section IV, Item 3 of the application. 

6. (Exhibit Fl - Attach a copy of the approved preliminary certification 
for a pollution control facility, as requested in Section IV, Item 
5 of the application. 
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Any questions relative to the application form or the intent of requested 
information should be directed to the Department of Environmental Quality. 
Two copies of tbe completed five-page application form together with two 
copies of all exhibits should be mailed to: 

DEQ/TC-7-10/79 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Management Services Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 
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IMPORTANT 
For DEQ Use Only 

1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, 
2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: 
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Date Rec'd-----------
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MA..'IAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION Application No. ---------

Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 972Q7 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check CV> in Appropriate Box. 

CJ AIR CJ NOISE CJ WATER CJ SOLID WASTE CJ HAZARDOUS WASTE CJ USED OIL 

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if (3) Status of Applicant 
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). 

__ Lessee 
official name 

__ Owner 
division identification 

__ Individual 
names of general partners or principals 

__ Partnership 
ad~ss 

__ Corporation 
city, state, zip code 

(4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification (5) Person to Contact for Additional Details 

name name 

title title 

address address 

city zip phone no. city zip phone no. 

(6) Location of Claimed Facility (7) Access Directions: 

address 

city 

county 

(8) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number (9) Applicant's Tax Year 

beginning date ending date 

(1) Briefly describe the nature of the industrial or commercial process conducted at the plant, and the end product pro-
duced. I 

DEQiTC-2 10/79 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(1) Provide a brief technical description of the claimed facility for certification as a pollution oontrol or a waste utilization 
facility (including model and serial numbers of equipment) and describe the complete function of such facility. Attach additional 
sheet if necessary. 

(2) Describe the conditions which existed, or would have existed had the claimed facility not been provided, and describe the methods 
of pollutant or waste disposal-which were utilized prior to installation or construction of the claimed facility. Attach additional 
sheet if necessary. 

(3) Describe the conditions which currently exist as a result of the installation of the claimed facility. How has the impact 
on the environment been reduced or minimized as a result of the claimed facility? Attach additional sheet if necessary. 

(4) Describe the effectiveness of the claimed facility to reduce pollution and solid waste, quantitative data preferred though not 
mandatory. Attach additional sheet if necessary. 

DEQ!TC-2 10/79 Page 2 of 6 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(1) Was claimed facility required by the department or any other governmental organization? 
(Yes or No) 

If yes who required facility? 

CDate) 

(2) Did claimed facility replace an existing facilit-;? 
(Yes or Nol 

(3) Were plans and specifications or construction approval obt.ained prior to construction from the department or Regional 

Air Pollution Authority? . If yes attach a copy of approval document. 
(Yeo or No) (Exhibit E-Page 5) 

( 4) Was claimed facility constructed according to approved plans and specifications? . If no explain deviations 
(Yes or No) 

on an attached sheet. 

(5) w.,, a preliminary certification for tax credit obtained from the department for the claimed facility? (ORS 468.175) 

(Yes or No) 

If yes attach a copy of- the certification document (Exhibit F-Page 5) 

(6) Date erection, constrnction or installation of claimed facility was started. 

(7) Date erection, construction or installation of claimed facility was completed.. 
' 

(8) Date claimed facility was placed into operation. 

(9) Estimated useful life of claimed facility. 

NOTE: If construction began on a pollution control facility by Apnl 30, 1969, and was substantially complete by June 30, 1971, 
the applicant may elect to apply the tax relief available under the certification either under the original 1967 act or the 1969 
act. (See instructions for explanation of diffen;inces). 

(10) H applicable, state your election to t.ake relief under the 1967 act or the 1969 act. 

(11) Does the claimed facility perform any function other than pollution control? 
('{es or No) 

Explain. 

(12)* A-To what extent is the claimed facility used ro recover and convert waste products into a salable or usable com-
mod.ity? 

* B-Describe the salable or usable source of power or end prOOuct being produced th.rough the recovery and conversion of waste 
products by the claimed facility; also describe the economic value of the end product. 

C-Is the end product, other than a usable source of power, competitive with an end product procluced in another state? 
Explain. 

(Yes or NoJ 

•Attach additional sheets if neceasary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTlFlCATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(13) Has claimed facility previously been certified by DE_Q for tax credit, or is tax credit-application currently pending on claimet. 
facility or any portion of it? Yes , please explain. No --------

(14) Has claimed facility, O[' any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the St.ate Department of 
Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. No--------

DEQITC-2 10/79 Page 4of 6 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

(1) Complete the following information regarding costs associated .with the claimed facility. (Solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil 
utilization facility applicants need only answer a and b of the question.) 

a. Actual cost of the claimed facility 

b. Annual income derived from claimed facility or 
value of recovered or reclaimed materials 

c. Annual Operating Expenses 

Labor $ 

Utilities $ 

:M:aintenance $ 

Average Annual 
Depreciation • 

$ ______ _ 

$ _______ _ 

-·· $ ______ _ 

d. Total Annual Operating Expenses 

e. Net Annual Profit Before Taxes (b..d) 

f. Return on Investment Before Taxes (e/a x 100) 

$ ______ _ 

• 
$·-------

_______ % 

What is the lowest acceptable return on an investment, before taxes, which will justify an investment in your particular 
plant? % Please explain and justify on an attached sheet. 

(2) What alternative method or facilities were considered for achieving the same pollution, solid waste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil control objective. Indicat.e the estimated cost of each and the 
reasons for selection of the method used. 

(3) List any other facts which may be relevant in est.ablishing the portion of the actual cost of the facility 
properly allocable to the prevention, -control or reduction of air, noise or water pollution. 

(4) Percent of Cost of Claimed Facility properly allocable to pollution control: _______ % 

Explain the method used for arriving at this figure. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

APPLICATION FOfl CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq. 
(Continued) 

Attach the Following Exhibits to the application: 

(1) As EXHIBIT A, attach a plot plan or site map which shows the overall plant site and the location within the plant site 
where the claimed faCility is located. The general location and extent of the claU:ned facility should be 
clearly marked. 

(2) As EXHIBIT B, attach detailed as built engineering plans which clearly and completely identify and describe the 
claimed facility. Any other facility shown on the plaD.s which are not claimed should be clearly marked 
accordingly. Photographs of the claimed facility can also be attached to supplement the plans. 

(3) As EXHIBIT C, attach a listing of the land, material, machinery, and equipment incorporated into the claimed facility 
together with the associated cost. All items should be grouped into logical units and referenced to the 
specific unit on the as built plans provided as Exhibit B. 

(4) As EXHIBIT D, attach a statement from an independent public acconntant or certified public accountant which gives a 
breakdown of the actual cost of the cla..im.ed facility and certilies that the total cost indicated. is a trne 
and correct representation of the actual cost of i;he facility. 
Reference should be made t.o the listing of costs 1n Exhibit C. 

NOTE: J.n cases where the total actual cost of the claimed facility is less than $20,000 and where the cost can be 
completely and thoroughly documented by copies of invoices, canceled checks, -etc., the Department of 
Environmental Quality may accept copies of such docwnentation m lieu of the accountant's certifica-
tion. 

(5) As EXHIBIT E, if erect-ion, construction or installation of the claimed facility was begun on or after October 5, 1973, 
attach a copy of the document which indicates that prior to commencing on project a notice ot intent to 
construct was filed with the Department, and that construction was approved. 

(6) As EXHIBIT F, if erect.ion, construction or installation of the claimed facility was begun on or after September 13, 19~ 
attach a copy of document which indicates that prior to commencing on project a request for Prelimina...__ 
Certification for Tax Credit was filed with the Department, and that a Preliminary Certification was 
granted. 

ThfPORTANT, eacll item of the application must be completed. If inapplicable explain why. Failure t.o complete 
application shall constitute basis for denial of Certification. 

I hereby certify that I have completed. this application to the best of my ability, and that the 
information provided herein and- in the attached exhibits is tnie and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that the facility described in this application was erected, constructed, or installed. and 
will be operated to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing arr, noise 
or water pollution, or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil. 

SIGNATURE: 

DATE: 
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SECTION VIII 

FORM LETTERS 



State of Oregon 
Oepartment of Env i ronmenta 1 Quality 

Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

NOTICE OF APPROVFD CONSTRUCTION COMPLFTION 

To: Owner or App I i cant 

This form must be filled in and returned within 30 days upon completion of the 
approved construction. 

MAIL TO: Department of Environmental Quality 
Post Office Sox 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Attention: c::J Air Qua I ity Division 

c::J Water Quality Division 

c:::J Sol id Waste Division 

The facility described below •,ias completed on -----------------
and was or wi I 1 be in operation 

(signature) t it 1 e) (date) 

(for DEQ use only - below this 1 ine) 

Address 

Description of Faci 1 i ty 

Date Notice Received 

Assigned for Inspection to -----------on 

Date of Inspection Report by 
-----------~ 

Summary of Inspection 

Date cc to El ~ Attachments 

DEQ/NC- l- 3/78 VIII-1 
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To: 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVE:lv.01'1 

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

Date: 

File Reference: 

Department action as indicated below has been taken on your Notice of Intent to Construct 
and Request(s) for Construction Approval and/or Pre! iminary Certification for Tax Credit 
for the proposed facility. 

Project Project Description 
Plans & Specifications 
Identification 

£.LA.tjS AND SPFCIFICAT!ONS AND CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL 

[:::J - APPROVED - Subject to the conditions 1 isted on the reverse side. 

Plans and Specifications reviewed by: 

PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY 

C:J - APPROVED - This pre! iminary certification makes the proposed facility eligible for 
consideration for tax credit but does not insure that any specific 
part or all of the pollution control facility wil 1 be issued a tax 
credit certificate. 

Tax credit review by: 

If the Department can be of assistance, or if there are any questions, please contact: 

Name: 

f:'\:\ 
-,-,.._i.) 
'~\-' 

Cor'rai:1s 
P~::ydec! 

'"'ilieri.~is 

Di;,!ld.TC-3-3178 (OVER) 
l/TTL1 
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PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL CONDITIONS· 

1. The construction of the project shall be in strict conformance to approved 
plans and specifications identified above. No changes or deviations shall 
be made without prior written approval of the Department of Environmental 
Quality. (Air contaminant facilities are subject to confirmation by the 
Environmental Quality Commission.) 

2. Granting approval does not relieve the owner of the obligation to obtain 
required local, state and other permits and to comply with the appropriate 
statutes, Administrative Rules, Standards, and if applicable, to demonstrate 
comp 1 i ance. 

3. Please fill out and return the enclosed Notice of Construction Completion 
form within 30 days upon completion of this 'approved project. 

4. 

DEQ/TC-3-78 Page 2 of 2 



Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYE~ 

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

OEQ-1 

To: Date: 

File Reference: 

Your Notice of Intent to Construct and Request(s) for: 

~ - Construction Approval 

~ - Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 

was received for the fol lowing proposed faci I ity: 

Name and Address Description 

Unless the Department requests additional information within thirty (30) days 
of the date of this letter, you will be notified of approval or disapproval 
within sixty (60) days. 

Sincerely, 

DEQ/TC-4-3/78 VIII-5 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

GO\IERl<Ofl 522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, PO. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-

To: Date: 

Fi le Re.ference: 

Further information is required to evaluate your request(s) for: 

I::::1 - Construction Approval c:::J Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 

for the fol lowing: 

Name and Address Description 

Please submit further information within the time specified to: 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Upon receipt of the requested information, the Department wil I complete the evaluation and 
~~·ify you of its findings within sixty (60) days. 

'-c1ita1ns 

P.~c'fcied 
,',\3·~r:,,;s, 

DEQ·1 
l"lrr"l/Tr_r'_J//Q 

Sincerely, 

Vlll-7 
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SECTION IX 

TAX CREDIT STAFF REPORT FORMATS 



EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT CERTIFICATION - AIR, WATER, NOISE 
Form date: 11/10/80 

Application No. 

STATE OF.OREGON - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Tax Relief Application Review Repcrt 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of 
operation, e.g., pulp and paper mill) at (city, state). 

Application was made for tax credit for an (air, noise, water) 
pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facilitv 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail 
about facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing 
or future facilities at the plant site and include a breakdown of 
cos ts where appropriate.) 

(Choose one of the following statements as appropriate.) 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made (date), 
and approved (date). (Use if construction commenced on or after 
September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Requirement to file an application for Preliminary Certification was 
waived by the Commission (date). 

(--or--) 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made (date), and approved (date). 
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit not required. (Use if 
construction commenced on or after October 5, 1973 and before 
September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax 
Credit not required. (Use if construction commenced before October 
5, 1973.) 
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(--or--) 

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests 
that Commission w·aive requirements for filing. 

(Continue with the following.) 

Construction was initiated an the claimed facility (date) r completed 
(date), and the facility was placed into operation (date). 

Facility Cost: $ ----- (Accountant's certification was provided.} 

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give brief but complete evaluation of application. Compliance or 
non-com;:iliance status of the project must be clearly stated and 
explained, if.necessary, relative to treatment standards and/or perm1~ 
conditions. Briefly describe how percent allocable was derived.) 

4. Sununa tion 

(Remember that every conclusion of Summation must be supported by 
information in the r;epor t, attached materials., or references.) 

A. (Choose one of the following statements as applicable.) 

Facility was constr-ucted in accordance with the requirements 
of' .ORS 4684175, regarding preliminary certification. (Use if 
construction commenced on or after September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Facility was constructed under a certificate of approval to 
construct issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. (Use if construction 
commenced after October 5, 1973, and before September 13, 1975.) 

(--or--) 

Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct 
or preliminary certification. (Use if construction commenced 
before October 5, 1973.) 

(--or--) 

Special circumstances {list in Evaluation) exist which made 
the filing of an application for preliminary certification 
unreasonable, and the facility \vould otherwise be eligible for 
tax credit. (Use only for facilities constructed on or after 
October 3, 1979.) 

B. (Choose one of the following statements as applicable.) 

Facility tvas constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required 
by ORS 468 .165 (1) (a). (Use for air or water pollution control 
facilities.) 
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(--or--) 

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1977, as required 
by ORS 468.165(1) (b). (Use for noise pollution control 
facilities.) 

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing 
(choose one of the following: air pollution, water pollution, 
noise pollution.) •. 

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes 
of ORS Chapter (fill in bl_<1nk with one of the following) 
468 (air and water) 467 (noise) and the rules adopted under that 
chapter. 

E. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is (percent). 

5. Director 1 s Reconnnendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Cerificate bearing the cost of $ ____ _ 
with (see below) allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-----

(The second blank space in number five should be filled in with 
ONE of the following phrases) 

80 percent or more 
60 percent or more but less than 
40 percent or more but less than 
20 percent or more but less than 
Less than 20 percent 

Name of Section Supervisor or Division Head: typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 

GDLJ.'!S 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT CERTIFICATION - SOLID WAST1', HA:OA1'JJUU>i wA;:,Tr; 
AND USED OIL FACILITIES 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 

Form date: 12/1/BO 

Appl. No. 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

City, State Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of operation, e.g., 
pulp and paper miU) at (city, state). 

Application was made for tax credit for a (solid waste, hazardous waste, 
used oil) pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail about 
facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing or futUJ>e 
facilities at the plant site, and include a breakdown of costs where appropriate.) 

(CHOOSE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS AS APPROPRIATE) 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made (date), and 
approved (date). (Use if construction commenced on or after September 13, 
1975.) 

(-or-) 

Requirement to file an Application for Preliminary Certification was waived 
by the Commission (date). 

(-or-) 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made (date), and approved (date). 
Certification for Tax Credit was not required. (Use if construction 
on or after October 5, 19?3 and before September 13, 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Preliminary 
commenced 

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
not required. (Use if construction commenced before October 5, 1973.) 

(-or-) 

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests that 
Commission waive requirements for filing. 
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(CONTINUE WITH THE FOLLOWING) 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility (date), completed (date), 
and the facility was placed into operation (date). 

Facility Cost: ~ (Accountant 1 s certification was provid-ed.) 
~~~~~~~~~-

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give brief bitt co:nplete evaluation of application. Compliance or non-compliance 
status of the project must be clearly stated and explained, if necessary, 
relative to treatment standards and/or permit conditions. Explain how 
applicant meets requirements of 468.165(1)(c)(A}, (B), and (C), and 
468.170(8) (b).) 

4. Summation 

(Remember that every conclusion of the Summation must be supported by 
information in the report~ attached mate~ials~ or references.) 

A. (Choose one of the following statements as ayplicable) 

Facility was constructed in accordance ~vith the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. (Use if construction 
commenced on or after September 13~ 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Facility was constructed under a certificate of approval to construct 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. (Use if construction commenced after 
October 5, 1973 and before September 13, 1975.) 

(-or-) 

Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct or 
preliminary certification. (Use if construction commenced after 
Janv.ary 1, 1973 and before October 5, 1973.) 

( -o:n-) 

Special circumstances (explain in Evaluation) exist which made the filing 
of an Application for Preliminary Certification unreasonable, and the 
facil-ity would otherwise qualify for tax credit nnder ORS 468.150 to 
468.190. (Use onl;; for facilities constructed on or after October 3, 19?9.) 

B. As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction on or after 
January 1, 1973 (sol.id waste) 011 October 3, 1979 (hazardous waste or ?Ased 
oil facilities)~ and 
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(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize material that 
would otherwise be (solid waste, hazOI'dous waste, or used oil), by 
(USE ONE OF TF!/i: FOLLGe!ING: burning; mechanical process; chemical 
process; or through the production, processing including presegregation 
or otherwise, use of materials for their heat content or other forms 
of energy of or from the material, use of materials which have useful 
chemical OJ'.' physical properties and which may be used for the same 
or other pu_"'Poses, materials which may be used in the same kind of 
application as its prior use without change in identity); 

(2) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of power or other 
item of real economic value; 

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable source of power, 
is competitive with an end product produced in another state; and 

(4) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at least 
substantially equivalent to the federal law. 

c. (Use for facilities commenced after December 31, 1980 and before December 31, 
1983. !':xplain in !':valuation.) 

In addition, the Commission finds that (use one or more of the following 
statements) 

The facility is necessary to assist in solving a severe or unusual 
(solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) problem; 

(and/or) 

The facility will provide a new or different solution to a (solid waste, 
hazardous waste, used oil) problem than has been previously used, or 
the facility is a significant modification and improvement of similar 
existing facilities; 

(and/or) 

The Department has recommended the facility as the most efficient 
method of (solid waste, hasOI'dous waste, used oil) control; 

(and/or) 

The Departi.~ent has recommended the facility as the most environmentally 
sound method of (solid waste, hazardous wastes, used oil) control. 

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

E. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution 
control is 100%. 
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5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ r with 
100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Credit Application T-------

Name of Section Supervisor or Division Head; typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 
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EQC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CREDIT PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION - AIR, WATER, NOISE 
Format date: 12/1/80 

(Commission staff reports are needed only to deny a preliminary 
certification, or to waive filing of an application for preliminary 
certification) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Preliminary Certification Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of 
operation, e.g., pulp and paper mill) at (city and state). 

Preliminary· certification is required for an (air, noise, water) 
pollution control facility. 

2. Descriotion of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail 
about facility to ensure that it won't be confused with other existing 
or future facilities at the plant site and include a breakdown of 
cos ts where appropriate) . 

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation (date). 

The estimated cost of the facility is (dollar amount). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

4. 

(Give a brief but complete evaluation of application) 

Summa ti on (Provide a list of findings that support one of the 
following conclusions, and then state the chosen 
conclusion. Remember that every conclusion in Summation 
must be supported by information in report, attached 
materials, or references.) 

Special circumstances (listed above) exist which made the filing of 
an application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the 
facility is otherwise eligible for tax credit certification pursuant 
to ORS 468.155 to 468.190. (Use only for facilities constructed on 
or after October 3, 1979.) 
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(--or--) 

Erection, construction, or installation of the facility was commenced 
before a request for Preliminary Certification was filed with the 
Department pursuant to ORS 468.175(1); therefore the facility is not 
eligible for tax credit certification. 

(--or--) 

The Department has determined that the erection, construction or 
installation does not comply with the applicable provisions of ORS 
Chapters 454, 467, or 468 and the applicable rules or standards 
adopted pursuant thereto; therefore the facility is not eligible for 
tax credit certification. 

5. Director•s Recommendation 

(Choose one of the following.) 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the 
Conunission issue an order denying the applicant 1 s request for 
Preliminary Certification. 

(--or--) 

Based upon the findings in·the summation it is recommended that the 
Conunission waive the filing of an application for Preliminary 
Certification for the facility proposed. 

Responsible manager 1 s name~ typist initials 
Phone number of above 
Date report actually typed 

GDLJ.'IS 
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EOC STAFF REPORT FORMAT: TAX CRJ;;DlT PRJ;;LH1J.NARY Cl>RTH'J:CA'l'J.UN 
SOLID WASTE, HAZARDOUS WASTE, USED OIL Format date: 12/1/80 

(Commission staff reports are needed only to deny a preliminary certification or to 
waive filing of an application for preliminary certification.) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Preliminary Certification Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Company Name 
Division (if any) 
Address 
city, State Zip Code 

The applicant owns (leases) and operates a (describe type of operation, e.g., 
pulp and paper mill) at (city and state). 

Preliminary Certification is required for a (solid wasteJ "hazardous wastes, 
used oil) pollution control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is (give enough detail about 
fac~~lity t;o ensii.re that it won't be confitsed with other existing or future 
facilities at the plant site and include a breakdow-n of costs where appropriate). 

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation (date). 

The estimated cost of the facility is $ 
~~~~~~~~ 

3. Evaluation of Application 

(Give a brief but complete evaluation of application.) 

