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QREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING

.

December 4, 1981

1l4th Fleor Conference Room
Department of Envirommental Quality
522 5. W. Fifth Avenuye
Portland, Oregon

9:00 am

APPROVED
APPROVED
APPROVED* |

9:05 am

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED
w/amendments

APPROVED
w/amendment

ACCEPTED

PROPOSED POLICY
ADOPTED

CONSENT ITEMS

Items on the consent agenda are considered routine and generally will be
acted on without publie¢ 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 itam over for discussion.

A. Minutes of the August 28, 1981, EQC meeting.

B. Monthly Activity Reports for September and October, 198L.

C. Tax Credit applications. (*#314]17 withdrawn; #1356 and 1390 held
PUBLIC FORUM

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

ACTION ITEMS

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

E. Request by John Nickelson for a variance from QAR 340-61-055(4){a)
pertaining to operation of a sludge lagoon within l/4 mile of a

rasidence.

F. Proposed adeoption of a temporary rule amending On-Site Sewage Disposal
Rules, QAR 340-71~-600. )

G. Proposed adoption of amendments to Hazardous Waste Management Rules,
OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, $31-130 and 63-135.

H., Request for concurrence: Purchase of City of Portland revenue bonds
for construction of sewage waste treatment facilities.

I. Public meeting: Oregon’'s Hazardows Substances Response Plan.
WORK SESSION

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

J. Proposed policy on acceptance of testimony before the
Envirommental Quality Commission.

Upon comzletiorn of the above agenda items, the Invironmental Juality

. Commission will hold an Executive Session to discuss parsonnel matters.

The Executive Session is being held pursuant to ORS 192.660(la).

Bacause of the uncertain time span involved, the Commission reserves the right to deal with
any itam at any time in the meeting except those items with a designated time certain. Any-
one wishing to be heard on an agenda item that doesn't have a designated time on the agenda

should be at the meeting whaen it commences to tbe cextain they don't miss the agenda item.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Riverside West Motel (Columbia Room),

50 §. W. Morrison, Portland; and will lunch at DEQ Headquarters, 522 $. W. Fifth Avenue,

?ortland.
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
December 4, 1981

14th Floor Conference Room
Department ¢f Envirommental Quality
522 5. W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, 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 discussion.

A. Minutes of the August 28, 1981, EQC meeting,

B. Monthly Activity Reports for September and October, 1981.

€. Tax Credit applications.

9:05 am PUBLIC FORUM

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

ACTION ITEMS

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

E. Reguest by John Nickelson for a variance from OAR 340-61-055(4) {a)
pertaining to operation of a sludge lagoon within 1/4 mile of a
residence.

F. Proposed adoption of a temporary rule amending On-Site Sewage Disposal
Rules, OAR 340-71-600. ’

G. Proposed adoption of amendments to Hazardous Waste Management Rules,
OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135.

. Request for concurrence: Purchase of City of Portland revenue bonds
for construction of sewage waste treatment facilities.

I. Public meeting: Oregon's Hazardous Substances Response Plan.
WORK. SESSION

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

J. Proposed policy on acceptance of testimony before the
Environmental Quality Commission.

Upon completion of the above agenda items, the Znvirommental Quality
Commission will hold an Executive Session to discuss personnel matters,
The Executive Session is being held pursuant to ORS 192.660(la).

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. Aany-
one wishing to be heard on an agenda item that doesn't have a designated time on the agenda
should be at the meeting when it commences to be certain they don't miss the agenda item.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Riverside West Motel (Columbia Room),
50 S. W. Morrison, Portland; and will lunch at DEQ Headgquarters, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland.



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

December 4, 1981

BREAKFAST AGENDA

Future EQC meeting schedule and locations
Tax credité

Hazardous waste — addendum to staff report
Audit.reply - followup

Proposed budget cuts

Shaw

Young

Reiter

‘O'Donnell

Young



Proposed EQC meeting dates
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IMPORTANT
DATES

JANUARY
| New Yaar's Day
15 Marlin Luther King's
Buthday

FEBRUARY

12 Lincoln’s Birthday

14 Valeitine’s Day

15 Washinglan's
Birinday - Qbsvd.

22 Washinglan's Binhday

24 Ash Wadnesday

MARCH
17 5t Pawick's Day

APRIL

~ .4 Palm Sunday

4 Passover Begins
9 Good Friday
11 Easter Sunday

may
9 Mother's Day

15 Armed Forces Oay

24 Vicioria Day {Canada)
3¢ Memorial Day

It Memanal Cay - Obsvd,

JUNE
14 Flag Day
20 Father's Day

Jury
1 Deminion Day (Canada)
4 Indepengence Day

SEPTEMBER

6 Labor Day

18 Aosh Hashanah
27 fom Kippur

QCTOBER

11 Thanksgiving Day
iCanada)

11 Columbus Day - Obsvd,

12 Coluinbus Day

24 Umled Nations Oay

1 Hallpween

NOVEMBER

2 Eleclion Day

11 Velerans Day
25 Thanksgiving Day
DECEMBER

L Hanukkah

25 Chnstinas Day
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VICTOR ATIYEH
GOYERNOR

JEQ-46

Environmental Quality Comimission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE {603) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Richard Reiter, Supervisor
Hazardous Waste Operations
Subject: Public Meeting; Oregon's Hazardous Substance Response Plan

As youmay recall, Superfund as an Oregon issue was first brought up at
your August 28, 1981 breakfast meeting {(see Attachment I). At that time,
we asked your concurrence on a compressed schedule to receive public input
on Oregon's Hazardous Substance Response Plan. The need for a compressed
schedule occurred as a result of EPA's delay in finalizing the National
Contingency Plan and the Mitre Corporation's National Hazard Ranking Model.
We proposed to bring this matter to your attention at your November 20,
1981 meeting (rescheduled to December 4, 1981) and to use that meeting as
an opportunity for public comment. With your concurrence that is the
schedule we have followed.

On Tuesday, November 24, 1981, we received a verbal request from Region X
to suspend consideration of this matter until late spring of 1982
{confirmed by letter of December 1, 1981 -~ see Attachment II). Staff
agreed to withdraw this matter pending concurrence from Bill Young. 1In
discussion with Bill Young on December 1 and 2, 1981, it was concluded to
proceed with this matter as at least an informational item, since public
notice had already been mailed.

Advantages of considering this as an informational item now, and an action
item in late spring, are:

1. Presumably, the National Contingency Plan will have been proposed
) in final form by then.

2. Presumably, the Mitre Corporation's National Hazard Ranking Model
will have undergone its final changes by then.

3. Additional field investigations can be undertaken with more

complete information being used to evaluate sites for the late
spring meeting.



Public Meeting; Oregon's Hazardous Substance Response Plan
December 4, 1981
Page 2

4. A more satisfactory program of public participation can be
planned and implemented.

In summary, Bill Young will be recommending at the outset of Agenda Item I
. that its status be changed from one of an action item to one of an
informational item. Further, Bill Young will recommend that public comment
still be received on the substance of the plan since the original agenda
implied this item was open for. public comment.

ZC117



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, GR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

Tos Envirommental Quality Commission

From: Richard Reiter, Supervisor
Hazardous Waste Operations

Subject: Superfund - Briefing

Over the last two years, Region 10-EPA and DEQ have been trying to

identify uncontrolled and/or abandoned hazardous waste sites in Oregon that
may present an actual or potential hazard to public health or the
environment,

As of March 31, 1981, 86 investigations had been started. 1In 56 cases we
have concluded no actual or potential problem existed. Thirty
investigations continue. 1In two of these cases, company-financed ground
water monitoring programs have been installed, while in a third case a
monitoring program is being proposed. Also, some 17 generators financed a
voluntary cleanup of the former collection/treatment facility operated by
Caron Chemical near Monmouth.

During the course of our on-going efforts, Congress passed the
Comprehensive Environment Response Compensation and Liability Act on
December 11, 1980 (commonly referred to as Superfund or CERCLA). CERCLA
establishes a 1.6 billion dollar emergency response, removal and remedial
action fund to clean up hazardous material/waste spills or threats to
public health or the environment. CERCLA is not a grant program, however,
in that EPA/Justice are to seek cost recovery from identified responsible
parties,

CERCLA also contained a site notification requirement which to date has
resulted in 42 submissions in Oregon. Investigaticns are being scheduled
for the 31 sites that didn't duplicate ones previously investigated.

CERCLA intends that states play an active role in designating sites for
cleanup; contracting with EPA for monitoring cleanup projects; assuring the
availability of authorized disposal sites for cleanup debris; assuming the
long-term maintenance of sites receiving remedial action and providing 10%
cost share on any remedial cleanup projects,



EQC - Superfund Briefing
Page 2

The trigger on expending monies 1s EPA's publishing a revised National
Contingency Plan (NCP) which will contain a prioritized listing of 400
sites in need of remedial action. If at all possible, the top 100 sites
shall contain at least one site from each state. The list of 400 shall be
revised annually.

By December 11, 1981, Oregon is to submit its list of potential sites,
having ranked them according to a degree of hazard model developed by the
Mitre Corporation under contract to EPA. The NCP will apparently require
States to hold a "public meeting"™ for the purpose of receiving public
comment on the list prior to submitting it to EPA,

Because of EPA's delay in publishing the NCP (was due in 180 days or

June 11, 1981), our opportunities for public involvement are limited.
Unless you direct otherwise, it would be our intent to bring this to the
public's attention in the form of an action item at your November 20, 1981
meeting. ©Public notice on this item would follow standard procedures for
EQC agenda items.

Under the time limitations, the only other option is to schedule a separate
public hearing in advance of your November 20, 1981 meeting. In that case,
the publiec would have two opportunities to comment, separated in time by
20-30 days.

RPR:0
20792 (1)



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
STEO sr,,}% REGION X

1200 SIXTH AVEMNUE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON %8101
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William Young, Director

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Port]and,rpr oh 97207

This letter is to confirm a conversation John Vlastelicia had with
members of your staff -- Rich Reiter and Ernie Schmidt regarding the
submittal of potential Superfund sites in Oregon to EPA. As a resull of
their conversation, I understand you withdrew the agenda item which
dealt with this issue for the Environmental Quality Commission meeting
on December 4. The following is a summary of the new schedule for
submittal of Superfund sites and associated EPA policy.

NEW SCHEDULE/POLICY

1. EPA realizes that a December 1981 deadline for States to submit
their priority sites for Superfund action is not realistic. The new
deadline is early January 1982.

L J
2. In early January 1982, the States will be requested to identify
sites and submit them to EPA. Mitre rankings of the sites will not be
required at that time.

3. After the States identify sites, they will have approximately two
months to identify additional information needs and get the information
to run sites through the Mitre Model. Headquarters intends to make
Ecology and Environment, Incorporated (FIT) available to assist the
States to get additional site information.

4. By March 1982, the Mitre Model should be revised. Sites will then
be ranked.

5. Once the sites are ranked, EPA Headquarters will initiate a quality
assurance review of the sites similar to the one performed for the
interim priority list of 115 sites,

6. At some point after the quality assurance review, it seems appropriate
for DEQ to go before the EQC with a recommendation on whether to submit
Oregon sites to EPA.

State ol Orepon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Ve
[%E@EH E@
DEC 3 141

OFFICE QF YHE DIRECTOR
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7. EPA expects to publish by mid-summer 1982, 'a National Tist of 400
hazardous waste sites targeted for Superfund action. The National 1ist
of 400 sites will serve as the source for selecting and funding Superfund
planned and remedial response actions.

Based on EPA policy associated with the interim 1ist of 115, there may
not be any opportunity to add sites requiring Superfund relief to the
list of 400 once it is published. For exampie, if conditions at a site
rapidly deteriorate requiring expeditious action and negotiations with
responsible parties breakdown, the site will be eligible for Superfund
relief only if it is on the National priority Tist.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call, I will keep
you informed of further developments in the Superfund Program.

Since

Y Spencer
nal Administrator

cc:  John Vlastelicia, Director
Oregon Operations Office

o]



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNT'IL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED THIRTY-SIXTH MEETING
OF THE
CREGON ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
December 4, 1981

On Friday, December 4, 1981, the one hundred thirty-sixth meeting of the
Oregon Envirommental Quality Cammission convened at the Department of
Envirormental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission members
Mr, Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr, Fred J., Burgess; Mr. Ronald M. Samers;
and Mr. Wallace B. Brill. 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 Envirommental Quality, 522 S.w. Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Cregon. Written information sutmitted at this meeting
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the abovwe address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Riverside West Motel
in pPortland., Commissioners Richards, Samers, Brill and Burgess were
present, as were several members of the Department staff.

The following items were discussed:

1. Future BQC meeting schedule and locations: The Camission decided
to stay with the six—week schedule and to hold the next six meetings
in Portland, except for the April 16 meeting which might be held in
Medford.

2. Tax credits: The Director pointed out several requests for
preliminary certification waiver that were on the formal agenda.
The Camission discussed them when that item came before them at the
meeting, '

3. Hazardous waste - addendum to staff report: Richard Reiter,
Hazardous Waste Manager, distributed an addendum to Agenda Item I
on the formal agenda and described the new Director's Recommendation
and the reasons that made the addendum necessary.

DOK455 (2) -1-



4., Audit reply - followup: Fergus O'Donnell, Business Manager,
explained the Department's response to the audit comment on the review
of the audit report and requested that the Commission agree with
the interpretation of the rule. The Commission had no objections
or comments.

5. Proposed budget cuts: The Director outlined the potential budget cuts
the Department faces at the Special Session, in addition to the cuts
in the subsurface program and the loss of federal funds. During the
discussion relative to tax credits, the Commission reaffirmed the
value of the program.

FORMAL, MEETING

Camissioners Richards, Samers, Burgess, and Brill were present
for the formal meeting.

AGENDA ITEM A — MINUTES OF THE CCTOBER 9, 1981 MEETING,

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR SEPTEMBER AND CCTOBER, 1981

It was MOVED by Camissioner Samers, seconded by Caommissioner Burgess, and
passed unanimously that the Director's recammendations be approved.

AGENDA TTEM D - POBLIC FORIM

Steve Shird, Oregonians for Clean Air, read a statement in opposition to
the proposed Oregon City resource recovery facility.

Jim Johnson, Oregon City Commissioner and Oregonians for Clean Air,
testified in opposition to the lowering of the air quality standards and
to allowing the siting of the resource recovery facility in Oregon City.

No one else chose to appear.

AGENDA ITEM E — REQUEST BY JOHN NICKELSON FOR A VARIANCE FRCM
QAR-340-61-055(4) (a) PERTAINING TO OPERATION OF A SIUDGE
LAGOON WITHIN 1/4 MILE COF A RESIDENCE

Mr. John Nickelson has applied for a variance fram the Department's solid
waste rules to use a lagoon for treatment and disposal of septic tank
pumpings near Klamath Falls. The lagoon in question is located in an area
approved by the Department. Construction had been completed before it

DOK455 (2) -2~



was determined that the lagoon was approximately 100 feet short of the
1/4-mile setback fram a residence as required by our rules,

The Commission's approval of the variance was requested to allow the site
to operate as planned; that is, a series of three interconnected lagoons.
The location of an intervening ridge and the direction of the prevailing
winds make it unlikely that there would be any increased envirommental
impact on the residence in question.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant John Nickelson a variance to OAR 340-61-055(4) (a)
for the JNS Disposal Lagoon.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Comnissioner Scmers,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recammendation be approved.

AGENDA TTEM F — PROPOSED ADOPTION OF TEMPORARY RULE AMENDING RULES FOR
ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPCSAL, OAR 340-71-600

Chapter 148, Oregon Laws 1981, revised the statutes to allow applicants
seeking a sewage disposal service license to deposit, in lieu of a surety
bond, the equivalent value in cash or negotiable securities. Staff have
proposed implementation through adoption of a temporary rule that amends
the surety bond provisions and provides the methods by which claims may
be resolved.

Directorr' S Recammendation

Based upon the sumation and the findings, it is recommended that
the Camission adopt the proposed temporary rule amending CAR
340-71-600, as set forth in Attachment "B", and instruct staff to
include such an amendment in the pemmanent rule procedures of public
hearing, etc., contemplated in the January 1982 rule amendment
package.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Scmers, seconded by Commissioner Burgess,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recammendation be approved.

AGENDA TTEM G ~ PROPOSED ADCPTION OF AMENIMENTS TO FAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT RULES, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135

At the October 9, 1981, Commission meeting, the staff presented a proposed
amendment to the hazardous waste management rules. The current rules were
adopted in May, 1979. A portion of those rules pertain to standards and

best management practices for disposal of waste pesticides and their empty
containers. The present rules are difficult to interpret, which leads to

DOK455 (2) -3~



inadequate compliance and guidance for acceptable management alternatives
to disposal. Questions were raised concerning the Department's broad use

of the word "airport" and how the Department planned to distribute the
revised rules.

Regarding these issues, the Department's staff has added a new definition,
"public-use airport," OAR 340-63-011(27). Addressing the second concern
the Department will take several steps to ensure widespread distribution.

The Camission had moved to delay action on the recammendation until this
meeting.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt
the proposed amendments set forth in Attachment E to the Commission's
Hazardous Waste Management Rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63~125, 63~130 and
63-135, and guidelines.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Burgess, seconded by Cammissioner Samers,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recammendation be approwved,
along with the following addition to page 8 of the proposed rule:

".e... Subsequent to March 1, 1982, waste pesticide...."

AND

"....by the Department, pursuant to performance standards adopted by
the Commission.”

[Underlined portions to be added.]

The Cammission also instructed staff to incorporate the present guidelines
to the rule and bring the whole rule package (after any public meetings)
back before the Commission at the March meeting for the permanent rule
adoption.

In unrelated business, the Cammission members took this time to present
a letter of gratitude to Ray Underwood, Assistant Attorney General, on
the occasion of his retirement from the Department of Justice and his
position as chief legal counsel to the DEQ.

In other unrelated business, there was discussion regarding the Department's
review of the submittal of James F. Nims, P.E., "Proposed Interim Approval
Policy for On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems." The Cammisssion instructed
the Department staff to make appropriate contact with Mr. Nims regarding
his proposed subsurface rules to ensure that they are not mistaken as

Depar tment-approved,

DOK455 (2) -4-



AGENDA TTEM C - TAX CREDITS

Tax credit application #1417, Georgia~Pacific Corp., was withdrawn at the
request of the campany.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Samers, seconded by Commissioner Burgess,

and passed unanimously that all tax credit applications be approved except
for #1356 (Pioneer Internatiocnal, Inc.) and #1390 (Kaiser Cement Corp.).
The Commission chose to defer denial until the next meeting, at which time
they would consider those two applications again. The Department staff
was instructed to invite those two companies to submit any additional
factual information before that time which might support their
applications.

AGENDA ITEM H - REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE: PURCHASE OF CITY OF PORTLAND
RE.VENUEBONIBFORCONSTRUCTICNOFSMGEWASTE TREATMENT
FACILITIES

The City of Portland has requested the Department to purchase $5 million
of revente bonds to help finance sludge treatment facilities.

The Department believes it has sufficient resources available in the Bond
Fund to carry out legislative intent during the 1981-83 biennium.

