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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
June 5, 1981

City Council Chambers
Medford City Hall
411 West Eighth Street
Medford, Oregon

AGENDA

9:00 am CONSENT ITEMS

Items on the consent agenda are considered routine and generally will be acted

on without public discussion. If a particular item is of specific interest to

a Commission member or sufficient public interest for public comment is indicated,
the Chairman may hold any item over for discusszion.

A. Minutes of the April 24, 1981, Commission meeting.
B. Monthly Activity Reports for March and April, 1981.

C. Tax Credit Applications,

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed
amendments to rules governing on-site sewage disposal, CAR 340-71-100 to
340-71-600.

E. FRequest for authorization to conduct a public hearing on housekeeping
modifications to water quality-related rules, CRR 340, Divisions 42,

43, 44, 45 and 52.

F. Vehicle inspection rules - Request for authorization to hold a public
hearing to amend inspection program fee structure.

~G. Draft response to Program Assessment Report.

9:15 am PUBLIC FCRUM

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

ACTION ITEMS

The Commission may hearing testimony on these items at the time designated
but may reserve action until the work session later in the meeting.

I. Status report and discussion of Medford-area attainment strategies
for total suspended particulate {TSP) and carbon moncxide (CO).

Informational report: Status of Hood River County landfill.

WITHDRAWN

L. Appeal of subsurface variance denial: Mrs. and Mrs. Daniel J. Walsh.

{MORE)
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Request for a variance from general emission standards for volatile
organic compounds at bulk gasoline plants, QAR 340-22-120(2) for
the Rogue Valley 0il Co., Medford.

N. Workshop and consideration of adopting proposed new Plant Site Emission
(PSEL) and New Source Review (NSR) Rules for both nonattainment and

attainment (PSD} areas and proposed reveocation of the following
existing rules:

1. Special permit requirements for source lecating in or
near nopattainment areas, OAR 340-20~190 through 198.

2. Criteria for approval of new sources in the Portland
Special AQMA, QAR 340-32-005 through 025.

3. Specific air pollution control rules for the Medford-
Ashland AQMA, OAR 340-30-110C.

4. DPrevention of significant deterioration, QAR 340-31-105,
definitions 1 through 11, 13 and 14, and 17 through 22;
340-31-125 and 340-31-135 through 195.

0. Water Cuality rule adoption - Amendment of water guality permit fees
(OAR 340-45-070, Table 2) to increase revenues for 1981-83 Biennium.

P, Proposed adoption of geegraphic area rule for lands'overlaying the

Alsea Dunal Aguifer, Lincoln County, OAR 340-71-400(3).

WORK SESSION

The Commission reserves this time 1f needed to further consider proposed
action on any item on the agenda.
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Because of the uncertain time span involved, the Commission reserves the right to deal with any
item at any time in the meeting except those items with a designated time certain. Anyone
wishing to be heard on an agenda item that dcesn't have a designated time on the agenda should
be at the meeting wien it commences to be certain they don't miss the agenda item.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at Stanley's Restaurant, 510 N. Riverside, Medford; and
will lunch at noon with the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee; Jackson County

Commissioners; and the Medford City Council at the Jackson County Courthouse Auditorium,
Oakdale and Eighth Streets, Medford.



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED THIRTY~SECOND MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

June 5, 1981

On Friday, June 5, 1981, the one hundred thirty-second meeting of the
Oregon Environmental Commission convened in the City Council Chambers,
Medford City Hall, Medford, Oregon. Present were Commission members

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

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 SW Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information submitted at this meeting is
hereby made a part of this record and is on f£ile at the above address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m, at Stanley's Restaurant
in Medford. All five of the Commissioners were present, as were several

members of the Department staff.

The Commission members discussed the following items:

1. Regional Managers report: Gary Grimes, Regional Manager, SW Region,
briefly highlighted activities in his five-county area.

2. Budget update: Mike Downs, Administrator, Management Services
Division, reported on the most recent budget activities.

3. Legislative update: Jim Swenson, Assistant to the Director for
Public Affairs, brought the Commission up to date on the latest
laegislation which is of interest to the Department.

4, Dates and locations of future EQC meetings: The Commission decided to
gstay with the current six-week schedule. The dates and locations will
be as follows:

July 17 Peortland Fish & Wildlife
August 28 Portland
October 9 Portlang
November 20 Medford?

January 8 Portland




FORMAL MEETING

Commissioners Richards, Densmore, Somers, Burgess, and Bishop were present
for the formal meeting.

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE APRIL 24, 1981, MEETING.

AGENDA ITEM B -~ MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR MARCH AND APRIL, 1981.

AGENDA ITEM C - Tax Credit Applications.

Gary Goodman, Prineville Disposal, Inc., and Rimrock Leasing Co.,

appealed to the Commission to reverse the Director's Recommendation to deny

his tax credit request for a solid waste pollution control facility
(T-1340).

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendations in the three above
items (Agenda Items A, B, and C) be approved.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Burgess, and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendations in the next three
agenda items {Agenda Items D, B, and F) be approved.

AGENDA ITEM D - Request for Authorization to Conduct Public Hearings on
Proposed Amendments to Rules governing On-Site Sewage
Disposal, OAR 340-71-100 to 340-71-600.

Agenda Item D was a request for authorization to conduct public hearings on
proposed amendments to the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules. The proposal
includes a new general fee schedule, fee schedules for three contract
counties, and a number of technical rule amendments. Public hearings are
proposed at nine locations throughout the state on June 16.

Summation

i. ORS 454,625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt

rules for on-site sewage disposal, including adoption of fee
schedules.

2. ORS 454.745(4) provides that the Commission may by rule increase
maximum fees contained in ORS 454.745(1), provided the fees do not
exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted minimum services.

3. Three counties, Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia, have requested the
Commission to establish by rule new fee schedules that exceed, in some
categories, those set forth in ORS 454.745(1).

4. The Department's budget is predicated on a fee increase.



5. In addition, a number of technical rule amendments are necessary to
provide for smoother rule administration.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the commission
authorize public hearings, to take testimony on the question of
amending GAR 340-71-100 to 340-71-600 as set forth in Attachment "C",.

AGENDA ITEM E - Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on
Housekeeping Modifications to Water Quality Related Rules,
OAR 340, Divisgions 42, 43, 44, 45, 52 and 81l.

The Department propeosed to update water gquality control regulations by
repealing Divisions which are unnecessary and by making housekeeping
changes to others. The purpose of this agenda item is to reguest
authorization for a public hearing on the rule changes.

Summaticen

1. ORS 468,020 grants the Commission authority to adopt rules and

standards as it considers necessary in performing the functions vested
by law.

2. Periodically rules need to be revised or revoked as they fail to
address current policy and procedure.

3. The Department is proposing certain housekeeping changes in Chapter
340 Divisions 44, 45 and 52.

4, The Department recommends Divisions 42 and 43 be revoked because
they are redundant, unnecessary and do not necessarily relate to
current policy.

5. The Department is prepared to schedule a public hearing in order to
recelve input on the proposed rule modifications and revocations.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to hold a public hearing on the proposed
change in the Water Quality Rules.

AGENDA ITEM F - Vehicle Inspection Rules Reguest for Authorizaticon to Hold

a Public Hearing to Amend Inspection Program Fee
Structura.

HB 2289, listed as HB 2239 in the staff report, has passed the House and is
awaiting action in the Senate, HB 2289, if enacted, will require the
Commission to establish the Vehicle Inspection Program Certification Fee.




The existing $5 certification fee is not sufficient to support the program
operaticonal costs during the 1981-83 biennium. A $7 certification fee
provides sufficient funds to cover program operational cost and capital
construction during the 1981-83 biennium.

It is recommended that the Department be authorized to schedule a public
hearing before the Commission at its July 17, 1981, meeting. After the
public hearing at that meeting, the Commission may be asked to act on the
proposed amendments.

Summation

1. House Bill 2289, if enacted, will require the Commission to establish
the vehicle inspection program certification fee.

2, The existing $5 certification fee is not sufficient to support program
operational cost during the 1981-83 biennium.

3. There has been no certification fee change since 1975.

4, A 87 certification fee provides sufificient funds to cover program
operational cost and capital construction needs during the 1981-83
biennium. ‘

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to schedule a public hearing before the
Commission at the July 17, 1981, meeting to amend the vehicle
inspection program rules to establish a fee structure which includes a
$7 certification fee.

As noted above, the Director's Recommendations for the above three
agenda items were approved.

AGENDA ITEM H - Public PForum.

Paul Renguist, Ashland, appeared before the Commission to describe a wood
combustion device he has developed which controls 90-~95% of particulate
emissions.

Elliott Briner, Ashland Chamber of Commerce, appeared in opposition to any
rule banning wood stoves.

No one else chose to appear at Public Forum.

AGENDA ITEM G - Draft Response to Program Assessment Report.

This item presented the Department's proposed response to the
recommendations in the Program Assessment Report prepared by the Executive
Department.



This draft response was offered to give the Commission time for review and
comment prior to responding formally to the report as requested by the
Executive Department. Staff proposes to revise the draft response upon
Commission input and return the final response to the Commission for
approval at its July 1981 meeting.

The Commission approved the Director's response for forwarding to the
Bxecutive Department,

AGENDA ITEM I (1) and (2) - Status Report and Discussion of Medford Area
Attainment Strategies; Total Suspended Particulate,

Status Report and Discussion of Medford Area Attainment
Strategies; Carbon Monoxide.

This item was a status report on the Medford Air Quality Strategies. The
Medford area has problems with three pollutants:

-=-—- Total Suspended Particulates,
--- Carbon Monoxide, and
--= Qzone.

A strategy to meet the federal ozone standard was included in the 1979 SIP,
and attainment of this standard is expected by the end of 1982. The other
two pollutant problems are more serious and the standards will be more
difficult to achieve. The Jackson County Alr Quality Committee has been
assisting the Department since March of this year to develop a plan to
reduce particulate and carbon monoxide to acceptable levels.

I {(1): Summation -

1. Particulate Air Pollution in the Medford area exceeds the PFederal
health standard of 75 ug/m3 and the State standard of 60 ug/m3.
Particulate air pollution is expected to continue to exceed standards
unless additional control measures are implemented. Levels would
average about 93 ug/m3 by 1984,

2, The major sources of particulates in the Medford area are vegetative
burning - 31% (primarily wood stove and fireplace emissions), soil &
road dust - 30%, and the wood products industry - 20%. Vegetative

burning emissions are increasing, soil & road dust will remain
relatively constant and industrial emissions are decreasing (due to
" controls redquired by the 1978 strategy).

3. The major source of respirable particulates,those having the greatest
effect on health and visibility in the Medford area, is vegetative
burning emissions, primarily from firewood use in stoves and
fireplaces. Any control strategy to meet air gquality standards will
have to rely heavily on effective control of this source of emissions.




DEQ has recommended several control measures to reduce particulate
emissions. The single most effective measure appears to be an
aggressive retrofit weatherization program to reduce wood stove and
fireplace emissions.

The Jackson County Air Quality Committee is currently evaluating the
DEQ recommended control measures as well as several alternative
measures. The implementation of several control measures, including a
weatherization program, would require local ordinances.

The Air Quality Committee is expected to recommend a particulate
strategy to the Jackson County Commissioners during June, 1981,

The Department intends to request the Environmental Quality Commission
at its July or August meeting to authorize a public hearing on the
Medford Particulate Control Strategy.

Director's Recommendation

I (2)

It is recommended that the Commission review the proposed TSP
strategies and alternatives and provide the Department with some
feedback as to their acceptability. Discussion with local officials
and advisory committee members at the lunch meeting should be directed
toward broadly identifying the best mix of strategies that can be

‘supported by each entity and which might be most acceptable to the

community. Any possible problems with implementing the strategies
should also be discussed.

: Summation

Carbon monoxide (CO) levels in Medford frequently exceed the air
guality standard for this pollutant. In fact, these exceedances are
among the most frequent of any urban area in the country.

Motor wvehicles contribute about 75% of the CO in the Medford area and
over 90% in the identified problem aresa.

CO levels are expected to decrease about 1800 t/y by 1987 based on the
Federal new vehicle automobile emission control program, however
another 3500 t/y reduction is needed to meet health standards.

Jackson County has been designated lead agency for developing a CO

attainment plan reguired by the Clean Air Act for the Medford area.
This plan must demonstrate how the CO health standard can be met by
1987.

The Medford Area Transportation Study (MATS) was completed in March,
1981. MATS includes roadway, transit and bicycle recommendations.
Public hearings on MATS will be held in July and August, 1981.



6. The most effective CO control measure by far for Medford appears to be
an inspection/maintenance (I/M) program. An annual I/M program may be
needed due to the severity of Medford's CO problem and the lack of
other viable altermatives,

7. Other control measures under consideration include roadway
improvements, a parking and traffic circulation plan and
carpoel/vanpocl programs.

8. JacKkson County plans to have the necessary transportation control
measures analyzed, selected and adopted by January, 1982.

9. The Department intends to request the Commission to authorize a public
hearing on the Medford CO attainment plan in early 1982 in order for
the Commission to revise the State Implementation Plan by July 1,
1982,

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission discuss the various elements
being considered for the CO SIP with local officials and the Advisory
Committee at the lunch meeting and in particular discuss the options
and local concerns associated with implementation of an I/M program.

The above status report was accepted by the Commission with no Eurther
action.

AGENDA ITEM J - Informational Report: Status of Hood River County
Landfill

The Department has been trying to get the Hood River County Landfill closed
for several years. The site is located in a drainage way and is
discharging leachate to public waters. A great deal of staff time and
public money has been spent in attempts to help the County find an
acceptable alternative. Although many azlternatives have been examined, the
County has failed to make a firm commitment to implement any of them.

The landfill is now at approved final grade, and Wasco County has agreed to
receive Hood River County wastes at a landfill in The Dalles. The
Department has, therefore, issued a permit to order the Hood River County

Landfill closed effective July 1 and seeks the Commission's concurrence in
this acticen.

Summary

The Hood River County Landfill is almost full unless the Department allows
the county to add one more 1ift. The Department has been trying to close
the site for several years because of leachate problems. The county has

been trying to find an alternative to the landfill, but progress has been
slow. No specific alternative has been chosen nor is there a schedule for




developing an alternative. The Department has issued a solid waste
disposal permit that will close the site on July 1, 1981. The county will
then have to use a temporary transfer site until a permanent solution is
implemented, :

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur with the Department's
issuance of a permit to close the Hood River Sanitary Landfill on July
1, 1981,

Tony Klein, Hood River County public works director, appeared to regquest a
two~year extension on closure of the landfill site.

Elmer Murray, Chairman, Hood River County Commission, appeared to support
Mr. Rlein's plea for a two-year extension on any c¢losure orders.

Glenn Palmer, Hood River County Commissioner, appeared in support of an
extension of time to allow for alternative sites to be researched.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissicner Burgess, and
carried unanimously, that the Director's Recommendation be approved with
the closure date amended to read August 5, 1981.

AGENDA ITEM L - Mr. and Mrs. Daniel J. Walsh - Appeal of Subsurface
Variance Denial

Mr. and Mrs. Walsh, owners of a subdivision lot in Tillamook County, are
appealing a variance officer's findings that their property is unsuitable
for placement of an on-gite sewage disposal system.

Summation
1. The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A".

2.  On April 5, 1978, Mr. James Seabrandt evaluated the 50 foot by
100 foot lot identified as Tax Lot 8400, in Section 7 DB, Township
1 South, Range 10 West, to determine if a standard subsurface sewage
disposal system could be installed. Mr. Seabrandt igsued a
Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation, subject to conditions.

3. Mr. Seabrandt issued another Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation

on September 21, 197%, for the same property, based on the original
evaluation of April 5, 1978.

4, The Environmental Quality Commission adopted a temporary rule on
March 21, 1980, that voided all Certificates of Favorable Site

Evaluation issued in Tillamook County from January 1, 1974 through
"December 31, 1978.



5. At the request of Mr. and Mrs. Walsh, the property was reevaluated
on September .24, 1980 by Department staff, It was found that the
site did not meet the Department's minimum standards to install a
subsurface sewage disposal system because of insufficient area on
the small lot to locate a system and its replacement. The lot size
also prevents a system from being installed that maintains the minimum
setbacks from property lines. Mr., and Mrs. Swanson were notified
of the reevaluation denial by letter.

6. Mr. and Mrs. Walsh submitted a variance application to the Department,
which was assigned to Mr. Michael Ebeling.

7. On December 17, 1980, Mr. Ebeling examined the proposed drainfield
gsite and found it had been filled with woodwaste to depths ranging
from thirty—-two (32) to forty-eight (48) inches. BHe expected water
levels would rise to within thirty-four (34) inches of the ground
surface. He also found the lot to be very limited in area.

8. A public information gathering hearing was conducted by Mr. Ebeling
on December 17, 1980, so as to allow My, and Mrs. Walsh and others
the opportunity to supply the facts and reasons to support the
granting of the variance. '

9. Mr, Ebeling reviewed the variance record and found the testimony did
not support a favorable decision. Mr. and Mrs. Walsh were notified
by letter that the variance request was denied.

10. A letter from Mr. and Mrs. Walsh appealing the Variance Officer's
decision was received by the Department on January 26, 1981.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commigsion adopt the findings of the variance officer as the
Commission's findings uphold the decision to deny the variance.

The Walshes did not appear and did not submit any additional written
testimony.

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

AGENDA ITEM M - Request for a Variance from General Emission Standards for
Volatile Organic Compounds at Bulk Gasoline Plants, OAR 340-
22-120(2) for the Rogue Valley 0il Co,, Medford.

At its last meeting, the Commission extended the deadline for installation
of VOC controls until July 30, 1981. The Rogue Valley 0il Co. has
requested a variance from that deadline for its existing plant until
October 1, 1981, to allow time to complete construction of a new plant,




including all necessary VOC controls.

Summation

1. Rogue Valley 0il Co. leases a bulk gasoline storage plant from
TexXaco. Rogue Valley 0il Co., has requested a variance to allow
operations of this plant without controls until October 1, 1981. This
variance would enable the company to remain in business while building
a new facility with controls or purchasing an existing facility and
installing controls.

2. The Department supports this variance request. This variance would
result in 3 tons of emissions during the variance period. Failure to
grant a variance would result in closure of the plant.

3. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances if it
finds that strict compliance would result in the closing down of a
plant.

Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant a variance from QAR 340-22-120(2) from July 31 until
October 1, 1981 to Rogue Valley 0il Co. for coperation of the bulk gasoline
plant at 1024 S. Riverzide in Medford.

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

AGENDA ITEM P - Proposed Adoption of Geographic Area Rule for Lands

Overlaying the Alsea Dunal Aquifer, Lincoln County, ‘OAR 340-
71-400(3).

The Department is proposing adoption of an on-site sewage disposal
geographic rule for lands overlaying the Alsea Dunal Aquifer in Lincoln
County. Adoption of the rule would allow residences to be built on the
previcusly platted lots with alternative pressurized distribution systems.
The Department helieves that allowing development using these most
protective on-site sewage disposal systems will lower groundwater quality
somewhat, but, based on present knowledge and ability to predict nitrate-

nitrogen concentrations, usage of these systems will not preclude future
use for drinking water.



Conclusions and Summation

The Department has evaluated the testimony received and concludes as
follows:

l.

The Bayshore~Sandpiper Subdivisions are platted for urban densities.
Existing practices of subsurface sewage disposal are inadequately
treating the sewage before it enters the groundwater. The lots were
purchased in good faith and the property owners invested in a
subdivision which was platted and approved in the early 1960's under

completely different subsurface sewage disposal rules, land use goals,
and other circumstances.

The Lincoln County Comprehensive Plan, Ordinance #138, Air, Land and
Water Quality Resources Policy and states:

"Lincoln County should cooperate in the indentification and monitoring
of known aguifers. The quality of aquifers capable of augmenting
domestic water supplies gshall be protected."

The lands overlaying the Alsea Dunal Aquifer are also within the city
of Waldport Urban Growth Boundary.

The Alsea Dunal Aquifer is relatively small in volume and yield
potential. No individual or community domestic water supply wells
presently exists. Estimated yield of the aquifer is between 0.5 mgd
to 1.5 mgd. On a preliminary analysis, the potential for groundwater
development exists only in the Bayshore Flow Basin, which has a
maximum yield of 300,000 gallons per day. The aquifer is not proposed
to be used as a drinking water source through the year 2000. Surface
streams are expected to be the principal drinking water sources
through the forseeable future.

Nevertheless, there is conflicting information as to water supply
considerations (see Attachment G ~ letter from Seal Rock Water
District - Mr. Heinz Neuman and letter from Lincoln County Planning
Department - Mr. Craig Hall). The need for the future use as

a public water supply is, therefore, neither established nor ruled
out. However, the density of the developments on top of the aquifer
makes the use undesirable except as a last resort.

Allowing development using most protective on-site sewage disposal
systems will lower groundwater quality somewhat; but based on present
knowledge and ability to predict nitrate-nitrogen concentrations,
usage of these systems will not preclude future use for drinking
water, The Department of Land Conservation and Development indicated
that continued development on the aquifer could be a conflicting use
unless standards are developed that ensure a desired degree of
resource protection,




Calculations shown in Attachment H shows nitrate-nitrogen
concentration could range from 3,5 to 8,2 mg/l. It should be noted
that these calculations are based on year—-arcund occupancy with
flows of 375 gal/day/dwelling. Experience through the experimental
systems program indicates that these assumptions are very
conservative. The estimated levels are, therefore, "worst" case
results.

5. Construction of a sewerage system would be more protective of the
groundwater. Costs, however, appear likely to be higher.

6. No public agency exists to implement a sewerage facility plan. Since
the area is within the Walport Urban Growth Boundary creating a
separate special purpose sewage agency would be guestionable.

7. If a determination is made in the future to utilize the aquifer for
domestic drinking water supply purposes, the agquifer will clear in
3-7 years after a sewerage facility system i1s built.

8. If a geographic region rule allowing the use of the most protective
on-site technology is adopted, the rule should recognize the
potential for requiring construction of sewage collection and
treatment facilities in the event uses or quality conditions of the
groundwater change.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Conclusions and Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt Proposed Rule, OAR 340-71-400(3), Geographic Area
Rule for Lands Overlaying Alsea Dunal Agquifer, Lincoln County, as set
"forth in Attachment E.

Craig Hall, Lincoln County Planning Department, appeared to plead for
additional lead planning time and spoke in favor of Recommendation #5.

Don Vandehey, Bayshore, appeared to speak generally in favor of the
Director's Recommendation.

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

AGENDA ITEM Q - Water Quality Rule Adoption - Amendment of Water Quality

Permit Fees (OAR 340-45-070, Table 2) to Increase Revenues
for 1981-83 Biennium :

The Department has concluded the public participation process on the

proposed water permit fee increases and requested adoption of the revised
fee schedule.



Summation

1. ORS 468,065 (2) authorizes the Commission to establish a schedule
of fees for issuing and enforcing water permits.

2. A three-part fee was adopted April 30, 1976.

3. The Legislature expects the Department to adjust the fee revenues
proportional to general fund inflation.

4, The Governor's recommended 1981-93 biennium agency budget reguires
an increase in water permit fee revenues of about $54,000.

5. The Department proposes to increase the annual compliance
determination fee in order to raise the required revenue.

6. The Department received only 10 letters in response to the fee
increase public notice. All responses were against a fee increase.
None of them suggested an alternative.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
adopt the new fee schedule which proposes to modify Table 2 of
OAR 340-45-0790.

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

AGENDA ITEM N - Consideration of Adepting Proposed Plant Site Emission Limit
and New Source Review Rules and Proposed Revocation of the
Following Existing Rules:

a) Special Permit Reguirements for Source Locating In or
Near Nonattainment Areas, OAR 340-20-190 through 198.

b) Criteria for Approval of New Sources in the Portland
Special AQMA, OAR 340-32-005 through 025.

c) Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for the Medford-
Ashland aAQMA, OAR 340-30-60 and 110.

d) Prevention of Significant Deterioration, OAR
340-31-105, definitions 1 through 11, 13 and 14, and 17
through 22; 340-31-125; 340-31~135 through 195.

At the April 24, 1981, Commission meeting, a public hearing was held

concerning proposed revisions to the Plant Site Emission Limit rules and the
New Source Review Rules.




The staff has attempted to respond to gquestions raised during the hearing ar
public comment periocd and has recommended some revisions to the proposed
rules. The responses and revisions are addressed in detail in the staff
report for this agenda item.

The Department recommended that the Commission consider adoption of these
rules at this time.

Due to the complexity of these rules and questions by Commission members,
staff from the Air Quality Division were present and were prepared to
conduct a work session with the Commission to insure full understanding of
the proposed rules.

Summation

1. A revised New Source Review rule must be adopted in order for Oregon's
State Implementation Plans to be fully approved by EPA.

2. A revised rule for Prevention of Significant Deterioration must be

adopted in order for Oregon to receive delegation of that program from
EPA.

3. A revised Plant Site Emission Limit rule must be adopted to adeguately
define the basis for setting permit limits and to provide for adequate
management of airshed capacity in both attainment and nonattainment
aregas.

4, The Department has reviewed the testimony received during the public
comment period and at the April 24, 1981, public hearing. BSeveral key
policy questions are at issue that have great bearing on the ability
of the Department to effectively manage airshed capacity, implement
desirable regulatory reforms, and keep the overall ownership and
control of airshed rights within the public sector. The Department
has reached the following conclusions and recommendations:

a. Plant Site Emission Limits must be based on an actual emissions
baseline adjusted upward or downward in accordance with specific
criteria in order to provide for adeguate administration of
nonattainment control strategies, PSD increment consumption and
banking, bubbling, and offset programs.

b. Basing Plant Site Emission Limits on plant capacity could allow
sources to unknowingly and illegally exceed PSD increments or air
guality standards.

c. Basing Plant Site Emission Limits on plant capacity would require
that the nonattainment SIPs be redone on a higher baseline and
that more control strategies be added.



d. The proposed Plant Site Emission Limit rule allows considerable
flexibility for sources to obtain higher emission limits at the
time Plant Site Emission Limits are initially set if the airshed
capacity is available or can be made available through offsets.

e. The cutoff cgriteria for major new sources and modifications
locating in or adjacent to nonattainment areas should be the
significant emission rate criteria. Any higher level would allow
gignificant impact on the nonattainment areas. :

£. The proposed banking rule, with the modifications included in
response to comments, provides a means for sources to reserve
cffset credits for future growth without permanently giving away
the public's airshed rights. Several rule changes were made in
response to comments including adding a provision allowing for
submittal of shutdown or curtailment plans extending beyond the
one year period and changing the uniform discounting requirement
to a moratorium.

g. Several other minor proposed revisions to the draft rules have
been made in response to comments and are shown in the
attachments for the Commission's consideration.

Director's Recommendation

I recommend that the Commission consider the comments received at the

public hearing and during the comment period and consider adopting the
proposed rules and revoking the existing rules for Plant Site Emission
Limits and New Source Review.

The Commission decided to set over any more discussion on this item to a

work session to be held before the next regular EQC meeting. No other
action was taken on this matter.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. The Commission
lunched with the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee, the Jackson
County Commissioners, and the Medford City Council. There was general
discussion on Medford-area air quality matters at the lunch meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

ool

Recording Secretary

JS:qg
MG279 (1)
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BREAKFAST AGENDA

Regional Manager's report

Budget update

Legislative update

Dates/locations of future EQC meetings
Buddy Mobile Homes, Marion County:

proposed extension of compliance date
from May 30 to July 1.

Grimes/Hough
Downs
Swenson
Young,/Shaw

Weathersbee




TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

ar-125-13e7

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

0/D 229-5300
DEPT. TELEPHONE
EQC/Underwood DATE: May 22, 1981

Jan Sha%(}/’)

Regional Manager's report

Gary Grimes expects to appear before you at breakfast to review
significant activities in his five-county region, and the attached
memo is his effort to highlight those activities.

JAS
Attachment




' STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: Joe Richards, Chairman DATE: May 21, 1981
Members of the Environmental Quality Commission
,“ﬁm e
FROM: Gary Grimes, Manager , / [ -
Southwest Region Qw/f“’jkw e

SUBJECT: Sjignificant Southwest Region Activities and Concerns

Attached is a county-by-county presentation of significant
environmental activities and concerns in the Southwest Region.
A presentation of this packet to the Commission is scheduled
for your June 5, 1981 breakfast meeting. The report is lengthy
and covers a wide range of Regional concerns. We would be glad
to highlight only those items of special interest to the
Commission in order to meet the demands of your time schedule.

GG:fs
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C00S_COUNTY.

Coos Bay-North Bend. Sewage Treatment Plants - There are three (3)
major sewage treatment plant discharges to Coos Bay. This past year
has seen major improvement in the operation and management of Coos

Bay #1, Coos Bay #2 and the North Bend plant. Inflow and infiltration
requires constant attention at all plants. Salt water intrusion has
been discovered at Coos Bay #1 and industrial waste shock loading is
suspect for causing problems at all three plants. The cities have been
asked to address these problems.

Weyerhaeuser-North Bend. Weyerhaeuser has initiated construction of a
new facility for the storage, handling and application of fungicide
retardants (pentaclorophenol-PCP}, Virtually all export lumber is
treated prior to shipment. Extra care was.taken in the facility's
design to insure on-site containment of all chemical used. Two (2)
spill incidents of this chemical occurred in late 1980. Construction of
this new facility is in response to an in-depth analysis of then
existing practices and procedures. The proximity of this mill site to
Coos Bay necessitated maximum security measures be taken to prevent any
discharge or spillage.

Coos Bay. 208 Grant Funds - Water Quality 208 funds are in the
Department’'s 1981-1983 budget for data acquisition and field work in
Coos Bay. Surveys of discharges to the Bay are planned with some
emphasis on toxic discharges affecting shell fish propogation in the
Upper Bay. This study will be similiar in scope to the Tillamook Bay
study.

Coos County. Solid Waste - Coos County's municipal solid waste program
is now based primarily on the use of Consumat incinerators at Beaver
Hit1. Ash is disposed of at Beaver Hill. The Joe-HNey site is closed to
the receipt of municipal wastes and is being converted to a demolition
landfill.

An open burning dump exists at Powers, operating under a variance granted
by the Commission. This site has been placed on the EPA Open Dump list
with upgrading or closure expected by 1984. The 50-mile distance of this
community from Beaver Hill makes direct haul or transfer of wastes
impractical at this time.

Coos County. On-Site Sewage Disposal Program - The Department administers
the on-site sewage disposal program in Coos County. The County Health
Department, on behalf of the Board of Commissioners, explored the
possibility of assuming the program. Due to fiscal constraints, the
County has decided to forego negotiations for another year. New
construction dropped drastically at the end of 1980. In the first

quarter of 1981, only 31 construction permits were issued. Applications
for 32 site evaluations were received in April, 1981, which may indicate
some increasing activity in new construction or anticipation by property
owners of pending activity.

The Coos Bay Office has one full-time Waste Management Specialist working
Coos County. Ve are closely monitoring the program to insure reascnable
response time for applicants. In the past, we have drawn upon the resources
of other branch offices to assist in removing temporary backlogs.
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C00S COUNTY {(Cont.)

Coos Bay-Log Storage. Log Transport and Handling - Implementation of the
log handling policy adopted by the EQC in October 1975 and amended in
‘September 1979 is ongoing despite the Region's severe economic slowdown

in timber products production. Permit modifications have been issued to
all affected facilities in line with the Commission's policy. Eleven (11}
inspections were made of log handling facilities in 1980, and only minor
discrepancies were noted with improvements made as requested.

Two (2) companies, Coos Head Timber and Al Pierce Lumber, were granted
economic hardship variances until July and September 1982 respectively.




Page 3

CURRY COUNTY

Brookings. The City passed an ordinance in May to prohibit (60 days hence)
acceptance of local septic tank pumpings by the Brookings Sewage Treatment
Plant., The County is reacting to this by initiating discussions with the
City and evaluating other alternatives. The Plant has a history of inflow
and infiltration problems coupled with the rising maintenance requirements
inherent with older facilities. Septage has to be carefully metered into
a facility of this size to prevent shock loading.

Gold Beach. Wedderburn - The Department has initiated discussion with the
Wedderburn Sanitary District concerning a large Resort-Condo development by
the owners of Jot's. Questionable at the time of this writing is the
capability of the District's no-discharge lagoons to handle the extra
loading. Total project consists of 110 new lodging units, new food and
beverage facilities, a banquet room, and convention facilities. Mitigating
factors include removal of an 85 unit RV park with shower, bathroom and
‘Taundry facilities and removal and/or alteration of existing food, beverage
and motel facilities. Construction on the first phase is expected to
commence in fall of 1981. The Department of Economic Development gave
revenue bonding approval for this project in March of 1980.

Rogue River, Main Stem. The increasing popularity of rafting Wild Rivers
has created a concern over the adequacy of sanitary facilities for Rogue
River travelers., Our office is working with the Bureau of Land Management
on the placement of outdoor privys and with Curry County on the evaluation
and upgrading of subsurface systems at the various lodges where systems
are inadequate. Construction is extremely difficult along this segment of
the Rogue as materials and equipment have to come in by boat, helicopter
or airplane. |In 1980, 10,737 permitted persons floatezd the Wild and
Scenic section of the River between Memorial Day and Labor Day. in
addition, 2,357 and 1,621 made the downstream trip in September and
October of 1980 respectively (data from BLM). Upstream jet boat visitors
departing Gold Beach with destinations of Agness (32 mi) and Paradise Bar
(52 mi) are estimated to be 50,000 persons annually (USFS data).

Countywide. The Curry County solid waste program is expensive to operate
with the addition of the Consumat units at Brookings, transfer stations,
and upgraded landfill operations. Increased awareness of solid waste

costs has been brought to the attention of the Board of Commissioners

as they prepared to defend an increased costs recovery suit brought against
the County by the operator of the Consumat units. Budget constraints may
ultimately effect increased or maintained County support of the solid waste
program. Fees have been initiated at the privately operated Wridge Creek:
landfi 11 and they may be proposed for County-operated sites. The County
has expressed an interest in obtaining a long-term backup landfill site for
the incinerators. Energy recovery from these incinerators does not appear
feasible at this time.

Countywide. On-Site Sewage Disposal - Curry County is a contract county
maintaining an on-site sewage disposal program through agreement with the
Department. Activity in that program has dropped significantly due to
the new construction slowdown (economy) and the DLCD enforcement order
against the County prohibiting any new subdivisions outside urban growth
boundaries. The Region will be asked to provide technical assistance to
the County's staff on the alternative (formerly experimental} systems in
the recently adopted rule package. MNegotiations are ongoing on a new
County-DEQ contract for providing on-site sewage disposal program services.
The County is now in the budgetary process -- a significant activity
precluding immediate concurrence on contract elements.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY -

Riddle. Hanna Nickel - Hanna Nickel is under & Department order to make
repairs and improvements to the electrostatic precipitator on the
calciners. The Company requested and received permission pursuant to
0AR 340-21-070 to bypass the precipitator for a two-week period. During
this period of by-pass, partial source control will be provided through
the primary cyclones. Work will proceed 2L hours a day, 7 days a week
until completed. The Company will be doing amblient TSP monitoring in
Riddte and Tri City, and the data will be made available to the Department.
Hanna has assumed the responsibility of informing the public of its
actions. The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Renewal for this facility
is now out for public comment through May 31, 1981.

""Cancer We Care" is a group formed in the Riddle-Tri City area to focus
attention on a suspected high incidence rate of cancer in youths as well
as adults. Studies have been undertaken to categorize cancer incidences
and causitive effects particular to the area. The group is concerned
about all industrial air and water discharges impacting that portion of
Douglas County.

Roseburg - North Roseburg. The failure of Roseburg, North Roseburg
Sanitary District and Douglas County to meet EPA criteria for grant
eligibility resulted in the loss of Federal funds for development of a
regional sewage treatment plant. That loss of funds will be hard to

make up locally with economic conditions being as they are. This Region
anticipates doing a higher level of monitoring on the Roseburg and North
Roseburg STP's performances and impacts of discharges to the Umpqua River.
We are desirous of maximizing the facilities efficiencies and deriving

the best treatment possible while other funding alternatives are explored.
Hopefully forward progress will preclude the need for any imposed
moratorium,

Pouglas_County. On-Site Sewage Disposal Program - Malfunctioning septic
tanks were creating severe sewage pollution problems in four areas of
Douglas County. Those areas and their current status are:

Rifle Range Road - This area was recently annexed to the City of Roseburg
and the construction of sewers is being pursued. The Federal cutoff of
grant monies for interceptors has slowed progress. Alternative funding is
being investigated.

Camas Valley - It is felt that most problems can be corrected by repairing
old systems using criteria in the new subsurface rules package.

Landers Lane - Progress is being made towards annexation to the
Winston-Green Sanitary District.

Glide - Most subsurface problems have been solved following construction
of the Glide sewage treatment plant and installation of pressure sewers.
This County sponsored project has received nationwide attention.

fn addition to the four above areas, some residents of the City of Elkton
claim Eklton has a significant rate of subsurface failures. This will
require further investigation. |t does appear that future growth in
Elkton will be dependent upon available adequate lot sizes for subsurface
disposal or eventual sewering with collective treatment. On April 8, 1981
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DOUGLAS COUNTY (Cont.)

Director WH Young, Wes Kvarsten, Director DLCD, and the Douglas County
Commissioners shared the spotlight at a Town Hall meeting in Elkton.
Planning, growth and onsite or coltlective sewage treatment predominated
the topics of interest to local city and rural citizens.

The Department administers the onsite sewage disposal program in Douglas
County. There are no negotiations ongoing with the County to assume this
program and the County has not expressed a desire to assume it. 756 permit
actions were made in 1980, 333 of which were new construction permits,

138 permit actions were made from January through March, 1981, with 47 new
construction permits being issued.

International Paper - Gardiner. Pulp Mill - Immediately following
expansion of this facility, IP had trouble in meeting BOD effluent
limitations. The Company was issued a civil penalty of $2500 for BOD
violations in October and November, 1980. A violation occurred again in
February. The treatment system now appears to be balanced with no
violations reported in March of 1981.
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“JACKSON COUNTY

Medford-Ashland AQMA. There is a status report on the Commissiconers
agenda that covers this issue in great detail. We will note herein
that it is probably the most significant and complex of issues in the
Southwest Region.

Butte Falls. Solid Waste Disposal Site - The Butte Falls '"dump' is the
only municipal solid waste facility in Jackson County recommended for
inclusion on the EPA Open Dump List. Jackson County, the City of Bufte
Falls, and Medford Corporation (landowner) are working together to make
this site a transfer station. Solid wastes would be transferred to the
Dry Creek tandfill designated in the County's Solid Waste Plan as the
long-term regional landfill. Again, costs and budgetary constraints are
a primary consideration.

Jacksonville. Tie-in to Regional Sewage Treatment System - |t appears
that conflict (8 years) over what option the City should choose to handle
their sewage treatment problems is about to end. The City's sewage
treatment lagoons will be abandoned following hookup to the Medford
regional sewage treatment plant via an 15" line constructed and maintained
by the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. A Memorandum of Agreement
between EPA and the National Council for Historic Preservation controlling
sewer hookups is in the final stages of negotiation. Growth and develop-
ment requiring sewer hookup will not be allowed until the City has an
approved Comprehensive Plan detailing measures to protect the areas of
historic significance.

Gold Hill, New Sewage Treatment Plant - Gold Hill won the court case over
siting of a new sewage treatment plant. The City voters approved an
additional bond levy to pick up inflationary increases in the project
caused by legal delays. Hopefully this project will soon be under
construction.

Shady Cove. New Sewer and Sewage Treatment Plant System - The City of
Shady Cove has just recently started up the new treatment plant. City
residents are in the process of hooking up.

Medford. Regional Treatment Plant - The City of Medford has initiated
expansion of its sewage treatment plant without going through the Federal
grant process. Funding is from a $3.5 million dellar reserve and
imposition of new hookup fees of $660 per residence.

COMMENT: The overall position of sewage treatment capabilities in Jackson
County is encouraging. In the last five {5) years, new facilities and/or
improvement modifications have occurred at Butte Falls, Shady Cove,

Rogue River and Ashland. New construction and/or expansion at the Gold
Hi1l and Medford plants and the tie-in of Jacksonville are imminent. The
White City collection system is undergoing major rehabilitation to correct
inflow and infiltration problems prior to hookup to the Medford regional
plant and abandonment of the cld lagoons. Eagle Point is approaching a
decision point over abandonment of its lagoons and tie-in to the Medford
regional plant. Local governments have been decisive with timely actions
to protect the Upper and Middle Rogue.
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JACKSON COUNTY (Cont.)

Jackson County. O0On-Site Sewage Disposal Program - Jackson County
administers the on-site sewage disposal program under contract to the
Department. A new contract defining responsibilities under the new rule
package as adopted March 13, 1981 is now being negotiated. Through use
of alternative systems, the County has raised its approval rate from 40%
in 1978 to 93% in 1980. Some further increase in that approval rate is
expected from application of other alternative systems contained in the
new rules.,
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JOSEPHIME COUNTY

Airport Lagoons. Industrial Sludges and Glue Wastes - These non-overflow
design Tagoons have been closed by the County. The process that led to

the closing was a very emotional one over whether or not seepage from the
lagoons did or could contaminate aroundwater and local wells. A local
septage pumpetr further caused concern by illegally dumping septage in the
lagoons. The County has received approval from the Department to land farm
the remaining liquid in the lagoons. The sludge will then be analyzed for
a determination on ultimate disposal needs. Once the sludge is safely
removed, the lagoons will be leveled and closed out permanently.

COMMENT: Josephine County has appocinted a Groundwater Policy Review
Advisory Committee and adopted ordinances on the use of groundwater,
particularly where new development is occurring. Groundwater is a valuable
resource in Josephine County and the County intends to maintain active
vigil over activities affecting its quality and quantity.

Gold Placer Mining., 11linois and Rogue River Tributaries - The placer
mining of gold has increased significantly since the price went up and
the local employment situation went dewn. The typical '"recreational"
miner has added a 2-4'" dredge to his equipment. The more serious

individuals have gone to 6 and 8" dredges and mechanical machinery to

assist in removing overburden. The permit process -- Division of State
Lands, Department of Environmental Quality, and Department of Fish and
Wildlife review -- does not work with adequate speed. By the time you

get the source into the permit process he has finished, quit, or relocated,
Locally, Department of Fish and Wildlife representatives have expressed
sentiment that we do not move quick enough on mining complaints. Due to
the extreme mobility of operating with newer style dredges, the ''slug' of
mud and the operator are usually gone when we get there. Gross violations
would appear to be more appropriately and judiciously handled through
criminal proceedings.

Eighteen {18) mining sources on established claims are currently under
WPCF permits. There are probably several times this number using some
form of settling ponds on their own volition. MNeedless to say, the
Department's presence on a marginal mining site is not welcome. Even at
today's gold prices, to do the job right on most sites is not economical.
In some cases, it is physically impossible, :

Josephine County. Solid Waste - Two {2) landfill sites serve the County.
The Kerby Tandfill (County operated) serves the Cave Junction, Southwest
County area. The Merlin landfill (privately operated and on BLM land)
serves the greater Grants Pass area. The Merlin lTandfill was given
indeterminate RCRA status pending evaluation of groundwater monitoring

well information. At this time, based upon preliminary data, it is

thought that the landfill does not have significant impact upon groundwater.
Preliminary data, however, showed the need for more evaluation prior to
final RCRA classification. '

Josephine County. On-Site Sewage Disposal Program - Josephine County
administers the on-site sewage dispesal program under contract to the
Department. The County and Department are negotiating a new contract which
more clearly defines obligations under the rule package as adopted in March
of 1981. The County Counse] has approved that contract and forwarded it

to the Board of Commissioners for signature.
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JOSEPHIHE COUNTY {Cont.)

The County had a 71% approval rate in 1980 and expects that to increase
with the use of more alternative systems as provided for in the current
rules. WNew permits issued in 1980 totaled 476 as compared to 471 in
Jackson County.
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Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Breakfast Agenda, June 5, 1981 EQC Meeting

Request for Compliance Date Extension for
Buddy Mobile Homes, Marion County

Background & Problem

Buddy Mobile Homes is a mobile home manufacturing plant located in Mt, Angel and
owned by Skyline Corporation of Elkhart, Indiana. After complaints were received
from adjacent residences, the Department found the Commission's noise control
standards were being exceeded by the operation of the plant's cyclone system.
After notification that standards were being exceeded, the company requested a
variance from the rules be granted. At the January 30, 1981 EQC meeting, the
Commission denied the variance request and ordered Buddy Mobile Homes to install

" necessary controls to achieve compliance with the standards before May 30, 1981.

0?
Comtainsg

Recycled
Fhasterials

DEQ-45

On April 13, 1981, the Department received proposals to mitigate the cyclone noise
from the company with a request for DEQ evaluation and comments. The Department
responded on April 21 that the proposals would probably not provide significant
roise reduction. Further evaluation by an acoustical consultant was therefore
encouraged prior to installation of the proposed controls.

On May 21, 1981, a letter was received from the company requesting that an extension
to the Commission's compliance order be granted so that the noise control proposals
could be evaluated and recommendations made by their acoustical consultant.

The company has requested a 30-day extension to permit their consultant to evaluate
the control proposals and make recommendations. They would then submit any alternative
proposals for DEQ comment and accomplish the installation of controls.

Discussion

Buddy Mobile Homes has been reasonably responmsive to the Commission's compliance
order to install necessary controls by May 30, 1981. The Department, after reviewing
control proposals, recommended further evaluation prior to installation due to lack
of confidence in the proposals. Therefore, additional time is warranted for further
proposal evaluation and controls development.




Although the company has requested an additional 30 days, it appears that this
request is only to provide additional time for the development of an adequate
control proposal. Therefore, it is anticipated that still further additional
time would be necessary for the purchase and installation of controls.

The Department believes the company has made an acceptable effort to comply with
the Commission order to achieve compliance with the noise emission standards by
May 30, 1981. 1In order to fully evaluate proposed controls and, if necessary,
develop additional or alternate controls, an extension of the compliance date is
required.

Director's Recommendation

Barring objection of the Commission, the Department will exercise prosecutoral
discretion and not initiate enforcement action toward Buddy Mobile Homes until
the proposed control plan is submitted by June 30, a compliance schedule is
developed, and the Commission has considered an amended compliance order at its
next meeting scheduled for July 17, 1981 in Portland.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

John Hector:pw
May 29, 1981
229-5989

Attachment:
1. Extension request dated 5/20/81
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ACKER,UNDERWOOD, BEERS & SMITH
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1200 ORBANCO BUILDING

G- MARTS ACKER QO S, W. FIFTH AVENUE

LAUREN M. UNDERWOOD - TELERPHONE
Wi M. BEERS PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503] 224-4000
MILTON R.SMITH

MARK A, HIEFIELD May’ 20, 198l

TIMOTHY N. BRITTLE
DAVID B.CUNNINGHAM
PAMELA J.BEERY

Mr. John Hector

Department of Environmental Quality

522 §.W. Fifth Ave.

P.0. Box 1760

rPortland, Oregon 97207 .

RE: ©Nolise Pollution Controls for Buddy Mobile
Homes, Mt. Angel, Marion County

Dear Mr. Hector:

This will confirm our telephone conversation of May 20, 1981
relating to the noise source at the Buddy Mobile Homes plant
in Mt, Angel, Oregon., As I indicated to you, after receiving
the letter from the Department of Environmental Quality

dated April 21, 1881 cencerning the proposals which had been
submitted to Buddy Mobile Homes by Benz Air Engineering Co.,
Inc., we became concerned as to the Department's expressions
of doubt that the proposed modifications would in fact solve
the noise standards problems even though Benz had "guaranteed®
this result. I know the Department had recommended that our
acoustical consultant, Ed Daly at Daly Engineering Company,
become involved to provide some additional assistance in
evaluating the proposals and some delay occurred before that
additional consultation while Skyline Corporation was making
a determination as to the future of the Mt. Angel plants.

As you may know, one of the two Skyline Mt., Angel plants is
being closed and obviously the future of the other has been
considered as well, a factor which obviously weighs heavily -
on any determination to spend additional money on the

plant.

In any event, additional material has been sent to Daly
Engineering Company for their assistance in evaluating

the proposals, or in the alternative, in making recommen-
dations as to proposals which hopefully would resolve the
noise problems at the plant. Unfortunately, the various
delays which have occurred at this point would preclude the
modificaticns being made to the plant by May 30, 1981 as
previcusly directed. 2As I indicated to vou in our telephone

discussion, I feel that if we would get another 30 FREY
mﬂ@%d'

extension to permit Mr. Daly to do the evidlg

IREBGEIVE
WAY 2 11968




Mr. John Hector
May 20, 1981
Page 2

make his recommendations, we could then submit alternative
proposals and accomplish the changes as required. Accordingly,
we are requesting an extension of the time permitted to make
the modifications and loock forward tc the Department's

prompt response to this reguest.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.
Very truly yours,

ACKER, UNDERWCOD, BEERS & SMITH

e
-
r

" Milton R, smith
MRS:dlp
cc. Mr. William Young
Mr. Jon E. Gjertsen

Skyline Corporation
Daly Engineering Company




Envirommental Quality Commission
Jackson Codnty Courthouse Auditorium
Ozkdale and Eighth Streets
Medford, Oregon

June 5, 1981
Noon

LUNCH AGENDA

1. Auto emissions testing program for Jackson County.
2. Possible weatherization programs.

3. Woodstove use curtailment when air pecllution reaches
health standard.




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

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
Tos Bnvironmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. B, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

March and April, 1981, Program Activity Reports

Discussion
Attached are the March and April, 1981, Program Activity Reports.

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plang and
gspecifications for construction of air contaminant sources.

Water Quality and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals
or disapprovals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of
air, water and solid waste permits are prescribed by statutes to be
functions of the Department, subject to appeal to the Commission.

The purposes of this report are:

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

2) to obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions
taken by the Department relative to air contaminant source plans

and specifications; and

3) to provide logs of civil penalties assessed and status of DEQ/EQC
contested cases.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of the
reported program activities and contested cases, giving confirming approval
to the air contaminant source plans and specifications.