4. Summation 

(P-rovide a list of findings that support one of the following conclusions, and 
then state the chosen conclusion. Remember that every conclusion in the 
Summation must be supported by information in this report, attached materials, 
or references.) 

Special circumstances (explain above) exist which made the filing of an 
application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the facility is 
otherwise eligible for tax credit certification pursuant to ORS 468.155 
to 468.190. (Use only for facilities commenced on or after October 3, 1979.) 

(-or-) 

Erection, construction, or installation of the facility was corrunenced before 
a request for preliminary certification was filed with the Department 
pursuant to ORS 468.175(1); therefore the facility is not eligible for 
tax credit certification. 
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(-or-) 

The Department has determined that the facility is not eligible for tax 
credit certification because the erection, construction and installation 
does not comply with the applicable provisions and applicable rules or 
standards adopted pursuant to ORS Chapters 459 and 468, including' 
(use one or more of the following statements) 

The substantial purpose of the facility is not to utilize 
material that would otherwise be (solid waste, hazardous waste, used 
oil) 

(and/or) 

The end product of the utilization is not a usable source of power 
or other item of real economic value. 

(and/or) 

The end product of the utilization is not competitive with an end 
product produced in another state. 

(.4fter ·December .31, 1980 and before December 31, 1983, 
statements must be used in addition to the above.) 

all of following 

The facility is not necessary to assist in solving a severe or 
unusual (solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil) problem; and 

The facility will not provide a new or different solution to a 
(solid waste, haza.rdous waste, used oil) problem that has been 
previously used, nor it is a significant modification and improvement 
of similar existing facilities; and 

The Department has not recomrnended the facility as the most efficient 
or the most environmentally sound method of (solid .waste, hazardous 
waste~ used oil) control. 

5. Director 1 s Recommendation (Choose one of the following statements.) 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission 
issue an order denying the applicant 1 s request for Preliminary Certification. 

(-or-) 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Corrunission •,..raive the filing of an application for Preliminary Certification 
for the proposed facility. 

Name of Section Super';1isor or Division Head: typist initials 
?hone number of abo_ve 
Date report actually typed 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PROCEDURES 

Page l of 2 
10/21/80 

or VISION MANAGEMENT SER~!ICES 

SECTION TAX CREDITS 

SUBJECT PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 
FOR TAX CREDIT 

RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

DIVISION Receive Notice of Intent to Construct and Request fo:c 
OR REGION Preliininary Certification for Tax Credit (form DEQ/TC-1-

10/79) . 

DIVISION Acknowledge receipt of notice and request \vi thin seven (7) 
OR REGION calendar days of receipt. Use form lette:c DEQ/TC-4-3/78. 

DIVISION If additional infonnation lS necessary to evaluate the 
OR REGION request, use form letter DEQ/TC-5-3/78 to request the 

information required. Always specify the ·date the 
information is to be submitted by. 

' 
DIVISION Review request and supporting documents and upon aporoval 
OR REGION of the request prepare a "Plan and Specifications and 

Construction Approval and Preliminary Certification for 
Tax Credit Of a Pollution Control Facility 1 " form 
DEQ/TC-3-3/78, and forward to requester. (Enclose 
"Notice of .a.pproved Construction Completion," DEQ/NC-1-
3/78, with approval form.) 

POLICY An applicant may start construction after requesting 
construction approval and preliminary certification for 
tax credit. However, if he does, ·it is at his own risk 
that the preliminary certification may not later be 
approved, with the consequent loss of tax credit benefit 
which the ap9licant had anticipated (see ORS 468.175(11 
and informal Attorney General opinion dated Ap:cil 27, 1978) 

DIVISION If a denial is recommended for Preliminary Certification 
OR REGION for: Tax Credit, send denial recomrr.enda tions (use forinat 

I 
dated 10/3/79) to Management Services Division for 
presentation to EQC. It is the Division/Region respon-
sibility to notify tr~e applicant of a recorrullendation tu 
the EQC to deny their request for preliminary certification 
for tax credit. 

I 

,$ ··z.:.-. 

IL·, --~~.........!1,---'.'.""'".""'~(MO~RE)~~-~..........,~,...,,.....==l 
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SfATE OF OREGON _ 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PROCEDURES 

Page 2 of 2 
10/21/80 

--·----------------------------------"""'!l 5 DIVISION MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

SECTION TAX CREDITS 

SUBJECT PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION 
FOR TAX CREDJ.T 

RESPONSIBILITY 

DIVISION 
OR P.EGION 

ACTION 

ORS 468.175(4) states, "If within 60 days of the receipt 
of plans, specifications or any subsequently requested 
revisions or corrections to the plans and specifications ... 
the Department fails to issue a preliminary certificate 
of approval and the Co:mmission fails to issue an order 
denying certification, the preliminary certificate shall 
be considered to have been issued." It is therefore 
important that notification be given to Management 
Services Division of a recommendation to deny within 
the -60 day time period from receipt of the request, and 
in time to request EQC action. 

Upon approval of Preliminary Certification for Tax- Credit 1 

send a copy of the request and approval to the Region or 
Division concerned. 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPAR,TMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITI 

PROCEDURES 

Page 1 of 2 
7/8/80 

J DIVISION Mancaement Services 

SECTION Tax C~edits 

' 

SUBJECT Procedures for Processing Tex Credit ?.pplications for Pollution 
Control Facilities 

RESPONSISILITI 

Management Services Div. 
(MSD) (Receptionist) 

1-1.SD (Recept.ionist) 
or Division 

MSD (Receptionist) 

~ MSD (Receptionist) 

Division 

Division 

!·!SD (_Receptionist) 
~.'.""''"'""--' :t; 

!'~SD (Ma:iagement Asst.) 

I ACTION 

Receive two (2) copies of Application and supporting I 
docwnents and review for completeness, pro9er attac~~ents, 
and number of copies. 

If considered incomplete, consult. -;.rith Division to verify 
and advise applicant of the necessa~y requirements to 
complete application. 

If considered complete, assig~ a2plication nu.~~er, anC 
enter date received on application forin; also en~er 
date received and processi;ig schedule on log sh'::!:et and 
acknowledge .receipt to applicant by letter. 

Retain one complete copy of the application a~d supporting 
documents for the permanent tax credit file; forward one 
complete set of application and supporting docur.,ents 
to the appropriate division for processing .. 

Review application and supporting docu..~ents, su=vey 
facility / and prepare r·eview report within assigned pro
cessing schedule (60 days). If Di'rision :requests any 
additional information from the applicant, it is the 
responsibility of the appropriate division to forward a 
copy of the request and a copy of the information 
received to MSD (Receptionist) for placing into the 
permanent file. Every request for additional information 
shall require submission by a spec~fic date to allow 
EQC action on each and every application within the 120 
day statuto~y time lifilit. I~ no a~tion is taken within 
the 120 day periodr the application is automatically 
denied. 

Prepare recom..'ilenda tions for ZQC revi'=:W and forward to MSD 
(Management Assistant) with rough-drafted certificate. 
(These ~ecornmendations must be su.bmi~ted so that the EQC 
can act on them wit...\.iin the 120 day statutory time lL-nit.) 

Send let~er to a?plicant advisi~g of Depart:ment 1 s 
recoCT',mendations a:1d the date EQC 1 .. :ill review staff 
recorr~endations a~d act 

P=epare Certificate for 
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STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITI 

PROCEDURES 

Page 2 of 2 
7/8/80 

~···· DI VISION ---"M"'a,.,.n,,a,,q,.,e'"m"'e,,.n~t__,,S"'e"'r'-'v"'i'"c~e~s'"-------------
SECTION Tax Credits 

SUBJECT Procedures for Processing Tax Credit Applications for Pollution 
Control Facilities 

RESPONSIBILITI 

Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

MSD. (Receptionist) 

MSD (Receptionist) 

KEY 

. 

ACTION 

Approve or deny Department recommendations. Issue and 
sign Pollution Control Certificate or denial letter. 

If approved, send Pollution Control Certificate to 
app-licant along with t•No (,2). No_tice of Tax Elec::.ion forms 

(certified mail) -

If denied, se-nd denial letter to applicant (_certified mail} 

Upon return of Tax Election forms fro111 a_pj;Jlicant (.within 
60 days f~om date of mailing) send copy of certificate 
and Tax Election =orm to Department of Revenue ~nd 
County Assessor ·(if ad valorern credit) 4 File copy of 
Notice of Election form in master file. 

NOTE: If Tax Credit Applications are received directly 
from applicant by a Region or Division, send 
complete packet to MSD fo::- receipting and lo_gging. 

Receptionist 
Division 

Management Asst,. 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

NUMBER 

ISSUED 

PAGE 
l of 2 

ErHCT!VE 

SUBJECT Procedures for preparation of Notice of State Certification to EPA 
for federal tax relief on oollution control facilities. 

ORIGINATING PROGRAM Management Services PROGRAM APPROVAL 
. 

NUMB EK DATE DIRECTOR APPROVAL SUPERSEDES 

Background 

Section 169 of the Internal Revenue Code permits 5-year straight-line 
depreciation of pollution abatement facilities placed in operation on or 
after January 1, 1969 to abate air or water pollution discharged by plants 
or properties that were in operation before that date. In order to utilize 
this depreciation method, taxpayers must file an election in accordance with 
regulations of the Treasury Department. In addition, two certifications 
must be presented; one from the appropriate state authority (OEQ), and another 
from the regional federal authority (EPA Seattle). 

Applicant: 

DEO 
or 
[RAPA: 

Divisions: 

MSD 

MSD 

An applicant wishing state certification for federal tax relief 
obtains forms from EPA (Seattle). The applicant completes 
pages 1-5 of EPA Form 3300-1 (9-71) (Aoplication for 
Certification of Pollution Control Facility); forwards the 
original to EPA (Seattle) and copies l and 2 to DEQ (or in 
the case of air pollution facilities located in Lane County, 
to the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority), along with 
EPA Form 3300-2 (9-71) (Notice of State Certification). If 
the applicant has questions regarding these forms, they should 
be directed to EPA. 

It is DEQ'.s (or LRAPA's) responsibility to certify that the 
claimed facility: 

" ... is in conformity with State and local programs and 
requirements for the control of water pollution, air pollution, 
as required by Section 169 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, as amended, and regulations issued thereunder." 

Upon receipt of the application for state certification, the 
Division involved should forward it to the Management 
Services Division (MSQ) for completion, The Division 
supplies the information requested in section #6 of EP,i\ Form 
3300-2 (9-71) (the applicant should have filled out the rest 
of the form) . 

Types in the supplied information, assigns a state certification 
number, logs in the request, and forwards the certification 
form to the Director for signature. 

After the Director signs, sends the completed certification 
form and copy l of the application to EPA (Seattle); retains 
copy 2 of the application and a copy of the completed certification 
form. 

X-5 
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NUMBER 

SUED 

PAGE 
2 of 2 

E ECTIVE 

ORIGINATING PROGRAM PROGRAM APPROVAL 

SUPERSEDES 

MSD 

Note: 

NUMBE E D TE DIRECTOR APPROVAL 

Files a copy of the application and the certification form 
with the applicant's state tax credit file (if applicable), 
and a copy in a separate federal tax credit certification file. 

It is possible that we may be certifying facilities to the 
federal government which have not applied for tax credit 
under Oregon law. 

X-6 
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DEQ-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: New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 

The request for authorization to hold a hearing on the New Source 
Review and Plant Site Emission Limit rules is not on the Agenda for 
the March 13, 1981 meeting because the discussions with Associated 
Oregon Industries (AOI) extended beyond the date for submittal of 
agenda items. 

However, since this item was deferred from the January agenda and the 
comments of AOI have now been received, considered and generally resolved 
by the staff, the Commission may wish to grant authorization at its 
March 13, 1981 meeting for the Department to proceed to hearing with 
these proposed revised rules per the attached staff report and recommenda
tion. If no major problems are identified at the hearing before the EQC, 
it is hoped that adoption could occur simultaneously so that the Department 
could rapidly proceed to assume the New Source Review Program from EPA 
and the SIP can be fully approved. 

L.Kostow:h 
229-5186 
March 5, 1981 

William H. Young 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Unscheduled Item Concerning Deferred Agenda 
Items No. F-1 & F-2 from the January 30, 1981 
EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to hold a Public Hearing on 
Amendments to the State Implementation Plan regarding Rules 
for New source Review and Plant Site Emission Limits 

The Department requested authorization to hold a public hearing on proposed 
rules for New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limits at the January 
30, 1981 meeting. The Commission deferred action on this item until the 
March 13, 1981 meeting because of a letter from Associated Oregon 
Industries requesting more time to review the proposed rules. 

The Department conducted meetings with the Medford Chamber of Commerce 
on February 6, 1981, and with Associated Oregon Industries on February 
10, 18, and 27, 1981. During these meetings the Department staff explained 
the rules and received comments. 

Discussion 

As a result of these meetings the following revisions were made to the 
proposed rules. 

1. The definition of "actual emissions" was changed to more closely 
parallel the EPA definition. 

2. The definition of "allowable emissions" was replaced with the 
term "plant site emission limit" for the purposes of establishing 
offset and banking baselines. 

3. The length of time for which emission reductions can be banked 
was increased from five to ten years. 
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4. The minimum bankable reduction was decreased from 25 tons/year 
to 10 tons/year. 

5. The baseline for setting plant site emission limits for existing 
sources was redefined by adding definitions of "baseline emission 
rate", "baseline period", and "normal source operation". 

6. A provision was added to allow for "bubbling" of emissions under 
the section titles "Alternative Emission Controls". 

7. A provision was added to allow for the temporary use of PSD 
increments under the section titles "PSD Increment Loan". 

The revised proposed rules are attached. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that a public hearing be authorized to consider amending the 
New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limit Rules. I recommend that 
this hearing be conducted before the Commission at the April 24, 1981 
meeting. 

Attachments: 1) 
2) 

Lloyd Kostow:a 
M901 (1) 
229-5186 
3/3/81 

William H. Young 

Proposed New Source Review Rules 
Proposed Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 
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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:· 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Qu~lity Cormnission 

·Director 

Agenda Item No. F-1, January 30, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on 
Amendments to the State Implementation Plan Regarding Rules 
far New Source Review 

On June 8, 1979, the Environmental Quality Cormnission (EQC) adopted new 
rules for Special Permit Requirements for Sources Located In or Near 
Nonattainment Areas (OAR 340-20-190 through 197). Also on that date, the 
EQC adopted new rules to Prevent Significant Deterioration of Air Quality 
(OAR 340-31-100 through 195). The rules for nonattainment areas (New 
Source Review) were submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
as a revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

On June 24, 1980, EPA conditionally approved the Oregon State 
Implementation Plan subje<:t to correction of certain deficiencies. In 
the area of New Source Review two such deficiencies were identified as 
follows: 

a) "Emission Offsets OAR 340-20-192(1) contains an offset requirement 
but no offset program was adopted by DEQ. Such a program is needed 
if offsets are to be employed. 

b) Multiple sources Under Sincle Ownership OAR 340-20-192(3) must be 
modified to satisfy the requirement of Section 173(3) of the act in 
that a permit to construct or operate a new source in a nonattainrnent 
area can be issued if the other sources owned by the same company 
in the state are in compliance with the act, not just "with applicable 
requirements of the adopted state plan.• 

Another development which requires changes in both the New Source Review 
and Prevention of Significant Deterioration rules is the ruling of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in 
the case of Alabama Power Companv, et al (No. 78-1006). In anticipation 
of this ruling, the Oregon Prevention of Significant Deterioration rules 
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were not submitted to EPA for approval and program delegation. The court 
ruled on December 14, 1979, requiring EPA to amend the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration requirements. Some of these required changes 
also involved the New Source Review provisions for nonattainment areas. 
On August 7, 1980, EPA promulgated final revisions of the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Rules and the associated requirement for State 
Implementation Plans for attainment and nonattainment areas. 

Statement of Need 

The Statement of Need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.335(2) is presented 
in Attachment 4. 

Discussion 

The proposed New Source Review rule (Attachment 2) is intended to rectify 
the deficiencies identified by EPA and to revise those areas affected by 
the Alabama Power decision. This rule is designed to meet all of the 
requirements for State Implementation Plans for New Source Re•1iew and 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration in a much simpler rule than that 
adopted by EPA. Clearly the states are not required to adopt all of the 
complex regulatory language that EPA was forced to adopt in response to 
the Court ruling. Instead state rules can provide for the specific needs 
of a particular state as long as "equivalency• with the EPA requirements 
can be demonstrated. 

The proposed rules will simplify the present Oregon rules by combining 
all new source requirements under one set of definitions and procedures. 
This rule would be known as "New Source Review• with the new source 
requirements of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration included in 
a section applying to attair.ment areas. The rules would be listed 
immediately following the rules for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 
making it possible to find all of the permit requirements in one place, 
whereas the present rules are scattered in four different sections. It 
is proposed that the present rules be revoked when and if the proposed 
rule is adopted as summarized in Attachment 1. The rules proposed for 
revocation are enclosed in Attachment 3. 