This report has been given wide circulation to try to ensure that all
interested parties are aware of the availability of funds. We have been
requested by MWMC to innclude a further $12.5 million in the forecast
requirements, and a revised page 3 was made available, showing the effect
of this.

This revenue issue appears to be adequately secured, and the Department
can report that Moody's has rated it A-l.

The Department recommended approval.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is the Director's recommendation that
the Commission concur in the purchase of the City of Portland revenue
bonds in the amount of $5 million on the terms and conditions set
forth in the attached Bond Purchase Agreement.

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Samers, seconded by Cammissioner Brill,
and passed unanimously that the following language be added on page 7,
Section D.1. of the Agreement:

"....and obtain independent review of the audit information at the
expense of the public agency...."

DOR455 (2) -5-



John Lang, Portland City Engineer, and Mark Gardiner, City Fiscal Office,
appeared on behalf of Commissioner Mike Lindberg to discuss this sale with
the Cammission,

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Burgess, seconded by Cammissioner Somers,
ard passed unanimously that the following language be added on page 6,
Item 13, subsection ii:

".... If the agency deems itself insecure or if the public agency fails
to pay...."

[Underlined portion is to be added.]

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
passed that the Director's Recommendation, with the above amendments, be
approved.

Camissioner Samers woted no.,
In connection with the above discussion, the Cammission asked staff to

provide for them an analysis of the lien priority discussion and the
effects on future bond sales.

AGENDA TTEM I -~ PUBLIC MEETING: OREGON'S HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES RESPONSE
- PLAN :

To implement Superfund, EPA is directed to develop a National Hazardous
Substance Response Plan including a list of the top 400 sites in need of
immediate cleanup through either emergency response or remedial action.
States are to play a key role in identifying sites by developing their
own Hazardous Substance Response Plan and submitting a list of candidate
sites to EPA. To ensure consistency between states, EPA contracted with
the Mitre Corp. to develop a degree—of-hazard ranking model to be used
by all states.

Over the last two years, DBEQ and EPA Region X have investigated 82 sites
and oconcluded in most cases that nmo existing or potential health hazards
or envirommental threat from past disposal practices exist. Fram those
cases, 10 sites were ranked using the Mitre Model. These 10 sites
represented those with the highest potential for same type of cleanup
action.

In consideration of the overall relative rankings, that additional
groundwork information is being collected in three cases through company
financial programs under our supervision and especially that a responsible
party is identified in all cases, the Department recommended that no
candidate sites be submitted for this year.
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The Department intends to continue to work with EPA on the uncontrolled
site program and to continue to pursue implementation of all facets of
Superfund as they may positively benefit Oregon's enviromment.

This meeting of the EQC was intended to satisfy an EPA requirement for a
public meeting (not hearing} on the State's Hazardous Substance Response
Plan.

Di:ector 's Recommendation

The Director recommended to the Cammission that this matter
be heard as an informational item instead of a public
meeting. He further recommended that public comment still
be received on the substance of the plan, since our notice
implied that this matter was open for public comment.

Staff will bring this item before the Commission again for
consideration in late spring of ]982.

Though testimony was solicited, there were no witnesses to testify. The
Cammission accepted the report.

In an unscheduled item, Mike Downs, Management Services Administrator,
outlined for the Commission the proposed budget cuts and the schedule for
submission to the Executive Department. The Director outlined for the
group the proposed cuts in 5% increments.

The Camission asked the Director to point out to the Governor those

program cuts which might affect any turnaround in the general econamy of
the state.

AGENDAITEMJ—,'IEST]MCNYBEFORETHEEQC

Same confusion exists on the part of the staff and the public as to when
and whether the Commission will receive testimony on any given agenda item.
The issue to be addressed is: Can an equivalent degree of availability

be maintained while making more clear to all concerned when the Camnission
might limit testimony?

It was RESOLVED by Commissioner Samers, seconded by Cammissioner Burgess,
and passed unanimously that a policy decision be established as follows:

The staff will add new and different language to the next two agendas
which might be effective as an aid to staff in advising the public
on the Cammission's policy for accepting testimony at their regular
meetings.
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The Cammission withdrew into Executive Session to discuss personnel matters.,
No action was required nor taken.
There being no further husiness, the meeting was adjournéd.

Respectfully submitted,

Jan Shaw

Cammission Assistant

JS:3 (k)
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MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED THIRTY-FIFTH MEETING
 OF THE
ORBGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

October 9, 1981

On Friday, October 9, 1981, the one hundred thirty-fifth meeting of the
Oregon Envirormental Quality Commission convened at the Department of
Envirommental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission members
Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; M=, Fred J. Burgess; Mrs. Mary V. Bishop;
Mr. Ronald M., Samers; and Mr. Wallace B. Brill. 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
recaomendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Envirommental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth

Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information submitted at this meeting
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel
in Portland. Commissioners Richards, Bishop, Somers and Brill were
present, as were several members of the Department staff. Commissioner
Burgess was absent fram the breakfast meeting.

The following items were discussed:

1. Iength and contents of Minutes: The Cammission discussed reducing
the length of the Minutes by eliminating the Summary section usually
included in the Minutes and taken from each item's staff report.

The Commission asked staff to prepare the Minutes in the
proposed abbreviated form for the next few meetings.

2, Meeting locating: The Commission learned from staff that it was not
necessary to hold the next meeting in Medford as planned. It was
decided to meet in Portland.

3. Testimony before the EQC: The Director distributed the
recomendations of the staff regarding methods for accepting public
testimony before the Cammission at meetings and reviewed it briefly
for the Comission members. The Commission asked that this item be
included on the agenda for the next meeting.
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4. language in previous Minutes: RAY UNDERWOOD, Assistant Attorney
General, noted for the Commission a change in language on page 21
of the August 28 Minutes. The Commission accepted the alteration
and later approved the Minutes. '

5. Tax credit program scope review:  JACK WEATHERSBEE, Air Quality
administrator, reviewed with the EQC members the motion of
Cammissioner Burgess at the previous meeting regarding a review of
the scope of the tax credit program. The Commission members are not
interested in a further analysis, and Mr., Weathersbee will confirm
that with Commissioner Burgess, who was absent from breakfast.

6. Audit report: FERGUS O'DONNELL, Business Manager, reviewed for the
Comission the Department's response to the Secretary of State's audit
report. The Commission suggested that a letter could be sent from
them to Norma Paulus regarding the audif costs if the staff considered
it useful. sStaff will review this and confirm with the Commission
members.

Comissioners Richards, Samers, Burgess, Bishop, and Brill were present
for the formal meeting.

AGENDA TTEM A - MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 28, 1981 MEETING.

AGFNDA ITEM B — MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR JULY AND ADGUST, 1981.

AGENDA TTEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS.

AGENDA ITEM D - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
THE ADOPTION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE SCHEDULE QF CIVIL
PENALTIES, OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 12.

AGENDA ITEM E - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO AMEND THE STATE OZONE AMBIENT
' ATR QUALITY STANDARD (ORR-340-31-030) AS A REVISION TO THE
STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.

AGENDA ITEM F - RBQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING TO ADD
AMENCMENTS TO SULFUR CONTENT OF FUELS, COAL, RULE,
330-22-020, TO LIMIT SULFUR & VOLATILE CONTENT OF COAL

'USED FOR RESIDENTIAL SPACE HEATING.
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AGENDA TTEM G - RBEQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD AN INFORMATIONAL HEARING
'IO DETERMINE FEASIBILITY OF APPLYING STATE EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR NBEA ALUMINUM PLANTS (OAR 340-25-265 (1))
TO EXISTING PLANTS.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Samers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendations for Items A, B,
C, D, E, F and G be approved.

AGFNDA TTEM U - INFORMATTONAT, REPORT: MARTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE PROGRAM,

At its April, 1978 meeting, the Commission authorized a 5-year Solid Waste
Disposal Permit extension for the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill in
Marion County, The extension was granted to provide Marion County ample
time to plan and implement a long-range solid waste management program,
including an alternative to Brown's Island. The extension was conditioned
upon Marion County submitting annual reports to the Department so progress
could be monitored. Since the extension has just passed roughly the
"halfway" point, staff feels the Cammission should be formally updated

on the County's actions and accomplishments.,

Director's Recommendation

‘Staff is satisfied with the progress Marion County has made to date.
The Director hereby recommends that the Commission:

1. Concur with staff's evaluation.

2. Approve the time schedule Marion County has submitted for siting
a new regional landfill.

3. Go on record as being in support of Marion County's application
to BPA for obtaining appropriate grants or loans to develop an
alternative energy facility in Marion County.

4. Give no consideration to potential future filling options beyond
July 1, 1983 at the Brown's Island Landfill until a new regional
landfill has been sited in Marion County,

Marion County Commissioners HARRY CARSON, RANDY FRANKE, and GARY HEER were
present to answer any questions fram the Commission.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.
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AGENDA TTEM I - MR. GARY T. HUBBARD—APPFAL OF SUBSURFACE VARTANCE DENIAL.

At the August 28 meeting, the Commission directed Mr. Hubbard's subsurface
variance hearing be reopened to allow consideration of a new or revised.
proposal. The variance hearing was reopened on September 8, 1981, and
Mr. Hubbard and his consultants presented new information into the record.
After closing the hearing, the variance record was evaluated by the
variance officer, resulting in his recommendation contained within the
staff report.

The program staff examined the feasibility of approaching Mr, Hubbard's
proposal as an experimental system. This is alse presented in the staff
report,

Director's Reconmendation

Based upan the summation, it is recommended that:

1. The Camnission uphold the earlier Variance Officer's decision
to deny the variance for a standard on-site system and also deny
a variance on the most recent revised proposal involving the
Rid-Waste Envirommental system.

2. The Camission:

(a) PFind that strict compliance with the provisions of OAR 340-
71-450 (4) (£} and (k), dealing with experimental systems,
is inappropriate for cause or that special physical
corditions render strict compliance unreasonable, and

(b} Grant a variance to these two provisions to allow
installation of a system consisting of an aerobic treatment
unit followed by a pressurized distribution disposal system,
contingent upon compliance with the remaining applicable
experimental system rules and approval of plans and
specifications submitted by the applicant.

The following people appeared on behalf of Mr. Hubbard:

NICHOLAS BATLEY, attorney

GARY HUBBARD, appellant

JAMES NIMS, engineer consultant

THOMAS GRAHAM, President, Rid-Waste Systems

ROBERT CORTRIGHT, WNorth Coast Field Representative, LCDC, appeared to

request four more conditions be added to any variance granted to
Mr. Hubbard.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Burgess,
ard carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.
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AGENDA TTEM F - PUBLIC FOROM.

JAMES NIMS, Civil Engineer, told the Cammission that he would be sending
in same engineering standards for consideration by the staff of the
Depariment,

AGENDA TTEM O — PROPOSED ADOPTION OF (1) POLICY ON SFWERAGE WORKS PLANNING
AND CONSTRUCTION ({OAR 330-41-034); and (2) SEWERAGE WORKS
CONSTROCTION GRANT PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 82,

This item concerns two proposals pertaining to the topic of financing for
Sewerage treatment works. The Department is proposing the adoption of

a policy on sewerage works planning and construction which requires that
local agencies provide reasonable assurance that adequate funds will be
available to meet the needs for, construction, expansion, operation and
maintenance funds for their facilities. The Department is also proposing
the adoption of a construction grant priority list to allocate federal
fiscal year 1982 funds, when or if they are available. The few remaining
FY 81 funds are proposed to be allocated according to the list used du.rmg
FY 81.

Direc;tor 's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Ccmru.ssmn take
the following actions:

l. »Adopt as a new administrative rule, OAR 340-41-034, the policy
on sewerage works construction as contained in Attachment E.

2. Adopt a temporary rule as contained in Attachment F, to extend
the FY 81 priority list until December 31, 1981, to permit
additional time for obligation of carryover FY 81 and reallotted
prior year funds.

3. Adopt the priority list as contained in Attachment G as the FY
82 priority list, such list to become effective January 1, 1982,
and to be used for obligation of any FY 81 and prior year funds
remaining unobligated after December 31, 1981, and FY 82 funds
upon appropriation, It is understood that such list is subject
to modification following appropriate procedures if necessary
to remove any conflicts with future federal legislative acts.

HAROLD SAWYER, Water Quality administrator, was asked to provide the
Camnission those dates and locations of any hearing previously held on
this matter. He listed those and also noted those dates until which
written testimony was accepted. Those submittals were included in the
staff report and Addendum.
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Tt was MOVED by Cammissioner Somers and seconded by Camnissioner Bishop
that the Director's Recommendations be approved.

Before a vote could be taken, GERRITT ROSENTHAL, Lane County Council of
Governments, objected to the timeliness of the action before the Commission
in this matter. The Camission ruled that it had acted appropriately on
that point of order.

The motion was passed unanimously.

AGENDAI'I‘EM P - REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE: PURCHASE OF YAMHILL COUNTY
REVENUE BONDS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF SANTTARY LANDFILL

During the July 18, 1980 EQC breakfast meeting, staff discussed redquests
for use of the bond fund with less security than General Obligation Bonds.
After further discussion at the September 1980 breakfast meeting and during
the November 21, 1980 BQC meeting, the Department contracted for
preparation of a funding study. The study recommendations and a request
fran Yamhill County for the Department's purchase of revenue bonds have
led the Department to request Commission concurrence in revenue bond
purchase. The staff report discusses the alternatives and presents the
Director's recommendation.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is the Director's recommendation that
the Department negotiate the purchase of Yamhill County Revenue Bonds
in the amount of $475,000. It is further recommended that any future
request for revenue bond purchases be presented to the EHQC for
concurrence until such time as guidelines or rules are adopted
regarding such purchases. :

EZRA KOCH, City Sanitary Service and River Bend landfill, attested on the
part of the debtor to the financial integrity of the proposed debt
security.

It was MOVED by Camnlssmner Burgess and seconded by Commissioner Brill
that the Director's Recommendation be approved. It was a tie vote, with
Camnissioners Somers and Bishop voting no. [ Note: Chairman Richards
left the meeting at 11:00 a.m.]

It was MOWED by Cammissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Samers, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation—with the following
added language--be approved., The Recommendation would read, in part:

", ..the Department negotiate, subject to Ccmrn1ssmn approval, the
purchase of...."

[Underlined portion is to be added.]
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AGENDA ITEM K - APPROVAL OF NEW AND AMENDED LANE REGIONAL ATR POLIIITION
AUTHORITY (LRAPA) RULES FOR PERMIT FEES, FOR HAZARDOUS
ATR CONTAMINANTS AND NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS,
AND SUBMITTAL OF NEW AND AMENDED LRAPA RULES TO EPA AS
A REVISION OF THE OREGON STATE CLEAN AIR ACT IMPLEMENTATION

LRAPA has adopted some new rules and submitted them to the Commission for
approval. These rules are consistent, and at least as stringent as
Department rules. They also seek delegation for administering two
categories of federally originated rules in Lane County. The Department
believes these rules are acceptable and can be forwarded on to the EPA
as SIP revisions upon BQC concurrence.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends the Commission
approve the above listed LRAPA rules, direct the Department to
formally submit the rules to EPA as SIP revisions, and request EPA
to delegate authority for administering the Hazardous Air Contaminant
rules and Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources for
sources identified in Title 33 and 37 to LRAPA,

It was MOVED by Cammissioner. Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
ard passed unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved.

AGENDA TTEM L - REQUEST BY COOS COUNTY FOR A VARIANCE FRCM REFUSE BURNING
LIMITATIONS, OAR 330-21-025(2) (b), AT THE BEAVER HILL
DISPOSAL SITE.

The Coos County Solid Waste Department operates four incinerators at the
Beaver Hill site between Coos Bay and Bandon for volume reduction
purposes. Source test results show that these units do not comply with
the 0.1 grain per standard cubic foot emission limit.

Coos County has requested a variance from the grain loading limit because
the cost og air pollution control equipment on these high temperature
(1500-1600" F) gases would be impractical considering the anticipated
anall emission reductions. Overall emissions fram these facilities are
relatively low and cause no adverse impact.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Comission grant a variance from the particulate emission limitations
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of OAR 340-21-025(2) (b) to Coos County for the operation of the
Beaver Hill refuse incinerators, conditioned upon continuing
maintenance and operation so as to minimize air quality impacts,
maintaining compliance with a 20% maximum plume opacity and operating
the site in a nuisance-free manner.

SKIP SUMSTIEN, Superintendent, Coos County Solid Waste Department, appeared
to answer any questions from the Cammission.

It was MOVED by Comissioner Saomers, seconded by Commisgioner Bishop,
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved

AGENDA TTEM M - REQUEST FOR RELIEF FROM ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
" REQUIREMENTS, (PETITION FOR HJLEMAKINS) » IN CHRTSTMAS
VALLEY TOWNSITE, [AKE COUNTY.

This deals with a petition to amend the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules by
adopting a regional rule for Christmas Valley Townsite in Lake County.
Shallow groundwater in Christmas Valley is saline and unusable for
damestic, industrial or agricultural purposes; however, under present
rules, many sites are being denied unnecessarily due to lack of separation
between the bottam of the disposal trench and the saline water table.

Director's Recammendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to take testimony on proposed alternatives
for a regional rule, OBR 330-71-400(4), as set forth in Attachment E.

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

AGENDA ITEM N - PETITION TO AMEND OAR, CHAPTER 330, DIVISION 71, APPENDIX
A(9), BEDROCM DEFINITION

This deals with a petition to amend the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules
definition of a bedroom. The senior sanitarian from Tillamook County

is having problems administering the present bedroom definition and wishes
to revert to the old pre-1978 definition.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission
instruct staff to include Mr. Marshall's proposed definition in the
January 1982 rule amendment package in order to elicit testimony.
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DOG MARSHALL, Tillamook County Senior Sanitarian, requested a regional
rule to be used in Tillamook County until rules are amended in January,
1982. He is encountering difficulties in his county in interpretation
of the existing rules and opposes the Director's Recammendation to delay
amendments.,

Camissioner Samers MOVED to deny the Director's Recommendation, but the
motion died for lack of a second.

It was MOVED by Camissioner Bishop, seconded by Cammissioner Brill, and
passed that the Director's Recommendation be approved. Commissioner Somers
voted no. ;

AGENDA ITEM O - REQUEST BY CLATSOP COUNTY FOR EXTENSION OF VARIANCES FROM
' RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DIMPS, OAR 330-61-040(3)

Solid Waste disposal sites at Cannon Beach, Elsie and Seaside in Clatsop
County are scheduled to close as soon as a suitable alternative becames
available. The sites currently operate as open burning dumps under
variances fram the Department rules.

When Clatsop County last appeared before the Cammission, in November, 1980,
it was believed that a new regional landfill would be available for use

by November 1, 1981. However, the county has had to abandon that site

and is now in the process of securing an alternative landfill site. The
oty estimates this may result in a delay of up to two years and is
requesting that the variances be extended accordingly.

Director's Recammendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant an extension of variances to QAR 330-61-040(3), until
November 1, 1982, for the Cannon Beach, Elsie, and Seaside disposal
sites.