William H. Young
M. Downs:a
229-6485
May 13, 1981
Attachments
MA98 (1)
DEQ-46




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

March/April, 1981
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WO, SW Divisions March 1881

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved
Month FY Month FY¥ Month Y

Alrx
Non—-Permitted
VOC Sources 0 0 113 614 0 t]
Direct Sources 3 68 3 83 - -
Total 3 68 116 697 0 0
Water
Municipal 39 402 38 418 - -
Industrial 10 57 14 51 - -
Total 49 459 52 469 - -
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 0 11 3 16 0 o
Demolition 0 0 1 1 0 0
Industrial 0 6 0 9 0 1
Sludge 0 3 0 3 0 0
Total 0 20 4 29 0 1
Hazardous
Wastes - - - - - -
GRAND TOTAL 52 547 172 1195 0 1
SC259.A
MAR.2 {5/81)

Plans

Pending

103

89

192

244




DEFPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

DIRECT SOURCES NONPERMITTED VQOC SQOURCES

Date Action

County Number Source Process Deccrlptlon Recorded Status

1 CTLACKAMAS 83 E083 JEMNMNINGS LODGE TEX&CD VAPOR REuUVERY GAS STA&ION 0r/30/80 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS 23 E&76 CLACKAMAS TEXACO YAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATION 1213779 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 CLACKAMAS t3 Y056 CHEVROM CHEMICAL CO VAPOR RECOVERY. GAS STATIOHS 03/20/81 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 CLACKAMAS 03 VO57 F & W FABRICATING INC Y4POR RECOVERY, GAS STATIOHNS 893-20-81 COMPLETED—~APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS 03 Y058 MILMAUKIE PLUMBING CO ¥APOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIOMNS 83720781 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS 83 V59 L B FOSTER €O VAPOR RECQVERY. GAS STATIONS 0372081 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 CLACKAMAS 03 Y060 MILWAUKIE TRAKNSFER YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 63-/20/81 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS 03 Y061 BELL HEATING IMHC. VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIUONS 03-/20/81 COMPLETED-APRVD
I CLACKAMAS g3 vg62 PACIFIC SEA FGOD CO YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03720381 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS 83 V063 DON GLAUBITZ VAFPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIGHS 93720781 COMPLETED-APRVD
I CLACKAMAS a3 V66 MCFARLANE BARK INC . VYAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIGONS 03/26-,81 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACKAMAS g3 Y065 ARLOS B CROCKER VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATICGHS 03/20/81 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 CLACHKAMAS 03 V066 DEMARTINI TRUCK FARMS VAFOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIOHNS 37207781 COMPLETED-APRYD
|1 CLACKAMAS 83 VO0&7 CLACKAMAS COUMTY FIRE I YAPGR R:CDVERY, GAS STATIONS §$372G/81 COHMPLETED-APRVD
TR 4T CLACKAMAS 03 Visg CLACKAMAS CQUNTY FIRE X YAPOR COVERY, GAS STATICHNS 037/20/81 COMPLETEDR-APRVD
v 1 11 CLACKAMAS 3 Y069 CHEVRON YSA INC VAPDOR QECDVERY, GAS STATIONS 03/2%/81 COMPLETED-APRVYD
.1 |1 CLACKAMAS 63 ¥yeio J M VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03/24/781 COMPLETED-APRYD
: 1 CLACKAMAS G3 V071 KAISER WARERQUSE VYAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIUOHNS 03-/24/81 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 CLACKAMAS a3 Y72 MILLIKEMN & SERVAS VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03720781 COMPLETED-APRVD
i1 CLACHKAMAS 03 V074 PORTLAND GEKRERAL ELEC VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03724781 COMPLETED-APRWD
! 1 CLACKAMAS t3 Z0S7 PICLOUGHLIN CHEVRON VAFDR RECOVERY GAS STATICOH 01730/30 COMPLETED-AFPRVD
1 JATKSOH 15 C&3¢ LITHIA MCOTORS INC MAFOR RECOVERY GAS STATIGH 12726779 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 Jackson is Y001 WILLIAMS DRAKERY VAPOR RECOVERY, G&S STATIONS 028,80 CONPLETED—AFRVD
1 JECKSOH 15’ YaG7 ROGUE VYALLEY SKYHAYS ”"907 RECOVERY, GAS STATIOHS 02/03780 MPLETED—-APRVD
;I MARICH 2 430 EARL®S UMIOHN SERVIC YAPOR RECOVERY. GAS STATIOH 012957890 CO”“‘ETh“—hPrUD
I MARICH 2% VAoS UNION QIL Co. VAPOR RECOVERY, G4&% STATIONS 01730780 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 NARIDN 2% VY008 SALEM AVIATION VAPDR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 01/31/780 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 MARIOH 2% Y035 4 € JOHES OIL €O YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATICOHS 03,20G/81 COT“LETED APRVD
11 WULTHOFAH 26 A3S0 EVERIST BROS INC VAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATIGH 12/26779 CONMPLETED-APRYD
11 MULTHOMAH 2% A4S0 EAST SIDE TIRE & BATTERY VAPOR RECCVERY GAS STATION 02713780 COMPLETED-APRVD
1L MULTHOMAR 26 AB13 PCHELL & PCWELL VAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATION 02713780 COMPLETED-APRYVD
1 MULTHOMAH 26 B78% HOLGATE MOBIL SERVICE INC YAPDR RECQVERY GAS STATICON 12,726,779 COMPLETED~APRVD
1 MULTHOMAH 26 B79% SP:EDY CAR UJASH VAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATION 02713780 COMPLETEDR-APRVD
I MULTHOMAH 26 C75¢ POHELL VALLEY HFARKET YA&POR RECOVERY GAS STATICON 12726779 COMPLETED-APRYVD
i MULTNOMAH 25 Eg92 PquLL L POWELL VAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATICH 02713780 COMPLETEDR-APRVD
I MULTHOME 28 F29& APOLLO DYIL SERVICE YAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATICH 02/13/780 COMPLETED-APRYD
1 MULTHOMAH 26 E452 BOB LAUBENMCE CHEYROHM VAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATICOH 02703780 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 MULTHOMAR 26 E589 TOM'S AUTO CARE YAPOR RECOVERY GAS STATIOH 0170680 COMPLETED-APRVD
1 MULTHOMAH 26 Vi0z2 STEINER CORP. VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 02-/08-/30 COMPLETED-APRYD
‘1 MULTHOMAH z26 Y334 F‘ICHTCNHFT INC. YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIOGNS 01-/31/80 COMPLETED-AFRYD
1 MULTHNOMAH 24 Y312 WESTERK EQUIP. CO. YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 01/07/8%1 CONPLETED- HFRV“

I MULTHOMAH 26 V319 FREIGHTLINER CORP. YAPQOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 01-s07/21 COMPLETED-APRY
1 MULTHOMAH 26 V321 ASSDCIATED BUILED. MAINTE. VAPOR RECOVERY. GAS STATIONS Q0L/87/81 COMPLETED- AFRVD
(L MULTNOMAH 26 Y325 WAR ATT INDUSTRIES VAPOR RECOVERY, G&% STATIONS 01-/97/81 COMPLETEDR-APRYVD
L PIULTHOMAH 26 ¥33% GATELAY VOLKSHA CFN VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03,2081 COMPLETED-APRYD
i1 MULTHOMAH 26 V3&0 RTVEPSTﬁﬁ GOLF & COUNTRY VAPOR RECCQVERY, GAS STATIONS 03/20-81 COMPLETED-&PRVD
1 MULTHOMAH z26 Y341 PACIFIC COHSOLIDATED INC VAFOR RECUOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03-/20r/81 COMPLETED-AFRVD
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DIRECT SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MCONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCORT

PLANW ACTIONS COMPLETED

NONPERMITTED VOC SQURCES

Date Action

Status

c MULTHOMAH
; MULTHCMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTHNCMAH

. MULTHGMAH

MULTHOMAH
MULTROMA

MULTROMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTHCMAH
MULTHOMAR
MULTNOMAH
FIULTHOMAR
MULTHOMAH
MULTHOMAH
MUL THNOMAH
MULTNOMAH
MULTNOMAH

I MULTHOMAH

MULTHOMAH
MULTHOMAH
FIULTHCOMAR
MULTNOMAH
MULTHNOMAH

: MULTHOMAH

I MULTHOMAH
MULTNOMAH
MULTNOMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTNGMAH
FMULTHOMAH
MULTNOMA

PIULTHGMAH
MULTHOMAH
MULTHOMAH
FMULTHOMAH
| MULTHOMAH
MULTRCMAH
MULTNOMAR
HMULTHOITAR
MULTHGFAH
: MULTHOMAHR
ITUL THROMAH
MULTNOMAH
MULTNOMAL

FPACIFIC SE& FOOQD

DONALDSONTS MARINA
WESTIKGHOUSE ELECTRIC

STENNO CARBON CO

ROSE AUTS WRECKING
PACIFIC INSULATION

MYLESS UO'DGHHELL

HOLMAN'S FUHERAL SERVICE
SIRTANNI ELECTRIC

OREGON ASPHALTIC PAYING
WALT JOHNSOH MAZDA

WALT JOHHNSON LINCOLHN-MER

GREEN TRAWSFER 2

LEW WILLIAMS CADILLAC
BELL & KURP BODY SHOP
ROTH VOLKSHAGEHR INC
FOUR SEASONS DCDGE

RHORE-POULEC INC
ROCKLWOOD SUBARY

5 THGERSOLL-RAND EQUIP
DETA DISTRIBUTORS INC
IHDUSTRIAL LAUHDRY &

ACME GLASS €O
SEARS ROEBUCK &
AMERICAN TRUCK &

WALLACE BUICK-ANC €O
PETTIJOHN EHGR CO
SPE-DE-UAY FRGDUCTS

LEWIS BROS INC
5—1 SANDBLASTING
RANCHG FORD

COAST -CRANE & EGUIP
GUIP

CASE POUER & E
RON TOHKIHN INC

FABRI-VALVE DIVISIOH
SAVE U RENT & CaR
FARTS SHEET METAL CO

CHEYROH UsSa IHC

GILBERT'S TOWING & STORAG
TRAIL EQUIPMENT CO

DIESEL SERVICE UNIT
DAHLIN DENTAL LAB

CALBAG METALS CO

CITY CENTER PARKIHNG

CAPITOL PARKING

CITY CENTER PARKING
CITY CEHNTER PARKING

VAFPOR
VAFCR
VAPOR
VZPOR
YAPOR
VAPQOR
Y4POR
VAPOR
VAPOR
VAPOR
YAFOR
YAPOR
YAPOR
VAPOR
VAFPOR
YAPOR
VAPOR
YAPGOR
YAPOR
YAPOR

{APCR
YAPOR
VAFOR
YAFOR
VEFOR
YEPOR
VAPOR
YAPOR
YAPOR
VAPOR
VAPQOR
VAPOR
VAPOR
YAFLOR
V&PCOR
YAPOR
YAPOR
YAPOR
VAPOR
VAPDR
VAPOR
YAPOR
VAPOR
YAPCGR
YAPOR
VAPOR
YAPOR

RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY.,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,

RECOVERY,.

RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOBVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECUVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,
RECOVERY,

Dinwmuww

CR e Tl Bl ECl

DO OE

it

o
FES
ur

GAS
GAS
GAS
GAS
GAS
G4S
GALS
GAS
GAS
G4AS
G&S
GaAS
GAS
GAS
GAS
GAS
GAS
GAS

STATICH

STATICHKS
STATIONS
STATICHNS
STATIOHNS
STATICONS
STATICNS
STATICHS
STATIGNS
STATIOHNS
STATICHS
STATIGKS
STATIOHNS
STATICGHS
STATION

STATIOHS
STATIONS
STATIONS
S5TATIONS
STATIONS
STATIOHS
STATICHS
STATICHS
STATIOHNS
STATICHS

STATIONS
STATICHS
STATIONS
STATIGNS
STATIONS
STATICHS
STATIOHNS
STATIONS
STATIONS
STATIONS
STATIONS
STATIONS
STATIONS
STATIORS
STATIONS
STATICGHNS
STATIONS

03-20/81
03,20781
03726781
g3rz20rs81
g3s20781
G3s20-81
03r,20-81
03/20781
03/20/81
63/20/81
63-20-81
03720781
372081
0372681
03720781
03720781
g3r2078L
B3s20r81
03720781
03720481
03720781
§3r20/81
03720781
03/208/81
03,2081
03s207812
03,2081
0372081
03726781
03/20/81
03720/31
33723781
63/20,381
§3r20/81
03720781
0637207381
0372081
03720731
037,20/81
(37,2081
03r,208/81
03s24781
03/24/81
G3r24731
03r24/81
03r26/81
03724781

COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COITPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED—APRVD
COMPLETED-~APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD-
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COIPLETED-APRYD
COMPLETED-&PRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED—-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVYD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRYD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COUPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVYD
COMPLETED-APRYD
COIPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRYD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-AFPRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRYD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
CCMPLEYED-APRVD
COITPLETED-APRYD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-AFPRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
CCMPLETER-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD
COMPLETED-APRVD




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

DIRECT SOURCES NONPERMITTED VOC SOURCES
Date Action
County Number Source Process Description Recorded Status
FIULTHOMAH 25 V381 CITY CENTER PARKIHG VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 93/25-28]1 COMPLETED-AFPRVD
MULTNOMAH 26 V383 A& & W EQUIP CO YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS €3-24/831 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAR 25 V394 GRESHAM CQOP YAPQOR RECOVERY, GAS STATICNS (372481 COMPLETED-AFRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 V395 CITY OF GRESHAN VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03,26,/81 CONMPLETED-APRYD
MULTHOMAH 26 ¥396 HYSTER TECHHICAL CENTER YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIORS 03-24%-81 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAR 26 ¥397 UNITED EQUIP CO YAPCR RECCVERY, GAS STATIOHNS 03725781 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 VY398 BICGHOUSE AUTO SERVICE VYAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03/24/781 COMPLETED-&PRVD
MULTHOMANH 26 V39% BRADSHAW AUTO SERV%CE INC YAPOR RECOVERY, G&S5 STATIOHS 03725781 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHCMAH 25 V400 BRADSHAW AUTO SERVICE IHC VAPOR RECGVERY, GAS STATIONS 83724721 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 2& V&3 HAMILTOMW ENGINE SALES VAPQR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03725781 COHPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 Y454 TREHCHER EQUIP CG VAFOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONWS 93-2%4/81 COMPLETED-APRVD
PIULTHOMAH 26 Y505 ALEXANDER MANUFACTURING YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03r/24/831 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHNOMAH 26 V606 YALE INDUSTRIAL TRUCKS VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATICOHS 03/24%-81 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 Y607 RIVERVIEW CEMEMTARY VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIOKS 0372481 COMPFLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 408 GREAT HORTHERH PRODUCTS VAPOR RECOYERY, GAS STATIONS 03724781 COMPLETED-APRYD
MULETHROMAH 26 V&09 FRIDAY OLDSHMOGBILE - VAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIORS 03724781 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAR 26 V410 COLUMBIA RIVER YACHT CLUB VAPCR RECOVERY, GAS STATIORS 03-/24-81 COMPLETED-APRVD
MULTHOMAH 26 Y&ll CAPITOL PARKIHNG YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONS 03/24,31 COMPLETED-APRVD
WASHINGTON 34 Y079 RYDER TRUCK REHTAL YAPOR RECOVERY, GAS STATIONWS 03/26,/81 COMPLETED-AFRVD

TOTAL HUMBER QUICK LODK REPORT LIHES 113




DIRECT SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEMTAL QUALLTY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTIHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

County Number Source df‘ Process Description giogf Statu__i'____
Multnomah 1731 Flintkote Cement and Lime Dust Collection System 3/10/81 Approved
Jackson 1732 Boise Cascade Corp Sanderdust Combustion System 3/16/81 Approved
Muitnomah 1733 Ndrthwest Battery Recycle Dust and Fume Contro] System 3/16/81 Approved

—

-







DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March, 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 52

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action % *
* * *® & *

Municipal Waste Sources {Cont'd.)

Curry Harris Beach
Sanitary Sewers 3/25/81 P.A.
Brookings

Union North Depot St. Pump Station

Sewer Extension 3/25/81 P.A
LaGrande

Jackson Sunburst Acres Sub.
Sanitary Sewer 3/26/81 P.A.
Shady Cove

Upper Rogue Terrace Sub.

Sanitary Sewer 3/26/81 P.A,
Shady Cove
Lincoln Quiet Water Sub. Pump Station
Sanitary Sewer 3/26/81L P.A.
Yachats '
Clackamas Royal Heights Sub.
Sanitary Sewer 3/27/81 P.A.

Lake Oswego

Clackamas Columbia Avenue
Sanitary Sewer Extension 3/27/81 P.A.
Gladstone

Lincoln Fairway Heights Phase II
Sewer Improvements 3/30/81 P.A.
Waldport

Jackson Westwood Drive Sewer .
Project #80-1 3/30/81 P.A.
Bear Cr. Valley San. Auth. :

Umatilla Seaquist & Long Sub.
Sanitary Sewers 3/31/81 P.A.
Milton-Freewater

MAR.3 (5/79) WG706 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

&
*
*

(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 52

March, 1981

County * Name of Source/Project

*  /Site and Type of Same

&

* Date of
* Action

(Month and Year)

%

Action

Municipal Waste Sources (Cont'd.)

Clackamas

Washington

Linn

Yamhill

Clackamas

Clackamas

MAR.3 (5/79)

Sanitary Sewer
Gladstone -

Amber Glen
Sanitary Sewer

USA, Cornelius

Shonna Park

Sanitary Sewer
USA, Rock Creek

Oleson Acres
Sanitary Sewer
USA, Durham

Osprey Park
Sanitary Sewer

USA, Cornelius

Phage VII of East Cen.
Separation Project

Albany

Sanitary Sewer
Newberg

Ash Meadows

Sanitary Sewers

Wilsonville

Hayward Meadows
Sanitary Sewers

Meadowlark Subdivision

Scott Court-Oak Lodge S.D,

Oak Lodge Sanitary Dist.

WG706 (1)

3/23/81

3/24/81

3/24/81

3/24/81

3/24/81

3/24/8L

3/24/81

3/24/81

3/24/81

P.A.

P.A.

P.A.

P.A.

P.A.

P.A.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March, 1981
(Reporting Unit) ' {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTICNS COMPLETED - 52

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
® /8ite and Type of Same * Action # *
&% * ) ® * &

Municipal Waste Sources (Cont'd.}

Jackson Sunset Avenue Area
Sewer Extension 3/12/81 P.A.
Bear Cr. Valley S.A.

Clackamas Town Center Heights
Sanitary Sewer 3/12/81 P.A.
Clack. Co. 8D

Washington Shannon Park Condominiums
Off-8ite Sewer Extensions 3/13/81 P.A.
Hillsboro

Benton N.E. Circle Blvd.

Sanitary Sewer 3/13/81 P.A.
Corvallis

Deschutes Fairway Crest village
IV and V
Sanitary Sewers 3/17/81 P.A.
Sunriver

Mul tnomah SE 108th South of
SE Foster Road
Sanitary Sewer 3/18/81 P.A.
Portland {Columbia Blvd.)

Washington Nimbus Industrial Sub.
Sanitary Sewer 3/20/81 P.A.
USA, Rock Creek

Lingoln Otter Village, Phase I
Sewer System 3/23/81 P.A.
Otter Crest

Multnomah SW 54th Avenue
to Fairview Ct. ;
Sanitary Sewer 3/23/81 P.A.
Portland

MAR.3 (5/79) WG706 (1)

e
T



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Divisgion March, 1981
{Reporting Unit) (Month and ¥Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 52 |

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
i * /Site and Type of Same * Action *
® * * * *

Municipal Waste Sources = 38

Lane Butterfly Gates
Contract E-22
MWMC/Eugene-Springfield 3/5/81 P.A.

Lane Aeration Basins
‘Contract c-4
MWMC/Eugene-Springfield 3/5/81 P.A.

“Lane Aeration Equipment i
Contract E-16 ;
MWMC/Eugene~-Springfield 3/5/81 P.A.

Jackson Plant Expansion
Contract C-1
Medford 3/20/81 P.A.

Jackson Clarifier Equipment
Contract #-3, Sec.

Medford 3/20/81 P.A.

Jackson Clarifier
Contract C-3, Sec.

Medford 3/20/81 P.A.
Jackson Contract C-2
Medford 3/20/81 P.A.

Jackson Contract E-2
Medford 3/20/81 P.A.

Deschutes Flow Equalizer Basin
Additions :
sunr iver 3/20/81 B.A. :

Washington Cornelius Industrial Park
Pump Station
USA, Cornelius 3/12/81 P.A.

10

=
]
H

|
MAR.3 (5/79) WG706 (1) ]
¢



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March, 1981
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 52

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action
* ® ® &

Industrial Waste Sources — 14

Jackson Husky Industries 8/16/75% Approved
Bliminate Furnace
Wash Down Water
White City

Tillamook Gary Bordessa, Bay City 6/1/80 Cancelled
Manure Holding Tank

Polk Stan Stellingworf 3/5/81 Approved
Dairy, Manure Pump
and Irrigation Eguipment

Clackamas Western Rock Products 3/12/81 Withdrawn
Eagle Creek

Holding and Recycle Ponds

Clatsop Crown Zellerbach, Wauna 3/17/81 Approved
Green Liquor Dregs
Clarifier

Lane Darwin Vanderstelt 3/9/81 Approved
Animal Waste Storage N
Lagoon |

Lincoln Georgia Pacific, Toledo 3/9/81 Approved
New Pulp Mill Clarifier

Clark Brazier Forest Products 3/13/81 Approved
PCP Drip Pan

Tillamook Edwin L. Jenkins 3/26/81 Approved
Waste Holding Tank
Tillamocok

Tillamook Ron Baune, Tillamook, 3/26/81 Approved
Manure Holding Tanks

March, 1881 i
WO705 (2) TR ¥ §




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March, 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action

* * /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action

* * * * &
Tillamook Bob Durrer, Tillamook, 3/26/81 Approved

Manure Tank and
Holding Basin

Washington Tektronix, Inc. 3/26/81 Approved
Engineering Design
for Water Treatment Plant

Tillamook Joe Donaldson, Jr, 3/26/81 Approved
Cloverdale, Manure
Holding Tank

Tillamook Fairview Acres Dairy 3/26/81 Approved
Farms, Inc. —--Tillamook
Manure Holding System

March, 1981 ;, ji%i |
WO705 (2) Vo |



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

March, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

Direct Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Indirect Scurces

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

14
19

7
3

19
1

16
14

18
113

MAR.5 (B/79)

{(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF ATR PERMIT ACTIONS

Awaiting Public Notice
Awaiting the end of the 30-day period

TOTAL

20 Technical Assistance 6 A-95's

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Redr'qg
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits
|
0 3 0 14 16
1 10 1 7 13
2 56 40 110 78
0 1 1 18 6
3 70 42 129 113 1981 2010
1 11 0 20 5
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
2 5 0 4 2
3 16 0 24 7 184 0
6 86 42 173 120 2165 0
Comments
To be drafted by Northwest Region
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region
To be drafted by Southwest Region
To be drafted by Central Region
To be drafted by Eastern Region
To be drafted by Program Planning Division
To be drafted by Program Operations
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DEPARTMENT OF EWVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISICN

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
PERMITS ISSUED

DIRECT STATIOGNARY SOURCES

PERMIT APPLIC. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY SOURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STATUS ACHIEVED  APPLICATION
T T T T TS e S P ST
: LAKE LAXEVIER LUMBER 13 0006 0ir/16/80 PERMIT ISSUED 02/25/81 RRH
| BERTON MORSE BROS.., INC LET DIV. G2 5004 10-23/80 PERMIT ISSUED 0272681 RKUH
‘ CLACKAMAS PARKER-NORTHWEST PAVING €3 1760 11,21/80 PERMIT ISSUED 02,2631 REHU
CLATSOP VALLEY RIDCE L 0822 11,24/80 PERMNIT ISSUED 02,2681 RNU
€G0S FPOORE MILL & LUMBER CO. G5 G026 1ilrs1%780 PERMIT ISSUED 27267831 RHHK
DOUGLAS ROSEBURG LUMEZER CO 19 3017 06-/11/80 PERMIT ISSUED §2,25781 REW
i GRANT EDUHARD HINES LUMBER CO 12 6016 10-08+7% PERMIT ISSUED 02/26/81 RHM
i JACKSON SOUTHERN COREGGHN STATE COL 15 0088 §9-16/730 PERMIT ISSUED 02726781 RNH
; JACKSON HILTOH FUEL & SUFPLY CO 15 0e95 11,1080 PERMIT ISSUED 02/26-/831 Ril
KLAMATH D & SHELTER PRODUCTS €O. 18 0015 11,31G-80 PERMIT ISSUED 02r26/31 REHW
MULTHGMEH - OREGOW STEEL MILLS 26 1365 16-/16-830 PERMIT ISSUED Q2r26,81 BHU
MULTHNGOMAR GOULD IHC., METALS DIV. 26 I36¢ i1/17/780 PERMIT ISSUEZD 62/26781 RKU
MULTHGHAN GESRGIA PACIFIC CORP 26 2911 07,2980 PERMIT ISSUED G2/26781 RHEH
MULTHOMAR WALLY HUWALDY 26 2026 1Ls/83780 PERMIT ISSUED Ger2brs81 EX
TILLAMOOK BRUCE MERRITT WLOCD PROD 29 6616 10/06/30 PERMIT ISSUED §2rs26731 RN
WASHINGTOUN DURHAM TREATMEHT PLANT 3% 2623 06S/23-80 PERMIT ISSUED 02726781 RKH
PORT.SOURCE BAKER RERI-MIX. IKC. 37 0020 10,1730 PERMIT ISSUED g272¢781 RHEH
PORT.SOURCE ROY HOUCK CONSTR CO 37 8022 12,0480 PERMIT I&8SUED 02,2681 BHU
PORT.SCURCE L.W. VAIL €U0. INC 37 0029 11-/05/750 PERMIT ISSUED 2726781 RRMH
PORT.SOURC TILLAMOOK CHTY RD DP 37 0034 10s62/50 PERMIT ISSUED Q2rs26,81 REL
PORT.SOURCE. TIDEWATER CONTRACTORS INC 37 6053 11714780 PERMIT ISSUED C2r258/81 RHU
FGRT.SCGURCE S D SPEHRCER AND 30N 37 0075 10-23780 PERNIT I3SUED 02/28781 REHU
PORT.SOURCE ACHME CONCRETE CO 37 0077 0G7-28780 PERMIT ISSUED 02/726/81 RHU
‘ PORT.SCURCE AMERICAW ASPFHALT PAVING 37 3078 10/16/80 FERMIT ISSUED 02/26-31 R
FORT.SCQURCE ANGELL ASPHALTZAGGREGATE 37 geel 11-s10-89 ISSUED 02726531 Rid
} PORT.SQURCE MIDLAND ROCK PRODUCTS T 37 jg9z2 garsiz2rs80 ISSUED (2726731 RHU
| PORT.S0URCE BABLER BRGS INC . 37 10%4 11/05780 1SSUED g2/2e/81 RHk
: PORT.SOURCE PETER KIEWIT SON'S CO 37 6095 10r082780 PERMIT ISSUED 02726731 REH
PCRT.SOURCE S D SPENCER & SONS 37 01¢% 11/05780 PERMIT ISSUED 02s26731 RHU
PORT.SCURCE FEBABLER BROTHERS INC 37 G121 1is05780 PERNIT ISSUED B2/26781 REH
PORT.SOQURCE POLK COUNTY RD DEPT 37 0124 07,1680 PERMIT ISSUED B2/26781 REW
PORT.SCURCE SUPERIOR ASPHALTE&CONCRETE 37 0186 11,05/78G PERMIT ISSUED 02-26731 RN
PORT.SOURCE ABLER BROS INCT 7 61568 11,05780 FERMIT ISSUED §2-26/81 RRM
PORT.SOURCE J © €COMPTOH CO 37 G173 10-02780 FPERMIT ISSUED 3272681 Riu
PORT.SCURCE L W VAIL CO IN 37 0175 10-23/80 PERMIT ISSUED 02/28,81 RHH

PORT.S0URCE JOHNSOW ROCK PRODUCTS INC 37 8201 11,0580 PERMIT ISSUED D2s26/81 REUW
PORT.SQOURCE DBESCHUTES READY MIX S & G 37 0228 12,/04/780 PERMIT ISSUED 02-/26/,31 RHW
PORT.SOURCE LOPEZ PAVING, INC. 37 6233 12-04-30 PERMIT ISSUED 02/26/31 RHU
PORT.SQURCE POE ASPHALT PAVIHNG INC. 37 G240 11,21/80 FERMIT ISSUED 62-,25/781 RHEH
FORT.SCURCE WILDISH MEDFORD 5 & G CO. 37 0250 0%,2%-80 PERMIT ISSUED 02/26,81 RNW
PORT.SQURCE TRU MIX LEASING CO. 37 6249 11-12-/806 PERMIT ISSUED p2/02781 REW
DESCHUTES BROCKS SCAHLONW INC G?3 G003 060-00/00 PERMIT ISSUED 03710781 NOD

TOTAL HUMBER QUICK LOOK REPQRT LINES 42




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

GASOLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS

Direct Securces

PRESSURE-VACUUM TESTED; NON-~-PERMITTED VOC SOURCES

Tank No. Expiration

County Number Source Last mhree Digits Date
BESCHUTES 69 Y032 ANDERSON PETRCLEUNM C3. QUWER™S UNIT HU. 3 0ls29782
i MULTHNCOMAR 26 V057 AHROW TRANSPORTATION CO. OWHERS UNIT HO. 728 03706782
i ' : 716 02/12/82
! 645 02/10/32
267 02r/10/82
742  Qlrs27/82
611 02r25r82
.. 798 02rs25/82
MULTHOMAH 26 Y056 ASBURY TRANSPORTATIOM CO. OWHERS URIT WO, 716 03711782
’ i75 Q3rsizr82
itz 03/05r82
946 03/05/82
701 03/13r82
¢58 ©$3Irrlrsa2
701 03-/13/82
703 03r/13/82
710 03/156/82
MULTHOMAH 26 V335 ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO. GWMERS UNIT MO. 859 Q3709782
25% Q3r1grs22
760 Q37106782
333 Q03r11l/82
; 779 03/11/82
; 342 Q037186182
i 17 03r1%s82
’ 368 03s/1lz2s82
783 03r12/82
: 3163 03/13/82
5 774 03/13/32
{ PORT.S0URCE 37 V0386 CENEX TRANSPORTATION OLNERS UNIT NO. 155 03/93%782
i 02 03709782
| LANE zZe VG01 CHEVROM U, S. A., INC. OHRERS UNHIT WO 94 Q25727782
C MULTHOMAH 26 Y332 CHEVRON U. S. A., INC OUNERS UHIT HNO. 5%¢ @zr20/32
PBRT.SCGURCE 37 Y001 CHEVRON U. S. A., IHC. CUNERS UNMIT RQ. 845 02703782
" LAHNE 23 V001 CHEVROWH U. S. A., IHC. CUNERS UNIT HO. %4 02/27/,82
FULTHNOMAH 26 ¥332 CHEVR Cn U. §. A., INC. WHERS UHIT NO. 584 02r20/82
| BGRT.SQURCE 37 YOC1 CHEVROW U. S. A., INC. OHNERS UHIT HO. 845 02s03/82
P MULTHOMAH 24 VG54 D & H GIL Cco. HC DUHERS UNIT NO. 11 63/03782
MULTHOMAH 26 Y334 DON THOMAS PETROLEUW CHNERS UNIT HNO. 2 02,1%782
: YAH Ittt 36 Y002 EVERGCGREEWN HELICOPTER OHNERS URIT NO. 411 O0371Lr/82
COYAMHILL 36 V001 FARMERS L0 QP OHNERS UNIT HO. T4 081/16r82
MULTHOMAH 26 V329 G-R LEASIHG CO. CLHERS UNIT HO. 81 02/06/82
A81 02706782
NULTHOMAH 26 ¥3iz7 GULL OIL Co. CWHN'S UNIT HO. ~ ¢ 131 01723782
1A Qlrs23s82

PORT.SCURCE 37
CLATSOP 24
DESCHUTES 09

Y304
Vool
VED1

H&ALL OIL CO.
HENDRICKSEN OIL €O.
JUNIPER FUEL

D&HEES UNIT NO.
RERS UHIT HO.
r‘Li.‘»’ER‘S UNTT HNO.

19 G2s13/82
g 03/06,82
6T QGlsZ3/82
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

GASOLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS

PRESSURE-VACUUM TESTED; NON-PERMITTED VOC SOURCES

Direct Sources B

Tank No. - Expiration
County Number Source Last Three Digits Date
f DESCHUTES 0% V001 JUNIPER FUEL DUHERT™S UWIT HO. 8TT 01r23r782
! CLACKAMAS 03 V055 MILLIKEN & SERVAS OUINERS UNIT HQ. ls 02,27/82
P MULTHROMAH 26 V333 MCOBIL QIL CORP. CHHERS UNIT KNO. 321 03s05782
I00 03s08782
131 93s05-82
. 132 g02/26/82
; ) 254 02/27/82
; 124 02/26782
; 255 02/2%/82
; 244 Q2/26/82
: 168 03s06782
| POLK 27 Y0083 RICKREALL FARM SUPPLY GWNERS URIT NO. 114 83rs12782
P MULTHOMAH 26 V30 SHELL 0IL CO. OWNERS UNTT HNO. 38% Q03s03r82
PORT.SQURCE 37 Y003 SHELL OIL CO. DUENERY UHIT HMO. 3¢1 Dz2s,23782
T MULTHOMAH 26 Y330 SHELL 0OIL C§. CUNERS UNIT HO. 945 03-03-82
. PORT.SCURCE 37 Vg3 SHELL OIL CO. QLUKER® UHNIT KO. 562 025158782
. MULTNOMAR 26 ¥330 SHELL BIL CO. CHNERS UNIT NO. 321 02/27/82
! FORT.SCURCE 37 Y303 SHELL GIL CO. QWNER® UNIT HG. 399 Qzr27/82
i MULTHOMAH 25 ¥330 SHELL OIL €0, CWMERS UKIT HNO. 385 g2s/27/82
: 313 §2/06782
: 380 02/05782
252 p2s,20782
&72 02720-82
; 346 02/235/32
1 379 (2rs25/782
: PORT.SOURCE 37 Y005 SOQURBCUGH EXPRESS OWHERS UNIT NG. 9686 03/04/82 -
! 4¢3 g3Irsesrs82
| 956 Qzs2lrs32
© HULTNOMAH 26 ¥338 SUN TRAMSPCRTATIOH CWNERS UNIT KO. 21 03/09/82
18A G3/097/82
P MULTNOMAH 26 Y328 TEXACD INC. OHNERS UNIT KNO. 293 §2r11s82
; 290  02/26/82
! 291 03/711/52
MULTHOMAY 26 Y337 UNIOHW OIL CO. CALIFORHIA OWNHERS UNIT KNO. 696 03/04/82
| MULTNOMAH 26 Y331 WESTERN HIGHWAY CIL CO. QWHERS UNIT HO. 24 g2/046782
} 1 12,19732
i 1A Q2719782
; TOTAL MUMBER GQUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 864




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

March, 1981

Municipal
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Industrial
New

BExisting
Renewals
Modifications

Total

{Repo

rting Unit)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

(Month and Year)

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

* NPDES Permits
*% State Permits

MAR.5W (8/79) WG704 (1)

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqgr'g
Month Pis.¥r. Month Fis.¥r. Pending Permits Permits
* /** * /** * /** * /*‘k % /*'k * /** #* /'k*
0 /1 2 /5 o /0 1 /2 4 /6
0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 1 /0 1 /0
2 /3 17 /20 11 /3 32 /11 18 /16
0 /0 5 /1 2 /0 8 /2 2 /0
2 /4 24 /26 13 /3 42 /15 25 /22 262/91 267/97
0o /3 8 /14 2 /0 8 /7 6 /19
o0 /0 1 /1 1 /0 3 /0 0 /2
0 /0 45 /24 5 /0 72 /16 56 /24
o /0 8 /3 3 /0 9 /4 1 /1
0o /3 62 /42 11 /0 92 /27 63 /46 369/155 375/176
Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)
o0 /0 1 /0 0o /0 i /0 2 /0
0o /0 0o /0 0 /0 0o /0 0 /0
1 /0 2 /0 0 /0 27 /0 8 /0
o /0 0 /0 0o /0 0 /0 0 /0
1 /0 3 /0 o /0 28 /0 10 /0 53 /20 55 /20
37 8% /68 24 /3 162/42 98 /68 684/266 697/293
R W




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

March, 1981
(Month and Year)

Water Quality Division
(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* /Site and Type of Same % Action ¥
& ® *

Municipal and Industrial Sources NPDES Permits (19)

Malheur City of Ontario STP 3/6/81 Permi t Renewed

Lane L. D. McFarland Comp. Ltd. 3/6/81 Permit Issued
(Wood Preserving-Eugene)

Douglas City of Myrtle Creek STP 3/10/81 Permit Renewed

Douglas USFS, Steamboat Ranger 3/10/81 Permit Renewed
Station STP

Douglas City of Reedsport STP 3/10/81 Permit Renewed

Douglas USFS, Wolf Creek CCC, STP 3/10/81 Permit Renewed

Josephine City of Grants Pass STP 3/10/81 Permit Renewed

Coos City of Powers STP 3/10/81 Permit Renewed

Mul tnomah Ross Island Sand & Gravel 3/10/81 Permit Renewed
{(Hardtack Island)

Douglas Roberts Creek Water Dist, 3/13/81 Permit Renewed

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co. 3/13/81 Permit Renewed
Sutherlin Log Pond

Klamath Jeld Wen - Inc. 3/13/81 Permit Issued

Marion Green Veneer Inc. 3/13/81 Permit Renewed

Douglas Douglas Co. Lumber Co. 3/23/81 Permit Renewed
{(Veneer and Sawmill)

Lane Driftwood Shores, Inc. 3/23/81 Permit Renewed
(Florence - STP)

MAR.6 (5/79) WG704.a (1)

L e e




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March, 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County * MName of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
® * /Site and Type of Same * Action *
k] * ® *

Municipal and Industrial Sources NPDES Permits (19) - continued

Lane City of Westfir - STP 3/23/81 Permit Renewed

Union Boise Cascade Corp. 3/23/81 Permit Issued
{(LaGrande Sawmill)

Curry City of Port Orford STP 3/23/81 Permit Renewed

Curry Port Orford - Langlois STP 3/23/81 Permit Renewed
{8chool Dist. 2CJ STP
Pacific High School}

Municipal and Industrial Sources State Permits (3)

Curry Knoxtown Sanitary District  3/6/81 Permit Renewed
Curry Wedder bum Sanitary District 3/6/81 Permit Renewed
Deschutes City of Redmond STP 3/13/81 Permit Renewed

Municipal and Industrial Sources Modification (5)

Lane The Murphy Co. - Florence 3/6/81 Addendum #2
{(Green Veneer)
Lincoln Newport Seafood Company 3/6/81 Addendum #1
Umatilla City of Hermiston STP 3/13/81 Modification
Linn Crown Zellerbach Corp. 3/13/81 Addendum #1
{Lebanon) %
|
Lane City of Creswell STP 3/13/81 Addendum #1 i

MAR.6 (5/79) WG704.A (1)

|
|

e
&



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

March 1981

{(Month and Yea

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

General Refuse
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Demolition
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Sludge Disposal

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Hazardous Waste

New
Authorizations
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

5C259.C
MAR.58 (4/79)

Permit
Actions
Received
Month FY
- 7
1 38
- 4
1 49
- 3
- 2
- 3
- 2
- 10
1 10
- 3
- 19
1 2
2 34
1 5
- 2
1 7
40 261
490 261
44 361

Permit
Actions
Completed
Month FY
- 3
1 3
6 26
- 11
7 43
- 3
1l 4
- 3
1 10
- 7
3 20
- 1l
3 28
1 5
- 1
- 1
1 7
40 261
40 261
52 349

r)

Permit Sites Sites
Actions Under Regr'g
Pending Permits  Permits
4
26
30 i66 166
1
2
2
5 20 21
4
2
17
2
25 101 10l
i
1
2 14 15
0
0 i 1
62 302 304




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

March 1981

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

{(Month and Year)

*  County * Wame of Source/Project * Date of Action *

* * /Bite and Type of Same * Action *

¥* * * ®

Lane Bohemia~-Cascade 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Deschutes Brothers Landfill 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Lane London Transfer Station 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Lane South Willamette 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Lane Rattlesnake Transfer Station 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Douglas Lemola Landfill 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Yamhill Fort Hill Lumber 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Wasco Antelope Landfill 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Columbia Vernonia Landfill 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Lane Creswell Landfill 3/2/81 Permit Issued
Existing Facility

Linn Willamette Indus.-Narrows 3/6/81 Letter Authorization
Existing Facility Issued

Lincoln Day Sludge Site 3/17/81 Special Permit
New Facility

5C259.D

MAR.6 (5/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

o0lid Waste Division

March 1981

{(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

* *
* Date ¥ Type
* *

* Quantity ®
Source * Present * Future ®
* ® %

Disposal Reguests Granted (40)

OREGON (

2/26

2/26

3/3

3/5

3/9

3/12

3/17

3/23

3/24

3/24

3/24

5C259
MAR.15 (

11}

PCB liquid, capacitors
and contaminated solids

PCB liquid, capacitors

and contaminated
solids

PCB-contaminated oil

PCB liquid

. Lead-bearing ink

wastewater

Lead oxide~contami=-
nated filters

Machine coolant

Chloroform/alcohol
Cimf ree machine
coolant

Paint sludge, machine
coolant, trichloro~
ethylene, and zinc

phosphate sludge

Paint sludge

4/79)

Lumber co. 16 drums

Non-ferrous 80 ft3

metal manuf.

Spill c¢leanup 1,595 gal.
Utility 51 drums

Printing ink 0
manuf.

Battery co. 0

Aerospace co. 0

Pharmaceutical 13 drums
co.

Machine shop 4,125 gal.
Fireplace 0
implements

manuf.

Paint manuf. 0

80 ft3/yr.

0

0

30 drums/vr.
120 £t3/yr.

240,000 gal/yr.

13 drums/yr.
1,000 gal/yr.

300 gal/vyrx.

15 drums/vr.




WASHINGTCN (20)

2/26

2/26

3/3

3/3

3/3

3/3

3/5

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/10
3/17
3/17
3/17

3/19

3/23

3/23

3/24

8C259

PCB liquid, capacitors
and contaminated solids

Mixed chemonite and
pentachlorophenol

Mixed lab chemicals

Acid-soluble oil /HF-
contaminated soil

Coal tar

Petroleum solvent tank
bottoms

Sodium borohydride
caustic oil/water
emulsion

Lead-bearing ink
wastewater

Lead-contaminated soil
Chlorinated hydro-

car bon-contaminated
soil

Organic ink pigments
Machine coolant

PCB capacitors

Caustic solution

Pentachlorophenol
sludge

Toluol, xylene, and
thinner-contaminated
rags

Spent solvents
Cleaning solvent

sludge, asbestos and
trichloroethane

MAR.15 (4/79)

Utility

Wood preser-~
ving

Chemical co.

Waste disposal

co.
Aerospace co.

Chemical
supplier

Chemical co.

Printing ink
manuf.

01il co,

Chemical co.

Paper mill
Aerospace coO.
Utility

Paper mill

Federal agency

Electrical
eguipment
manufacture

Commercial
lab

Paint manuf.

170 gal.
0

10 drums
146 f£t3
19 drums
22 drums
5,000 gal.
0

9 drums
2,000 yd3
0

0

11 drums
0

600 gal.
0

510 gal.
0

7.500 gal/yr.

25 drums/vyr.

150 drums/yr.

100 drums/vyr.

36 drums/vr.

300,000 gal/yr.

0
350 gal/yr.

0

150 gal/vr.

72 drums/yr.

450 drums/yr.

E



3/24 Misc. lab chemicals Research

3/24 Soda ash-contaminated 01l co.
filters
OTHERS ({9)

2/26 Petroleum distillate/ Chemical co.
polyacrylamide emulsion

(B.C.)

3/5 PCB-contaminated cable Federal agency
(Hawaii)

3/10 Heptachlor-contaminated Chemical co.

soil (Alberta)

3/16 Anti~freeze, photo- Federal agency

graphic solutions, out-
dated drugs, sodium
nitrate, phosphates,
halogenated and non-
halogenated solvents,
paint sludge, otto fuel,
pesticides and misc.
chemicals (Hawail)

3/16 Cyanide cake (B.C.) Electroplating

3/17 PCB capacitorgs (Utah) Chemical co.

3/17 PCB transformers Mining co.
{(Idaho)

3/19 Mixed lab chemicals University
(Utah)

3/24 Impure calcium arsenate Mining
{B.C.)

5C259

MAR.15 (4/79)

5 drums

2 drums

33 drums

40 drums

1,000 ya3

22 drums
1 drum

0
6,000 1b.

15,000
metric tons

10 drums/vr.

8 drums/vyr.

733 drums/vr.

75 gal/yr.

32,000 lb/yr.

15,000 tons/vr.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Nolse Control Program ' March 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

Source New Actions Final Actions Actiong
Category Initiated Completed Pending
Mo. | FY Mo. FY ' Mo. ! Last Mo.
Industrial/ 1 16 1 20 61 62
Commercial
Airports 2 8




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY PEPORT

Noise Control Program

March 1981

(Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year}

PINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County Name of Source and Location * Date * Action
* *
Clackamas Publishers Paper /81 Exception Granted
Molalla
Marion Smith Airport 3/81 Airport Boundary Approved
Brooks
Washington PCC Rock Cr. Airport 3/81

Rock Creek

oy

D

Airport Boundary Approved




CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

Department of Environmental Quality
1981

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF MARCH 1981:

Name and Location - Cases No. & Type
of Violation of Viclation Date |ssued Amount Status
Main Rock Products,Inc. WQ-SWR-81-16 3/ 2/81 $ 6,000 Contested 3/16/81.
Coos County NPDES permit Settlement nego-
violations. : tiations in pro-
gress.
Wheels- |, Inc. AQ-NWR-81-21 3/25/81 50 Paid 3/31/81.
Clackamas County Burning commercial
wastes in a burn
barrel.
Melvin Mead $5-SWR-81-25 3/25/81 500 Contested 4/6/81.
Jackson County Operating a 5SS
without a certif-
icate of satis-
factory completion.
OTHER SIGNIFICANT ACTIONS ISSUED IN MARCH 1981:
Name & Location Case No. & Type Date lssued Status
Mid-Oregon Crushing Co. AQ-CR-8i-19 3/2/81 Contested 3/23/81,
Deschutes County Notice of denial
of alr contaminant
permit renewal
application.
Richard Chaix SS-NWR-81-12 3/18/81 Hearing request and answer
Tillamook County Notice of intent due by 4/9/81.
to revoke 3 SSDS
permits and certif-
icates issued
unTawfully.
Melvin Mead $S-SWR-81-26 3/25/81 Contested 4/6/81.

Jackson County Notice of viola-
tion and order re-
quiring remedial
action (abandon
illegal subsurface
sewage disposal
system) .,

CP CASES (1)




ACTIONS

LAST PRESENT
MONTH MONTH

Preliminary lssues 3 9
Discovery . 1 1
Settlement Action . 5 5
Hearing to be Scheduled ? 1
Hearing Scheduled 8 5
HO's Decision Due 3 3
Brief 3 1
Inactive . . . 3 3
SUBTOTAL of Active Files 28 28
HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal ¢ 2
Appeaied to EQC . 3 1
EQC Appeal Complete/Dptlon for Coux( Review 0 0
Court Review Option Pending or Taken . 1 1
Case {losed 4 A
TOTAL Cases 36 36

15-AG-NWR-76-178

ACDP

AQ

CLR

Dec Date

$

LR

Fid Brn
RLH

Hrngs
Hrng Rfrl

Hrng Rgst
VAK

LLMS

MWR

NP

NPDES

NWR

FWo

p

Priys

Rem Order
Resp Code
SSD

SH

SWR

-

Transcr

Underlining
WVR

WQ

KEY

15th Hear1ng Section case in 1976 involving Air Quality Division
violation in Northwest Regicon jurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforce-
ment action in Northwest Region in 1976.