The replacement of existing rules with the proposed rule will represent 
a major simplification of the new source requirements. Overall, when 
combined with the redesignation of certain nonattainment areas to smaller 
areas, the proposed rule is more flexible and more equitable than the 
present rules. At the same time, adequate protection for the nonattainment 
areas is provided. The proposed requirements for attai~.ment areas are 
equivalent in stringency to the EPA Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
Rules. 
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The provis;i.ons which ha<1e been added to the proposed rule to increase 
flexibility and provide equity are the following: 

l. Definition of "Major source• and "Major Modification" 

The emission rate which determines the cutoff between major and minor 
sources and modifications was remanded to EPA in the Alabama J?ower 
decision on two counts. First, the definition of "pote·ntial to emit• 
was changed to mean potential after the application of controls as 
opposed to before controls under the original EPA definition. 
Secondly, for modifications any increase greater than a significant 
amount was deamed "major." EPA resolved the dilemma created by these 
rulings by defining a set of cutoff criteria for major sources and 
major modifications as follows: 

I. Nonattainment Areas 
Major Sources 
Major Modification 

II. Attainment Areas 
Major Sources 

Major Modification 

~Major" size cutoff 

100 tons/year 
nsignificant" increase 

100 tons/year for sources 
in 28 categories 
250 tons/year for all others 
"Significant" increase 

This definition of "major• has proven to be needlessly complex and 
confusing to applicants. The proposed rule simplifies the definition 
of "major" by defining a ~significant ,emission rate increase" for 
each pollutant after control as the cutoff for both major sources 
and major modifications. The same cutoff stringency would be.applied 
to new sources and modifications in nonattainment areas. 

2. Sources or Modifications Impacting Nonattainment Areas 

Onder the proposed rule, major· sources and major modifications which 
locate outside of nonattairunent areas but have an impact on the 
nonattainment area are required to mitigate that impact. This 
mitigation can be accomplished by installing controls better than 
otherwise required in an attainment area, by providing offsets, or 
by receiving an allocation of a growth increment. In conjunction 
with refined nonattainment boundaries, this provision. releases sane 
areas from the offset requir~~ent while providing equity for sources 
inside and outside of nonattainment areas. 

3. Exempti ans 

The proposed rule allows certain exemptions for temporary sources, 
portable sources, municipal refuse facilities, sources receiving 
federal orders to switch fuels, and sources in attainment areas that 
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would not impact a nonattainment area or a Class I area. These 
exemptions are allowed by the EPA requirements and are also 
appropriate for Oregon. 

4. Growth Increments for Nonattainment Areas 

Growth increments may be available in sane of the nonattainment areas 
of the State depending on the degree of reductions obtained through 
the control strategies. Section OAR 340-20-240(7) has been added 
for major source growth increments for the Medford-Ashland ozone 
nonattainment area. As control strategies in other areas are 
developed growth increments can be adopted, thus releasing additional 
sources from the offset requirement. In the meantime, offsets are 
required for new sources or modifications in those nonattainment 
areas .. 

S. Banking 

Banking of .e.'!lission reductions would be allowed under the provisions 
of OAR 340-20-265. Under this proposal the DEQ would operate a 
statewide bank in which owners or operators of facilities could 
deposit emission reductions subject to the limitations specified in 
the rule. Cotlllties or cities that wish to make emissions banking 
part of a growth management plan may also participate in the 
emissions bank. Most of the recommendations of the Portland Growth 
Management Study have been incorporated into this provision. 

The propased banking provision allows only limited banking at this 
time. It was felt that the air quality in nonattai!ll11ent areas would 
te adversely affected by a banking system that allowed banking of 
"paper• reductions or did not allow for discounting of banked 
emissions in the event that air quality worsened. EPA is promoting 
an optional banking program for State Implementation Plans for which 
draft guidelines are available. The proposed banking provision is 
consistent with these guidelines. 

6. Plant Site Emission Limits 

The requirements for plant site emission limits are cross referenced 
to apply to new sources and modifications. The baseline for computing 
offset and banking credits will be the plant site emission limits. 

7. Protection of Ozone Strategies 

A provision has been proposed in these rules under OAR 340-20-280 
to protect the options of the Commission in adopting strategies for 
attairunent of the ozone standard in t·he Portland nonattainment area. 
The most likely strategies have been locked up so that they cannot 
be used for offsets or banking. 
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summation 

l. Adoption of the proposed New Source Review rules will ,insure approval. 
of the Oregon State Implementation Plan for nonattainment areas. 

2. The revised Prevention of Significant Deterioration rules will allow 
DEX2 to assume that program from EPA. 

Director's Recommendation 

I recommend that the Commission authorize a public hearing for the attached 
New Source review rule modifications and consider the rules for adoption 
at the March 13 Commission meeting. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: l. Summary of Proposed Rule Adoptions and Revocations 

LK:s 
AQ0042.1 
229-5186 

2. Proposed New Source Review Rules 
3. Rules Proposed for Revocation 
4. ~otice of Public. Hearing and Statement of Need for 

for Rulemaking 

January 16, 1981 



Attachment 1 

Summary of Proposed Rule Adoptions and Revocations 

Proposed Adootions 

1. New Source Review--OAR 340-20-220 to 280 

Proposed Revocations 

1. Special Permit Requirements for Sources Locating In or Near 
Nonattainrnent areas--OA..q 340-20-190 to 195. 

2. Criteria for Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the Portland 
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area--OAR 340-32-005 to 025 

3. Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for the Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Maintenance Area--OA..q 340-30-110 Emission Offsets 

4. Prevention of Significant Deterioration~OAR 340-31-105, Definitions 
1 to 12, 13 to 14, .and 17 to 22 (Definitions 12, 15, and 16 are 
retained); OAR 340-31-125; and OAR 340-31-135 to 195 

AQ0042.1A 
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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: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

EnviroI1.lllental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. F-2, January 30, 1981, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearina on 
Amendments to the State Implementation Plan Regarding Rules 
for Plant Site Emission Limits 

On ·J\J!le 8, 1979, the Commission adopted OAR 340-20-196 to 197 "Emission 
Limits on a Plant Site Basis" (Attachment 1). This rule was intended to 
legally and accurately regulate air shed carrying capacity and to provide 
a means for insuring progress toward attainment of standards. In 
attainment areas these rules provide a method of allocating Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration increment. 

On April 10, 1980, Medford Corporation filed a petition with the Commission 
questioning the applicability of Emission Limits on a Plant Site Basis 
to air conveying systems and veneer dryers. The Commission heard this 
petition at· the May 16, 1980, meeting and subsequently referred the matter 
to the Department for further consideration. 

The Department has evaluated Medford Corporation's petition and has 
concluded that a revision to the Plant Site Emission Limit Rule is 
necessary to more fully define the basis upon which Plant Site Emission 
Limits are to be established. 

Discussion 

The Federal Clean Air Act requires states to develop and adopt strategies 
for attainment of Air Quality Standards in nonattainment areas. The Act 
also requires states to demonstrate reasonable further progress (RFP) 
toward attainment of standards and to track consumption of and not exceed, 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments in all attainment 
areas of the state. 

In order to tra_ck progress toward attainment of standards and consumption 
of PSD increments, accurate baseline emission data must be established 
and increases and decreases from the baseline must be tracked. 



Agenda Item No. F-2 
Page 2 

Ambient air quality is primarily a product of meteorlogical conditions 
and emissions into an airshed. Total airshed loading is a summation of 
all of the individual source emissions at any given time. 

PSELs are needed to establish an accurate and agreed.baseline emission 
rate from individual sources and to accurately track increases or decreases 
from that baseline. 

The draft Plant Site Emission Lindt Rule (Attachment 2) establishes 
criteria for calculating Plant Site Emission· Limits as follows: 

New Sources or Modifications - Plant Site Emission limits will be based 
on the appropriate central technology requirement of the New Source Review 
Rules or the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Rules (BACT, LAER, or HBPT). 

Existing Sources. in Nonattainment Areas - Plant Site Emission Limits will 
be based on the mass emission rate allowed by a specific source category 
mass emission limit in the State Impl~~entation Plan and the actual 
operating level of the plant. If no specific mass emission 
limit exists in the State Implementation Plan, the Plant Site Emission 
limit would be based on actual ~~issions during 1977 or 1978 whichever 
is more typical of plant operation. Within practical limitations, the 
Department will endeavor to establish specific mass ~~ission limits for 
all significant source categories where they do not now exist. 

Existing Sources in Attainment or Unclassifiable Areas - The Plant Site 
Emission limits are proposed to be based on actual emission levels during 
1978 as required by the Prevention of Significant Deterioration baseline. 
Increases or decreases from the baseline could be allowed pursuant to 
applicable rules. 

Reconnnendation 

I reco1mnend that a public hearing be authorized to consider replacing the 
existing rules, OAR 340-20-196 to 197 "Emission Limits on a Plant Site 
Basis" with the proposed rules. 

Attachments 

Lloyd Kostow:fn 
229-5186 

William H. Young 

1) OAR 340-20-196 to 197 
"Emission Limits on a Plant Site Basis" 

2) Draft Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 
3) Notice of Public ··Hearing and Stat~~ent of 

Need for Rulemaking 

January 14, 1981 
AF759 (2) 



DRAFT PLANT SITE EMISSION LIMIT RULES 

340-20-300 Requirement for Plant Site Emission Limits 

Plant site emission limits (PSEL) shall be incorporated in all 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permits except minimal source permits 

and special letter permits as a means of managing airshed 

capacity. All sources subject to regular permit requirements 

shall be subject to PSELs for all Federal and State regulated 

pollutants. PSELs will be incorporated in permits when permits 

are renewed, modified, or newly issued. 

The emissions limits established by PSELi shall provide the basis 

for: 

1. Assuring reasonable further progress toward attaining 

compliance with ambient air standards. 

2. Assuring that compliance with ambient air standards and 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration increments are being 

maintained. 

3. Administering offset, banking and bubble programs. 

4. Establishing the baseline for tracking consumption of 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -1-



340-20-305 Definitions 

1. "Actual Emissions" means the mass rate of emissions of a 

pollutant from an emissions source. 

a. In general, actual 
. . s 

emission as of the baseline period 

shall equal the average rate at which the source 

actually emitted the pollutant during a baseline period 

and which is representative of normal source 

operation. The Department shall allow the use of a 

different time period upon a determination that it 

is more representative of normal source operation. 

Actual emissions shall be calculated using the source's 

actual operating hours, production rates and types 

of materials processed, stored, or combusted during 

the selected time period. 

b. The Department may presume that existing source-

specific permitted mass emissions for the source are 

equivalent to the actual emissions of the source if 

they are within 10% of the calculated actual 

emissions. 

c. For any newly permitted emission source which has not 

yet begun normal operation in the baseline period, 

actual emissions shall equal the potential to emit 

of the source. 

AQ344 ( 3/2/81) -2-



2. "Baseline Emission Rate" means the average actual emission 

rate during the baseline period. Baseline emission rate 

shall not include increases due to voluntary fuel switches 

or increased hours of operation that have occurred after 

the baseline period. 

3. "Baseline Period" means the average of calendar years 1977 

and 1978. 

4. "Normal Source Operation" means operations which do not 

include such conditions as forced fuel substitution, 

equipment malfunction, or highly abnormal market 

conditions. 

5. "Plant Site Emission Limit (PSEL)" means the total allowable 

mass emissions per unit time of an individual air pollutant 

in a permit for a source. 

340-20-310 Criteria for Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits 

1. For existing sources, PSELs shall be based on the baseline 

emission rate for a particular pollutant at a source and 

may be adjusted upward or downward pursuant to Department 

Rules. Applications to increase PSELs above the baseline 

emission rate, may be approved only if PSD increments, 

growth increments, or emission offsets are available. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -3-



When the requested emission increase is greater than the 

significant emission rate specified in OAR 340-20-225(22), 

the applicant shall provide an assessment of the 

air quality impact pursuant to procedures specified in 

OAR 340-20-220 to 280. 

2. PSELs shall be established on at least an annual emission 

basis and a short term period emission basis that is 

compatible with source operation and air quality standards. 

3. PSELs may be established separately within a particular 

source for process emissions, combustion emissions, and 

fugitive emissions. 

4. Documentation of PSEL calculations shall be available to 

the permittee. 

5. For new sources, PSELs shall be based on application of 

applicable control equipment requirements and proj•cted 

operating conditions. 

6. PSELs shall not allow emissions in excess of those allowed 

by any applicable Federal or State regulation or by any 

specific permit condition unless specific provisions of 

340-20-315 are met. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -4-



7. PSELs may be changed pursuant to Department rules when: 

a. Errors are found or better data is available for 

calculating PSELs, 

b. More sttingent control is required by a rule adopted 

by the Environmental Quality Commission, 

c. An application is made for a permit modification 

pursuant to the New Source Review requirements and 

approval can be granted based on growth increments, 

offsets, or available Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration increments. 

d. The Department finds it necessary to initiate 

modifications of a permit pursuant to OAR 340-14-040. 

340-20-315 Alternative Emission Controls (Bubble) 

Alternative emission controls may be used within a plant site 

such that PSELs established pursuant to these rules are 

substituted for specific mass emission limit rules provided that: 

1. Such substitutions are not specifically prohibited by a 

permit condition. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -5-



2. Net emissions are not increased above the Plant Site 

Emission Limit. 

3. The net air quality impact is not increased. 

4. No other pollutants including malodorous, toxic or hazardous 

pollutants are substituted. 

5. Best Available Control Teachnology (BACT) and Lowest 

Achie•able Emission Rate (LAER) where required by 

OAR 340-20-240 or 245 are not relaxed. 

6. Compliance with the PSEL can be readily determined. 

7. Application is made for a permit modification and such 

modification is approved by the Department. 

340-20-320 Temporary PSD Increment Allocation 

PSELs may include a temporary or time-limited allocation against 

an otherwise unused PSD increment in order to accommodate 

voluntary fuel switching or other cost or energy saving proposals 

provided it is demonstrated to the Department that: 

a. No ambient air quality standard is exceeded. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -6-



b. No applicable PSD increment is exceeded. 

c. No observable or measurable detrimental impact on air 

quality is created. 

d. No nuisance condition is created. 

e. The applicant's proposed and approved objective 

continues to be realized. 

~ 
Such temporary allocation,a PSD increment must be set forth in 

a specific permit condition issued pursuant to the Department's 

Notice and Permit Issuance or Modification Procedures. 

Such temporary allocations must be speci£ically time limited 

and may be recalled under specified notice conditions. 

AQ344 (3/2/81) -7-



AI601 

Draft New source Review 

Regulation 

Air Quality Division 

Department of Environmental Quality 

March 4, 1981 

Introduction-

The purpose of this proposed regulation is to update 
the New Source Review provisions of the State 
Implementation Plan. In addition, the new source 
requirements of the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration provisions have been incorporated into 
this regulation. 
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OAR 340-20-220 
OAR 340-20-225 
OAR 340-20-230 

OAR 340-20-235 

OAR 340-20-240 

OAR 340-20-245 

OAR 340-20-250 
OAR 340-20-255 
OAR 3-!0-20-260 
OAR 340-20-265 
OAR 340-20-270 
OAR 340-20-275 
OAR 340-20-280 

AI60l 

Applicability 
Definitions 

Index 

Procedural Requirements 
1. Required Information 
2. Other Obligations 
3. Public Participation 
Review of New Sources and Modifications for Compliance 
with Regulations 
Requirements for Sources in Nonattainment Areas 
1. Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 
2. Source Compliance 
3. Growth Increment or Offsets 
4. Net Air Quality Benefit 
5. Alternative Analysis 
6. Special Exemption for the Salem Ozone Nonattainment 

Area 
7. Growth Increments 
Requirements for Sources in Attainment or 
Unclassifiable Areas 
(Prevention of Significant Deterioration) 
1. Best Available Control Technology 
2. Air Quality Analysis 
3. Exemption for Sources Not Significantly Impacting 

Nonattainment Areas 
4. · Air Quality Models 
5. Air Quality Monitoring 
6. Additional Impact Analysis 
7. Sources Impacting Class I Areas 
Exemptions 
Baseline for Determining Credit for Offsets 
Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit 
Emission Reduction Credit Banking 
Fugitive and Secondary Emissions 
Stack Heights 
Reserved Control Strategies 
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340-20-220 Applicability 

1. No owner or operator shall begin construction of a major 

source or a major modification of an air contaminant source 

without having received an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit from 

the Department of Environmental Quality and having satisfied OAR 

340-20-230 through 280 of these Rules. 

2. owners or operators of proposed non-major sources or non-major 

modifications are not subject to these New Source Review 

rules. Such owners or operators should refer'to the rules for 

Notice of Construction and Approval of Plans (OAR 340-20-020 

to 032) and Air Contaminant Discharge Permits (OAR 340-20-140 

to 185) for applicable requirements. 

340-20-225 Definitions 

1. "Actual emissions• means the rate of emissions of a pollutant 

from an emissions sources. 

a. In general, actual emissions as of the baseline 

period shall equal the average rate in tons per 

year at which the source actually emitted the 

pollutant during the baseline period and which 

is representative of normal source operation. 

The Department shall allow the use of a different 

time period upon a determination that it is more 
AI601 
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representative of normal source operation. Actual 

emissions shall be calculated using the source's 

actual operating hours, production rates and types 

of materials processed, stored, or combusted during 

the selected time period. 

b. The Department may presume that existing 

source-specific permitted mass emissions for· the 

source are equivalent to the actual emissions of 

the source if they are within 10% of the calculated 

actual emissions. 

c. For any newly permitted emission source which has 

not yet begun normal operation in the baseline 

period, actual emissions shall equal potential 

to emit of the source. 

2. "Baseline Concentration" means that ambient concentration level 

for a particular pollutant which existed in an area during the 

calendar year 1978. If no ambient air quality data is available 

in an area, the baseline concentration may be estimated using 

modeling based on actual emissions for 1978. 

The following emission increases or decreases will be included 

in the baseline concentration: 

(a) Actual emission increases or decreases occurring before 

January 1, 1978, and 
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(b) Actual emission increases from any major source or major 

modification on which construction commenced before 

January 6, 1975. 

3. "Best Available Control Techno~ogy (BACT)" means an emission 

limitation (including a visible emission standard) based on the 

maximum degree of reduction of each air contaminant subject to 

regulation under the Clean Air Act which would be emitted from 

any proposed major source or major modification which, on a case-

by-case basis, taking into account energy, environmental, and 

economic impacts and other costs, is achievable for such source 

or modification through application of production processes or 

available methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel 

cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion techniques 

for control of such air contaminant. In no event, shall the 

application of BACT result in emissions of any air contaminant 

which would exceed the emissions allowed by any applicable new 

source performance standard or any standard for hazardous air 

pollutants. If an emission limitation is not feasible, a 

design, equipnent, work practice, or operational standard, or 

combination thereof, may be required. Such standard shall, to 

the degree possible, set forth the emission reduction achievable 

and shall provide for compliance by prescribing appropriate 

permit conditions. 

4. "Commence" means that the owner or operator has obtained all 
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necessary preconstruction approvals required by the Clean Air 

Act and either has: 

a. Begun, or caused to begin, a continuous program of actual 

on-site construction of the source to be completed in a 

reasonable time, or 

b. Entered into binding agreements or contractual obligations, 

which cannot be canceled or modified without substantial 

loss to the owner or operator, to undertake a program of 

construction of the source to be completed in a reasonable 

time. 