ROGER BURKE, Clatsop County Cammissioner, requested an extension of the
project for two years instead of the one year recommended by the
Department.

It was MOVED by Camissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Samers,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM R - PROPOSED ADCPTICN COF AMENDMENTS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT RULES, OAR 330-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and
63-135,
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The Department is proposing adoption of amendments to its hazardous waste
management rules, The current rules were adopted in May, 1979. A portion
of those rules pertain to standards and best management practices for the
disposal of waste pesticides and their empty containers. We have found

in the last 2 1/2 years of implementation that these rules are difficult
to interpret which lead to inadequate guidance for acceptable management
alternatives to disposal at a hazardous waste disposal site.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Cammission adopt
the proposed amendments to the Department's hazardous waste management
rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 635135, and quidelines.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Scmers, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
passed unanimously to hold this item over to the next regular EQC meeting.

AGENDA ITEM S - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF RUIES FOR POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY
TAX CREDIT FEES, OAR 340-011-200

The 1981 Legislative Assembly passed House Bill 2288 which allows the
Cammission to charge fees for processing tax credit applications. At the
same time, the Legislature removed the General Fund fram the Department's
1981-83 budget which in the past had paid for administration of the
program. Continued administration of the program, therefore, requires
the establishment of a fee schedule.

After proper public notice, the Department held a public hearing on
proposed rules to set fees. Same revisions to the proposed rules were
made as a result of testimony received in the hearing process. The
Department is now seeking adoption of the rule,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposed rule for tax credit fees,
QAR 330-11-200.

TCM DONACA, AQOIL, requested a change in the language at line 6, as follows:

", ..55,000, except that if the application processing fee is less than
$50, no application processing fee shall be charged ...."

[Underlined portion to be added.]

It was MOVED by Camissioner Samers, seconded by Cammissioner Brill, and
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passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation, including
Mr. Donaca's amendment, be apbroved.

AGENDA ITEM T - PROPOSED ADOPTION CF REVISIONS TO OREGON AIMINISTRATIVE
RULES CHAPTER 340, STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR POLLUTION CONTROL FACIT.ITTES.

Senate Bill 142 (Chapter 312, Oregon Laws 198l) increased the percentage
of eligible project costs (from 70% to 100%) that can be financed by loans
fran the Pollution Control Bond Fund. It also authorized the Department
to assess those entities to whom loans are made to recover expenses
incurred in administering the Bond Fund program.

The Department's 1981-83 budget was amended to include $116,000 to Bond
Fund administrative expense recovery.

No one appeared to testify at the Public Hearing, and the Department
therefore proposes to adopt the proposed revisions to the rules.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
adopt the proposed revisions to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter
340, Divisions 81 and 82, necessary to make 100% loans and to make
assessments to recover Bond Fund administrative expenses.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Bishop, seconded by Cammissioner Brill, and
passed that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

Cammissioner Samers abstained,

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned by the Vice

Respectfully submitted,

Jah Shaw
Camission Assistant
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIvER 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No, B, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

September, October, 1981, Program Activity Reports

Discussion
Attached are the September and October, 1981, Program Activity Reports.

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

; ; ,
([,
Willigm H. Young
Director
M. Downs:k
229-6485
November 12, 1981
Attachments
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

September, October, 1981

Table of Contents
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Air Quality Division Page Page
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Listing of Plan Actions Completed .....ccovescsncsssessces 2 31
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Listing of Permit Actions Completed ...ccevvrccoccececesnase 4 34

Water Quality Division
Summary of Plan ACtiOnS ...eeeescscsoscsnscssasnsccnscssassne 1 30
Listing of Plan Actions Completed ......cccccececcecnccsae 6 36
Summary of Permit ActionS .....eeseeescsccnccsassacenncass 13 39
Listing of Permit Actions Completed .....cciececncesscrass 14 40

Solid Wastes Management Division
Summary of Plan ACtionS ...ciieeecessessnenssssesncennsnss 1 30
Sumary of Solid and Hazardous Waste Permit Actions ...... 19 57
Listing of Solid Waste Permit Actions Completed .......... 20 58
Listing of Hazardous Waste Disposal Requests ............. 21 59

Noise Control Section
Summary of Noise Control Actions ...cceveicecrecccccssncses 24 63
Listing of Noise Control Actions Completed ......ccssueees 25 64
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Hearings Section
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

BAQ, WQ, SW Diwvisions September, 1981

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month FY Month FY Month FY Pending

Air

Direct Sourges 6 30 5 29 0 0 47
Small Gascline

Storage Tanks

Vapor Contrels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 6 30 5 29 0 0 47
Water
Municipal 40 127 53 112 0 0 9
Industrial 5 13 3 15 0 0 14
TOTAL 45 140 56 127 0 0 23
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 3 26 0 19 0 0 17
Demolition 3 4 1] 5 0 0 3
Industrial 0 7 0 10 0 0 3
S8ludge 0 3 0 3 0 0 0
TOTAL 6 40 0 37 0 0 23
Hazardous
Wastes - - - - - - -
GRAND TOTAL 57 210 61 193 0 0 93
MAR.2 (4/79) (MK281) (2)



Direct Sources

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHELY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

y . Date of

. County Number Source Process Description Action Action
DOUgLAS 158 HANNA _MICKEL SHELTING UPGRADE _CALCIURR_FSP._.. 08,2778L APPROVED"
LIHN 772 MORTH SAHTIAM PLYWOQD €O MULTICLCNE & HI-EFF CYC 09-06/,51 APPROVED
COLUMBIA 773 CWENS-CORNING FIBERGLAS (2) DUCGOH SCRUBBERS: DE5/26/,81 APPRGVED
AASHINGTON 789 WILBANKS INTERHATICHNAL CERAMIC PLANT 69-17781 APPROVED
MULTNOMAH 733 CARS0ON CIL <O BULK PLAHT VOC CCHTROLS 09-11-31 APPROVED



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

{(Reporting Unit)

September, 1981

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

(Month and Year)

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Parmits Permits
Direct Sources
New 5 1 4 18
Existing 4 8 4 7 16
Renewals 7 29 10 8 , 68
Modifications 2 3 4 13 5
Total , 13 47 19 62 107 2009 2043
Indirect Sources
New 1 6 3 3 6
Existina 0 4] 0 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications 0 2 1 2 0
Total 1 8 4 5 6 193 0
GRAND TOTALS 19 55 22 66 114 2202 2043
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
l6 To be drafted by Northwest Region
5 Te be drafted by Willamette Valley Region
4 To be drafted by Southwest Region
3 To be drafted by Central Region
3 To be drafted by Eastern Region
3 To be drafted by Program Planning Divison
6 To be drafted by Program Operations
20 Awaiting Public Notice
27 Awaiting the end of the 30-day period
107 TOTAL
MAR.5 (8/79) AAL435 (1)
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AR VENT C:_ L\I“HC\\\HL\l',’\L QU'l .T Y
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
HONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
PERMITS 1SSUED
DiRECT STATIONARY SOURCES
PERMIT  APPLIC. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY SOURCE NUMBER _ RECEIVED  STATUS ACHIEVED  APPLICATION
T RIUTGNREEST CORRORITION FLANT 3 2b 2047 18/30/31 PERFIT TESUB TerzizEl S
MULTHOMAN ESCO CORPORATION PLAKT 1 26 2048 08/26/81 PERMIT ISSUED  08-,27,81 MOD
CLACKAMAS PUBLISHERS PAPER CO 03 1850 090723781 PE#HIT ISSUED 09,027,381 MOD
MULTHOMAH MCCLOSKEY VARHISE CORP z6 i9p2 12-25/80 PERMIT ISSUED 09-1%/81 EX
LIRM FPLYBOARD CORPORATION 2 1937 12-,G7-7% PERMIT ISSUED 06/16-,81 HEW
BAKER CREGUH PORTLAND CEMENT gl 8010 1ls10/80 PERMIT ISSUED 09,1781 RHW
BEHTON MORSE BROS 0z 2088 02-158-,81 PERMIT ISSUED §9-17/781 RNW
DOUGLAS JOGHHSON RGCK ""DPHCFS, ik 1@ 9123 ©0-028/C00 PE"HIT I5SUED 0817781 MOD
JOSEPHINE COPELAND P? NG IHC 17 0055 0%-09,81 RMIT ISSUED 09,17781 RNW
MARION Q“N IHSONQ L UmuR: zé 5274 06r/0%781 PCR 1IT ISSUED 06/17781 RRU
MULTHOMAH ESTERN PACIFIC CHST MTLS 26 1930 96-s15/81 PERMIT ISSUED 09,1781 RKUH
UMATILLA GENERAL FOODS CORP 30 002 02,18-81 PERMIT ISSUED 0917781 RHW
WASHINGTON BANKS ROCK PROBUCTS 34 2635 06/,09781 PERMIT ISSUED 091781 RHNM
PORT.SCURCE PRODUCTION CRUSEERS 37 0135 01rs09-81 PERMIT ISSUED a9-17781 RHN
PORT.SOURCE E & G CRUSHIKG CO. 37 0278 00,0C/00 PERMIT ISSUED 09,177,811 EXT
GRANT BLUE MT FOREST PRODUCTS 12 0022 06/712/80 PERMIT ISSUED 0%/18-/81 \JH
UMATILLA FRECISICH LICOD PRODUCTS 30 6¢%% 10/09/79 PERMIT ISSUED §%,18781 EXT
MULTHOMAHR WESTERN PACIFIC CHST MTLS 26 1395 04/13/81 PERMIT ISSUED 09-24-81 ¥MUW
TILLAMOCK JOHH MALCOM 29 0069 11/21/80 PERMIT ISSUED 09s24/81 EXT
TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LQO¥X REPORT LINES 19

bR et e T i S e e Rt




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division September, 1981

(Reporting Unit) ' {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Action

* * * *

Indirect Sources

Clackamas 4000 Kruse Way Place 9/11/81 Final
531 Spaces Permit
File No. 03-8106 Issued

Washington TV Highway - Beaverton 9/29/81 Final
Apartment Project Permit
643 Spaces Issued
File No. 39-8107

Multnomah 39th Ave. - SE Glenwood 9//30/81 Final
to NE Glisan Permit
File No. 26-8108 Issued

Benton Hewlett-Packard 9/11/81 Final
Parking Lot Expansion Permit
900 Spaces Issued
FPile No. 02-5059
{Modification)

MAR.6 (5/79) AR1431 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality _ September 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

*

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES 53

Josephine Highway Missicnary Soc. 9-2-81 P.A.
88D System
Deschutes Terrebonne Restaurant 9-3-81 Memo to Reg.
Terrebonne Office - Bend
Marion Pershing St. Sewer Ext. 9-4-81 P.A.
Mt. Angel
Grant West John Day Ind. Park 9-4-81 P.A.
: John Day
Jackson Fairlane Drive 9-4-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
BCVSA
Klamath First Addition to 9-4-81 " P.A.

Chia Park (revised)
Klamath Falls

Lane Contract C-3 9-10-81 P.A.
Solids Processing, MWMC

Lane Contract C-6 9-10-81 P.A.
Final Treatment (minus
outfall), MWMC

Lane Contract C-8 9-10-81 P.A.
Process instrumentation
and control, MWMC

Lane Contract C-15 9-10-81 P.A.
Pretreatment (minus
emergency overflow), MWMC

Lane Contract E-9 9-10-81 P.A,
No. 2 Water pumps, MWMC

MAR.3 (5/79) WG551 (1) o &



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality September 1981

(Reporting Unit} (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Action *

%* * * *

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Cont'd.

Lane Contract E-54 9-10-81 P.A.
Sludge sprinkler and
pumping system, MWMC

Lane Munsel Lake Rd. 9-15-81 Verbally
Pump Station (revised) reviewed with
Florence enginner by

telephone

Klamath Harbor Isles - Tract 1209 9-16-81 P.A,
Sanitary Sewers
Klamath Falls

Clackamas Mathias Addition 9-16-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
Molalla

Tillamook Uppertown — 1st Addition 9-16-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
NTCSA

Lincoln Whispering Pines 9-16-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
Newport

Douglas City of Roseburg 9-17-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers

Lincoln "Taylor 10 Unit Condo" 9-17-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
Lincoln City

Clackamas Morgan Terrace 9-17-81 P.A.
off SE Lindenbrook Dr.
Sanitary Sewers
Oak Lodge Sanitary Dist.

Jackson Jessica Lane P,U.D. 9-17-81 P.A. .
Ashland

g'-——‘ 5
MAR.3 (5/79) WG551 (1) b P4



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

September 1981

{(Reporting Unit)

* County
*

*

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

*

{(Month and Year)

* ¥

Action *

%

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Cont'd.

Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Tillamook

Grant

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

MAR.3 (5/79)

Galen Court

9-17-81

Sanitary Sewers
Lake Oswego

Mather Road

9-17-81

Sewer Extension

CCSD #1

Elare Estates 9-17-81
Sewer Extension

West Linn

Bayview Addition 9-18-81

Lots 11-16

Lateral C-3

Bay City

Collection Sewer Ext. 9-18-81
HUD Project
Prairie City

Reconstruction Project A 9-18-81
Sanitary Sewers

Lowell

Reconstruction Project B 9-18-81
Sanitary Sewers

Lowell

Schedule

"B" 9-21-81

River Road Interceptor

Sewer - Phase II
Cottage Grove

Schedule "C" 9-21~-81
Sewer Repairs
Cottage Grove

WG551 (1)

P.A

P.A.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

{(Reporting Unit)

*  County
*

*

September 1981

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project
/8ite and Type of Same

*
%
*

Date of
Action

{Month and Year)

*

Action

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Contn'd.

Lane

Lane

Lane

Harney

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

MAR.3 (5/79)

Schedule "D"

Sewer Sealing
Cottage Grove

Schedule "E"
Storm Sewer Improvements
Cottage Grove

Schedule "F"
Sewer Sealing
Cottage Grove

Pump Station
Ochoco Nat. Forest Hgs.
Hines

Contract E-10
Willakenzie Pump
Station Pumps, MWMC

Contract C-12
Willakenzie Pump
Station, MWMC

Contract C-14
Outfall and Emergency
Overflow, MWMC

Contract C-18
River Crossing
(OWOSS0 Bridge), MWMC

Contract M-41
Force Main Pipe, MWMC

Contract E-41
Aerators, MWMC

WG551 (1)

9-21-81

9-21-81

9-21-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-23-81

Verbal comments
to Regional
Office - Bend



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

(Reporting Unit)

* County
*

*

September 1981

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

Date of

* Action

{(Month and Year)

Action *

>

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Cont'd.

Lane

Lane

Lane

Multnomah

Columbia

Curry

Douglas

Clackamas

Lincoln

Multnomah

MAR.3 (5/79)

Contract E-42
Irrigation System, MWMC

Contract C-72
EBI Extension and
Relief Sewer, MWMC

Contract C-73
Eugene Sewer Collection
System Rehabilitation, MWMC

NE 135th (south of
Whitaker Way)

Sanitary Sewers

Multnomah County

Cooley Moocrage
85D System -~ Houseboats
Columbia County

Fairground Sewer
Sanitary Sewers
Gold Beach

Mercy Medical Center
North Roseburg San. Dist.

F. M. Garmire
(minor partition)

Whispering Pines (revised)
Sanitary Sewers
Newport

Sandee Palisades
Sanitary Sewers

WG551 (1)

9-23-81

9-23-81

9-28-81

9-28-81

9-28-81

9-28-81

9-28-81
9-28-81

9-29-381

9-29-81

10

Reviewed with
Region and

Design Engineer



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality September 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action *
* * * L]

%

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Cont'd.

Multnomah SW 66th Ave and 9-29-81 P.A.
SW Locust Streets
Sanitary Sewers
Portland

Marion South Sublimity Dev. 9-30-81 P.A.
Sublimity

Clackamas SE Llewellyn Street 9-30-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
Milwaukie

MAR.3 (5/79) WG551 (1)

i



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

September 1981

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
* * * * *
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES 3
Lane Agripac Plant No. 4 8/14/81 Approved

Eugene, Wash Water

Clarifier & Screen
Marion Northwest Organics, Aurora 9/1/81 Approved

Additional Aeration to

Treatment Pond
Multnomah Carson 0il Inc. 9/14/81 Approved

Fuel Spill Tank

g%

MAR.3 (5/79)

WL1138 (1)



Water Quality Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

September, 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

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month Fis.¥r. Month Fis.¥r. Pending Permits Permits
* /** * /** * /** * /** * /** * /** * /**
1 /2 1 /4 0 /3 o /6 4 /4
o /0 0o /0 0 /0 o /0 0 /0
5 /0 21 /5 12 /6 13 /11 27 /8
0 /0 0o /0 2 /0 3 /1 2 /0
6 /2 22 /9 14 /9 16 /18 33 /12 264 /98 268 /102
0o /0 2 /2 1 /1 1 /5 5 /19
0 /0 0o /o o /0 o /0 0 /1
7 /1 26 /11 6 /4 9 /10 48 /17
0 /0 3 /0 c /0 5 /1 1 /1
7 /1 31 /13 7 /5 15 /16 54 /38 373/162 378/182
o /0 0o /o 0o /0 0 /0 1 /0
0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /o0 0 /0
0 /0 1 /0 1 /0 1 /0 0o /0
0 /0 0o /0 0 /0 0o /o 0 /0
0 /0 1 /0 1 /0 1 /0 1 /0 54 /20 55 /20
13 /3 54 /22 22 /14 32 /34 88 /50 691/280 701/304

1. Six General Permits issued.

2. Coos Bay Timber operations, Kenstone,
cancelled due to inactivity.

3. Boardman changed from NPDES to WPCF,

4, Permits Pending adjusted to count.