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

Air Quality Division

Chris Reive, Enforcement Section

Date of either a proposed decision of hearings officer or a
decision by Commission

Civil Penalty amount

Eastern Region

Field Burning incident

Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Hearings Section

Date when Enforcement Section vequests Hearings Section to
schedule a hearing

Date agency receives a request for hearing

Van Kollias, Enforcement Section

Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

Midwest Region (now WYR)

Noise Pollution

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater dis-
charge permit

Northwest Region

Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

Litigation over permit or its conditions

ATT parties involved

Remedial Action Ovrder

Source of next expected activity in case

Subsurface Sewage Disposal

Solid Waste Division

Southwest Region

Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcript being made of case

New status or new case since last month's contested case log
Willamette Valiey Region

Water Quality Division




March 1981
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Cage Case
Name Ryst Rfrrl Atty  Date Code Type & No. Status
FAYDREX, INC. Q5/75 05/75 RLH 11/77 Dept 03-58-5WR-~75=02 Resp's hrief due
64 89D Permits 05-04-81
MBAD and JOHNS, 05/75 05 /75 RLA Ail 04-58-5WR-75-03 Awaiting completion of
et al 3 S8D Permits EQC Faydrex review
POWELL, Ronald 11/77 11./77 RLH 01/23/80 Hengs $10,000 Fld Brn Decision due
12-AQ-MWR-77-241
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Rasp L6 =P=WO~WVR~T8-2849~7 Hearing postponed pending
N2DES Permit further evaluation of
Modification permit conditions. To be
completed by 97/01/81.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Resp 08-P-HO-WYR~78-2012~J Hearing postpored pending
NPDES Permit further evaluation of
Modification permit conditions. To be
completed by 07/01/81
MALLORY & MALLORY 11/79 11/79 JHR 01/16/80 Dept 14~AQ=CR-79-101 AGta office drafting
INC. Open Burning Civil Modified Order
Penaity
M/ TOYOTA MARU 12/10/79 12/12/79 RLE Dept 17-WO=HWR~-79=127 Summary Judgment
No. 10 ‘ 0il Spiil Civil Penalty requested
of $5,000
LAND RECLAMATICN, 12/12/79 12/14/79 FWO 05/16 /80 19-P-SW-329-NWR-79 Court of Appeals ceview
INC., et al Permit Denial in process
FORRETTE, Gary 12/20/79 12/21/7% RLH 10/21/80 Hrngs 20-85=NWR=79-146 Record closed 03-18-81
Permit Revocation
GLASER, Dennis 7. 02/06/80 02/07/80 CLR 06/19/80 Dept 02-A0-WYR-80-13 Hearing Officer's
dba MID-VALLEY Open Fleld Burning Order issued 04-(7-81
FARMS, INC. Civil Penalty of §$2,300%
MEDFORD 02/25/80  02/29/80 05/16/80 Prtys 07-AQ~-SWR-80 Request Rule modificaticn
CORPORATION for Declaratory Ruling  before EQC 04-24-81
J.R. SIMPLOT 04,/15/80 n4/16/80 ALH 06-24-81 Prtys 12-WQ~ER-A0=-41 Civil Hear:ing location
COMPANTY Penalty of $20,000 changed to Pendleton
at 9 a.m.
R.L.G, ENTERPRISES, C8/06/80 08/08/80 CLR 11/10/80 Resp 20-WO-NWR-80-114 Hearing Officer's Order
THC., dba THE Civil Penalty of $150 igsued 04~08-81
MOORAGE PLACE
COKE, Benoni 10/27/80 10/28/80 RLH 01/15/81 Prtys 24-83-SWR-80-173 Settlement action
Permit revocation
PHEEEN7-Arehus~W~ 337097580  :3/39/89 SRR  B4+423/8% Pxtys 27~HE-CR-88~183 Gase-gloned+-EQC-adgna
dinasPorEY - EAHTS Qivid-penolay Stiputased-Ordes~03«i3-§1
MOBIEE-ROME-PARK af-£15689 miedgating-eiyii-penalsy
ra-3500
DEREEN-Arhur~Hr 1467780 /10488 GRR 84+2348% Brbys 28-WG-CR-44~2809 Guse-glesady-~Seipulasicn
dbhaiROLEX-LAKES Remediak-aceieon g-Fimat-Ardes-signed—jw
MOBILE-HOMB-DARK Fegquired Bge-93-13-81
BROWN , Victor 11/05/80 11/12/80 LMS 82/19/81 Hrngs 29-A0~WVR-80~163 Pranscript being
Civil Penalty of prepared
51,800
LOGSDON, Elton 11/12/80 11/14/80 CLR 02/26/81 Hrngs 30-AQ-WVR=-80-164 Decision due
Field Burning Civil
Penalty of $§950
MORRIS, Robert 11/1e/8¢  11/14/80 REIH Resps 31-85-CR-80 Dept's Motion for
Permit revocation Partial Summary
Judgment filed 03-30-81
HAYWORTH, John W.  12/02/80 12/08/80 LM3  04/28/81  Prtys 33-A0-WYR-80-187 Hearing scheduled
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Fleld burning civil in Eugene at 9:30 a.m,
INC. penalty of $4,660
LOWELL.,-James Ry 13705488 13508488 LMS Brkya 34-2AG-WVR-30-186 Cate—atesed—Eod-siqned
Field-buzping-eivil Sedpularion-g-Pinal—Oxder
panatiy-0£-51,3400 93=13~Bi-mitigasing-eiytd
penatby-ko-§1,500
ROGERS, Donald E. 12/08/80 12/09/80 RLH Prtys 35-85-NWR-80~196 g8ite svaluation to

Permit denial

b o —

be performed




March 1981
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

)
Pet/Rasp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hing Resp Casze Case "
Name Rgst RErrl Atty Date Code ™voe & NO. Status
HOPPER, Harold 12/09/80  12/09/80 RIA Priys 16~-3S~-NWR-80-197 Depositions
Permit revocation
JENSEN, Carl F. 12/19/80 12/24/80 CLR  04/16/81 Prtys 317-A0-WVR-80-181 Hearing rescheduled
&ba/JENSEN SEED Field burning civil in Salem at 9:30 a.m,
& GRAIN, INC. penalty of $4,000
SETERA, Frank 12/21/80 01/05/81 CLR 05-14-81 Prtys 01-BQ=-NWR=-80~199 Hearing scheduled in
Open burning civil Portland at % a.m.
penalty of $5C0
GINTER, Lloyd M. 01/02/81 01/05/81 CLR Hrags 02-35-SWR~80-205 Response to Dept's.
Subsurface sawage Motion for Summary
Ccivil penalty of $100 Judgment due.
SebARHMUTE 81766782 H1/98/81 GER 937/2478% Preys 43=B5~HVR-80-305 Gasa-alogede--E0C
Eidan Sapaurface-gevage aigna-Seiputated-Qrdes
edvil-penatey-of-$5368 03-33-81-nisigating
eivil-penatby-te~$189
R-D MAC, INC. g1/06/81 01/08/81 LMS Prtys 04-WQ=-ER=-80~24 Compliance effected;
Water Quality civil mitigation sought
penalty of $5,000
BROOKINGS EMERGY 12/18/80 01/14/81 CLR Prtys 05-8W316=-SWR-80 Settlement zction
FACILITY, INC. S0lid waste facility
permit denial
JAL CONgTRUCTION, 02/06/81 02/09/81 LMS 05/07/81 Brtys 06-AQ0BR-NWR=-81-02 Hearing scheduled
INC. Open burning civil in Portland at 9 a.m.
penalty of $3000
CURL, James H., 02/09/81 02/12/81 Prtys 07-S8-CR-81 Attempting informal
et al Request for rasolution
Declaratory Ruling
OREGON SHORES 02/11/81 03/09/61 Resp 09-WQ-NWR—-BL amended Answer Due
ASSOCTATES ,LTD. 04-15-81
MAIN ROCK 03-11-81 03-16-81 CIR Brtys 10-WO-SWR-81-16 Preliminary Issues
PRODUCTS , INC Water Quality givil
enalty of $6,000
MID-OREGON 03-18-81  31-23-81 HEngs 11-20-CR-81-19 To be scheduled
CRUSHING Air Contaminant
COMPANY , INC. Discharge Permit
application denial
MONTGOMERY , 04-08-81 lZ-AQ-WR—HO-lGE Answer filed
Ciyde Field burning civil 04-08-81
enalty of $500
MEAD, Mel 04-04-81 04-08-81 13-35~3WR-B81-25 Answar filed

ol

Subsurface sewage
permit denial

04-08-8)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ,WQ,SW Divisions

(Reporting Unit)

Air

Non-~-Permitted

VOC Sources

Direct Sources

Total

Water
Municipal
Industrial
Total

Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse
Demolition
Industrial
Sludge
Total

Hazardous
Wastes

GRAND TOTAL

MAR.2 (4/79)

April 1981

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans
Received

Month FY

0 0
5 73
5 73
62 454
13 70
75 534
1 i2
0 0
0 6
0 3
1 21
81 628

WL788.B (1)

Plans
Approved
Month Fy
0 614
3 88
3 702
40 458
13 64
53 522
0 16
2 3
1 10
0 3
3 32
59 1256

Plans
Disapproved
Month FY

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
8 0

0 1

0 0
0 1
0 1

(Month and Year)

Plans
Pending

103
41
144

41
15

WO Wwo o

209




DEPARTMENT U ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIYY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED
DIRECT SOURCES

o . Dayc of A
County Number Souxce : . FProcess Description ction Status
e e e e et e e e T e A AT TS T A MR T ) S ST e
MARIOHN 591 MOBIL GIL CORP. ) BULK PLANT VOC CONTROL 10,146,880 EGC ACTTION
JACKSON 728 - BOLSE CASCADE CORP SEAL EXISTING VENEER DRYER
KLAMATH 742 -WEYERHAEUSER

02-18781 EQC ACTION

CYC. & HI-PRESS XFER-SYS 04/14/81 EQC: ACTION-

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

{Reporting Unit)

*  County
L]

*

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 53

April, 1981

(Month and Year)}

Name of Source/Proiject
/Site and Type of Same

* Date of

* Action

*

* Action

*

Municipal Waste Sources =~ 40

Lincoln

Benton

Clackamas

Jackson

Jackson

Deschutes

Malheur

Deschutes

Washington

Mar.3  5/79

Quiet Water Subdivision
Sanitary Sewer
Yachats

Garfield Trunk
Sanitary Sewer
Project No. 80-215
Corvallis

Crites Addition
Sanitary Sewer
Canby

Plant Expansion
Contract C-5
Medford

David Greene
Trunk Sewer
Ashland

North Unit Canal Crossing

Nasu Park Subdivision
Bend

E-W-M Development Corp.
Sanitary Sewer
Ontario

Fy Creek Lodge
Mt. Bachelor Ski Resort

Gentle Woods Subdivision

Sanitary Sewers
U.S5.A., Durham Plant

WL786 (1)

3/26/81

4/1/81

4/1/81

4/1/81

4/1/81

4/2/81

4/2/81

4/3/81

4/2/81

P.A.

P.A.

Sent to C.R.C.
for approval




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED ~ 53

*  County * MName of Bource/Project * Date of ¥ Action *
* * /Bite and Type of Same * Action ¥ ®
& * * * *

Municipal Waste Sources Continued

Umatilla 8.E.Sixth Street Sewer
Umatilla 4/7/81 P.A.

Umatilla Riverhall Phase II
Umatilla 4/7/81 P.A.

Marion Sunnyview Development
Sanitary Sewers
Salem 4/7/81 P.A.

Clackamas Sher Brook Subdivision
Sanitary Sewer
Lake Oswego 4/7/81 P.A.

Deschutes MNasu Park Phase No. 1
Sanitary Sewers 4/15/81 P.A.
Bend

Deschutes Rock Villa Mobile Home Park
Sanitary Sewers 4/16/81 P.A.
Bend

Jackson Cedar Way Subdivision
Sanitary Sewers 4/17/81 P.A.
Ashland

Lincoln Little Whale Cove
Sanitary Sewer 4/17/81 P.A.
Depoe Bay

Multnomah Sewer From S.W. 48th pl.

to shattuck R4. 4/19/81 P.A.
Multnomah County

Mar .3 5/79 WL786 (1)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division ) April, 1981 |
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year}

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED — 53

1
* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action ;
® * /Site and Type of Same % Action *
* % * & &

Municipal Waste Sources Continued

Washington Winston Park
Sewer System 4720/81 P.A.
Hillsbhoro

Lane Wellette Subdivision
Sanitary Sewer 4/20/81 P.A.
Veneta

Lane Allen Kraal Sewer
Sanitary Sewer 4/20/81 P.A.
Springfield

Jackson Laurel Street Alley Sewer
Sanitary Sewer 4/20/81 P.A,
Ashland

Clackamas 236 Unit Apt. Development
Banltary Sewer
West Linn 4/20/81 P.A,

Clackamas Courtside Condominiums
Sanitary Sewer
Wilsonville 4/20/81 P.A.

Umatilla Seaquist-Long Subdivision
Std. Details
Banitary Sewer
Milton-Freewater 4/21/81 P.A.

Multnomah 5.W. Cascade Terrace
South of Cascade Drive
Sanitary Pressure Sewer
Portland 4/21/81 P.A.

Mar.3 5/79 WL786 (1)

GO



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY

Water Quality Division

{(Reporting Unit)

¥ County
*

*

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED -

REPORT

April, 1981

53

Name of Source/Project *

/8ite and Type of Same *
*

Date of
Action

{Month and Year)

* Action
*
*®

*

Municipal Waste Sources Continued

Lane

Lane

Lane

Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Marion

Washington

Mar.3 5/79

Adams Street
Sanitary Sewer
Eugene

Thorne Brook Subdivision
Sanitary Sewer
Eugene

McKinley Street
Sanitary Sewer
Bugene

Actress Acres
Sanitary Sewers
Oak Lodge S.D.

Milwaukie Hillcrest
Sanitary Sewers
Clackamas County Service
District No. 1

Arrowhead Subdivision
Phase II

Sanitary Sewers
McMinnville

Replacement of Trunk System
on Edgewater St. N.W.

Pump Station

Salem

Kneeland Estates II

Sanitary Sewers
Tigard

WL786 (1)

4/21/81

4/21/81

4/21/81

4/21/81

4/21/81

4/22/81

4/23/81

4/24/81

P.A.

P.A.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981
{(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 53

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of *#* Action * ;
*  /Site and Type of Same * Action * !
* * ' w ®

Municipal Waste Sources Continued

Washington 5.W. McDonald St.
Sanitary Sewer L.I.D.
Tigard 4/24/81 P.A.

Washington Fanno Industrial Park
Sanitary Sewers
Beaverton 4/24/81 P.A,

Jackson Wilson Way Sewer Extension
B.C.V.S5.A.
White City 4/27/81 P.A.

Lane Contract C-16 Sec. Control

Sanitary Sewer
M.W.M.C. 4/28/81 P.A.

Lane Contract C-7 Oper. Bldg.
Sanhitary Sewer
M.W.M.C. 4/28/81 P.A.

Lane Park West Project
Sanitary Sewer
Corvallis 4/29/81 P.A ,

P.A. = Provisional Approval

Mar.3 5/79 WL786 (1)

Rt Y4




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April 1981
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED -~ :53

*  County * MName of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
* * ® *

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SQURCES - 13

Washington Tektronix, Beaverton 4/1/81 Approved
Chemical Waste Treatment
System

Douglas International Paper Co. 4/6/81 Approved

Gardiner Sawmill 0il
Water Separator

Marion Stayton Canning Co. Coop. 4/9/8L Approved
Replacing Vibrating 20 Mesh
Screen with Two 30 Mesh
Sidehill Screens

Linn Willamette Industries 3/24/81 Approved
Filling Log Pond

Marion Mill Creek Trout Farm 3/26/81 Approved
Settling and Reration
Ponds

Polk Lee Gilling & Sons 3/30/81 Approved

Animal Waste Holding
Tank, Separator, and Pond

Marion Pall E. Caroll bairy 3/31/81 Approved
Turner, Animal Waste
Storage Pond

Marion National Preserve Co. 4/21/81 Approved
Salem, Screen and
pH Probe for Sump

Mul tnonah Owens Corning 4/20/81 Approved

Portland
Oil/Water Separator

MAR.3 (5/79) wL788 (1)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality Division

April 1981

{(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
® * /Bite and Type of Same * Action * *
* * * * *
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES Continued
¥amhill Calvin Haight 4/16/81 Approved

Pump & Honeywagon

Amity
Union American Capitol 4/15/81 Approved

Ethanol Plant Recycle

Elgin
Tillamook Tim Christensen Dairy 4/20/81 Approved

Animal Waste Tank

Tillamook
Clackamas American-Strevell, Inc. 5/6/81 Approved

0il/Water Separator

%)

MAR.3 (5/79) WL788

(1)

|
|




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division April, 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

Direct Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Indirect Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

18
18
10

1
16

MAR.5 (8/79)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Rear'yg

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

¢ 3 2 ié 15

0 10 1 8 12

20 76 9 119 90

0 1 3 21 5

20 90 15 164 122 1984 2037
2 13 0 20 7

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 5 2 6 0

2 18 2 26 7 186 (0]
22 108 17 190 129 21740 2037

Comments

To be drafted by Northwest Region

To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region

To be drafted by Southwest Region

To be drafted by Central Regicn !
To be drafted by Eastern Region

Tc be drafted by Program Planning Division
To be drafted by Program Operations

Awaiting Public Notice

Awaiting the end of the 30-day pericd

TOTAL

22 Technical Assistants 7 A-95's




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality bivision April, 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *

* * /Site and Type of Same * Action
* * * ® ®

*

Multnomah ORBANCO 4/20/81 Final Permit Issued
Operations Center
190 spaces
File No. 26=-5052

Multnomah Good Samaritan 4/22/81 Final Permit Issued
Hospital Parking
Structure
704 Spaces
File No. 26-8022

MAR.6 (5/79)




ray

Direct Sources

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

GASOLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS

PRESSURE-VACUUM TESTED; NON-PERMITTED VOC SOURCES

Tank No. Expiration
County Number Source ' Last anee Dlglts'/TE Date

T T T TR TR TR AT R A 8 R 8 e b e e e e e AR AT e R TR R T il h G i T e T T e T a AT AT TR T e e R e ey e S e e g
" TCLATSOP 0% V002 JOHHSCON OIL ¢D. “LHERS ORIT hD 13 03725782
12 03725782
DESCHUTES 0% ¥0g1 JUNIPER FUEL OWHER®S UNIT RG. 67 1A 64709782
L _ o 1A 06709732
i MARIOH 2% Yl MERRITT TRUAX INC. OWNERS UNIT KO. 2 03,267,382
| MULTHOMAH 28 Y333 MCBIL QIL CORP. OWMNERS UNIT NOD. 316 04703782
{ 322 03730482
i 161 Q3731732
i . : 166 03719782
I MARIOH 24 ¥036 OIL PRODUCTS IHC. OMHMERS UNIT NO. & 03715782
1 _ &  03/19/382
| MULTNOMAH 26 ¥5ls PIE CMERS URIT NO. 232 03/26/32
‘ 3466 03726782
257 03720782
- 355 (3r20782
MULTNOMAH 26 Y417 POWELL DISTRIBUTING CG. OWMERS UNIT KO. 7A $3/27/782
; ' 7 03727782
' 5B 034267582
) 5 03724782
MULTHOMAH 28 ¥&15 PREMIUNM OIL CC. OLINERS BRIT NO. 14 G3s2082
184 (03/20r7E82
YAMHILL 36 V003 R. D. BARKER PETROLEUM JUNERS UNIT NG 15% (03-/31r32
JACKSOH 15 v025 ROGUE VALLEY CIL CD. OWNERS UNEIT NO. 7 03/26,82
7A 0Is/26-82
PORT.S0URCE 37 ¥00% SHIPPERS COCP ASSOCIATION GWHERS UNIT KNO. 1¢A Q3725782
119 Q3/25-82
FULTHOMAH 24 Y338 SUN TRANSPORTATION OWNERS UNIT HO. 15 03/17/82
. 154 g3r517782
MULTHOMAH 26 V3IzZ8& TEXACOD INC. OWMERS UNIT NO. 17 D&s92/82
292 83r27s32
317 G3/257/82
TILLAMOGK 29 ¥061 TILL-D-MAC OIL QUNERS UNIT NO. 13 237208782
' ig 03720782
MULTHOMAH 26 V416 TOWER QIL CC. OHMNERS UNIT HO. 20 03719732
- 208 G3/19/82
HASHINSGTOH I% Y071 TRI~-CITY FUEL OWHERS UNIT HO. T2 0¢/07782
‘ 502 6gs87782
" RENTON g2 Yool TRUAX 0IL, INZ. OUHERS UMIT HO. G4 0402782
LINH 2z Y001 TRUAX OIL, INC. QUHERS UNIT HO. 5 0489782
BENTOH 92 V001 TRUAX CIt, IKNC. OWHERS UHIT NO. 9 Gar02/82
LINH 22 Y001 TRUAX CIL, IRC. uahLRc UNIT KO. 54 B4/15782
BRENTON az Y001 TRUAX O0IL. INC. CWHERS UNIT HO.. 34 63731782
LINN 22 Y001 TRUAX OIL. IHEC. GHEERQ UNIT HNG. Y- 0%/13782
BENTON g2 YGO01 TRUAX GIL, IHC. OUNERS UNHIT HG. 8 G3731/82
LIHN 22 V401 TRUAX DIL, IRNC. OMHERS UHIT HO. 5 QGries82
- 14 05709782
) B&713/82




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCORT

GASOLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS

PRESSURE-VACUUM TESTED; NON-PERMITTED VOC SOURCES

Direct Sources

Tank No.

Expiration
Counuy Number Source ’ Last Three Dlglts Date
ﬁdLT?EﬁAH 26 V419 ﬁRuGUR OIL CU GUNERS U%TT EG 674 U4/02f82
167 Q&rs02/82
les  0&/01/32
: 664 D04r/01/82
I PORT.SOQOURCE 37 V368 ARNGLD 2IL CO. CWNERS UNIT RO. 1B 03719782
| ' 1A 03/19,82
i MULTNCMAH 26 Y057 ARROM TRANSPORTATION CO. CHHERS URIT WO 762 GrQzsa2
t 764 D4/13/82
' 701 D3r18/82
i MULTHONMAH 26 VO5& ASEURY TRANSPORTATION CO. OWNERS UNIT (3. 972 Q04/G7/82
: : . $75 04/06/82
; $76 04/06/82
| 782 03s20-82
i 706 G(6r/061/732
7 - 9993 gerspisaz
5 $85 03/31/82
| 979 03s1%/82
i 989 93/19-/82
i 137 G63/20/82
; 960 83/24/82
! 81 §3/26/82
B [ 954 D3Is23/82
; ; 95 B3r26732
G | 956 03,2782
. TMULTHOMAYH 26 V413 BURHS BROS, HUSKY OHNERS UNIT HO. 654 Q3r/31/82
© PIULTHOMAH 26 ¥413 CARSGN 0OIL CO. OWNRERS UHIT RG. 104 03-18782
{ : 84 63/18782
| huL T%GWAH 26 ¥332 CHEVRGH U. S. 4., INC. BLNERS UMIT HO. 543 (4701732
$43 (%s01ir82
5% 03/30/32
' 5% 03r30/82
KASCO 33 ¥801 CORY LOGGINMG CO. GWHRERS UHIT HO. $97 03s,23752
| ‘ 805 03/23732
b MULTHOMAH 26 ya5e I & H OIL CO., IHC. OWNERS UNIT HNO. i 03,287,382
T MULTHOMAH - 26 ¥33¢ DOMN THOMAS PETROLEUN CHHERS UNIT NO. 780 0%4/01/82
* ‘ 8 03/17/82
MULTNOMAH 26 V&64¢ ELFVYING AND SON CHNERS UWIT HO. 14 Ues05s82
i B&/08/82
JACKSGH 15 V026 ERICKSON AIR CRANE CWKERS UNIT HG. 64 63/18782
L 03/17732
PRRT.SQURCE 37 VO11 EXXOWH 4. S. A. CWHERS UNIT NO. 085 064/52/82
- 053 0&/02/82
PORT.SOURCE 37 ¥0o04 Hatb OIL CO. BNERS UNIT HNO. 11 Gérg2s82
HOOD RIVER 14 VOCL I. D. JOHNSOH & CO. DUNERS UMIT NO. T tar96/,82
| ) 1 03s24-82
t CLAYSOP 11 ¥302 JORNSOHN 0IL CO. OLNERS UHIT MNO. 11 04/81782
‘ 114 Q4ars01r82
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GASOLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS

PRESSURE-VACUUM TESTED; NON-PERMITTED VOC SOURCES

Direct Sources

Tank No. - - .- Fxpiration

County Number Sgurce ’ Last Three Dlgj_ts/‘% Date
|75 s e v e ek ; '.,............:.‘-.i.-.,,....,...,,.ia.,...-....‘I...................-...-..-‘.....“I"Z":-.I
LINN 22 V001 TRUAX OIL, INC. OWNERS UKRIT NO. 34 04/08/82
3 04/08/82

ZA 04786782
. 2 G4706782
LARE 20 Y002 WEST COAST TRUCK LINES CWNERS UMIT HO. 186 06s07782

567 04/07/82
_ | 185 03/25/82

_ | 587 03/25/32
MULTNOMAM - 26 V331 WESTERN HIGHWAY OIL CC.  GWHERS UNIT NO. 3 §3/26/82
: 4 03/18/82

TOTAL WUMBER QUICK LOQK REPCORT LINES 104
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SMALL GASOLINE STORAGE TANWKS

] VAPOR RECOVERY SYSTEM REPORTED INSTALLED
Direct Sources -

Date of

County _Numbexr Source Process Descrprlon Action Status
L CLACKAMAS a3 260 VPUCR R'S CHEWROH ENTIRE SOURCE ¢2/30/00 CDh FTE uUhS R
iC‘ACkAHAS 83 AG78 WILSOHVILLE CHEVRON ENTIRE “”JRbL 12730780 PDHPL“IE GHSTR
| CLACKAFAS 83 A481 MARLYNTS HILLTOP CHEVRON ENTIRE S0URCE 31/02/,83% COMPLETE CUHSTR
ECLL KAMAS g0z AG8G WILLSY MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 03713781 uGﬂDLETt CONSTR
iCLACKLWQS 03 4674 A & B AUTOMOTIVE & TOWIHG ENTIRE SOURCE i2s16-80 COMPLETE CONSTR
i CLACKAMA 83 £8832 LAUNDER®S CHEVROHN ENTIRE SOURCE 12733780 COMPLETE COHSTR
‘CLACK“MAS t3 A6%5 LAKE GROVE TEXACO EMTIRE SOURCE 31715781 COMPLETE CUOHSTR
| CLACKAHMAS g3 A637 LAKE OSWEGD ROCKET EHTIRE SOURCE 82702781 COMPLETE COHNSTR
I CLACKAMAS 63 A688 WOODARD'S STANDARD SERV ENTIRE SQURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CUOHSTR
. CLACKAMAS a3 B132 HOODARD CHEVERON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONHSTR
i CLACKAMAS 3 BI&3 WEST LIMN MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 631981 COMPLETE COHSTR
, CLACKAMAS 03 BZ20 NICHOLS UNION SERVICE ENTIRE SCURCE 12729788 COMPLETE COHNSTR
- CLACKAMAS 03 B&23 ASHULAMND BROGS ‘ ENTIRE SOURCE i2739-80 COWMPLETE CONSYR
" CLACKAMAS g3 C480 HARDLD'S TEXACO ENTIRE SOURCE 01/720/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
- | CLACKAMAS 03 D&ES QREGOWH CITY MOBIL ERTIRE SOURCE 33715-,81 COMPLETE {OHSTR
1 i CLACKANMAS 03 E174 HARMON'S EXXORN ENTIRE SCURCE 12726780 COMPLETE COKNSTR
T }CLﬂCKAHAS a3 E501 R J'S MOBIL SERYICE ENTIRE SCGURCE 03,2381 COMPLETE COHSTR
3 | CLACKAMAS 83 V053 DREGON DEPT. FISH & WILDL ENTIRE SOURCE 11/712-80 COMPLETE COHSTIR
. | CLACKAMAS a3 Y057 F & W FABRICATIHG INC ENTIRE. SOURCE 03/701/781 COMPLETE COHSTR
: ﬁ% ECLéCKAMAS a3 Y058 MILWAUKIE PLUMBING o ENTIRE S0OURCE 03-/04781 COMPLETE COKSTR
: cﬂ P CLACKAMAS 03 Y060 MILWAUKIE TRAWSFER ENTIRE SOURCE 03711781 COMPLETE COHSTR
: * éCLAuuthS 03 Y063 DON GLAUBITZ ENTIRE S0OURCE 03/20-81 COMPLETE COMSTR
: : ACKAMAS 93 Vi&ea MCFARLANE BARK IRC ENTIRE SQURCE 63717781 COMPLETE CONSTR
ECLHCKﬁMAS 83 Vev7e J M ENTIRE SOURCE 03/25/,81 COMFLETE CONSTR
i CLACKAMAS 3 V876 PORTLAND GENERAL ELEC ENTIRE SOURCE 031081 COMPLETE COHNSTR
P CLACKAMAS 03 Z008 JOHH DALE MODBIL SERY ENTIRE SQURCE 33727781 CUMPLETE CCHSTR
;CEACKAﬁAS a3 Z392 RBABBITT CHEVRON SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 12/30-80 COMPLETE CONSTR
| CLACKAMAS 23 Z6%4 MCL'S MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SCURCE 63724731 COMPLETE CONSTR
i CLACKAMAS 3 20%s HICKMANTS UNION SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 01727781 COMPLETE CONSTR
CLACKANMAS 03 2103 STEWARTYS TEXACC ENTIRE SOQURCE 127197280 COMPLETE CONSTR
CLACKAMAS 03  Z352 GAK GRGQVE CHEVROH ENTIRE SOURCE 127309780 COMPLETE COWSTR
JACKSON 15 - AZ21¢6 EASTSIDE UNHION SERVICE ENTIRE SQURCE 12/2%/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
JACKSOHN 15 £303 WCLFF'S N MAIN CHEYROH ENTIRE SQURCE 12/33/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
JACKSOHN 15 A717 MESSALYS AUTO SERVICE ENTIRE SQURCE 0383781 COMPLETE COHNSTR
JACKSOH is A723 JACK'™S MOBIL SERVICE 501 ENTIRE S0URCE 03/03/781 COMPLETE COHSTR
{ JACKSON 15 £844 CHEVRON H.S.A. INC 26 ENTIRE SQURCE 12/30/80 COMPLETE COKSTR
JAECKSON 15 €817 CRATER LAKE MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 93703781 COMPLETE CONSTR
u—LySOH 15 D322 BOB'S MOBIL EHTIRE SQURCE 83/03/81 COMPLETE COMSTR
15 2313 MARK®™S TEXACD SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 0372081 COMPLETE CONSTR
2% A123 REDING'S CHEVYRON 2% ENTIRE SOURCE 1273080 COMPLETE COHSTER
26 AlZ26 PORTLAND RODAD CHEVRON ENTIRE SQOURCE 12/38-80 COMPLETE COHSTR
2% A340 BOWDEN'S TEXACO SERVICE ENTIRE SQURCE 12724780 COMPLETE COHSTR
24 ADS1 JAECGER'™S SERVICE ENTIRE SQURCE 03s22,81 COMPLETE COHSTR
2é B051 ERICKSOM'S CHEVYROHM ENTIRE SCURCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
2% BO64 KEIZER CHEVRON ERTIRE S0URCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
26 B321 PETERSON'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
24 5471 BATDORF'™S HOME & AUTO SUP ENTIRE SQURCE 01723781 COMPLETE COHMSTR




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

SMALL GASOLINE STORAGE TANKS

VAPOR RECOVERY SYSTEM REPCORTED INSTALILED
Direct Sources -

e

Date of
County Number Scurce Process DESCTlDt101 Action Status

tnRInN 2% B582 FERRY'S MORBIL SERVIC ENTT SQURCE 03722781 COMPLETE COKNSTR
FARIOHN 24 B583 BA\LOQ 5 MOBIL SERb!CE ENT_Zt SOQURCE 03-,23/781 COMPLETE CONSTR

j \ﬂr'UN 24 B730 MARKET STREET UHION EMTIRE 3QURCE 12,2980 CUOMPLETE COMSTR
PTARION 26 D27 LAHCASTER TEXACO ENTIRE SOURCE 027117831 COMPLETE COHSTR

; 1QRIOH 24 D766 JERRY'™S URIOH SERVICE ERTIRE SOURCE 01,057,381 COMPLETE COHNSTR
| MARIAOR 24 E429 BAYLOR'S MDBIL SERVICE W ENTIRE SQURCE 03721781 COMPLETE COGRSTR
I MARIGHN 2% Z863 BELLIKGER BROS ENTIRE SOURCE 0lrs22781 COMPLETE COHSTR
| MULTHNOMAH 26 £1372 BURMS BROS IHC ENTIRE SCQURCE 1116730 COMPLETE CONSTR
(UL THOMAH 26 AGQ06 DON'S CHEVROH ENTIRE. SOURCE 1273930 COMFLETE CONSTR

| MULTHNOMAH 2% A%21 BURLIRNGAME CHEVYROH ENTIRE SOURCE 12/30/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
P UL THOMAR 26 k426 SYLVAN CHEVROM ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHNSTR
P MULTHOMAH 26 4434 WOOD VYILLAGE ROCKET SERY ENTIRE SOQURCE Blrs02-81 COMPLETE COMSTR
| MULTHNOMAH 26 A45Z2 ROCKET RANCH ENTIRE SGURCE 0i702/31 COMPLETE COHNSTR
. MULTHNOMAH ‘26 A782 WARD®S CHEVRON SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 1273080 COMPLETE CONSTR
i MULTHOMAH 26 A7%2 CAPITOL CHEVROH ENTIRE SQURCE 12,30/785% COMPLETE COHMSTR
| MUL THOMAH 26 A800 PLISKA'™S SERVICE ENTIRE SO0URCE 03,1381 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTNOMA 25 4802 ROBISON'S MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SO0URCE G3si2781 COMPLETE COMSTR
MULTNOMAH 26 ABD3 GATEWAY ROCKET SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE G1/02,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 AR07 LUCAS DIVISIOHN ST UNION ENTIRE SOURCE 8ils16/81 COMPLETEZ CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 A847 CHEYROM U.S_A. INC 26 eRTIRE SOURCE 12,3080 COMPLETE COHNSTR
FMULTNGMAH 26 B159 BOWDISH CHEYRQONM ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONSTR
MUL TROMA®T 26 B169 PHELPS CHEVRON SERVICE EMTIRE SOURCE 12-30-/80 COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHOMAR 26 BIZ3s BETTS CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12,730,800 COMPLETE CONSTR

i MULTNOMAH z26 B217 HWOCD VILLAGE FREEWAY SERYV ENTIRE SQURCE 03,17-81 COMPLETE COHNSTR
MULTNCMAH 26 E361 STINE'™S CHEVROH SERVICE ENTIRE S0URCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHOMAH 2% B426 CARTER'S GATEWMAY CHEVR EHTIRE SOURCE 1273080 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHGMAH d) 428 LAWHEAD'S HMOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 03-,17/31 COMPLETE CGHSTR
MULTROMAHR pig B4Z9 ROCKET HAYS ENTIRE SOURCE ¢1/02-81 COMPLETE CONSTR
HULTHOMAH 26 B$&6 LAEL'S BURNSIDE UNION ENTIRE SOURCE 31/16781 COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHOMAR 26 B4S2 KREBS MOBIL SERVICE STA ENTIRE SOURCE 03/13/8% COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHNCIMAH 26 . B4G4 PAGE'S CHEVRON SERVICE EHTIRE SCURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHNOMAH 26 B456 JEFF'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 1273080 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 B497 TRENTHAM'™S UNIOW SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 1272980 COMPLETE COHNSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 B521 DESBIENS ERTERPRISES INC ENTIRE SCQURCE 0370681 COMPLETE CONSTR
MUL THOMAH 26 8533 ROCKET EMPIRE ENTIRE SOURCE 01702781 COMPLETE COHSTR
MUOLTHOMAH 26 B&G2Z MURRAY'®S TMGEIL ENTIRE SOURCE 03705781 COMPLETE CONSTR
FIULTHOMAH 26 B803 b & L MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SQURCE 12/,29/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 B80S ROCKET CITY IKC ENTIRE SOURCE 01-02-,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
FULTHOMAH 6 B&08& TAKEUCHI'S GATEHAY SERY ENTIRE SCQURCE 03706781 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 C071 MULTHOMAH ROCKET ENTIRE SOURCE 01/02/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
FMULTHOMAH 25 C098 BRANNON'S MOBIL ENTIRE SCURCE 03710781 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 C403 POE'™S 3ERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 03710781 COMPLETE CAONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 c407 VILLAGE SQUARE MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 03/13781 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 €751 BERTSCH MOBIL SERV INC ENTIRE SOURCE 03708781 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTHOMAR 26 C767 SHO'S AUTO REPATIR & SERV ENTIRE SOURCE 63,2781 COMPLETE COWNSTR
MULTHOMAR 26 CB873 ROCKET CAPITGL ENTIRE SOURCE 01-s02/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
FULTHOMA 26 C%49 JIM™S GRESHAM UNICH INC ENTIRE SQURCE 12717780 COMPLETE COHSTR
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rthThGHAH 26 Dogs FGLLYHGOD ROCKET ENTIRE SOURCE plrso2s&i cow;' ETE CUNSTR
P MULTHOMAH 29 D164 ROCKET. GLISAN ENTIRE S0URCE DlsG2/81 MPLETE COHSTR
| MULTHOMAH 26 D187 TROUTDALE CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12,30/860 CUnP ETE COHSTR
I MULTHOMAH 26 D264 ROCKWOOD RECKET ENTIRE SOURCE §1/02/3% COMPLETE CONSTR
‘VLLThONAH 26 D304 GRIFFITH-MURRELL PETROL ENTIRE SOURCE 83,19/81 COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHOMA 26 D332 BURNHS BRO3 INC ENTIRE SOURCE 12731780 COMPLETE COHSTR
hu ;hDM*H 26 D620 WARREN'S UNTON 76 SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 0lrs16,81 COMPLETE CCNSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 D46 $2 GRAHAM'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SCURCE 12,3080 COMPLETE COMSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 D696 BOB'S UMION SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 0Ls05-,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
FIULTHOMAH 26 D730 JUNG'S CHEVROH ENTIRE SOYRCE 12,3083 COMFLETE CONSTR
| MULTHOMAH 26 B737 KEIL'S AUTO REFAIR ENTIRE SOURCE 0305781 COMPLETE CONSTR
; MULTHNOMAH 26 D739 HAAK®S CHEYROMN SERYICE ENTIRE SQURCE 62/,0%9,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
. MULTHOMAH 26 D754 JONES® GRESHAM CHEVRON EHTIRE SOURCE 12,380,380 COMPFLETE CONSTR
MULTNOMAH 26 D775 VERMONT STREET MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 8371131 COMPILETE COHSTR
UL THOMARH 26 D801 CASTEEL'S UNION 76 ENTIRE SOURCE 0170781 COMPLEYE CONSTR
; MULTNOMAH 26 D27 JUDY'S ROCKET SERVICE INC ENTIRE SOURCE 01/62,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
| MULTHNOMAH 26 B838 RON'S TI-285 TEXAGO ENTIRE SOURCE 01/23781 COMPLETE CONSTR
P MULTHOMAH 25 D944 LACKMANT'S TOWING & REPAIR EKTIRE SQURCE G3,31/81 CCMPLETE CONSTR
FULTHOMAH 26 EQ43 GATEWAY UNIOK 76 SERVICGE EHTIRE SOURCE 01s/05/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
UL TNGMAH 26 ELLI5S GRAHAMT™S CHEVRON 202 "ENTIRE 30URCE 12730-80 COMPLETE CONSTR
;’LLTNDM“h 26 EIZ] 162WD & GLISAN ST MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE (3/13,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
i PTUL THOH 26 El66 D J'S UHICON ENTIRE SOURCE 12/19,86 COMPLETE CONSTR
§NUL|h01ﬁH 26 E278 JOLLEY'™S UNION 76 ENTIRE SOURCE 12,267,830 CONMPLETE CONSTR
}“ULINCHAH 25 Ez28 DAN'S SHELL #£2 ENTIRE SOURCE 12/26,80 COMPLETE COHSTR
CPULTHOMAH 26 E297 ALI'S UNION EHTIRE SOURCE 12,2%-806 COMPLETE COHSTR
¢ MULTHOMAH 25 Ec43, GILBERT'S EXXON BERVICE EHTIRE SGURCE 12726780 CONMPLETE CONSTR
{ MULTHOMAH 248 E&52 BOB LAURENCE CHEWVRON EHTIRE SOURCE ¢3-06,81 COMPLETE COHSTR
'¢UthOMAﬁ 25 E510 HILLSDALE MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE S0URCE G3726,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
ULTHOMAH 26 E38&-C & N AUTOMOTIVE ENTIRE SOURCE 03-09781 COMPLETE COHNSTR
WJLTHOFR“ 26 V048 PORTLARD GEN. ELECTRIC ENTIRE SOURCE 12730,80 COMPLETE CONSTR
| MULTHOMAH 26 vi6l RIVERSIDE GOLF & CCUNTRY ENTIRE SOURCE 03-11781 COTPLETE COWSTR
i“”fsNOHHH 26 v3is¢l PACIFIC COWSOLIDATED INC ENTIRE SOURCE 03,3081 COMPLETE COHSTR
P MULTNOMAH 26 Y363 DONALDSON'S MARINA ENTIRE SQURCE 03711rs281 COMPLETE CONSTR
HULTNOHAH 24 Y343 STEWNNO CARBOH CQ ENTIRE SOURCE 63/11/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
MULTROMAH 26 ¥346 HERTZ EQUIFMENT RENTAL ERTIRE SOURCE G3-11rs81 COMPLETE CONSTR
JULTNO!“H 26 ¥347 RUSE AUTO WRECKIKG ENTIRE SOURC Gars0Llrs81 COMPLETE COHSTR
MULTHNOMAH 26 V343 PACIFIC INSULATICN ENTIRE SOURCE 03-15/81 COMPLETE CCHSTR
i MULTHOMAH 26 ¥34% MYLESS OYDOWWELL & CO ENTIRE SOURCE 03-19781 COMPLETE COHSTR
| MULTHOMAR 26 ¥351 SIRTAKRHI ELECIRIC ENTIRE S0QURCE 03/12,81 COMFLETE CONSTR
[ UL THOMAH 26 Y353 OREGOH ASPHALTIC PAVING ENTIRE SCQURCE 02,11/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
| UL THOMAH 26 Y355 WALT JOHHNSON LINCGLN-MERC ENRTIRE SOURCE 04/09s81 COMPLETE CONSTR
QMU THOMAH 26 V356 GREEN TRANSFER & STORAGE ENTIRE SOURCE t2s,26/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
¢ MULTNOMAH 26 Y359 ROTH VOLKSHAGEN INC ERTIRE SOURCE 63702,81 COMPLETE CONHSTR
MULTHOMAH 26 Y360 FOUR SEASONS DODGE ENTIRE SOURCE 63711781 COMPLETE CCHSTR
TTULTROMAH 26 V364 DATA DISTRIBUTORS INC EMTIRE SUURCE 03,25781 COMPLETE CONSTR
THOMAH 26 V366 ACME GLASS CU EMTIRE SOURCE 04,681,811 COMPLETE CONSTR
26 ¥367 SEARS ROEBUCK & €0 ENTIRE SOURCE COMPLETE CONSTR

t

|
}:ULTNOMAH
| ‘

|

|

6370281
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Date of

Cocunty Number Source Process Descrlptlon Acticn Status
e T e T e Y T e e s e e e i e e s e e ST EP A T e B SR S R T I
EHU THNGMAH 26 V368 AMERICAN TRUCK & AUTO LSE ENTIRE SOURCE 53705731 COMPLETE CONSTR
| MUETHOMAH 26 Y369 WALLACE BUICK~AMC CO EHTIRE SOURT 03702731 CGHPLaTE CONSTR
P FULTHNOMAR 26 Y370 PETTLJOHN ENGR €0 ENTIRE SQOURCE 03702781 COMFLETE CONSTR
EﬁULTHOﬁAH 24 Y371 SPE-GE-WAY PRODUCTS ENTIRE SOURCE G3-0378L CLFP'ETE COGMSTR
P MULTROMAH 2% V373 A-1 SAHDBLASTING ENTIRE SQURCE 64-106/81 COMPLETE COHSTR
!HULT%GﬁAH 26 Y374 RAWCHGO FORD ENTIRE SQURCE 03/02/781 COMPLETE CONSTR
iNULThD. 26 Y375 COAST CRANE & EQUIP ENTIRE SOURCE 03702781 COMPLETE CONSTR
; MULTHOMAH 26 Y377 RON TOHKIN IRC ENTIRE SOURCE 83782781 COMPLETE (OHSTR
| MU TNOMAH 26 Y378 FABRI-VALVE DIVISIOHN ENTIRE SOURCE 03-02781 CONPLETE COHSTR
 MULTHOMAH 25 V379 SAVE U RENT & CAR ENTIRE SOURCE 83702781 COMPLETE COHST
P MULTHOMAH 26 ¥382 GILBERT®S TOWIHG % STORAG ENTIRE SOURCE 62-13781 COMPLETE COMSTR
{ﬁULTNOHﬁH 28 V3i&4 DIESEL SERVICE UNIT ENTIRE SOURCE 621131 COMPLETE COHSTR
CHMULTHOMAH Z6 V386 CALBAG METALS CO ENTIRE SOQURCE g2-0278% COMPLETE CONSTR
CMULTROMAH 26 Y393 A & W EQUIP CO ENTIRE SOURCE ’ §2s18781 COMPLETE CONSTR
CMULTHOMAH 2% V394 GRESHAM CGQOP ENTIRE SOURCE §4s02731 COMPLETE COHNSTR
;ﬁULTHDWAH - 26 ¥325 CITY OF GRESHAM ENTIRE SOURCE 0403781 COMPLETE CCOHSTIR
‘ﬂULTHGHAH 26 Y397 UHITED EQUIP CO ENTIRE SQURCE 83726781 COMPLETE CCOMSTR
P MULTHOMAR 2d Y407 RIVERVIEW CEMEHTARY ENTIRE SOURCE C3s/11/781 COMFLETE COHNSTR
EHULlNDN&H 26 V408 GREAT HORTHERHN PRODUCTS EMTIRE SOURCE 83711-31 COMPLETE COHSTR
i MULTHOMA 26 V609 FRIDAY GLDSMOBILE ENTIRE SOURCE 93-11/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
?ﬁULTHOHﬁH 26 Y410 COLUMBIA RIVER YACHT CLUR EHTIRE SUOURCE 03,11/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
PMULTHOMAH 26 2023 DISCOUKRT GAS & DIL Co ENTIRE SOURCE 02724781 COMPLETE COMSTR
UL THOMAH T 2% Z02¢6 GRIFFITH-MURRELL FETRGOL ENTIRE SOURCE o 03726781 COMPLETE CONSTR
;HULTHOMAH 26 Z027 GRIFFITHR-MURRELL PETROL ENTIRE SQURCE 03783781 COMPLETE CONSTR
CPMULTROMAK 26 Z028 GRIFFITH-MURRELL PETRGOL EMTIRE SOURCE G3ra3ra: COTPL:IE CONSTR
P MULTHNOHAH 26 Z063« WEST BURNSIDE STAWDARD ENTIRE SQURCE 12-38-80 HPLFTC CONSTR
P MULTHOMAH 26 ZG65 LLOYD CENTER POBIL EHTIRE S5CURCE Gisgz/81% COiPLE CONSTR
ERULTHOMAH 26 Z3IB3 HALTS MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SOQURCE 03-11rs31 COMPLETE CGHSTR
gNULTNGﬁ&H 26 Z3i38% POWHELL'S CHEVROH ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
P MULTNGMAH 26 2860 CAIN'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONSTR
;ﬂULTHDﬂAH 26 Z645 JACK'S MOBIL ENTIRE SCURCE ’ 83/02/781 COMPLETE COHSTR
i MULTHOMAH 26 Z956 KILLINGSUHORTH ROCKETY ENTIRE SOURCE §ls70278Y COMPLETE COHSTR
|thTNUFpH 26 Z%57 BOB'S DIVISTIOH ROCKET ENTIRE SOURCE 01702781 COMPLETE COHNSTR
MULTHOMAR 26 Z%76 GIL'S FREEWAY SERVICE . EHTIRE SOUERCE 7 03/312781 COMPLETE COHNSTR
'PDL” 27 Z2%6 NEUFELDT BRQOS TEXACT ENTIRE S5QURCE 01-15/,81 COMPLETE COHSTR
WASHINGTON % 4108 GREENBURG MOGBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 03,26/781 COMPLETE CONSTR
{HASHINGTOH 34 Al1b3 FOSTERTS UNION SERVICE EHNTIRE SQURCE 01716781 COMPLETE COMSTR
PHASHINGTON 3 4196 SYELAYS UNION ORE EHTIRE SOURCE 1272980 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 34 A202 RASMUSSEM'S CHEVROHN EHTIRE SOURCE 12/30/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
rUthIhG!UN % A203 HIGHLAND CHEWRON ENTIRE SGURCE i2/30/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 3% A767 HOLPAN'S -CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12/30780 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHINGTON 36 Bi56 HNINE-T~NIME 3SALES & SERV ENTIRE SQURCE 03730781 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHIHGTON 34 B157 SHRGPE'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 02709781 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 3¢ B23J2 BILL'S TEXACO ENTIRE SOURCE 02/064/-81 COMPLETE COMWSTR
WASHINGTON 34 B233 KEN'S UNION SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 1272%780 COMPLETE COHNSTR
NEEHTNGTOH 34 B506 WILLIAMS PROGRESS TEXACO ENTIRE SQURCE 02704781 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHIHGTON 35 B510 BASELIHE MOBIL ENTIRE SQOURCE 03725781 COMPLETE CONSTR




County Number Sgurce Process Desczlpt¢on Action Status
SHthTUN 3% Be52 FULLER'™S MUBIL ch&iPE Y 0*/29/81 MO”PLETE CﬂP TR
uéSHIHGTON 34 8355 TIGARD TEXACO ERTIRE ﬁdﬂ‘h_ 12/50/80 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHINGTON 24 Cl27 MIKES ROCKET JUNCTION ENTIRE SOQOURCE 0ir702-,81 COMPLETE CODHSTR
WASHTINGTON 3% C310 GASTCN ROCKET ENTIRE SOURCE 01-02/,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
VASHINGTON 34 C471 RALDUWIN'S UNIGN 7& SERV ENTIRE S3URCE 12/29/30 COMPLETE COHSTR
WASHINGTON 34 Cé6%4 PMAHNING'S UHION ERTIRE SOURCE 01/65731 COMPLETE COKNSTR
WASHINGTGH 3% €652 JOHW'S5 FREEWAY SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 01,137,381 COMPLEYTE COMSTR
HASHINGTOH 34 C835 COLONIAL TEXACO ENTIRE SOURCE 01706781 COMPLETE CONSTR
LHASHINGTON 3% C&852 SVELA'S ROCKEY ] ENTIRE SOURCE 01/02781 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHINGTON 34 G864 BILL'S UMICOHW 76 SERVICE EHTIRE SOURCE 12728780 COMPLETE CONSTR
HESHINGTON 3% UeG3 BOB'S UNION 76 SERVICE ENTIRE S0URCE 81/05,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
LASHINGTON 34 D773 7 & R TEXACO ENTIRE SOURCE 01s725/81 COMPLETE COHS3TR
HASHINGTON 3% D970 CHRICK'S ROCKET LANDIKG ENTIRE SOURCE 01-02,81 COMPLETE CORSTR
LIASHINGTON 34 EO0L11 FARMINGTON MALL TEXACT ENTIRE S0URCE 1273189 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHINGTOH 3% EI5Z CORNELL UHION 76 EKTIRE SCURCE 01-05,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
WASHIHGTON 3& EL163 WEST CANYON MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 03729/81 COMPLETE CONSTR
JASHINGTON 36 EZ15 FAIRBANKS UNIOH ENTIRE SOURCE 1272597380 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 3% E230 GARY & BOB'S UKTON ENTIRE SQURCE 12/25,80 LOMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 34 E447 MILLER®S MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 03,25-81 COMPLETE CONSTR
LNASHINGTON 3% E543 FREEMAN'S TEXACO ENTIRE SGQURCE 1272680 COMPLETE CONSTR
iuASHiHGTOH 34 E572 ALOHA CAR HWASH ERTIRE SOURCE §3/24,81 COMPLETE CONSTR
ASHINGTON 3% Ve85 DAY'S ENTIRE SOURCE 12726780 COMPLETE CONSTIR
:Aﬁ_HTHGncw 3G Y066 IMTEL CGRPCRATIOCN ENTIRE SOURCE 64-01,81 COMPLETE CUONSTR
HASHINGTON 36 V870 RYDER TRUCK RENTAL "ENTIRE SOURCE - 03709781 COMPLETE CONSIR
| HASHINGTON 3% 2076 SIX CORNERS CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE . 12730/80 COMPLETE COHSTR
IASHINGTOH 3% Z0B1* FIEDLERS MOBIL SERVICE ENTIRE SOURCE 65726731 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 3% 2083 WEST SLOPE MOBIL EMTIRE S0URCE 0316781 CUMPLETE CONSTR
WASHIHGTON 34 Z085 HENSON'S MOBIL ERTIRE SOURCE G3/18/81 COMPLETE COHSTR
WASHINGTON - 34 Z087 TEDD'S CHEVROH ENTIRE SOURCE 1273080 COMPLETE CORSTR
HASHINGTON 3% Z0%% SHELTQN'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE COHSTR
WMASHINGTON 3% £313 HAMMERLY'S MOBIL ENTIRE SOURCE 03/18-81 COMPLETE COHSTR
WASHIKRGTON 34 £332 DAILEY TEXACO & TIRE CTR ENTIRE SOURCE 01,287,831 COMPLETE CONSTR
HWASHINGTON 3% £335 FOREST GROVE CHEVROH ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONSTR
HASHINGTON 34 £&12 DRYSDALE'S CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CONSTR
HEASHINGTON 34 Z31%¢ BOB'S WEST SLOPE CHEVRON ENTIRE SOURCE 12730780 COMPLETE CORSTR
HASHINGTON 34 Z418 GREGTS LHEVROW ENTIRE SOURCE 1230789 COMPLEYE CONSTR
WASHINGTON 34 2520 WALLY'S CHEVRON ON CAKRYQN ENTIRE SOURCE 127307806 COMPLETE CONSTR
HEASHINGTOH 3% Z987 JESSE'S FREEHWAY SERVICE ERTIRE SUURCE 03728781 COMPLETE COHSTR
HASHINGTON 3% Z%&%9 FRISOHN'S CHEYRON SERVICE ERTIRE SOURCE 12/30-80 COMPLETE CORSTR

U

Direct Sources
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

April 1981

(Reporting Unit)

Municipal
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

(Month and Year)

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

* NPDES Permits
*% State Permits

MAR.5W (8/79)

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g

Month  Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Y¥r. Pending Permits Permits

ik * ik LA L *  Jw% *  Jk% *  Jk% LA

0 /0 2 /5 0 /0 1 /2 4 /6

0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 1 /0 0 /0

0 /0 17 /20 0 /2 32 13 18 12l

0 /0 5 /1 0 /0 8 /2 2 /0

0 /0 24 /26 0 /2 42 /17 24 /18 262/91 266/97

o /0 8 /14 2 /2 10 /9 /16

0 /0 1 /1 0 /0 3 /0 0 /2

0 /0 45 /24 8 /4 80 s20 48 /212

0 /1 8 /4 0 1 9 /5 3 /0

0 /1 62 /43 10 /7 102 /34 55 /3¢9 371/157 375/175

0 /0 1 /0 1 /0 2 /0 1 /0

8 /0 o /0 o /0 0 /0 0 /0

0 /o 2 /0 6 /0 33 /0 2 /0

0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0

0 /0 3 /0 7 /0 35 /0 3 /0 54/20 55/20

0 /1 89 /e9 173 /2 179 /51 82 /57 6874/268 696/292

l. Two state permits dropped.
2. One NPDES permit dropped.
3. General permits issued for facility which had requested
new or renewed.
4. Figures include 88 general permits issued, 53 Industrial
and 35 Fish Production.