S. "Construction" means any physical change (including fabrication, 

erection, installation, demolition, or modification of an 

emissions unit) or change in the method of operation of a source 

which would result in a change in actual emissions. 

6. "Dispersion Technique• means any air contaminant control 

procedure which depends upon varying emissions with atmospheric 

conditions including but not limited to supplementary or 

intermittent control systems and excessive use of enhanced plume 

rise. 

7. "Emission Reduction Credit Banking• means to presently reserve, 

subject to requirements of these provisions, emission reductions 

for use by the reserver or assignee for future compliance with 
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air pollution reduction requirements. 

a. "El:nissions Unit" means any part of a stationary source (including 

specific process equipment) which emits or would have the 

potential to emit any pollutant subject to regulation under the 

Clean Air Act. 

9. "Fugitive emissions• means emissions of any air contaminant which 

escape to the atmosphere from any point or area that is not 

identifiable as a stack, vent, duct, or equivalent opening. 

10. "Good Engineering Practice Stack Height" means that stack height 

necessary to insure that emissions from the stack do not result 

in excessive concentrations of any air contaminant in the 

immediate vicinity of the source as a result of atmospheric 

downwash, eddies, and wakes which may be created by the source 

structure, nearby structures, or nearby terrain obstacles and 

shall not exceed the following: 

a. 30 meters, for plumes not influenced by structures or 

terrain~ 

b. 11G = H + 1.5 L , for plumes influenced by structures; 
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Where ~ = good engineering practice stack height, 

H = height of structure or nearby structure, 

L = lesser dimension (height or width) of the 

structure or nearby structure, 

c. Such height as an owner or operator demonstrates, after 

notice and opportunity for public hearing, is necessary 

to avoid plume downwash. 

11. "Growth Increment" means an allocation of some part of an 

airshed's capacity to accomodate future new major sources and 

major modifications of sources. 

12. "Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)" means that 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 the proposed source demonstrates that such 

limitations are not achievable, or b) the most stringent emission 

limitation which is achieved in practice by such class or 

category of source, whichever is more stringent. In no event, 

shall the application of this term permit a proposed new or 

modified source to emit any air contaminant in excess of the 

amount allowable under applicable new source performance 

standards or standards for hazardous air pollutants. 
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13. "Major Modification" means any physical change or change of 

operation of a major source that would result in a net 

significant emission rate increase (as defined in definition 

22) for any pollutant subject to regulation under the Clean Air 

Act. This criteria also applies to any pollutants not 

previously emitted by the source. Calculations of net emission 

increases must take into account all accumulated increases and 

decreases in actual emissions occurring at the source since 

January 1, 1978, or since the time of the last construction 

approval issued for the source pursuant to the New Source Review 

Regulations, whichever time is more recent. If accumulation 

of emission increases results in a net significant emission rate 

increase, the modifications causing such increases become subject 

to the New Source Review requirements. 

14. "Major source" means a stationary source which emits, or has 

the potential to emit, any pollutant regulated under the Clean 

Air Act at a Significant Emission Rate (as defined in definition 

22) • 

15. "Nonattainment Area" means a geographical are a of the State 

which exceeds any State or Federal primary or secondary ambient 

air quality standard as designated by the Environmental Quality 

Commission. 
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16. "Offset• means an equivalent or greater emission reduction which 

is required prior to allowing an emission increase from a new 

major source or major modification of a source. 

17. "Plant Site Emission Limit" means the total allowable mass 

emissions per unit time of an individual air pollutant in a 

permit for a source. 

18. "Potential to Emit" means the maximum capacity of a source to 

emit a pollutant under its physical and operational design. 

Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the 

source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control 

equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type 

or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall 

be treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect 

it would have on emissions is enforceable. Secondary emissions 

do not count in determining the potential to emit of a source. 

19. "Reconstruction" of a source or emission unit occurs when the 

fixed capital cost of the new components exceed 50 percent of 

the fixed capital cost of a comparable entirely new source or 

emission unit. 

20. "Resource Recovery Facility• means any facility at which 

municipal solid waste is processed for the purpose of extracting, 

converting to energy, or otherwise separating and preparing 

municipal solid wa·ste for reuse. Energy conversion facilities 
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must utilize municipal solid waste to provide 50% or more of 

the heat input to be considered a resource recovery facility. 

21. "Secondary Emissions" means emissions from new or existing 

sources which occur as a result of the construction and/or 

operation of a source or modification, but do not come from the 

source itself. Secondary emissions must impact the same general 

area as the source associated with the secondary emissions. 

Secondary emissions may include, but are not limited to: 

a. Emissions from ships and trains coming to or from a facility, 

b. Emissions from off-site support facilities which would be 

constructed or would otherwise increase emissions as a result 

of the construction of a source or modification. 

22. "Significant emission rate" means emission rates equal to or 

greater than the following for air pollutants regulated under 

the Clean Air Act. 

Table l: Significant Emission Rates for Pollutants Regulated 
under the Clean Air Act 

Pollutant Significant Emission Rate 

Carbon Monoxide 100 tons/year 

Nitrogen Oxides 40 tons/year 

Particulate Matter* 25 tons/year 

Sulfur Dioxide 40 tons/year 
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Pollutant Significant Emission Rate 

Volatile Organic Compounds* 40 tons/year 

Lead 0.6 ton/year 

Mercury 0.1 ton/year 

Beryllium 0.0004 ton/year 

Asbestos 0.007 ton/year 

Fluorides 3 tons/year 

Sulfuric Acid Mist 7 tons/year 

Hydrogen Sulfide 10 tons/year 

Total reduced sulfur (including 10 tons/year 
hydrogen sulfide) 

Reduced sulfur compounds (including 10 tons/year 
hydrogen sulfide) 

Any emissions increase less than these rates associated with a new 

source or modification which would construct within 10 kilometers of 

a Class I area, and would have an impact on such area equal to or 

greater than l ug/m3 (24 hour average) shall be deemed to be emitting 

at a significant emission rate. 

* For the nonattainment portions of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality 

Maintenance Area, the Significant Emission Rates for particulate 

matter and volatile organic compounds are defined in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Significant Emission rates for the Nonattainment 
Portions of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality 
Maintenance Area. 

Emission Rate 
Annual Day Hour 

Air Contaminant Kilograms (tons) Kilograms (lbs) Kilograms (lbs) 

Particulate Matter 4,500 (5. 0) 23 ( 50. 0) 4.6 (10. 0) 

(TSP) 

Volatile organic 18 ,100 (20. 0) 91 (200) 

Compound (VOC) 

AI601 

23. "Significant Air Quality Impact• means an ambient air quality 
impact which is equal to or greater than: 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
Pollutant Annual 24-hour 8-hour 3-hour 1-hour 

S02 1. 0 ug/m3 5 ug/m3 25 ug/m3 
TSP 0.2 ug/m3 

N02 1. 0 ug/m3 
1. 0 ug/m3 

co 0. 5 mg/m 3 2 mg/m3 

For sources of volatile organic compounds (VOC), a major source 

or major modification will be deemed to have a significant impact 

if it is located within 30 kilometers of an ozone nonattainment 

area. 

24. •source" means any building, structure, facility, 

installation or combination thereof which emits or is capable 

of emitting air contaminants to the atmosphere and is located 

on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties and is owned 

or operated by the same person or by persons under common 

control. 
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340-20-230 Procedural Requirements 

1. Information Required 

The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification 

shall submit all information necessary to perform any analysis or 

make any determination required under these Rules. Such information 

shall include, but not be limited to: 

a. A description of the nature, location, design capacity, and 

typical operating schedule of the source or modification, 

including specifications and drawings showing its design and plant 

layout; 

b. An estimate of the amount and type of each air contaminant emitted 

by the source in terms of hourly, daily, seasonal, and yearly 

rates, showing the calculation procedure; 

c. A detailed schedule for construction of the source or 

modification; 

d. A detailed description of the system of continuous emission 

reduction which is planned for the source or modification, and 

any other information necessary to determine that best available 

control technology or lowest achievable emission rate technology, 

whichever is applicable, would be applied; 
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e. To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air 

quality impact of the source or modification, including 

meteorological and topographical data, specific details of models 

used, and other information necessary to estimate air quality 

impacts; and 

f. To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air 

quality impacts, and the nature and extent of all commercial, 

residential, industrial, and other growth which has occurred since 

January 1, 1978, in the area the source or modification would 

affect. 

2. Other Obligations 

Any owner or operator who constructs or operates a source or 

modification,not in accordance with the application submitted pursuant 

to these Rules or with the terms of any approval to construct, or 

any owner or operator of a source or modification subject to this 

section who commences construction after the effective date of these 

regulations without applying for and receiving an Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit, shall be subject to appropriate enforcement action. 

Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not 

commenced within 18 months after receipt of such approval, if 

construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or 

if construction is not completed within 18 months of the scheduled 

time. The Department may extend the 18-month period upon satisfactory 
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showing that an extension is justified. This provision does not apply 

to the time period between construction of the approved phases of 

a phased construction project; each phase must conunence construction 

within 18 months of the projected and approved conunencement date. 

Approval to construct shall not relieve any owner or operator of the 

responsibility to comply fully with applicable provisions of the State 

Implementation Plan and any other requirements under local, State, 

or Federal law. 

3. Public Participation 

a. Within 30 days after receipt of an application to construct, 

or any addition to such application, the Department shall 

advise the applicant of any deficiency in the application 

or in the information submitted. The date of the receipt 

of a complete application shall be, for the purpose of this 

section, the date on which the Department received all 

required information. 

b. Notwithstanding the requirements of OAR 340-14-020, but 

as expeditiously as possible and at least within six months 

after receipt of a complete application, the Department 

shall make a final determination on the application. This 

involves performing the following actions in a timely 

manner. 
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A. Make a preliminary determination whether construction 

should be approved, approved with conditions, or 

disapproved • 

• 

B. Make available for a 30 day period in at least one 

location a copy of the permit application, a copy of 

the preliminary determination, and a copy or summary 

of other materials, if any, considered in making the 

preliminary determination. 

C. Notify the public, by advertisement in a newspaper 

of general circulation in the area in which the 

proposed source or modification would be constructed, 

of the application, the preliminary determination, 

the extent of increment consumption that is expected 

from the source or modification, and the opportunity 

for a public hearing and for written public comment. 

D. Send a copy of the notice of opportunity for public 

comment to the applicant and to officials and agencies 

having cognizance over the location where the proposed 

construction would occur as follows: The chief 

executives of the city and county where the source 

or modification would be located, any comprehensive 

regional land use planning agency, any State, Federal 

Land Manager, or Indian Governing Body whose lands 
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may be affected by emissions from the source or 

modification, and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

E. Upon determination that significant interest exists, 

provide opportunity for a public hearing for interested 

persons to appear and submit written or oral comments 

on the air quality impact of the source or 

modification, alternatives to the source or 

modification, the control technology required, and 

other appropriate considerations. For energy 

facilities, the hearing may be consolidated with the 

hearing requirements for site certification contained 

in OAR 345, Division 15. 

F. Consider all written comments submitted within a time 

specified in the notice of public comment and all 

comments received ~t any public hearing(s) in making 

a final decision on the approvability of the 

application. No later than 10 days after the close 

of the public comment period, the applicant may submit 

a written response to any comments submitted by the 

public. The Department shall consider the applicant's 

response in making a final decision. The Department 

shall make all comments available for public inspection 

in the same locations where the Department made 
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available preconstruction information relating to the 

proposed source or modification. 

G. Make a final determination whether construction should 

be approved, approved with conditions, or disapproved 

pursuant to this section. 

H. Notify the applicant in writing of the final 

determination and make such notification available 

for public inspection at the same location where the 

Department made available preconstruction information 

and public comments relating to the source or 

modification. 

340-20-235 Review of New Sources and Modifications for Compliance With 

Regulations 

The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification 

must demonstrate the ability of the proposed source or modification 

to comply with all applicable requirements of the Department of 

Environmerital Quality, including New Source Performance Standards 

and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, and 

shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

AI601 



New Source Review Regulation 
Page 20 

340-20-240 Requirements for sources in Nonattainment Areas 

New major sources and major modifications which are located 

in designated nonattainment areas shall meet the requirements 

listed below. 

Any proposed emissions unit which would in and of itself 

constitute a major source and any modification of a source 

or emissions unit (including reconstructions) which would 

in and of itself constitute a major modification shall be 

subject to these requirements regardless of emission 

reductions occurring elsewhere within the source. 

1. Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major 

modification must demonstrate that the source or modification 

will comply with the lowest achievable emission rate (LAER). 

In the case of a major modification, the requirement for LAER 

shall apply only to each new or modified emission unit. For 

·phased construction projects, the determination of LAER shall 

be reviewed at the latest reasonable time prior to commencement 

of construction of each independent phase. 

2. Source Compliance 

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major 

modification must demonstrate that all major sources owned or 

operated by such person (or by an entity controlling, controlled 
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by, or under common control with such person) in the State are 

in compliance or on a schedule for compliance, with all 

applicable emission limitations and standards under the Clean 

Air Act. 

3. Growth Increment or Offsets 

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major 

modification must demonstrate that the source or modification 

will comply with any established emissions growth increment for 

the particular area in which the source is located or must 

provide emission reductions ("offsets") as specified by these 

rules. A combination of growth increment allocation and emission 

reductions may be used to demonstrate compliance with this 

section. Those emission increases for which offsets are 

available shall not be eligible for a growth increment 

allocation. 

4. Net Air Quality Benefit 

For cases in which emission reductions or offsets are required, 

the applicant must demonstrate that a net air quality benefit 

will be achieved in the affected area as described in 

OAR 340-20-260 (Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit) and 

that the reductions are consistent with reasonable further 

progress toward attainment of the air quality standards. 
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5. Alternative Analysis 

An alternative analysis must be conducted for new major sources 

or major modifications of sources emitting volatile organic 

compounds or carbon monoxide locating in nonattainment areas. 

This analysis must include an evaluation of alternative sites, 

sizes, production processes, and environmental control techniques 

for such proposed source or modification which demonstrates that 

benefits of the proposed source or modification significantly 

outweigh the environmental and social costs imposed as a result 

of its location, construction or modification. 

6. Special Exemption for the Salem Ozone Nonattainment Area 

Proposed major sources and major modifications of sources of 

volatile organic compounds which are located in the Salem Ozone 

nonattainment area shall comply with the requirements of Sections 

1 and 2 of OAR 340-20-240 but are exempt from all other sections 

of this rule. 

7. Growth Increments 

a. Medford-Ashland Ozone Nonattainment Area 

The ozone control strategy for the Medford-Ashland 

nonattainment area establishes a growth increment for new 

major sources or major modifications which will emit volatile 
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organic compounds. The cumulative volatile organic compound 

growth increment may be allocated as follows: 

1980 to 1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 

cummulative 
volatile organic compound 

growth increment 

185 tons of voe 
388 
591 
794 
997 

1200 

No single owner or operator shall receive an allocation of more than 

50% of any remaining growth increment in any one year. The growth 

increment shall be allocated on a first come-first served basis 

depending on the date· of submittal of a complete permit application. 

340-20-245 Requirements for Sources in Attainment or Unclassified 

Areas 

(Prevention of Significant Deterioration) 

New Major Sources or Major Modifications locating in areas designated 

attainment or unclassifiable shall meet the following requirements: 

1. Best Available Control Technology 

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major 

modification shall apply best available control technology (BACT) 

for each pollutant which is emitted at a significant emission 

rate (OAR 340-20-225 definition 19). In the case of a major 
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modification, the requirement for BACT shall apply only to each 

new or modified emission unit which increases emissions. For 

phased construction projects, the determination of BACT shall 

be reviewed at the latest reasonable time prior to commencement 

of construction of each independent phase. 

2. Air Quality Analysis 

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major 

modification shall demonstrate that the potential to emit any 

pollutant at a significant emission rate (OAR 340-20-225 

definition 22), in conjunction with all other applicable 

emissions increases and decreases, would not cause or contribute 

to air quality levels in excess of: 

a. Any State or National ambient air quality standard, or 

b. Any applicable increment established by the Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration requirements (OAR 340-31-110), 

or 

c. An impact on a designated nonattainment area greater than 

the significant air quality impact levels (OAR 340-20-225 

definition 23) • 

Sources or modifications with the potential to emit at rates 

greater than the significant emission rate but less than 100 

tons/year, and are greater than 50 kilometers from a 
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nonattainment area are not required to assess their impact on 

the nonattainment area. 

If the owner or operator of a proposed major source or major 

modification wishes to provide emission offsets such that a net 

air quality benefit as defined in OAR 340-20-260 is provided, 

the Department may exempt such source or modification from the 

requirements of OAR 340-20-245 section 2. 

3. Exemption for Sources Not Significantly Impacting Designated 

Nonattainment Areas. 

A proposed major source is exempt from OAR 340-20-220 to 280 

if: 

a. The proposed source does not have a significant air quality 

impact on a designated nonattainment area, and 

b. The potential emissions of the source are less than 100 

tons/year for sources in the categories listed in Table 

3 or less than 250 tons/year for sources not in the 

categories listed in Table 3. 

Major modifications are not exempted under this section. 

AI601 



New Source Review Regulation 
Page 26 

AI60l 

owners or operators of proposed sources which are exempted by 

this provision should refer to OAR 340-20-020 to 032 and OAR 

340-20-140 to 185 for possible applicable requirements • 

• 
Table 3: Source Categories 

1. Fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 
250 million BTU/hour heat input 

2. Coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers) 

3. Kraft pulp mills 

4. Portland cement plants 

5. Primary Zinc smelters 

6. Iron and Steel Mill Plants 

7. Primary aluminum ore reduction plants 

8. Primary copper smelters 

9. Municipal Incinerators capable of charging more than 
·250 tons of refuse per day 

10. Hydrofloric, sulfuric and nitric acid plants 

11. Sulfuric acid plants 

12. Nitric acid plants 

13. Petroleum Refineries 

14. Lime plants 

15. Phosphate rock processing plants 

16. Coke oven batteries 

17. Sulfur recovery plants 

18. Carbon black plants (furnace process) 

19. Primary lead smelters 

20. Fuel conversion plants 

21. Sinter i ng pl ants 



' 
New Source Review Regulation 
Page 27 

22. Secondary metal production plants 

23. Chemical process plants 

24. Fossil fuel fired boilers (or combinations thereof) 
totaling more than 250 million BTU per hour heat 
input 

25. Petroleum storage and transfer units with a total 
storage capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels 

26. Talconite ore processing plants 

27. Glass fiber processing plants 

28. Charcoal production plants 

4. Air Quality Models 

All estimates of ambient concentrations required under these 

Rules shall be based on the applicable air quality models, data 

bases, and other requirements specified in the "Guideline on 

Air Quality Models" (OAQPS 1.2-080, U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research 

Triangle Park, N.C. 27711, April 1978), Where an air quality 

impact model specified in the "Guideline on Air Quality Models" 

is inappropriate, the model may be modified or another model 

substituted. Such a change must be subject to notice and 

opportunity for public comment and must receive approval of the 

Commission and the Environmental Protection Agency. Methods 

like those outlined in the "Workbook for the Comparison of Air 

Quality Models" (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office 

of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle Park, 
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N.C. 27711, May, 1978) should be used to determine the 

comparability of air quality models. 