MAR.S5W (8/79) WG512

A2



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality September, 1981

(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

E

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES NPDES PERMITS {20)

Wasco The Dalles Cherry Growers 9/1/81 Permit Renewed

Lane Eugene Water & Electric Bd. 9/1/81° Permit Renewed
(Hilyard Steam Plant)

Tillamook Neskowin Lodge 9/1/81 Permit Renewed
STP
Clackamas U.S. Dept. of Interior 9/15/81 Permit Renewed

Eagle Creek Fish Hatchery

Tillamook Netarts-Oceanside S.D, 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
STP

Tillamook Bay City, STP 9/15/81 Permit Renewed

Tillamook Louisianna-Pacific Corp. 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
Tillamook

Tillamook Pacific City S.D. 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
STP

Lincoln Siletz Keys S.D. 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
STp

Clatsop City of Warrenton 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
sTp

Washington USA, Rock Creek STP 9/15/81 Permit Renewed

Marion City of Salem 9/15/81  Permit Renewed
Willow Lake, STP

Lane Weyerhaeuser Co. 9/21/81 Permit Renewed
Kraft & Paper
Springfield

MAR.6 {5/79} W&513 (1)

14



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality September, 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /B8ite and Type of Same * Action *
* * * *

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES NPDES PERMITS (cont.d)

Polk City of Salem 9/24/81 Permit Renewed
Wallace Rd., STP

Baker Brooks Minerals, Inc. 9/24/81 Permit Issued
Mining, Baker

Jackson City of Butte Falls 9/25/81 Permit Renewed
STP

Multnomah Portland-Willamette Co. 9/25/81 Permit Renewed
Portland

Curry Meredith Fish Co. 9/25/81 Permit Renewed
Brookings

Linn Greater Albany School 9/25/81 Permit Renewed

District No. 8-J
{Tangent Elementary) STP

Josephine Redwood Sanitary Sewer 9/25/81 Permit Renewed
Service District, STP

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - STATE PERMITS (14)

Lake Town of Lakeview 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
STp
Klamath TP Packing Co. 9/15/81 Permit Renewed

Klamath Falls

Washington Crown Rendering Co. 9/15/81 Permit Renewed
Hillsboro

MAR.6 (5/79) WG513 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

September, 1981

(Reporting Unit)

* County
*

*

{(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*¥ Name of Source/Project

* /Site and Type of Same
*

* Date of
* Action *

Action

* ¥

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - STATE PERMITS (cont.d)

Clackamas

Benton

Marion

Peschutes

Malheur

Curry

Jackson

Jackson

Marion

Lake

Klamath

MAR.6 (5/79)

Tigard School Dist. 23-J
(E. Tualatin Elementary)}
STP

Wildish Sand & Gravel
Corvallis

Breiten Bush Hot Springs
Upper Camp, STP

Brooks Resources, Inc.
Black Butte Ranch, STP

Farewell Bend, Inc.
Motor Inn, STP

Ted L. Freeman
Gravel Operation, Brookings

M. C. Lininger & Sons, Inc.
Kirtland Road
Central Point

Ar thur Muchmore
Rainey's Corner Market
Sams Valley, STP

Ore. State Penitentiary
Farm Annex, Salem, STP

Weyerhaeuser Co.
Camp 9, STP

Weyerhaeuser Co.
Camp 14, STP

WG513 (1)

9/15/81 Permit Issued
9/24/81 Permit Issued
9/29/81 Permit Issued
9/29/81 Permit Renewed
9/29/81 Permit Renewed
9/2%/81 Permit Rehewed
9/29/81 Permit Renewed
9/29/81 Permit Issued
9/29/81 Permit Renewed
9/29/81 Permit Renewed
9/29/81 Permit Renewed

i6



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality September, 1981

(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* %

MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - MODIFICATIONS (2)

Jackson City of Gold Hill 9/1/81 Addendum #1

STP
Clackamas City of Wilsonville 9/1/81 Addendum #1
STP

MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL SOURCES GENERAL PERMITS (6)

Cooling Water - New Permit No. 0100-J, File 32539 (4)

Josephine Fourply, Inc. 2/10/81 Transferred to
Grants Pass General Permit
2409J/30810

Jackson Modoc Orchard Co. 9/23/81 ‘Transferred to
Medford General Permit
31943/57500

Multnomah Beall Pipe Inc. 9/24/81 Transferred to
Portland General Permit
2976J/6739

Klamath City of Klamath Falls 9/29/81 General Permit
File 46750 Issued

Aquatic Animal Production ~ New Permit No. 0300-J, File 32542 (1)

Clatsop Frederick Farner 9/24/81 General Permit
Astoria Issued
File 29036

MAR.6 (5/79) W&513 (1)

17



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

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

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * % *

MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL SOURCES GENERAL PERMITS cont.d) (6)

Portable Suction Dredges - New Permit No. 0700-J, File 34547 (1)

Benton Nordhauser & Baker 9/10/81 General Permit
Corvallis Issued
(Use in Umpdqua &
Cow Creek)
File 60800

MAR.6 (5/79) WG513 (1)

18



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

September 1981

(Reporting Unit)

{(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

General Refuse

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Demolition
New

Existing
Renewals
Modificaticns
Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Sludge Disposal

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Hazardous Waste

New
Authorizations
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

5C20.A
MAR.5S (4/79)

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

2 9 - 5 3

- 2 - 4 2

1 70 4 58 19

- 6 - 19 1

3 B7 4 86 25 166 166
- 4 - 7 -

- 2 - - 1

1 4 1 5 1

- 2 - 4 -

1 12 1 16 2 21 21
- 14 - 15 2

- 3 — - -

1 30 - 36 14

- 3 - 4 -

1 50 - 55 16 101 101
- 5 - 6 -

- —_ - l —

- 3 - 2 1

- —_ - l -

- 8 - 10 1 15 15
35 460 35 460 -
35 460 35 460 - 1 1
40 617 40 627 44 304 304

49



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

September 1981

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

*

*
*

(Month and Year)

Action

L3

General Refuse Facilities

Union Fox Hill 9/1/81
Existing Site

Polk Boise Cascade - Valsetz 9/23/81
Existing Site

Marion Woodburn 3/30/81
Existing Site

Marion MacLeay Transfer Station 9/30/81
Existing Site

Demolition Waste Facilities

Deschutes Bend Demolition Site 9/1/81
Existing Facility

5C20.B

MAR.6 (5/79) | 20

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division September 1981

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

* * * * Quantity
* Date * Type * Source *  Present * Future

* *

*

*

* %

DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (34)

OREGON (11)

8/25 Heavy metals sludge Electrn. co. 10,000 gal. 50,000 gal.
8/25 API separator sludge 0il co. 127 drums 130 drums
8/25 Battery casing chips Battery co. 400 1b. 1,500 tons
with residual lead
8/25 Coal tar pitch with Aluminum co. 0 9 drums
light end petroleum
distillate, xylene,
acetone, toluene, etc.
8/31 Methylene chloride- Plastic 20 drums 36 drums
contaminated polyure-  injection
thane foam molding
8/31 Wastewater heavy Electroplat. 1,000 gal. 5,000 gal.
metals sludge
9/3 PCB-contaminated Ship salvage 28 drums 0
articles
9/11 Caustic cleaning solu~ Public 6,000 gal. 8,100 gal.
tions with lead, cre-  transit
sol, orthodichloroben— system
zene, and chlorotoluene
9/11 PCB transformers and Paper co. 800 ft3 0
contaminated materials
SC20.E

MAR.15 (4/79)



WASTE DESCRIPTION

* * * * Quantity *
* Date * Type * Source ¥ Present * Future *
* * * * * *
9/11 PCB-contaminated Industrial 24 drums 0
materials clean. serv.
9/17 Paint sludge Waste oil 116 drums 0
processor
WASHINGTON (19)
8/25 Caustic cleaning Chemical co. 3,000 gal. 0
solutions
8/25 Trichloroethylene Metal 15 drums 40 drums
sludgg degreasing
8/25 PCB liguids Utility 9 drums 1,000 gal.
8/25 Leaded gasoline tank Gas terminal 1,500 gal. 3,000 gal.
bottoms
8/25 Methyl ethyl ketone Electrical 150 gal. 300 gal.
sludge transformers
8/25 Still bottoms con- Solvent 39 drums 78 drums
sisting of n-butyl processor
acetate, IPA, methanol
and MEK
B8/25 Petroleum tank bottoms Waste oil 3 drums 3 drums
processor
B/25 2,2 dichlorovinyl Aerospace 40 gal. 0
dimethyl phosphate
insecticide
8/25 PCB spill cleanup Chemical co. 7 drums 0
debris
8/27 Glycol-based ink Printing ink 0 36 drums
sludge manuf.

8/27 Paint sludge Paint manuf. 110 drums 12 drums
8/27 Ink sludge Printing ink 0 120 drums
manuf.

9/1 Pesticide-contami- Spill cleanup 26% yd3 0
nated dirt
SC20.E

MAR.15 (4/79)

<l



WASTE DESCRIPTION

MAR.15 (4/79) _:3:3

* * * Quantity *
* Date * Type * Source Present Future *
* * * *
9/3 Paint sludge Computer 5 drums 60 drums
printer manuf.
9/3 Isocyanate foam, poly- Manuf. of 10 drums 10 drums
urethane foam and skis
epoxy/polyester resins
9/9 1,1,1 Trichloroethane, &Aluminum co. 8 drums 14 drums
lacquer thinner, PCB-
contaminated £luid
9/11 Isocyanate, thinner, Ski manuf. 0 12,000 gal.
glue, contact cement
and chlorinated
hydrocarbon carburetor
cleaner
2/11 Fire debris containing Chemical co. 300 ya3 0
benzoic acid, benzal-
dehyde, benzyl alcoheol,
etc.
9/17 Paint sludge, Freon Ship building 45 drums 540 drums
sludge, tri-aryl phos-
phate fluid
OTHER STATES (4)
8/25 Heavy metals sludge Sporting gds. 0 400 yga3
(Idaho)
9/3 Caustic solutionsg, Metal fab. 45 drums 23 drums
heavy waste o0il with
aluminum shavings (B.C.)
9/9 Leaded petroleum tank 0il co. 20 drums 100 drums
bottoms (Alaska)
9/11 Pesticides (Alberta) Chemical co. 128 drums 0
SC20.E



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

September, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISLE CONTROL ACTIONS

Source New Actions Final Actions
Category Initiated Completed
i
Mo. | FY Mo. , FY
Industrial/
Commercial 3 5 3 3
Alirports 1 3

{Month and Year)

Actions
Pendiﬂg

Mo. | Last Mo.

62 63



MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

September, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

FINMAL NOISE CONTROI, ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source and Location

(Month and Year)

County * Date Action

* *

Tillamook Tillamook County Hospital Heliport 9/81 Exception Granted
Tillamook

Clackamas Don Christ Quarry 2/81 Exception Granted
Brightwood

Marion Buddy Mobile Bomes /81 In Compliance
Mt. Angel

Washingten MeCormick Industrial Sandblasting 9/81 In Compliance

Banks



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1981

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF SEFTEMBER, 1981:

Name and Location

Case No. & Type

of Violation of Violation Date Issued Amount Status
Kirk Century Farms, Inc. AQ-FB-81-01 9/4/81 $1,000 Mitigation
Marion County Field burning after request filed
cutoff time. 9/28/81.
Louis Falk AQ-FB-81-02 9/4/81 $1,000 In default.
Linn County Field burning after
cutoff time,
Doug Green AQ-FB-81-03 9/4/81 $1,000 Regquest for
dba/Green Farms Field burning after hearing and
Lane County cutoff time. answer filed
on 9/30/81.
Langdon and Sons, Inc. AQ-FB-81-04 9/4/8%1 $1,000 In default.
Linn County Field burning after
cutoff time.
Victor Frank AQ-FB-81-05 9/4/81 $1,000 Request for
Marion County Field burning after hearing and
cutoff time. answer filed
on 9/28/81.
Publishers Paper Co. WQ-WVR-81-84 9/4/81 $5,000 Paid 9/24/81,
Yamhill County Unauthorized
discharge of
process wastewater
to public waters,
M/V Jupiter AQ-NWR-81-86 9/4/81 $500 Time to respond
c/o Pritz Maritime Ship's boiler to notice
Multnomah County exceeded opacity extended to
standards. 11/15/81.
Clifford Gates, et al. S5-SWR-81-89 9/28/81 $275 Request for

Josephine County

GE129.1 (1)

Civil penalty and
Remedial Action
Order for failure
to complete repair
of on-site SDS
installation.

hearing filed
on 10/8/81.



LAST .
ACTIONS MONTH PRESENT
Preliminary Issues
Discovery
Settlaement Action
Hearing to be scheduled
Hearing scheduled
HO's Decision Due

Briefing
Inactive

SUBTOTAL of Active Files

HO's Decision Qut/Option for EQC Appeal
Appealed to EQC

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

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15~-A0-NWR-76~-178

WO MO Wm

WH R ON

28

i5th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air

Quality Division violation in Northwest Region_

[N
]
lm
(X WO O wd b G

WHKON

jurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforcement action in

Northwest Region in 1976.

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AQ Air Quality

CLR Chris Reive, Enforcement Section

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

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ER Rastern Region

Fld Brn or FB

RLH Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Hrngs Hearings Section

Hrng Rfrl Date when Enforcement Section requests Hearing
Section schedule a hearing

VAR van Kollias, Enforcement Section

IMS Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

MWR Midwest Region (now WVR)

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

FWO Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

85D Subsurface Sewage Disposal

5W Solid waste Division

SWR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

Underlining New status or new case since last month's contested
case log

WVR Willamette Valley Region

WQ Water Quality Division

CONTES.B (2)

Field Burning incident

<d



Septamber 1981

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Heng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rqst RErrl Atty  Date Cade Type & Ho. Status
FAYDREX, INC. 05/75 95/75 RLE 11/77 Resap. 03-55-SWR=-75~02 Requagt for Court of
64 SSD Permits Appeals raview due
11/2/81.
MEAD and JOHNS, 05/75 05/75 RLH All 04-55-5WR=-75-03 Awaiting completion of
et al 3 SSD Parmits Faydrex review
BOWELL, Ronald 11/77 11/77 RLH 01/23/80 Hrgs $10,000 Fld Brn Decision due
12-A0-MWR-77-241
WAH CHANG 04,/78 a4/78 RLH Preys 16-P=WQ-WYR-78-2849-J Current permlt in
NEDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WaH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 08-P-WQ-WVYR~78-2012-J Current permit in
. NPDES Permit force, Hearing
Modification deferred.
M/V TOYOTA MRRU 12/10/79 12/12/79 RLH Hrqgs 17-WO-NWR-79-127 Ruling due on reguests
No. 10 0il 8pill Civil penalty for partial summary
. of $5,000 judgment.
LAND RECT.AMATION, 12/12/79 12/14/79 FWO 05/16,/80 19-~pP=-5W=-329-NWR~79 Petition for Supreme
INC., et al Permit Denial . Court review filed.
PORRETFE,-Gary 12420479 3423479 REH 10421406 Resp 20~68-NWR-F5-146 Deeition-iesued-8/38/83~
Permit-Reveeation Ne-appeair-—Ease-Ciogeds
MEDFORD 02/25/80 02/2%3/80 05/16 /80 Prtys 07-AQ-SWR-80 Request Partles attempting
CORPORATION ' for Declaratory Ruling to effect compromise
BROWN, Victor 11/05/80 11/12/80 LMS 03/27/81 Resp 29-A0~WVR-80~163 Declgion izsued 9/30/81.
Civil Penalty of
$1,800
LOGSDON, Elton 11/12/80 11/14/80 CLR 02/26/81 Hrgs 30-AD-WVR~-B80-164 Decision dua.
’ Fleld Burning Civil
Penalty of $950
MORRIS, Robert 11/16/80 11/14/80 RLH Resp 31-55-CR=-80 Summary Judgment ruling
Permit revocation deferred at Respondent's
cequest 10/6/81.
HAYWORTH, John W. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 04/28/81 Hrgs 33-AQ-WVR-80-187 Record closed,
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Field burning civil Decislon due.
INC. penalty of $4,660 .
ROGERE,-Denald-Er  13/08/60  13/89/88 REH Bepe 35-E6-NWR-89-154 Yariance-gqranteds--Appenai
Parmit-deniat from-dentai-of-standard
aystem-diamissedr-—-Case
etosedy
HOPPER, Harold 12/09/80 12/09/80 RLH Rasp 36~8S5-NWR-80-197 Dept's Motion for
Permit revocation ry Judgment Filed
9/11/81
JENSEN, Carl F. 12/19/80 12/24/80 CLR 04/16/81 Resp 17-AQ-WVR-B0-181 Decision issued 9/30/891,
dba/JENSEN SEED Field burning civil '
& GRAIN, INC. penalty of $4,000
GINEER;~Eleyd-M- 8iFe2/8  0%F95/012 ERR Hree 92-656-5WR~80~285 Respondens-p. 31y
Hubsurface—sennge served-5/4/81v—He-appeal
€ivii-penalty-of-§300  to HgE,--Came-elogedy
JAL CONSTRUCTION, 02/06/81 02/09/81 1LMS 06/12/81 Hrgs 06—AQOB-NWR-81-02 Record closed 6/24/81.
INC. Open burning clvil Decision due.
penalty of §3000
CURL, James H., 02/09/81 0z2/12/81 Prtys 07=-55-CR~31 Attempting informal
et al Request for resolution
Declaratory Ruling
OREGON SHORES 02/11/81 03/03/81 RLA Prtys 09-WO-NWR-81 To be scheduled.
ASSOCIATES, LTD.
MAIN ROCK 03/11/81  03/16/81 CIR Prtys 10-WQ~SWR-B1-16 ) " Settlement effort
PRODUCTS , INC Water Quality civil continues.
€ .
<8
CONTES.TA (2) -1- Ock. 12, 1931



September 1981

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

’ Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rget Rfrrl Atty Date Code Type & No. Status
MEAD, Mel 04/04/81 04/08/81 LMS Hrgs 13-55=-SWR-81-25 To be scheduled

14-55-SWR-81-26
Subsurface sewage
permit denial

TORKER, 06/22/81 06/22/81 CLR Prtys 15-35-NWR-81-49 Settlement action
Donald B.
PULLEN, Arthuor W. 07/15/81 07/15/81 CLR Hrgs IG-WQ-CR-SI;GO To be scheduled Eor
dba Lakes Mobile Daecember hearing.
Hame Park
WESTERN SURFACING, 09/09/B1 09/09/41 1IMS Prtys 18-30-MNHWR-B1-79 Preliminary issgues.
INC.
FRANE, Victor 09/23/81 09/23/81 CLR Priys 19-A0~FB-B1-45 Preliminary issues,
FB civil penalty .
of $1,000.
GREEN, Douglas 09/28/81 10/07/81 IMS Prtys 20-AQ-FB-81-03 Preliminary issues.
FB civil penalty
of §1,000. .
GATES, Clifford 10/06/81 CLR Prtys 21-55-SWR=81-90 Answer due. Preliminary
issues.
e
<2

CONTES.TA (2) -2 - Oct, 12, 1981
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WQ, SW Divisions October, 1981

{Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month FY Month FY Month FY Pending

Air

Direct Sources 2 32 6 35 0 0 43
Small Gasoline

Storage Tanks

Vapor Controls 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 2 32 6 35 0 0 43
Water
Municipal 18 145 15 127 0 0 13
Industrial 3 16 4 19 . 0 0 13
TOTAL 21 16l 19 146 0 0 26
S0lid Waste
Gen. Refuse 1l 27 4 23 0 0 13
Demolition 2 6 0 5 0 0 3
Industrial 0 7 0 10 0 1 3
Sludge 0 3 0 3 0 0 0
TOTAL 3 43 4 41 0 1 19
Hazardous
Wastes - - - - - - -
GRAND TOTAL 26 236 29 222 0 1 88
MAR.2 (4/79) (MK280) (2)

39



Direct Sources

DEFARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

PLAN ACTIONS CCMPLETED

TOTAL HUMBER QUICK LOOK

REFORT LIHNES )