WL772.A (1)

o0




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Divigion

April, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

* County
*

*

*

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project * Date of

* /Site and Type of Same * Action

*

{Month and Year)

Action

Municipal and Industrial Sources State Permits (8)

Clackaﬁas City of Gladstone 4/28/81
(Sewerage System)

Deschutes Juniper Utility Co. 4/28/81
Bend STP

Josephine Wm. E. Johnson 4/28/81
dba (J.D. Placer) Merlin

Jackson John & Claudia Benson 4/28/81
Ranch - Gold Mining

Jackson Southwest Forest Industries 4/29/81
(Plant No. 4) White City

Jackson Rogue River Paving Co., Inc. 4/29/81
Gravel Ponds, Medford

Linn Hub City Concrete Co., Inc. 4/29/81
On-8ite Settling Pond System
Albany

Deschutes Diamond International Coop. 4/29/81

Municipal and

Oregon Lumber Division, Redmond
(was Brooks-Scanlon)

Industrial Sources Modification (1)

Washington

MAR.6

Permapost Products Co. 4/16/81
Hillsboro

WL772 {1)

Permit Renewed

Permit Renewed

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Renewed

Permit Renewed

Permit Renewed

Permit Renewed

Addendum No. 1

|
|
|
|



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

April, 1981

*  County

*

{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

* Name of Source/Project
* /Site and Type of Same
* /01d Permit & File Nog.

* Date of
* Action

{Month and Year)

Action *

*»

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits

Ceooling Water — New Permits No. 0100J, File 32539

Marion

Polk

Agripac, Tile Road

Salem
File 962

Fort Hill Lumber Co.

Grande Ronde
2581 J/30585

Jackson Harry & David

Multnomah

Douglas

Multnomah

Marion

Multnomah

MAR.6

Medford
2789 J/37200

Tech. Inc.

(IMP-Oregon, Inc.)

portland
3091/41680

Roseburg
3298 J/44615

Portland
2936 J/45636

Libby, McNeill & Libby

Salem
50594

Portland
3226 J/50590

WL772 (1)

Industrial Materials

Keller Lumber Co.

Kenton Packing Co.

Libby, McNeill & Libby

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

{(28)

General Permit Issued
New Facility

Trangferred to
General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

Transferred to

General Permit

Transferred to

General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

General Permit Issued
New Facility

Transferred to
General Permit




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

April, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

{Month and Year)

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* /Site and Type of Same * Action %
%* /01d Permit & File Nos, * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits

Cooling Water - New Permits No. 0100J, File 32539 Continued

Multnomah Long Mile Rubber Co. 4/81
Portland
3076 J/51185

Marion Stayton Canning Co., 4/81
Liberty Plant, Salem
3244 J/84814

Marion Termicold Corp. 4/81
Salem
3143 J/87663

Linn Willamette Industries, Inc. 4/81
{Fairview Division -
Beaumont Plant) 2879 J/97073
Sweet Home

Pacific Power and Light Co.

Klamath J. C. Boyle = Keno 4/81
2983 J/66604

Douglas Clearwater No. 1 4/81
Roseburg

3264 J/66628

Douglas Clearwater No. 2 4/81
Roseburg
3265 J/66630

Jackson Eagle Point 4/81
2455 J/66600

Douglas Fish Creek, Roseburg 4/81
‘2435 J/66632

MAR.6 WL772 (1)

od

Transferred to
General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

Transferred to
General Permit

!
E



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* /Site and Type of Same * Action ¥ #
* * /01d Permit & File Nos, * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Cooling Water - New Permits No. 0100J, File 32539 Continued

Pacific Power and Light Co. Continued

Douglas Lemolo Plant 1, Roseburg 4/81 Transferred to
2411 J3/66634 General Permit
Douglas Lemolo Plant 2, Roseburg 4/81 n "

2412 J/66636

Hood Powerdale, Hood River 4/81 " "
2984 J/66602

Jackson Prospect No. 1 4/81 u " j
2456 J/66620 .

Jackson Prospect No. 2 4/81 " "
2457 J/66622

Jackson Prospect'ﬁo. 3 4/81 " "
2458 J/66624

Jackson Prospect No. 4 4/81 " "
2459 J/66626

Klamath Eastside, Klamath Falls 4/81 " "
2985 J/66606

Douglas Slide Creek, Roseburg 4/81 " "
3263 J/66640

Douglas Soda Springs, Roseburg 4/81
2413 J/66642

Douglas Toketee, Roseburg 4/81 " "
2436 J/66644

MAR.6 WL772 (1)

54 |



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Divigion April, 1981 %
{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year) i

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
¥ * /Site and Type of Same * Action *
*  /f01ld Permit & File Nog., * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits

Filter Backwash - New Permits WNo. 0200 J File 32540 (13}
Josephine City of Cave Junction, WTP 4/81 Transferred to
2553 J/15253 General Permit
Curry City of Brookings, WTP 4/81 Transferred to
2473 J/11300 General Permit
Yamhill City of Newberg, WTP 4/81 Transferred to
2151 J/60598 General Permit
Douglas City of Roseburg 4/81 Transferred to
Winchester, WTP General Permit

3227 3/76773 -

Douglas City of Roseburg 4/81 Transferred to
Oakland, WTP : General Permit
3241 3/76772

Malheur City of Ontario, WTP 4/81 Transferred to
2400 J3/63632 General Permit

Douglas Winston-pillard 4/81 Transferred to
Water District General Permit
Winston

3242 J/98330

Douglas Roberts Creek 4/81 Transferred to
Water District General Permit
Roseburg

3313 J/75660

Coos Lakeside Water District 4/81 Transferred to
Lakeside General Permit g
2686 J/48570 f

MAR.6 WL772 (1)

5133




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY i
|
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT !

Water Quality Division April, 1981 .
{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year) g

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * WName of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * /8ite and Type of Same * Action % *
* * /0ld Permit & File Nos, * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Filter Backwash - New Permits No. 0200 J File 32540 Continued

Coos Coos Bay-North Bend 4/81 Transferred to
Water Board General Permit
(Pony Creek) Coos Bay
3069 J/19831

Coos Coos Bay-North Bend 4/81 Transferred to
Water Board General Permit
(Shorewood) Coos Bay
2432 J/19832

Linn Pacific Power -and Light Co. 4/81 Transferred to :
(Albany WTP) 2959 J/66584 General Permit 7
Marion Pacific Power and Light Co, 4/81 Transferred to
(Mill City WTP) General Permit
Mill City

3056 J/66614

Aquatic Animal Production - -~ New Permit No. 0300 J File 32542 {35)

Coos Weverhaeuser, Salmon Release 4/81 Transferred to
{Oregon Agqua Foods, Inc.) General Permit
Coos Bay
2828 J/96181

Tillamook Tillamook Trout, Inc. 4/81 General Permit Issued
Tillamook New Facility
88740

Coos Anadromous, Inc. 4/81 Transferred to
Coos Bay Salmon General Permit
Coos Bay

2430 J/2805

MAR.6 WL772 (1) 1

ab



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

April, 1981

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

{Month and Year)

% County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* /Site and Type of Same * Action *
%* /01d Permit & File Nos, *
Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Aquatic Animal Production - - New Permit No. 0300 J File 32542 Continued

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Linn

Clatsop

Jackson

Multnomah

Tillamock

Clackamas

Lane

Curry

MAR. 6

Aumsville
Rearing Pond
3209 J/64410

Big Creek Fish Hatchery
Knappa
3169 J/64420

Butte Falls Fish Hatchery
Butte Falls
2011 J/64430

Cascade Fish Hatchery
Bonneville
3158 J/64435

Cedar Creek Pish Hatchery
Hebo
3204 J/64440

Clackamas R. Salmon
Hatchery - Estacada
2525 J/64442

Dexter Rearing Ponds
Lowell
2263 J/64450

Elk River Salmon

Hatchery, Port Orford
2862 J/64465

WL772 (1)

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

4/81

Transferred to
General Permit

%



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PEREMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * HName of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /8ite and Type of Same * Action *
¥ /0ld Permit & File Nos, * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Aquatic Animal Production - - New Permit No. 0300 J File 32542 Continued

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Lincoln Fall Creek Fish Hatchery 4/81 Transferred to
Alsea General Permit

3188 J/64469

Deschutes Fall River Hatchery 4/81 " "
Bend
3205 J/64470

Clatsop Gnat Creek Fish Hatchery 4/81 " "
Clatskanie
3189 J/64475

Klamath Klamath Hatchery 4/81 " "
Chiloguin
3206 J/64480

Clatsop Klaskanine River Hatchery 4/8L "
Astoria
3170 J/64485

Union Lookingglass Hatchery 4/81 " "
Elgin
3135 J/64492

Linn Marion Forks 4/81
Fish Hatchery
Idanha
3199 J/64495

Lane McKenzie Salmon Hatchery 4/81
Leaburg
2378 3/64500

MAR,6 WL772 (1)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division hpril, 1981
{Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
% * /0ld Permit & File Nos., * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Aquatic Animal Production - - New Permit No. 0300 J File 32542 Continued

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Clatsop N. Nehalem Fish Hatchery 4/81 Transferred to
Nehalem General Permit

3167 J/64510

Lane Oakridge Fish Hatchery 4/81 " "
Qakridge
2264 J/64516

Wasco Oaksprings Hatchery 4/81 " "
Maupin

3207 J/64515

Hood River  Oxbow Hatchery 4/81
Cascade Locks
3203 J/64520

Linn Roaring River Hatchery 4/81 " "
Scio
3200 J/64525

Douglas Rock Creek Hatchery 4/81 " "
Idleyld
3284 J/64530

Jefferson Round Butte Hatchery 4/81 " "
Madras

3198 J/64535

Lincoln Salmon River Hatchery 4/81 " "
Otis
2397 J/64545

MAR.6 WL772 (1)

53



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT |

Water Quality Division April, 1981
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED !

*  County * Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
x % /0ld Permit & File Nos. =% * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Aguatic Animal Production -~ — New Permit No. 0300 J File 32542 Continued

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Clackamas Sandy River Hatchery 4/81 Transferred to
Sandy General Permit

3272 J/64550

Lincoln Siletz Fish Hatchery 4/81 "
Blodgett
3171 J/64555

Linn South Santiam Hatchery 4/81 " "
Sweet Home
3157 3/64560

Tillamook Trask Fish Hatchery 4/81
Tillamook
3168 J/64570

Tillamook Trask Pond, E. Fork 4/81 " "
Rearing Pond, Tillamook
3202 J/64455

Wallowa Wallowa Hatchery 4/81 " "
Enterprise
2224 J/64580

Lane Willamette River 4/81 " "
Salmon Hatchery
Oakridge
2264 J/64516

Jefferson Wizard #alls Hatchery 4/81 " "
Camp Sherman
3197 J/64595

MAR.6 WL772 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action e
* * /Site and Type of Same/ * Action  * *
* * 014 Permit & File Nos. * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits

Log Ponds - New Permits No. 04004 File No. 32544 ﬁll)‘
Douglas Herbert Lumber Co. 4/81 Transferred to
Riddle General Permit

3020 3/38134

Lincoln 3-G Lumber Co. 4/81 " "
Philomath
2960 J/88477

Hood River  Champion International 4/81 " "
Coop. (Neal Creek)
Odell :
3299 J/15831

Washington  Forest Grove Lumber Co. 4/81 " "
Forest Grove
3136 3/320509

Clackamas Harris Stud Mill 4/81 " "
Boring
2913 J/37125

Douglas Woolley Enterprises, Inc. 4/81
Hwy. 58, Drain
3278 J3/98960

Douglas Woolley Enterprises, Inc. 4/81 " "
Smith River, Drain
2591 3/98970

Douglas Woolley Enterprises, Inc. 4/81
Yoncalla
3279 J/98975

MAR.G WL772 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1981 |
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action :
* * /Site and Type of Same/ * action *
* *  (01d Permit & File Wos. * * *

Municipal and Industrial Sources General Permits
Log Ponds - New Permits No. 04004 File No. 32544

Tillamook Gold Medal Cedar Products 4/81 Transferred to
Tillamock General Permit
3247 3/33925

Clackamas Olaf M. Oja, Lumber Co. 4/81 " "
Sandy '
2914 J/63141

Douglas Georgia Pacific Corp. 4/81 " "
Veneer Plant, Sutherlin
2108 J/32915

MAR.6 WL772 (1)

6<




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division April 1981
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

General Refuse

New - i 2 5 i

Existing - - 1 4 -

Renewals 4 42 1 27 29

Modifications 1l 5 - 11 2

Total 5 54 4 47 32 166 166

Demolition

New - 3 1 4 1

Existing - 2 - - 2

Renewals - 3 - 4 2 _

Modifications - 2 - 3 - ]

Total - 10 1 11 5 20 21

Industrial

New - 10 1 8 2

Existing - 3 - - 2

Renewals - 19 3 23 i3

Modifications - 2 2 3 -

Total - 34 6 34 17 101 101

Sludge Disposal

New - 5 - 5 i

Existing - - - 1 -

Renewals - 2 - 1 1

Modifications - - - - -

Total - 7 - 7 2 14 15

Hazardous Waste

New 28 289 28 289 -

Authorizations - - - - -

Renewals - - - - -

Modifications - - - - -

Total 28 289 28 289 u 1 1

GRAND TOTALS 33 394 39 388 56 302 304 |
;‘

$C318.C

MAR.58 (4/79)
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Sclid Waste Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

April 1981

(Reporting Unit)

*  County
*

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project * Date of *

/8ite and Type of Same * Action *
* *

{(Month and Year)

Action *

General Refuse Facilities

Tillamook

Tillamook

Crook

Tillamook

Manzanita Transfer Station 4/10/81 Permit Issued

New Facility

Pacific City Transfer 4/10/81 Permit Issued

Station
New Facility

Crook County Landfill 4/21/81 Permit Issued

Existing Facility

Tillamook Landfill 4/23/81 Permit Issued

Existing Facility

Demolition Waste Facilities

Multnomah

Troutdale Brush Processing 4/28/81 Letter Authorization
New Facility Issued

Industrial Waste Facilities

Columbia

Coos

Lane

Lane

Linn

Hood River

SC318.D
MAR.6 (5/79)

Boige Cascade 4/2/81 Letter Authorization
New Facility Issued
Mettman Ridge 4/10/81 Permit Amended

Existing Facility

I.P.--Vaughn 4/20/81 Permit Issued

Existing Facility

Truck Road 4/20/81 Permit Issued

Existing Facility

Fred Smith 4/21/81 Permit Amended

Existing Facility

Neal Creek 4/23/81 Permit Issued

Existing Facility




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division April 19881

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

* * * ¥ Quantity
* Date * Type * Source *  Pregent * Future
* * * * *
Disposal Requests Granted (24)
OREGON (9)
3/25 Soil contaminated with Industrial 8 cu.yd. . 0
asphalt, caustic & HCl1 cleaning serv.
3/30 Heavy metals bearing Electro- 1,000 gal, 2,000 gal.
wastewater plating
4/13 Chrome sludge Electro- 24 drums 60 drums
plating
4/20 Mercury-treated wheat TFPederal 3,650 1b. 0
seed agency
4/20 Sodium cyanide, penta- Plywood manuf. 17 drums 100 drums
chlorophenol sludge
and paint thinner
4/20 Machine shop waste oil Electronic 1,000 gal. 100 gal.
plant
4/24 Miscellaneous lab Hospital 10 drums 12 drums
chemicals
4/27 Pesticide wastes Federal 665 gal. 0
agency
4/28 Heavy metals sludge Electronic 250 drums 250 drums
and cyanide-contami- plant
nated ion exchange resin
SC318.E

MAR.15 (4/79)

oo
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WASTE DESCRIPTION

* Quantity *
* Date ¥ Type Source Present Future *
* *
WASHINGTON (9)
4/1 Paint sludge Shipyard 100 drums 250 drums
4/1 Paint sludge, solvents Electronic 0 780 gal.
and trichloroethane
4/13 Acids and PC board Electronic 12 drums 50 drums
chemicals
4/13 Mixed solvents Transporta- 10 drums 12 drums
tion
4/20 Misc. lab chemicals University 41 drums 200 drums
4/20 Solvents, paint siudge, Federal 0 114,000 gal.
battery acid sludge, agency
caustic solution
4/20 Cyanide solution and Electro- 20 drums 4,000 gal.
trichloroethane/ plating
methylchloroform
4/20 Enamel paint sludge Electrical 0 5,500 gal.
equipment
4/20 Ketone solvents and Aerospace 11 drums 30 drums
toluene-saturated rags
OTHER STATES (6)
4/13 Pentachlorophenate Wood preser— 50 drums 20 drums
sludge (B.C.) ving
4/21 Leaded gasoline tank 0il co. 34 drums 8 drums
bottom sludge (Mont.)
4/21 PCB transformers, Federal 129 drums; 0
capacitors and conta= agency 20 transf;
minated debris (Utah) 168 capacit.
4/20 Spent lacquer thinner Painting 0 36 drums
{B.C.) trucks
4/27 Pesticides (B.C.) Agricultural 15 drums 15 drums
chemical
supplier
4/28 Chromic acid (Utah) Electroplating 240 gal. 1,000 gal.
SC318.8

MAR.15 (4/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program April 1981
{Reporting Unit) {(Mcnth and Year}

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

* * * *

Multnomah Portland International Airport 4/81 Airport Boundary Approved
Portland

Wallace Heliport: 4781 Airport Boundary Approved

Portland

Clackamas Crowe's Nest Airport ' 4/81 Airport Boundary Approved
Estacada '




DEPARTMENT CF ENVIROHMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program : April 1981

{Reporting Unit) ' (Month and Year)

SUMMARY COF NOISE CONTROL ACTICNS

Source New Actions Final Actions Actions
Category Initiated Completed Pendin
Mo. | FY Mo. FY ' Mo.] Last Mo.
Industrial/
Commercial 2 18 0 20 62 61
Alrports 3 11




CIVIL

Name and Location
of Violation

None

GO171(2)

CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

Department of Environmental Quality
1981

PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF APRIL, 1981:

Case No. & Type
of Violation Date Issued Amount

A
e

Status




ACTIONS

Preliminary Issues
Discovery
Settlement Action

Hearing to be Scheduled

Hearing Scheduled
HO's Decisicon Due
Briefing
Inactive

SUBTOTAL of Active Files

Ho's Decision OQut/Option for EQC Appeal

Apealed to EQC

EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review
Court Review Option Pending or Taken

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15-AD-NWR~-76-178

ACDP

AQ

CLR

DEC Date

$

ER

Fld Brn
RLH

Hrngs
Hrng Rfrl

VAK
LMS
MWR
NP
NPDES

NWR

FWO

P

Prtys
Rem Order
Resp Code
858D

SW

SWR

T

Transcr
Underlining
WVR

WoQ

CONTES.B (1)

LAST PRESENT
MONTH MONTH

IwHUleb;bN;b

o l»hl—'Oi—ll\J @« Iul""wUIHUIH\Q
I
N =t = e B i

32
KEY
15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air Quality Division
violation in Northwest Region jurisdiction in 1976; 178th
enforceent action in Northwest Region in 1976.
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
Air Quality
Chris Reive, Enforcement Section _
Date of either a proposed decision of hearings officer
or a decision by Commission )
Civil Penalty Amount fw/”
Eastern Region
#ield Burning incident
Robb Hasking, Assistant Attorney General
Hearings Section
Date when Enforcement Section requests Hearings Section schedule
a hearing
Van Kollias, Enforcement Section
Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section
Midwest Region {now WVR)
Noige Pollution
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permitk.
Northwest Region
Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General
Litigation over permit or its conditions
All parties involwved
Remedial Action Order
Source of next expected activity in case
Subsurface Sewage Disposal
Solid Waste Division
Southwest Region
Litigation over tax credit matter
Transcript being .made of case
New status or new case since last month's contested case log
Willamette Valley Region
Water Quality Division

70




April 1981
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Heng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name _Rgst Rfrrl Atty Date Code Type & No. Status
FAYDREX, INC, 05/75 05/75 RLH 11/77 Dept 03-85-SWR-75-02 Resp's brief due
64 SSD Permits 05-18-~81
MEAD and JOHNS, 05/75 45/75 RLH All 04-85-5WR~75-03 Awaiting completion of
et al 3 88D Permits EQC Faydrex review
POWELL, Ronald 1/77 11/77 RLH a1/23/80 Hrngs $10,000 F14d Brn Dacision due
12~-A0-MWR-T7-241
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Resp LE-P-WQ~WVRA-78-2849=-T Hearing postponed pending
NEDES Permit further evaluation of
Modification pernit conditions. To be
aconpleted by 07/01/81.
WaH CHANG 04,78 04/78 RLH Resp 08-P-WO-WVR-78-2012~J Hearing postponed pending
NPPES Permit further evaluation of
Medification permit conditions. ToO be
complieted by 07/01/8L1
MALLGRY & MALLORY 11/79 11/79 JHR 01/10/80Q Prtys 14=AQ=CR~7%-101 Final order as modified
INC. Open Burning Civil by EQC served 4/1/81
Penalty
M/V TOYQTA MARU 12/10/79 12/12/79 RLH Dept 17-WO~NWR—78-127 Summary Judyment
No. 10 0i1 Spill Civil Penalty requested. Dept. to
of §5,000 submit supplementary
Summary Judgment memo
LAND RECLAMATION, 12/12/7% 12/14/79 FWO 05/16/80 19-P-SW-329-NWR-79 Court of Appeals Qral
INC., et al Permit Denial Argument held 4/22/81
FORRETTE, Gary 12/20/79 12/21/79 RLH 108/21/80 Hrngs 20-55~NWR~79-146 Record alosed 33-18-8l
Permit Revocation Decision Due.
GLASER, Dennis F. 02/66/80 02/07/80 CLR 06/19/80 Dept 02-AQ-WVR—-B80-13 Appeal option expires
dha MID-VALLEY Open Field Burning 5/8/81
FARMS, INC. Civil Penalty of $2,200
MEDFORD 42/25/80 02/29/80 08/16/80 Prtys 07-AQ-5WR-80 Request Parties attempting
CORPORATION for Declaratory Ruling to effect compromise
J.R. SIMPIOT 04/15/80 04/16/80 RLH 06-23=31 Prtys 12-WQ-ER-80-41 Civil Hearing lecation and
COMPANY Penalty of $20,000 date changed.
R.L.G. ENTERPRISES, 08/06/80 08/08/80 CLR 11/10/80 Resp 20-WO-NWR-80-114 Hearing Officer's Order
INC,., dba THE : Civil Penalty of $150 issued (4-08-81. Appeal
MOORAGE PLACE option expires 5/8/81
COKE7-Benont 0723788 87287868 RBH aLA15/0% Preys 24-85-BWR-88-173 case—egltesed-hy
Parmib-ravecakion Seiputaked-grder—4/324483
BROWN, Victor 11/05/80 11/12/80 LMS 03/27/81 Hrngs 29-A0-WVR-80~163 Regord closzed (3/27/81.
Civil Penalty of Decision Due.
$1,800
LOGSDON, Elton 11/12/80 11/14/80 CLR  02/26/81 Hrngs 30-AQ-WVR=-80-164 Decision due
Field Burning Civil
Penalty of $950
MORRIS, Robert 11/10/80 11/14/80 RLE Dept 31-55-CR-80 Resp's memo in
- Permit revocation opposition to Partial
Summary Judgment £iled
04/22/8L
HAYWORTH, John W. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 04/28/81 Prtys 33-AQ~WVR-80-187 Weitten argument
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Field burning eivil due 95/15/8]
INC. penalty of $4,650
ROGERS, Donald E. 12/08/80 12/09/80 RLH Prtys 35-85-NWR-B0-196 Site evaluation to
Permit denial be performed
HOPPER, Harold 12/09/80 12/09/80 RLE Dept 36-55-NWR-80-197 Discovery
Permit revocation
JENSEN, Carl F, 12/19/80  12/24/80 CLR  04/16/81 Hrngs 37-R0-WVR-80~181 Recerd closed 04/30/81
dba/JENSEN SEED . Field burning qivil Decision_ due.
& GRAIN, INC. penalty of $4,000
SETERA, Frank 12/27/80 01/85/81 CLR 05-14-81 Prtys 91-AQ-NWR-E0-~199 Bearing scheduled in
Open burning eivil Portland at & a.m.
penalty of §500
GINTER, Lloyd M. Ql/02/81 g1/05/81 CLR Resp 02-55-5WR-80~20% Respondent to provide

Subsurface sewage
Civil penalty of $100

supplementary memo
by 05/18/81




April 1981
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Heng Resp Case Case
Name Rast Rfrrl Atty Dbate Code Typa & No, Status
R=B-MAS7-INES= 417678 03708781 BMS Prkya 04-WO-ER-086-24 Sasa-cloged-by
Water-9ualiey-civid Skipukakted-fxder
penaley-of-5$57088 84724783
BROOKINGS ENERGY 12/18/80 01/14/8L CLR Prtys 05-5W316-SWR-B0 Stipulation drafted
FACILITY, INC. Sclid waste facility
permit denial
JAL CONSTRUCTION, 02/06/8L 02/09/81 LMS 05/07/81 Hrngs 06=A00B~-NWR=-§1-02 Hearing to be
INC. Open burning civil rescheduled.
penalty of $3000
CURL, James H,, 02/09/81 02/12/81 Prtys 07-58-CR-81 Attempting informal
et al Request for reselution
Declaratory Ruling
OREGON SHORES 02/11/81 03/08/81 Resp 09-WQ=-NWR-81 To be gcheduled
ASS50CIATES ,LTD.
MAIN ROCK 03-11-81 03-16-81 CLR Priyvs 10-WO-SWR-81-16 Preliminary Issues
PRODUCTS , INC Water Quality civil
penalty of $6,000
MID-OREGON 03-18-81 03-23-81 Hrngs 11-AQ0-CR-81-19 To be scheduled
CRUSHING Air Contaminant
COMPANY, INC. Discharge Permit
application denial
MONTGOMERY, 04-08-61 12-A0-WVR~B0=1566 To be scheduled
Clyde Field burning eivil
penalty of $500
MEAD, Mel 04-04~81 04-08-81 LMS Resp 13-85~-SWR-~81-25 Dept's Motion to

o3

&d

Subsurface sewage
permit denial

Strike filed 04/15/81




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

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

To: Environmental Quality Commission

Froms: Director

&6

Contains
Recycled
Materials

DEC-48

Subject: Agenda Item C, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission take action on the following requests
for Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Certificates:

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1258 Boise Cascade Corporation Baghouses & associated eguipment

T-1298 Tallman Orchards, Inc. Two Tropic Breeze wind machines

T-1318 Weyerhaeuser Co. Underfire and overfire air

preheaters & associated equipment

T-1337 Hilton Fuel & Supply Co. Truck and drop boxes

T-1338 Smith & Hill Systems, Ltd. Recycling facilities

T-1339 EBohemia, Inc. Raw material storage building

T-1340 Rimrock Leasing Company Truck

T-1351 Wacker Siltrenic Corp. Wastewater treatment plant and

sewer pretreatment equipment

T-1352 Vanport Mfg., Inc. Facility to stabilize log deck
' vard to control erosion

T-1355 Tektronix, Inc. Dust collector on spray dryer

T=-1357 Pacific Power & Light Co. High noise abatement walls

William H. Young

CASplettstaszer

229-0484

5/15/81

Attachments




PROPOSED JUNE 1981 TOTALS

Air Quality ©$1,798,861
Water Quality 836,857
Solid Waste 164,635
Noisge 156,892

$2,957,245

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TC DATE

Air Quality $6,653,987
Water Quality 1,635,062
Solid Waste 265,644
Noise 15,929

$8,570,622




Application No. T-1258

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corp.
Northeast Oregon Region
P.0O. Box 50

Boise, ID 83728

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard plant at Island City.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of 2 Clarke
baghouses and associated equipment. Also included in the application
were 3 new materials handling cyclones, the emissiong from which are
controlled by the above baghouses.

Request for Pfeliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
8/6/79, and approved on 9/25/79.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 19/79,completed
on 1/21/80, and the facility was placed into operation on 1/21/80.

FPacility Cost: $254,189 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Boise Cascade has meodified the #2 sander system and the reman system
to reduce emissions from these systems., The #2 sander system used 2
baghouses as primary collectors. 'The baghouses were overloaded and
did not continuously operate in compliance. These baghougses were
replaced by a high efficiency cyclone and a new baghouse. In the
reman svstem, the exhaust from the 2 existing cyclones and one new
cyclone was routed to a new baghouse.

The Department considers the new cyclones to be process equipment
{necesgary for plant operation) and therefore ineligible for tax
credit, Boise Cascade Corp. furnished the cost of the baghouses and
associated equipment which is eligible for tax credit ($138,464). The
Primary purpose of the baghouses is air pollution control and
therefore 80% or more of the cost ($138,464) should be allocated to
pollution control.

|
|




Application No. T-1258
Page 2 i

4. Summation

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $138,464
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1258.

F.A. Skirvin:in
(503) 229-6414
April 14, 1981
AT972




Application No. T-1298R

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant
Tallman Orchards, Inc.

3322 Thomsen Rd.
Hoed River, OR 97031

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

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is two used "tropic breeze"
wind machines for frost protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
3-28-80, and approved on 8-22-80.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 4-12-80 ,
completed on 4-15-80, and the facility was placed into operation on
5-22-80.

Facility Cost: $15,000 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law limiting the use of fuel o0il fired heaters to provide
frost protection to fruit trees, even though the use of orchard
heaters in the past has produced significant smoke and soot air
poliution problems in Hood River. The orchard farmers desire a
secure, long-range solution to frost protection that includes the
reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance.

The two orchard fans serve twenty acres, There were 19 heaters per
acre used in this orchard. To protect the 20 acres would require 380
heaters. (Using 19 heaters per acre provides less protection than

the average of 34 heaters per acre used in the Hood River area). With
the orchard fans, approximately 80 perimeter heaters will be used.

These are used machines at a cost of $7,500 each compared to over
$12,000 each for similar new machines. The cost of fuel oil used ko
fire orchard heaters was $.92 per gallon in March, 1980, when these
machines were ordered. The ROI annual percent return on investment
before taxes was estimated at 22.4%. At this ROI the percent of




Application No. T-1298R ;
Page 2 E

actual cost of the claimed facility allocable to pollution control is
20% or more but less than 40%. The ROI data is attached.

4, Summation

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 20% or more but less than 40%.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findindgs in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $15,000
with 20% or more but less than 40% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1298R.

P.A. Skirvin:a
(503) 279-6414
May 13, 1981

AAL080 (1)




“T- 1398

ROT Data

The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility —-

This was determined for the first year of operation of one orchard fan
serving 10 acres as follows:

. Net Income
% ROI = — 100
* Facility Cost X

% ROI = Annual percent return on investment before taxes.

Net Income = Total annual income from claimed facility before
taxes minus operating expenses, as determined for
the first full year of normal operation. 1In this
case it ig the savings in fuel o0il cost by chang-
ing from all orchard heaters to a fan with only
perimeter orchard heaters.

Facility Cost = Actual certified cost of claimed facility minus
salvage value of any facilities removed from
service. There are no salvage values used in
this case.

"Before taxes" = Means prior to assessment of federal and state
income taxes.

"Operating . = Means costs of operating claimed facility for the
expenses" first full vear of normal operation including
labor, interest, property taxes, insurance, and
other cash expenses.
Depreciation is not an allowable operating
expense. In this case, labor expenses are not
reduced by using a fan. Interest is 15%. There
are no property taxes on fansg in Hood River
County. No insurance or other cash expenses
are congidered

Cost to operate with all orchard heaters

19 heaters x .75 gal. .92 Qq}lars = 13.11 dollars
acre heater hr. gal. oil
acre hr.
13.11 dollars 30 hr. 3,933 dollars

x x 10 acres =
acre hr. yr. yr.




T-139Q

Cost to operate with fan and perimeter heaters (Basig - 1 fan/10 acres)

Fan operating cost:

8 gal. gasoline % 30 hr. « 10 acre x 1.26 dollar 302 dollar
10 acre hr. yr. i h
gal. gasoline yr.

Perimeter heaters operating cost:

4 heaters .75 gal. oil .92 dollars 2.76 dollars
x x - = -
acre heater gal. oil acre hr.

2.76 dollars 30 hr. 10 acre _ 828 dollars
acre hr. = yr. * 1 N vr.

d
TOTAL - Fan plus Perimeter Heaters = $1130 yzllars

Savings in operating cost

$3,933
1,130

all heaters
Fan & Perimeter heaters

Savings 52,803 dollars

VI,

Oparating expenses

First vear's interest expense:

$7,500 (cost of ome fan)  15% _ 1125 dollar

1 ¥r. YE.

Net income
Savings in
Net Income = Operating
Cost

_ Operating
Expense

Net Income:

2803 dollars _ 1125 dollars _ 1678 dollars

yr. yr. vr.

ROI

ROI= 1678

5500 x 100 = 22.4%




T-1398

Once the percent return on investment has been calculated from the equation
above, it must be related to the five percentage ranges for percent allow-
able 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 Pellution 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 c¢redit.




Application Wo. T-1318

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT . L

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Co.
P.O. Box 389
North Bend, OR 97459

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant, sawmill and powerhouse
at North Bend.

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

Description of Claimed Facility é

The facility described in this application consists of underfire and
overfire air preheaters for boilers #1 and #2 including ductwork fans,
motor, etc. Also included is a vizsible emission monitor and recorder.

Request Eor Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
6/30/78, and approved on 8/21/78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 12/4/78,
completed on 2/1/80, and the facility was placed into operation on
3/15/79.

Facility Cost: $935,123 (Accountant's Certification was provided)}.

Evaluation of Application

There are 3 hogged fuel boilers in operation at Weyverhaeuser's mill in
North Bend. AllL three boilers are equipped with multiclones to collect
particulate matter. Emission testing was done as part of extensive
studies to determine the cause of the plugging in the multiclones on
the boilers. The test results indicated that boiler #3 could meet the
Department emission limits while boilers 41 and #2 were significantly
above those limits. The only evident difference in the boilers was the
use of air preheater on boiler #3.

There was much testing and investigation involved in the company's
attempt to solve the multiclone plugging problem. The best explanation



Application No. 1318
Page 2

of the problem is that the salt becomes molten at the high temperatures
in the fire box. When cooled in the multiclone it adheres and
gsolidifies in the tubes. After installation of the alr preheaters, the
salt is cooled and solidified before reaching the multiclones and
therefore does not bhuild up and block the tubes.

Air preheaters increase the temperature of the combustion air by using
the heat in the boiler exhaust gases., The combustion efficiency of the
boiler is increased by air preheaters; less fuel is used to generate
the same amount of steam. The increased combustion efficiency results
in a fuel savings of approximately 5%. When constuction was started,
hogged fuel was approximately $2 per ton and the fuel savings from
installation of the air preheaters was approximately $10,000 per year.

Since this savings is only 1% of the cost of the preheaters, it is not
considered significant justification for installation on an economic
basis.

After installation of the air preheaters on boilers #1 and #2, all
three boilers were able to demonstrate compliance with Department
emission limits for non-salt particulates since multiclone plugging no
longer occurs.

In addition to the air preheaters, a visible emisgion monitor was
installed in the stack to measure and record the opacity of the boiler
emissions. This monitor was required by regqulation for boilers using
salt laden hogged fuel.

Included in the total cost of the facility were four fans which were
increased in size because of the addition of the air preheaters. A
portion of these fans is necessary for boiler operation. 'The portion
of the cost of the fans which is not eligible for tax credit ($29,030)
was determined by comparing the fan horsepower required for boiler
operation to that actually installed. After comparing the ineligible
cost to the total cost, approximately 97% is eligible for tax credit,
therefore 80% or more of the cost should be allocated to pollution
control.

Summation

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

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

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

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468, and the rules adopted under that chapter.
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e, The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80% or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Base upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $935,123
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No., T-1318.

F.A. Skirvin:ib
(503) 229-6414
May 12, 1981
AI1001



Weyerhaeuser Company

Southwest Oregon Reglon
North Bend, Oregon 974 tate of Qregon

S
March 16 Jo pRTHENT OF SV IRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mr. Ed w;ods ki%ﬁlﬂ 6 b 12 ﬂ v 5 [—)

Dept.

an 1 8 1981

of Environmental Quatity

522 S.W. 5th Avenue - Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207 W £ ,ﬂ“ﬁ’ COMTROL

\

Mr. Woods:

As you requested please see the following additional information on the
Weyerhaeuser Company, Southwest Oregon Region powerhouse emissions application
for tax credit.

A. Project Cost
Application for tax credit identified total project costs to be $935,123.
Equipment and installation costs itemized in Exhibit "C" amounted to
$743,792. The difference of $191,331 were costs incurred for:
Engineering $56,199
Contractors Profit Fee 69,233
Emissions testing 44,652
Interest 12,841
Insurance . 4,685
Bond 3,721
Total - $197,337
B. Fans and Drives
Fan and drive costs identified in Exhibit "C" amounted to $141,376. Per
our phone conversation details for increased capacity, based on motor
horsepower, is:
Estimated 01d  New Increased Cost Associated
total cost H.P. H.P. Capacity Factor With Incr.Capacity
Forced draft fans (2} $19,500 25 50 .5 $9,750
Overfire air fans (2) $73,676 0 150 1.0 $73,676
Induced draft fans (2) $48,200 100 250 .6 $28,920
$141,376 $112,346

If you have any questions please call.
Very truly yours,
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY
Southwest Oregon Region
/jm Loy Prigie
Dan Weybright

Engineering Mahager
DW:fc




Application No., T=1337

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Hilton Fuel & Supply Co.
8087 Blackwell R4,
Central Point, OR 97502

The applicant owns and operates a wood waste salvage business at
Central Point, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a 1975 White
Preightliner truck {(serial #CA213HL090750), a 1976 International truck
{serial #D2137F6A10233) and 12 drop boxes (38.5 cu.yd. capacity).

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
December 27, 19279, and approved on January 21, 1980.

The claimed equipment was ordered on December 30, 1979, received from
February 1980 to October 1980, and was placed into operation during
the period from February 1980 to October 1880.

Facility Cost: $9%0,767.87 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

This application iz for an expansion of an existing facility
previously certified for tax relief (Certificate #662). The applicant
collects wood by-products from several industries, and processes and
markets the material for a variety of uses. The applicant serves
small mills that cannot afford to process the wood waste themselves,

Originally, the applicant used dump trucks to collect and transport
wastes. However, this was not an efficient svstem and many mill
owners were unhappy with it. The drop box system now in use is more
efficient and has resulted in more contracts with mill operators.

The products which the applicant produces (primarily wood chips) are
competitive with similar products produced in other states.
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4, Summation

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

b. Az required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction
on or after January 1, 1973, and

{1} The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste by mechanical
processing:

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $90,767.87
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility c¢laimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1337.

W. H, Dana:c
SC326

(503) 229-6266
5/13/81




Application No. ‘T-1338

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Smith & Hill Systems, Ltd.
P.O. Box 782
BEugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates two processing facilities for
recyclable domestic solid wastes at Eugene and Portland, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Claimed Facility

The facilities described in this application receive recyclable
domestic solid waste such as cardboard, glass and metal beverage
containers, metal cans and plastics. The materials are sorted,
crushed; baled or otherwise densified and sold to various secondary
materials markets. Claimed equipment includes a metal can mill, three
balers, a forklift truck, three decappers, blower systems and
conveyors.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 20, 1979, and approved on April 10, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the c¢laimed facility in May 1979,
completed in September 1979, and the facility was placed into
operation in September 1979.

Facility Cost: $39,485 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant is the primary processor of recyclable domestic solid
wastes in the state. Prior to installation of the claimed equipment,
recycling was not a viable alternative in many small communities, due
to lack of a market for the recyclable materials. 1In addition, many
beverage distributors were simply landfilling returnable containers
rather than recycling them.

The large secondary materials markets often will not deal directly
with small recyclers, because of the small volume of materials
recyclers generate and the sporadic nature of their output. The
applicant makes recycling possible by buying from many small
recyclers, cleaning & consolidating the materials and selling large
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quantities of materials to the secondary materials markets on a
regular basis. The materials sold are competitive with those produced
in other states.

4, Summation

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

b. As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction
on or after January 1, 1973, and

(L)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste through the
production, processing and use of materials which have
useful chemical or physical properties and which may be used
for the same or other purposes, and materials which may be
used in the same kind of application as its prior use
without change in identity;

The end product of the utilization is a usable source of
power or other item of real economic value;

The end product of the utilization, other than a usable
source of power, is competitive with an end product produced
in another state; and

The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at
least substantially eguivalent to the federal law.

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $39,485.00
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1338.

W. H. Dana:c
5C317

(503) 229-6266
5/8/81




Application No. T-1339

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF .APPLICATION. REVIEW. REPORT

1.

Applicant
Bohemia, Inc.

2280 Oakmont Way
Eugene, OR 97401

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard plant at Eugene.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a new raw
material storage building.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
6/5/80, and approved on 12/19/80.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 6/16/80,
completed on 1/7/81, and the facility was placed into operation on
12/15/80.

Facility Cost: $696,136 {(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

When the particleboard plant was built, it was located in an isoclated
area and the raw material storage building was adequate for plant
heeds. As houses were built around the plant, LRAPA and Bchemia
received complaints about fugitive dust. Also because of variable

raw material supplies, the company has been maintaining a larger

raw material inventory. Not all of the larger inventory could

be enclosed by the existing building. This outside storage aggrevated
the fugitive dust problem.

The company has built a new, larger raw material storage building
which can enclose nearly all of the raw material. Construction

of this building was approved by LRAPA as a means of reducing fugitive
emissiong. Since congtructicon of the building, no complaints have
been received.

The new building results in a small production increase during

the winter because it protects more raw material from. moisture.

Thig production increase results in a 4% return on investment for
this project. A substantial purpose of this project is air pollution
control and 80% or more of thé cost is allocable to pollution control.
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4, Summation

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

b. TFacility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) {(a}.

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

air pollution.

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upcon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $696,136
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility c¢laimed in Tax Credit Application Neo. T-1339.

F.A. Skirvin:ahe
{503) 229~-6414
4-22-81




Application No. T-1340

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Gary M. Goodman

dba Rimrock Leasing Company
P.O. Box J

Prineville, OR 97754

' The applicant owns and leases out a truck equipped with a drop-box

roll-off system at Prineville, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a 1974 White

- Freightliner truck chassis equipped with a 1980 Force Magnum drop-box

roll=off unit.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
January 28, 1980, and approved on March 4, 1980.

The claimed equipment was ordered on December 7, 1979, delivered on
February 26, 1980, and the eqguipment was placed into operation on
March 22, 1980,

'Facility Cost: $34,383.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed equipment was ordered, but not delivered, prior to filing
for Preliminary Certification. The Department has previously obtained
a legal opinion stating that ordering equipment does not constitute
commencement of construction. Therefore, the application does comply
with ORS 468.175.

Shortly after Preliminary Certification was granted, the Department
received an informal legal opinion that the eguipment might not meet
the "substantial purpose™ requirement of ORS 468.165(1) (A). The
applicant was advised of this opinion and its implications by phone
and by letter dated April 9, 1980 (copy attached). The applicant
chose to proceed with the project.

Prior to purchase of this vehicle, newspaper recycling was done only
occassiocnally, with the major portion being disposed of in the Crook
County Landfill. ‘Phe previous truck was not economical for long
trips.
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The new, larger truck has been used to transport recycled newspaper to
the Portland market on a regular basis {(approximately once each
month). Slightly over 94 tons were delivered bhetween March 22, 1980,
and December 11, 1980.

In addition to its use for newspaper recycling, the truck is also used
to collect refuse in the Prineville area for landfill disposal. On a
mileage basis alone, the truck is used about 60% for newspaper
recycling. However, on a calendar basis and a return—-on-investment

~basis, the substantial purpose of the truck appears to be refuse

collection. (Note: The applicant was not required to submit a cost
benefit analysis, but, based on available information, it is logical
to assume that refuse collection is far more profitable than newspaper
recycling.) Accordingly, although the Department applauds the
applicant's efforts to promote and implement recycling, we do not
believe that the claimed equipment is eligible for tax credit.

Summation

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

b. As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction
on or after January 1, 1973, and

(1) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of
power or other item of real economic value;

(2) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable
source of power, is competitive with an end product produced
in another state;

(3) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at
least substantially equivalent to the federal law; however

{4) The substantial purpose of the facility does not appear to
be the utilization of material that would otherwise be solid
waste.,

c. The facility is necessary for newspaper recycling to occur in
Crook County.

Director's Recommendation

W. H.
S5C322
{503)

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission issue an order denying Tax Credit Application No. T-1340.

Dana:c

229-6266

5/21/81
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April g, 13980

Hr. Gary H. Goodman

dba Rimrock Leasing Go.
.0, Dox J

Prineville, OR 97754

Ra: RFC = Rlmrock Leasing Co.
PBausr Mr. Goodsang

We recently asked the Uspartment of Justlee, which serves as our legal
counsel, to review your application for Preliminary Certlfication for tax
credit. Your applicatlon ls signiflcant becsuse there are many other col-
lectors who are, or will be, trangporting recyclables from tlme to time,
Actlon on your application will therefore set a major precedent,

The Department of Justice balleves that your proposal ls not elligible for
tox credit., This opinlon does not affect our approval of Prellminary
Corcification by letter dated March &, 1980, Hor does ¢ mean for sure
that the Environmental Quallity Commlisslon won't eventually grant tax
credlt should you go ahead with this project. What 1t does mean is that
the DEG will wost Vlkely not support your final appllcation. | thought
you phould be sware of this fact, as 1t may affect your declsion about
purchasing the equipment. \

i you have any questlons regarding thls matter, pleass call me toll=
free at 1~000-452-7513.

Sincerely,

Wiittam H. Dana, Supervisor
Solid Maste Disposal Control
solld Waste Division

WHD svg

cer Bob Danko
Central Reglon

St o




Application No. T1351

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Wacker Siltronic Corporation
P.0O. Box 03180
Portland, Oregon 97203

The applicant owns and operates a Silicon crystal growing, slicing,
and polishing facility at Portland,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a wastewater treatment
plant and sanitary sewer pretreatment eguipment., The treatment plant
congists of a mechanical clarifier and neutralization tank for acids
and caustics. The pretreatment system consists of six collection
sumps where soluble organic wastes are neutralized and solids are
removed.

A wastewater building contains lime handling equipment, pumps, mixer,
mix tanks with pumps, a solids handling system consisting of a vacuum
drum dryver and pump, two slurry pumps, filtrate pump, conveyor
dumpster, caustic waste pumps, a wastewater laboratory, and electrical
support equipment and controls.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made May 7,
1979, and approved June 11, 1979. Construction was initiated on the
claimed facility July 1979, completed April 1980, and the facility was
placed into operation April 1980.

Facility Cost: $776,134 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

¥valuation of Application

Without operation of the waste treatment facilities, wastes would be
discharged with very high levels of total suspended solids,
biochemical oxygen demand, fluoride, and with a pH ranging from 1.0 to
12.0. The systems have adeguately controlled pollutant discharges to
the City of Portland's sewerage system and the Willamette River.

i
!
|
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4. Summation

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

b. Facility was constructed on or after Januvary 1, 19267, as redquired
by ORS 468.165(1) {a).

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $776,134
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1351.

Charles K. Ashbaker:1l
WL779 (1)
{503) 229-5325
May 4, 1981




Application No. T-1352

State of Oregon ]
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Vanport Mfg., Inc.
P.0. Box 987
Boring, OR 97009

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Boring.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is designed to stabilize
the log deck yard to control erosion. The project consists of a rock
base, fabric, surface rock and culverts.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

October 10, 1978, and approved October 23, 1978. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility November, 1978, completed March 31,
1979, and the facility was placed into operation March 31, 1979.

Facility Cost: $60,723 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, heavy equipment working
in the log vard resulted in extremely muddy conditions during the
winter months. This caused turbidity violations in Deep Creek. The
new fabric layer and rock cover allows water (runoff) to drain rapidly
to the fabric layer and then travel horizontally to drainage ditches.
Without the fabric, the soil base becomes saturated and is unable

to support the rock,

The project has greatly reduced the quantity of soil entering Deep
Creek from the log yard.

Summation

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

h. PFacility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a}).

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

|

. ili i cessary to gatisfy the intents and purposes !
d gEeoﬁgccﬁéﬁ e%s42 and the rules adgpteg under that chapter.
I



Application No. T=-1352
Page 2

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $60,723
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1352.

CKA:0

{503) 229-5325
WO718 (2)
4/10/81




Application No. T-1355

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

The applicant owns and operates an electronics manufacturing plant at
Beaverton, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a flex kleen
dust collector on a spray dryer.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
August 8, 1978 and approved on August 29, 1978.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 10/1/78,
completed on 10/1/79, and the facility was placed into operation on
10/1/79.

Facility Cost: $43,168.29 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Installation of the dust collector was required to eliminate visible
emissions from the spray dryer and to prevent deposition of white
ceramic dust on surrounding surfaces. The facility has been inspected
by the Department and found to be in compliance with opacity and grain
loading regulations. It is estimated that this facility removes 30-40
pounds of ceramic dust per day (previously emitted). This material
collected has no economic value; therefore there is no return on the
investment of the dust collector and 80 percent or more of the cost is
allocable to pollution control.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
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b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

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

air pollution.

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pellution control is 80% or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $43,168.29
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1355.

F.A. Skirvin:in
(503) 229-6414
May 12, 1981




Application No. T-1357

State of Oregon
Depar tment of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Pacific Power & Light Company
920 S.W. 6th Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates an electrical power substation at 44
N.E. Knott St., Pertland.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of three 24 ft.
high noise abatement walls. The purpose of the walls is to reduce
electrical transformer noise which impacts the new H.U.D. housing
project.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October 29, 1979, and approved on December 26, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on December 19,
1980, completed on March 31, 19281, and the facility was placed into
operation on March 31, 1981,

Facility Cost: $156,892.56 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The three noise abatement walls were constructed only for the purpose
of reducing the noise levels impacting the new H.U.D. Quadriplegic
Independent Living Center. The walls reduced the noise levels by
about 7 to 11 decibels. Eighty (80) percent or more of the costs of
this project appear to be allocated for pollution controls.

Summation

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

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1977, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) {(b).
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c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing ;
noise pollution.

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 467, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

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

5. Direg¢tor's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $156,892.56
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1357.

John Hector:g
(503) 229-5989
May 12, 1981 i

NG243 (1)




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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

DEQ-46

Reguest for Authorization to Conduct Public Hearings on
Proposed Amendments to Rules governing On—-Site Sewage
Disposal, OAR 340-71-100 to 340-71-600.

Background and Problem Statement

At its March 13, 1981 meeting, the commission adopted rules for On-site
Sewage Disposal to replace rules governing subsurface and alternative
sewage disposal. 8Since the adoption of on-site rules the Department and
three counties, Multnomah, Josephine, and Columbia, find it necessary to
increase fees in order to continue to provide an adeguate level of
service., Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia Counties have submitted
proposed fee schedules with supporting documentation (Attachments "D" "E"
& "F"). 1In addition, several technical amendments are needed to provide
smoother administration of the new rules.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Alternatives appear to be as follows:

1. Authorize public hearings on the proposed fee increases as well as
the proposed technical amendments,

2. Authorize public hearings on the proposed fee increases only.
3. Do not authorize public hearings.

Due to inflation, an increase in fee& is necessary in order for the
Department and the three counties to maintain the on-site sewage program akt
an effective level. Extra construction inspections reqguired on some of the
new alternatives, such as the sand filter, cannot be carried out
effectively under the present fee schedule. These extra inspections are
necessary to assure proper construction. In addition, the Department's
budget is predicated on a fee increase. Since rule amendments are
necessary to adjust fees, it is felt that the Department should take this
opportunity to make some technical rule modifications.
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In addition to adjustments in the general fee schedule, the amendments
propose a surchavge of 10% on all new site evaluations and new construction
permits issued by contract counties as well as DEQ. This surcharge will be
in addition to the regular fee. This surcharge is intended to fund
portions of the Department's On-Site Sewage Disposal Program administration
that have been supported by general fund monies in the past. This concept
has been presented to and accepted by the Legislature's Ways and Means
Subcommittee.