5. Air Quality Monitoring 

a. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major 

modification shall submit with the application, subject to 

approval of the Department, an analysis of ambient air 

quality in the area of the proposed project. This analysis 

shall be conducted for each pollutant potentially emitted 

at a significant emission rate by the proposed source or 

modification. As necessary to establish ambient air quality 

levels, the analysis shall include continuous air quality 

monitoring data for any pollutant potentially emitted by 

the source or modification except for nonmethane 

hydrocarbons. Such data shall relate to, and shall have 

been gathered over the year preceding receipt of the 

complete application, unless the owner or operator 

demonstrates that such data gathered over a portion or 

portions of that year or another representative year would 

be adequate to determine that the source or modification 

would not cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient 

air quality standard. 

Air quality monitoring which is conducted pursuant to this 

requirement shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 
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58 Appendix B, "Quality Assurance Requirements for 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Air 

Monitoring" and with other methods on file with the 

Department. 

The Department may exempt a proposed major source or major 

modification from monitoring for a specific pollutant if 

the owner or operator demonstrates that the air quality 

impact from the emissions increase would be less than the 

amounts listed below or that the concentrations of the 

pollutant in the area that the source or modification would 

impact are less than these amounts. 

Carbon monoxide - 575 ug/m3, B hour average 

Nitrogen dioxide - 14 ug/m3, annual average 

Total suspended particulate - 10 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Sulfur dioxide - 13 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Ozone - Any net increase of 100 tons/year or more of 

volatile organic compounds from a source or modification 

subject to PSD is required to perform an ambient impact 

analysis, including the gathering of ambient air quality 

data. 

Lead - 0.1 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Mercury - 0.25 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Beryllium - 0.0005 ug/m3, 24 hour average 
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Fluorides - 0.25 ug/m3 , 24 hour average 

Vinyl chloride - 15 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Total reduced sulfur - 10 ug/m3, 1 hour average 

Hydrogen sulfide - 0.04 ug/m3, 1 hour average 

Reduced sulfur compounds - 10 ug/m3, 1 hour average 

b. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major 

modification shall, after construction has been completed, 

conduct such ambient air quality monitoring as the 

Department may require as a permit condition to establish 

the effect which emissions of a pollutant (other than 

nonmethane hydrocarbons) may have, or is having, on air 

quality in any area which such emissions would affect. 

6. Additional Impact Analysis 

a. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major 

modification shall provide an analysis of the impairment 

to visibility, soils and vegetation that would occur as 

a result of the source or modification and general 

commercial, residential, industrial and other growth 

associated with the source or modification. The owner or 

operator may be exempted from providing an analysis of the 

impact on vegetation having no significant commercial or 

recreational value. 
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b. The owner or operator shall provide an analysis of the air 

quality concentration projected for the area as a result 

of general commercial, residential, industrial and other 

growth associated with the major source or modification. 

7. Sources Impacting Class I Areas 

Where a proposed major source or major modification impacts or 

may impact a Class I area, the Department shall provide notice 

to the Environmental Protection Agency and to the appropriate 

Federal Land Manager of the receipt of such permit application 

and of any preliminary and final actions taken with regard to 

such application. The Federal Land Manager shall be provided 

an opportllllity in accordance with OAR 340-20-230 Section 3 to 

present a demonstration that the emissions from the proposed 

source or modification would have an adverse impact on the air 

quality related values {including visibility) of any Federal 

mandatory Class I lands, notwithstanding that the change in air 

quality resulting from emissions from such source or modification 

would not cause or contribute to concentrations which would 

exceed the maximum allowable increment for a Class I area. 

340-20-250 Exemptions 

1. Resource recovery facilities burning municipal refuse and sources 

subject to federally mandated fuel switches may be exempted by 
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the Department from requirements OAR 340-20-240 Sections 3 and 

4 provided that: 

a. No growth increment is available for allocation to such 

source or modification, and 

b. The owner or operator of such source or modification 

demonstrates that every effort was made to obtain sufficient 

offsets and that every available offset was secured. 

(Such an exemption may result in a need to revise the State 

Implementation Plan to require additional control of existing 

sources.) 

2. Temporary emission sources, such as pilot plants, portable 

facilities, and emissions resulting from the construction phase 

of a new source or modification must comply with OAR 340-20-

240(1) and (2) or OAR 340-20-245(1), whichever is applicable, 

but are exempt from the remaining requirements of OAR 340-20-240 

and OAR 340-20-245 provided that the source or modification would 

impact no Class I area or no area where an applicable increment 

is known to be violated. 

3. Proposed increases in hours of operation or production rates 

which would cause emission increases above the levels allowed 

in an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit may be exempted from the 
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requirement of OAR 340-20-245(1) (Best Available Control 

Technology) provided that the increases cause no exceedances 

of an increment or standard and that the net impact on a 

nonattainrnent area is less than the significant air quality 

impact levels. 

4. Also refer to OAR 340-20-245(3) for exemptions pertaining to 

sources smaller than the Federal Size-cutoff Criteria. 

340-20-255 Baseline for Determining Credit for Offsets 

The baseline for determining credit for emission offsets shall be 

the Plant Site Emission Limit established pursuant to OAR 340-20-~00 

to 320 or, in the absence of a Plant Site Emission Limit, the 

actual emission rate for the source providing the offsets. Sources 

in violation of air quality emission limitations may not supply 

offsets from those emissions which are or were in excess of allowable 

emission rates. Offsets, including offsets from mobile and area 

source categories, must be quantifiable and enforceable before the 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit is issued and must be demonstrated 

to remain in effect throughout the life of the proposed source or 

modification. 

Offsets may not be provided from the amount of emission reduction 

required by an air quality regulation or air quality attainment 
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strategy that has been reserved by the Environmental Quality 

Commission (OAR 340-20-280). 

340-20-260 Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit 

Demonstrations of net air quality benefit must include the following. 

1. A demonstration must be provided showing that the proposed 

offsets will improve air quality in the same geographical area 

affected by the new source or modification. Offsets for volatile 

organic compounds or nitrogen oxides shall be within the same 

general air basin as the proposed source. Offsets for total 

suspended particulate, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide and other 

pollutants shall be within the area of significant air quality 

impact. 

2. For new sources or modifications locating within a designated 

nonattainment area, the emission off sets must provide reductions 

which are equivalent or greater than the proposed increases. 

The offsets must be appropriate in terms of short term, seasonal, 

and yearly time periods to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 

emissions. For new sources or modifications locating outside 

of a designated nonattainment area which have a significant air 

quality impact (OAR 340-20-225 definition 23) on the 

nonattainment area, the emission offsets must be sufficient to 

reduce impacts to levels below the significant air quality impact 
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level within the nonattairunent area. Proposed major sources 

or major modifications which emit volatile organic compounds 

and·are located in or within 30 kilometers of an ozone 

nonattainment area shall provide reductions which are equivalent 

or greater than the proposed emission increases. 

3. The emission reductions must be of the same type of pollutant 

as the emissions from the new source or modification. Sources 

of fine particulate must be offset with particulate in a similar 

size range. In areas where atmospheric reactions contribute 

to pollutant levels, offsets may be provided from precursor 

pollutants if a net air quality benefit can be shown. 

4. The emission reductions must be contemporaneous, that is, the 

reductions must take effect prior to the time of startup but not 

more than one year prior to the submittal of a complete permit 

application for the new source or modification. 

This time limitation may be extended as provided for in OAR 340-20-

265 (Emission Reduction Credit Banking). In the case of 

replacement facilities, the Department may allow simultaneous 

operation of the old and new facilities during the startup period 

of the new facility provided that net emissions are not increased 

during that time period. 
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340-20-265 Emission Reduction Credit Banking 

The owner or operator of a source of air pollution who wishes to 

reduce emissions by implementing more stringent controls than required 

by a permit or by an applicable regulation may bank such emission 

reductions. Cities, counties or other local jurisdictions may 

participate in the emissions bank in the same manner as a private 

firm. Emission reduction credit banking shall be subject to the 

following conditions: 

1. To be eligible for banking, emission reduction credits must be 

in terms of actual emission decreases resulting from permanent 

continuous control of existing sources. The baseline for 

determining emission reduction credits shall be the actual 

emissions of the source or the Plant Site Emission Limit 

established pursuant to OAR 340-20-300 to 320. 

2. Emission reductions may be banked for a specified period not to 

exceed ten years unless extended by the Commission, after which 

time such reductions will revert to the Department for use in 

attainment and maintenance of air quality standards or to be 

allocated as a growth margin. 

3. Emission reductions which are required pursuant to an adopted 

rule or those that are reserved for control strategies pursuant 

to OAR 340-20-280 shall not be banked. 
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4. Permanent source shutdowns or curtailments other than those used 

within one year for contemporaneous offsets as provided in OAR 

340-20-260(4) are not eligible for banking by the owner or 

operator but will be banked by the Department for use in attaining 

and maintaining standards. The Department may allocate these 

emission reductions as a growth increment. 

5. The amount of banked emission reduction credits shall be 

discounted without compensation to the holder for a particular 

source category when new regulations requiring emission reductions 

are adopted by the Commission. The amount of discounting of 

banked emission reduction credits shall be calculated on the same 

basis as the reductions required for existing sources which are 

subject to the new regulation. Banked emission reduction credits 

shall be subject to the same rules, procedures, and limitations 

as permitted emissions. 

6. The amount of banked emission reduction credits may be uniformly 

discounted by action of the Commission if it is established that 

reasonable further progress toward attainment of air quality 

standards is not being achieved and no other control strategy 

is available. 

7. Emission reductions must be in the amount of ten tons per year 

or more to be creditable for banking. In the Medford-Ashland AQMA 

emission reductions must be at least in the amount specified in 

Table 2 of OAR 340-20-225(22). 
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8. Requests for emission reduction credit banking must be sul:mitted 

to the Department and must contain the following documentation: 

a. A detailed description of the processes controlled, 

b. Emission calculations showing the types and amounts of 

actual emissions reduced, 

c. The date or dates of such reductions, 

d. Identification of the probable uses to which the banked 

reductions are to be applied, 

e. Procedure by which such emission reductions can be rendered 

permanent and enforceable. 

9. Requests for emission reduction credit banking shall be sul:mitted 

to the Department prior to or within the year following the 

actual emissions reduction. The Department shall approve or 

deny requests for emission reduction credit banking and, in the 

case of approvals, shall issue a letter to the owner or operator 

defining the terms of such banking. The Department shall take 

steps to insure the permanence and enforceability of the banked 

emission reductions by including appropriate conditions in Air 

Contaminant Discharge Permits and by appropriate revision of 

the State Implementation Plan. 
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10. The Department shall provide for the allocation of the banked 

emission reduction credits in accordance with the uses specified 

by the holder of the emission reduction credits. When emission 

reduction credits are transfered, the Department must be 

notified in writing. Any use of emission reduction credits must 

be compatible with local comprehensive plans, Statewide planning 

goals, and State laws and rules. 

340-20-270 Fugitive and Secondary Emissions 

Fugitive emissions shall be included in the calculation of emission 

rates of all air contaminants. Fugitive emissions are subject to 

the same control requirements and analyses required for emissions 

from identifiable stacks or vents. Secondary emissions shall not be 

included in calculations of potential emissions which are made to 

determine if a proposed source or modification is major. Once a 

source or modification is identified as being major, secondary 

emissions must be added to the primary emissions for purposes of these 

rules. 

340-20-275 Stack Heights 

The degree of emission limitation required for any air contaminant 

regulated under these rules shall not be affected in any manner 

by so much of the stack height as exceeds good engineering 

practice or by any other dispersion technique. This section shall 
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not apply with respect to stack heights in existence before 

December 31, 1970, or to dispersion techniques implemented before 

that date. 

340-20-280 Reserved Control Strategies 

The following categories of volatile organic compound sources are 

hereby reserved in the Portland ozone nonattainment area for possible 

use in standards attainment plans and shall not be used for offsets 

or emission reduction credit banking until such time as the ozone 

SIP is adopted. 

1 - Annual Automobile Inspection Maintenance Program 

2 - Architectural Coatings 

3 - Gasoline Service Stations, Stage II 

4 - Barge and Vessel loading of gasolir? and other light petroleum 

products 

5 Paper coating in manufacturing 

6 - Petroleum Base (Stoddard) Dry Cleaners 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: February 27, 1981 

FROM: ~t 5ol--

SUBJECT: Public Forum Complaint, January 30, 1981, Pollution of Deep Creek 
Clackamas County 

Background 

At the January 30, 1981 Environmental Quality Commission meeting, Mrs. 
Mabel Johnson of Boring, Oregon, presented a report on Deep Creek which 
covered a calendar span from January 1980 through January 1981. Mrs. 
Johnson also submitted a container of contaminated creek water. The water 
sample was analyzed and contained mostly wood fibers with some sediment 
particles, organic debris and algae material. 

The Department has studied two problems which impose major impacts upon 
the quality of the North Fork of Deep Creek. 

The major visual impact is caused by Vanport Mfg. Co., which is located 
in the City of Boring. This sawmill is positioned on both sides of the 
creek. Rain water runoff carries mud and wood particles down the roadways 
into the creek. Yard traffic grinds up the bark which is always dropped 
on the roads during log hauling. In 1977 Vanport hired Smith-Monroe 
Engineers, Inc., to develop a program to correct the problems. A three
phase construction plan was initiated to stabilize the soil which is 
covered with years of bark accumulation (see attached drawing). The work 
at this time is 3/4 completed and improvements have been made (as shown 
by orange marking on the drawing). At this time, Vanport has been affected 
by depressed lumber markets and presently is faced with financial 
difficulties which have impeded its efforts to complete the corrective 
actions. The company has requested additional time to complete the 
project. The Department is presently working with Vanport to resolve this 
matter. 

The second problem is also found in the City of Boring. It is associated 
with sewage disposal deficiencies in the central business and industrial 
areas. An areawide sewer study was conducted by DEQ with the help of 
Clackamas County in 1978. Boring is currently served by septic tank and 
drainfield installations. A high proportion of the total number of 
individual systems have been identified as near or actual failures. These 
failures are caused by poor soil quality and smaller lot size. There are 
several businesses downtown on the south side which are directly 
discharging into Deep Creek above the bridge. 
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A technical memorandum titled "Boring Neighborhood Improvement Plan" was 
completed in October of 1980. It was prepared by Clackamas County 
Department of Environmental Services, Planning Division. This memorandum 
has recommended that a small sewage treatment plant be installed to correct 
the sewage discharges. Meetings were conducted by the Clackamas County 
Planning Division but more public support is needed to include the sewage 
treatment plant in the plan. 

Hopefully, the STP will be reconsidered this spring and will be included 
in the Neighborhood Improvement Plan. 

Mrs. Johnson has routinely provided assistance to the Department by 
advising the NWR of observed problems in Deep Creek. The region has 
maintained regular contact with Mrs. Johnson to keep her updated with our 
efforts and will continue to do so in the future. 

RC96 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: W.H. Young DATE: March 12, 1981 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Open Burning Update 

Since the EQC reaffirmed the ban on backyard burning, the efforts of the 
staff have been to develop a hardship burning permit program and to meet 
with local governmental officials and explain the air quality impacts, 
yard debris survey results, and alternatives available to the public and 
municipalities. Local governments contacted include Portland, Beaverton, 
r,ake Oswego, Multnomah County, Washington County, Clackamas County, 
•.rroutdale, Hillsboro, and Oregon City. An indication of the concern about 
the issue can be expressed by the following tabulation of phone calls we 
have received. 

Time Interval 

Dec. 19 - Dec. 31, 1980 
Jan. 1 - Jan. 31, 1981 
Feb. 1 - Feb. 28, 1981 
March 1 - March 9, 1981 

No. of Telephone Calls 

Total 

50 
75 

125 
950 

1200 

Fewer than 10 phone calls have supported the burning prohibition. Many 
people have been confused about the boundaries. Most have been disturbed 
that the ban was imposed without adequate alternatives being available. 
Most have felt the DEQ should have provided and/or implemented the 
alternatives. 

As displayed above, the telephone calls increased tremendously in March 
when the spring burning season began for those outside of the ban 
boundaries. On March 2, 1981, the Department received between 300-350 
telephone calls. 

Fire departments have also been impacted by the ban. On March 1, 1981, 
Multnomah County Fire District ilO received 400-500 calls which tied up 
their telephone lines, hampering their communication systems. Similar 
experiences have occurred at the other fire departments. Some of the 
departments have continued to average 60-80 calls per day. 
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Another indication of public concern is that we have answered 27 letters 
for the Governor's office since the January 30, 1981, EQC meeting. We have 
also answered 15 separate letters that have been addressed directly to 
the Department. 

Hardship Burning Permits 

Since January 30, 1981, the NWR has received 131 requests for hardship 
permit applications. As of March 10, 1981, 29 applications have been 
received. Seventeen permits have been issued and seven denied. Because 
of the $30 fee and the sensitivity of this issue, staff have given priority 
to this program. Service has been given within 1-2 days of receipt of 
the application. 

At first, the responsibility for reviewing the hardship applications was 
placed with one staff person. However, on March 2, 1981, we received a 
request for over 100 applications. Because we anticipated these 
applications to be submitted all at approximately the same time, we have 
divided up the work load among three staff members. We expected the 
turnaround time for a decision on an application to be no more than one 
week after receipt. If the past several weeks continue as far as public 
contacts are concerned, we would anticipate that 3-4 FTE out of our 
Portland office of the Northwest Region would be involved with the backyard 
burning issue. 

Some of the public has perceived this program only as an effort by the 
Department to generate income and further tax the public. A number of 
comments and letters to the editor have chastised the Department for 
implementing a program which says "burning is bad, but if you pay $30, 
it is all right." 

Metro Demonstration Project 

Metro did receive an EPA grant of $265,000 for a Yard Debris Demonstration 
Project. Two meetings with the local governmental jurisdiction have taken 
place. Basically, the demonstration project will consist of an aggressive 
educational and promotional campaign to let the residents of the 
metropolitan area know what is considered yard debris and alternatives 
to landfilling it. It is expected that the educational material will be 
developed by March 15, 1981, and be ready for distribution by April 1, 
1981. The Department issued the attached news release on March 5, 1981. 

Meanwhile, approximately 3 to 4 sites throughout the metropolitan area 
will be selected as short-term collection sites to promote "yard debris 
cleanup weeks" in the spring, summer and fall. At these sites, woody waste 
will be measured, quantified and processed to several different forms and 
uses, in order to test the marketability of the different products. 

The first cleanup week is scheduled for May 16 through May 24, 1981. Metro 
is proceeding with an amendment to its Landfill Dumping Fee Ordinance to 
reduce the fee for segregated yard debris throughout the cleanup week. 
Hopefully, this would provide incentives for public participation and 
private hauling companies to promote the program and provide for special 
hauling of woody waste during the cleanup weeks. 
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The City of 
March 9-14. 
project. A 

Beaverton has launched its 
This is the third year in 

description is included in 

Editorials--Letters to the Editor 

own Project Clean Sweep Week of 
a row the city has done such a 
the Valley Times article attached. 

Both the Oregonian and Oregon Journal, as well as all of the local 
community newspapers, have had numerous letters to the editor and editorial 
page comments. Some of these comments have been attached. 