Date of
. County Numbexr Source Process Description Action Action
"HOOD RIVER 692 ALLEN PAASCH ' CME ORCHARD FAH 10708781 APPROVED
HOCD RIVER 727 MERZ QRCHARDS INC ELECT WIND MACHIHE IHSTAL 02-10/81 APFROVED
JACKSON 730 HILLCREST ORCHARDS OVERTREE SFRINKLER SYSTEM 06/10/81 APPRGVED
LANE 777 COAST MANUFACTURING BAGHQUSE IHNSTAL 10701781 AFPPROVED
MULTHOMAH 781 CLUMPIC PIPE LINE COMPANY VOC CONTROLS 08707781 APPROVED
LINH 78% CHAMPION BYILDING PRODUCT KO. 7 DRYER HT REC FURN MOD 0$/25-/81 AFPROVED



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

CERTIFICATES ISSUED FOR GASCLINE DELIVERY TRUCKS
PRESSURE - VACUUM TESTED; NON-PERMITTED VOC SQURCES

‘ TANK EXPIRATION
COUNTY I.D. NUMBER OWNER/QPERATOR NO. DATE

MULTHOMAH 26 V510 ALBINA FUEL CO0. 269 10/05/82

99T 10/G5782

MULTHOMAH 26 V419 ARMOUR OIL CO. . 149 05/26,82

; 594 09/24782

MULTHOMAH 26 Vo557 ARROLW TRANSPGRTATION CO. 679 09721782

: 86G8 09/21/82

. 208 09/09-82

619 09725782

706 0%9/25782

718 10/12/782

565 10,12/82

768 10,09/82

: 59 10/09/82

. MULTNCMAH 25 VY056 ASBURY TRANSPORTATION CO. S48 09-02/82

| MARION 24 V343 CAPITAL CITY TRAMNSFER 331 10/14782

| MULTNOMAH z6 V532 FITZ ENTERPRISES -24 09-10/82

© MULTHOMAH 26 V507 LEATHER.S QIL CO. 2 0906782

: 24 A8/ 04/82

| MULTHOMAH 26 Y512 LEE & EASTES TANK LIHNES 450 10/14/82

1 169 10/01782

' MARION 26 V0459 METCALFE 0OIL CO. 64 05-10-82

; 6TA 09/10/82

e ©MULTHOMAH 26 V333 MOBIL OTL CGRP. 58 16708782

[4Y) i MARION 2% ¥051 PETROLEUM TRANSPORT, INC. 28R 09/15/82

B3z 10/69/82

‘ 13R 59,227,882

i . Fls a9rs22/82

' MULTHOMAH Z26 VElg PILE 288 10,16/32

205 10/14/82

MULTNCMAH 26 . Y531 RAY MORRIS OILS 1 09-,02782

MULTHOMAH 26 V328 TEXACO INC. 672 18/12782

MARION 2% V043 WILCO FARMERS 1 09/03/82

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOGK REPORT LINES

32



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

October, 1981

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY QF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqgr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits
Direct Sources )
New 7 14 1 5 24
Existing 3 11 1 B8 18
Renewals 14 43 10 18 74
Modifications 1 4 3 16 4
Total 25 72 15 47 120 2011 2053
Indirect Sources
New 0 6 2 5 4
Existing 0 0 0 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications 1 3 0] 2 1
Total 1 9 2 7 5 195 199
GRAND TOTALS 26 81 17 54 125 2206 2252
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
22 To be drafted by Northwest Region
11 To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region
2 To be drafted by Southwest Region
2 To be drafted by Central Region
4 To be drafted by Eastern Region
4 To be drafted by Program Planning Division
16 To be drafted by Program Operations
11 Awaiting Public Notice
48 Awaiting the end of the 30-day period
120 TOTAL
MAR.5 (8/79) AA1556 (1) (a)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
“AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
PERMITS |SSUED

OIRECT STATIQNARY SQURCES

PERMIT APPLIC. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY SQURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STATUS ACHIEVED APPLICATION
BENTON EVANS FRODUCTS CO. 2 2366 06-02,81 PERMIT ISSUED 09-28,81 EXT
BENTON LEADING PLYWODD CCRP b2 2479 040981 PERMIT ISSUED 69/28781 RHNW
BENTOHN PUBLISHERS FAPER CQ 02 7091 05-01,8)1 PERMIT ISSUED 09728781 RHUW
CLACKAMAS KAISER FOUMDATION REG LAB 03 26490 03-12-31 PERMIT ISSUED 63/28/3) EHNW
JACKSON SQUTHWEST FOREST INDUSTR. 15 0039 04/0%-,81 PERMIT ISSUED 09728781 RHNW
TILLAMCOXK ERICKSON LUMBER COMPANY 29 U011 05,055,811 PERMIT ISSUED 09-23781 RNN
COLUMBIA MULTNOMAH PLYWOOD CORP g5 2076 01426-8L PERMIT ISSUED 10/01-81 RHNW
JACKSON BOISE CASCADE CORP 15 0C46 0&,/01/78% PERMIT ISSUED 10701731 RHY
KLAMATH MATWOO0D IKDUSTRIES 18 0083 06,01,/831 PERMIT ISSUED 1001781 RNW
PORT.SCURCE MID-CREGON CRUSHING CO 37 0174 11-,27/79% FPERMIT ISSUED 10701731 RHW
DOUGLAS DR2 ENTERFRISES 10 0121 19,67,81 PERMIT ISSUED 16-15781 MOD
MULTNOMAH MORTHWEST MARIME IRON WKS 25 25%2 02,18-81 PERMIT ISSUED 10-1s781 MOD
MULTHNOMAH PORT OF PORTLAND 26 3071 C6,01-,81 PERMIT ISSUED 10715781 NgW
LINN WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES 22 7128 03-15-80 PERMIT ISSUED 10/21,81 RhW
YAMAILL CASCADE STEEL MILLS 35 503% 12-11-80 PERMIT ISSUED 10s23781 MOD
TGTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOX REPORT LINES 15

3
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

October, 1981

{Reporting Unit)

Indirect Source

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

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

* /Site and Type of Same * Action

* * *

Mul tnomah U.3. Veterans Admin. 10/13/81 Final
Replacement Med. Center Permit
930 Spaces Issued
File No. 26-8109

Linn Albany Mall 10/13/81 Final
1,726 Spaces Permit
File No. 22-8110

MAR.6 (5/79) AA1557 (1) (&)

-
n‘f)ﬁ



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division
{Reporting Unit)

October 1981

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 19

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
* * - * * *
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SQURCES 4
Linn Rem Metals, Pump and 9/29/81 Approved

Level Control for

Irrigation Systems
Coos Main Rock Products 10/8/81 Approved

Rock Quarry Settling

Pond
Clackamas Avison Lumber Co. 10/15/81 Approved

PCP Division
Washington Tektronix, Beaverton 10/19/81 Approved'

Acetone Removal System

MAR.3 (5/79)

WL1209.A (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality October 1981

{(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 19

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /S8ite and Type of Same * Action *
* * *

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES 15

Multnomah Halsey Station 9-29-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
City of Troutdale

Douglas Terrace Drive Extension 10-12-81 P.A.

Sanitary Sewers
City of Glide

Deschutes Oregon Water Wonderland II 10-16-81 P.A.
Sewers & STP

Klamath Second Addition 10-16-81 P.A.
Sewerage System

City of Chiloquin

Wasco Deschutes River Heights 10-16-81 P.A.

Sanitary Sewers
City of Maupin

Lane Freedom Pines Subdivision 10-16-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers

City of Veneta

Douglas Extension on 2nd St. 10-16-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers

City of Sutherlin

Lincoln Municipal Sewage Treatment 10-26-81 P.A.
Plant Facilities
Expansion
Toledo

Lincoln Sewage Lift Station 10-26-81
and Force Main .
Improvements ’
Toledo i

MAR.3 (5/79) WL1208.A (1)

87

|



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality
(Reporting Unit)

Qctober 1981

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action %
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * *
* * *® *
MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Cont'd.
Jackson Laurelwood 10-26-81 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
City of Jacksonville
Grant Industrial Park 10-27-81 P.A.
Sewage Pump Station
John Day
Douglas Green Sanitary District 10-30-81 P.A.
Sewer Rehabilitation
Tillamook Lot M-5 Extension/ 10-30-81 P.A.
Classic Ridge Beach Subdivision
NTCSA,
Jackson Starlite Lane Arca 10-30-81 P.A.
Project 79-6
B.C.V.S5.A.
Jackson East Gregory Extension 10-30-81 P.A.
Project 80-15
B.C.V.5.a,
P.A. - Provisional Approval
MAR.3 (5/79) WL1208.A (1) .- p
i 38



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

October 1981

Municipal
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS *** 10

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Undet Reqr'yg

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

* /** * /** * /** * /** * /'k* * /** * /**

e /2 1 /6 0 /0 /6 4 /6

o /0 0 /0 0 /0 o /0 0 /0

3 /2 24 /7 4 /3 17 /14 26 /7

1 /0 1 /0 0o /o0 3 /1 3 /0

4 /4 26 /13 4 /3 20 /21 33 /13 252/95 256/101

0o /2 2 /4 1 /5 2 /10 4 /16

0 /0 ‘0 /0 0o /0 o /0 0 /1

5 /2 31 /13 0 /1 9 /11 51 /18

1 /0 4 /0 1 /21 6 /2 1 /0

6 /4 37 /17 2 ‘/7 17 /23 56 /35 372/171 376/188

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)

0o /0 0 /0 o /0 o /0 1 /0

0o /0 0 /o c /0 0o /0 0o /0

0 /0 1 /0 o /0 1 /0 0o /0

o /0 0 /0 0o /0 o0 /0 0 /0

o /o 1 /0 o /0 1 /0 1 /0 51/19 53/19
/8 64 /30 6 /10 38 /44 90 /48 676 /285 685/308

*kk

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

MAR.5W (8/79)

Seven General Permits Issued

Schnitzer Steel Products Cancelled due to Inactivity

Permits pending and under permit adjusted to count.

WL1192 (1)

33



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981

{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)}

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * &
* * * *
MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - NPDES PERMITS {5)
Union City of Union STP 10/1/81 Permit Renewed
Clackamas City of Portland 10/1/81 " "
Tryon Creek STP
Baker City of Huntington 10/1/81 " "
STP
Baker City of Halfway 10/1/81 " w
sTP
Mul tnomah Port of Portland 10/20/81 Permit Issued

Terminal 5
{(Bulk Storage)

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SQURCES - STATE PERMITS (9)

Morrow City of Boardman 10/8/81 Permit Renewed
STP

Klamath Town of Bonanza 10/8/81 " -
STP

Umatilla Union Pacific Railroad 10/8/81 Permit Issued

(0il Sludge Disposal)

Lane Lynnbrook, Inc. 10/20/81 Permit Renewed
Lynnbrook Subdiv. STP

Baker U.S. National Bank 10/26/81 S "
. Parkerville Placer Claim
(Brandenthaler Estate)

Grant Glen Nazer 10/26/81 " "
{Boulder Cr. Placer Mine)

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1193 (1)

10
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Action *

* * * *

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - STATE PERMITS Continued
Baker 3~-BElks Mining Co. 10/26/81 Permit Issued

{LeRoy Valentine)

Baker C.G. Vickerman & Meissner 10/26/81 » "
(North Tom Placer Mine)

Grant Wilmax Enterprises 10/26/81 " "
Placer Mine

MUNICIPAI, AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - MODIFICATIONS {2)

Lane The Murphy Co. l10/1/81 Addendum #3
Green Veneer, Florence

Baker Alan Mellott & 10/1/81 Addendum #1
Leonard Green Mining

MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL SOURCES GENERAL PERMITS (7}

Cooling Water - New Permit No. 0100-J, File 32539 (3)

Multnomah Crown Zellerbach Corp. 10/81 General Permit
Ink Div., Portland Issued

Multnomah Kaiser Cement & ' 10/81 Transferred to

Gypsum Corp. General Permit

Portland
30443/44571

Multnomah NW Natural Gas Co. lo/81 Transferred to
Portland General Permit
33433/62231

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1193 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL SOURCES GENERAL PERMITS (Cont'd.)

Filter Backwash - New Permit No. 0200-J, File 32540 (1)

Yamhill City of Sheridan lo/81 General Permit
WTP Issued

Aquatic Animal Production - New Permit No. 0300-J, File 32542 (1)

Clackamas Clear Lake Rainbow 10/81 Transferred to
Ranch, Inc., Oregon City General Permit
26013/17150 .

Log Ponds - New Permit No. 0400-J, File No., 32544 (1)

Curry South Ceast Lmbr. Co. 10/81 Transferred to
Brookings General Permit
26716J/83215

Boiler Blowdown - New Permit No. 0500-J, File 34547 (1)

Douglas Roseburg Lmbr. Co. 10/81 General Permit
Sawmill $#2, Dillard Issued

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1193 (1)

.
e
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
* * * ® * *
MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES--NPDES PERMITS (86)
Lane Dow Corning Corp. 9/5/78 9/5/78 (M)
Silicon Smelting,
Springfield
Douglas City of Sutherlin 6/14/79 6/18/80 {R} Draft
Nonpareil WTP
Washington U.S.A.--Hillsboro 7/30/79 9/29/81 (R) Applicant
Westside Sewage Review
Disposal
Linn Eugene Water And 10/19/79 10/19/79 (R)
Electric Board-
Carmen Smith
Lane Willamette Industries 10/30/79 (R)
Springfield Facility
Baker Idaho pPower 11/5/79 11/5/79 (R)
Oxbow
Wallowa Idaho Power 11/5/79 11/5/79 {R)
Hells Canyon
Mul tnomah Zidel Exploration, 11/20/79 11/20/79 (R}
Portland, Yard Runoff
Coos Georgia Pacific, 11/19/79 10/16/81 {(R) Applicant
Coquille Plywood Review
Coos Georgia Pacific, 11/19/79 5/6/81 (R) Application
Bunker Hill, Log Dump Complete
Benton Brand S Corp. 11/23/79 11/23/79 {R)

Veneer, Corvallis

MAR.7 WL11%4 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

{Reporting Unit)

October 1981

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

a4

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

* * /site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

% “k * * * *

NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.

Umatilla City of Umatilla 12/6/79 10/1/81 (R} Public Notice
Sewage Disposal

Curry Clearwater Farms 1/7/80 1/18/80 (N} 8Sent for
Fish Hatchery, Fees
Port Orford

Lane Georgia Pascific Corp. 4/4/80 10/24/80 {(R) Application
Eugene Complete

Malheur American Fine Foods 6/16/80 6/25/80 (R) Application
Incorporated, Nyssa Complete

Umatilla Rogers Walla Walla 6/16/80 6/25/80 R} " "
Inc., Milton-Freewater

Coos Georgia Pacific 6/25/80 6/26/80 (R} Application
Corporation, Coos Bay Complete

Jackson City of Ashland, STP 7/17/80 7/17/80 {(R) Application

Complete

Umafilla Harris Pine Mills 7/17/80 7/17/80 (R) "™ "
Pendleton

Morrow Oregon Dept. of Trans- 7/2:1/80 7/22/81 (R) Applicant
portation Hwy. Div. Review
(Boardman Rest Area) STP

Hood River Triple S Enterprises 7/21/80 4/10/81 {R) Applicant
(Cascade Locks Lumber Co.) Review
Cascade Locks, Boiler Water

'MAR.7 WL1194 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

{Reporting Unit)

October 1981

{(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

* * * * * *

NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.

Lincoln Makai Properties, STP, 8/25/80 {N)

: Seal Beach

Coos Georgia-Pacific Corp. 9/25/80 8/21/81 (N) Resubmitted
Thermo-setting Resins, Application
Coos Bay

Linn Oregon Metallurgical lo0/28/80 2/4/81 (R) Draft
Corp. - Albany Complete

Benton Bvans Products Company 10/31/80 11/24/80 (R) Draft
Corvallis Received

Yamhill City of Amity 11/4/80 11/20/80 (R) Application
WIP Complete

Clackamas Hoodland Service Dist. 11/14/80 12/3/80 {N) Applicant
Wemme STP Review

Mul tnomah Reynolds Metals 12/2/80 12/10/80 (R) Application
Products Co.--Troutdale Complete

Douglas Winchester Bay Sanitary 12/15/80 12/18/80 (R) Application
District--Domestic STP Complete

Clackamas Timberline Rim 12/17/80 12/18/80 {R) Application
Recreation Club Complete
Domestic STP--Brightwood

Clatsop Crown Zellerbach Corp. 1l/5/81 2/13/81 (R) Application
Wauna Division Complete

Douglas Hanna Nickel Smelting 1/6/81 1/14/81 (R) Holding
Riddle

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
* * * * * *
NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.
Coos City of North Bend 1/19/81 5/15/81 {(R) Public
STP Plant Notice
Lincoln Georgia Pacific 1/28/81 2/13/81 (R} Application
Toledo Paper Division Complete
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang 2/5/81 2/5/81 (R) Application
Albany Complete
Josephine Manzanita Elementary 2/6/81 10/23/81 (R} Applicant
& Fleming Middle School Review

Josephine County School Dist, STP

Clackamas Happy Valley Homes Inc. 2/11/81 3/31/81 (R} Application

Clackamas STP : Complete
Lane Weyerhaeuser Co. 2/19/81 3/17/81 (R} HNo Fees

Cottage Grove Sent for Fees

3/17/81

Josephine We Ask U Inn 5/22/81 10/9/81 (N) Public

STP Notice
Douglas = City of Oakland 6/4/81 10/16/81 (R) Applicant

STP Review
Marion City of Hubbard STP 6/8/81 (R) No fees
Coos Coos Bay Timber 6/12/81 (R) Application

Operators Inc. Complete

(Kenrock Quarry)
Coos Coos Bay Timber 6/12/81 (R) " "

Operators Inc.
(Koostone Quarry)

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

{(Reporting Unit)

October 1981

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

* * * * * *

NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.

Linn Willamette Industries, 6/18/81 (R} Application
Inc., Albany Paper Mill Complete
(Formerly Western Kraft)

Douglas International Paper Co. 6/23/81 (R) Application
Gardiner Complete

Lane Goshen Elementary School 6/26/81 (R) " "
(Springfield Public Schools, STP

Klamath Weyerhaeuser Co. 6/29/81 (R) Applicant
Klamath Falls Review

Lane Delta Sand & Gravel Co. 6/30/81 (R) Application
Eugene Complete

Mul tnomah Liquid Air Corp. of 6/30/81 {R) Application
North America, Portland Complete

Coos Weyerhaeuser Co., North 7/1/81 8/1/81 (R) Public
Bend Wood Products Mfg. Notice

Jackson Boise Cascade Corp. 7/2/81 (R) Application
Medford Complete

Lane Georgia Pacifi¢ Corp. 7/6/81 (R} Application
Irving Rd. Plant Complete
Eugene

Jackson White Oak Mobile Home 7/6/81 10/1/81 {(R) Public
Park STP, Donald Notice
Francies, Shady Cove

Linn Crown Zellerbach Corp. 7/6/81 (R) Application
Lebanon Complete

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division QOctober 1981

(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

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

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

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

* * * * * *

NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.