The proposed technical rule amendments are as follows:

OAR 340-71-290(3) (a}. This rule sets forth size conditions where the
conventional sand filter may be approved. As the rule is written, it is
difficult to interpret and understand. The proposed amendments are
intended to clarify the rule without changing the standards.

OAR 340-71-305(3). This rule presently requires sand filters, other than
the conventional sand f£ilter, to be under control of a municipality, for
operation and maintenance. BSince aerobig systems are now exempt f£rom this
requirement, this is the only on-site system that is required to be under
such control. These systems are no more conplex than aerobic systems,
therefore, this requirement is not eguitable. The proposed amendment would
remove the requirement that sand filters be under operational control of a
municipality.

O2R 340-71-325. This rule deals with gray water waste disposal sumps.

It isg felt that the rule, as written, is inadequate to achieve its intent.
The rule deals with “running water piped into" structures, rather than with
discharge of sewage from structures. The proposed amendment would change
the criteria for approval of gray water waste disposal sumps.

OAR 340-71-160(9) is a new rule that sets an effective pericd of one year
for construction permits. This rule was part of the old subsurface rules,
but was inadvertently omitted from the present rules.

Tables 4 and 5. These tables establish minimum length of disposal trenches
according to so0il type and depth and depth to temporary groundwater. As
adopted, these tables are inconsistent with other criteria developed during
the hearing process.

340-71-275(5) {a) {A) (ii). The Hazen-Williams coefficient of smoothness
should be 150 rather than 120 for type of pipe now being used.

340-71-290(3) {c). This rule, for conventional sand filters, as written,
is deficient in language to deal with permanent water tables at depths
greater than 6 feet from the surface, and is inconsistent with rules for
pressure distribution. The proposed amendment remedies the depth to water
deficiency in the rule and makes it consistent with rules for pressure
digtribution systenms.
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Summation

1. ORS 454.625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt
rules for on-site sewage disposal, including adoption of fee
schedules.

2. ORS 454.745(4) provides that the Commission may by rule increase
maximum fees contained in ORS 454.745(1l), provided the fees do not
exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted minimum services.

3. Three counties, Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia, have requested the
Commission to establish by rule new fee schedules that exceed, in some
categories, those set forth in ORS 454.745(1).

4. The Department's budget is predicated on a fee increase.

5. In addition, a number of technical rule amendments are necessary to
provide for smoother rule administration.

Director's Recommendation |

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the commission authorize
public hearings, to take testimony on the question of amending OAR
340=71-100 to 340-71-600 ag set forth in Attachment "C".

wBA |

William H. Young

Attachments: 5
"A" Draft Hearing Notice
"B" Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact
"C" Proposed Rule Amendments
D"  Supporting Documentation = Multnomah County
"E" Supporting Documentation — Josephine County
"g"  Supporting Documentation - Columbia County

TJO:1
229-6218
May 20, 1981
X322 (1)




ATTACHMENT "A"

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Amendment

to Rule QAR 340-71~100 to 71-600
On-Site Sewage Disposal

Notice of Proposed
Adoption of Amendment

to OAR 340-71-100 to 71-600
On-8ite Sewage Disposal

1. Public hearings will be held on June 16, 1981, at 10 a.m., at the
locations shown below to consider the adoption of amendments to OAR 340-
71-100 to 71-600, On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules:

Portland Grants Pass St. Helens

Dept. of Environmental Josephine County Health Dept. 01d Circuit Court
Quality Room 203 Room

Conference Room 1400 714 N.W. "A" Street 01d County Courthouse

522 S.W. Fifth Avenue

Pendleton Bend

State Office Building State Office Building
Suite 360 Conference Room

700 S.E. Emigrant 2150 N.E. Studio Road

2. The proposed rule amendments will adjust the general fee schedule in
the rules to reflect increased costs due to inflation as well as
increased inspectional costs for some new alternative systems. In
addition, new fee schedules for Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia
Counties will be considered. Several housekeeping rule amendments
will be considered as well.

3. The issues are whether the new general fee schedule should be
authorized, whether the Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia County
proposed fee schedules are appropriate and whether the proposed
housekeeping amendments are appropriate.

4. Interested persons may present testimony orally or in writing at the
hearing or in writing to the Department of Environmental Quality,
Attn: Jack Osborne, P.0O. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, not later
than June 16, 1%81.

5. These proposed rule amendments have been identified as not affecting
land use.

6. Citation of statutory authority, statement of need, principal documents
rglied upon and statement of fiscal impact, are filed with the Secretary
of State.

7. A Department of Environmental Quality staff member or an Environmental
Quality Commission hearing officer will be named to preside over and
conduct the hearings.

Date: June 1, 1981

William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality




ATTACHMENT "B"

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter ¢f Amendment
to Rule QAR 340-71-100 to 71-600
On-Site Sewage Disposal

Statutory Authority,

Statement of Need,

Principal Documents Relied Upon
and Statement of Fiscal Impact

— S e st

1. Citation of Statutory Authority: ORS 454.625, which requires the
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to
On-Site Sewage Disposal.

2. Need for Rule: The Department of Environmental Quality as well as
Multnomah, Josephine and Columbia County require an increase in fees for
permits and services in the on-site sewage disposal program in order to
carry on an efficient level of service. 1In addition, some minor
housekeeping amendments are necessary to provide smoother administration
of the on-site rules.

3. Documents Relied Upon in Proposal of the Rule Amendments:

a. Letter from Josephine County with attached documentation on fees,
dated March l&, 1981.

b. Letter from Multnomah County with attached documentation on fees,
dated April 10, 1981.

C. Letter from Columbia County with attached documentation on fees,
dated April 29, 1981.

These documents may be viewed at Department of Environmental Quality,
522 5.W. Fifth, Portland, Oregon, or at the offices of the three
affected counties.

4, Fiscal and Economic Impacts: Fiscal and economic impacts would affect
persons applying for a permit or service under the statewide rules for
on-gite sewage disposal. Generally such applicants would pay an
increased fee for a permit or service. In addition, the new fee
schedules will result in additional revenue for the Department and
Contract Counties to use for program operation.

Date: June 1, 1981

William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
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ATTACHMENT "C

PROPOSED ON-SITE RULE AMENDMENTS

Amend OAR 340-71-140 as follows:

340-71-140 Fees—General.

(1) Except as provided in Section [3]1 (5) of this rule, the following
nonrefundable fees are required to accompany applications for site

evaluations, permits, licenses and services[:] provided by the

Department.

N-STTE MAXIMUM

SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS FEE

(2} New Site Evaluation:

Residential Lot:

~ First Iotu.eeee... eerereererenee Cererenenenaes [120] § 135

- Each Additional Lot Evaluated While On-site.....[100] 110

Commercial Facility System: [for Each 1200 Gallons

Projected Daily Sewage Flow or Part Thereof........ 120]




— For First 1000 Gallons Projected Daily

Sewage FLOW .vevecercnnsas besseseasnanns ceue 135
- Plus For Each 500 Gallons Ahove 1000 Gallons 40
Evaluation Denial Review ...evvvsen. cescasesrannes eve[25] 50

(A) Fees for site evaluation applications made to an
agreement county shall be in accordance with that

county's fee schedule.

(B) Each fee paid entitles the applicant to as many site
inspections on a single parcel or lot as are necessary
to determine site suitability for a single system.

The applicant may request additional site inspections
within 90 days of the initial site evaluation, at no

extra cost.

(C) Separate fees shall be required if site inspections
are to determine site suitability for more than one

system on a single parcel of land.




(b) Construction Installation Permit

Standard On“'Site SYStaﬂ ----- et too e s secossoas el--oc.{40] _E&

Alternative Systems:

Sand Filter ......... cvisscoscreacsna cecetasaeascaa [40] 130
Capping Fill ..cocuee. tetersenansans eesesnseasasss [40] 90
Holding Tank .sevecesssascaceneas cheresessnanes ...[40] 920
Pressure Distribution System ......eveevaee cacaces 920
Tile Dewatering System ......... cecnascsanacuasenn 90
Other ...... Ceveseescesaans crereasanen tesseneeesso[40] 50

Commercial Facility System, Plan Review, [For Each 1200

Gallons Daily Sewage Flow, or Part Thereof ....... cesos 40]
- For First 1000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow 50
- Plus For Each 500 Gallons Above 1000 GallonNS ..cee. 10

Commercial Facility System, Permit, [for each 1200

Gallons Daily Sewage Flow, or Part Thereof...... eovones 40]

For First 1000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow 50




(c)
(@)
(e}

(£)

Plus For Each 500 Gallons Above 1000 GallonsS ...ecceesos 10

NOTE: Fees for Construction Permits for systems with projected

daily sewage flows greater than 5,000 gallons shall be in

accordance with the fee schedule for WPCF permits.

Permit Denial Review ......ceens. cecesnsrcascnossas ..0.[25] 50

Construction-Installation Permit Renewal

If Field Visit Required ....cceceacnes cessencsssss[25] 50

No Field visit Required ....ccvvesn vessosscssssnans 10
Alteration Permit ...cceocecoes tesresraansane veseneseses[40] 50
Repair Permit .cvsvcncs cesnsssecanes ceeessann cersasease 29

Authorization Notice:

If Field Visit Required ......cevucen.. cresseasana [40] 50

No Field Vvisit Required ........ vsessceccosccansa 10

Annual Evaluation of Alternative System

(Where Required) .icveevencsonss sevssscoas cevsnassessas [40] 50




(9)

(h)

(1)

(3)

Annual Evaluation of Large System (2501 to 5000 GPD)...[{40] 50

Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile HoME...c.cooese ...[25] 50

Variance to On-Site System RULES .vccuiceeccsncconssncas 225

An applicant for a variance is not required to pay the

application fee, if at the time of filing, the owner:

(&) Is 65 years of age or older; and

(B} Is a resident of the State of Oregon; and

(C) Has an annual household income, as defined in ORS

310.630, of 315,000 or less.

Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules

Site Evaluation .....cceeecccocceaseacnans ceeenerseeses [120] 135

Permit ssrasoscovsIeeE PP TP I OO IS PNOD OO EROSOD S saaeas [40] i

In the event there is on file a site evaluation application
for that parcel that is less than ninety (90} days old,

the above site evaluation fee shall be waived.




(k) Sewage Disposal Service:

Business LiCENSE ..veestsasssnosencceanes cessssesasess 100

Pumper Truck Inspection, Each Vehicle ....c.ceeonsncaees 25

(1) Experimental Systems:

PermMit .cocececcnesssnencoscsonossssannse

{2) Contract County Fee Schedules,

Pursuant to ORS 454.745(4), fee schedules which exceed maximum

fees in ORS 454.745(1), and Section (1) of this rule are established

for Contract Counties as follows:
(a) Lane County {set forth in Appendix K).
(b) Clackamas County (set forth in Appendix L).

(c) Josephine County (set forth in Appendix M).

(d) Multnomah County (set forth in Appendix N).

{e) Columbia County ({set forth in Appendix 0).

(3) Contract County Fee Schedules, General.

{a) Each county having an agreement with the Department under ORS

454,725 shall adopt a fee schedule for services rendered and

permits and licenses to be issued.

{b) A copy of the fee schedule and any subsequent

amendments to the schedule shall be forwarded to the Department.




(4)

{¢) Fees shall not:

{A) Exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted services; or

(B) Exceed the maximum established in Section (1) of this

rule, unless approved by the Commission pursuant to

ORS 454.745(4) .

Surcharge. In order to offset a portion of the administrative costs of

the statewide on-site sewage disposal program, a surcharge for each

activity, as set forth in the following schedule, shall be levied by

the Department and by each Agreement County. Proceeds from surcharges

collected by the Department and Agreement Counties shall be accounted

for separately and forwarded to the Department on a monthly basis.

Activity Surcharge

{a) Site evaluation, per lot or

for each 1,000 gallons projected

daily sewage flow up to 5,000

gallons for commercial facilitieS ..cieeeeeccacecas $14

(b} WNew construction permit, each standard

SYSEEM ovvncevanens teasessccsccsnssosns cesecesascas 55

{c) New Conservation Permit,

Alternative Systems:




(A) Sand Filter .coceeessccccosscccoaccnocnsansncns $13

(B) Capping Fill ..cieveacss hossnseane vesences sesen

(C) Holding Tank

®
®
.
®
L]
®
.
®
®
[
L

o

(D) Pressure Distribution Systeém ...... ceonescessas 2
(E) Tile Dewatering System ..... cescsecssasssascs o 9
(F) Other ¢ RB6820@808L0@0EBRD00E LRI BN B B R I ) PRI I RO -5'

(31 (5} The Agent may refund a fee accompanying an application [for a
construction-installation permit, site evaluation report, or
variance], if the applicant withdraws the application before the

agent has done any field work or other substantial review of

the application.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

XA21 (1)
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Amend OAR 340-71-290(3) as follows:

(3)

Sites Approved for Sand Filter Systems. Sand filters may be permitted
on any site meeting requirements for standard subsurface sewage
disposal systems contained under OAR 340-71-220, or where disposal
trenches (including shallow subsurface irrigation trenches) would be

used, and all the following minimum site conditions can be met:

(a) The highest level attained by temporary water would be:
[eighteen (18) inches or more below ground surface; or twelve
(12) inches or more below the natural ground surface where slopes
are twelve (12) percent or less, and either a pressurized
distribution system or a capping fill constructed pursuant to
Section 340~71-265(3) and Subsections 340-71-265(4) (a) through
(¢) is used. Temporary groundwater levels shall be determined

pursuant to methods contained in Subsection 340-71-220(2} (b).]

(A) Twelve {(12) inches or more below ground surface where

gravity equal distribution trenches aré used. Pressurized

distribution trenches may be used to achieve equal

distribution on slopes up to twelve (12) percent; or

(B} Twelve (12) inches or more below ground surface on sites

requiring serial distribution where distribution trenches

are covered by a capping fill; provided trenches are

excavated twelve (12) inches into the original soil profile,

slopes are twelve (12) percent or less, and the capping




£il11 is constructed according to provisions under Section

340-71-265(3) and Subsections 340-71-265(4) (a) through (c).

A construction-installation permit shall not be issued until

the fill is in place and approved by the Agent, or

{C) Eighteen (18) inches or more below ground surface on sites

requiring serial distribution where standard serial

distribution trenches are used.

(b) The highest level attained by a permanent water table would be

equal to or more than distances specified below:

X0351 (1)
5/4/81
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Amend OAR 340-71-305(3) as follows:

(3)

No permit shall be issued for the installation of any other sand
filter which in the judgment of the Department would require
operation and maintenance significantly greater than the

conventional sand filter unless [responsibility] arrangements for

system operation and maintenance [is vested in a municipality as
defined in ORS 454.010(3) which the Department determines to have
adequate resources to carry out such responsibility, unless other
arrangements] meeting the approval of the Director have been made
which will ensure adequate operation and maintenance of the system.
Each permitted installation may be inspected by the Agent [or
responsible public entity] at least every twelve (12) months and
checked for necessary corrective maintenance. An annual system

evaluation fee shall be assessed.

NOTE: Underlined _ material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

-11-




Amend OBR 340-71-325(1) and (2) as follows:

340-71-325 Gray Water Waste Disposal Sumps.

(Diagrams 14 and 15)

(1) For the purpose of these rules "gray water waste disposal sump"

means a series of receptacles designed to receive hand-carried gray

water for disposal into the soil.

(2) Criteria for Approval.

(a) Hand-carried gray water may be disposed of in gray water waste

disposal sumps which serve facilities such as recreation parks,
camp sites, seasonal dwellings, or construction sites [which do

not have rumning water piped into the units] where the daily

gray water flow does not exceed ten {(10) gallons per unit.

Gray water or other gewage shall not be piped to the gray water

waste disposal sump. Where daily sewage flow exceeds ten (10)

gallons per unit gray water shall be disposed of in facilities

meeting requirements of OAR 340-71-320(2) (b).

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ 1 material is deleted.

a

XAa21 (1)
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Amend OAR 340-71-160 by adding a new section (9) as follows:

(9) A permit issued pursuant to these rules shall be effective

for one (1) vear from the date of issuance and is not

transferrable.

NOTE: Underlines __ material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

XL370 (1)
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TABLE 4

Minimum length of disposal trench (linear feet) required per one hundred
fifty (150) gallons projected daily sewage flow determined from soil
texture versus effective soll depth.

18" to Less than 24" 125 150 175
EFFECTIVE

24" to Less than 36" 100 125 150

S0IL
36" to less than 48" 75 100 125

DEPTH
48" or more [751 50 75 125
A B C

SOIL GROUP *

*  Soil Group A Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam
Soil Group B Sandy Clay Loam, Loam, Silt Loam, Silt, Clay Loam

Soil Group C Silty Clay Loam, Sandy Clay, Silty Clay, Clay

OAL24 (1) Tables ~ 4

-14-



TABLE 5

Minimum length of disposal trench {linear feet) required per one hundred
fifty (150) gallons projected daily sewage flow determined from soil
texture versus depth to temporary groundwater.

DEPTH 24"
To Less 100 125 150
j1o) Than 48"
TEMPORARY
ag"
GROUNDWATER or [75] 50 100 125
More
A B C
SOIL GROUP *

*  Soil Group A Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam
Soil Group B Sandy Clay Loam, Loam, Silt Loam, Silt, Clay Loam

Soil Group C Silty Clay Loam, Sandy Clay, Silty Clay, Clay

OAL24 (1) Tables -~ 5

-15-




Amend OAR 340-71-275(5) (a) (3) (ii) as follows:

(ii) Pipe friction shall be based upon a Hazen Williams

coefficient of smoothness of [120] 150. All

pressure lateral piping and fittings shall have a

minimum diameter of two {2) inches unless submitted

plans and specifications show a smaller diameter pipe

is adequate. The head loss across a lateral with multiple
evenly spaced orifices may be considered equal to one-third
(1/3) of the head loss that would result if the entrance
flow were to pass through the length of the lateral.

Amend OBR 340-71-290(3) (c) as follows:

{c)

Permanent water table levels shall be determined in
accordance with methods contained in subsection
340-71-220(1) (d). Sand filters installed in soil

as defined in Appendix A, 107, 1in areas with permanent

water tables shall not discharge more than four hundred
fifty (450) gallons of effluent per one-half (1/2) acre
per day except where:

XG376 (1)
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340-71-140(2) (c)

(A)

(B)

©)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(@)

(H)

Josephine County Fee Schedule

New Site Evaluation — = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = -

Construction Installation Permif = — — = = = = = = -~

Repair Permit — ~ — = = = = = = = = = = = — = = = = -

Alteration Permit — — ~ = = = = = = = = = = e

Authorization Notice = = = = = = — = = = = « = =« =

{Hook Up)

Sand Filter Construction Permit - — = = = = = = = =

Annual Fvaluation of Sand Filter ~ = = = = = = = = =

(Where Required)

Capping Fill Construction Permit = = = = = = = = = =

~17~
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(I) Holding Tank Construction Permit = — = = = = = @ = = @ = = - - - 40
{(J) Plan RevieWw = = = = = = = = = = @ w = = = = = = = e 25
(K) Subdivision File Review = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 15
()  Pumper Truck INSpection — — = = = = = = = = = = = = = - - - - = - 0
(M) Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home — ~ ~ = = = = — — = = = 25
(N} Combined Domestic Water Svstem Survey

and Septic System Evaluation — — = = = = = = = = = = = = - - = 50
(O) Individual Water Or Septic System Evaluation = = = = = = = = = = « 30
XA21 (1)
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340-71-140(2) (d)

MULTNOMAH COUNTY FEE SCHEDULE

Septic Tank and Disposal Field's

New site evaluation, lst lot
Bach additional lot evaluation while on site

Seepage Pits, Cesspools or Holding Tanks
{New Site Evaluation)

Commercial site

Industrial site

Multiple residential site, lst system
Each additional system

Single family residential site

Construction Installation Permit

Standard septic tank/drainfield, with daily
flow of 450 gallons per day maximum

Septic tank capping f£ill on disposal areas
Sand filter system

Septic tank/drainfield system in excess of
450 gallons per day

Plus $20.00 for each increment of 450 gal/day

All alternative systems other than capping £ill

and sand filter systems

Cesspool

Cesspool excess of 20' of rings

Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)
and one 15' or 20' seepage pit

Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)
and two 15' x 20" seepage pits

System with septic tank larger than 3000 gallons
shall be prorated at increments of $50.00/1000

gal. capacity. $50.00 for each increment of
1000 gallons of capacity
Holding tank permits

Alteration of septic tank and drainfield

Extension of septic tank and drainfield

Repair of septic tank and drainfield

Inspection of sewage disposal pump truck
Fach additional licensed truck on premises

Evaluation of existing system adequacy

Annual evaluation of alternative system
(When required including holding tank)

Annual evaluation of temporary mobile homes

Abandonment of subsurface system

(A)
(1)
(ii)

(B)
(1)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

(C)
(1)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
{vi)
(vii)
{viii)
(ix)
(x)
(x1i)

(D)

(E)

(F}

(G)

(H)

(1)

(I

(K)

TJO:1

X1.349 (])

April 17, 1981

-19-

APPENDIX N

$120.00
120.00

120.00
120.00
70.00
50.00
70.00

65.00
75.00
100.00
65.00
100.00
65.00
100,00
65.00

100.00

100.00
100.00

40.00
40.00
40.00

25,00
10.00

30.00
40.00

25.00

35.00




APPENDIX O
340-71-140(2) (e)
COLUMBIA COUNTY FEE SCHEDULE

(A} New Site Evaluation:

Pirst Iot = = = = = = = = = = = @ o = = o= o= o= om o= o= o= o= 5 120
Bast additional lot evaluated while on site- - = = = = = - 100

Commercial Facility System, for each 1200 gallons
projected daily zewage flow or part thereof = = = = = = = = 120

(B) Construction Installation Permit:

Standard On-Site System~ - — — = = = = = m = = - = = - - - 65

Commercial Facility System, Plan Review, for each
1200 Gallon Daily Sewage Flow, of part thereof = - = = = = 40

Commercial Facility System, Permit, for each 1200 Gallons
Daily Sewage Flow, or part thereof — = = = = = = = = = = = 40

Alternative Systems:

Plan ReVieWw — = = = = = m = = = = w = = m o = = = = = = = 35
Sand Filter = = = = = = = = & @ = = = o - - - o o e ow ow m 125
Capping Fill= = = = = = = = = = = = = @ = = = = = = = = - 90
Holding Tank— = = = = = = = = = & = = «@ w @ = = o - oo oo - 100
LOW PreSSUr@e— = = = m = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = - - — 90

Construction Installation Permit Renewal:

If Field visit Required = = = = = = = = = @ = = = @ = = = 25
No Pield Visit Reguired — = = = = = = = = @ = = = = = - - 10
{C) Alteration Permit— = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = - -~ = 40
(D) Repair = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = @ @ = = = = = -« - = - - 25

(E) Authorization Notice

If Field Visit Required = = = = = = = = = = & = o = = = = 40
No Field Visit Required — = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 10
(F) Annual Evaluation of Alternative System (Where Required} - = = 40
(G) Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home = = = = = = = = = = 25

(H) Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules:

Site Evaluation - -= — = = = = = = = = = - = = « « = = - - 120

Permife = = = = = = = @ = = = - - e e e e e e e e e e 65
{(I) Pumper Truck Inspection, Bach Vehicle- - = = = = = = = = = = = 25
XL365 (1) :
5/1¢/81 ;
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Attachment D ’/%

mMuLTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE DONALD E. CLARK
ROOM 136, COUNTY COURTHOUSE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

(503) 248-3308

April 10, 1981

My, William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Myx., Young:

Multnomah County, a contract county with the Department of Environ-
mental Quality, in accordance with O.R.S. 454.745 (4), requests an
amendment to current approved fees.

Multnomah County is performing minimum services efficiently and
effectively, but has been unable to support service costs with
existing fees. The extent of our inability to support service costs,
since current fees were established, is evidenced in our quarterly
reports.

Enclosed you will find the requested fee revisions along with statis-
tical data and an explanatory narrative.

We will appreciate your forwarding this request to the Environmental
Quality Commission for appropriate action.

Please advise Bill Whitfield, 248-3047, if any additional data is
requested.

Si_gerely, {M

Donald E, Clark -
County Executive

le State of Orepgon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

D E |
!ﬁ E@_[ﬂﬂ JE
APR 14 1917
OFBICE OF THE DIRECTOR

AN EQUAL OFPORTUMTY EMPLOYER




MULTNOMAH COUNTY

DEPT, OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

PERMIT SECTION

SUBSURFACE SEWAGE PROGRAM
PERMIT FEE STATTSTICAL DATA

APRIL 1981




Page 1 & 2°

Page -3

Page 4

Page 5

NARRATIVE

Provide a comparison between the existing and
proposed subsurface permit fees. The requested
fee increases reflect increases in installation
and repair permits. This, we feel, is the area
contributing most significantly to the program
deficit.

Provides the actual fees received from the exist—
ing fee schedule and fees anticipated from the
proposed schedule. The period March 1980 to March
1981 was used because the existing fee schedule
was put into effect in March of 1980.

Sets forth the fiscal year program cost beginning
July 1981. The program wage reflects a conserva-
tive break down of the percentage of total gross
wage applicable to the subsurface program. Wages
and direct services are derived from our 1981-82
budget. The direct materials and services com-
prise office supplies, communications, minor equip-
ment, fuel, maintenance, etc. The indirect mater-
ials and service is established by the 0Office of
County Management as a percentage of all direct
budgeted items in the Department of Environmental
Services. PFor this purpose we are using I.M,S.

as a percentage of personnel costs only. The
12.6% I.M.S. covers the cost of space rental,
automobile purcahse, county counsel, payroll,
insurance, etc.

Indicates the subsurface activity wvolume for the
last two vears. Activity figures are obtained

from in-house monthly reports, which contain in-
formation in more detail than reguired on-guarterly
reports. These figures should, however coincide
with those activities shown on the D.E.Q. gquarterly
report form. '




SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
PERMIT FEE AMENDMENTS

FEE SCHEDULE

‘A'

Septic Tank and Disposal Field's
1. New site evaluation, lst lot
2., Each additional lot evaluation while on site.

Seepage Pits, Cesspolls or Holding Tanks
(New Site Bvaluation)

1. Commercial site

2. Industrial site

3. Multiple residential site, lst system
. Fach additional system

4. Single family residential site

Construction Installation Permit

1. Standard septic tank/drain field, with daily
flow of 450 gallons per day maxinum

2. Septic tank capping f£ill on disposal areas

3, Sand filter system

4, Septic tank/drain field system in excess of
450 gallons per day
Plus $20.00 for each increment of 450 gal/day

5. All alternative systems other than capping £ill

and sand filter systems

Césspool

Cesspool excess of 20' of rings

Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)

and ong 15' or 20' seepage pit

9. Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)
and two 15" X 20' seepage pits

LI 3

0 -1

10. System with septic tank larger than 3,000 gallons

Page 1 of 5

shall be pro-rated at increments of $50.00/1000 gal.
capacity. $50.00 for each increment of 1,000 gallons

of capacity.
11. Holding tank permits

Alteration of septic tank and drainfield
Extengion of septic tank and drainfield
Repair of septic tank and drainfield

Inspection of sewage disposal pump truck
Each additional licensed truck on premises

PRESENT  PROPOSED
$120.00  $120.00
120.00 120.00
120.00 120.00
120.00 120.00
70.00 70.00
50.00 50.00
70.00 70.00
40.00 65.00
40.00 75.00
40.00 100. 00
40.00 65.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 65.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 65.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 100.00
40,00 100.00
25.00 40.00
25,00 40.00
25.00 40.00
25.00 25.00
10.00 10.00




Proposed Subsurface Disposal
Fee Schedule Amendments

H. Evaluation of existing system adeguacy

I. Anmual evaluation of alternative system
(When required indluding holding tank)

J. Annual evaluation of temporary mobile homes

K. Abendonment of subsurface system

Page 2 of 5
30.00 30.00
40.00 40.00
25.00 25.00
35.00 35.00
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SUBSURFACE SEWAGE PERMIT REVENUE

Acfivity EXISTING FEE PROPOSED FEE
ACTUAL INCOME PROJECTED INCOME
MAR. 80 to Mar. 81 F.Y. 1981-82
Site evaluation 836,505 536,505
Construction permit (new) 38,175 62,034
Construction permit (Repl.) 1,300 2,080
F.H.A. = V.A, 10,770 10,770
Abandonment 15,380 15,380
Alternative systems 400 1,000
Holding tanks 0 (est.) 1,000
Pumper Ttruck inspection 400 7400

Total $102,930 $129,169




NAME

Chinn
Stupey
Crawford
McVeigh
Baker
Schumacher
Wnitfield

Total Gross Wages Paid
Direct Materials and Service 10% G.W.
Indirect Materials and Service 19.6% G.W.

Total Subsurface Program Operating Cost

1981-82 ['.¥. SUBSURFACE PROGRAM

FINANCTAL ANALYSTS

PERCENT OF TIME

100
700
100
50
5
10
- 10

GROSS ANNUAL

WAGE

- $35,202.00

29,024.88
25,284.46
18,881.66
22,091.40
22,404.36
42,108.88

Page 4 of 5

PROGRAM WAGE

$35,202.00
29,024.88
25,284.46
9,440.83
1,104.57
2,240,44
4,210.89

$106,508.07

10,650.81
20,875.56

$138,034.44




SUBSURFACE FPERMITS

TWC YEAR ACTIVITY RECCRD

Page 5 of 5

ACTIVITY APR-JUN'79 JUL-SEP’'79 OCT-DEC'79|JAN-MAR' 80| APR-JUN' 80| JUL-SEP' 80| OCT-DEC' 80 |JAN-MAR' 80
Start Aug.

PERMITS ISSUED 190 55% 558 L6 207 223 238
OFFICE CONSULT 2,4%7 2,245 2,083 2,20% 2,1%6 1,418 2.118 2,430
8.T.& D.F. INSP 36 54 45 18 28 29 27 20
C.& 5.P. INSP 282 288 180 201 232 127 242 279
RECHECK ON SYsT 75, 48 56 39 53 37 a8 45
COMPLAINTS INVEST 109 o4 m 54 70 62 47 54
SYST FLAN REVIEW 809 525 651 497 391 330 404 526
FEASIBILITY STUDY 62 68 39 55 35 %9 36 56
' Start Mar.

ABANDONMENT INSP 45 1%2 101 95 91
SUPPORT SERV MEET 241 208 110 1%9 182 87 144 142
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CONTROL - ,a MEANITAHON

C. William Olson, M.P.H. Telephone: 4745431 or 474-5432
Health Department Administrator

JOSEPHINE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

Mailing Josephine County Court House
Address: Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

:

NOLNTION

SAONVSION

TvSOLSHT IDVMIS

Location: 377 N.W. "B' Street

March-I6, 1981

Shate of  nenn

S w U DUALETH
G T
Jack Osborne A S %@}
P. 0. Box 1760 L a0
Portland, OR 97207 T e

Re: Fee Revision Request WoadER cuaLity CoR iR
Dear Jack:

Enclosed please find justification and cost analysis for raising
Sand Fi]ter and Capping Fill fees above the statutory Timitation of
$40.00. This justification was presented before the Josephine County
Board of Health on Friday, February 27, 1981, and unanimous approval

was given for the following fees:

Current Fee Proposed Fee
Sand FiTter : $ 40,00 $ 120.00
Capping Fi11 40,00 60.00
Plan Review Fee -0- 25.00
Subdivision File
Review Fee ~0- 15.00
Alteration Permit 15.00 40.00

I understand the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) must review
these fees due to the fact that they exceed the legal T1imit. I respect-
fully submit these fees for EQC review.

Sincerely,

hér]es D. Costanzo,
Director

Environmental Health Services

CDC:fa
ENC.




SOLID WASTE

MNOILNTIOY

JOSEPHINE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

Mailing Josephine County Court House
Address: Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

SADNYSINN

TEHINGD TYWRY

CONTROL SANITATION

FOOD

C. William Qlson, M.P.H. Tetephone: 4745431 or 474-5432
Health Department Administrator

et

L.ocation: 317 N.W. "B Street

FEE REVISION REQUEST FOR SAND FILTER AND CAPPING FILL SEWAGE SYSTEMS

It has become evident that the $40.00 alternative system fee now required
by law does not come close to covering costs of doing inspections for Sand Fil-
ter and Capping Fill sewage disposal systems. At this time, our office recoups
about 25 percent of the cost of inspecting the Sand Filter and 49 percent of
the cost of the Capping Fill inspections.

The cost analysis (Pages 3,4,85) shows the cost of a Sand Filter inspection
to be $163.94 and the Capping Fill costs to be $81.30. The reason these costs
are higher than a Conventional System inspection is due to the numerous con-
struction inspections that are required. A conventional septic system usually
requires only one inspection to approve the installed system. A completed Sand
Filter system requires from six to ten inspections and a Capping Fill requires
at least four inspections in order to insure correct construction.

In keeping with the philosophy of 75 percent reimbursement of the costs
which the Board of Health agreed upon in setting fees in 1979, the costs for
Sand Filter inspections would be $121.22 and Capping Fill inspections $60.98,
therefore, I recommend the following fee adjustments:

Sand Filter . . . . . $120.00 Permit Fee
Capping Fill. . . ... $ 60.00 Permit Fee

Additional alternative systems willbe approved in February. We will con-
tinue to charge a $40.00 fee for these systems until we have evidence that it
costs the county more to do the inspections.

PLAN REVIEW FEE:

There are instances when an individual has a site approved for a Sand Fil-
ter or Capping Fill but does not want to buy a permit, however, this individual
wants to guarantee a potential buyer that a site can be developed with a specific
house, well, and driveway location approved.

Site Visit, Plan Review. . . $17.55 (data from pgs. 3 & 4 used)

Fringes (25 percent) . . . . 4.39
21.94

Secretarial time . . . . . . 3.00
Travel time. . . . . . . . .. S 2,27
$27.71

I thus recommend a Plan Review fee of $25.00.

Continued . .




- Page Two -

Fee Revision Request - Continued:

OTHER COUNTIES:

Lane County has set their fees as follows:

Sand Filter . . . . $125.00 Permit Fee
Capping Fitl. . . . 90.00 Permit Fee
Plan Review . . . . 35.00 Fee

In a questionnaire sent around the state, various counties responded as to
time and cost required to perform Sand Filter and Capping Fill inspections:

Process Time Required Cost Process Time Cost

(Survey} (Survey) Josephine Co. Josephine Co.
Sand Filter 6 - 9% hours $120.25 - $194.25 *JL hours $163.94
Capping Fill 6 - 9% hours $120.25 -~ $130.25 5% hours $81.30

*Note: Josephine County Environmental Health Services office, rather than the
Building Department, inspects the.Sand Filter container and we are the
only county in the state to do this. This inspection adds one hour to
the total inspection time and allows the.applicant to get by without
buying an extra permit.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION REVIEW (EQC):

IT the county approves a fee in excess of the legal Timit of $40.00 estab-
lished by ORS 454.745, the EQC must hold a public hearing and formally adopt
these fees.

NUMBER OF PERMITS ISSUED - 1980

Permits Issued Completed Systems Installed

Sand Filters 18 2

Capping Fills (Since July) 13 2




1)
2)

3)

5)

2)

3)
4)
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1) Assumes site feasibility complete as a separate action.
2) Assume an average time of field efforts, including travel time.= 60 min.

Average Time For One (1) Field Visit = 60 min.

SAND FILTER

Personnel
Activity Time DEQ Involved
Office Field {ie, San., Eng., Soil Sci.,
Sec., etc.)
Permit Application 20 min Secretary
Permit Design Review 15 min Secretary, Sanitarian
(Secretary-5 min, San. 10 min)
Permit Issuance 20 min Sanitarian
Construction Inspection '
(A) Structure for Filter 60 min
(R) Piping, Dosing Chamber,
Septic Tank, Pressure
Dist., Filter Bed and
Disposal Trenches (6 1insp) 360 min Sanitarian, Soil Scientist
(C) Final Cover Sand
FiTter and Disposal Trench 60 min
Certificate of Completion Issued O -—- Sanitarian
Record Filing, Capping Fill 25 min - 120 min Secretary, Sanitarian
Total Time: Secretary 50 min
Sanitarian 10 hrs. 30 min
Soil Scientist 45 min
CAPPING FILL . ¥
Permit Application 15 min Secretary
Application Design Review 15 min Secretary, Sanitarian
(Secretary 5 min, San 10 min)
Permit Issuance 20 min Sanitarian
Construction Inspection
(R) Site Preparation 60 min Sanitarian, Soil Scientist
(B) Fill Construction, Disposal
Trench Construction 60 min
(€C) Final Cover 60 min
Certificate of Completion Issued 60 min Sanitarian
Record Filing 25 min Secretary
Total Time: Secretary 45 min

Sanitarian 4 hrs. 30 min




~ Page four -

COST ANALYSIS

Personnel Time

SAND FILTER:

Secretarial Time -—--—--mmmoccmmm——a- 50 min x $6.85/hr = $ 5.71 5.71
Sanitarian Time  —=sm-—me=mmoee—me- *=10 hrs 30 min x $11.70/hr =* $122.85 **§ 99,45
S0il Scientist Time =———=wmcmmmamaa—- 45 min x $13.84/hr = $ 11.49 11.49

$140.05 $116.65

Add 25% for fringe benefits

* $175.06 **$145.81

* Above assumes a capping fill system -- $175.06 (10 hrs. 30 min)
**  Without capping fill —memmmmeemeommnen ($145.81) ( 8 hrs. 30 min)

CAPPING FILL:

Secretarial Time —---emmmmemcmm e 45 min x $6.85/hr = $5.14
Sanitarian Time -—----mmemmcmmemmm- 4 hrs, 30 min x $11.70/hr = $52.65
| $57.79

Add 25% for fringe benefits -----=-=rm-mm—mrmo—an—- $14.45

$ 35,01 __29.16
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VEHICLE EXPENSE

VEHICLE COST/MILE (1979-1980 FY)
039 . L1
595 .11 = Average $ .1133/mile
683 2

Assume 20 miles average travel distance round trip.

SAND FILTER
Total Costs
20 mile round trip x 8 inspections = 160 miles x § .1133 = $18.13
$145.81 (see page 4)
18.13
$7163.94 (Sand filter permit issuance and inspection costs)

*Total Costs SAND FILTER = $163.94

CAPPING FILL

Total Costs
20 miles x 4.5 dinspections = 90 miles x $ .1133 = $9.06
$72.24 x $ 9.06 = * $81.30 (Capping Fill permit issuance and inspection costs)
* Total Costs CAPPING FILL = $81.30

*NOTE: Above costs do not include capital outlay costs such as trucks,
equipment and other miscellaneous costs.
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FEE REVISION REQUEST FOR ALTERATION PERMITS

Alteration Permits are for sewage systems that people want to alter to
accomodate a larger sewage flow. For example, a small restaurant wants to
expand, which requires additional septic system to accomodate the extra sew-
age load. To issue this permit requires at least one field visit to examine
test holes and determine if the site is suitable for the proposed expansion.
In addition, a field visit will be required to examine the instalied system
to insure construction compliance with codes.

Approximate Cost

Two field visits . . . . . .$ 23.40 (data from pgs. 3 & 4 used)
Secretarial time . . . . . . 5.71
Travel time. . . . . . . . . 4.53 (data from pg. 5 used)
Fringe benefits, . . . . . . 7.20

$ 40.84

I recommend we charge a $40.00 Alteration Permit Fee which is the maxi-
mum allowed by law for this type of permit.

REQUEST FOR FILE REVIEW:FEE.

The Environmental Health Services office is constantly being requested to
submit septic system information to the State Real Estate Division for current
and past Land Partitionings that meet the Real Estate Division criteria for a
subdivision. The secretaries and sanitarians must search the files for past
septic installations and determine which system goes to each Tot. This fee
would not be used in cases where the applicant has already paid for Site Evalu-
ations.

I recommend a $15.00 File Review Fee. This fee is in keeping with the
existing fee for Hook-up Permits where, in some cases, a field visit is not
required.

SUMMARY

To summarize, the following fee adjustments are being vrecommended by the
Environmental Health Services office:

Proposed Fee  Current Fee

Sand Filter Permit Fee . . . . . . . .$ 120.00 $ 40.00
Capping Fill Permit Fee. . . . . . . . 60.00 40.00
Plan Review Fee. . . . . . . . . . . . 25.00 -0-

Alteration Permit Fee. . . . . . . . . 40.00 15.00

File Review Fee. . . . . . . . . . . . 15.00 -0~

RNovicad 2.2(-81




Attachment P

COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE

COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST, HELENS, OREGON 87051
Phone 397-0592

April 29, 1981

Jack Osborne

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: SS - Fee Revision Request
Dear Jack:

Enclosed are justification and cost analysis for fees in excess of
the statutory limitation of $40.00 for permits. The enclosed fee
schedule was presented to the Columbia County Board of Commissioners
on April 21,1981 and received unanimous approval to become effective
upon receiving Environmental Quality Commission approval.

A separate plan review fee will be charged in the event a person
desires a review without obtaining a permit. Otherwise the time
required for plan reviews is included in the permit fees.

Sincerely,

Roy E.Eastwood, R.S.
Columbia County Sanitarian

REE:vjk
Enclosures

gtate of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

E@\EU\‘QE@

MAY 11961

WATER QUALITY CONTROL




COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone 397-0562

FEE SCHEDPULE

The following nonrefundable fees are reguired to accompany applications
for Site Evaluations, Permits, Licenses and Services.

ON SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS FEE

New Site Evaluation: Present  Proposed
First Lot 120 120
Each additional lot evaluated while on site 100 100

Commercial Facility System, for each 1200 gallons
projected daily sewage flow or part thereof 120 120

Each fee paid entitles the applicant to as many site
inspections on a single parcel or Tot as necessary
to determine site suitability for a single system.
The applicant may request additional site inspections
within 90 days of the initial site evaiuation, at no

extra cost. State of Oragon

Increase
0

0

: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROINMENTAL QUALITY
Separate fees shall be required if site inspections arﬁ\j\ EBENIVY E .

to determine site suitability for more than one system
on a single parcel of land. MAY 11983

Construction Installation Permit

WATER QUALITY CONTROL

Standard On Site System 40 65

Commercial Facility System, Plan Review, for each 1200
Gallon Daily Sewage Flow, or part thereof 40 40

Commercial Facility System, Permit, for each 1200 Gallons
Daily Sewage Flow, or Part thereof 40 40

Alternative Systems

Plan Reyiew 0 35
Sand Filter . 40 125
Capping Fill 40 a0
Holding Tank 40 100
Low Pressure 40 90

‘Construction Installation Permit Renewal

If Field Visit Required 25 25
No Field Visit Required 10 10

25

35
85
50
60
50




ON SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

Alteration Permit

FEE

Present

40

Repair

25

Authorization Notice

I[f Field Visit Required

40

No Field VYisit Required

Annual Evaltuation of Alternative System {Where Required)

Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home

40

2b

Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules

Site Evaluation

120

Permit

40

Pumper Truck Inspection, Each Vehicle

25

Proposed

40
25

40
10

40

25

120

2h

Increase
0

0

oo




COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone 397-0592

STANDARD ON SITE SYSTEM PERMIT
Work Load Break Down

A. " Secretary Time
1. Recieve Application 5 min.
2. Search file for approved site evaluation _ 10 min.
3. Review application for all necessary documentation 5 min.
4. Copy all documents (20f each page) for applicant 5 min.

and contractor after plan review and signing of
permit by Sanitarian
5. Record and file Certificate of Satisfactory Completion 25 min.

Tota] 50 min.
B. Sanitarian -

1. Review all documentation provided with application
for adequacy. Verify presence or absence of any
encumberances which might affect on site system. 20 min.

2. Review plot plan for accuracy, inclusion of all nec-
essary requirements: (i.e. set backs from wells,
property lines, streams, escarpments etc.} Site visit
may be required to verify conditions as scaled on
construction plan prior to permit issuance. : 30 min.

3. Prepare permit detailing all parameters necessary
for installation of the standard system and sign. 15 min,

4. Site inspection of installed system made to de-
termine whether or not installation complies with
permit requirements and to determine quality of
workmanship as it would effect system function. 60 min.

5. (a) If deficiency found prepare corrections de-
tailing the corrections to be made . (50% of
systems require rechecks therefore % of 60 min.
is used) 45 min.

(b) Final inspection made to determine compliance.
' Total 170 min.




COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURYFACE SEWAGE

COURTHOUSE ~ ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone 397-0592

ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

These are systems installed in areas which have varying
degrees of limitations to the site which prevent utilising
a standard on-site disposal system.

Plan Review - office

T. The plan review in addition to a drainfield requires 120 min.
a. Net hydrology analysis
b. Pump sizing where required
¢. Dosing tank specification review
d. Electrical review for alarms, pumps and switches.
e, Review of a materials list for adequacy and compliance
with code.
f. Pipe sizing
2. Review of specification made by Sanitarian on the plan with 30 min.
applticant.
3. Review of any corrections made on plans 20 min.
4. Approval of plans by Sanitarian 10 min.

Total 180 min.

Sand Filter - field

1. A minimum of 4 site inspections are required prior to
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion issuance.

a. Inspect septic tank, dosing tank and pressure transport 60 min.
pipe to sand filter. Correction Notice completed by Sanitarian
b. Inspect sand filter under drain and drainfield. Correction
notice completed by Sanitarian. 60 min.
c. Inspect filter material, pressure distribution pipe
evaluate pumping cycles and application rates. Inspect

for completion of all required corrections. 90 min.
d. Inspect final cover of filter and drainfield. Issue
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion. 45 min.

Total 255 min.




COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone 397-0592

ALTERNATIVE @ SYSTEMS

Capping Fill - Field

1.
2.

3.
4.

Evaluate, approve soi] for cap on site.

Inspect and evaluate adequacy for site preparation prior to
receiving cap.

Inspect drainfield and compliance.

Final inspection of finished Cap cover and issue Certificate
of Satisfactory completion.

Total

Holding Tank - Field

1.

Low

Inspect Holding Tank and plumbing connections, antibouncy
devices and availability for pumping.

Inspect both visual and audible alarms.

Final inspection - A1l corrections made, Issue
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion.

(a) If defiency found prepare correction notice detailing
the corrections to be made.

(b) Final inspection made to determine compliance. Total
Pressure - Field

Site inspection prior to installation of filter fabric.
a. evq]uate pump, fittings, switches, drawn down
prior to instaliation of rock cover,
Final inspection
Total

60 min.

60 min.
60 min.

60 min.
240 min.

90 min.

45 min.

45 min.

180 min.

60 min.

_ 60 min.
120 min.




COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE

COURTHOQUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 87051
Phone 397-0592

Standard System & Rural Area Variance

Time cost/hr. Total

Secretary = b0 min. @ 6.95 = $5.77
Sanitarian = 2,78 hrs. ©13.79 =  38.38
$44.15

12% inflation = 5.30
$49.45

30% overhead = 14.83

Total $64.25
Sand Filter

Secretary = Thr.* @ 6.95 = 6.95
Sanitarian = 7.25 hr. 813.79 = 99,98
$106.93
12% inflation = 12.83
$119.76
30% overhead = 35,93
Total $T155.69

Capping Fill
Secretary = 1 hr.* @ 6.95 = 6.95
Sanitarian = 4 hr, ® 13.79 = b5.16
$66.1T
12% inflation = 7.45
§73.86
30% overhead = 22.16

Total $96.02

* An additional 10 minutes has been alloted for Secretarial time due to a
larder number of documents which must be duplicated.




Holding Tank Time cost/hr,
50 min. @ 6.95

Secretary

Sanitarian

3 hrs. @ 13.79

12% inflation

1]

30% overhead

Total

Low Pressure

Secretary 50 min. @ 6.95

Sanitarian 5 hrs. @ 13.79

12% inflation

1

30% overhead

Total




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

VICTOR ATHEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No., E, June 5, 19281, BQC Meeting

Reguest for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on
Housekeeping Modifications to Water Quality Related Rules,
OAR 340, Divisions 42, 43, 44, 45 and 52.

Background and Problem Statement

The Department is in the process of reviewing all rules pertaining to water
quality control. BSome are found to be out-of~date and redundant to other
Department Rules. Others have housekeeping changes which need to be made
in order for them to be consistent with other rules and policies.

The Department is desirous of cleaning up the rules and making as many
of the changes that can logically fit into one rulemaking procedure. In
addition to making minor modifications to Division 44, 45, and 52, two
divisions, Divisions 42 and 43, need to be repealed since they are out-
of-date and no longer applicable.

Discussion and Evaluation

The following rule changes are proposed. The exact changes are shown in
Attachment 2.

Division 42 -~ Plant Operation
This entire division needs to be repealed. It was adopted in 1956
before we had a permit program. Now individual permits address all
points covered hy this regulation.

Division 43 - Disposal of Industrial Wastes
This entire division needs to be repealed. It was adopted in 1950.

With the permit rules and the Confined Animal ¥Feeding or Holding
Operations rules, the Division 43 rules are unnecessary.

DEQ-46




EQC Agenda Item Mo, E
June 5, 1981
Page 2

Division 44 - Construction and Use or Waste Disposal Rules

340-44-015(7) This section does not allow a structure which has been
served by a waste disposal well and subsequently destroyed by fire
or other calamity to be rebuilt, and continue the use of the waste
disposal well. The Department proposes to allow for the continued
use of a waste disposal well for a replacement structure under certain
restrictive conditions.

Division 45 = Requlations Pertaining to NPDES and WPCF Permits

340~-45-010(5) The definition of "Disposal System”" presently excludes
subsurface sewage disposal systems and alternate systems as defined
in the subsurface rules. The definition will be changed to exclude
only those on-site systems of 5,000 gallons per day or less, This
will mean that those large systems over 5,000 gallons per day will
be regquired to have a WPCF permit. This is consistent with the new
On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules,

340-45-010 Add a definition of "General Permit". This is necessary since
we Now have a section on general permits in Division 45.

340-45-035(4) EPA's consolidated permit rules have redefined which
facilities are required to have a fact sheet available as part of
the public participation process. OQur rules need to be reviged to
reflect these changes.

340-45-035(5) Our rules require a permit applicant to comment on a draft
permit within 14 days. Provision needs to be made to allow the
applicant to request more time or to waive all or part of the 14 day
review.

340-45-60 Present rules require all permit revocations or suspensions
to be handled by certified mail. It is proposed to waive that
reguirement when the suspension or revocation comes ags a result of
a request from the permittee.

340-45-030 (Pable 1) This table, which describes which permit
applications need to be used, should be revised to address present
requirements. Some NPDES applications have been revised by EPA and
others are in the process of being revised. Present table is
confusing since it is out-of-date.

Divigion 52 Review of Plans and Specifications

340-52-010(3) 1In order to separate those systems covered by the On-8ite
Sewage Disposal Rules, the definition of disposal system should be
revised to exclude those on-site disposal systems of 5,000 gallons
per day or less. Otherwise detailed plans and specifications on all
on-site disposal systems would have to be submitted to the Department
for review and approval. This is contrary to the procedures
established by the on-site disposal system rules.




June 5, 1981

| |
EQC Agenda Item No. E i
Page 3 |

The purpose of this being brought hefore the Commission at this time
is to request authorization to hold a public hearing on the proposed rule
changes,

Summation

1. ORS 468.020 grants the Commission authority to adopt rules and
standards as it considers necessary in performing the functions vested
by law.

2. Periodically rules need to be revised or repealed as they fail to
address current policy and procedure.

3. The Department is proposing certain housekeeping changes in Chapter
340 Divisions 44, 45 and 52.

4, The Department recommends Divisions 42 and 43 be repealed because
they are redundant, unnecessary and do not necesgarily relate to
current policy.

5. The Department is prepared to schedule a public hearing in order to
receive input on the proposed rule modifications and revocations.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to hold a public hearing on the proposed change

in the Water Quality Rules.