RC103 



Department of EnvirorunentGl Qu~l~t~ 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

NEWS RELEASE 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

DEBRIS DISPOSAL OPTIONS OUTLINED 

Janet A. Gillaspie 
229-6488 

(Portland, Or. March 5, 1981) -- The return of good spring weather has 

Portlander's begiruling their yard and garden w0rk to clean-up the winter 

litter and prepare for the coming growing season. With a ban on backyard 

burning in effect in the greater Portland/Metropolitan area, many are 

wondering what to do with the resulting debris. 

DEQ, METRO and other local jurisdictions are working to establish 

special sites around the region for yard debris disposal. A $265,000 grant 

from the federal Environmental Protection Agency will allow METRO to chip 

collected debris and develop markets for its use. METRO will also use the 

funding to coordinate regionwide clean-up weeks during ·the spring and 

summer. METRO will announce further details on the clean-up weeks as 

they are organized. 

A detailed survey conducted by the DEQ found that over two-thirds of 

the Portland area residents were already using non-burning methods for 

debris disposal before the ban. The survey showed these residents used a · 

variety of disposal options -- chipping, hauling to landfills, and composting 

to dispose of yard debris without burning. All green debris -- leaves and 

grass clippings -- can be easily composted on the property. Detailed 

information about composting techniques is available from the Recycling 

Switchboard at 229-5555. 

Larger materials can be chipped and mulched. Increases in the cost of 

raw materials has many residents using chippers to produce their own bark 

dust from yard debris. Larger sized commercial chippers are also available 

for rent in cooperative neighborhood clean-up and chipping efforts. Sharing· 

(more) 
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the cost among many households brings the expense down considerably. 

Small amounts of yard debris can usually be collected by the local 

garbage hauler. 

A special area has been set aside at the St. John's Landfill for 

yard debris. Leaves and grasses cannot be accepted. METRO will turn 

t..~is debris into· a useable product such as hogged boiler fuel, nursery 

mulch, or· bark dust. Rcssman's and La.velle's landfills will bot.~ accept 

yard debris for landfilling. 
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. ·. "Debris will accumulate· at roadsides and on va- But in this case, burning makes more sense tharl 
. -- :.;._"i:ant lots, creating fire hazards and rodent shel- · banning. · -· : · j 
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. - Elected· offlclals from the metrOpolllall ·.try 19 per;.;,u :ind wood heating stoves 12 .. rrom residents who angrily oppose the 
f'area·told Portlanct'MayorFrank fvancie ·percent. '·i ''burning ban. t .. -. , •<< 
:.'Monday they support his drive to. ban.the - ·City and county officials provided Jvan'· · ': Another speaker suggested that the 
· ban on backyard burning. ,, .. .· . ~, cie with all the fuel he needed to attack · burning ban may ·prompt residents to: .... 
f .Actually; the mayor isn't taking credit. the.burning ban. . ,- : .,._ . bring· their tree branches, clippings and." 
for Senate Bill 327, which would allow. "I think we should have twrr seasons ·a· other debris indoors and burn them in: · 
.the Environmental Quality Commission to •.. year for our constituents to burn (yard.: their· fireplaces, which he sald would·::' 

. _,regulate .domestic: open burning. That clippings and debris),'.' said Milwaukie. greatly increase -.the chances of house·,-
·T. credit ·goes.to the three state senators and. Mayor Joy Burgess; who urged her fellow . fires. · · ' ·" .' k- '. · ; 
· fourrepresentaliY .. sponsoring the bill elected officials to unite so legislators will · ·Several city officials supported one-
. ··But.a beaming lvancie assured about 30 · hear their concerns. :'· · . · , . · ·:·· : ·,_\ -:·, · suggestion that alternate odd-even·. days • 
mayors and county officials from the Tri-- · But Mayor Al Myers of Gresham said he.: be established for backyard burning,· on· ' 
County area he will present their senti- and his city's officials would support · either a city-to-city or a neighborhood-to-
ments on the burning ban at a heanng on. ·"year-around burning· as long as it meets :•neighborhood basis, depending. on weath- . 

-SB 327 Tuesday night in Salem,.· -· · DEQ. slalldards:',. Several other ·city offi-·' ettondilions and wind patterns. ·· ,;· · ... 
. . '.'rthink. wirre agreed here· that open. -cials echoed Myers' sentiments. · · Senate Bill 327. would prevent the EQC 
backyard ·burning should be allowed,"·: Troutdale officials said resident. in the from imposing blanket prohibition of all 
within reason and under certain weather East Multnomah C-Ounty community al· backy.ard burning Without consideration.; 

,- ·coodilions;lvanci~-told locatofficlals at•, ready· are .complaining about.trash, clip-·, of atmospheric conditions •. ', : .-:·,: :Z'i:;. 
· tehhey had their. collective say .. · '.,' .• ; ;.·pings• and oth""''.dehris, being,. dumped .. ; .. ·Metro councilor: Jane Rhod~s found he<'.0: 
' '"l think burn\ng.i~kind ot:a fun exP,erl:;.,;. alongSide th'e roads.,_ ;;,,~ e1f;:':'··;: .. ;<;.< '~/self: defending the regiona! agency frol!J.;' " 

~ .. - : eoce,. when you \aJk-.about campfires ·an11:· , ;. Oregon. City Mayor Diln· AnderSOJl'said c; some pointed a.lta<:ks; · . . · , ·: ·· :-t~·.; f I 
•. -.·.·_·;·:-·'.;·.:·:~.=.'. :~~~ersf;'.'.h'Said u;; smllibvi:n~. ma

1 
yorog;li~.,.: ihe Rbali•pn · .baLanckydf.~l·l thburning:hwil_'ll fillHup·),: . : She: sald Mbetro. is.too

1 
kingcifor .aliern!:<' 

. ~c-_o .. ,,._,,,o t e-meeung •. o onsy;re . g·.the. ossman· . 1 atmuc aster. e' · tives.toopen urn1ngo tree 1ppmgsauu-: 
.,.. ~'SOine bappy_chlldhood adventures.,-, :; .,. ::'_.;·s3id the city haS bad.' to ·cuUt.Hrash pick;· · Qutdoor debris. She said botllthe cities-oL : · 

-~:.·k-.~VW:icie, _Qn a- more .. Seriotis· noter.- said .. -- '.iJP"' program. because. voters ·_re"ce~tly: reoi ~~Beaverton and Troutdale ha~e identiii~~ :· 
-copen. backyard burning accounts ror only jected a levywhich pfoyides thatservice. ···sites for wood chippers.· . ·. :<· ... 

. ~.,~.J . .Z peri:entof !lie Portland' area's air polu-; :,, Richard-Butts;-_f!i.,.~bal for Was~-- But she said Metro is still trying to fiitd_~i. 
- .;···lion; By comparison, he said, road dust: ·mgton County Fire District l, md fits· markets for chlpped.wooaand other pro- · 

;{;..;:• geates 58 percent.of.theopollution, indus-c'. ·district receives about 75'to.8~.~ !laiiY ·;. cessed tree and grass clippings . 
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Metropolitan 
Wastewater 
Management 
Commission 

:r COMMISSION MEMBERS 
Don Carter-Springlleld CouncUperson 

Vanco Freeman-Lane Counry Commissioner 
Pal Hockon-Eugene Lay Representative 

Belly Smith-Eugene Councilperson 
Steve Allen-Sprlnglield Lay Representative 
Mark Westling-Eugene lay Represenialive 

Gary Wright-lane Counly lay Represenlalive 

899 PEARL STREET - P.O. BOX 1463 - PEOPLES BANK BUILDING - EUGENE, OR 97401 - PHONE (503) 687-3974 

Mr. Joe B. Richards 
Chairman, Environmental 

Quality Commission 
522 S.W. 5th Avenue 
Portland, OR · 97204 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

March 13, 1981 

SUBJECT: SEGMENTING OF WATER QUALITY PROJECTS INTO DIFFERENT PRIORITIES 

The Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission adopted a facilities 
plan in February 1972. This plan consisted of a regional wastewater 
treatment facility, a large interceptor sewer which would combine two 
cities' collection systems, a pump station which would pump the sewage 
from the interceptor to the regional treatment facility, a rehabilitation 
program which was designed to remove illicit water from the cities' 
collection systems, a DEQ-mandated seasonal industrial waste system, and 
a sludge management system. 

When the regional waste treatment system was designed, consideration was 
given to the removal of the industrial load which was to be handled by 
separate seasonal industrial waste treatment facilities. Additionally, 
results of the rehabilitation program of the sewer systems were anticipated 
and capacities in the interceptor and the regional treatment facilities 
were reduced accordingly. In order that this treatment facility become 
operational, provisions for sludge handling facilities must be also 
operational. 

The wastewater treatment project that is being constructed in the Eugene
Springfield area has been funded by EPA/DEQ grants to approximately 40 
percent of completion. If the project is to face a change in administrative 
rules which would create different priority numbers for various portions 
of the adopted facilities plan, it is important that the Environmental 
Quality Commission realize that until completed; the Eugene-Springfield 
regional program can have no effect on an improvement in water quality 
in the Willamette River. · 

The MWMC is the only project on the DEQ Priority List which has portions 
of its facilities plan assigned different priority ranking. The MWMC 



Mr. Joe B. Richards 
March 13, 1981 
Page 2 

would have to, under the rules, seek administrative relief by proving 
that various portions of the project are, in fact, interdependent. This 
would appear to be a time consuming and expensive exercise for both the 
Department of Environmental Quality staff in a review posture and the 
Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission staff in preparing the 
docum.entation necessary to prove the point. We, the Commission, 
representing Lane County, Eugene, and Springfield in this most important 
public project, hope that you will weigh very carefully the administrative 
rule that is being proposed for passage today. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

WVP:mjb 
cc:EQC Members 

Bill Young, Director, DEQ 

Sincerely yours, 

/Yutty ddfriA-rv 
BETTY SMITH 
Commission President 

GAR WRIGHT 
Commission Member 



CITY OF ['.;""JJrJ\::,22~tL1·1! 
INCORPORATED 1844 

February 19, 1981 

<,-.; -J1 (;·; '~·'' 

''. ,_ . .,, !~i .-- ';; :;;: '.:.:"'{!"'~L Qt-i1LI! ., 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Box 1760 
Port 1 and, Oregon 97207 

Dear Commissioners: 

1; 
·: 

The Oregon City Commission at its regular meeting on 
February 13, 1981, held discussion regarding the burning ban 
imposed on our jurisdiction by the action of your Commission. 

.1/) 

We strongly protest the implementation of this ban 
without providing adequate and reasonable alternatives for the 
collection and disposal of backyard debris. We also protest 
the fact that the added financial burden of accomplishing this 
disposal has been left up to the City to address without pro
vision for adequate funds to accomplish this disposal. 

We were g,iven to believe, from a discussion with Rick 
Gustafson, Executive Officer of METRO, that the proposed ban 
on burning would not be imposed on the people of the metropol i
tan area at least for the first six months of 1981. Under this 
assumption we naively thought it would not be necessary to 
attend the Environmental Quality Commission public hearing on 
this subject. Apparently we were wrong in our interpretation 
and it is our understanding that approximately a dozen people 
convinced the Commissioners that the ban should be implemented 
and your subsequent action to do so. 

We strongly request that you reconsider your actions 
and that we be given an opportunity to appear before your 
group to plead our case. 

Yours very truly, 

C 
r_ ; I I 

Mayor 
DA: r 1 State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

cc: Mayor Frank lvancie, Portland 
Mayor Joy Burgess, Milwaukie 
Mayor Alan Brickley, West Linn 
Mayor H. Wade Byers, Gladstone 
Mayor Harold Campbell, Lake Oswego 

[ffi~@~~W~[ID 
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Jep;;i.rt.r1lent .. }'.:n"1j.rnr1mental Qu.ali ty 
P.O. Box 1760 
Po!'t·land, CQ"BgOl:1 97207 

P~ tt0r1tion: Fx1v:lr·Dnm«J:1t •. ".:J. (~tl~. i ty C C}mti1) . .s$:\. on. 
2e: Hllif~J~~t·rG FJtM - J"IULTN0111.r'lH COUlITY 

Gen t1 ern-en. : 

D·on 1t you. 1•ea1l;y· onjoy tt~B f1·ag.r·~u1t sinell. of .apr':lE a..'1d ;:.:b.s:r--~ry~· 'til"'ce 
J:l:nb.s 1i;b:l.lu ln1::::-n.:1.ng tJhst.,.~:· 1

11fe :;;;:1.·c· ·t,t)J..ti ·th:Lc kin.!3 uf rri3L0r:Lt'2.1 cn.usus 
on.lJ>'" ,J.% or leDD of Gtt!' po1.u"li.cn. 

·ocffi' t yc.,u love; the beauty c~r Port.1 c:ri. l>,:~c.a.u.}.:e t..re (lo a.nrn.;.;:i.1l.v tri~tA cur 
°tr'cF~f; ~~d bus11e·s:· ·:"Jt-;; b.alte n11-Tr1~d Cf•iJ" px·ui:.;.::::x·t .. y ::i;n t.his ze1cio loc0.ticn 
~:;:ince J~9J6 3!.h:3 l1a1.tc pJ.~n.ted. ?l't t~~e f:tui:t t:r·f;;DLl .CJ,.t:d 'f-;1_1 .:.hos on our ':?-~ 
2,,,c:re p:tq·t. 

1.-rc l).r1ders t3x1<l, ·~,rif.:1. 

p:t;;;~n.n.ing ta c h:.-o:·g<.':) 
Gtt:r· o·wn p:r':J1.-::orty. 

1:-:1 . .:r:t·cauc1·.acy. 

the'.:) :;·;,~~'\-7.S i'r"::Oi.~:1 ··-, t~h_c1:-::~ 1~~ 

n~3 <.J. -f~(J8 :L ~· ,)to:..;~ eJ.:l·J~"i 11s 
1r.h.i.c .:3!;'..~ti'rrt.S t~1P.t, ·~·:.'[)U}d t·c: 

ff. 1:.0t.;::.ib:l15:Ly· th!'~t ycu gre 
to brtt"J~, ·.t,~;s ,~:"'i~nr:_.it.~L:s on. 
ju ·:::t .:"..f.1sol1).t,e1::r tr~~o m.uc!1 

Ii~ •:7t: fll~r·:e allo~1ed tfi '.J.u.::.·n %"h(;·n -~h~) .rru:its:r:L~l-J :1~3 d.r,~r, ;;.,..cu know too th~.t 
:Lt. ;.rill .;)ll bu·tn q_t1ic·k·t:7. I.nst~J.::u3. ·t~r:) DE/:), :::.l1~.;;.~r6 111Hj~·t~xl t-o open ·the 
t1'\t_:t-r1jrig SC!BBOn w1t;il. it h.~:~d ::t:::tI't0ci :r:&1ining DJlcl i:;''/'.:.:ry~thlng wa.s wat.e:t" 
:--st.1n.ked. ~rl1ich D.&tuJ:allS' t.~.r,ns._r::d ur1nf.-;cc:;;;sa1·y· s1nok:B. 

H~;s a.r1yone DD:t'1til1g on this ComrnissJo.n t-a.pper1etl to d-.r-iv·c fl"Otn G1·eshan1 
to ?ortlan.d ·•rt~ Po11e1J B~!·vyJ., folJ..1J<;·;r}_ng :~1 TR.I-I\lET tins sJ_o:r1.g the 'bike 
IJB:tt"' v;1hc2~e ox1~; c211 not pa.ss? I1To:,,r THl\T J]3 J.,00% POJ~OTI01'J and 11-te ~1_re 
not htiar.ir1g ~:ibout ·t.hr1:t ho1:.:i1Jlo p::co'blernl 

i'Je trust your g1·ou.p '/1:i.11 !'"ecol!~Sider 011x• pJ~:Lght .mcl not deny us th.is 
11ri:vi:lcge of -a11nualljo·- ca'.'t:ing for a:nd bf~-i?..utifyir.1.g ou.t~ 01;1."!".i.1. p1~opr:;1·tJr. 



CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
March 6, 1981 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/b William Young, Director, D.E.Q. 
522 S.W. 5th Avenure 
Portland OR 97204 

Dear Commissioners, 

The City Council of Lake Oswego by unanimous vote at its 
regular meeting Tuesday, March 3, 1981, moved that the State EQC 
revise its open burning regulations which in effect prohibit open 
"backyard" burning of vegetative yard debris in the Portland Metropolitan 
Area. 

Available statistics show that backyard burning accounts 
for only a miniscule amount of the region's air pollution and it is 
presently the only practical, cost-effective method of disposing of 
this type of waste. Any alternatives so far advanced would have 
substantial and unacceptable cost consequences to our already over
burdened citizens, and are likely to result in other problems more 
critical than backyard burning's minimal impact on the environment. 

Were burning to be permitted throughout the year on any day 
the airshed could accept minimal input of this sort, the results would 
be far less noticeable than that which has resulted from the previous 
practice of concentrating the burning to two short periods annually. 

~· 
C. Herald Campbell, 

By order of the City Council 

- <rlf °"-"' lll&IOOMlfN!J tD1F IEll\lllll!NMIEIU'lflll ljlW!llllJJY 

00~~~~\VJ~(ID 
MAR 9 1~81 

348 NORTH STATE STREET I POST OFFICE BOX 369 I LAKE OSWEGO, OREGON 97034 I (503) 636-3601 



Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman 
Oregon En'"'vironmental Quality Commission 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 s. W. 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

The Board of Directors of the Portland Rose Society 
has asked that I express their objection to the action of last December 
in which the Commission placed a ban on the further practise of the con
trolled burning of woody wastes from trees and shrubs in the Portland 
Metropolitan Area. 

The Portland Rose Society has a primary mission of 
fostering and encouraging the culture of roses in the Portland area. Recent 
professional studies of Portland's Rose Festival have shown that the 
Festival would not be a viable public function without the Society's Rose 
Show, which was the sprout from which the annual festival grew. The 
maintenance of a healthy and vigorous culture of roses by private individuals 
is necessary if Port land is to keep the tit le of "The City of Roses". 
Many other cities are ready," willing and anxious to u;surp that title if 
Portland fails to maintain its pre-eminence. 

Rose culture requires care and husbandry; a vital 
part of which involves the burning of woody materials infected by diseases, 
especially those of viral and bacterial organisms, Alternate methods of 
wood waste disposal, such as hauling to central locations, burial, chipping 
or leaving it to rot in place or in piles, all have the serious objections 
of energy consumption, noise, pest propagation, disease recycling, water 
pollution and landscape distress. 

In our examination of data on the DEQ's Pollution 
Particle Index and carbon monoxide content of the atmosphere during the 
last burning period (graphs enclosed), we find no evidence that the burning 
made any detrimental contribution to atmospheric conditions. 

Consequently, it is our request that the Commission 
reconsider its prohibition of the controlled burning disposal of woody 
wastes and thereby assist in the enhancement of the artistic culture 
of roses in the Portland Metropolitan Area. 

CC: DEQ Director 
Enclosure: Graphs of PPL and Co. 

ly~ 

President, Portland Rose Societ~ 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALllY 

[ffi~©~OW~(ID 
MAR 11 1981 
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ALTERNATIVE FUTURES, Tigard 
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS 

Porlland Chapter 
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF LANDSCAPE 

ARCHITECTS 
Oregon Chapter 

ASSOCIATION OF NORTHWESTSTEELHEADERS 
ASSOCIATION OF OREGON RECYCLERS 

AUDUBON SOCIETY 
Central Oregon, CorvalUs, Portland, Salem 
BAY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 

Coos Bay 
B.A.l.N.G. 