Hood River Champion International 7/16/81 (R} " n
Corp., Dee Operation

Douglas D. M. Webb, STP 7/21/81 10/16/81 {R) Applicant
Yoncalla Review

Multnomah Crown Zellerbach Corp. 7/28/81 10/1/81 (R) Public
Portland Notice
Flexible Packaging Div,

Multnomah Owens-Corning Fiber- 8/3/81 l0/9/81 (N) Public
glass, Trumbull Asphalt Notice
Div., Portland

Jackson Callahan's Siskiyou 8/3/81 10/1/81 (R) Public
Lodge STP Notice
Ashland Area

Benton City of Adair village 8/11/81 10/1/81 (R) Public
STP Notice

Benton Boise Cascade - Camp 8/14/81 10/1/81 (R) Public
Adair Village, STP Notice

Wallowa City of Enterprise 8/17/81 {R) Application
STP Complete

Linn Halsey Pulp Company 8/19/81 (R) " "

Coos Georgia-Pacific 8/21/81 (N)
Thermosetting Resins
Coos Bay

Coos City of John Day B8/27/81 {R) Application
STP Complete

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

* * * * %* *

NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.

Coos City of Lakeside 8/27/81 (R} Application
STP Complete

Coos Menasha Corp. 8/28/81 (R} No Fees
North Bend

Tillamook City of Rockaway 8/28/81 {(R) No Pees
STP

Lane Oregon Aqua Foods ~ 8/28/81 {(R) Application
{Eormerly Complete
Weyerhaeuser Co.)

Tillamook Smith Pac. Shrimp Co. 8/31/81 (R) Requested
Garibaldi Additional Fees

Lincoln Bank of Newport 9/3/81 (N) Application
dba Kernville Tavern Complete
Disposal Facilities

Multnomah Ash Grove Cement Co. 9/4/81 (R} Application
Portland Complete

Lincoln City of Toledo 9/10/81 10/16/81 (R) Applicant
STP Review

Marion Castle & Cooke Foods 9/10/81 (R} Application
Mushroom Division Complete
dba West Foods, Inc.

Mul tnomah Texace USA 9/11/81 (R) Application
Portland Terminal Complete

Douglas Bohemia, Inc. 9/17/81 {(R) Application
Drain Plywcod Complete

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1981
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /8ite and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
* * i * * *
NPDES PERMITS Cont'd.
Lincoln City of Siletz 9/21/81 10/16/81 (R} BApplicant
sTP Review
Columbia Owens Corning 9/25/81 (R)
Fiberglass Corp.
5t. Helens
Umatilla Union Pacific Railroad 9/30/81 (R} Aapplication
Co., Hinkle Yard Complete
Tillamook Port of Tillamook Bay 10/16/81 (R) " "
STP
Clackamas Willow Associates 16/9/81 {R) " "
(Willow Island Mobile
Estates)
Canby STP
Lane Anderson Forest Ind. l0/15/81 (R) " "

(Formerly Westfir Land
& Development)

Westfir

Lincoln Bumble Bee Seafoods 10/15/81 (R) " "
piv. of Castle & Cook, Inc.
Newport

Multnomah Anodizing, Inc, 10/23/81 {R) " "
Portland

Lane Leonard V. Ryan 10/28/81 (R) * °
dba The Pier
Point Inn

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

October 1981

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

o1

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
* X *® ® * *
STATE PERMITS {48)
Lane Tri Valley Meat Company 12/5/78 1/17/79 (R)
Meat Processing, Eugene
' Deschutes City of Bend 6/22/79 5/28/81 (N} Applicant
New Facility, STP Review
Columbia Mul tnomah Plywood 6/6/79 3/11/80 (R) Renewal
St. Helens Drafted
Coos Ferdinand Puumala lo0/30/79 10/30/79 {R) Application
Placer Mining, Complete
Winch Bay
Douglas Joe Saulsberry, 10/30/79 10/30/79 (R) Application
Days Creek, Coffee " Complete
Creek Mining Corp.
Clackamas 8.P. Anodizing, Inc. 11/16/79 11/28/79 (R) Application
Metal Finishing, Complete
South Portland
Grant W. A. Bowes 12/6/79 1/8/80 {(R) Application
Cougar Mine, Granite Complete
Baker Flagstaff Mine 1/14/80 {N) Application
{7 Mi. E. Baker) Complete
Clackamas Clackamas Co. D.E.S. 3/5/80 4/28 (N} Applicant
Rock Crusher, Carver Review (No fees
Paid, 2nd Notice
3/18/81)
Washington Energy Alternatives 6/16/80 6/25/80 (B) Application
Earth Stoves, Tualatin Complete
MAR.7 WL1194 (1)



Water Quality Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT |

October 1981

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING
* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /8ite and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
* * * * * *
STATE PERMITS Cont'd.
Umatilla Pendleton Ready-Mix 6/19/80 6/25/80 (R) Application
Pendleton Complete
Morrow J. R, Simplot 6/30/80 3/2/81 (N) Applicant
Boardman, Feedlot, Review
Umatilla Louisiana Pacific Corp. 7/21/80 8/12/80 (R} Application
Pilot Rock Completed
Gilliam New Life USA, STP 7/29/80 7/29/80 My ™ "
{(Condon - East Hill Church)
Grant S & W Mining 7/29/80 8/8/80 (N} Application
Development, Granite Completed
Josephine Oregon Dept. of 8/21/80 9/29/80 (R)
Transportation, STP
(Manzanita Rest Area)
Deschutes Round Lake Properties 8/21/80 1/9/81 (R} Applicant
Bend, STP Review
Clatsop Oregon Shores Assoc. 9/18/80 11/10/80 (N) Fees
Ltd. Domestic STP, Seaside Requested
Grant Ibex Mining Co. 9/19/80 11/10/80 (N) Application
Baker & Grant Counties Complete
Exploration
Coos W & S Mining 9/25/80 11/12/80 {N} Application
Eagle Pit--Placer Mine Complete
North of Bandon
Clackamas Western Rock Products 12/3/80 3/11/81 (N) Fees
Co.—--Eagle Creek Received
MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

October 1981

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

{(Month and Year)

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

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

* * * pction * Action * and Status ¥

* * * i * *

STATE PERMITS Cont'd.

Columbia Niedermeyer-Martin Comp. 12/19/80 12/31/80 (N) Fees
Wood Treating Plant Requested
S5t. Helens

Multnomah Allied Plating Inc. 1/26/81 1/29/81 (N) Application
Portland Complete

Benton 0SU Veterinary Medical 1/28/81 7/22/81 {R) Applicant
Animal Isclation Lab Review
Corvallis

Clackamas Western Surfacing 3/27/81 (N) Aapplication
Brightwood Complete

Umatilla Columbia Sun, Inc. 4/10/81 (N) Application
Hermiston Complete

Baker Neal Mishler 5/20/81 (N) Application
Sicily Bar~Placer Claim Complete

Lincoln Oregon Dept. of 6/5/81 10/16/81 (R} Applicant
Transportation Review
Beverly Beach STP

Marion Shiny Rock Mining 6/11/81 (R) Application
Corp. Complete

Yamhill Carlton Packing Co. 7/2/81 {R) Application
Carlton Complete

Umatilla J.R. Simplot 7/6/81 (R} Application
Food Div., Hermiston Complete

Lane Bohemia Inc. 7/6/81 (R) " "
Junction City

MAR,7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

October 1981

(Month and Year)

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *

* * * Action * Action * and Status *

£ * * * * *

STATE PERMITS Cont'd.

Umatilla Hill Meat Company 7/13/81 (W) " "
Pendleton

Yamhill Kmudson-Erath Winery 7/14/81 (R) " "
Dundee

Lane The Clorox Company 7/28/81 (N) Applicant
The Kingford Company Review
Springfield

Columbia Steinfield Products 8/6/81 (R) Fees
Company Requested

Grant City of Seneca 8/24/81 (R} Application
STP Complete

Lane Springfield Packing 9/1/81 (R} Application
Company Complete

Tillamoock Thousand Prails, Inc.’ 9/17/81 (N) Application
Pacific City, Sewage Complete
Disposal

Marion City of St. Paul 9/22/81 (N) Redquested
STP Additional Fees

Douglas USFS - Diamond Lake 8/21/81 (N) No Fees
STP

Polk Desert Seed Company Inc 9/29/81 (R} Application
{Independence Farm) Complete

Union Royal Western Mining Inc 10/6/81 (N} Application
(Camp Carson Placer Mines) Complete

MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

{(Reporting Unit)

October 1981

{(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * Type *
* * /Site and Type of Same * Initial * Completed * of Action *
* * * Action * Action * and Status *
» % * * * *
STATE PERMITS Cont'd.
Josephine Eddie Williams 10/19/81 (M) " "
{(Brass Nail Cy
Placer Mine)
Umatilla Barnhart Properties Inc 10/8/81 (M) " v
Ranch Motel, Truck Stop
& Restaurant, STP
Coos Oregon Dept. of 10/26/81 (R) No Fees
Transportation
Bullard Brach State
Park, STP
Umatilla Echo, STP 10/26/81 {R) Application
Complete
Columbia Boise Cascade Corp. 10/28/81 (R) " "
Paper Group, St. Helens
MODIFICATIONS (4)
Lincoln Otter Crest Corp. 8/25/81 9/2/81 (M) Fee Requested
Inn at Otter Crest, Draft Received
. 8TP
Mul tnomah Hayden Island Inc. 12/16/80 10/1/81 (M) Public
STP Notice
Washington USA - Durham 10/23/81 (M) Applicant
Review
Columbia PGE - Trojan 10/2/8) 10/23/81 {M} Applicant
Review
MAR.7 WL1194 (1)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

S0lid Waste Division

Qctober 1981

(Reporting Unit)

* County
*

*

*
*
*

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project * Date of

/8ite and Type of Same * Action
. .

(Month and Year)

L
*
*

Action *

*

Yamhill

Yamhill

Marion

Clatsop

5C67.8
MAR.3 (5/79)

Proposed Newberg General 10~14-81
Purpose Landfill
Feagibility Study

Proposed River Bend 10-15-81
General Purpose Landfill
Design Plans

Proposed OW General 10-19-81
Purpose Landfill
Feasibility Report

Proposed Clatsop Station 10—22—81

General Purpose Landfill
Feasibility Study

ob

Preliminary Approval

Approved

Pending

Preliminary Approval



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

October 1981

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Yea

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

r)

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Recelived Completed Actions Under Reqgr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits
General Refuse
New 1 10 - 5 5
Existing - 2 - 4 2
Renewals 2 72 - 58 19
Modifications - 6 - 19 1
Total 3 90 - 86 27 166 166
Demolition ‘
New - 4 - 7 -
Existing - 2 - ~- 1
Renewals - 4 - 5 2
Modifications - 2 - 4 1
Total - 12 - 16 4 21 21
Industrial
New - 14 - 15
Existing - 3 - - -
Renewals 1 31 - 36 14
Modifications 1 4 - 4 -
Total 2 52 - 55 1ls 101 101
Sludge Disposal
New - 5 - 6 1
Existing - - - 1 -
Renewals - 3 - 2 1
Modifications - - - 1 -
Total - B - 10 2 15 15
Hazardous Waste
New 53 513 53 513 -
Authorizations - - - - -
Renewals - - - - -
Modifications - - - - -
Total 53 513 53 513 - 1l 1
GRAND TOTALS 58 675 53 680 49 304 304

SC67.A
MAR.58 (4/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division October 1981

{(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * * *

None

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

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

So0lid Waste Division

October 1981

(Reporting Unit)

{(Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

* ® * . Quantity

* Date ¥ Type * Source Present * Future

* * ® * .

DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (53)

OREGON (19)

9/28 Chrome-sulfuric acid Electronic , 825 gal. 0
etching solution

9/28 Alkaline cleaning Metal shop 5,233 gal. o
solution

10/5 KOH/selenium batteries Fed. agency 0 2,959 ft3

10/6 PCB-contaminated Electric 0 150 drums
materials utility

10/6 PCB transformers and Electric 0 160 gal.
liquids utility

10/13 Cd-cyanide solution Electronic 0 105 drums
and cyanide-contami-
nated materials

10/13 Treated chromic acid Electronic 2,000 gal. 5,000 gal.

10/13 Leaded gasoline tank 0il terminal 5,500 gal. 5,500 gal.
sediment

10/13 Heavy metals sludge Electroplating 50 drums 300 drums

10/13 PCB-contaminated oil Farmer 3 drums 0

10/13 Dyfonate-Trithion- Pesticide 0 212 drums
Parathion-contaminated formulator
materials

5C44

MAR.15 (4/79)
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Quantity

* Date * Type Source Present *  Future
* *
10/13 Captam-Thiram-Methoxy- Pesticide 0 100 drums
chlor mixer cleanout formulator
and contaminated
materials
10/13 Pesticide-contaminated Pesticide 0 19 drums
ethyl acetate formulator
10/13 Eptam-RoNeet-Devrinol- Pesticide 0 140 drums
contaminated materials formulator
10/13 Vapam lab samples Pesticide 0 2 drums
formulator
10/13 Thiram lab samples, Pesticide 0 10 drums
empty drums and formulator
chloroform
10/13 Acid solution Metal casting 0 40 drums
10/13 Zinc hydroxide sludge Ind. tools 0 192 tons
10/13 Chrome sludge Ind. tools 0 2 tons
WASHINGTON (27)
9/28 Aromatic treating o0il- Ind. cleaning 4,100 gal. 0
contaminated water service
9/28 Ignitable sludge Cabinet manuf. 50 drums 900 drums
containing acetone,
toluene, alcohol,
resins, oil
9/28 Zinc hydrosulfite Paper co. 19 drums 0
a9/28 Mercury—-contaminated Fed. agency 51 drums 60 drums
materials, pesticides, ’
paint sludges, and
PCB-contaminated sclids
9/28 PCB transformers Brewing co. 7,400 1b. 400 gal.
9/30 Methylene chloride- Electronic 6,600 gal. 0
water with solid
plastic foam
9/30 Lime sludge with heavy Electronic 8 drums 100 drums
metals
5C44

MAR.15 (4/79)
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Quantity

Type *

* Date * Source * Present * Future

X * * * ®

10/1 Pentachlorophenol- Chemical co. 964 f£t3 0
contaminated equipment

10/1 Cutting oils contami- Aerospace co. 0 10 drums
nated with beryllium

10/1 Paint sludge-contami- Elect. equip. 0 450 gal.
nated wastewater manuf.

10/1 Waste oil tank Chemical co. 1,000 gal. 1]
hottoms

10/5 KOH/selenium batteries Fed. agency 0 4,151 ft3

10/5 Pentachlorophenol- Wood treatmt. 120 drums 5,000 gal.
contaminated diesel oil

10/6 Adhesive sludge Chemical co. o 40 drums
containing MEK, acetone,
toluene, etc.

10/6 Surplus DDT Fed. agency 20 drums 0

10/6 Emulsified oil Fed. agency 50 drums 0

10/6 Caustic solution; tri- Air conditng. 0 3,400 gal.
chloroethylene; paint manuf.
sludge

10/6 Heat treating salts, Heat treatmt. 18,000 1b. 0
KNO3, NaNO3, and NaNO;

10/38 PCB transformers Paper mill 38 ft3 1,000 gal.

10/13 Scrap urethane polyols Plastic co. 45 drums 2,000 1b.
and mixed solvents

10/13 Epoxy paint sludge Ship repair 2,500 gal. 40,000 gal.

10/13 Heat treat descaling Aerospace 0 200 1b.
solution with cyanide

10/20 Caustic solutions; Waste 20 drums 20 drums
paint sludge-contami- treatment
nated water; vinyl
ester resin; PCB liquids

10/20 PCB liquids Elect. util. 0 2,500 gal.

SC44

MAR.15 (4/79)
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* * * * Quantity

* Date * Type * Source *# Present * Future
* * * * *
10/21 Tin/lead deoxidizer Electronic 0 5 drums

with 15% HC1

10/21 Paint sludge; Ca- Electroplating 0 2,900 gal.
cyanide plating '
solution; acid paint
stripping solutions

10/22 HNO3/HF acid etchant Electronic 0 12,000 gal.

OTHER STATES (7)

9/28 Mercury-contaminated Chemical co. 125 drums 0
anodes and floor
sweepings (B.C.)

lo/8 Mercury-contaminated 0il co, 500 tons 0
soil (Alberta)

10/13 Petroleum-saturated 0il co. 1,400 ft3 2,100 ft3
fabric filters (Alaska)

10/13 PCB-contaminated oil 0il co. 17 drums 0
and soil {Alaska)

10/13 Trichloroethylene Electroplating
sludge and chrome
sludge (B.C.)

[=]

24 drums

10/20 PCB transformers, oils Elect. util. 105 yd3 105 yd3
: and PCB-contaminateqd
soil (Alaska)

10/21 Dilute pesticide Pesticide 16,000 gal. 30,000 gal.
solution (Idaho) formulator

5C44
MAR.15 (4/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROHNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

October, 1931

(Reporting Unit)

Source
Category

Industrial/
Commercial

Alrports

SUMMARY OF WOISLE

Hew Actions

Mo.

Initiated

FY

CONTROL ACTIONS

Final Actions

Completed
;

Mo.  FY

1 4

2 5

{(Month and Year)

Actions
Pendinﬂ

Mo .

64

Last Mo.

62



MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program October, 1981
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Locaticn * Date * Action
* *
Marion Perris Valley Campers 10/81 In Compliance
Multnomah KATU Heliport l1o/81 Boundary Approved
Grant John Day Airport 10/81 Boundary Approved



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1981

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF OCTOBER, 1981:

Name and Location Case No. & Type
of Violation of Violation Date Issued Amount Status
-NONE-
GO508 (1)

&



ACTIONS

Preliminary Issues

Discovery

Settlement Action
Hearing to be scheduled
Hearing scheduled
HO's Decision Due

Briefing
Inactive

" SUBTOTAL of Active Files

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal
Appealed to EQC

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

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15-A0-NWR-761-1738

ACDP

CIR
DEC Date

$
ER

Fld Brn
RLH

Hrngs
Hrng Rfrl

LMS
MWR

Prtys
Rem Order
Resp Code
SSD

sw

SWR

T
Transcr

Underlining

WVR
WO

CONTES.B (1)

LAST

MONTH PRESENT
g
2 0
4 2
3 3
0 0
4 4
0 0
3 4.
22 21
2 0
0 1
1 1
1 1
3 2
22 26

15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforcement actien in
Northwest Region in 1976.

Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit

Air Quality

Chrils 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 requests Hearing
Section schedule a hearing

Van Rollias, Enforcement Secticn

Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

Midwest Region (now WVR)

Noise Pollution ‘
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

Northwest Region

Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General
Litigation over permit or its conditions

All parties involved

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

€6



October 1981

DEQ/EQC Conteated Case Log

Pet/Resp Arng Hrng DED Hrng Resp Case Caag
Hame Rgat RErrl Atty Date Code Type & NHo. Status
FAYDREX, INC. 05/75 05/75 RLH 11/7? Rasp 03-55=-5WR-75-02 Request for Court of
64 85D Permits Appeals review due
11/9/81.
MEAD and JOHNS, 05/75 05/75 RIH A1l 04~55-SWR=75~03 Awaiting completion of
et al 3 58D Permits Faydrex review.
POWELL, Ronald 1r/77 11/77 RLH 01/23/80 Hrgs $10,000 ¥1ld Brn Decigion due.-
12-h0-MWR=-T7-241
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 16=P=HO~WVR~7B=2849=T Current permit in
NPDES Pernit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RIH Prtya 08-P-WQ-WVR-78~-2012-J Current permit in
NFDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification daferred,
M/ TOYOTA MARD 12/10/79 12/12/79 RIH Hrgs 17-HQ-NWR-79-127 Ruling due on requests
Ho. 10 ¢i1 Spill Civil Penalty for partial summary
of $5,000 judgment.
LAND RECLAMATION, 12/12/79 12/14/79 FWO 05/16/80 19~P-5W—329-NWR-T79 Petition for Supreme
INC,, ek al Permit Denial Court review filed.
MEDEORD 02/25/80 02/29/80 05/16/490 Prtys 07-AQ-5WR~80 Raquest Parties attempting
CORFORATION for Declaratory Ruling to effect compromiae
BREHNy-Yictor 13405488  1i4i3J80 EMO 83729791 A=ga 29-Ag-WVR-80-163 Cage-elosads
Sivili-Penathy-of
43,8686
LOGSDOM, Elton 11/12/80 11/14/80 CLR 02/26/8L Hrgs 30~AQ-WVR-80-164 Dacislon due.
Field Burning Civil
Penalty of $950
MORRIS, Robert 11/10/80 11/14/80 RIH Resp 31-55-CR-80 Summary Judgment ruling
Pernit revocation deferred at Respondent's
request 10/6/81.
HAYWORTH, John W. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 04/28/81 Hrge 33-AQ-WVR~-80-187 Record closed.
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Fleld burning civil Declgion due.
INC. penalty of $4,660
HOPPER, Harold 12/09/80 12/09/80 RLH Resp 36-35-NWR-B80-197 Dept's Motion for
Permit revocation Summary Judgment filed
9/11/81.,
JENSEM, Carl F. 12/19/80 12/24/80 CLR  04/16/81 Hrga 37-pQ-WVR-B0-181 Resp. appealed to EQC.
dba/JENSEN SEED Fleld burning civil Exceptions & brief due
& GRAIN INC. penalty of $4,000 12/16/81.
JAL CONSTRUCTION, 02/06/81 02/09/8l1 1IMsS 06/12/81 Hrga 0 6~AQOP=WR=-81-02 Record closed 6/24/81.
INC, Open burning civil
penalty of $3000
CURL, James H., 02/09/81 02/12/81 Prtys 07-35-CR-81 Attempting informal
et al Request for resolution.
Declaratory Ruling
OREGON SHORES 02/11/81 03/09/8) RIH Prtys 09-WO=-NWR=81 To ba acheduled.
ASSQCIATES, LTD.
MAIN ROCK 03-11-81  03-16-81 CLR Prtys 10-WR-SWR-B81-16 Settlement effort
PRODUCTS, INC Water Quality civil continues.
penalty of $6,000
MEAD, Mel 04-04~81 04-08-81 IMS Hrgs 13-55-BWR~-01-25 To be scheduled
14-SS-SWR-81-26
Subsurface sewage
permit denlal
PERNER, 86-22-83 66—22-9% EER Prtys 25=56~NWR- 8345 gage-slonad-18/33,/03-
Benatd-Bz
Pullen, Arthur W. 07-15-81 (7-15-81 CLR Hrgs 16=-WQ-CR-81-60 'fo be scheduled for
éba/Lakes Mobile December hearing.
Home Pack
WESTERN SURFACING, 09-09-§1 09-09-81 IMS Prtys 18-A0-NWR-81-79 Preliminary issues.

INC.

CONTES.T

Nov. 14, 1981




October 1981

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DER Hrng Regp Cape Case
Nane Reyat Rfrrl Atty Date Code Type & No. Statua
FRANK, Victor 09-23-81 09-23-81 CLR Prtys 19-aQ-FB-81~05 Preliminary lasuea.
FB civil penalty :
of $1,000
GATES, Clifford 10-06-~81 CLR Resp 21-83-5WR~-B81-90 Answer due 11/23/81.
Preliminary lssues.
LANGDON, Gaeorge 10-13-81 CLR Resp 22-A0~-FB-81-04 Answer due 11/23/81.

CONTES . T

Preliminary issues.

ov. 10, 1981




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

&

Contains
Recycled
‘Matarials

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: " Director 0&

Subject: Addendum 1, Agenda Item C, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

It is recommended that the Commission take the following actions:

1. 1Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to:

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1163 Trus Joist Corporation Paving

T-1164  Trus Joist Corporation Paving

T-1311 Oregon Portland Cement Co. Paving and sweeper

T-1394 Teledyne Wah Chang Baghouse

T-1416 Georgia-Pacific Corp. Water reuse system

T-1445 Weyerhaeuser Co. Steam pressure reduced and

~ desuperheater

T-1l446 Weyerhaeuser Co. Connection of cyclone to baghouse

T-1447 Weyerhaeuser Co. Pneumatic air filter, fan and
associated duct

T-1448 The Amalgamated Sugar Co. Wet scrubber installation

T-1456 Georgia-Pacific Corp. Power supply line

T-1457 Rex Bounds Gasoline vapor return system

T-1459 The Amalgamated Sugar Co. Lining for stack

T-1460 Publishers Paper Co. Upgrade os wastewater treatment
system

T-1461 Publishers Paper Co. Pentachlorophenate solution
dip tank and control system

T-1462 Publishers Paper Co. Modification of wastewater treatment
system

T-1467 Joe C. Sheirbon Wind machine

T-1471  Weyerhaeuser Co. Micro computer

T-1478  Astoria Plywood Corp. Duct system

T-1478 Publishers Paper Co. Electrical generating system



Addendum 1, Agenda Item C
December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting
Page 2

2. Waive Preliminary Certificate requirement and issue Pollution Control
Facility Certificates to:

Appl. .
No. _Applicant , Facility
T-1350 Wacker Siltronic Corp. Air filter, blower and

associated ductwork

THE ABOVE REPORT IS A REVISION OF A REPORT SUBMITTED WITH THE
MAIN STAFF REPORT.

T-1390 Kaiser Cement Corp. Six baghouse filters.

Bt/

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

CASplettstaszer
229-6484
11/25/81
Attachments



PROPOSED DECEMBER 1981 TOTALS (REVISED)

Air Quality $53,459,251
Water Quality 5,561,260
Solid Waste 19,979,845
Noise -0-
$79,000,056

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE

Air Quality $10,581,242
Water Quality 3,502,572
So0lid Waste 4,994,711
Noise 172,821

$19,251,346



Application No. T-1163

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION--REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Trus Joist Corporatiocn
Micro-Lam Division

Box 60

Boise, Idaho 83707

The applicant owns and operates a laminated beam manufacturing plant
at Eugene, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of approximately
20,682 square feet of asphalt paving.

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WERE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY LANE REGIONAL
AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
July 16, 1972, and approved on October 24, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on July 30, 1979,
completed on August 10, 1979, and the facility was placed into
operation on August 20, 1979.

Facility Cost: $11,082.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant has paved approximately 20,682 square feet of the plant
grounds at the wood products loading and storage areas, An inspection
by Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) revealed that the
areas paved are those used exclusively by Iumber moving equipment. The
entire area is eligible for tax credit consideration in accordance with
the paving project guidelines; the facility is located in a particulate
AQMA which has a dust control element in the EQC approved attainment
strategy and the area paved is heavily travelled.

Prior to paving, these areas were sources of fugitive dust emissions
because of equipment operating in these areas., On May 20, 1979, the
LRAPA solicited that the unpaved areas Be paved to reduce the ambient
impact of fugitive dust emissions from this and other plants. LRAPA
has indicated that a substantial reduction of fugitive emissions has
resulted from the project, eliminating complaints from adjacent tenants,
and that they support some tax benefit for the applicant.



Bpplication No. T-1163
Page 2

The company has requested 85.8% of the cost of this paving be allocated
to pollution control. Economic benefits include reduced eguipment
maintenance and elimination of rocking and grading. Trus Joist estimated
that rocking and grading cost $200 annually. Trus Joist did not furnish
an estimate of the economic benefits resulting from reduced maintenance.
However, the Department estimates the saving from this factor at $880.00
annually based on similar operations. The applicant estimates periodic
maintenance of the paving will cost $200.00 annually. The resulting
return on investment, before taxes, excluding depreciation is 7.94%.
Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on cost allocation, 60%

or more, but less than 80%, of the cost is allocable to pollution control.

Summation

a. Facillity 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).

¢. 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 60% or more, but less than 80%.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $11,082.00
with 60% or more, but less than 80%, allocated to pollution control,

be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Applicaticn No. T-1163.

F. A. Skirvin:h
(503) 229-6414
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1164

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APBPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Trus Joist Corporation
Micro-Lam Division
Box 60

Boise, Idaho 83707

The applicant owns and operates a laminated beam manufacturing plant
at Eugene, Oregon,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in thils application consists of 44,000 square
feet of yard paving.

PLANS AND SPECTIFICATIONS WERE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY LANE REGIONAL
ATR POLLUTION AUTHORITY.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 12, 1972, and approved on August 30, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on June 30, 1979,
completed on July 9, 1979, and the facility was placed into operation
on July 2, 1974,

Facility Cost: $11,693.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided),

w

Evaluation of Application

The applicant has paved approximately 44,000 square feet on the plant
yard area. An inspection by Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
{LRAPA) revealed that the area paved is used by trucks and fork-lifts
to handle and load wooden I beams. The entire area is eligible for
tax credit consideration in accordance with the paving project guide-
lines; the facility is located in a particulate AQMA which has a dust
control element in the EQC approved attainment strategy and the area
paved is heavily travelled. The applicant cleans the paved area twice
a month.

Prior to paving, this area was a source of fugitive emissions because
of the equipment operating in these areas, On March 20, 1979, LRAPA
solicited that the unpaved areas be paved to reduce the ambient impact
of fugitive dust emissions from this and other plants. LRAPA has
indicated that a substantial reduction of fugitive emissions has
resulted from the project and has eliminated complaints from adjacent

tenants and that they support some tax credit benefit for the applicant.



Application No. T-1164
Page 2

The company has requested that 72.7% of the cost of this paving
project be allocated to pollution control. Economic benefits

include reduced equipment maintenance and elimination of rocking and
grading. Trus Joist estimated that rocking and grading cost 5400
annually. Trus Joist did not furnish an estimate of the economic
benefits resulting from reduced maintenance. However, the Department
estimates the saving from this factor at $1403.00. Periodic mainten-

ance and cleaning of the paved area costs $400 annually. The resulting
return on investment, before taxes, exclusive of depreciation is

12.0%. Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on cost allocation
60% or meore, but less than 80%, is allocable to pollution control.

4, Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the regquirements 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).

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

- poliution.

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 60% or more but less than B0%.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $11,693.00
with 60% or more but less than 80% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1164.

F. A. Skirvin:h
{503) 229-6414
November 13, 1981



Application No. T-1311

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Oregon Portland Cement Company
111 5. E. Madison Street
Portland, Oregon 97214

The applicant owns .and operates a cement manufacturing plant at
Durkee, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of approximately
150,000 square feet of concrete paving and a sweeper.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 24, 1977, and approved on May 16, 1977,

Construction was initiated on -the claimed facility on August 2, 1977,
completed on June 30, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
on October 15, 1980.

Facility Cost: $426,539.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant has paved approximately 150,000 square feet of the plant
grounds as required by the Department's plan review approval. An
ingpection by Department personnel revealed that the area paved include
roadways and around equipment and conveyors where periodic housekeeping
is required to minimize fugitive emissions. The entire area is eligible
for tax credit consideration in accordance with the paving project guide-
lines; the plant is a new source requiring highest and best practical
control including fugitive emissions; the facility is located alongside
I-84 where blowing dust|would be a nuisance; the plant is located in an
area where high winds are common, and the Department required paving

as a condition of approval when the plant was built. The applicant
employs a sweeper, which is part of the claimed facility to clean the
paved areas.

The Eastern Regional Office has indicated that fugitive emissions are
well controlled and not a problem as a result of the paving and that
they support tax credit based upon their eligibility as noted above and
the elimination of a potential problem.



Application No. T-1311
Page 2

Oregon Portland Cement has requested that 100 percent of the cost of
this facility be allocated to pollution contrel. They claim that the
paving was reguired by the Department and was solely for air pollution
control. The company claims no economic benefit with an annual expense
of $18,457.00. Therefore there is no net return on investment in the
paving and sweeper and 80% or more of the cost is allocable to pollution
control.

Surmmation

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, 19267, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a}. '

c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpogse 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. '

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $426,539.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1311.

F. A. Skirvin:h
(503) 229-6414
November 13, 1981



“T-13\

OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

INCORPORATED 19215

111 S.E. MADISON STREET

apc PORTLAND, OR 97214
(503) 232-3116

. ]3, ” State of Oregon ATy
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QU

R\E@EDWE

NOV1 6 1221

Department of Environmental Quality LITY CONTROL
P. 0. Box 1760 AR QUA
Portland, OR 97207

RE: DURKEE CEMENT PLANT PAVING AND STREET SWEEPER - DEQ/TC-2

Gentlemen:

This Jetter is to provide additional information regarding subject applica-
tion by our company dated November 10, 1980.

Please consider the following statement as an addendum to Section V, (4) of
that application:

"Owner considered that the cost of grading, base rock and cushion
course of crushed rock for the concrete was equal to, or greater
than, the cost that would have been incurred in construction of
a suitable gravel road. Therefore, the cost of the paving shown
on our application ($403,201) includes only the cost of concrete
and placing of the concrete. The stated cost deoes not include

" any grading, base rock, or cushion course rock."

If further information is required in order for you to process our applica-
tion, please contact the writer.

Very truly yours,
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

Ci%ﬁiéé%kf_f7>Qzﬁi;iﬂf/ﬁ% r5223%6224552féif;_,/

Edmond L. Miiler
Assistant Vice President - Production /

ELM/pk



Application No. T-1394

State of Qregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

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

Albany, Oregon 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium and niocbium production unit at 1600 0ld Salem Road, Albany,
Oregon,

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a baghouse
installation in the pure chlorination coke ball mill area.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
May 24, 1976, and approved on July 12, 1976.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June 1976,
completed in August 1976, and the facility was placed into
operation on August 27, 1976.

Facility Cost: $24,651 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The coke ball mill baghouse was required to control emissions from the
ball mill operation and fugitive emissions occurring within the
enclosed building. Prior to installation of the ball mill and the
associated baghouse, prepared coke was purchased from an outside

vendor. The claimed facility has been inspected by Department
personnel and has been found to be operating in compliance with

regulations and permit conditions.

Approximately 20 tons of coke dust is collected annually which is used
in the sand chlorination process. The value of this material is
$110.00 per ton or $2,200.00 annually. The annual cost of operation



Appli

cation No. T-1394

Page 2

before taxes, exclusive of depreciation, is $7,805.00 which consists

of the following expenditures:
Labor $6,205.00
Utilities 600.00
Maintenance 1,000.00

Total $7,805.00

Since the expenses exceed the value of the material recovered there is

no net return on investment and 80 percent of the cost of the coke

ball mill baghouse is allocable to pollution control.
4. Summatioh

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

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

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substangial
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 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $24,651.00

with B0 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for

the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1394.

FAS:h

AH134 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 9, 1981



Application No. T-1416

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Georgia Pacific Corporation
Toledo Paper Division

900 S.W. 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates a kraft pulp and paper manufacturing
facility at Toledo.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a water reuse system
consisting of:

a. A vacuum pump seal water recycle pump
b. Two cartridge filtering systems

c. A mechanical cooling tower

d. A seal water collection tank and pump
e, A white water recycle pump

£. Instruments, controls, and piping

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
July 15, 1977, and approved July 19, 1977. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility September 1977, completed
September, 1979, and the facility was placed into operation
September 1979,

Facility Cost: $141,699 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, heater water was used
on the paper machine for various showers which drained to the sewer.
Vacuum pump seal water was also discharged to the sewer. The new
facility collects these waste streams and passes them through two
Filtering systems and a cooling tower. The filtered streams are then
recycled as shower water and seal water. The facility has resulted
in a reduction of waste water of approximately 900,000 gallons per
day, which used to flow to the waste water treatment system. The
only savings resulting from this installation is that from reduced
filtering costs of the supply water. These savings are insignificant.
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4. Summation

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

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

c. Pacility 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
pellution control is 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $141,699
with B0 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1416.

CKA: 1

WL1258 (1)

(503) 229-5325
November 25, 1981



Application No. T-1445

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Eastern Oregon Region
P.O. Box 9

Kilamath Falls, OR 97601

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex of lumber,
plywood, particleboard and hardboard manufacturing at Klamath Falls.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a steam pressure reducer
and desuperheater used in connection with the boiler (4) cinder
collector system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 21, 1980, and approved on May 13, 1980.

Construction was lnitiated on the claimed facility in August 1980,
completed in February 1981, and the facility was ready for operation
in February 1981.

Facility Cost: $31,617 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Weyerhaeuser Company has installed a steam supply modification
facility which will allow continuous operation of the cinder

collectors for four hogged fuel boilers.

Boiler gases are exhausted through particulate collectors by

a turbine driven induced fan. The 140 psig turbine exhaust steam is
normally discharged to a distribution header for operating several

manufacturing processes,

During periods of temporary plant shutdown (holidays or curtailment)
the process steam load diminishes. To continue operation of the

collector fan drive turbine results in a supply of unneeded 140 psig
gteam. Wasting this steam had been one solution tried but found to
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F.A.

be unsatisfactory to the company. Bypassing the particulate
collectors through the original boiler stack is unsatisfactory because
of excessive air contaminant emissions.

To prepare the exhaust steam from the collector system drive turbine
for use in a multi-pressure turbine generator unit, the company
installed a pressure reducer and desuperheater. The operation of this
steam modifying system will enable utilization of the collector at all
times and eliminate the air pollution resulting from bypassing.

The primary purpose of the project was to assure continuous boiler air
emission control. This control strategy was approved by the
Department prior to construction. The company claims no economic
advantage resulting from the facility. Therefore, 80% or more of the
¢ost is allocable to pollution control.

Summation

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

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

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

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.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $31,617
with B0% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1445.

Skirvin:a

AA1578 (1)
{503) 229-6414

November 13, 1981



Application No. T-1446

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Eastern Oregon Region
P.O. Box 9

Klamath Falls, OR 97601

The applicant owns and operates a wood products manufacturing complex
at Klamath Falls.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the connection of the
No.30 cyclone to an expanded existing baghouse. )

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October 9, 1980, and approved on October 28, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in November 1980,
completed in Decmber 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
in December 1980.

Facility Cost: $34,695 has been reduced to $30,695 eligible cost as
explained in evaluation below. (Accountant's Certification was
provided).

Evaluation of Application

To control emissions from a cyclone located in the material transfer

line between storage bins and the process feed, Weyerhaeuser Company

connected cyclone No. 30 exhaust to a baghouse, The project involved
mounting a new cyclone, installing pneumatic ducting and a pull-thru

fan, and adding additional bags to an existing baghouse assembly.