William H. Young

Attachment 1: Statement of Need & Fiscal Impact
Attachment 2: Draft Rule Modifications
Attachment 3: Draft Public Notice

CKAshbaker:o
229-5325
4/27/81
WO756 (2)




ATTACHMENT 1

Agenda Item No. & , June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commigsion's intended action to modify or revoke
rules.

(1) Legal Authority

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Commission to adopt such rules and
standards as it considers necessary and proper in performing the
functions vested by law.

{2) Need for a Rule

Some of the Commission's rules relating to water guality are
redundant, out-of-date,; or need minor corrections in order to relate
to current policy and procedure. In their present form they can

be misunderstood. The Department of Environmental Quality is
proposing housekeeping changes in OAR Chapter 340 Divisions 44, 45
and 52. It is proposed that Divisions 42 and 43 be revoked hecause
they are no longer necessary.

(3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in this Rulemaking

a. ORS 468
b. OAR Chapter 340 Divisions 42, 43, 44, 45, 52 and 71
c. 40 CFR Parts 122, 123 and 124



Fiscal Impact of Rulemaking

Most of the propeosed rule modifications and revocations are minor in
nature and do not change current policy. They will have very little fiscal
impact either on the Department or the public.

The only proposed rule change which might have a fiscal impact is the
proposed change to OAR 340-44-015. The present rule would not allow a
building served by a waste disposal well, and subsequently destroyed by
Fire or other calamity, to be rebuilt unless an acceptable alternate to
the waste disposal well could be used for sewage disposal. *This could
place a financial hardship on the owner of the facility if it couldn't
be rebuilt. The proposed rule change would allow the Department to
authorize continued use of the disposal well for the rebuilt structure
if no acceptable alternatives were available.

Some savings in postage costs can be realized by the Department if

OAR 340-45-060 is modified to remove the certified mail requirement when
the Director revokes or suspends a permit upon the request of the
permittee.

CKA:0
229-5325
4/27/81
WO755 (2)




Changes in OAR Chapter 340 Divisions 42, 43, 44, 45

Division 42

Entire Division to be repealed

Division 43

Entire Division to be repealed

ATTACHMENT 2




Division 44 Changes

340-44-015 (7) and (8)

(7y Without first obtaining a permit issued by the Director or his
authorized representative, no person shall modify any structure or
change or expand any use of a structure or property that utilizes
a waste disposal well. A permit shall be a written document

and, except as allowed in Section(8) of this rule shall not be issued

[1f] unless :

(a) The property cannot qualify for a standard subsurface sewage

disposal system including the reserve area requirement; and

(b) The property is inside a designated, municipal sewer service

area: and

() The owner of the property and the municipality having
jurisdiction over the municipal sewer service area shall enter

into a written agreement. The agreement shall include the

owner's irrevocable consent to connect to the municipal sewerage
service when it becomes available and to not remonstrate against
formation of and inclusion into a local improvement district if
such a district is deemed necessary by the municipality to

finance sewer construction to the property; and




(4) The property is a single family dwelling that is not closer
than one hundred (100) feet to a municipal sewerage system,
(The proposed changes or expansion of the use of the waste
disposal serving the single family dwelling shall not be for
the purpose of serving a commercial establishment or multiple—

unit dwelling); or

{e) The property is not a single family dwelling, is not closer

than 300 feet from a municipal sewerage system, and the proposed

change or expansicn of the user of the waste disposal well would

not create an increased waste flow; or

(f) The property is not a single family dwelling; existing sewer

is not deemed available based upon the criteria established in

Oregon Administrative Rules 340-71-015(5) and based upon the
total average daily flow estimated from the property after the

proposed modification or expansion of the use of the waste

disposal well and a municipality has committed in writing to

provide sewers to the property within two (2) years.

{8) The Director shall issue a permit to connect a replacement structure

to a waste disposal well if:

(a) The waste disposal well previously served a structure that was

unintentionally destroyed by fire on other calamity; and

i
|
|
i



(b} The property cannot qualify for a standard on-site sewage

disposal system, including the reserve area reguirement; and

{c) There is no evidence that the waste disposal well had been

failing; and

(d) The replacement structure is approximately the same size as the

destroved structure and the use has not been significantly

changed.




Division 45 Changes

340~45-010 (5) through (24)

(5) "Digposal system" means a system for disposing of wastes either by
surface or underground methods, and includes sewerage systems,
treatment works, disposal wells and other systems hut excludes
[subsurface sewage disposal systems and alternate systems as defined

in OAR 340-71-010] on—site sewage disposal systems of 5000 gallons per

day or less , and systems which recirculate without discharge.

{7) “General permit" means a permit issued to a category of qualifying

sources pursuant to 340-45-033, in lieu of individual permits being

issued to each source.

(M1 ® "Industrial Waste™ means any liguid, gaseocus, radicactive, or
solid waste substance or a combination thereof resulting from any
process of industry, manufacturing, trade or business, or from the

development or recovery of any natural resources.

[{8)]1 (9) "NPDES Permit" means a waste discharge permit issued in
accordance with requirements and procedures of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System authorized by the Federal Act

and of OAR Chapter 340, rules 340-45-005 through 340-45-065.




[(9)] (10) "Navigable Waters" means all navigable waters of the United
States and their tributaries; interstate waters; intrastate lakes,
rivers, and streams which are used by interstate travelers for

recreation or other purposes or fram which fish or shellfish are

taken and sold in interstate commerce or which are utilized for

industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce.

[(10)] (11) "Person" means the United States and agencies thereof, any

state, any individual, public or private corporation, political

subdivision, govermmental agency, municipality, copartnership,
association, firm, trust, estate, or any other legal entity

whatever,

[(A1)] (12) "Point Source" means any discernible, confined, and discrete

conveyance, including, but not limited to, any pipe, ditch, channel,

tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock,

concentrated animal feeding operation, or vessel or other floating

craft, from which pollutants are or may be discharged

[(12)] (13) "Pollutant” means dredged spoil, solid waste, incinerator

residue, sewage, garbage, sewerage sludge, munitions, chemical

wastes, biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, wrecked
or discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt, and industrial,

municipal, and agricultural waste discharged into water.




[(13)] (14) "Pre-treatment" means the waste treatment which might take
place prior to discharging to a sewerage system including, but not

limited to pH adjustment, oil and grease removal, screening, and

detoxification.

[(14)] (15) "Process Waste Water" means waste water contaminated by
industrial processes but not including non-contact cooling water or

storm runoff.

[{15)] (16) "Public Waters" or "waters of the state" include lakes, bays,
ponds, impounding reservoirs, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes,
inlets, canalg, the Pacific Ocean within the territorial limits of
the State of Oregon, and all other bodies of surface or underground
waters, natural or artificial, inland, or coastal, fresh or salt,
public or private (except those private waters which do not combine
or effect a junction with natural surface or underground waters)
which are wholly or partially within or bordering the state or

within its jurisdiction.

[(16)] (17) “Regional Administrator" means the Regional Administrator of

Region X of the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency.

[(17)] (18) "Sewage" means the water-carried human or animal waste from
residences, building, industrial establishments, or other places,
together with such ground water infiltration and surface water as

may be present. The mixture of sewage as above defined with wastes




or industrial wastes, as defined in sections [(7)] (8) and
[{22)] (23) of this rule, shall also be considered "sewage" within

the meaning of these regulations.

[(19)]1 (20) "State" means the State of Oregon,

[{20)]1 (21) "Toxic Waste" means any waste which will cause or can
reasonably be expected to cause a hazard to fish or other aguatic

life or to human or animal life in the enviromment.

[(21)] {(22) "Treatment" or "waste treatment" means the alteration of the
quality of waste waters by physical, chemical, or bioclogical means
or a combination thereof such that the tendency of said wastes to
cause any degradation in water quality or other environmental

conditions is reduced.

[{22)] {23) "Wastes" means sewage, industrial wastes, and all other
liguid, gaseous, solid, radicactive, or other substances which will
or may cause pollution or tend to cause pollution of any waters of

the state.

[{(23)]1 (24) "WPCF permit” means a Water Pollution Control Facilities permit
to construct and operate a disposal system with no discharge to
navigable waters., A WPCF permit is issued by the Department in

accordance with the procedures of OAR Chapter 340, rules 340-14-005
through 340-14-050.




340-45-035 (4) and (5)

(4) [For every discharge which has a total volume of more than 500,000

gallons on any day of the year, the Department shall prepare a fact

sheet which contains the following:

(a)

(b)

(€)

(@)

(e)

(£)

A sketch or de tailed description of the location of the

discharge;

A quantitative description of the discharge, including the rate

or frequency of the discharge;

The tentative determination required under section 340-45-035(2);

An identification of the receiving stream with respect to

beneficial uses, water quality standards, and effluent

standards;

A description of the procedures to be followed for finalizing

the permit; and

Procedures for requesting a public hearing and other procedures

by which the public may participate.]

A Fact sheet shall be prepared for each draft NPDES permit for a major

industrial facility and each NPDES general permit. In addition, a

fact sheet shall be prepared for every industrial NPDES permit which

incorporates a variance and for every draft permit which the Director




(5)

finds is the subject of widespread public interest or raises major

issues. Fact sheets shall contain the following, where applicable:

(a) A brief description of the type of facility or activity;

(b) The type and quantity of wastes to be discharged;

{¢) Applicable standards and guidelines used as a basis for effluent
limits;

{d) An explanation of any proposed variances;

(e) A sketch, map, or detailed location of the discharge, where

(£)

appropriate; and

Information spelling out procedures for finalizing the permit and

After the public notice has been drafted and the fact sheet and

providing additional public input, including opportunity for

public hearing.

proposed NPDES permit provisions have been prepared by the Department,

they will be forwarded to the applicant for review and comment., All

comments must be submitted in writing with 14 days after mailing

of the proposed materials if such comments are to receive

consideration prior to final action on the application [.] , unless

the applicant requests additional time. The applicant may also waive

his right for the 14 day review time in the interest of accelerating

the issuance procedures.




340-45-060

(1)

(2)

In the event that it becomes necessary for the Director to suspend or
revoke a NPDES permit due to non-compliance with the terms of the
NPDES permit, unapproved changes in operation, false information
submitted in the application, or any other cause, the Director shall
notify the permittee by registered or certified mail of his intent to
suspend or revoke the NPDES permit. Such notification shall include
the reasons for the suspension or revocation. The suspension or
revocation shall become effective 20 days from the date of mailing of
such notice unless within that time the permittee requests a hearing
before the Commission or its authorized representative. Such request
for a hearing shall be made in writing to the Director and shall state
the grounds for the request. ZAny hearing held shall be conducted

pursuant to the regulations of the Department. The Director may

suspend or revoke an NPDES without notification by registered or

certified mail if the suspension or revocation is in response to a

request for such from the permittee.

If the Department finds that there is a serious danger to the public
health or safety or that irreparable damage to a resource will occur,
it may, pursuant to applicable statutes, suspend or revocke a NPDES
permit effective immediately. Notice of such suspension or revocation
must state the reasons for such action and advise the permittee that
he may reguest a hearing before the Commission or its authorized

representative. Such request for a hearing shall be made in writing




to the Director within 90 days of the date of suspension and shall
state the grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be conducted

pursuant to the regulations of the Department.




TABLE I
(340-45-030)

PERMIT APPLICATION FORMS

Category of Applicant

I.

1I.

TII.

iv.

1/

Form 2A not yet available from BPA.

New application to construct, and
operate a Disposal System which
Discharges to public waters.

A, Domestic Sewage Treatment System -

B. Concentrated Animal Feeding or
Aquatic Animal Production Facility -

C. Manufacturing, Commercial, Mining -
or Silvicultural QOperation

New Application to construct and Operate
a Disposal System which has no
discharge to public waters -

Renewal NPDES Application for
Facilities Discharging to Public Waters

A, Domestic Sewage Treatment System,
Concentrated Animal Feeding Opera-
tion, Agquatic Animal Production
Facility, or MINOR manufacturing,
commercial, mining or Silvicultural
Operation - ’

B. MAJOR manufacturing, commercial,
mining or Bilvicultural Operation -

Renewal of All WPCF permits

Application for Modification of
an NPDES or WPCF permit -

Form A (EPA Form 7550-22).

2/

Form 2D not yet available from EPA.

Form C (EPA Form 7550-234).

CRA: &
Wr791 (1)

Application Forms to be Filed

pv

Consolidate Application
Forms 1 and 23

Consolidated Application
Forms 1 and 2B
2/

ConsolidataﬂApplication-—
Forms 1 and 2D

WPCF - N
{DEQ-WQ~1)

NPDES - R
{DEQ-WQ-3)

Consolidated Application
Forms 1 and 2C

WPCF - R
{DEQ-WQ-2)

Submit a letter detailing the
requested modification. The
Department may require
additional information,
analysis and/or application
forms.

Until Form is available use Standard

Until Form is available use Standard




Division 52 Changes

340-52-010 (3)

(3) "Disposal system" means a system for disposing of wastes, either by

surface or underground methods, and includes municipal sewerage

systems, domestic sewerage systems except on-site sewage disposal

systems of 5000 gallons per day or less, industrial and agricultural

waste gystems, treatment works, disposal wells and other systems.

ORS 468.700(1)

WA790 (2)




NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ATTACHMENT 3

A CHANCEF TO BE HEARD ABOUT:

Minor Changes in Water Quality Control Rules

The Department of Envirommental Quality has selected a public hearing for
July 9, 1981, to receive testimony regarding modification and revocation
of certain water quality control rules. The hearing will be held at 10
a.,m. in Room No. 1400 of the Yeon Building, 522 S5.W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon.

WHICH RULES WILL BE REVOKED?

OAR 340 DIVISION 42 - "PLANT OPERATION" will be revoked. All of the

things addressed by the rule are addressed more flexibly in an individual
permit,

OAR DIVISION 43 - DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES" will be revoked. These
provisions are also better addressed in individual permits.

WHICH RULES WILL BE MODIFIED?

OAR 340-44-015 - will be modified to allow the Department to consider
continued use of a waste disposal well for a new building which replaces
one destroyed by fire or other calamity.

OAR 340~45-010(5) =~ The definition of "Disposal System" would be changed
to ex¢lude only those on-site subsurface systems of 5000 gallons per day
or less. This would allow a WPCF permit to be required for facilities
over 5000 gallons per day as currently required in the On-Site Sewage
Disposal Rules. '

OAR 340-45-010 — A definition of "General Permit" would be added to the
rules.

OAR 340-45-035(4) ~ Will be modified to change fact sheet regquirements to
correspond more closely with federal regulations.

OAR 340-45-035(5) - Will be modified to allow the applicant to request
more than 14 days for reviewing a draft permit or to allow the applicant
to walve all or part of the 14 day review.

OAR 340-£45-060 — Will be modified to allow the Director to suspend or
revoke a permit without a certifled mail notice if the suspension or
revocation comes pursuant to a request from the permittee.

OAR 340-52-010(3) - Will be modified to exclude on-site sewage disposal
systems from the plan review rules.

Table 1 at the end of Pivision 45 will be modified to reflect current
application requirements and policy.




=

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THESE PROPOSED CHANGES?

These changes are primarily housekeeping in nature and don't have much
impact on anyone. They will be more consistent and easy to follow by
those regulated and easier to administer by the Department.

DOES THE PROPOSAL AFFECT LOCAL LAND USE PROGRAMS?

These rule changes will have no effect on local land use programs,

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INPUT

Testimony, either written or oral, will be accepted during the July 9
hearing. Written testimony will be accepted at any time between now and
the close of the hearing record at 5 p.m., July 10, 1981l. Written
comments may be sent to Charles K. Ashbaker, Water Quality Division,
P.O. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207. He will also be happy to answer
any questions or to provide vou with a copy of the rule modifications.

WL762 (1)
4/28/81




Department of Environmental Quality

DEQ-1

bt aalinbd 522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207
MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Ouality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F ., June 5, 1987, EQC Meeting

Vehicle Inspection Rules - Request for Authorization to Hold
a Public Hearing to Amend Inspection Program Fee Structure.

Background and Problem Statement

Currently ORS 468.405 sets the maximum fee the department may charge to
issue a Certificate of Compliance at $5. This fee has been in effect since
the vehicle inspection program first began issuing certificates in July,
1975. The EQC has not enacted any regulation establishing a fee structure
for the vehicle inspection program.

On May 14, 1981, House Bi1l1 2289 passed the Oregon House and was for-
warded to the Senate for consideration. House Bi11 2289 would amend
ORS 468.405 to read, in part, as:

"The fee for the issuance of certificates shall be established
by the commission in an amount based upon the costs of admin-
istering this program established in the current biennial bud-
get. The fee for a certificate shall not exceed $10."

An emergency clause is attached to the bill.

If this bill is enacted into statute, it will be necessary for the commission
to hold a public hearing and set an inspection fee for the 1981-83

biennium. The existing $5 certification fee will not be sufficient to
support program operational cost during the 1981-83 biennium. The
Governor's approved budget proposal provided for a $6 fee. During House
Committee considerations of the program budget, several additional cost
factors were reviewed which would prudently require a $7 certification

fee if incorporated into the proaram budget.

The hearing proposed would be before the Commission. Copies of the pro-
posed rule and the proposed Public Notice, Statement of Need and Fiscal
Impact Statement are attached.




Evaluation and Alternatives

The following fiscal impact analysis has been prepared by the department.

FISCAL TIMPACT ‘ANALYSIS
MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION
1981-83 BUDGET

Estimated Fund Balance 7-1-8]

Certification Fee Revenue Forecast
81-83

Less: Exemption of 20-year-old cars

“Indirect Cost Assessment
81-83

Indirect Cost Assessment
Adjustment for 79-81 advance

Net Available Revenue

Operating Expenses
Motor Vehicle Division Reimbursement
Salary Increase Provision

Savings on exempt vehicles

Total Operating Expenses

End of Biennium Fund Balance/(Deficit)

Capital Construction/Beaverton
Station

End of Biennium Fund Balance Carry
“Forward/(Deficit)

$5 FEE $6 FEE $7 FEE
$350,204 $350,204 $350,204
$2,685,950 $3,223,140 $3,760,330
(104,165) (125,000) (145,831)
(431,921) (431,921)  (431,921)
(247,911) (247,911)  (247,911)
$2,252,157 $2,768,512 $3,284,871
($2,649,146) ($2,649,146)($2,649,146)
(53,518) (53,518) (53,518)
(209,260) (209,260)  (209,260)
25,023 25,023 25,023
($2,886,901) ($2,886,901)(%2,886,901)
($634,744) ($118,389)  $397,970
($212,900) ($212,900) ($212,900)
($847,644) ($331,289) $185,070

The forecasted gertification fee revenue shown for the $6 and $7 fee structure
is somewhat optimistic in that it is based upon any increase occurring at the

start of the fiscal year.

4 _ Approximately 15,000 certificates are projected to
be issued each month during the July-September, 1981, time period.
pation of a fee increase, test volume may increase somewhat over these projections.

In antici-




-3-

The bi11 to exempt 20-year-old vehicles from the testing requirements has
passed both houses. Air quality impacts are very small due, in part, to the
low annual mileage accumulated by such vehicles. The fiscal impact of the
$6 and $7 fee structure is based upon any increase occurving at the start

of the fiscal year.

The indirect cost assessment for FY 1981-83 is based upon the standard
agency-wide rate. The FY 1979-81 assessment was based upon a lower rate.
This funding advance for indirect cost assessments is shown as being repaid
during FY 1981-83.

The reimbursement for the Motor Vehicle Division is for cost which they
incur as a result of handling the certificates of compliance. This cost

has not previously been assessed. The salary increase provision contains
funds deemed prudent by the department's fiscal analyst to provide for
salary increases during the biennium. The savings on exempt vehicles is
that savings seen possible as a result of the 20-year-old vehicle exemption.

The inspection program service level in central Washington County is not
acceptable and improvements need to be made. The City of Beaverton has
provided a site for an acceptable facility. The construction cost for this
facility 1is shown in the fiscal impact analysis.

Summation

1. House Bill 2289, if enacted, will require the Commission to establish
the vehicle inspection program certification fee.

2. The existing $5 certification fee is not sufficient to support program
operational cost during the 1981-83 biennium.

3. There has been no certification fee change since 1975.

4. A $7 certification fee provides sufficient funds to cover program
operational cost and capital construction needs during the 1981-83
biennium.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to schedule a public hearing before the Commission
at the July 17, 1981, meeting to amend the vehicle inspection program rules
to establish a fee structure which includes a $7-certification fee.

f?f@ﬂf LA

W1111aﬁ H Young

Attachment T: Proposed motor vehicle inspection program fee schedule.
Attachemnt 2: Proposed Notice of Public Hearing.
Attachment 3: Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement.

Ron Householder
229-6200
5/22/81




Attachment 1

PROPOSED ADDITION TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES. CHAPTER 340
MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL INSPECTION TEST
CRITERIA, METHODS, AND STANDARDS

MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM FEE SCHEDULE

340-24-307  The following is the fee schedule for Certificates of
‘Compliance, and licenses issued by the Department of
Environmental Quality, Vehicle Inspection Program.

Certificate of Compliance .uieecivecissessosannas $7.00
ISSUED RY DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Compliance reessessceves revasssnesa53.00
ISSUED BY LICENSED MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OPERATICON

MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OPERATION initial $5.00

annual renewal $1.00

FLEET OPERATION VEHICLE EMISSION INSPECTOR-initial $5.00
‘ annual renewal $1.00

EXHAUST GAS ANALYSER SYSTEM initial $5.00
annual renewal $1.00




IEG- 1

Attachment 2

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTL.AND, OREGON

VICTOR ATIVEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON ¢7207

GOVERNOR

Prepared: 5/20/81
Hearing Date: 7/17/81

PROPOSED NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABOUT:

Proposed Increase in Motor Vehicle Inspection Fees, OAR Chapter 340 Section
24-307 for the Inspection Program operating in the Portland Metropolitan
Area.

WHAT TS THE DEQ PROPOSING?

Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed rule
package. Some highlights are:

*% Increase Certificate of Compliance fee from $5 to $7, contingent upon
enactment of HB223% by the 1981 Legislative session.

** Listing of Motor Vehicle fleet operation Certificate of Compliance
fees and licensing schedule

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPOSAL:

Motor Vehicle owners

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION:

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality,
Vehicle Inspection, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be
received by 5:00 p.m. July 16, 1981.

Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing
before the Environmental Quality Commission.

City Time Date Location
Portland July 17, 1981 date & time to be
announced




Attachment 2

Notice of Public Hearing
Page 2

WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from:
DEQ Vehicle Inspection Program

Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL:

This proposal adds OAR Chapter 340 Section 24-307, contingent upon
enactment of HB2239 by the 1981 Legislative session. It is proposed under
authority of ORS 468.370.

This proposal does not affect land use as defined in the Department's
coordination program with the Department of Land Conservation and
Development.

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS :

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule amendments identical

to the proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments on the sane
subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations may be
submitted to the Environmmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean
Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's deliberation should come
after the public hearing as part of the agenda of its regularly scheduled
Commission meeting on July 17, 1981.

A Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this
notice.




Attachment 3

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

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

Legal Authority z

Legal Authority for this action is ORS 468.370, ORS 183.341 and HB
2239-1981 Legislative Session.

Need for the Rule

Legislation (HB 2239) if enacted requires the establishment of a fee
schedule. The proposed rule is the fee schedule.

Principle Documents Relied Upon

HB 2239 - 1981 Oregon Legislative Session

Fiscal Impact Statement

Vehicle Owners in the Portland Metropolitan Area will experience a fee
increase from $5 to £7.




GOVERNDA

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

O ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5606

s

Contains
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item G, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Draft Response to Program Assessment Report

Attached is the Department's proposed regsponse to the recommendations
contained in the report "Program Assessment of the Department of
Environmental Quality" prepared by the Executive Department,

This draft response i1s offered for Commission review and comment
prior to formally responding to the report as requested by the
Executive Department.

Staff proposes to revise the draft response upon Commission input
and return the final response to the Commission for approval at its

July 1981 meeting.

William H. Young

MJDowns: cs
229-6485

May 18, lesi
Attachment




III-1

III-2

III-3

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

RESPONSE TC PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

Agency Response

EQC Comment

DEQ should announce its objections
o any new enforcement requirements

imposed by EPA.

Review training programs to see

why cities, particularly smaller

gities, participate at such a
low level.

Review rules and regulations,
varticularly local government
perceptions, about their clear-
ness, availability, and
reasonableness.

Consider the establishment of
an intra-agency group to act
as a clearinghouse or other
methed to ease dealing with
Iocal governments on over-—
lapping ox mutual problems.

DEQ will continue to evaluate proposed new
federal reguirements and advise EPA of
concerns.

Our records suggest much better participation
of sewage treatment plant operators in
training programs than the survey results
suggest. We will continue to encourage
cities to allow employees to participate,

and DEQ will pay travel expenses for such
participation. (Regional training sessions
are periodically held to minimize travel
costs.)

Review of rules has just been completed
for subsurface sewage disposal and is
underway in other water quality areas.

The Department has a staff member who acts
as intergovernmental coordinator. In
addition, we make it a practice to keep

in close contact with other state

agencies and often draw upon their expertise
when dealing with a complex problem. It

is felt that working with other state
agencies on overlapping, or mutual problems
is better accomplished on an ad hoc basis
than with the formation of a permanent
standing committee or committees.




DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPQRT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendétions

Agency Response EQC Comment

IIT~4 Review program information

IILI-5

on Pollution Control

Bond Fund moneys, its degree
distribution, and consider
providing cities with more
information on the program.

Consider evaluating whether
management of subsurface
sewer permit program by
DEQ limits county one-stop
permit programs or hinders
coordination of land use
igsues.

Iv-1 1Abolish an existing position
and reclassify to use as a staff
econonist with responsibility
to analyze all current and
future programs and prodiects
for econecmic impact. Lacking a
full-time budgeted position,
the Department may want to
accomplish this on a contract
basis.

The financing study report soon to be
completed will prcvide scme information.
Ag .soon as decision on future bond fund
money uge is made, descriptive materials
will be prepared.

This requires evaluation and' discussion on

a county by county basis. It may be possible
te improve coordination if DEQ subsurface
staff in Coos, Douglas and Klamath counties
could be located at county facilities in
cloge proximity to building permit issuance

operations.

Agency requested a staff economist po-
sition in 1979-81 budget. Legislature
did not fund. In face of current

‘reductions in force due to general fund

shortfall an economist position does not
rank as high in priority as othex
positions we would like to restore to
continue the primary mission of the agency.

‘We do not propose to follow this

recommendation until adeguate resources
become available.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAtITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Reccmmendations

Agency Response

ATR QUALITY PROGRAM

V-1 Establish priorities of
studies being planned
for in the future

V-2 Give priorities to studies
or research grants that
will address a practical
problem in lieu of a
thecoretical problem.

An annual priority list will be developed in
conjunction with the SEA. Such a list is
necessary, annually, for submigssion to EPA

in the event supplemental federal funds are
available. In the past such lists have been
developed after consultation with subprogfams
including Laboratory staff, Regions and LRAPLA.
Study needs have also been discussed at the
Goals and Objective review conference where
industry and the public are participants.

Our studies should for the most part continue
to. be directed toward identifying ambient
impacts in nonattainment areas such as Portland,
Eugene and Medford, and determining what over-
all emissions controls are reguired to attain/
maintain standards. For the most part,
industries have to develop thReir own control
technologies. The Department is participating
in some applied research in control of wood
heat emissions, road dust and cother so-called
"Area Source"” emissions., Past studies quantifying
the impact of field burning and slash burning to
determine regulatory control needs and most
recently studying methods: to control recad dust
are practicable problems. Such studies have
received strong support from the public, legisg-
lators, and industry.

EQC Comments




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPCRT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

Agency Response . . EQC Comments

V-3

Reduce the number of
studies and research grants
being conducted and con-
centrate on a fewer number
which can be managed by
existing staff.

Determine if information
does not already exist in
the agency prior to init-
iating a study.

Conduct an analysis of the
approximate 1,000 boilers
under minimal permit class-
ification teo determine the
total emission tonnage
towards the possibllity of
transferring its regula—
tions responsibility to the
Department of Commerce.

Legislatively approved Professional Services
for the 79-81 biennium were $156,648. The
Governor's Recommended 81-83 biennium budget
is $40,000. An additional $20,000 reduction
is anticipated by the G.F. reduction or by
Legislative Fiscal Officer. Even if the
Governor's Recommended Budget is approved,
studies will be significantly reduced. An
existing staff member will bBe project officer
for each study undertaken.

The Department will review existing informa-
tion available to the agency prioer to initiat=
ing a particular study. The Department
believes this has always been done in the past
including research of EPA references.

The Department plans to review permit program
for permitting space heating beilers. Dis-
continuing these minimal sources is consistent
with reducing workload because of staff reduc-
tions. Transferring regulation of space heating
boilers to the Department of Commerce is con-
cluded not to be practicable, Thege boilers
would continue to Be subject to emission limita-
tion regulations and general surveillance by
inspectors in the field,




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Reccmmendations

Agency Response

V-6

Locate all source related
permits within the Program
Operations unit, whether
new or existing.

Establish a task force

to completely evaluate the
emissions inventory for
value, utilization to the
alr program, accuracy of .-
the data, and, in general,
how it can be ilmproved or
possibly eliminated.

Maintain a record as to

when all emission factors
and standards are changed,
which would provide improved

All routine functions of industrial source
permit processing (logging, tracking, public
notice, issuance, etc.) are centralized in
Program Operations. It still makes sense to
have certain permits drafted in the Regions
where the manpower and source contacts are.
Major sources need to be drafted by Program
Planning and Development where modeling
expertise and knowledge about new rules and
policies exists and where control strategies
and new rules are currently Being promulgated,
such as PSD, Visibility Degradation, Upset
Conditions, Emission Reduction Credit (banking
and offsets) and where significant EPA inter-
face is needed for SIP conformity. Ewventually
more of these activities could reasonably Be
consolidated in the Program Operations section.
Currently, only approximately 5 major new
gources reviews per yvear are being reviewed by
Program Planning and Development and these are
coordinated with Program Operations and the
pertinent Region.

The emission inventory is a major element in air
program management. Submittal of the EI to EPA
is required. The EI system is being improved to
better serve users, i.e. modeling, Reasonable
Further Progress reports, etc.

Records of emigsion factors are being maintained.

integrity of emissions inven-

tory data summary.

EQC Comments




RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Agency Response

Study Team Recommendations

V-8

Egtablish a policy
(within a rule) that
prohibits marketing of
emission offsets by a
closed-down facility.

Include in the State-EPA
agreement that a specific
time period will be allow-
ed for EPA review of DEQ
rules, revisions, or other
material. If no concern
is raised by EPA when the
time periecd elapses, DEQ
should then take approp—
riate action.

The NSR rule would prohibit banking emissions
from a permanently closed. down facility and
would also prohibit "marketing" such emission
reduction unless done "contemporariously"
{(within 1 year prior to a proposed new use).
This proposal has received severe criticism.

EPA has maintained that this is not legally

possible, It has agreed to give timely review
of DEQ proposed actions (rules, etc.)

to resource availability."

Tn the current SEA, EPA has committed to "provide

"subject

feed-back on proposed rules no later than the
end of the public comment period, where other
EPA priorities and available time permit."”

An alternative which the Department hag consid-

ered but not adcopted is to make the new rules

"effective only after EPA approval,”

EQC Comments
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Study Team Recommendations - ' Agency Regponse EQC Comments

Develop a plan toward integrat—  Benefits to this are not completely.clear unless
ing the field burning subprogram we assume 1) . industry takes cemplete control of
with other ongoing regional pro- operating with performance standards established
grams to include the following: for all populated areas and monitoring in place,
and 2) need for annual program improvement through
rule~-making/STP revision is eliminated. The
research efforts would still have to be centrally
coordinated. :

The controversial and seasenal nature of field
burning smoke management reguires a level of
administrative independence and flexibility to
respond to needs quickly.

Moving office to Salem makes some- sense operationally
primarily from standpoint of reducing travel and
duplication of 5&S5 related to technical and communica-
tion equipment and DAS. An association with Forestry
fire weather office in Salem would be a more logical

move.

v-10 :

Continue the trend of trans- Before beceming too committed to this {(i.e., eliminate
ferring administration of the our staff tralning, expertise and capability to run
program to industry. program. If necessary), there is a need.to evaluate

industry's performance over  several seasons and deter-
mine their own iriterest in assuming control., Industry
interest in assuming control is unclear and it is
suspected that a satisfactory arrangement Deyond their
current involvement is not forthcoming ih the next 2 to
3 years. EPA has indicated that if industry totally
conducted a dajily smcke management plan, it would
constitute a "dispersion technique" and would be in
violation of Section 123 of the CAZA. This issue needs
to be resolved.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

EQC Comments

Agency Response

V-11
Determine the feasibility of a
reduced fee schedule for regis-

tration and burning fields. This-

could be accomplished by a
reduction of research projects.

v-12

Review the feasibility and
possibkility of a reduced
budget in resources for the
subprogram.

V-13

Review the need for the number
of positions currently allocated
in this subprogram for possible
reallocation to other high prior-
ity efforts in the Department.

Good. In order to give some revenue stability for
planning and reducing future immense carryover's,

it may be best to 1) eliminate the $2.50/acre burn
fee since it may be a disincentive to accurately
report burned acreage and present accounting problems
or improprieties, and 2) increase the registration fee
from $§l/acre to some higher figure (about $2-32.50)
sufficient to provide adequate revenue. Not only is
registered acreage a virtual constant from year to
vear, but all the preogram's costs are toc and not so
dependent on acreage burned. A&As it is now the accum-
ulation of contingency monies is due to burn fees
revenues in excess of amounts projected.

A non-burning solution is still no doubt ultimately
needed for this source. The Department must continue
to conduct a wvigorous R&D program to this end, at

least as long as monies are beneficially spent.

See first entry related to moving office to share
with State Forestry facilities, Reduced budget not
feasible until industry assumes complete control of
operations and even then, increased expendlitures on
monitoring should be made. Based upon past seasons,
increased resources in the area of public information,
relations, and in compliance assurance are warrantedd.

Must resolve this with need to develop and keep FB

.expertise available if necesgary. Some seasonal

gsharing with other sub=programs may be feasible. See
response to V-12 for needed increases in resources.
While FTE are reallocable, field burning fees could
not be allocated to non—-field burning programs.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECCMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

V-14

Plan to eliminate the prepara-
tion of a written and document-
ed report to the Legislative
Committee on Trade and Econ-
omic Development in 1980. Make
an oral summary report in lieun
of a written report.

Agency Response BEOC Comment;

An -oral report is fine, but detailed written

“report 1s necessary as record and documentation

of pertinent data and impacts and is reguested
frequently by public and others. We have already
eliminated the annual "Willamette Valley Field
Burning Report" series we used to prepare.




RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

'DEPARTMEMT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Aqency Response

v-15

Cooperate with the Motor
Vehicles Division to provide
more information to the pub-
lic about expected waiting
times at various times during
the day and various stations.
Explore the idea of providing
suggested times and stations
indicating when and where the
waiting time would be expected
to be the least.

V-16

Change internal reporting by
each station, which indicates
the waiting times to include
the maximum waiting time during
the day as well as the average.

V=17

Periodically inspect gas anal-
vzers used by fleet inspection
programs.

v-18

Establish measures of perfor-
mance for inspection stations
on which goals and evaluations
can be based.

v-19(a)

Issue a request for proposal
for private operation of
ingpection stations.

Motor Vehicle Division has arranged to mail

registration renewal reminders during the middle
of the month, thus reducing the end-of-month and
first-of-month peak work-load and waiting times.
Waiting time information is available by calling

the Vehicle Inspection Program information numbers.

Motor Vehicle Division field offices can also
provide general waiting time information.

This has been done.

Fleet inspection program gas analyzers have always

been inspected. A change has been made to use
Department span gas rather than fleet supplied

span gas during these inspections.

The current workplans of all inspection station
staff now provides a mechanism for measuring the

performance of their tasks related to the program's

goals and ocbjectives.

Preparing, responding to, and evaluating responses

for a RFP to operate the program is a very time

consuming and expensive process.

Current indica-

tiong are that there would still be a very low
success for a RFP without legislatiwve changes.

EQC Comments




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE TOQ PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECCMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations Agency Response EQC Comments

V-19{(a) Cont. The State of Washington is currently preparing
to implement a contractor operated I/M program.
Digcussions with DOE staff indicate that their
process to bring the contractor program to this
final state has required 2-3 FTE per vear for the
past two years. There is, in addition, the legal
and other support services that were reguired.
No dollar estimate is available on the actual costs.

v-19 (b)

Examine the economic benefits Preliminary discussions have been made with a

of automating the gas analyzers potential supplier to develop a pilot lane. Tt is
and inspection stations. estimated that equipment costs would bBe in the

neighborhood of approximately $10,000 for a single
lane pilot study. The vendor deces allow a lease/
purchase plan for this type of eguipment. Mr. Mike
Stone of Data Services Division, indicated that this
application may or may not require Data Services
review. Because of the potential pilot nature there
may be only a curgory review. He indicated that he
would check out the policy.

The benefits of automating the inspection process
would be improving the level ef service rather than
in reducing positions. The quality of the service in
terms of accuracy, accounting and documentation would
be improved.

Other inspection programs which use automated equip-
ment or Rave the entire system automated have similar
staffing requirements. Further exploration of pilot
lane automation is on "hold" pending comment from
Data Services Division and finalization of the program
budget.




Study Team Recommendaitions

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE T0 PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

V=20

Analyze the number of stations
and their locations from an
economic viewpoint when con-'
sidering the number of custom-
ers inspected.

V-21
Calculate the cost and bene-
fits of low volume stations.

vV-22

Discuss with the MSD the
possibility of transferring
the entire administration of
the 1&M program to that juris-
diction.

EQC Comments

Agency Resgponse

During program development and policy decisions on
station sizing and locations, economic considerations
were taken into account. 2An updating of the analysis
will be included in any new statilon proposal.

This has been done in the past, but will be formalized
and updated as part of any new station proposal.

Informal discussions between MSD and DEQ have been
made. ITidttle interest has been expressed by MSD
in the proposal. Such a change would require
legislative authorization.
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Study Teanm Recommendations

Agency Hesponse EOC Comment

VI-1 Develop and publish a brochure We concur that such a brochure is needed.
providing necessary informa- Support assistance is needed in lavout,
tion to the public regarding graphics and editing of staff developed
septic tank installation, materials.
variances, experimental
systems, etc.

VI-2 Continue county audit program  Audit program will continue. However,
to ensure proper and egquit- reduced staffing in the 81-83 biennium
able application of Oregon's will result in reduced frequency and
subsurface program regula- extent of audits.
tions in all counties.

VI-3 Obtain data processing Data storage and retrieval system
capability to facilitate planning is proceeding with existing
future assessment of water staff. Resources for continued effort
quality on a biennial basis. are included in 81-83 budget:.

Vi-4 Do not accept primacy of Governor's proposal for expanded state
the Safe Drinking Water Act effort in drinking water area dces not
from EPA. include state assumption of primacy.

VI-5 The DEQ should begin to Consultant’s report will be available
explore alternative shortly.
strategies to help local
governments finance their
own sewade treatment
facilities in the future.

VI-6 The DEQ should examine the Current problems resulting from staff

possibility of a limited
job reotation program with
industry counterparts.

reductions make this undesirable to
pursue at this time.




RECCHMMENDATIONS

f_;thd}' Team Recommendations Agency Hesponse EQC Comment i
Vi-7 The DEQ should attempt to This has been discussed with Water Resources %
implement a ccordinated Department staff on several occasions. E

water basin evaluation and Shortage of funding foxr the Water Resources |
ypdate schedule with Department apparently will preclude any @

Water Resources Department. review and update activities during the |

81-83 biennium. DEQ will continue to pursue
such coordination as opportunities exist.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE TO PRCGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations Agency Response EQC Comment
VII-1 Accelerate development of a The text of the report places emphasgis on
' statewide solid waste data the lack of a data base within the Divigion.
base including volumes, From the discussion, it is apparent that
wastestream composition, and there is a misunderstanding of what a data
rates of increase or decrease. bage is intended to do. We visualize the

data base as a series of figures in cate-—
gories that can be used as performance
indicators to gauge the progress of the
program. In contrast, the Union County
situation discussed in the report is not
a data base related problem.

The annual report for 1980 (to be dis-
tributed in June) is our first attempt to
establish a data base. Data requisition
is continuing and expanding to add much
more information in future reports. From
preliminary discussions with EPA regard-
ing the 1982 SEA, we may be working with
them to develop meaningful performance
indicators. Nationally, there is much
room for work in this area.

VII-2 Determine what program direction Solid waste management history at all
the Sclid Waste Division should levels of government and the private
pursue for the 1980's within sector can give an appearance of lack
existing resources. Make that of direction as workable solutiong have

direction known ‘and clear to local been pursued. As a society, we have

government and private collectors. not been working on the sclid waste
"problem" for long. The effort to get
the disposal of solid wastes under
proper environmental control has made
major progress in the last 10 years,
but there are loose ends to be dealt
with. The solution tends to be more
in the area of waste reduction and
recovery, which is a new frontier, per-
haps impacting every individual directly.
This takes time and trial and erxror
experience.




RESPONSE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Agency Response

EQC Comment

VII-2
cont.

VII-3

Study Team Reccommendations

Consider developing a technical
assistance unit, using existing
staff resources, of three to
four positions, which will
provide:

Engineering technical
asgsistance on centralized
processing, landfilling,
and source separation:;

Financial planning;

Current and accurate
information on secondary
recycling markets;

Current information to
local jurisdictions on
new technology and de-
velopments on a con-
sistent basis rather
than piecemeal;

Training for regional
staff.

So0lid Waste Program Goals and Cbjectives
were re-established and prioritized in 1980
using resources outside the agency as well

as Division staff.
reflect those priorities.

Work plans generally

Goals and

objectives have been distributed widely.

Waste reduction is emphasized.

Identifica-

tion and implementation of workable in-

centives are beginning.

The concept of a separately identified
technical assistance unit is attractive,
but appears impractical for the relatively

small number of staff available.

All staff

give technical assistance in varying degrees.
At the time of the program assessment, the
Division was without a land disposal

engineer.

That position has since been filled
and the capability to assist and train region-

al DEQ staff and operators has improved. De-
velopment and distribution of technical
information bulletins is included in Program
goals and objectives for the near future.
Some technical program guidelines are avail-

able now.
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Study Team Recommendations - Agency Response EQC Comment
VII-4 Consider designating full-time DEQ field staff have traditionally been
solid waste positions in the generalists. This has led to some frustra-
regions rather than full-time tion on the part of the program divisions
equivalent positions. that would prefer to have specialists in

the field; particularly, specialists who

ternativel centralize )
Alternatively, at answer directly to the programs.

solid waste enforcement and

monitoring positions within the The real issue of course is how best to

Solid Waste Division Headquarters. get the work done. It should be noted
that this "frustration" on the part of
the Solid Waste Division has been greatly
reduced in recent months as a result of
better defining ocur goals and objectives,
regional agreements, improved budget
tracking and better region-headguarters
communication.

The generalist vg. specialist issue is
currently being studied. The Reglonal
Operations Division is preparing an
evaluation and recommendations for the
Director. While the report is not yet
complete, it appears that the specialist
approach is more costly and may not be
practical in view of our current fiscal

limitations.
vITI-5 BAallow longer disposal permit The concern here seems to be the amcunt
lives for sites not scheduled of staff time spent processing permit
to close in the near future. applications. This is a wvalid concern.

We believe the best solution to this
problem, however, is making the permit
document more brief (See VII-G).

Alternatively, develop a permit
fee system which covers the
direct and indirect costs of
processing disposal permit Many disposal sites are dynamic, con-
applications. gtantly changing entities. The pro-
gressive development of a landfill
across many acres of property must be
planned. A permittee’s site operational
plan, on which the permit is based,




VIiI-5
cont.

VII-6

VIIi-7

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

Agency Response

EQC Comment

Congider including fewer
conditions in disposal permits
and instead reference DEQ
standards and the operating
plan for the site.

Develop and implement minimum
performance standards for
solid waste disposal sites.

frequently needs updating. Typically, permits
are issued for 3 - 5 vears. However, if an
applicant can provide detailed plans covering
periods greater than 5 years, the Department
would be prepared to issue correspondingly
longer permits. The solid waste management
rules are now being amended to provide for
this.

The Department has introduced a bill author-
izing golid waste permit fees to this legis-
lative segssion. The bill is currently tabled
in the House Energy and Environment Com-
mittee.

This idea actually came from one of the Solid
Waste Division staff. As indicated in VII-5,
it is intended to reduce the amount of staff
time spent on permit processing. We have
obtained tentatiwve approval of this concept
from the enforcement section and are now
seeking a legal opinion from the Department
of Justice. If possible, we will begin
issuing such permits about July 1, 1981.

The Depariment of course currently has mini-
mum performance standards for solid waste
disposal sites. However, the rules were
written in 1971 and have become somewhat
dated. Some sections of the current rules
have also been criticized as being vague

or unclear.

Major amendments to the rules have been
drafted and were presented to the Commissicn
in April 1981, in a request for authoriza-
tion to conduct a hearing. The Department
plans to seek adoption of the rules at the
July 1981 Commission meeting.
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Study Team Recommendations

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEWTAL QUALITY

Agency Response

EQC Comment

VII-8 Develop a strategy on how to handle The "open dump list" referred to is a list

enforcement activities for permit-
tees being placed on the open
dump list currently licensed as
sanitary landfills.

VII-9 Develop a periodic evaluation
component on Pollution Control
Fund grants and loans.

that EPA is proposing to publish as a result
of a nationwide inventory of disposal sites
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA}. The inventory is based on
criteria for sanitary landfills developed
by EPA. The criteria have been adopted as
rules by EPA, but EPA has no authority to
enforce them. Any enforcement is to be

by the states or by citizen suit in federal
court.

The criteria are more restrictive than DEQ's
current rules. Therefore, a few (about 12}
domestic waste sites in Oregon comply with
DEQ rules, yet may be on EPA's open dump
list.

The Department may only take enforcement
action against permittees who violate DEQ
rules. As noted in VII-6, the Department
is proposing to amend its rules and these
amendments clesely parallel the RCRA
criteria. After adoption, enforcement
would he in accordance with these new
existing procedures, including provisions
for phased compliance, variances, etc.

211 grant and loan projects are assigned

to a project officer during the application
phase. The project officer tracks the
expenditure of funds during the project
period and, in addition, the local govern-~-
ment books are audited prior to final pav-
ment. Once the project is closed, loans
are monitored by the fiscal section of
Agency Management to assure repayment.
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Agency Response

EQC Comment

VII-1C

VEI-11

vir-12

Centralize implementation of
local solid waste manage-
ment plans into one section
within the Diwvision.

Centralize the tax credit
certification review into
one section within the
Division.

Consider promotional
campalgns which target a
specific material for
recycling based on
seasonal market demands.

Fellowing the Sclid Waste Division's 1980-81
Goals and Objectives planning activities, a
realignment or minor reorganization occurred.
Coordination of local plan implementation is
now essentially managed by one section--
Solid Waste Operations. One of the reasons
for this move is because the Solid Waste
Disposal Permit is the only real authority
the Department has to apply to ensure that
plans are properly implemented. Solid Waste
Operaticong ig the gection which manages the
permit program.

The only exception to this approach occurs
when plan implementation incliudes rescurce
recovery. Thisg is a specialized area that
requires the technical agsistance of staff
who are involved in planning activities
{i.e., staff of the Program Development
and Support Section). (Refer to VII-3

for a related recommendation and response).

Tax credit certification is being
centralized in one section~-Program Develop-
ment and Support. Tax credits are given
for waste utilization activities. This
section 1s responsible for resource
recovery technical assistance and has

some natural inveolvement with most tax
credit eligible projects.

Market demands for the normally recycled
products (glass, newsprint, corrugated,
ferrous and aluminum} are fairly stable.
Demand is controlled mainly be price.

We do intend to target specific items,
beginning with waste oil, for promotional
campaigns as outlined in the Sclid Waste
goals and objectives. BAs market demands
increase for specific materials, we intend
to "get the word out."
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Study Team Recommendations

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPCORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Agency Response

EQC Comment

VII-13

vIii-14

Retain strong state control over
the Hazardous Waste Program
following a two-step cooperative
agreement approach to final
authorization under RCRA.

Open and maintain lines of
communication with agencies
of other states having
hazardous waste jurisdiction.

This reccmmendation is based on a DEQ staff
analysis prepared after reviewing EPA's
preliminary guidance on the Interim and
Final Authorization Application Procedures.
Upon receipt of EPA's final guidance on
Interim Authorization, as well ag guidance
for Fiscal Year '8l program grant support,
it became clear that a cooperative agree-—
ment might result in temporary loss of
funding support since the federal program
would need to be implemented under a
cooperative agreement. To prevent possible
loss of program funding, and to try to
avoid duplicate programs being effective

in Oregon, DEQ opted to apply for Phase I
Interim Authorization. We are currently
awaiting word on our application.

The Division ig invelved in a number of
activities in accordance with this recom-
mendation.

— Active participation in activities of
the Associatlon of State and Terri-
torial Solid Waste Management Officials,
and National Governors' Association.

- DEQ staff has met with staff in Idaho
and Washington to compare program notes.
Several phone calls and exchanges of
written information have occurred with
Alaska, Nevada and California.

— DEQ has sent technical staff te visit
disposal sites in Idagho, Nevada and
California; treatment facilities in
California; and incineration facilities
in Texas and Arkansas.

- DEQ is considering sending a proposal
to Alaska, Washington and Idaho which
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Study Team Recommendations Agency Response EQC Comment
VII-14 : suggests the formation of a staff level task
cont. force to routinely meet to share informaticn

and insure open communication.
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IX-2

IX-3

IX~4

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE TC PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations Agency Response

EQC Comment

Consider an indepth study by De- Agency agrees this study is needed. Should
partment of Envirommental Quality, be initiated and coordinated by Executive
Department of Revenue, and/or the  Department.

Management Section of Budget and

Management Division on tax credit

programs for the purpose of es-

tablishing a mechanism by which

biennial review of the revenue

and program effects of such

credits could be accomplished,

tving together actual figures

and projections based on uniform

and consistent data.

Consider having the Department Agency does not object to this recommendation
of Revenue as the lead agency © if determined to be administratively more
on pollution control facility efficient than present method.

tax credits, consulting with
DEQ and requesting signoff
on devices.

Evaluate the impact of having Agency, at Governor's requesgt, introduced bill
a dellar or percentage of cost this Session to reduce tax credits available
limitation placed on the credit by 20% for all facilities certified after

to limit its impact on general January 1, 1982.

fund revenue.

Recuest Department of Revenue Agency made such a request in December 1980.
to program data to provide for Revenue has responded and indicates they will
actual figures on credits be tracking this information on a continuous
taken for analyses purposes. The basis.

tax form already provides space
for the taxpaver to show this
separately.




IX-5

IX-6

IX-7

IxX-8

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RESPONSE TCO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Study Team Recommendations

Agency Response

EQC Comment

Ask the Fconomic Development De-
partment to determine how much
effect pollution control facili-
ties tax credit has on whether or
not industries stay or establish
in Cregon.

Consider whether a review of
Department of Revenue decen-—
tralized approach on this tax
credit program, and/or others,
prevents collection of good
information upon which to base
analysis of such programs.

Consider establishing a policy
that requires a written report
by a program manager to the
Department Director identifyving
any positions left wvacant

over five months and the
reasons therefore.

Resgolve positions classified
as being "red circled" by the
Personnel Divigion as soon as
possible if such a categoriza-
tion is affecting the recruit-
ment for that position.

Agency will make such a request during
1981-83 biennium.

This recommendation is more appropriately
addressed by the Executive Department.