CENTRAL CASCADES CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
CHEMEKETANS, Salem 

CITIZENS FOR A BETIER GOVERNMENT 
CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT 

CLATSOP ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR AIR PURITY 

Eugene 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 

ECO-ALLIANCE, Corvallis 
ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION CLUB 

Parkrose High School 
EUGENE FUTURE POWER COMMITIEE 

EUGENE NATURAL HISTORY SOCIETY 
GARDEN CLUBS or Cedar Mill, Corvallls, 

McMmnvl11e, Nehalem Bay, Scappoose 
GRANT COUNTY CONSERVATIONISTS 

H.E.A.l., Azalea 
LAND, AIR, WATER, Eugene 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
Central Lane, Coos County 

McKENZIE GUARDIANS, Blue River 
NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE 

CENTER 
OBSIDIANS, Eugene 

1,000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 
OREGON ASSOCIATION OF RAILWAY 

PASSENGERS 
OREGON BASS AND PANFISH CLUB 

OREGONIANS COOPER A TING TO PROTECT 
WHALES 

OREGON FEOERA TION OF GARDEN CLUBS 
OREGON GUIDES AND PACKERS 

OREGON HIGH DESERT STUDY GROUP 
OREGON LUNG ASSOCIATION 

Portland, Salem 
OREGON NORDIC CLUB 

OREGON NURSES ASSOCIATION 
OREGON PARK & RECREATION SOCIETY 

Eugene 
OREGON ROADSIDE COUNCIL 

OREGON SHORES CONSERVATION COALITION 
O.S.P.1.R.G. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD ASSOCIATION INC 
Portland 

PORTLAND ADVOCATES OF WILDERNESS 
PORTLAND RECYCLING TEAM, INC. 
RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT, INC. 

SANTIAM ALPINE CLUB 
Salem 

SIERRA CLUB 
Oregon Chapter 

Columbia Group, Portland 
Klamath Group, Klamath Falls 

Many Rivera Group, Eugene 
Mary'a Peak Group, Corvallis 

Mt. Jefferson Group, Salem 
Rogue Valley Group, As~~~~ 

SPENCER BUTIE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 
STEAMBOATERS 

SURVIVAL CENTER 
Un lverslty ol Oregon 

THE TOWN FORUM, INC. 
Collage Grove 

TRAILS CLUB OF OREGON 
UMPQUA WILDERNESS DEFENDERS 

WESTERN RIVER GUIDES ASSOCIATION, INC. 
WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY ASSOCIATION 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
2637 SW. WATER AVENUE, PORTLAND. OREGON 97201 /PHONE, 503/222-1963 

TESTIMONY REGARDING PROPOSED FIELD 

BURNING REGULATIONS 

The Oregon Environmental Council, a statewide coalition 

of 70 organizations and 2,600 individuals, many of whom 

live in the Willamette Valley, supports DEQ's proposed 

field burning rule revisions. 

Though reduction of burn acreage is probably the best 

way to cut smoke pollution, these revisions are a step in 

the right direction. 

Anyone who lives or even travels thi!i'ough the Willamette 

Valley during the burn season knows that field burning is 

a contributor of smoke illo the airshed. Last year, 

1183 field burning complaints were filed by the public, 

and 13 field notices issued totalling $18,000 in civil 

fines, DEQ estimates that acreage burned last year was 

35% over the amount reported to the Department. 

Though enforcement is only part of the solution, we 

support DEQ's proposals to establish a specific penalty 

schedule for violations and to authorize DEQ to suspend 

burning privileges of repeat violators. We also support 

DEQ's proposal to require mapping of registered acreage on 

master maps. This would surely help both monitoring and 

enforcement, 

DEQls proposal to issue iliimitations on an area basis 

~ore restrictive than those in the regulations (when needed 

for air quality reasons) also has our support, 

We agree with DEQ's propose& selective requirement of 

fluffing treatments, and the deadline of Jan. 1, 1983 for 

fluffing of all perennial grass seed fields, Mechanical 

fluffing techniques reduce smoke by allowing the fuel to 

dry more quickly before burning, and making for quicker burns 



Field burning---page two 

with better plume development, smoke dispersion and use of short periods 

of good ventilation. 

DEC also supports the proposed regulations for burning along 

Interstate 5, Labor Day weekend last year was especially dangerous, with 

holiday traffic inching th~ough dense smoke. The requirement of a 

minimum margin west of the I-5 right-of-way seems like a minimal 

safety measure, DEQ and local grass seed growers should develop additional 

measures to reduce the amount of smoke crossing the highway, especially 

on high traffic days. 

Smoke management can never completely eliminate the environmental, 

health, safety and aesthetic impacts of field burning, Eventually, reduction 

of burn acreage may be needed, But in the meantime, the proposed 

revisions to the fie] d 1:·urn:i r g :ci=-~gula.tions ar·t: necessary, and we 

support them, 

Bill Cook, 
Legal Intern 
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. TESTIMONY or TOM IJONACA 
FOR THE AO! AIR QUALITY COMMITTEE 

SB 327 

Our historic position regarding backyard burning in the Portland 

area is that ultimately it must be banned, but not until a solid waste 

disposal system is in place and reasonably available to most of the 

people ·iu Lhe ;irect. Th·is positfon was µre11rised on Lile environi11ental ly 

sound idea that you shou 1 d not so 1 ve one po 11 uti on pro bl em at the expense 

of another. For those of you familiar with the Portland situation, 

there is a critical shortage of sanitary landfills and only promises in 

siyhL cts solutions. 

Our position has changed, because the facts have changed -- or as 

another famous 1 obbyi st has stated, "The playing field isn't 1eve1." 

What changed? E.P.A. changed and they placed air quality ahead of solid 

waste. Perhaps not intentionally, but the result is the same. How did 

this occur? In the clean air act amendments of 1977 non-attainment 

areas such as Portland 111ust achfove attairn11ent of secondary air quahty 

standards by 1987 and by this July our DEQ must submit amendments to the 

State Implementation Plan (SIP) that will provide a plan to attain 

standards by that time. 

Further, during the period from 1981 to 1987 the plan must provide 

for Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) toward attainment. 

What that all means is we are currently using by EPA standards, 

more than 100% of the capacity of the airshed and this must be reauced. 

It further means that industrial activity in the area probably will be 

constrained both in attracting new industries which have some activities 

which pollute as well as restrain the growth of existing industry> 

(more) 
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The Advisory Committee to the DEQ for the Portland AQMA spent a 

number of months in determining the available solutions. When they 

looked at industrial contribution they found that from 1971 when the 

DEQ emission inventory indicated 15,000 tons per year of particulate 

emissions, that by 1979 this was down to 5,500 tons. They further 

concluded that industry was meet"iny the standards of the DEQ and found 

that the Portland AQMA was RACT (reasonably available control technology) 

and essentially was BACT (best available control technology). Since 

industry could provide little if any movement toward RFP; and because 

any major new source or modification of an existing plant locating in 

the Portland AQMA must offset their emissions of particulates by greater 

than one for one, industry must continue to carry the laboring oar of 

meeting standards. 

The advisory committee's solutions for particulate matter and which 

meet RFP and finally attainment, are founded on control of sources, 

so-called non-traditional sources, which are not the subject of direct 

control by DEQ, such as: 

Having the city, county and state buy clean sand for road sanding 

operations and eliminate the river silt which continues to blow around 

long after the icy conditions are gone; 

Suggesting that persons burning wood burn only dry wood and always 

keep the damper open to provide good combustion; 

Pave roads; and 

Stop backyard burning. 

(more) 
\ 
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The 450 tons of particulate is small, really, only about 8% of 

industrial emissions, but that is a reasonable margin of growth for 

industry and the expected population 9rowth. 

If the ban is lifted it will fall squarely on industry for only 

industry is directly controlled by DEQ. We would urge you to reconsider 

this issue and seek a different solution than proposed in SB 327. 



TO, 

STATE OF OREGON 

0/D 
DEPT. 

EQC/Underwood 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

229-5300 
TELEPHONE 

DATE, March 3, 1981 

FROM, Jan Shaw 

SUBJECT, Agenda Item G, March 13 EQC meeting: 

e 1-1 2!1- t 3e7 

Adoption of proposed rules governing on-site sewage disposal, 
OAR 340-71-100 to 71-600, to re lace rules overning subsurface 
and alternative sewage disposal, OAR 3 0-71-005 to 71-045, 
340-72-005 to 72-030, 340-74-004 to 74-025, and 340-75-010 to 75-060. 

Attached is additional written testimony submitted recently to 
the Department. Please make it a part of your copy of the staff 
report. 

JAS 

cc: Young 
Downs 
Osborne 



Sunrise Investment Co. 

February 24, 1981 

Mr. Jack Osborne 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Dept of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 

[fil~©~~W~[ID 
FEB 2 6 1981 Portland, Oregon 97207 

OFlilCE O_F THE DIREctOR 

Dear Mr. Osborne 

We are in receipt of a letter from the Linn County Dept of 

Health Services that the DEQ is proposing a rule that would require 

an annual inspection of all holding tanks with a beginning fee of 

$40.00. 

I think the intent of the ruling for an inspection periodically 

would be good to assure compliance with health rules. However, to 

require an annual inspection is too often and too costly. If an 

inspection was every 36 months then we could live with that. 

In the last election the voters are trying to get a message to 

local, state, and federal agencies that they want less regulation not 

more. This proposed rule, in its present form, is just the very 

thing voters were trying to reduce or eliminate. Take heed, and 

lets either reduce or eliminate the annual inspection. 

Once a rule is implemented it, like its fee is never eliminated 

but often increased or expanded. 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide input on this 

proposed ruling. 

Sincerely, 
r: 1, ;- \ \ 

i~ 

~ Conser 
WAUlt QUALII'l CONTROL 
' 

CC. Linn County Commissioners 
Linn County Department of Health Services 

10650 COLUMBUS SOUTHEAST ALBANY, OREGON 97321 (503) 967-9773 



NORDSTRAND CEDAR PRODUCTS, INC. 

33435 BREWSTER ROAD 
LEBANON, OREGON 97355 

(503) 451-1661 

Mr. Jack Osborne 

Dept, of Enviornmental G.uality 

P.O. Box 1760 

Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear l~Ir. Osborne-, 

Feb. 26, 1981 

This letter is in reference to your proposal to owners 

of property with sewage holding tanks. We feel this proposal 

is completely unreasonable, To begin with the holding tank 

has to be inspected by the D.E.Q. during installation, all 

the rules are set by the D .• E.Q. and must be followed to 

receive a permit. It only stands to reason that we would keep 

the tank in proper working order. 

Vie see no reason to pay an extra $40.00 per year to have 

the D.E.Q. tell us our tan!< is okay, and if it were not okay 

I'm. sure we could tell, Also the pumping company is seeing 

our tank at least once a month and they certianly would be 

able to notice any problems should they arise, 

Sincerely, 

~0?k~£ P~y ifu~:strand 
President, Nordstrand Cedar Pro. Inc. 

PAN/cc 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[fil~@~O\VJ~ffi) 
MAR 3 1981 

OFfilCE O.E IffE PIRECtOR 

_,'·>' · .,,, • "1 hs-. ' ,-,., .. , 

! ''. 

1M\f! Z 1981 

• 



M!t. Jack. Ol>bo1tne 
Vepcvi.tme.U: 06 Env.vionme.U:al Q.u.alUy 
PO Box 1760 
Pof(;(;land, OR 97207 

VeaA S.{Ji: 

FebnuaAy 27, 1987 

It ,U, my undell-6tancUng that the VEQ_ ,U, p!topOl>i.ng a new Jtu1.e 1tegaAcllng the 
annual i.Mpee.tion 06 holcUng tank.!>. I !lee ab!>olutely no ll.eMon 601t the 
601tmi.ng 06 anothell. agenc.y, buJuieni.ng the Cou.U:y wd:.h add,i;Uonal manpowell. 
expencUtull.el>, oil. 601tc.i.ng thMe wd:.h holcUng tank.!> to pay a $40. 00 i.Yll>pee.tion 
6ee. 

At the time oUI!. tank. tml> i.Yll>talled the 1tegulaA County i.Mpec.toM Welte 
extl!.emely l>Afngent al> to how the tank. tml> to be i.Mtalled and mahita.lned. 
IMpee.tion 06 the i.MtaUati.on tml> tho1tough, all have been l>ubl>eque.U: 
i.M pee.tio Yll> • In ad<ii;Uo n, the 6.{Jim that pump!> the tank. .<.M pew U eac.h 
time U ,U, pumped 601t any l>.<.gM 06 leak.age, etc.. Voc.umentat.<.on all to 
61tequenc.y ot) pump.<.ng and the amount!> pumped aAe 1teadily available pell. 
the.vi .<.nvoi.c.el>. 

When all 1tequ.{Jiementl> have been and aAe c.Ull.ll.enily bung met, mMt we be 
fiac.ed wilh yet anothell. nuting, anothell. .<.Mpee.tion, and 6ee? 

In my ophi.<.on th.<.!> ,U, a tml>te 06 time, enell.gy and the taxpayell.' l> money. 

Si.nc.enely, 

PLYWOOV COMPONENTS, INC. 

Robell.t J. Headll..<.c.k. 
P1te!>i.dent 

RH/k.g 

c.c.: Ri.c.haAd SweMon, R.S. V.{Jiec.toll. 
Env.vionmenta.e. Health Senv.<.c.el> 
Albany, 01teg on 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

jlli~@~~W~[ID 
MAR 3 1981 

OFfilCE O.F 1HE DIRECT'OR 

State or Oregon 
OOARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

D ~1,1~1\@: 2UJ9~J ~ [ID 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL 

6523 n.e. old salem road, albany, or 97321 503/928-1691 



MIDWAY PLUMBING, INO. 
2428 SE Three Lakes Road 

Albany, Oregon 97321 

February 18, 1981 

Mr. Jack Osborne 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P. o. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97S07 

Dear Mr. Osborne: 

We have received notification of a rule proposed by 
the Department of Environmental Quality requiring 
annual inspection of holding tanks along with a $40.00 
fee. 

We disagree with such a rule. Holding tanks are 
inspected when they are installed and should no longer 
be a concern of the DEQ. 

The national trend now is to get away from additional 
government red tape; not to create more at a cost to us 
and the consumer. 

Therefore, our vote is against any more regulation. 

Sincerely, 

~tat1 ol Or1~on 
DEPARTMENT OF <NVIRONM<NiA~ QUALITY 

!AflE@~DWt![ID 
FEB261981 

QFJLCI Cf Diil DIRIC'l'.Oll 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

00 !~, @ ~ 0 \\7 rn: [ID 
t ti:l 2 3 1981 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL 



L. L. WIMER 0. L. WIMER 

PHONE 928-8585 • 600 GOLDFISH FARM RD. 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

Mr. Jack Osborne 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland,Oregon 97207 

Dear Sir; 

We have recently heard of your proposal to add yet another 
inspection of those that we already have. 

As far as the inspection is concerned, I suppose it could 
be justified but certainly not the $40.00 Annual fee. There are 
already people on the counties staff's to do this work and should 
be able to do so with little inconvenience to their jobs they 
now do. At any rate, $40.00 is an excessive amount to determine 
wheter a holding tank is operationg properly. Unless these 
people do more than a visual inspection, I think your cost figure 
is yet another way to keep inflation rolling along. 

Keep CWegon Green 

SiZd~ 
Don L. Wimer 
Wimer Logging Co. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

(ffi~®~DW~IDJ 
FEB 2 'l 1981 

QfjlCE .DE DIE WRECIOR 

State of Oregon 
DEPARrnr:Nr OF ENV/RONMENTAt QUALITY 

[filllir@[~OW~[ID 
I c U 2 l 1981 

W II J'ER CiUAlffY CONTROL 



City of clf-[bany 
801 Pacific Boulevard S.E. • Albany, OR 97321 • (503) 967-4321 

February 25, 1981 

Mr. Jack Osborne 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[D)~@~~W~IDJ 
lffi FEB 2 'l 1981 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Osborne: 

1-1:.t> 2·1 1981 

WATER QUAUT.Y CONTROL 

Have you not heard that the country is currently in the midst of a 
national drive to eliminate unnecessary bureaucratic controls and 
expenses of tax revenues? Your proposal to annually inspect holding 
tanks for a $40 fee is certainly contrary to current guidelines. 

Allow me to acquaint you with our situation. We installed a holding 
tank last fall to accommodate gray water only generated by a softball 
concession booth in a fifty acre river bottom park inaccessible to 
sewer lines. The tank was installed under OAR 340-71-037(3) guide
lines; it has both an audible and visible alarm; and we shall maintain 
accurate records. Now you want to inspect the tank annually and charge 
another inspection fee. The tax paupers must support this unnecessary 
inspection by paying the D.E.Q. inspector's wages and the inspection 
fee charged for the annual inspection. 

Such blanket assessment of inspections and fees is unwarranted and 
irresponsible. I, too, am a bureaucrat but I strive to serve this 
community by ascertaining that our revenues are wisely spent and that 
my employees are gainfully employed at meaningful work rather than 
unnecessary tasks. I am strongly opposed to the D.E.Q. decision that 
all holding tanks be inspected annually. Certainly there may be some 
problem situations requiring such a vigil by the D.E.Q., but our holding 
tank in Bryant Park is clearly not posing such a problem situation. 
As civil servants, we must do what we can to restrict unwarranted 
spending of tax dollars. 

S. incerely,/'. _· 

4 fD:f Cc.£ -
Dick Conolly 
Park Maintenance Superintendent 

mew 

pc: Richard H. Swanson, R, •. S .. 
Environmental Health Director 
Linn County Dept of Health Servi.ces 

The City of Albany is an 
Equal Opportunity Employer 

oo~@mawrarru 
FEB 2 7 1981 

water Qullllty "'vlsloo 
Dept. of Environ- I Quality 



NORDSTRAND CEDAR PRODUCTS, INC. 

33435 BREWSTER ROAD 

LEBANON, OREGON 97355 

(503) 451-1661 

Mr. Jack Osborne 

Dept. of Enviornmental Quality 

P.O. Box 1760 

Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Hr. Osborne·, 

Feb. 26, 1 981 

This letter is in reference to your proposal to owners 

of property with sewage holding tanks, We feel this proposal 

is completely unreasonable, To begin with the holding tank 

has to be inspected by the D.E.Q, during installation, all 

the rules are set by the D.E.Q. and must be followed to 

receive a permit, It only stands to reason that we would keep 

the tank in proper working order. 