Personnel Section will notify Division
Administrators every six months of
positions they have had vacant. Division
Administrators will respond back to
Personnel Section, and Personnel Section
will submit asummary report of those
vacancies to the Director.

On 2/18/81 Personnel Division was provided
with an explanation and proposed dispo-
sition or request to clear the "freeze".
The "freeze" has been removed from 24
positions, Personnel Divisgion asked for
more information on one position, and
four positions require further action on
the part of the Personnel Division. Those
four remaining positions may regquire some
reorganization in the Air Quality

Division before the "freeze" can be
removed.




IX-9

IX-10

RESPONSE

Study Team Recommendations

DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

Agency Response

EQC Comment

Continue the preparation and
planning for the centralization
and realignment of data pro-
cessing functions within the
Department.

Tdentify existing positions for
abolishment and reclassification
to support data processing
function.

Agency is committed to centralizing the
data procesgsing functions duxing 1981-83
biennium. Competitive bidding process
currently underway to acquire eguipment
to improve efficiency of current data
processing operations and provide for
expansion to serve all agency programs.

Agency is committed to preparing long-range
data processing plan for entire agency in
1981~83 biennium. One recommendation of
plan will be appropriate staffing level to
provide adequate data processing support

te agency.




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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subiject: Agenda Item No. I{(1)June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Status Report and Discussion of Medford Area Attainment
Strategies; Total Suspended Particulate

Background

The Medford area is recognized as one of the two areas in the continental
United States with the highest potential for air pollution due to its poor
ventilation and restrictive topography. Air pollution in Medford has
exceeded the State standard for Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) in every
year since monitoring began in 1961. Particulate levels also exceeded the
Federal health standard of 75 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) in every
year except 1973 and 1975. Levels in 1979 reached 99 ug,/m3.

The particulate control strategy adopted by the Commission in 1978 will not
be adequate to meet air quality standards in the Medford area, primarily
because of growth in area sources (notably wood heating}. Oregon is
required to revise its State Implementation Plan by adopting and obtaining
EPA approval of a TSP attainment strategy for Medford by July, 1981. This
plan must contain enforceable measures which will result in meeting Federal
health standards by July, 1984. TFederal prohibition of construction of
major new and modified sources, (sources of 100 tons/yr and 25 tons/yr
emission increases respectively), would apply until a health standard |
plan is approved. A plan to meet the federal welfare standard of

60 ug/m3 as expeditiously as possible is also needed.

Evaluation

MACS

The Medford Aeroscol Characterization Study (MACS) began in 1979 as an
effort by the Department of Environmental Quality to more precisely
identify the sources of suspended particulate in the Medford area so that a

new control strategy would be based on the most accurate information
possible. The study was similar to the Portland Aerosol Characterization

DEQ-46
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Study completed in 1979 and was conducted under contract with the Oredon
Graduate Center. Source samples (from sources of particulates such as wood
stoves and industry and special ambient air samples from existing
monitoring sites) were collected from April, 1979 through March, 1980. The
samples were analyzed to determine their unigque chemical "fingerprints".
Using a method called Chemical Mass Balance, the "fingerprints" were
matched with a computer to determine the specific source contributions to
the particulate levels in Medford.

Study results indicate that the major sources of total suspended
particulates are vegetative burning 31% (primarily residential wood
heating), soil & road dust 30%, and wood products industrial emissions
20%. Source contributions for the MACS sampling period are detailed in
Attachment 1.

Vegetative burning was also the major source of respirable particulate,
contributing about 66% to this category. Respirable particulates are those
particulates that are less than 2 microns in diameter and are of greater
concern because of their deleterious effect on health and visibility.
Respirable particulate concentrations in Medford have been the highest in

the state: 46 ug/m3during the MACS period (1978 - 80) and 40 ug/m3 in
calendar vear 1980.

The MACS results were completed and released in February, 1981. These
results are being used by the Department and the Jackson County Air Quality
Committee to determine the most effective methods of reducing particulate
air pollution in Medford.

Alr Quality Advisory Committee

The Jackson County Commissioners reorganized and reappointed a local Air
Quality Committee in February, 1981l. The Committee consists of 26 members.
Its responsibilities include the evaluation and recommendation of
particulate and carbon monoxide control strategies. A DEQ report on
Development of a TSP Control Strategy was presented to the Committee in
February. The report contained a recommended strategy and alternatives
{Attachment 2). Recently the Committee subdivided into three particulate
subcommittees and two transportation subcommittees. The particulate
subcommittees are split into these subjects: Vegetative Burning, Soil &
Road Dust and Industrial Controls. The full Committee will review the
subcommittee reports and make recommendations to the County Commissioners
during its June Committee meetings.

Control Strategy

If no additional control measures are implemented, vegetative burning
emissions are expected to increase in the Medford area due to increased use
of firewcod as a residential heating fuel. So0il & Road Dust emissions are
expected to remain relatively constant in the next few years. Industrial
emissions are expected to decrease significantly due to controls required
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by the 1978 strategy. The net effect, however, would be that in 1984 TSP
levels would average 93 ug/m3, well above the health standard. The

Department’s list of recommended strategies to achieve a 18 ug/m3
improvement to meet the health standard is shown in Figure 1.

The Department’s recommended control measures were selected after careful
consideration of: major source contributions as identified by MACS,
available control technology, cost-effectiveness, energy impacts and
anticipated social acceptability.

The Department also outlined additional control measures as alternatives to
the recommended measures which are shown in Figure 2. 1In the Department's
opinion the alternatives are less desirable or more difficult to implement
than the recommended measures or are prémature due to yet undeveloped
technology.

The proposed new particulate strategy is a major departure from the
strategy adopted in 1978. The 1978 strategy focused primarily on
industrial control in the wood products industry and resulted in specific
State rules for the Medford area. In gontrast, the proposed 198l strategy
focuses primarily on area sources and many of the control measures would
require local ordinances or commitments for implementation. Some of the
kev control measures address the increased use of firewood as a residential
heating fuel. The single most effective and likely acceptable control
measure appears to be an aggressive retrofit weatherization program to
reduce wood stove and fireplace emissions. 1In essence, since wood heating
is the major source of both TSP and respirable particulates, this source
mugst be effectively controlled if Medford is ever to have a chance to meet
air quality standards.

The Air Quality Committee is expected to recommend a particulate strategy
to the Jackson County Commissioners during June, 1981. The Depariment
intends to request the Environmental Quality Commission at its July ox
August meeting to authorize a public hearing on the Medford Particulate
Control Strategy. This is an extremely tight schedule and may necessitate
concurrent DEQ and local ordinance hearings. The success of the effort
will heavily depend on local support of the program and EQC concurrance
with the strategy elements. A clear understanding of the recommended
strategy and alternatives is needed as is a timely expression of problems
and desirable changes if this tight schedule is to be met.

Summation

1. Particulate Air Pollution in the Medford area exceeds the Federal
health standard of 75 ug/m3 and the State standard of 60 ug/m3.
Particulate air pollution is expected to continue to exceed standards
unless additional control measures are implemented. Levels would average
about 93 ug/m> by 1984.
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2. The major sources of particulates in the Medford area are vegetative
burning - 31% (primarily wood stove and fireplace emissions), soil & road
dust - 30%, and the wood products industry - 20%. Vegetative burning
emisgions are increasing, soil & road dust will remain relatively constant
and indugtrial emissions are decreasing (due to controls required by the
1978 strategy).

3. The major source of respirable particulates, those having the greatest
effect on health and visibility in the Medford area, is vegetative burning
emissions, primarily from firewood use in stoves and fireplaces. Any

control strategy to meet air quality standards will have to rely heavily on
effective control of the source of emissions,

4. DEQ has recommended several control measures to reduce particulate
emissions. ‘The single most effective measure appears to be an aggressive
retrofit weatherization program to reduce wood stove and fireplace
emissions.

5. The Jackson County Air Quality Committee is currently evaluating the
DEQ recommended control measures as well as several alternative measures.
The implementation of several control measures, including a weatherization
program, would require local ordinances.

6. The Air Quality Committee is expected to recommend a particulate
strategy to the Jackson County Commissioners during June, 1981.

7. The Department intends to request the Environmental Quality Commission
at its July or August meeting to authorize a public hearing on the Medford
Particulate Control Strategy.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission review the proposed TSP strategies
and alternatives and provide the Department with some feedback as to their
acceptability. Discussion with local officials and advisory committee
members at the lunch meeting should be directed toward broadly identifying
the best mix of strategies that can be supported by each entity and which
might be most acceptable to the community. Any possible problems with
implementing the strategies should also be discussed.

William H. Young

Attachments 1. Annual Average Source Contributions for the MACS
Sampling Period
2. TSP Strategy Report to the Air Quality Advisory Committee
3. Figure 1 - Recommended Strategies
4. Figure 2 - Alternative Strategies

John F. Kowalczyk:a
229~6459

5/11/81

AAD96 (1)




DEQ RECCMMEMDED CONTROL STRATEGIES

COMPLETE 1978
~—— INDUSTRIAL STRATEGIES

| WEATHERIZE ALL HOMES

30.8 CINSTALLING NEW WOODSTOVES

ug/m3

CONTROL MOISTURE CONTENT OF
FOREST LAND FIREWCOD

WEATHERIZE 50% OF EXISTING
[ WOOD HEATIMG HOMES

CONTROL INDUST.FUGI&IVE EMISS.
UPGRADE YENEER DRYER CONTROLS
COMTROL SMALL CYCLOMES

1]

INCREASE INDUSTRY SHRVEILLANCE
CLEANUP WIMTER SANDING
CONSTRUCTION TRACKOUT CONTROL

i

REGULATE COMM.FIREWOOD MOISTURE

12.

j—

Qo0 o
— 2O O £ (&)

0 ug/m3




// - : F:{(ju ee 2

ALTERNATIVE CONTROL STRATEGIES

@,

SMALL HOG.FUEL BLR. CONTROL 0
F——CURTAIL INDUSTRY ON ASA* DAYS 0.3
- PAVE UNPAVED ROADS 0.8
L—— STOVE STACK TEMP. GAUGE 0.9
| STOVE COMSTRUCTION STANDARDS 1.7
b 1007 P e MENFORD i
T {08 WME REBUCTIAN HERAC {2
— | ARGE HOG.FUEL BLR. CONTROL 1.8
F—— ALTERMATIVE HEATING ASA* DAYS 2.0
—— ELDERLY ENERGY SUBSIDY 4.0
| —— BAN NEW STOVES : _ 7.0

REQUIRE POLLUTION CONTROL 21 &
T DEVICES FOR WOOD HEAT. UMITS :
L BAN WOOD HEATING 26.6 ug/m>

MANY OF THESE STRATEGIES ARE NOT AODITIVE AND NOT TECHMICALLY
OR SOCIALLY ACHIEVABLE AT THIS TIME.

* ATR STAGHATION ADVISORY




ANNUAL AVERAGE SOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS Ve
Al
FOR THE MACS SAMPLING PERIOD ﬁwmﬁfvxg_“?’ g

Medford Justice Building TSP

Vegetolive B
Burning {9.0%) ‘TSP |

(97 pwg/m3)
Soil and Road Dust (11,0 %)

Vegetative

Burning {22.1%) Unexplained {1.0%}

Elemental Carbon {1.0%)
Nitrate (0.9%)
Hogged Fuel {0.9%) .
Raw Wood (0.9%)

—¥ / _Sullate {0.B%)
Tronspormiion (0.3%)

Ammonium (0.2 %)
Eiementdl Carben (0.1%)
Ammonium (0.4 %) !
Sulfate (1.1%) E
Construction (1.6%) %
Nitrate (2.1%) !'::

|
|

BACKGROUND
{26 %)

Yeneear
Dryers (3.9%)

Transportation {2.5 %)
“Raw Wood (4.3 %)

Soil and "

Road Dust {18,9%) ;
Unexplainad {7 3 %) !

Megged Fuel Boilers and 1
Particle Board Dryers {{0.0%)

Vegetative
Burning (19.0 %)

Vegetative RESPIRABLE
Burniﬂq(46.?‘%)\ (46pg/m3)
BACKGROUND Soil and
Road Dust (4.3%)

(32%)<"

Unexploined (4.3 %)
Sulfate (1.4 %)
Hogged Fual {(1.3%)
Transporiation (C.6%)
~ Nitrote {0.3%)
Ammonium (0.3%)
Nitraote {i.3 %)
Transporiction {2.8%)

LoCAL
(6B%)

Hogged Fuel Boilers and
Particle Board Dryers {10.6%)

Venear Dryers (B.2%)




ATTACHMENT Z

' STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL CQUALITY INTERCFFICE MEMO N
TO: Jackson County Air Quality Committee DATE: February 13, 1981
FROM: Department of Envirommental Quality

SUBJECT: Development of Total Suspended Particulate State
‘ -Implementation Plan

I. Introduction

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize briefly the air quality
planning activities for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP} and to propose
actions directed at hringing the airshed into azttaimment with the State

and Federal air quality standards. The air quality planning activities
have consisted of the following:

1. Continued monitoring of particulate pollution levels,
2., Completion of the Medford Aerosol Characterization Study (MACS),
3. Refinement of the Medford Airshed model,

' 4. Identification of control strategies to reduce particulate levels.

II. Air Quality in the Medford-Ashland AQMA

The Medford-aAshland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) was designated
nonattainment in 1974 because of measured exceedances of the Natienal
Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standard for Total Suspended Particulate
{TSP). Over the period 1976 to 1979 air quality in the AQMA
deteriorated particularly in the Medford and White City areas as shown
in Piqures 1 and 2, 1In 1978 the Department developed a State
Implementztion Plan (SIP) designed to improve air quality and meet the
Secondary standard. Before this plan could be implemented, air quality
worsened and in January 1979 the AQMA was designated to nonattainment
with the primary particulate standard.

The Department has determined that the higher particulate levels were
caused primarily by:

1. Increased production levels in the wood products industry,
2. Increased use of wood for home space heating,
3. More adverse meteorological conditions.

The 1978 SIP, which has been partially implemented at this time, has
contributed to the air quality improvements recorded during 1980. While
these improvements appear to be significant, the Medford and White City
areas remain in exceedance of the primary standards and are projected

to remain in exceedance even with full implementation of the 1978 SIP.
It is therefore necessary to develop a new SIP containing the additional
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III.

Iv.

L3

control measures necessary to improve air gquality to meet the Primary
and Secondary TSP standards.

State Implementation Plan {(SIP) Requirements

The Clean Air Act requires that a SIP containing additional control
meagures for the AQMA be adopted and submitted to EPA by July 1981.
This SIP must contain implementable and enforceable measures which
provide for attainment of the Primary TSP standard as soon as
practicable but not later than July 1984. If this schedule is not met,
a federal prohibition on construction of new major sources and major
modifications would apply to the nonattainment area even if offsets
are provided. Under Federal definitions, a major source would emit

100 tons/year or more of particulate and a major modification would
emit 25 tons/year or more.

The Department proposes that the new TSP SIP contain the following:

1. Adopted control measures which will provide for attainment of the
Primary standard before July 1984,

2. Commitments to study candidate control measures which will maintain
compliance with the Primary standards and attain and maintain

compliance with Secondary standards. The selected measures would
be adopted by July, 1982.

This two step schedule will allow for expeditious implementation of
control measures to meet the Primary TSP standard while giving maximum

consideration to new information that may become available from ongoing
studies.

Medford Aercsol Characterization Study (EACS) and the Medford
Climatological Dispersion Model (CDM)

The Department has analyzed the air quality problem in the AQMA by two
different methods. These methods, namely MACS and CDM, begin at
opposite ends of the air quality problem and attempt to analyze by ’

scientific methods the sources of air pollution and the impacts on the
community.

The MACS analysis was performed by the Oregon Graduate Center under

the direction of Dr. John Cooper, and is discussed in detail in the
attached report (Attachment 1).

Basically MACS involved analyzing air quality samples gathered at
monitoring stations in the community and tracing back to the sources of
pollutants by the Chemical Mass Balance (CMB) technique. This "chemical .
fingerprinting” makes it possible to identify the source categories
responsible for particular pollutant impactis. The results of the MACS
analysis for Medford, show that the source categories having the highest
impacts are vegetative burning (30%), geological dust (30%), and wood
products industrial emissions (20%).
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The CDM analysis was performed by the Department staff and involves
modeling source emissions to trace forward to the pollutant impacts
on the community. CDM has the advantage of predicting impacts both

present and future at many receptor points in addition to the sampling
Sites. - .

The original CDM emission factors for paved road dust and wood space
heating were found during the MACS analysis to be low. These emission
factors were accordingly corrected upward in CDM to more accurately
reflect the impacts of those source categories.

A comparison of CDM and MACS results is shown in Table 1. The ressults
obtained by the two approaches compare gquite well within the
uncertainties of the methods. Table 2 shows that the CDM method
generally predicted lower results than MACS. Table 3 provides an

explanation of the 17.7 ug/m3 of underprediction at the Medford Justice
Building monitoring site.

Table 1: Comparison of CDM and MACS Results

Medford Justice Building White City Lay Residence
Category coM MACS __coM MACS
Wood Spacs 19.4 ug/m* 21.4 ug/m" 6.5 ug/m” 5.8 ug/m3
Heating
Soil Dust 18.7 18.3 20.4 19.7
Motor Vehicle 1.6 : 2.4 0.5 1.7

Tailpipe Exhaust

Hogged Fuel 7.5 9.7 3.7 8.0
Boilers and :

Particle

Board Dryers

Cyclones 2.5 4.2 6.4 2.2
Charcoal Mfg, 0.9 - 0.4 -

Veneer Drysrs 3.8 - 3.5 -
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Table 2: CDM results compared to Hi-Vol Measurements

Hi-Vol Difference
Receptor CoM Prediction (ug/m3) (Ug/m3) (uq/mB)
/

Medford Justice

Building 79 97 18
White City 67 94 27
Ashland 36 52 16
Bear Creek 68 82 14

Table 3: Explanation of CDM Underpredicticn at Medford Justice Building:

Impacts Difference

(ug/m3) (ug/m3) % Difference
Category CMB CDM
Wood Space Htg. 21.4 15.4 2.0 1ls%
Unexplained (1) 7.1 - 7.1 : 40%
Particle Board
Drvers and 9.7 7.5 2.2 12%
Bogged Fuel
Boilers (2)
Nitrates (3) 2.0 - 2.0 11%
Raw Wocd (2) 4.2 2.5 1.7 10%
Sulfates (3) 1.0 - - 1.0 6%
Motor Vehicles 2.4 1.6 ‘ 0.8 5%
Ammonia 0.4 - 0.4 2%
Misc. {includes rounding error) 0.5 3%

17.7 1003%

1) The "unexplained” category is caused by differences in air quality
measurement instrumentation., Baszed on optical microscopy, the above
unexplained 7.1 ug/m3 may be subdivided as follows: Coarse Raw Wood
{3.0 ug/m3), Coarse Soil Dust (0.9 ug/m3), Coarse Combustion
Products (2.6 ug/m3), Biotics (0.2 ug/m3), Misc. (0.2 ug/m3).

2) The differences in CDM Compared to MACS are likely due to greater or
lesser actual industrial emissions compared to inventoried data. Also
differences in local meteorological data at the monitoring sites .
compared to the airport may account for some of the difference.

3} Nitrates and Sulfates are formed by the reaction of gases in the
atmospnere and cannot be modeled.

&
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VI.

Control Strategies

The control strategies adopted in the 1978 SIP are listed in Table
4 followed by the strategies proposed by the Department staff for the
1981 SIP in Table 5. Other strategies that might be considered are
shown in Table 6. The air quality improvement that would be gained
by each strateqy is listed in the Tables., Figures 3, 4, and 5 present

' a simplified summary of the strategies. Details of the candidate

control measures are described in Attachment 2.

Table 5 shows the amount of air quality improvement required from the
end of the MACS period (January 1, 1980) to the primary standards
attainment date of 1984. A credit for the 1978 SIP control measures
that had not been implemented by January 1, 1980, is listed along with
the zdditional recommended meazsures. The reccmmended measures show

improvements which are adequate to meet the primary standards,

More specific information on the control strategies, the selectiocon

of final strategies, and the development of specific rules, ordinances
and agreements to implement the strategies will be completed during
the advisory committee c¢onsultation process, ‘

Conclusion

The Air Quality Committee is requested to review the proposed
strategies for attaining the primary particulate standard and recommend
adoption of those strategies which can provide for attainment by 1984.
The committee is also requested to recommend further study of those

strategies which seem most promising for attainment of the secondary
standard.

AIS14 (2)




Table 4. Suspended Particulate Air Quality Improvement from Individual Control Measures Adopted in 1978

(micrograms per cubic meter, (ug/ma) annual geametric mean)

Net .
Reductions Anticipated
in Mmissions Air Quality Improvement Implementation Social
Ton/Yr Medford White City Date Acceptability
(ug/md) (ug/m’) ‘

Primary Std. Attainment Plan

- Adopted Measures
1. Particle Board Dryers 1082 5.5 1.4 1/1/81 High

{to 0.35 1bs/1000 £t?)
2. Large Hogged Fuel Boilers

to 0.050 gr/sCF 561 C 1.4 0.3 1/1/80 High
3. Eliminate Wigwam Burner 210 0.2 0.1 1/1./80 High
4. Charcoal Plant 410 0.6 0.2 1/1/82 High
5. Large Cyclones to baghouse ocontrol 1165 6.4 14.9 1/1/82 High
6. Veneer dryers,

10% average opacity 143 1.1 0.7 1/1/80 High
7. Backyard Burning limited to spring 23 0.6 0 1980 Mixed

burning season

TOTAL 3594 15.8 17.6

Reductions Occurring 2832 12.0 9.3

after January 1, 1980,
{MACS period)




Table 5. Suspended Particulate Air Quality Improvement from Recommended Control Measures -
(micrograms per cubic meter, (ug/m3) annual geomekric mean)

‘Net Co-
Reductiong ' - Imple— Anticipated
in Pnissions Air Quality Improvement mentation Social
Ton/Yr Medford White City $/¥r/t $/Yr/ug/m3 HP/ug/ma Date Acceptabilif
_ (ug/m”) (ua/m’) .
—Recommended Measures
1. Small Drywood Cyclones 189 1.4 0.9 51,000 130,000 350 1/1/84 Good
2. Upgrade Veneer Dryer Controls 226 1.4 1.4 $2,000 320,000 450 1/1/83 Good
3. Industry Pugitive 87 1.6 0.5 51,800 120, 000 Negl. 1/1/84 High
Emissions Control _ )
4. .Commercial Firewood Sales 53 0.9 0.2 $200 25,000 Negl, 1/1/82 Good
Moisture Regulation
5. Moisture Control of Firewood
obtained on Forest Lands 308 3.3 1.1 511,000 2,200 Negl. Fair
6. Medford Winter Sanding Cleanup 6l 0.4 0.1 $35 2,200 Neql. 1/1/82 Good
7. Trackout Controls 25 0.1 : 0 $1,800 120,000 . Negl. 1/1/83 Good
8. Home Weatherization (50% 299 3.2 1.1 Net cost zero savings Fair
of existing home burning wood) ‘
9., Home Weatherization (all 492 5.6 2.1 Net cost zero savings h Good
hanes that install new stoves)
10, Operation and Maintenance 100 0.9 0.9 - - - Fair
Program
SUB-TOTAL 1840 18.8 8.3 967,000/Yr, 800 Hp
Credit from 1978 SIP 2832 12,0 9.3
TOTAL 4672 30.8 17.86
Required for Attainment of 30.3 15.1

Priamry TSP Standard by July 1984




Table 6., Suspended Particulate Rir Quality Improvement from Alternative Control Measures
(micrograms per cubic meter, (ug/m3) annual geometric mean)

‘ Net ‘
Reductions Anticipated
in Emissions Alr Quality Improvement ‘ Social
Ton/Yr Medford White City $/¥r/T S/Yx:/ug/m3 IIP/ug/m3 Acceptability
(ug/m%) {ug/m’) '
Industrial Measures
1. Small Hogged Fuel Boilers 27 0 0.6 $17,000 130,000 350 Poor
to 0.10 gr/sCF
2. Large Hogged Fuel Boilers 266 1.8 0.3 $3,400 120,000 Neqgl. Poor
to 0.010 gr/sCF
3. Energy subsidy {elderly only) 375 4.0 1.4 86,000 1,000,000 encourage waste Poor
: . : or use of more
fossil fuel
4. Stove Const, Stds.* 82 1.1 0.2 unknown unknown savings Fair
5. Catalytic AR wood stove 1876 21.5 7.5 300 50,000 unknown Poor
or other stack control devices ¥ :
(Retrofit on existing stoves)
6. Stack Temp. Gauge 58 0.9 0.2 4000 570,000 savings Fair
7. Ban New Stoves 614 7.0 1.4 8900 1,400,000 more fossil fuel use Unacceptabl
8. Ban use of existing and 2345 26.6 5.6 6600 970,000 more fossil fuel use Unacceptabl
new stoves '
9. VMT Reductions Medford Only
5% 17 0.7 0 22500 560,000 Possible net Fair
10% 34 1.3 0.1 15000 390,000  Savings from VMT Poor
20% 69 2.7 0.1 12500 320,000 Reduction Strategies Poor




Table 6. Continued.,

Net
Reductions Anticipated:
in Fmissions - Social
Ton/Yr Medford White City $/Yx /T $/Yr/ug/m3 HP/ug/m3 Acceptablility
VMI' Reductions AQMA Wide
5% ' 91 0.8 0.3 9500 1,050,000 Possible net " Ppoor
10% 181 1.6 0.5 6500 720,080 Savings from VMT. PoOL
20% 363 3.3 1.0 5800 640,000 Reduction Strategies Poor
10. Paving Unpaved Roads (Medford) 26 0.8 0 . 1100 36,000 Negl. . Poor
11, Alternative Heating on ASA Days 175 - 4.0 1.0 - - - Poor
12. Cuartailment of Industry 37 0.3 0.6 - - - Poor

on ASA days

*The technology does not exist at this time to implement these strategies but may become availahle in the next 2 to 5 years.

AS826 (2)
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Figure 4

DEQ RECOMMEMDED CONTROL STRATEGIES
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Figure 5

ALTERNATIVE CONTROL STRATEGIES

o,
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MANY OF THESE STRATEGIES ARE MOT ADDITIVE AND NOT TECHNICALLY
OR SOCIALLY ACHIEVABLE AT THIS TIME.
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ATTACHMENT 2

‘Recommended Suspended Particulate Control Measures

Small ﬁrgwood Cyclones

Small air conveying systems could be requiied to install z baghouse

or equivalent if handling dry chips, shavings or dust. No air
conveying system would Ee allowed to emit more than l-ton/year. This
control strateqy could‘reduce annual emissions by 189 tons and improva
quality by 1.4 ug/m3 annual basis at Medford. The reduction would
cost $6300 per ton as initial investment cost. The annualized costs

would be $130,000 per year per ug/m3 or $1000 per ton per year.

Upgrade Veneer Dryer Controls

Veneer dryer controls could be upgraded as provided for in the 1878
SIP to include a mass emission limit and maximum 10 percent opacity
emissions. This level of reduction could be achieved by an
afterburner, scrubber followed by a mist eliminator, or a scrubber
with electrostatic enhancement of particulate collection. This control
strategy could reduce annual emissions by 226 tons and improve air
quality at Medford an additional 1.4 ug/m3annual basis over the
present control level, fThe annualized costs would be $1.6 million

or $2000 per ton per year.
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Industry Fugitive Emissions

Fugitive Emissions will be more stringently controlled to reduce by
75 percent the fugitive emissions from industrial areas such as access

roads and log decks. Other fugitive materials from the plant site

- will be identified and controlled. The area of highest priority is

the north Medford industrial complex. Industries would be required

by rules or permit conditions to control such emissions.

Programs to Reduce the Wood Moisture Content of Commercial Firewood

There are two effecis of burning wet wood rather than dry wood:

1. The heating value of the wet wood is less and thus more wood must

be burned to achieve the same heating.

2. More particulate per pound of wood burned is emitted from wetter

wood.

The heating value.of wetter wood ls less because more energy must be
ugsed to vaporize the water in the wood. More particulate per pound
burned is emitted because the additional steam in the combustion area
reduces the firebox temperature, resulting in less complete combustion

of the wood tars and hydrocarbons given off as the wood breaks down
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in the combustion process., The table below illustrates these two

effects:

Table 1

Impact of Moisture on Wood Net Heat Content and Particulate Emission

Relative Relative
Particulate Particulate
‘ Emissions Per Emission Per
Wood Moisture* Relative Energy Pound Weod Net BTU Content
Content (%) Content Burned of Wood Burned
10% 1.00 1.0 1.0
20% .28 1.2 1.36
30% .67 - 1.5 2.25
40% ' .59 1.9 3.22
50% 47 2.4 5.10
* Wet basis, i.e. 10% moisture conkent = 10 lb. water

10 1b. water + 30 lb. wood

Well-seasoned wood stored in a very dry location contains 15 percent to
20 percent moisture. Conversely fresh cut wnod will typically have a
‘moisture content in the 40 to 50 percent range. Douglas fir slash

in the forest exposed to heavy moisture during the rainy winter season,
even if downed for six months and partially cut up, would typically have
a moisture content of about 35 percent or greater,

A sample comparison from the table shows the impact of moisture content.
An equal amount of wood with 40 percent moisture content has only 67
percent of the heating value of 20 percent moisture content wood. Thus,
about 1-1/2 times as much of the 40 percent moisture Qood allowed must
be burned to produce equivalent heat. However, the particulate emissions

per unit of heat output are 2.4 times higher because the gases and tars

are burned less completely.
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Individuals should seek to burn drier wood for these reasons:

1. The heat content is higher.
2. The creosote emissions would be cut in half, resulting in.safer
stove operation and reduced ¢leaning requirements, and

3. Air pollution emissions are less.

Although information is not available to determine precisely the average
v
moisture content of wood burned in the area, moisture probably averages
in the 25 percent to 30 percent range. Assﬁming an average moisture
content of 30 percent, significant rgductions in particulate emissions
could be obtained if the average moisture content were reduced to 29

percent. Assuming that all stove owners and one-fourth of the fireplace

owners would burn less wood with higher heat content, particulate emissions

would be reduced by 26 percent,

Requlations to reduce the averags moisture content of commerzial firewood

include the following:

1. Requiring commercial suppliers to specify the average molsture

content of the wood they sell;

2, Requiring suppliers to specify how long the wood has been cut

and split and where it was stored;
3. Prohibiting the sale of inadequately seasoned wood or wood with

a moisture content above a certain level, say 30 percent.

These regulations could be adopted and implemented through local
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ordinances or through measures adopted by the EQC. Enabling

legislation may be required, however.

Moisture Control of Firewood Obtained on Forest Lands

Agreements could be made with the National forest Service and the State
Department of Forestry of allow cutting of firewood during the spring

and summer months only. In addition, specific seasoning times or

' moisture content could be required for down wood before cutting is

allowed. It is estimatad that this strategy could reduce emissions

by 176 tons/year from wood space heating.

Modification of Street Sanding Programs

Measures to reduce particulate emissions due to reentrainment of

sanding materials must be developed such that there is little or

no decrease in public safety.

No accurate estimates of emission rates from sanded streets are

available, however a review of air quality data at Medford suggests
that sanding practices can have a significant impact on particulate
air quality. A careful evaluation of existing sanding practices can

be made to reduce particulate emissions while still allowing for road
~

safety.

Road sanding is conducted by the Medford Public Works Department on
local streets and by the Oregon Department of Transportation on state

and federal highways. Both City and State should be requested to
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evaluate their street sanding programs to determine 1) whether sanding
materials with reduced fines contentjcan be used as an alternative,

2) whether the volume applied is optimum, or whether less material
could be distributed under snowy or icy conditions without a penalty
in reduced safety, 3) the length of time normally taken for streets

to be swept after sanding occurs and whether street cleaning could

be done sooner after sanding.

Control Trackout from Industry and Construction Sites

This control measure for fugitive emission sources would be directed
primarily at sources that are private}y owned. This includes
cbnstruction sites, sand and gravel operations, truck.términalé, log
storage yards, asphalt and ready-mix plants, and other commercial
operationg that indirectly contribufe a significant amount of
traffic-related fugitive dust as a result of mud and dirt tracked from
their premises. Sources not affected by this proposed éontrol strategy
are municipally owned unpaved roads and road shoulders, as well as

sources such as unpaved driveways, private parking areas, and small

storage areas. -

DEQ does have a regulation which addresses fugitive emissions,
however the enforcement of this regulation is primarily limited to
large spills. E®Effective control of trackout sources and other fugitive

emissions basically requires improved maintenance practices,
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The following procedures could be adopted to reduce trackout from

industrial and construction sites:

10,

11.

Use temporary or permanent barricades to keep traffic off
of unpaved areas.

Require wheel washers at exits of major construction sites,
Assign sweepers on access roads once or twice per day.
Assign manual labqrer to clean tracked material near sité.
Require graveling on access roads on site so less dirt is
entrained.

Pave unpaved areas.

0il or apply stabilizing chemicals to unpaved areas,

Issue stop work order if trackout occurs and is not promptly

corrected.,

-

Require construction facilities to put up bond. 1If trackout
occurs; inspectors (city, county or DEQ) would notify the
contractor, and either the contractor cleans up trackout or
bond money is used to pay for clean—up.

Enforce existing regulations more vigorously.

Develop more stringent regulations for trackout either at

city, county or DEQ level,

Home Weatherization Programs —-Existing Homes Burning Wood

Improved

residential insulation and weatherization could reduce

particulate emissions by reducing the amount of space heating required

to maintain comfortable temperatures. A typical home requires about

121 million BTUs per year for space heating. If each home were
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10.

retrofitted with adequate weatherization, the amount of energy

required would drop to 4% million BTUs, a reduction of 60 percent.

If the conservative assumption is made that ail of the burning in wood
stoves and one-fourth of the burning in fireplaces is for space heating
purposes (some is for recreaticnal) and that 25 percent of the homes

now burning wood will be retrofitted, then a reduction in particulate

emissions of 85 tons would occur,

Air quality for home weatherization programs being conducted by the
utility companies and from new building codes should be claimed. The
Department has included as a recommended strategy weatherization of
25% of existihg homes. Weatherization of up to 50% of existing homes

is included as an-alternative strategy.

Home Weatherization Programs - Homes Installing New Stoves

Wood burning particulate emissions are projected to increase by 400
tons between 1980 and 1984. If the entire increase is assumed to occur
for the purpose of heating with wood (rather than ornamental purposes)
and a requirement were to be imposed that new stoves can only be
installed if homes are insulated to proposed standards, then the 400

ton projected increase could be reduced to a 120 ton increase.

Operating and Maintenance Program for Industry

An Operating and Maintenance Program for Industry could provide
emission reductions below the allowable level for sources. Industries

would be required to optimize procesa and pollution control eguipment




© AIB40

Page 9 ’ -

ll

to minimize emissions. A decrease in industrial emissions of 10

percent would provide an air quality improvement of 0.9 ug/m3.

Alternative Suspended Particulate Control Measures

Small Hogged Fuel Boilers

Operators of small wood fired boilers could be required to reduce

emissions to no more than 0.1 grains per SCF corrected to 12 COj.

this level of reduction could be achieved by a low energy scrubber.

This control strateqy would produce an annual reduction of 27 tons
in the AQMA but modeling does not show an improvement at the Medford

receptor, This result occurs because the small boilers are located

away from Medford in Ashland, Tolo and White City. The reduction would

cost $330,000 per year or $12,000 per ton per year. Energy redquirements
would be 4.6 million kw per year at a cost of $137,000 per year at 3

cents per kwhr.

Large Hogged Fuel fired Boilers

Cperators of large woodfired boilers would be required to reduce
emissions to no more than 0.010 grains per SCF, corrected to 12% CO,.
This level of reduction could be achieved by a baghouse filter or
equivalent, This control strategy would produce an annual reduction

of 266 tons and improve air guality an additional 1,8 ug/m3 annual basis
over the present control level. The reduction would cost $23,000 per

ton in initial investment cost. The annualized costs would be one .
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million kw per year at a cost of $176,000 per year at 3 cents per kwhr.
Existing controls would probably not be compatible with the technology
needed to achieve 0.010 grains per SCF.

3. Enerqgy Subsidies

The State of Oregon has authorized the expenditure of funds to provide
relief for low income oé elderly residents who cannot afford to pay
their space heating bills and have not received assistance from any
other programs. While the effects of this program are not gquantifiable,
it may help to lessen the rush of lower income homeowners to utilize

wood space heating to reduce hcme heating costs.

About 20 percent of thé area population is ofer 65 years of age.

Eﬁergy subsidies in the amount of S50 percent of fuel bills cculd be
supplied on the condition that people not burn wood for space heat,
Assuming that wood burning would be reduced by 30 percént in 20 percent
of the households {(some ornamental burning would still occur),

1982 emissions would be reduced by 16 percent or 180 tons. Assuming
1982 typical heating requirements (120 million BTUs/house/year) and

costs of $6/million BTUs, costs would be about $14 million/year.

The primary disadvantages of such a program would be the high cost,
and the fact that 1t would tend to support high levels of energy

consumption rather than conservation.
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4.

5.1.

Stove Construction Standards

Work is being done under U.S. Department of Energy funding to examine

the effect of wood stove design on particulate emissions and energy

efficiency. Unfortunately, results of this work are not yet available
and it is not clear how much emissions can vary with different stove
designs. Some experts, believe that stove opérating characteristics
{such as moisture, air supply rate, or the way the wood is stacked in
the firehox) would likely have a much bigger influence on emissions

than actual stove design.

If this work indicates a big difference in emissions from different

types of stoves, then it would be appropriate to seriously consider

a stove certification program.
Some stove vendors are introducing clean-burning wood furnaces into
the area, now. These designs need to be evaluated regarding their

emission characteristies.

Catalytic Afterburners or Other Stack Control Devicges

Some companies and inventors are working to develop catalytic
i
afterburners and other stack control devices that could be installed

in wood stove stacks to more completely burn the wood tars and gases.
Such devices could reduce emissions by up to 80 percent. Such a device

could potentially produce net fuel savings by recovering heat from the

hydrocarbons that previously would have been emitted unburned from the

stack.
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6.1,

Assuming 80 percent control efficiency such a device could reduce 1984

projected total emissions of 1200 tons to 230 tons.

Stack Temperature Gauge

Temperature gauges are currently available at about $10 cost. Such
gauges can help reduce-émissions becausé they provide feedback to the
stove owner on the approximate temperature of the existing stack gases.
If the owner is so mofivated, he can then regqulate the aﬁoun£ of wood
and air supplied to the stove such that reasonably good air-fuel ratiosr
are maintained. Such devices are marked to indicate that creosote forms
at low temperatures and that the stove is operating inefficiently (due
to‘excess-heat loss) if stack temperatures are too high. An owner can
reduce the amount of creosote emissions and stove deposits by
determining the temperature of his stove when smoke density from the
sfack is minimal (by visual obgervation}, and then maintaining stove

operation near that temperature level.

Prohibition of Future Stove and Fireplace Installation

A decision could be made that wood burning emissions are increasing

at toco rapid a rate and that new stove and fireplace installation
should be prohibited. Such a policy would require new authority from
the State Legislature, because home space heating egquipment is presently
exempted from DEQ regulation. In addition, such a policy would probably
encounter significant public opposition. Assuming 90% compliance,

the growth in emissions of 400 tons projected between 1980 and 1982

could be reduced to 40 tons.
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8. Prohibiticn of all Stove/Fireplace Usagé

10.

This potential strategy represents the most severe of all possible
control strategies. As discussed above, new legislative authoritﬁ would
be needed since DI has no authority to regulate home space heating.
Although a significant emission reduction could theoretically be
achieved, there would be significant public opposition. Assuming 100

percent compliance, the projected emissions for 1982 of 1145 tons would

be reduced to zero tons.

Reductions in Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT)

A control measure that reduces VMT by 1% in an area reduces road cust
emissions'by 1%. The Parking and Traffic Circulation Study estimated
that VMT had reduced by 10% in the Medford area since 1978 because of
conservatiqn efforts, higher gasoline prices, and the econcmic
recession. If it can be demonstrated that this reduction is permanent
and air quality credit can be claimed for reductions of particulate
emissions. The amount of reduction of particulate f£rom the Parking
and Traffic Circulation Plan has not yet been determined, but any

reductions in emissions resulting from this strategy should be

credited,

Paving Unpaved Roads and Unpaved Shoulders in Medford

Unpaved areas increase particulate emissions in two ways. First there
are direct emissions as wvehicles drive on the unpaved areas. Even more

significant is the trackout from these areas onto higher traffic roads.
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12.

Estimates of traffic levels on unpaved roads and shoulders are needed

to prioritize which areas have the greatest reduction potential.

Alternative Heating on Air_Stagnation Advisory Davs

Wood burning homes which have alternmative heating systems could be
required to curtail wood stove and fireplace use on Air Stagnation
Advisory (ASA) days. An average of 17 ASA days occur per yearimostly
during the winter. It is estimated that the amount of wood‘burned on

those days could be rsduced by 85% resulting in a 4 ug/m3 improvement

"at Medford and a 1 ug/m3 improvement at White City.

Curtailment of Industry on Air Stagnation Advisory Days

Industry could be required to shutdown or curtail emissions on ASA days.
These reductions would be calculated from the controlled emission levels
of the particular scurces. A complete shutdown of industry on ASA days

would result in a 0.3 ug/m3 improvement at Medford.
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VIGTOR ATIYER 522 SOUTHWEST bth AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commisgsion
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. I(2), June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Status Report and Discussion of Medford Area Attainment
Strategies; Carbon Monoxide

Background

Carbon monoxide (CO) levels in Medford frequently exceed the air quality
standard for this pollutant. In fact it is one of the most severe CO
problems in the country. Oregon ig reguired to revise the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) to include an attainment plan for carbon monoxide
in Medford. The plan is due to EPA by July 1, 1982. Compliance with the
carbon monoxide standard is required by December 31, 1987.

Evaluation
Problem

The Medford non-attainment area for carbon monoxide covers approximately
1.5 square miles of the central city area. The Medford CO monitor recorded
violations of the B-hour CO standard (10 mg/m3) on 176 days in 1977,

184 days in 1978, 121 days in 1979 and 68 days in 1980. The major drop
in violations in 1980 may be somewhat due to meterology. Highest levels
in 1980, however, were as severe as in previous years. Alert levels

(17 mg/m3) were reached in each of these years, normally during December.
Motor vehicles contribute approximately 75% of the carbon monoxide in the
Medford/Ashland AQMA and more than 90% in the downtown Medford problem
area. The remainder of the CO comes from residential fuel burning and
other miscellaneous combugtion sources.

Based on modeling done by the Oregon Department of Transportation in 1978,
it iz estimated that CO emissions must be reduced by 62% by 1987 in crder
to meet the CO standard in Medford. The model estimated CO emissions at
7,500 tons per year in 1976 and projected emissions of 5,700 tons per year
in 1987. The projected reduction is based on lower automobile emissions
due to the Federal Motor New Vehicle Control Program. CO emissions must be
reduced to less than 2,200 tons per year in order to meet the CO standard.
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Lead Agency Work

Jackson County has been designated the lead agency for developing a plan
to reduce transportation -~ related air pollution problems in the Medford -
Ashland area. In July, 1980, the County prepared a preliminary analysis
of transportation control measures to reduce carbon monoxide levels. Of
the 18 transportation control measures outlined in the Clean Air Act,

the single most effective measure for reducing carbon monoxide is an
inspection/maintenance (I/M) program. Several of the other transportation
control measures, such as carpool/vanpoocl programs, public transit
improvements, traffic flow improvements, and parking restrictions, were

to have been analyzed in a parking and traffic circulation plan. Jackson
County contracted with the City of Medford in August, 1979 to prepare a
parking and traffic circulation plan for the Medford area. The City agreed
to include this work in its overall transportation plan.

Medford Area Transportation Study (MATS)

In October, 1979, the City of Medford contracted with Alan M. Voorhees and
Associates, Inc. to prepare the Medford Area Transportation Study (MATS).
It was to be completed by June 30, 1980. The study experienced several
delays and the draft final report was submitted in December, 1980 and the
final report in March, 1981.

The budget for MATS was $115,000. Of this budget, §50,000 came from the
Medford Arterial Street Fund, $35,000 came from EPA/DEQ through Jackson

County, and 530,000 came from Rogue Valley Mall through Jackson County.

The study was to focus on 4 principal issues;

1. The highway system;

2. The transit system;

3. Bicycle facilities;
4. Air quality conditions.

The study recognized significant problems with traffic congestion, poor
transit system funding, uncoordinated bikeway systems and carbon monoxide
air pollution. The plan recommended that $22 million be spent over the
next 20 years to improve the problem situations. Of the $22 million,
approximately 62% is for upgraded and new highways, 32% is for operating
costs to maintain the existing level of transit system, and 6% is for
bikeway improvements. The recommended plan is summarized in Figure I-1 and
Table I-1. The arterial and collector road network is outlined in Figure
I-2. :
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MATS indicated that compliance with the CO standard cannot be achieved by
1982 with any realistic policy. Most of Medford will attain the CO
standard by 1987 if an annual inspection/maintenance program is implemented
in 1982. Even with an annual I/M program, the study indicates that the
intersections of McAndrews at Riverside and McAndrews at Court will NOT be
IN compliance with the CO standard in 1987.

Relatively minor air quality improvements are expected £rom the recommended
highway projects. The major projected air quality improvement would be due
to an inspection and maintenance program. Estimated relative effectiveness
of carbon monoxide reduction measures in Medford for 1987 based on Vorhees
work and the latest data from EPA on biennial I/M follows. Note that the
percentages under the column If Annual I/M add to 100%. This is not
quite correct since two CO hot spots would remain beyond 1887, even though
the bulk of the presently projected nonattainment area would meet the
8=-hour CO standard by 1987.

% of the Needed
Reduction in CO to Meet
CO Standard

Measure If Annual I/M If Biennial I/M
Inspection/Maintenance 85% 43%
Roadway Improvements 12% 12%

Bus, Bikeway, Parking Controls 03% 03%
100% 58%

The above table shows that a biennial I/M program would leave a shortfall
of greater than 40% in the needed CO emission reduction to attain the
8-hour CO standard by 1987. In July, 1980, Jackson County produced a
report on transportation control measures which showed biennial I/M as
being much closer in effectiveness to annual I/M (see Attachment 2,

Chart 1: Medford CO Emissions Projection) than the above table indicates.
The latest information from EPA, contrary to the Department's previous
understanding, indicates that a biennial I/M program would be only about
one-half as effective as an annual I/M program.

A considerable amount of work remains to be done by the City of Medford,
Jackson County and the Department in order to finalize the carbon monoxide
attainment plan for the Medford area and complete the State Implementation
Plan by July 1, 1982. an annual I/M program may be reqguired dve to the
gseverity of Medford's CO problem and lack of any viable alternatives.

This would have some difficult enforcement problem considering the biennial
state license system which would 1likely be relied on for primary
enforcement. Also a more detailed assessment of parking emissions is
needed and additional traffic information is required in order to
accurately project future air gquality.
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Air Quality Advisory Committee

The Jackson County Commissioners reorganized and reappointed a local Air
Quality Committee in February, 1981l. Two transportation subcommittees have
been formed to evaluate carbon monoxide control measures., One of the sub-
committees will make recommendations to the Commissioners on an I/M program
and the other subcommittee will review MATS and other CO control measures.
These control measures will be evaluated:

1. Traffic flow improvements (per MATS);

2. Carpoocl and vanpool programs;

3. Employer programs (i.e. carpool, vanpool, transit);
4. Staggered work hours;

5. Par king management plan or parking restrictions;

6. Programs to minimize cold start emissions; and

7. Bicycle prodrams.

The Department submiltted Senate Bill 141 to the 1981 Legislative Session
which would have allowed the Environmental Quality Commission to contract
with local governments for the operation of inspection/maintenance
programs. SB 141 would have provided a tie-in to the State Motor Vehicle
Registration Program to insure uniform compliance. Representative Lombard
of Jackson County Submitted House Bill 2395 which would allow local
governments to adopt an emission inspection program and would provide a
tie-in to the Motor Vehicle Registration Program. HB 2395 was passed by
the House and is currently being considered by the Senate Local Government
Committee. There appears to be significant support for putting the I/M
measure to a vote of the people. The chairman of the Advisory Committee
has expressed his desire that if a vote is needed it should occur after a
year of I/M operation so people will "know" what they are voting on.

Schedule

The Air Quality Committee is scheduled to provide recommendations on I/M,
MATS and other transportation control measures to the Jackson County
Commisgsioners in July, 1981. The Medford Planning Department has requested
comments on MATS from affected agencies by June 5, 1981. The Medford
Planning Commission and City Council will hold public hearings on MATS in
July and August, 1981. Adopted portions of MATS will be included in the
transportation element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan. Jackson County
plans to have the necessary transportation control measures analyzed,
selected and adopted by January, 1982. The Department intends to request
the Commission to authorize a public hearing on the Medford carbon monoxide
portion of the SIP by early 1982 in order to adopt a revised SIP by July 1,
1982.
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Summation

1. Carbon monoxide (CO) levels in Medford frequently exceed the air
quality standard for this poliutant. In fact, these exceedanceg are
among the most frequent of any urban area in the country.

2. Motor vehicles contribute about 75% of the CO in the Medford area and
over 90% in the identified problem area.

3. CO levels are expected to decrease about 1800 t/y by 1987 based on the
Federal new vehicle autombile emission control program, however,
another 3500 t/y reduction is needed to meet health standards

4. Jackson County has been designated lead agency for developing a CO
attainment plan required by the Clean Air Act for the Medford area.
This plan must demonstrate how the CO health standard can be met by
1987.

5. The Medford Area Transportation Study (MATS) was completed in March,
1981. MATS includes roadway, transit and bicycle recommendations.
Public hearings on MATS will be held in July and August, 1981.

6. The most effective CO control measure by far for Medford appears to be
an inspection/ maintenance (I/M) program. An annual I/M program may
be needed due to the severity of Medford's CO problem and the lack of
other viable alternatives.

7. Other control measures under consideration include roadway
improvements, a parking and traffic circulation plan and
carpool/vanpool programs.

8. Jackson County plans to have the necessary transportation control
measures analyzed, selected and adopted by January, 1982.

9. The Department intends to request the Commission to authorize a public
hearing on the Medford CO attainment plan in early 1982 in order
for the Commission to revise the State Implementation Plan by
July 1, 1982,
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission discusge the various elements being
considered for the CO SIP with local officials and the Advisory Conmittee
at the lunch meeting and in particular discuss the options and local
congerns associated with implementation of an I/M program.

BN

William H. Young

Attachments: 1. From Medford Area Transportation Study:

Table I-1: Range of Transportation Investments
Figure II -=l: Medford Road Network

FPigure I-1: Recommended Roadway Plan

Figure I=2: Arterial and Collector Road Network

Figure II-8 ¢ CO Nonattainment Area
2. From Jackson County Analysis of Transportation Control

Measures:
Section XII: Summary
Map 2: Medford CO Screenline Analysis
Chart 1: Medford CO Emissions Projection

J.F. Kowalczyk:t
AAD97 (1)
229-6459

May 18, 1981
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TABLE I-1

RANGE OF TRANSPORTATICN INVESTMENTS ($ 1980)

Roadway

Transit

Bieycle

Address crifical
capacity problems,
downtown, and air

s Maintain existing levels

of transit expenditure,
Aim for increased

Basic bicyele network,
focusing on bike~lanes

snd signed bike-routes.

quality, productivity.
Minimum . -
Level— $12 million capital $7 million program $1.1 million ecapital
Recommended program. (equivalent to $0.7m program.
Plan. per year),
Approximately 40 Approximately 14
lene-miles upgraded/ miles bike lane, ang
new roadways. 37 miles bike route.
Address zll capacity Seenario I type Develop bicvele net-
problems, plus transit system. Ex- work based on bike
acessibility issues. tend route coverage lanes. Take additional
to 10-12 Medford ROW where necessary,
Maximum routes. Average and add bike-lanes to
Level~ $21 million capital I~hour headways. sll new arterial road-
Desirable program. way reconstruction.
Goals not

Fundable by
2060

§5-60 lane-miles
upgraded/new road-
ways.