We see no reason to pay an extra S4o.oo per year to have 

the D.E.Q. tell us our tank is okay, and if it were not okay 

I'm sure we could tell. Also the pumping company is seeing 

our tank at least once a month and they certianly would be 

able to notice any problems should they arise, 

• 
Sincerely, 

State of Oro.']on 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITI 

w~®~~~~illJ 
MAR 3 i981 / - c-·· -

//~ ~ ~, 1 /-, ·~l.,. /c;~; e-..v:!'{~ 
!. / ~-·'--) ...... < .-'- -;: ,. r: ,..."<-- .... OFJilC.E O_f Ii"lii DIREC70R /-

Parcy Nordstrand 
./ 

President, Nordstrand Cedar Fro, Inc, 

PAN/cc 
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March 6, 1981 

StHte of Oregon 'Yi~&'~ 
OEPA"T:.·1ENT _.Of ·HJ. VIRONMENTAL QUALi ~ • • / 

[IB L ,,, ~ fl w rn [ID 0~ 
Mr. Jack Osborne 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Osborne: 

\"'"' L J 1981 

WATER ,QUALITY CONTROL 

A letter from the Linn County Department of Health advised me of a 
proposed rule for mandatory annual inspection of holding tanks and 
assessing the owner of such tanks $40 per year per tank for the 
inspection. 

I was invited to comment and direct such a response to you. I do 
not object to such a program if you feel it is a safeguard of the 
public health, but I do strenuously object to attaching a fee to such 
inspections. 

There are presently so many fees, licenses, permits, and other costs 
that are charged to business by the many layers of bureaucracy in the 
name of "public" interest and safety. These costs are discouraging 
development and promotion of new facilities and consequently hurting our 
economic growth and recovery. 

Presiodent Carter and now Ronald Reagan have been telling the American 
public that we are going to see a reduction in the Federal, State and 
County governments' regulation overall forms of business. I have yet 
to see any sign of this happening. Where one is eliminated somehow ten 
others spring up to take its, place. This translates into added cost. 
It is easy to say "pass it along", just as this proposal is doing by 
assessing the tank owners $40. We all know it will increase to $60 next 
year, $80 the next, etc. 

I recognize each agency feels their program is essential and their re
quests are important, but where do we stop this "big brother" act? 

My vote is a conditional "yes". The condition is: If you feel it is 
in the interest of public health and you can carry it out within your 
present budget, go ahead with the inspection. Make a charge for violators, 
but don't charge those in conformance or with properly working tanks. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views. 

Very truly yours, 

CDS:bl 
cc: Richard H. Swenson 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Conlains 
Recycled 
Materials 

81-125-1387 

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE: March 3, 1981 

~K OSBORNE 

AGENDA ITEM "G", MARCH 13, 1981, EQC MEETING 

Jan, the following person called in to protest the proposed holding 
tank inspection fee: 

Dean Schrock, OWner 
Dean Schrock Warehouse 
Albany, Oregon 

Mr. Schrock's grass seed warehouse is served by a holding tank, thus he 
would be impacted by the proposed fee. 

TJO:ds 

Sp•7S683- 1 25 



Dimensional Lumher 
Rough Beams 
Decking 
Cedar Fencing 
Treated Posts 
Cedar Decking 
Stakes 
COX Plywood 
AC Plywood 
CCPT & S Plywood 
Particle Board 
Birch Plywood 
Hardwoods 
Prem T1-11 Sidings 
AsphJlt Sheathing 
Sound Board 
MOO Plywood 
Bulk Nails 
Galvanzi!l'd Rooting 
Fiberglass Panels 
Galvanized 4-K Guuer 
Plastmo Gutter 
Sheetrock 
Fire Stop Sheetrock 
Water Board Sheetrock 
Sheetrock Corner 
Galvanized Flashings 
Portland Cement 
Concrete Mix 
Mortar Mix 
Roo11ng Mastics and Tars 
Fiberglass lnsulalion 
Pre-hung Mahogany Doors 
Pre-hung Bircll Doors 
Insulated Aluminum Windows 
Insulated Bronze Windows 
Bird"' 2351 J.tab Roofing 
Bird® Vinyl Siding 
Cedar Channel 
Cedar Bovel 
Redwood Bevel 
1101 Reproduction Siding 
1105 Reproduction Siding 
Olympic Stains 
Paint Brushes 
Paint Tllinner 
Paint Lacquer 
Wood Fillers 
Putty Sticks 
Slleetrock Tape 
Joint Compound 
Por-Rock 
Fix-all 
Sandpaper 
Varathane Stains 

& Plastic Coalings 
Z·Brick® 
Rullil"' 
ABS Pipe and Fittings 
PVC Pipe and Fittings 
Plumbing Accessories 
Toilets 
Sinks 
Electrical Wire 
Electrical Accessories 
Earth Stoves"' 
Stove Accessories 
Pro·lormed Hearths & Walls 
Skill Power Tools"' 
Rockwell Power Tools"' 
Stanley Hand Tools"' 
Bulk Bolts 
Masonry Tools 
Drywall Tools 
Panel Nails 
Duolast"' Staples 
Bostich"' Staples 
Staplers 
Rope and Cordage 
Construction Adhesive 
Caulkings 
Contact Cement 
Floor Tile Adhesive 
Epoxy Glue 
Decorative Hardware 
Address Numbers & Leners 
Security Devices 
Kwiksel® Locks 
Builder's Hardware 

Hinges 
Bolls 
Hasps 
Angle Iron 
Threaded Rod 
Tube Aluminum 
Angle Atuminum 
Aluminum Edgings & Trims 

Shel! Brackets 
Thresholds 
Closet Rods 
Metalbestos Chimney Systems 
Interior Wall Paoeling 
Hardboard 
Pegboards 
Pre-1inished Mouldings 
Hemlock Mouldiogs 
Pine Shelviog 
Particle Board Shelving 
Bull Nose Stepping 
Redwood Wiggle 
Picture Frame Mouldiog 

VALLE! . LUMBER 
33690 Highway 99E • Tangent, Oregon 97389 

Retail Counter 926-8658 Contractor Office 928-6465 

March 6, 1981 

Mr. Jack Osborne 
Department of Enviromental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97307 

Re: Holding Tank: Inspection Fee Proposal 

Dear Mr. Osborne: 

In response to your notice of February 17, 1981, concerning your desire 
to enact a $40.00 fee and subsequent inspection of holding tanks, I would 
like to respond as follows: 

1. Why the concern and singling out of holding tanks for inspection when 
they are simply a septic tank without a drainfield. If they fail they are 
no worse a polluter. I believe if you are proposing to do it right you 
should inspect all septic facilities including the holding tanks, septic tanks 
and sewage treatment facilities for a fee. 

2. At a time when the government is having a difficult time making ends meet, 
why are new areas of responsibility trying to be established. I am sure you 
are aware that more sophisi tication and money saving programs is what the 
public mandated in November 1980. 

3. I will assume. businesses a.r:e the primary users of holding tanks. Location 
of tanks around businesses make it unlikely there is any worse neglect of 
holding tanks than septic tanks. In fact, I would suspect the opposite, 
holding tanks, because of their exposure, are watched and maintained more 
carefully than a majority of septic tank systems. 

Because of the previously mention ideas, I would suggest that the proposed 
fees and inspections are more of a tax in disquise than a protection of 
the public. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ufc(_~/ 
Donald R. Ramsay 
Property Owner 
27536 Pearl Street 
Brownsville, Oregon 97327 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

oo~@~~\\ry~ill) 
- MAR 9 J:;,,1 

OFJiLCE Of 1HE DIR.ECTOR 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAl QUALITI 

00 rg 1i1~i~ rn !la 19~1 ~ ill) 
'· 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL 



~ *CLATSOP COUNTY :.·.·.-.-.. ·.·: ! !. Courthouse .... Astoria, Oregon 97103 

Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

March 9, 1981 

Re: Hearing Item No. G, Adoption of Revised and Amended Subsurface 
Sewage Disposal Rules 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

The Clatsop County Board of Commissioners has received and reviewed 
the attached letter from the Clatsop Plains "208" Groundwater Study Public 
Involvement Committee. We agree with the Committee's letter and especially 
that you use extreme caution in the implementation of the low pressure 
distribution system. We feel that more testing and analysis is necessary 
before the rule is adopted and especially at the one-half acre density. 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on these important 
rules. 

Very truly yours, 

!£:~.£~ 
Board of County Commissioners 

CJS/BW/slw 
enc. 

cc: Bill Young, Director, D.E.Q. 
Curt Schneider, Planning Director 

Stoto ol Orogo" 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi ~ ® ~ ~ \VJ ~ ill) 
MAR 10 1981 

OFl!lCE OF IHE DIRECTOR 
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Chairman -EnvironmQntal QllEl.lity Connnission 
p.o. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Public Involvement Committee 
Clatsop Plains "208" Groundwater Study 
Bill Berg, Chairman 
p. o. Box 54 
Gearhart, Oregon 

17 F@bruary 1981 

97138 

Subjeot: Proposed On-Sita Sawage Disposal Rule, OAR 340-71-275 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The new on-site sewage disposal rule, OAR 340-71-275, proposed by the 
Oregon Dllpartmant of Environmental Quality, is oJ' concern to the mambors of 
the I'ublic Involvement Committee of the Cla.tsop Plains 208 Study. It is our 
understanding that if the new regulations are put into effect, pressurized 
distribution systams will be required for installations in soil with rapid 
permeability. This requirement would be applicable to nearly all of the Clatsop 
Plains area, particularly the area west of Highway 101. 

We understand tho operation and theory of treatmant associated with pressure 
distribution systems, and recognize that these syst'ill!ls are preferable to on-site 
disposal for many applications. However, we believa the required use of 
pressurized distribution in areas with soils of high permeability imposes an 
unjustified financial burden on the residents of the Clatsop Plains. 

Installing pressure distribution systems would add at least $1,000 per 
property to the initial cost of residential on-site disposal systems. In 
addition, operating, maintenance, and repair costs would be increased while 
system reliability is decreased because of the pr1Jssure distribution system's 
dependence on electrical power and mechanical operation. 

The medium-fine sand soil typical of the Clatsop Plains area is idGal for 
septic tank effluent treatment and is a recommended fill material for fill, 
mound, and sand filter treatment/disposal systems. Septic tank failures in the 
sandy soils of the Clatsop Plains are rare. Failures that do occur are genGrally 
th• result of improper tank pumping and maintenance practices, or conditions 
that will be unaff•Ctad by the requirement for pressure distribution. 

The proposed regulations also permit an increase in subsurface loading 
rates for pressure distribution syst»ms. The pr~sent allowable loading of one 
residanca per acre has bean increased to allow the equivaliant of one residence 
for each one-half acre. We have been told by D~ staff that the basis for the 
increased loading allowance (i.a. increased residential density) is data col
lected as part of DEQ,'s •x:parimantal on-site disposal evaluation program,as 
wall as data published by other investigators, which indicat• that sand filters 
with pressure distribution systems have an effluent nitrogen concentration 
approximately one-half that of standard subsurface disposal systems. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

\fil~®~GW~[ID 
FEBZ01981 

OfilCE QE DIE DIRE.Cl:OR 



Clatsop Plains 208 P.r.c. - page 2 

The impact upon land use of the proposed lot size reduction in non-sewered 
areas is significant and irrevars~ble. Hence, we urge caution in the imple
mentation of such a change without benefit of more complete and longer-term 
data than are presently available. 

Accordingly, the 208 Public Involvement Committee has voted unanimously to 
request that you postpone consideration of proposed OAll 340-71-275 until the 
Clatsop Plains 208 Study, with attendant data and recommendations, has been 
completed. 

If, however, you decide for some reason to approvfol OAR 340-71-275 b11fore 
considering the pertinent results of the 208 Study, we propose that, rather than 
dictate a single solution to on-site disposal in the area, ~C give consideration 
to continued acceptance of standard residential subsurface disposal units on 
one-acre lots, and allow the option of one-half acre density for lots developed 
using a pressure distribution system. This option would permit development of 
one-acre lots without the extra burden of a pressure distribution system, and, 
according to DEi.i's own data, without affecting the nitrate loading to th11 
aquifer. 

Sincerely, 

J_3ilL ~-
Bill Berg, Chairma~ 

Cc.: Clatsop County Board of Commissioners 



1-f 

~ *CLATSOP COUNTY 
,:,..:,:.·.-.·.·.·: ! 1. Courthouse .... Astoria, Oregon 97103 

March 9, 1981 

Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Re: Hearing Item No. H, Amending Clatsop Plains Rule 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

The Board of Clatsop County Commissioners has reviewed the 
D. E. Q. staff report on this agenda item. We wish to reaffirm 
our request for the change as submitted and as presented by 
Mr. Lou Larson and Clatsop County staff personnel at the 
public hearing held in Astoria on January 16, 1981. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

f/lef/j/~ 
Bob Westerberg, Chairman 
Board of County Commissioners 

CJS/BW/slw 

cc: Bill Berg, Chairman 
CP 208 Groundwater Public Involvement Committee 

Bill Young, D.E.Q. 
Jack Osborne, D.E.Q. 
Curt Schneider, Planning Department 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

OO[g@[gOW~[ID 
MAR 10 1981 

0111.CE Qf IffE DJREc:tOR 



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

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

OE0-46 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

March 12, 1981 

Environmental Qu~~}.}Y Commission 

Linda K. Zucker~larings Supervisor 

Russ.ell B. Stoppleworth Appeal to Court of Appeals 

Russell B. Stoppleworth's appeal to the Oregon Court of Appeals has been. dismissed 
on jurisdictional grounds. Mr. Stoppleworth failed to make· a timely filing of 
the Notice of Appeal with the court because he misdirected the notice to the 
Department of Justice. He has requested reconsideration of the court's decision, 
but it is highly unlikely that the court wtll change its position. 

This appeal concerns non-attorney representation in contested case matters, a 
recurring issue. At a future meeting I would like to briefly discuss this matter 
with the Commission. 

ahe 



-· 
R()BERT A. :\JANSETH <:1111s11fti11g E11gi111't'r 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Sale.m OR 

·· .. Ex; s,t "in~ ~ i.te approval for Tn~ ia!1 Forest, Inc. 
Dunal.Aqilifier Area--P:tiority One 
Floren,Ce GR 

Gen.tlemeni 

Phone 997-3677 
HK-193 Highway 10! North 

Florence. OR 97-139 

Ih .1974 a site insnection #74-261 a1Jproved the site for a sewage disposal system. 

In 1975 a constru.ction permit $507-75 was issued for 1800 gal. per day (12 
bedrooms) for apartments or mobile home units. 

The site inspect.ion and construction permits were issued under DEQ Jan. 1, 1974 
rules. 

The construction uermit expired, but is renewable at any time. 

Before your Dec. 19, 1980 meeting on the Florence Dunal Aquifier, I was concerned 
with the wordir.g in the proposed rules restricting new developr.ent in the 
Priority one area. 

I made a request at your Dec. 18th .meeting that all dra'nfield site approvals 
made between 1 Jan. 1974 and 'Prior to the moritorium on development in the 
Priority one are~, be honored. This Commission a'P'Proved my request. 

I have since auplied to Lane County for a subdivision of 4 lots out of J7 acres, 
I received conditional a1Jproval from the Lane County staff on 24 Feb. 1981 and 
from Western Lane Planning Commission on March 11, 1981. The main condition of 
approval is that I receive a construction permit for the septic tank and 
drainfield. 

A Lane County staff member, Roy Burns, says that the DEQ rules 'Prevent the 
County from issuing a construction permit because there was no preliminary 
'Planning approval 'Prior to Oct, 1980. 

In a tele1Jhone conversation with Gary Menser (DEQ) two days ago, he indicated 
that the DEQ was only interested in sewage loading. 

Apparently, under DEQ rules, I could construct a 7 unit mobile home park, a 
5 unit apartment building, but not 4 individual homesitts. 

The drainfield site' is next to hwy. 101, which is the dividing line between 
the Priority one and Priority 2 areas. Indian Forest property should not b.ave 
been included in the Priority one area, but hwy, 101 made a convenint 
political boundary. 

I have determined that the groundwater elevation of the drainfield site is 
lower than the elevation of Clear lake, indicating no groundwater flow 
towards Clear Lake. 

The drainfield wc'lld be essentially a single system servir.g; four lots. 

I request that this conflict be resolved so that this 4 lot subdivision, 
~J;.ich)'ee//' t,he. in~en~ .. oF the DEQ/rules, may proceed as nlanned. 

r---. , ,~0 c-e. /J/;-~,'-4~ 
~Jfobert ~· ~~ans~th 
rres. Lndian ~orest, Inc. 
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ROBERT A. MANSETH (.'011.,·11l1i11f! f:nf!i"''''r 

l} Marchl981 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Salem OR 

Ex1 "+.in,,. si.te approval for Inrlian Forest, Inc. 
Dunal Aquffier.Area--P:tiority One 
Florence OR 

Gentlemen; 

Phone 997-3677 
88493 Highway 101 Norlh 

Florence, OR 97439 

In 1974 a site inspection #74-261 approved the site for a sewage disposal system. 

In 1975 a construction permit $507-75 was issued for 1800 gal. per day (12 
bedrooms) for apartments or mobile home units. 

The site inspection and construction permits were issued under DEQ Jan. 1, 1974 
rules. 

The construction permit expired, but is renewable at any time. 

Before your Dec. 19, 1980 meeting on the Florence Dunal Aquifier, I was concerned 
with the wording in the proposed rules restricting new development in the 
Priority one area. 

I made a request at your Dec. 18th meeting that all dra1nfield site approvals 
made between 1 Jan. 1974 and prior to the moritorium on development in the 
Priority one arec., be honored. This Commission approved my request. 

I have since applied to Lane County for a subdivision of 4 lots out of 37 acres. 
I received conditional approval from the Lane County staff on 24 Feb. 1981 and 
from Western Lane Planning Commission on March 11, 1981. The main condition of 
approval is that I receive a construction permit for the septic tank and 
drainfield. 

A Lane County staff member, Roy Burns, says that the DEQ rules prevent the 
County from issuing a construction permit because there was no preliminary 
planning approval prior to Oct, 1980. 

In a telephone conversation with Gary Menser (DEQ) two days ago, he indicated 
that the DEQ was only interested in sewage loading. 

Apparently, under DEQ rules, I could construct a 7 unit mobile home park, a 
5 unit apartment building, but not 4 individual homesitEs. 

The drainfield site is· next to hwy. 101, which is the dividing line between 
the Priority one and Priority 2 areas. Indian Forest property should not have 
been included in the Priority one area, but hwy. 101 made a convenint 
political boundary. 

I have determined that the groundwater elevation of the drainfield site is 
lower than the elevation of Clear Lake, indicating no groundwater flow 
towards Clear Lake. 

The drainfield would be essentially a single system serving four lots. 

I request that this conflict be resolved so that this 4 lot subdivision, 
~~"-)n-eeeeJr the inten_t· _of_ the DEQ rules, may proceed as planned. 

h <,---LJ a. )/!::~~ 
'Robert A, Manseth 
Pres. Indian Forest, Inc. 
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Heard 
~ 

Smith 
Hartung 

'-et-, 
Fadeley 

'Vial lock? 
Po1:1e 1 1 

_....Ripper 

~ 
~ F3AAe J f - .,._o-

1\a fou ry 
-..)lanlecuwen 

Also invited: 

-4e Johnson 
..Yat Amedeo 

LEGISLATIVE INVITEES 

TO 

EQC LUNCH 
(March 13, 1981) 

vl'(ycrs 
~"2ran9"' 

'1Hannemun 
-vrawbush 

v'fhroop 
Jnderson 

-,_-.- 8 ? 1 ll''ein ~ 
Be 11 amy 

_..t'indquist 
~ 

V"ot ts 

Lomba rd . ,_, •-~ 
~ ·b'e8aB-P ~ ~._.--

Johnson 