Up to about $12.5
million program
(equivalent to $1.25m
per year).

£5+ million order-of-
meagnitude investment
(exc. ROW costs)

(1861 yodey “ApNIE (0TTe300a5ueI] 034y PAoLPoN Wwodd)
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Key

Remove parking and re-stripe

ANASENERERNE

existing roadway to increase

number of lanes

VoBES®P  Reconstruction of existing

roadway or comstruct new

roadway to 2-traffic lanes

and 2-parking lanes

roadway or construct new roadway
to 4-traffic lanes, ne parking

mEmmm  Reconstruction of existing

f

Recofstruct existing roadway to

_J

6-traffic lanes, no parking
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ATTACHMENT

2

(from Jackson County Analysis of Transportation Control Measures, duly 1980)

SECTION XII: SUMMARY

Local government has the responsibility for developing a plan to reduce
transportation related air pollution in the Medford-Ashland airshed.
The two transportation related pollutants of concern are ozone and car-
bon monoxide. -

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality reports that the
Medford-Ashland area will attain the federal health related ozcne stan-
dard by December 1882, but will not attain the state ozone standard by
that date. A combinaticn of industrial and motor vehicle pollution
control strategies will be needed to attain the state ozone standard by
1992, '

The state and federal carbon mcnoxide health standard will not be
attained in Medford by December 1982. The Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality has requested an extension of up to five years.
Attainment of the carbon monoxide standard in Medford by 1987 will
require the implementation of several transportaticn control measures
such as a vehicle inspection and maintenance program, improved public
transit, fleet conversion to cleaner engines, and a major improvement in
parking management and traffic circulation in Medford. fThe air quality,
health, welfare, economic, energy, and social effects of these transpor-
tation control measures must be analyzed by September 1880, at which time
analysis will be submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality.
Jackson County must also develcop and submit the £inal SIP revision by
July 1, 1982, that demonstrates attainment with the carbon monoxide
standards.

Alan M., Voorhees and Associates, Inc., a transportation and environmen—
tal consulting firm, is currently preparing a parking and traffic cir-
culation plan for Medford. It is specified that in developing this plan
the consultant will research the potential traffic, air guality, health,
welfare, social, economic, and energy impacts of the following measures:
street improvements; parking management; pedestrian malls; park and ride
lots; bicycle programs; common carrier {truck) restrictions; improveé
public transit; carpool programs; staggered work hours (flextime); and,
employer programs to promote carpools, public transit, bicycles and
walking. This plan will be submitted to Jackson County and the ¢ity of
Medford by September 30, 1980.

In order for Medford to attain the carbon monoxide standard, a 62 per-—
cent emigsion reduction or 3,500 tons per year is necessary. A man-
datory motor vehicle emission inspection and maintenance program could
achieve about 60 percent of the needed reduction.

the




The remaining 40 percent would need to come from Medford's Parking and
Traffic Circulation Plan, improved public transit, and fleet conversion
to cleaner engines., In most major urban areas only 5-7 percent emission
reduction can be obtained from transportation control measures other
than vehicle inspection and maintenance., However, it might be possible
to achieve greater emission reductions in Medford due to the large
volume of wvehicle emissions attributed to through traffic and downtown
employee parking.

Congress and the Environmental Protection Agency are serious about
reducing air pollution because of the adverse health effects that can be
experienced by sensitive people when the air quality standards are
exceeded. The carbon monoxide standard must be attained in Medford by
1987, The measures needed to attain the carbon monoxide standard must
be adopted in a legally enforceable manner by July of 1982, If this
deadline is not met, economic sanctions may be placed upon the
Medford~-Ashland area by the Environmental Protection agency. The unde-
sirable sanctions might consist of a ban on all major new industrial
construction, and a halt to federal highway and sewage treatment funds.

This report is preliminary in nature. The purpose of this preliminary
analysis is to acgquaint you with the alternative transportation control
measures and to assess their potential for the Medford-ashland area.

2-2




MAP 2: MEDFORD 1977 SCREENLINE ANALYSIS & CO SURVEY SI_TES

ST

COURT

_ STEVENS ST

__Ath ST

8ty ST

CLL .-

0 3T e

SCME P Soa

e, JNDICATE STREETS WITH POTENTIAL FOR EXCEEDING CO STATE AND
FEDERAL STANDARDS BASED ON MCDELING.

CO SURVEY SITES EXPERIENCING LEVELS ABOVE STATE AND FEDERAL
STANDARDS IN DECEMBER, 1978 AND JANUARY, 1879

O CO SURVEY SITES EXPERIENCING LEVELS BELOW STATE AND FEDERAL
STANDARDS IN DECEMBER, 1978 AND JANUARY, 1979

2-3




TONS
PER
YEAR
7,500
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
]
L]
=
3,000
2,000
1,000

1979

CHART I
CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSIONS IN THE

MEDFORD NONATTAINMENT AREA

Féder
al Motop Vehic?e Cont
roj

Fmission level needed to meet state and federal standards

W Oy i oy Y o e e e e b T e e S o e S o ke S R b W ML e e S e e A e A el i e e e g B o D Ry S M At A B A b e o

1977 78 79 80 81 1982 83 84 85 86 1987

5,700




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

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. J, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting
Informational Report: Status of Hood River County Landfill
Background

This matter is presented to the Environmental Quality Commission on the
staff's initiative. The Department has issued a solid waste disposal
permit that calls for closure of the Hood River County Landfill on July 1,
1l981.

The staff desires to inform the Commission of the situation at the Hood
River disposal site and requests Commission concurrence with the
Department's approach regarding Hood River County.

The Department has been working with Hood River County for several years to
¢lose the landfill. The site ig located in a natural drainage way and is
discharging leachate to public waters below the site. While the county has
attempted to collect and treat the leachate, the results have not been
effective. Due to the geclegic and groundwater situation at the site, it
is not possible to intercept all of the leachate leaving the landfill. The
Department believes the solution is to restrict leachate production by
stopping the disposal of garbage in the landfill.

Hood River County has not opposed closure of the site and has, in fact,
cooperated with staff in several lengthy studies to evaluate alternatives
to the landfill. The recommended alternative is to construct a transfer
facility and to haul solid waste out of the county, most likely to the
landfill at The Dalles. The county is also considering the future option
of an incineration/energy recovery facility.

While the county has evaluated alternatives and possible site locations, no
firm decision has yet been made on which direction to proceed. In the
meantime, the existing site has reached design capacity.
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The county could begin an additional lift on the top of the present site,
which could extend the landfill life up to two more years. The Department
opposes this planh because it will only add to the existing leachate
problems, it would require expensive importation of cover material, and it
does not commit the county to any definite time schedule for implementing a
long-term alternative. While we believe that the county is cooperating in
attempting to find a solution to the problem, there is no assurance that
the county will move any closer to a decision if a two-year extension is
allowed.

The Commission should also note that Hood River County presently has the
opportunity to enter into a contractual agreement with the operator of the
Northern Wasco Landfill at The Dalles for disposal of solid waste
transferred from Hood River. With the passage of time this situation could
change, leaving Hood River County with greatly limited alternatives.

Staff believes that the county could install and arrange for the operation
(contractually or otherwise) of a temporary transfer facility by July 1,
1981. While this option may prove somewhat expensive, so would expansion
of the existing site. Initiation of a transfer operation would move the
county out of the existing landfill and toward an ultimate solution.

Symmary

The Hood River County Landfill is almost full unless the Department allows
the county to add one more lift. The Department has been trying to close
the site for several years because of leachate problems. The county has
been trying to £ind an alternative to the landfill, but progress has been
glow. No specific alternative hag been chosen nor is there a schedule for
developing an alternative. The Department has issued a solid waste
disposal permit that will close the site on July 1, 1981. The county will
then have to use a temporary transfer site until a permanent solution is
implemented.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur with the Department's issuance
of a permit to close the Hood River Sanitary Landfill on July 1, 198l.

7/

William H. Young

Richard J. Nichols:c
5C336

382~6446

May 21, 1981




ATTAGHMENT ITEM J

In the .. circuIT . Court of the State of Oregon

for the County of HOOD RIVER

GLENN ALBERT BLEVINS and ROSIE MAE BLEVINS,
“husband and wife,
"'};}}}'é}}'f“é'
__HOOD RIVER COUNTY and STATE OF OREGON, THE DEPARTMENT No.. 8762
“OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

______________________________________ SUMMONS
- Defend
To HOCD. RIVER. . COUNTY and STATE OF OREGOM, THE DEPARTMENT Qr ENVIROJM‘THTAL_
,,,,, ,QUALITY e oee e eeanmedmteeemseneeCeeeas AR £ ea s ees e n oo et en e o1 oo eeeen et es 2ot eeen et s et e e eeeme et et e e e oeerone
T o .......... e ' .f ...................... e Defondant.. 8

You are hereby required to appear and defend the complaint filed against you in the above entitled action
within thirty (30) days from the date of service of this summons upon you, and in case of your failure to do so, for
want thereof, plaintiff(s} will apply to the court for the relief demanded in the complaini.

NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANT: READ THESE PAPERS CAREFULLY! “

You must “appear” in this ease or the other side will win automati-
ca]ly ’I‘o a.ppear yvou must file wzth the court a legal paper called a
“motion” or “answer.” The “motion” or *answer’” must be given to the
court clerk or administrator within 30 days along with the required
filing fee. It must be in proper form and have preof of service on the /S/ Teunls Wyers L
plaintiff’s attorney or, if the plaintiff does not have an aitorney, SIGNATURE OF OREGON RESIDENT ATTORNEY
proof of service upon the plaintiff.

If you have any questions, you should see an attorney immediately.

_TEUNIS WYERS
Attﬂ'rmyurﬁm CRIAEmELEEg
P. 0. Box 417
Hood River, Oregon 27031
(503) 386-2221

STATE OF OREGON;
County of . _Hood River . s

I, the underszgned attorney of record for the plainti ff, certify that the foregoing is an exact and cormplete copy

of the original summons in the above entitled action.
ATTORNEY COF RECORD FO:%}I’:TIJF’F 5]

TO THE OFFICER OR OTHER PERSON SERVING THIS SUMMONS: You are hereby directed to serve a frue
copy of this summons, together with a true copy of the complaint mentioned therein, upen the individual(s) or other
legal entity(ies) to whom or which this summons is directed, and to make your proof of service on the reverse hereof
or upon a separate similar document which you shall attach hereto,

Post office address at which papers in the above entitled action /s/TeunlswyerS .
may be served by mail ATTORMEY (S} FOR PLAINTIFFLS) T
Wm. H. Young, Director State of Oregon
.THE. STATE. QF .QREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY W nEBEIVE
522 SW 5tb )
Portland, Oregon 97204 MAY 27 1961
NAME. POST OFF|CE ADDRESS AND TELERHONE NUMBER - .l_ J&M CFEl_cﬁ D.E IHE DIRECTOR

PAGE 1.—SUMMONS . FORM No. }90—CIRCUIT OR DISTRICT COURT SUMMONS
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON ' . % '7 i
FOR THE COUNTY OF HOOD RIVER ’
My 18 4 sp PH'BI
GLENN ALBECRT BLEVINS and ROSIE ) e rwont T
MAE BLEVINS, husband and wife, ) RUGUALS AND AT SGHENT
. ; ) QEFUTY
Plaintiffs, )
)
Vs, ) No. }“%/]L o
HOOD RIVER COUNTY and STATE OF ) COMPLAINT
OREGON, THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVI- )
RONMENTAL QUALITY, )
g ),
Defendants. )

WUISANCE

For a First Cause of Action, plaintiffs allege:
I.

At all times material hereto, plaintiffs claim ownership of
the real property described in Exhibit A, hereinafter referred to
as ''plaintiffs' property". Upoé-plaintiffs' property is situated
plaintiffs' home, various outbuildings and a spring or springs
used by plaintiffs as a source of drinking water and for other

-

purposes.

I1.
At all times material hereto, deféﬁdant HOOD -RIVER COUNTY was
a duly existing county formed under the laws of the Sﬁéée of
Oregon. Defendant HOOD RIVER COUNTY owned adjacent re2l property
to the South of plaintiffs' property, consisting of parcels lying

in Section 10, Township 1 North, Range 10 East of the Willamette

Meridian.

/717

Page 1.

LAW OFFICES OF
TEUNIS WYERS
HOOD RIVER, OREGUN 7031
PHONE 386.2221 -
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I1I.

In or about Febrwwry (4], defendant HOOD RIVER COUNTY con-
structed and commenced the operation of an open garbage dump or
sanitary landfill. Since that time defendant HOOD RIVER COUNTY
has operated said dump, or caused it to be operated, on a contin-
vwous basis, and is doing so at the present time.

Iv.

Said dump has running from it and onto plaintiffs’ property,
a certain effluent or leachate, which is offensive in smell and
appearance and contains various substances of a toxic, rotten,
filthy and foul nature. Defendant HOOD RIVER COUNTY has allowed
this condition to exist since shortly after the opening of this
dump, and has failed to take corrective measures to mitigate or
eliminate damage caused thereby to the plaintiffs. This condition
continues unchanged, is causing further damage on a daily basis,
and is expected to continue indefinitely.

V.
The water and filth comprising this leachate has come upon
plaintiffs' property in such quantities as to render portions
thereof unfit for use, and also to contaminate plaintiffs' source
of domestic and livestock water, and to create such a stink and
smell as to deprive plaintiffs of the use of a portiom of their .
property. Plaintiffs have in censequence thereof sustained damage
in the amount hereafter alleged.

NEGLIGENCE

For a Second Cause of Action, Plaintiffs allege:

Page 2 - COMPLAINT

LAW OFFICES OF
TEL'NIS WYERS
Hoop RIVER, OREGON 97031
PHONE JE5.2221% _3_
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VI.

Paragraphs I through III of the First Cause of Action are in-
corporated by reference.

VII. _

At all times material hereto defendant THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVI-
ROMENTAL QUALITY was an existing administrative agency, duly
formed under the laws of the State of Oregon, charged with monitor-
ing compliance with and enforcement of regulations affecting solid
waste disposal sites in the State of Oregon.

VIII.

Defendants were negligent in one or more of the following
particulars, causing damage to the plaintiffs as hereinafter
alleged:

A. In selecting a dump site with characterstics which does
not protect contiguous land from leachate runoff;

B. In situating the sump on the site in such a manner that
contiguous properties were not protected from leachate runoff;

- C. In selecting a dump operational design which was inade-
quate in its failure to prevent a leachate protlem; |

D. In operating the dump in a manner which dause the emigsion
of the leachate as alleged above;

E. 1In failing tc detect the leachate problems ea¥ly enough tq
take measures to correct the problem,

F. In failing to take measures to correct the leachate problen
when placed on notice of its existence, or to take any measures to

minimize its effect on plaintiffs,

Page 3 - COMPLAINT

LAY OFFICES OF
TEUNIS WYERS
HooD RiIvER, OriECosN 970141
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G. In failing to instruct dump operators properly regarding
methods to prevent or minimize leachate problems and in failing to
properly supervise dump operators who may not have employed those
methods;

H. In failing to operate said dump in compliance within ap-
plicable clean water and solid waste regulations.

IX.

As a result of the negligence of the defendants, plaintiffs'
property has become polluted and contaminated, and a portion
thereof has been rendered unfit for use by plaintiffs.

X,

Since a short time after the opening of the dump, defendants
knew or should have known that a nuisance would be created thereby
and that the plaintiffs’ property would be contaminated and
polluted.

XI.

As a result of said contamination and pollution, plaintiffs
h;;e been damaged in an amount which is undetermined at the
present time, but which does not exceed the fair market value of
the plaintiffs' property, $110,000.00.

INVERSE CONDEMNATION
For a Third Cause of Action, plaintiffs allege: =
XII.

Paragraphs I through IV of the First Cause of Action are

incorporated by reference.

11/
Page & - COMPLAINT
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XIII.
The contamination and pollution suffered by plaintiffs as a
result of the leachate from the aforementioned dump has restricted
and interfered substantially and unreasonably with the common and
necessary use and enjoyment of plaintiffs' property and has des-
troyed a portion thereof.
XIV.

As a resultlthereof the fair market value of plaintiffs' prop-
erty has been substantially diminished in an as yet undetermined
amount not exceeding $110,000.00.

XV,

Plaintiffs' property has thereby been taken for a public use
without just compensation.

XV,

It has been necessary for plaintiffs to retain the services of
an attorney to assert their rights in this matter, and if success-
ful, they are entitled to a reasonable attorney fee award under
ORE 20.085.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray:

A. TFor judgment against defendants for damages in an amount tg
be determined, not exceeding $110,000.00,

B. Feor an injuncticn against defendants requiring them to
take what measures are necessary to abate the nuisance and prohibid
further damage,

C. For judgment against defendants for their attorney's fees,

costs and disbursements incurred herein, and

Page 5 ~ COMPLAINT

LAW OFFICES QF
TEUNIS WYERS
Hoob River, OREGON 97031
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1 D. For such other relief as the Court may deem just.
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/s/ Teunis Wyers

TEUNTS WYERS 0SB #76387

Attorney for Plaintiffs




PLAINTIFFS' REAL PROPERTY

The Southeast quarter of Government Lot 12, and all of
GCovernment Lot 13, Section 3, Township 1 North, Range
10 East of the Willamette Meridian, in the County of
lloed River and State of Oregon, EXCEPTING THEREFROV
that porﬁian conveyed to J. Arlie Bryant et ux.,
récorded June 23, 1977, as Recorder's Fee Ho. 771450

Film Records.

CES OF S = .
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RS b U‘ﬂ??xfe j
L BOX 417 oo P ANL
REGON 97031 -
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252 e
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bk CERTTFIED MATL, RESTRICTED DELIVERY
‘ RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
e} \‘:‘C—?‘\( &
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Mr. William H. Young, Director
State of Oregon

Dept. of Envirommental Quality
522 SW 5th

Portland, Or. 97204
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
e
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Ttem No. ¥ ., June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

&

Contains
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

Mr. and Mrg, Allen Forrette
Appeal of Subsurface Variance Denial

Background

The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A".

Town & Rural Properties, Inc., originally submitted a site
evaluation application to the Jackson County Planning Department
on August 20, 1975. Mr, David K. Maurer, Senior Soil Scientist,
examined the three (3) acre parcel on August 29, 1975, and
determined that a restrictive soil horizon was present at depths
ranging from twenty-six (26) to thirty-six (36) inches below

the ground surface, with a natural ground slope ranging from
five (5) to twelve (12) percent. Mottling, an indicator used

to estimate seasonal water levels, was observed at depths of
fifteen (15) to gixteen (16) inches. The site was found
unsuitable for installation of a standard subsurface sewage
disposal system,.

Mr. and Mrs. Forrette applied for a preliminary site inspection
on August 6, 1979. Mr. Ken Cote, 50il Scientist, reexamined

the property and noted that the areas not previously evaluated
are steep hillslopes, with slopes greater than twenty-five (25)
percent, and with suspected shallow soils., Mr. Cote recommended
that Mr. and Mrs. Forrette consider applying for a variance in
the area previously examined by Mr. Maurer,
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An application for variance from the subsurface rules [0OAR340-71-
020(3) (a); 71-020(1) (b); and 71-030(1) (d)] was received by Water
Quality Division on October 2, 1979. It was found to be complete
on October 24 and assigned to Mr. Ron E. Baker, Variance officer,
on October 25, 1979, Mr. Baker scheduled a visit to the site

and public information gathering hearing to take place on
November 20, 1979,

After closing the hearing on November 26, 1979, Mr. Baker found
the site he could consider for drainfield placement to be very
limited in usable area, all other locations were ruled to be
worse, A twenty (20) foot wide utility easement cuts through
the proposed site. Mr. Baker observed the depths to restrictive
soil horizons and mottling to be shallower than indicated by

Mr, Maurer, as close as eighteen (18) inches and thirteen (13)
inches, respectively. Mr. Baker considered modifications of

the proposal that included increasing the capping fill depth

to nine (9) inches, and relocating a portion of the proposed
curtain drain, In his analysis of the site limitations and
proposed subsurface system, Mr, Baker determined the system was
undersized, and that if it were installed and put into service
it could fail by discharging sewage effluent to the ground
surface. He further found that additional usable area to allow
for installation of a larger system was not available, As Mr.
Baker was not convinced that a subsurface sewage disposal system
could be installed at the proposed site without creating a health
hazard, he denied the variance request on January 10, 1980.
(Attachment "B")

Mr. Forrette's letter dated January 17, 1980, (Attachment "C")
in conjunction with the letter from his consultant, Mr, Daniel
R. Frank, dated February 2, 1980, (Attachment "D") constitutes
his appeal of the variance officer's decision.

Evaluation

Pursuant to ORS 454.660, decisions of the variance officer to
grant variances may be appealed to the Environmental Quality
Commission. Mr. Forrette made such an appeal. The Commission
must determine if a subsurface sewage disposal system of either
standard or modified construction can reasonably be expected

to function in a satisfactory manner at Mr. and Mrs. Forrette's
site. -
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After evaluating the site and after holding a public information
tvype hearing to gather testimony relevant to the requested
variance, Mr. Baker was not able to find that a subsurface sewage
disposal system, of either standard or modified construction,
would function in a satisfactory manner so as not to create a
public health hazard. Mr. Baker was unable to modify the
proposal to overcome his concerns about the proposed site.

Summation

1. The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in
Attachment "A". '

2. Town & Rural Properties, Inc., submitted an application
for a site evaluation to Jackson County on August 20, 1975.

3. Mr. David Maurer examined the property on August 29, 1975,
to determine if a standard subsurface sewage disposal system
could be installed, Restrictive soil horizons were observed
at depths ranging from twenty-six (26) to thirty-six (36)
inches below the ground surface. Based on the presence
of mottling, a seasonally perched water table was expected
too rise as close as fifteen (15) inches., The site was
denied for standard drainfield placement because a
temporarily perched water table was expected to rise closer
than twenty-four (24) inches from the ground surface, and
because of the presence of restrictive soil horizons closer
than thirty (30) inches.

4, Mr., and Mrs, Forrette applied for a preliminary site
inspection on August 6, 1979,

5. On August 9, 1979, Mr. Ken Cote reviewed those areas not
previously examined and found the natural ground slope to
be greater than twenty-five (25) percent, and speculated
the hillslope soils were shallow to restrictive horizons.
He recommended the Forrettes consider applying for a
variance in the area previously examined by Mr. Maurer,

6. Mr. and Mrs. Forrette submitted a variance application to
the Department, which was assigned to Mr. Ron Baker on
October 25, 1979.

7. On November 20, 1979, Mr. Baker examined the proposed
drainfield site and found the soils to be mottled as close
as thirteen (13) inches, and with restrictive soil horizons
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as close as eighteen (18) inches from the ground surface.
He observed that a utility easement ran through the
designated drainfield site, and that although the property
was three (3) acres, the area where a drainfield could be
reasonably considered for installation was limited to the
site proposed.

8. On November 20, 1979, Mr. Baker conducted a public
information type hearing so as to allow Mr. and Mrs.
Forrette and others the opportunity to supply the facts
and reasons to support the variance request. The hearing
was closed on November 26, 1979.

9. Mr. Baker reviewed the variance record and found the
testimony provided did not support a favorable decision.
He was unable to modify the variance proposal to overcome
the site limitations.

10, Mr. Baker notified Mr. Forrette by letter dated
January 10, 1980, that their variance request was denied.

11. Mr. Forrette filed for appeal of the decision by letter
dated January 17, 1980, with additional information provided
by letter dated February 2, 1980, prepared by his
consultant,

Pirector's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that
the Commission adopt the findings of the variance officer as the
Commission's findings and uphold the decision to deny the
variance,

7> 4

N s William H. Young
Attachments:

Attachment "A"

Attachment "B"

Attachment "“C"

Attachment "D"

Sherman 0. Olson, Jr.:1
229-6443

May 28, 1980
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ATTACHMENT A

ATTACHMENT "A"

1. Administrative rules governing subsurface sewage disposal are
provided for by Statute: ORS 454.625.

2. The Environmental Quality Commission has been given statutory
authority to grant variances from the particular reguirements
of any rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal
systems if after hearing, it finds that strict compliance with the
rule or standard is inappropriate for cause or because special
physical conditions render strict compliance unreasonable,
burdensome or impractical: ORS 454.657.

3. The Commission has been given statutory authority to delegate the
power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed
by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality:

ORS 454.660,

4, Decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may be
appealed to the Commission: ORS 454.660.

5. Mr. Baker was appointed as a variance officer pursuant to the
Oregon Administrative Rules: OAR 348-75-030.

XL18.A
500:1




ATTACEMENT B

Department of Environmental Quality

SOUTHWEST REGION
1937 W. HARVARD BLVD,, ROSEBURG, OREGON 97470

January 10, 1380 CERTIFIED MAIL
- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Allen Forrette
839 East Jackson

Medford, Oregen 97501

RE: WQ-SS-Jackson County
Variance Hearing
Twp. 355, R. 2W, Sec. 20
Tax Lot 600
_ Denied
Dear Mr. Forrette:

This correspondence will serve to verify that your requested Variance
Hearing, provided for in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 3L0,
Section 75-045 was held at 32 W. 6th Street, in Medford, Oregon st

1:00 PM, November 20, 1979. Persons present at the hearing were:
yourself, applicant; Mr. Daniel R. Frank, Consultant; and Mr. Bradley
W. H. Prior, Supervisor, Jackson County Subsurface Program. Prior to
the hearing, at 10:00 AM on November 20, 1979, an on-site inspection of
the property in question was conducted by the Variance 0fficer for the
purpose of gathering soils and topographin information with regard to
your request. Other persons present during the inspection were Mr. Frank
and Mr. Prior.

Your request was for a variance of the following rules:
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES, CHAPTER 340

71-020(3) (a)  Requires full replacement area meeting all
applicable rules.

71-030(1) (b ) Requires minimum depth to restrictive layer.

71-030(1) {d)  Requires minimum depth to temporarily perched
water table.

The propérty in question is described as Township 35 South, Range 2 West,
Section 20, Tax Lot 600 of Jackson County, Oregon. Said property is
approximately three and four hundredths {(3.04) acres in size.

All exhibits provided to the Variance Officer before the hearing were
entered into the record by number, those provided during the hearing by
capital letter and those provided after the hearing by small letter. For
exhibit verification refer to hearing record.

To overcome the site development limitations you proposed to install disposal
trenches at fifteen (15) inches and place a three (3) inch capping fill over
the disposal area. ‘

Verbal testimony was given by yourself, Mr. Frank and Mr. Prior. For
verification of testimony refer to hearing record,
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Variances from particular requirements of the rules or standards pertaining
to subsurface sewage disposal systems may be granted if it is found that the
proposed subsurface sewage disposal system will function in a satisfactory
manner 50 as not to create a public health hazard or to cause pollution of
public waters, and special physical conditions exist which render strict
compliance unreasonable, burdensome, or. impractical.

Your proposal, although well prepared, does not give assurance that It will
overcome the limitations present at the site. Your system design provided for
less effective sidewall than is considered necessary, to provide for the
proper disposal and treatment of the volume of sewage expected from an average
three (3) bedroom residence, when suitable soil conditions are present. That
is thirty-three (33) percent better than the soil available on this site.
(Exhibit X11 and Mr. Prior's testimony)

In addition, your design was based on the assumption that the on-site soils
were less restrictive {Exhibit VI1]) than they were observed to be during the
above referenced site inspection. {Exhibit A and Mr. Prior's testimony)

It is also noted that an easemént "Right-of-Way''‘exists upon the property
which cuts a twenty (20) foot .wide path through the proposed disposal area.
(Exhibits B and ¢} A power pole is now located within the easement and
within the'proposed installation area. (Exhibit X{!1 and Mr. Frank's
testimony)

The proposed change in the curtafn drain installation places it dangerously
close to and down slope of the proposed repair area. (Mr. Frank's testimony)

Lastly, no better area exists upon this property for consideration. (Mr.
Frank's and Mr. Prior's testimony) -

Due to soil conditions the proposed installation should not be moved from the
proposed installation site. (Mr. Frank's and Mr. Prior's testimony)

Therefore, based on the verbal and written testimony contained in the record,

! am not convinced that the proposed drainfield will function in-a satisfactory
manper S0 as not to prevent the discharge of septic effluent to the natural
ground surface. Your variance request is regretfully denied.

Pursuant to O0AR 340, 75-050, my decision to deny your variance requests may

be appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. Reguests for appeal

must be made by letter, stating the grounds for appeal, and addressed to the . .
Environmental Quality Commission, in care of Mr, William H. Yound, Director,
Department of Environmental Quality, P. 0. Box 1760, Pottland, OR. 97207,

within twenty (20) days of the date of the certified mailing of this letter.

Please feel free to contact me at 440-3338, if you have any gquestions

regarding this decision.
S[nceri;§i4éé2’_,,_ |
! Il

. E. Baker, R. S.
Valiance Offlcer TP
REB:ml . e kD T S
Enc. .
c: /?. Jack Osborne, WQ-SS5-Portland; Jackson County Planning Dept.;
Medford D.E.Q. Office; Dan Frank, PO Box 900, Jacksonville, OR,97530




ATTACHMENT C

Januvary 17, 1980

Department of Environmental Quality ;_ H; 4;?_f
P.C. Box 1760 {'f S
Portland, OR 97207 Hid

Mr, William H, Young, Director

In August of 1979, I applied for a re-evaluation for a septic
tank permit on 3.04 acres I own on Duggan Road, Jackson County, Oregon,

I met on the site with Ken Cody, County Sanitarian, who looked
©at the original test holes dug in 1975 and he stated that one of the
holes was within an inch of meeting requirements for a permit., Mr.
Cody then suggested I have three more test holes dug and we met again
at the site. He sald my chances were very good for an engineemred
system, I hired Danlel IFrank, R.S. Environmental Specialists, P.0O,
Box 900, 937 N, Fifth 3t., Jacksonville, Cregcn, to design a septic
system that would work on my land.

I then applied for & variance hexring, Hearing was held on
November 20, 1979, After much verbage, lir., Baker - Variance officer_-
stated that the curtain drain should be lengthened to the S.E. corner
of property and zlso more top soil should be added and he reguested three
items 3ll of which I answered and are negligible for putting in the
proposed system. Mr. Doker led me to believe when he expanded on Engineer
Daniel Frank's system that this system would be approved if I complied
with his recommended curtain drain extension and more top soil.

A& variance in my understanding is the soll didn't meet exact sian-
dards and and engineered system by a licensed engineer with added features
to an ordinary system should work,

Mr, Baker also stated he was over worked and understaffed and was
doing four variances a week. I understand it is easier to say no and close
the files: however a licensed engineer designed a system that will work
and I am requesting a permit for my 3,04 acres.

Thank you,

(Vo) (Foveth

Allen W. Forrette
839 B, Jackson
Medford, Cregon 97501

State of Ore
f 2Ron
DEPARTMcn'T GF ENWRONM"NTA! QuaLITY
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ATTACHMENT D
TUORLFIV FLATERD, P, E.
8vH-2000

T. FLATEBO anD ASSDCIATES, INC. KURT ©. WEAVER, P. 1. 8.

BER-T 344
CIVIL ENGINEERS AHD LAND BURVEYRRS

(503} e99-8267
P. 0. Bux 900
DET RORTHR TIFTH STREE™
JAUKAGCHVILLE, DREGON $ 7530 State of Oregon

DEPARVHIENT OF ENYIRONMENTAL QUALITY
February 2, 1880 . ED% E @ E D W E @
CCR 9 INEY

Mr. Allen Forrette
839 Rast Jackscn

Medford, Oregorn 9750) ‘ WATER QUALITY, CONTROL

E85-7603

RE: variance appeal
sec 20 of T3IEE-RIW-600

Deal’ Mr. Forrette:

. Phe purpose of this letter iz to provide grounds for

appeal of the denial of your variance reguest. I will
speaifically address the reassons the variance officer
{¥r, Baker) ldentified as the basis of his declission.

]) Mr. BakXer contends the drainfield sizing was under-
sized even If soill conditions met standards. However.,
by wy calculations he is mistaken:
3 bdrm residence = 375 cal/day
soil terxture is clay leoam (conseratively)}) which
requires 275 sqg. ft./})50 gal flow
Therefor 342 lin. ft. is reguired - the site plan
shows excess footage. '

He adds that the sovil condivions are thirty three (33)
percent deficiet In this respect., ¥r, Baker does nat
explain how he arriaved at such a definate percentage.

It vertainly is not obvious to me. He doea cite Exhibit
XII (his field notes I belleve) and Mr, Prior's testimony.
I doubt HMr. pPrior would be comfortable with Mry. Baker/s
statement and inferred support.

2) Mr. Baker should be more candid, FHisg statement that
", ..your design was based on the assumption that on site
soils were less restrictive...” Implys 1is was mp error

or vverslght, Actually, Nr. Baker's evalwation differed
from Mr. Maurer (County Soiis Scientist) orignal report &
subixeguent recent on site evaluation work preformed by
Hr. Cote (County. Sanitarian).

Mr ., Baker did not elakborate on the extent of the conflict
betiveen his evaluation and the County Staff Reports, or
for that matter which restrictioni{s) were invelved., I
find it incredible that he van be so capriciovs, Consider
the guestions that are left unanswered: .

a) Did Mr. Baker discuss the discrepancy with Mr.
Maurer or HMr. Cote? To my knowledge he did nol., Mr Cote
was in churranre with Mr. MHaurer's earlier work to the
extent that he suggested thu applicant censider a variance

S S B T e S X o o T SV
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DANIEL R. FRANIK, R, B.
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reguest.

b} My experlence with Jucksgon {ounty Staff 1s that
they are competent and reliable apd that it 1is
reasonable to assume their work 1is high quality,
poas this mean I canpaobt rely on their procfessional

. colmpetancy? '

¢) On behalf of the applicant why rshould not the least

: restrictive evaluation apply when a Coverty has
damounstrated respons.ible program administration?
The progyram is audit:d by the DEQ. What {s the DEQ
evaluatlion of Jackso:n County administration of the
program?

3) wWhat is the relevance of pointlnq out the existance of
&n easement, unless the letter sent to Mr. Baker was inadequate?

4§} The proposed change In the curtain drain laycut does not
pose the threat indicated by Mr. Baker. HAisc, tre layout
shown In the proposal would he effective and does not
vidlate any rule that I am awvare of.

5) It should be noted that it took MIr, Baker fifty one (51) days
to respond (a vielation of 340-75-035 which states "A decision
shall be made in writing by the varfance Officer within forty
five (45) days after completion of the hearing on the varfance
reguest”) . The fact that a letter regarding the power line
eagehent was sent to him later should not have stalled the

regsponse since 1t would not have affected a change in_ébe
decision.

Very wruly yours,

-“t__"
D
O A S
Daniel R. Frank, R.S.
Environmental Special Ft

DF:vijc
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VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR §7207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

Tos BEnvironmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, JpnewS,_l981} EQC Meeting
Mr. and Mrs. Daniel J. Walsh - Appeal of Subsurface
Variance Denial

Background

The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A",

On September 9, 1977, Mr. E. L. Shaw applied to Tillamook County for a
site evaluation report on property he was purchasing. The property

(50 feet by 100 feet) is identified as Lot 26, Block 10, Oceanview, also
identified as Tax Lot 8400, in Section 7 DB, Township 1 South, Range 10
West, in Tillamook County. The property was evaluated on April 5, 1978
by Mr., James L. Seabrandt, the Supervising Sanitarian for Tillamook
County. Mr. Seabrandt issued a Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation
on April 7, 19278, with the following conditions:

1. Lot size will limit site to one (1) bedroom or sleeping area.

2. Corner lot must meet Tillamook County Planning Commission as
well as Department of Environmental Quality (rules).

3. One hundred seventy (170) square feet of drainfield and
replacement area must be provided on this property.

Mr. Seabrandt issued Mr. Shaw another Certificate of Favorable Site
Evaluation, dated September 21, 1979, based on the initial evaluation of
april 5, 1978.
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On March 2, 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted a temporary
rule that voided all Certificates of Favorable Site Evaluation issued in
Tillamook County from January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1979. The
temporary rule provided that each property owner may request the property
be reevaluated without fee,

Mr. and Mrs. Daniel Walsh submitted a request for reevaluation to the
Department's North Coast Branch Office. On September 24, 1980, Department
staff examined the property and determined it did not comply with the
Department's minimum standards for installation of either a standard or
alternative sewage disposal system. Due to the small lot size, there was
not sufficient area to install a system, with room for future replacement,
while maintaining minimum setbackse from property lines. Mr. and Mrs. Walsh

were notified of the reevaluation denial by letter dated September 26,
1980.

An application for a variance from the subsurface rules was received by
the Department, and was assigned to Mr. Michael G. Ebeling, variance
officer. On December 17, 1980, Mr. Ebeling examined the proposed site
and held a public information gathering hearing. After closing the
hearing, Mr. Ebeling evaluated the information provided. He observed the
property in the vicinity of the test pits had been filled with wood waste
material at depths ranging from thirty-two (32) to forty-eight (48)
inches. Water levels were measured at sixty-two (62) and seventy-two (72)
inches from the ground surface, and could be expected to rise as close

as thirty-four (34) inches. Mr. Ebeling found the property to be too
limited in area for installation of a subsurface sewage disposal system
with room for future replacement. Further, he was concerned that the
wood waste fill would continue to decompose, thus offering the potential
for channelized flow of sewage effluent into the groundwater. As Mr.
Ebeling was not convinced that a subsurface sewage disposal system could
be installed at the site, or that a system could be expected to function
properly without causing pollution of public waters or creating a public
health hazard, he denied the variance request by letter dated December
30, 19280 (Attachment "B").

On January 26, 1981, the Department received a letter from Mr. and
Mrs. Walsh appealing the variance officer's decision (Attachment "C").

Evaluation

Pursuant to ORS 454.660, decisions of the variance officer to grant
variances may be appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. Such
an appeal was made. The Commission must determine if a subsurface sewage
disposal system of either standard or modified construction can be expected
to functicn in a satisfactory manner at the proposed site.
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After evaluating the site and after holding a public information gathering
hearing, Mr. Ebeling was not able to find that a subsurface sewage disposal
system would function in a satisfactory manner.

Summation
1. The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A".

2. On April 5, 1978, Mr. James Seabrandt evaluated the 50 foot by
100 foot lot identified as Tax Lot 8400, in Section 7 DB, Township
1 South, Range 10 West, to determine if a standard subsurface sewade
disposal system could be installed. Mr. Seabrandt issued a
Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation, subject to conditions.

3. Mr. Seabrandt issued another Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation
on September 21, 1979, for the same property, based on the original
evaluation of April 5, 1%78.

4, The Environmental Quality Commission adopted a temporary rule on
March 21, 1980, that voided all Certificates of Favorable Site
Evaluation issued in Tillamook County from January 1, 1974 through
December 31, 1979.

5. At the regquest of Mr. and Mrs. Walsh, the property was reevaluated
on September 24, 1980 by Department staff. It was found that the
site did not meet the Department's minimum standards to install a
subsurface sewage disposal system because of insufficient area on
the small lot to locate a system and its replacement. The lot size
also prevents a system from being installed that maintains the minimum
setbacks from property lines. Mr. and Mrs. Walsh were notified of
the reavaluation denial by letter.

6. Mr., and Mrs. Walsh submitted a variance application to the Department,
which was assigned to Mr. Michael Ebeling.

7. On December 17, 1980, Mr. Ebeling examined the proposed drainfield
site and found it had been filled with wood waste to depths ranging
from thirty-two (32) to forty-eight (48) inches. He expected water
levels would rise to within thirty-four (34) inches of the ¢ground
sucface, He also found the lot to be very limited in area.

8. A public information gathering hearing was conducted by Mr. Ebeling
on December 17, 1980, so as to allow Mr. and Mrs. Walsh and others
the opportunity to supply the facts and reasons to support the
granting of the variance.

9. Mr. Ebeling reviewed the variance record and found the testimony did

not support a favorable decision. Mr. and Mrs. Walsh were notified
by letter that the variance request was denied.

10. A letter from Mr. and Mrs. Walsh appealing the Variance Officer's
decision was received by the Department on January 26, 1981.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the findings of the variance officer as the Commisgsion's
findings, and uphold the decision to deny the variance,

%,
e e

william H. Young

Attachments: Attachment "A"
Attachment "B"
Attachment "C"

800:s5(2)
XS5328
229-6443
April 3, 1981




ATTACHMENT “"A"

1. Administrative rules governing subsurface sewage disposal are provided
for by Statute: ORS 454.625,

2. The Environmental Quality Commission has been given statutory
authority to grant variances from the particular requirements of any
rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems
if after hearing, it finds that strict compliance with the rule or
standard is inappropriate for cause or because special physical
conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or
impractical: ORS 454.657.

3. The Commission has been given statutory authority to delegate the
power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed by
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality: ORS
454,660,

4, Decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may be appealed
to the Commission: ORS 454.660.

5. Mr. Ebeling was appointed as a variance officer pursuant to the Oregon
Administrative Rules: OAR 340-75-030.

%5328
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< ATTACHMENT B

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE, PORTLAND, OREGON

VICTOR AYIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, QREGON 97207

GOVERMNOR

December 31, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL

& pDaniel J. & Karen S. Walsh
6390 5. E. Cavaller Way
Milwaukie, OR 97222

Re: WQ-858-variance Denial
T.L. 8400; Sec. 7 DB;
T. 1 8.3 R. 10 W., W.M.;
Tillamook County

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Walsh:

This correspondence will serve to verify that your requested variance
hearing, as provided for in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Ssection 75-045 was held December 17, 1880, and held open until
December 26, 1980.

You have requested variance from the Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter
- 340, Sections 71-020(1)(b}; 71-020(2) (a}; 71-020(3){a}; and 71-030(1) (h).

Just prior to the public information gathering hearing I visited the
proposed site to yather soils and topographical information relevant to
your variance proposal. Your property, fifty (50) by one hundred (100)
feet, and drainfield site is located on an old wood waste fill. The two
test pits provided exhibited thirty-two (32) to forty-eight (48) inches

of wood waste £11]l material over marine sedimentation. Water was observed
at sixty-two (62) and seventy-two {72) inches helow ground surface. The
natural ground slope ¢of the property was nearly level. The landscape
position of this property suggests that a permanent water table may come
as close as thirty-four (34} inches from ground surface.

To overcome the site development limitations you have proposed to install
as much dispozal trench {initial and future replacement) as would f£it into
an area thirty (30) feet by forty ({40} feet. I assume the system was
designed to serve a maximum daily sewage flow of three hundred (300)
gallons. Your plan shows the proposed dwelling has dimensions of
approximately twenty-five (25) feet by thirty (30) feet. I have considered
the use of a modified low pressure distribution system with narrow
trenches, with variation from the ten (10) foot setback from property
lines and dwelling. Pressurized disposal systems would provide better
distribution of effluent throughout the drainfield area, which would allow
for better treatment of sewage effluent.
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variance from particular requirements of the rules or standards pertaining
to subsurface sewage disposal systems may be granted if it is found that
the proposed subsurface sewage disposal system will function in a
satisfactory manner so as not to create a publig health hazard or to cause
pollution of public waters, and special physical conditions exist which
render strict campliance unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical.

Your proposal, although well prepared, does ncot give assurance that it
will overccome the limitations present at the site. Further decomposition
of the wood waste £ill would inhance the settling process and would be
expected to cause channelized flow of untreated sewage effluent, which
could be expect to cause surface ponding or come in contact with the
permanently perched water table below. Your property is not adequate in
size to accomodate a modified sewage disposal system and provide sufficient
space for a replacement disposal area.

Therefcre, based on my evaluation of the verbal and written testimony
contained in the record, I am not convinced that the proposed drainfield
will function in a satisfactory manner so as not to cause pollution of
public waters of the state or create a public health hazard.

- Your variance reguest is regretfully denied.

Pursuant to OAR 340-75-050, my decision to deny your variance request may
be appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. Requests for appeal
nust be made by letter, stating the grounds for appeal, and addressed to
the Environmental Quality Commission, in care of Mr. William H. Young,
Director, Department of Envirommental Quality, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon
97207, within twenty (20) days of the date of the certified mailing of
this letter.

Please feel free to contact me at 229-5289 if you have questions regarding
this decision.

Sincerely,

Michael G. Ebeling
Subsurface Sewage Systems Specialist
gubsurface and Alternative

Sewage Systems Section
Water Quality Division

cc:  Douglas Marshall, Tillamook County

John Smits, North Coast Branch Uffice, DPEQ
Northwest Region, DEQD




ATTACHMENT C

January 18, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
C/0 William H, Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Re: WQ-SS8S8-Variance Denial
T.L, 8400; Sec 7 DB;
T, 1 8,; R, X0 W,; W.M,;
Tillamock County

Dear Mr, Young:

After careful consideration, we feel that we must appeal the
decision of Mr, Michael G, Ebeling to deny our variance reqguest for a
septic tank approval to be issued on the above described property,

Before purchasing this property in 1979, we took the precaution of
requesting that the origianl approval, which was issued by a Mr,
Seabrandt of Tillamoock County in 1978, be up-dated, We encountered no
problems in obtaining this updated approval, Then, in 1980, we were
informed that our property is not adequate to accomodate a sewage
disposal system,

Congidering the fact that no changes occurred to the property between
the time of Mr, Seabrandt's inspections in 1978 and '1979 and the inspec—
tion done in 1980, we do not feel that we can except Mr, Ebeling's
opinion that our variance request be denied ag the final decision,

We will be waiting to hear from you on this matter,

Sincerely,

M and Theo Lo / bbb,

Mr., & Mrs, Daniel J, Walsh
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTILAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. M , June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Regquest for a Variance from General Emission Standards for
Volatile Organic Compounds at Bulk Gasoline Plants,
CAR 340-22=120(2) for the Rogue Valley 0il Co., Medford

Backdround

The Rogue Valley 0il Co. leases a bulk gasoline plant on 1024 8. Riverside
in Medford from Texaco. Texaco has not installed a vapor recovery system.
The Rogue Valley 0il Co. has requested a variance until October 1, 1981,
to allow time to build a new plant or purchase an existing plant and
install control equipment

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance from the
Department's ruleg if it finds that strict compliance would result in
curtailment or closing down of a plant.

Evaluation

The Rogue Valley 0il Co. has requested a variance to operate the plant
it leases from Texaco without controls until October 1, 198l. Texaco
has not installed the controls and will not deliver gas after July 31,
1981, unless the plant complies with Department rules. This would force
closure of the plant unless a variance is granted.

The variance was requested to allow time to build a new plant, including
controls, or purchase an existing plant and install controls. The current
plant is leased from Texaco on a monthly basis. Significant expenditures

by the applicant,such as control systems, are not practical on such a short-
term lease arrangement. At the end of the variance period, this plant

would no longer be allowed to operate until VOC controls are installed.

The Department supports the variance request. Strict enforcement of the
deadline (July 31, 1981) would result in closure of the plant. Emigsions
from this plant would be approximately 5 tons during the 2-month variance
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period. Total VOC emissions in the AQMA during the same period would be
approximately 2100 tons. During 1979 and 1980, there were no violations

of the ozone standard and only 15 violations per year of the state
standard. This variance would not cause violations of the state or federal
czone standard.

Summation

1. Rogue Valley 0il Co. leases a bhulk gasoline storage plant from
Texaco. Rogue Valley 0il Co. has requested a variance to allow
operation of this plant without controls until October 1, 1981, This
variance would enable the company to remain in business while building
a new facility with controls or purchasing an existing facility and
installing controls.

2, The Department supports this variance reguest. This variance would
result in 5 tons of emissions during the variance period. Failure
to grant a variance would result in closure of the plant.

3. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances if it
finds that strict compliance would result in the closing down of a

plant.

Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it i recommended that the
Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-22-120(2) from July 31 until
October 1, 1981 to Rogue Valley 011 Co. for operation of the bulk gasoline
plant at 1024 S. Riverside in Medford.

20

William H. Young

Attachments: Variance Request from Rogue Valley 0il Co.
F. A, SKIRVIN:oO

229-6414

5-12-81
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Rogue Valley Oil Co.

Distributor of

1024 S. Riverside
P.O. Box 1328
Medford, Oregon 97501

Telephone
{503) 772-6181

fetruary 27, 1981

Slatn of CEU
Peter B, Bosserman, P.E. e, fﬁ’ﬂiwwmmprthHH”
Senior Environmental tnginser fU: LE HE = H }7 “—\
Department of Envirosmental Huality éﬂ , U
P.0. Box 1760 S ER 299 i

Portland, Cr. &7207
Gentlemen:

For your information, I am a Texaco Wholesaler (dobber) in Medferd, Oregon.
My Bulk Plant is owned by Texaco Inc. I lease the Bulk Plant from Texaco an a
month to manth basis. My incoming Refined Producis are received via Truck &
Trailer, From Terminals, mainly from Eugene.

To date, Texaco Inc. has not replied to my guestions regarding their
intentions to either install or not install a Vapor Recevery System in the
Medford Bulk Plant.

If Texaco does not install the vapor Recovery System, it will be necessary
that I relocate my business. Relocating ihis type of business is not the
gasiest thing to do. 1 will have to locate property, zoned properly, obtain
the necessary permits, build Tank Farm, Warehouse, 0ffice Space, etc. For your
information, I am and have heen looking for a new location,

If Texaco Inc. dees npt install a Vapor Recovery System by fpril 1, 1981,
I will avtomatically be forced out of business., Texaco Inc, will mot make deli-
veries after April 1, 1981, into this Bulk Plant if the Vapor Recovery System
is not installed or a Variance is not in force. This will automatically foree
me te close my business, and indoubtedly lose everything I have worked for these
many years. L do not know what Texaco's decision will be, however, I am of
the opinion that it will be a negative one.

Due to the fact that Texaco has not made known their intentions regarding
Vapor Recovery in this Bulk Plant and the time necessary to relocate and bulld,
I am presented with a serious praoblem. 1 am asking for your help.

I am respectfully requesting a six month variance for the installation of
a Vlapor Recovery System in this Bulk Plant. This will alleviate my problem
and allow time for me to relocate if necessary.

Your consideration and approval of my request will he appreciated.
If T can be of any assistance, please advise.

Yours truly, s

7 / /(;/Kij
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Rohert D. George




Rogue Valley Oil Co.

Distributor of

1024 8. Riverside
P.0. Box 1328
Medford, Oregon 97501

Telephone
{503) 772-6181

March 17, 1981

State of Oregon
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F.A. Skirvin
Supervisor, Program Operations
Air Quality Division

Dear Mr. Skirvin:

We have received your letier asking for additicnal information
cencerrihg our reguest for variance.

At this time we are finalizing ovr search for & pilece of property
in White City. Upon purchase or lease of this land, we will bulld
a bulk plant, starting construction approximately NMay 1, 1981, with
a completicn date on or before September 30, 1881. At the time of
completion, our plant will be in Full compliance of all D.E.H.
reguirements. We are obtaining bids now for this construction, and
we can furnish you these upon request.

To bring you up to date with our current problem, Texaco has decided
nat to imstall a Vaper Recovery System. They will deliver product
into the plant only if a variance is granted. If our variance
request is approved, we will be able to stay in business, and at the
same time satisfy the compliance of the D.E.0. with the construction
and completion of our new bulk plant.

Please contact me i1f you have any guestions., Your help in this
request is appreciated.

Sincereiy,

N

_1(_ uu»{/.cxn‘)

. Gu111anu
e DFFlce Manager
For Rohert 0. George, Owner.