Because of extensive modifications that would be necessary to adapt
the cyclone to the collection system, a new cyclone was installed.

The cost claimed in the application included the total cost of the
cyclone. The cost to modify the original c¢yclone was estimated to be
$2,000. The new cyclone cost was $6,000, The total amount claimed
{$34,695) has been reduced by the difference of these costs leaving an
eligible amount of $30,695.
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The facility is operating in compliance with air emission standards.
The primary purpose of the project was for pollution control. The

value of the recovered wood material is offset by the operating and
maintenance cost of the emission control system so there is no

economic advantage to the company. Eighty percent or more of the
adjusted cost is allocable to pollution control.

4. Summation

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

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

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

air pollution.

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 $30,695
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1446.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AAl1593 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 19, 1981



Application No., T-1447

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Eastern Oregon Region
P.O. Box 9

Klamath Falls, OR 97601

The applicant owns and operates a complex of wood products
manufacturing plants at Klamath Falls.

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

Description of Claimed Pacility

The facility described in this application is a Clarkes pneumatic air
filter, fan and associated duct to control emissions from a lumber
sander cyclone located on a storage bin.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 8, 1979, and approveqd on May 27, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on April 1, 1979,
completed on September 17, 1979, and the facility was placed into
operation on September 20, 1979.

Pacility Cost: $24,705 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

To control emissions from a cyclong,receiving lumber sander residue,
Weyerhaeuser, Klamath Falls, installed a Clarkes Pneu-Air filter. The
integrated system is in compliance with emission standards. There is
no significant material salvage benefit to the company and the primary
purpose of the project was for pollution control, therefore, 80% or
more of the cost is alleccable 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 regquired
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 $24,705

with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1447.

F.A, Skirvin:a
AAl574 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 12, 1981



Application No., T-1448

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

The Amalgamated Sugar Co.
Nyssa, Oregon Factory

First Security Bank Building
Ogden, UT 84414

The applicant owns and operates a sugar beet processing plant at
Nyssa, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a wet scrubber
installation to control emissions from the B & W boilers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 12, 1979, and approved on March 12, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April 1959,
completed in October 1979, and the facility was placed into operation
in October 1979.

Facility Cost: $1,093,984 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility consisting of a wet scrubber, ponds, refractory
lining for the stack, and associated equipment was necessary to
control emissions from the B & W boilers. The claimed facility, which
was required by the Department, has been inspected by Department
personnel and has been found to be operating in compliance with
regulations and permit conditions. Source tests before and after the
installation of the claimed facility have shown that the emission rate
has been reduced from an average of 0.81 gr/DSCF @ 12% CO5 to an
average of 0.051 gr/DSCF @ 12% COp. This results in a reduction of
particulate emissions from 380 1lb/hr to 32 1b/hr.
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An economic benefit of $26,000 annually is derived from the value of
the heat recovered. The annual operating expense before taxes,
exclusive of depreciation, is $173,230 consisting of the following:

Labor $ 2,430
Utilities 168,800
Maintenance 2,000

Total $173,230

The anual expenses are in excess of the annual economic benefits.

Therefore, there is no rate of return on the investment in the claimed
facility and 80 percent or more of the cost of the claimed facility is
allocable to pollution control.

4, Summation

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

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

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

air pollution,

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 $1,093,984
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1448.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AAl526 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 5, 1981



Application No. Tl456

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Toledo Paper Division

%00 S8.W. 5th Ave.

Portland, Oregon 97204

The applicant owns and operates a kraft pulp and paper manufacturing
facility at Toledo.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a separate power supply
line to operate the No. 2 effluent pumps. The system consists of
electrical cable and conduit.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
April 15, 1980, and approved April 18, 1980, Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility June 1, 1980, completed
December 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
December 1980,

Facility Cost: $55,148 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility the electricity for the
waste water treatment effluent pump station was brought in from the
recovery area. At any time the power was down to the recovery area,
the entire effluent pump station would also go down. Upon restarting
the pump station, effluent often leaked from the vacuum breakers along
the outfall line. After the Christmas shutdown of 1979, effluent
spilled to several storm sewers in Newport.

The effluent pump station consists of three lift pumps followed by
three booster pumps. New power lines were brought in from the lime
kiln area to serve the No. 2 lift and booster pumps., At least one set
of pumps is now in service at all times to maintain a flow through

the ocean outfall line. Since the installation of this facility,
there has not been any leakage from the vacuum breakers.
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4., Summation

a.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $55,148
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1456.

CKA:1

WL1249 (1)
{503) 229-5325
November 23, 1981



Application No. T-1457

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Rex Bounds

2366 Hwy 66
Ashland, OR 97520

The applicant owns and operates an Exxon gasoline station at Ashland,
Oregon,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the installation of
gasoline vapor return system in underground storage tanks.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
5-1-79, and approved on 12-26-~79.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 4-24-81,
completed on 4-24-81, and the facility was placed into operation on 4-
24-81.

Facility Cost: $633.80 {Invoice was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Gasoline vapor return equipment was installed in three tanks as
required by the Department's volatile organic compounds (VOC) rule.

Since the tanks previously had submerged £ill tubes, the vapor return
equipment does not reduce the gasoline loss to the applicant.

The claimed facility provides no return on investment, therefore, the
percent allocable to pollution control is 80% or more.

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 Januvary 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.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $633.80
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1457.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA1539 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 6, 1981



Application No. T-145%

State of QOregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

The Amalgamated Sugar Co.
Nyssa Oregon Factory

First Security Bank Building
Ogden, Utah 84401

The applicant owns and operates a sugarbeet processing plant at Nyssa,
Cregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of light gauge
stainless steel lining for the stack.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
May 23, 1980, and approved on June 16, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June 1980,
completed in September 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on October 1980.

Facility Cost: $76,746.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility was installed over a gunited refractory and
consists of a stainless steel liner installed in the scrubber stack

from the hopper to just above the mist eliminator. The remainder of
the stack above the stainless steel was lined with a mastic. The

claimed facility was necessary to seal the gunited refractory which
was leaking and which would result in eventual failure of the stack

and scrubber. The installation has been inspected by Department
personnel and has been found to have achieved the desired result of

stopping leakage and preventing corrosion of stack and scrubber.

There is no economic benefit to the Amalgamated Sugar Co. except to

ensure long range functioning of the scrubber installation which is
operating within regulations and permit conditions. Since there is no

economic benefit other than air pollution control, 80 percent or more
of the 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.

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $76,746.00

with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1459.

FAS:h

AH135 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 10, 19861



Application No. T-1460

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

3.

Applicant

Publishers Paper Co.
Newberg Division

419 Main St.

Oregon City, OR 97045

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper manufacturing
facility at Newberg.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an expansion upgrade of
the existing waste water treatment system. The expansion consists of:

a., An activated sludge basin formed by sheet piling
b. Two rectangular clarivac secondary clarifiers

c. An Arus-Andrite belt press for sludge dewatering
d. 13 additional 75 HP aerators

e, An electrical station

£. Associated pumps, piping, and instrumentation

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
March 24, 1980, and approved May 29, 1980, Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility April 14, 1980, completed
November 26, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
November 26, 1980.

Facility Cost: $3,283,960 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility was an expansion to an existing two-cell aerated

stabilization basin. The facility was indirectly required by the
Department since the applicant was informed that the mill production
expansion (500 to 1000 tons/day) must be accommodated by increased
treatment efficiency such that there would be no increase in allowable
summer discharges to the Willamette River. Although the system has
had some minor operational problems, it does provide the increased
treatment efficiency necegsary to maintain compliance with the
discharge permit.
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4, Summation
a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
b. PFacility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
¢. PFacility 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 B) percent or more.
5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $3,293,960
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application NHo. T-1460.

CKA:1
WL1250 (1)

{503) 229-5325
November 24, 1981



Application No. T-1461

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Publishers Paper Co.
Toledo Division

419 Main St.

Oregon City, OR 97045

The applicant owns and operates a dimension lumber facility at
Toledo.

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

2, Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a pentachlorophenate
solution dip tank and control system with a slop tank, a sloped
concrete slab, and a metal roof.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made May 27,
1981, and approved June 19, 198l. Construction was initiated on the
claimed facility June 1981, completed October 23, 1981, and the
facility was placed into operation October 23, 1981,

Facility Cost: 568,711 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

The Accountant's Certification showed a facility cost of $125,941. A
discussion with the applicant revealed that $55,369 of the cost was
for process related equipment (dip tank and hydraulically operated
dipping mechanism). The electrical cost of $1,861 should also be
subtracted from the certified facility cost.

3. Evaluation of Application

Lumber is dipped in the pentachlorophenate solution to prevent
staining and degradation during shipment. Prior to installation of
the claimed facility, lumber was dipped in a tank with no spill
collection capabilities. There was also no area to store freshly
dipped lumber to collect the drippings. The new facility provides
complete spill collection and allows for storage of the dipped
lumber on the concrete pad for collection of all drippings. The
dipping area is roofed and bermed to completely separate it from the
surrounding environment. Although the dipping procedure is process
related, only the spill prevention and collection portions of the
project have been included in the facility cost. They provide
insignificant return on investment.
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4. Summation

b.

C.

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

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

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

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution ¢ontrol i= 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate hearing the cost of $68,711
with B0 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1461.

CKa:1

WL1257 (1)
{503) 229-5325
November 24, 1981



Application No. T-1462

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Publishers Paper Co.
Qregon City Division
419 Main St.

Oregon City, OR 97045

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper manufacturing
facility at Oregon City.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a modification of the
existing waste water treatment system consisting of:

a. Two 100 HP aerators
b. A plastic fabric directional baffle, and
c. Associated electrical capacitors

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
February 3, 1981, and approved February 25, 198l. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility February 3, 1981, completed
April 1, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation April 1,
1981.

Facility Cost: $130,357 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, the aerated
stabilization basin was split in half with a plastic fabric baffle,
pbut short circuiting of partially treated effluent was occurring.
Aeration was also a problem due to the high BOD to lagoon volume
ratio. The modification relocated the baffle around the outfall
structure to prevent short circuiting. In addition, two additional
100 HP aerators were added to the lagoon. Since the modification,
the quantity of BOD discharged to the Willamette River has

dropped significantly. There is no return on investment from

this facility.
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4. Summation

a.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $130,357
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1462.

CKA:1

WL1251 (1)
(503) 229-5325
November 24, 1981



Application No, T-1467

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Joe C. Sheirbon

4200 Summit

Hood 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 one tropic breeze wind
machine for frost protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
September 26, 1980 and approved on January 27, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 15,
1981, completed on January 23, 1981, and the facility was placed into
operation on April 20, 198l1.

Facility Cost: $11,678.00 (Invoice was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Orchard farmers in the Hood River area started using wind machines in
1972 for reasons that included the reduction in smoke and soot
emissions from orchard heaters. The farmers wanted to reduce
emissions in order to protect the continued operation of their farms
in a populated area. There is no rule requiring a reduction in
emissions from farm operations. The 10 acres of orchard protected
from frost damage by the claimed orchard wind machine were previously
protected by oil fired orchard heaters.

With the increase in the cost of fuel oil to $0.95 per gallon in early
1981 (the applicant buys oil in large quantities), this application is
calculated to have a rate of return of approximately 35 percent. The
calculation is in accordance with the Department's Pollution Control
Facilities Tax Credit Program Guidance Handbook and is attached. The
portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution
control is less than 20 percent.
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4., Summation

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

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

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

air pollution.

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 less than 20 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 $11,678
with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1467.

F. A. Skirvin
(503) 229-6414
November 12, 1981

AH133 (1)



ATTACHMENT
Application No. T-1467

Rate of Return Calculation

AH133 (1)

Cost to operate oil fired heaters

25 heaters x .75 gal. oil x 0.95 dollars = 17.81 dollars/acre hour

acre heater hour gallon

17.81 dollars x 30 hour x 10 acre = 5,343 dollars/ygar

acre hour year

Cost to operate electric wind machine

Utilities = 300.00
Maintenance = 600.00
900.00 dollars/year
(Perimeter heaters are not used nor on standby.)

Savings in operating cost

There is no tax on farm machinery and no other costs were
considered.

Savings = 5,343 - 900 = 4,443 dollars/year

Rate of Return

Facility Cost = $11,678

Factor of Internal Rate of Return = 11,678 = 2,628
4,443

Rate of Return (10 years) 532 35 percent



Application No. T-1471

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

' TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Weyerhauser Company
Willamette Region - Paperboard Manufacturing
Tacoma, Washington 98477

The applicant owns and operates a paperboard mill utilizing
the kraft process at 785 North 42nd St., Springfield, Oregon.

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

2, Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a micro
computer used with the TRS emission monitoring system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
June 20, 1977, and approved on July 29, 1977.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June, 1977,
completed on October 6, 1977, and the facility was placed into
operation on October 6, 1977,

Facility Cost: $8,085.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The micro computer is used to control the test cycles for the TRS
monitoring, required by the Department, on recovery furnaces No. 3
and No. 4, and is not used to control any process edquipment. The
unit provides automatic sequencing of the TRS monitoring test cycles,
troubleshooting of the TRS monitoring system, and transmission of
data to a larger computer system for display and tabulation, The
installation provides a display that is more readily interpreted
resulting in a faster response by mill personnel thus improving
cperator control of TRS emissions. The time required for
troubleshooting the TRS monitoring system, when a problem arises,

has also been reduced providing more complete and better information.
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The installation has been inspected by Department personnel and has
been found to achieve the aforementioned benefits and to assist in
maintaining recovery furnace No. 3 and No. 4 in compliance with
regulations and permit conditions.

There is no economic benefit since the system is used solely for TRS
emission monitoring, which was required by the Department. Therefore,
B0 percent or more of the cost of the micro computer is allocable

to pollution control.
4. Summation

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

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

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

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 $8,085.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1471.

FAS:k
(503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1478

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Astoria Plywood Corporation
P.O. Box 117
Astoria, OR 97103

The applicant leases and operates a veneer and plywood plant at
Astoria.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a duct system to direct
exhaust gases to an existing hogged fuel boiler for incineration
emission control.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
May 24, 1979, and approved on June 13, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 12/1/79,
completed in April 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
April 1980.

FPacility Cost: $94,369.93. A notarized statement including the value
of the claimed facility was provided from the lessor, First Interstate
Bank.

Evaluation of Application

Astoria Plywood installed a third veneer dryer. A strategy to control
emissions from this dryer was to incinerate the contaminated exhaust
gases in an existing hogged fuel boiler. Upon completion, this system
was certified in compliance with emission standards on June 30, 1980.
A reduction was made to the actual facility cost of $96,507.93 claimed
by the applicant to the extent of $2,138.00 which was for a pH
controller ‘and pump not directly attributable as pollution control
for this project. The primary purpose of the project for which tax
credit was claimed was pollution control. Therefore, 80% or more of
the cost is allocable to pollution control.
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4., Summation

a.

b.

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

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

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

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution contreol 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 $94,369.93
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1478,

F.A. Skirvin:a

AA1583 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 17, 1981



Application No. T-1475

State of Qregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Publishers Paper, Inc.
Newberg Division

419 Main Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

The applicant owns and operates a pulp/paper manufacturing plant on
Wynooski Street in Newberg, 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 an electrical
generating system comprised of a steam turbine generator (designated
Number 2), a condenser, a cooling tower, steam lines, structures and
other ancillary components. The 30-megawatt capacity system is
expected to average considerably less due to mill steam demands for
paper production (generators Number 1 and Number 2 will produce less
than 25 megawatts and were thus exempted from energy site review
requirements) .

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October’9, 1980, and approved on October 2%, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on November 24,
1980, completed on September 29, 1981, and the facility was placed
into operation on October 15, 1981 (as commercial operation).

Facility Cost: $10,768,882 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The Number 10 boiler and the Number 2 turbine generator were
considered as a combination, with the boiler sized larger than
necessary to satisfy increased steam demand for the paper production
expansion, This extra boiler capacity was included to allow an
additional 16.6 megawatts of electrical energy to be produced from
Number 2 turbine generator. Approximately 86,000 additional
(oven—dry) tons of wood wastes per year are used in boiler Number 10
over that required for production steam for the paper mill expansion.
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The Department would not recommend approval of this application under
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility

was commenced before adoption of the present peolicy and is, therefore,
eligible for certification.

4, Summation

a. Pacility 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) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste, by utilization
of steam to produce electrical energy;

(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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of ‘
$10,768,882.00 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1475.

R. L. Brown:c
S5C94

(503) 229-5157
November 23, 1981
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application No. T-1350

State of Oregon
Department of Envircnmental Quality

TAXlRELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Wacker Siltronic Corporation
Post Office Box 03180
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a silicon crystal growing, slicing, and
polishing facility at 7200 N. W. Front Avenue in Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an air filter, blower, asso—
ciated ductwork, electrical support and controls. The facility collects
particulate silicon from the exhaust air of a process area.

Applicant believes the Preliminary Certification was made and that the Ffull
intent of the pollution tax credit law has been made.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in Cctober 1979, com-
pleted in March 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in March
1980.

Facility Cost: Total claimed cost, $30,702 (Accountant's Certification was
provided) of which $29,577 is eligible.-

Evaluation of Application

A blower (EF-22-6) included as a portion of the claimed facility is used to
ventilate the area of the building where the air filter and other equipment
is located. The EF-22-6 blower is not related to air pollution control.

Its cost of $1,125, as noted in the application, was deducted from the certi-~
fied cost of $30,702. Therefore, only $29,577 of the claimed cost is
eligible for consideration for certification of a pollution control facility.

Without operation of the remaining claimed facility, high levels of particu-
late would have been released into the atmosphere. With the air filter in
operation, particulate emissions are reduced to less than 0.02 grains per
standard cubic foot. The system has adequately contolled emissions. The
primary purpose of this equipment, excluding the blower (ER 22-6), is air
pollution control.

There is no economic benefit to the company; therefore, 80% or more of the
cost would be allocable to pollution control.

In its letter of March 31, 1981 (Attachment a), the applicant reguested that
the Commission waive the filing of the Preliminary Cexrtification application
because special circumstances rendered the filing unreascnable. Supplemental
information sypporting the applicant's claim was presented in a letter dated
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September 28, 1981 {(Attachment B). A review of the files revealed the fol-
lowing:

a.

a.

At the very outset, discussions with Wacker Siltronic dealt with DEQ
environmental concerns, permit processes, and the awvailable enviromnmental
economic incentives (both tax credit and pollution contrecl bonds). A
position paper (Attachment C) was given to Wacker in March 1977 covering
these items.

Several (six) meetings were held with Wacker and their consultant,
CH_M/Hill, in an effort to solidify the air, water and solid waste stan-—
da¥ds that the proposed plant would have to meet. A preliminary Summary
of Environmental Considerations (Attachment D) was submitted to the
Department on March 29, 1978.

Continued consultation occurred with CH_M/Hill and Wacker personnel until
July 13, 1978, when the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) applica-
tion was submitted. The NPDES permit application was submitted on July
28, 1978. General Permit Information and Specific Information for Air
Quality (Attachment E),dated June 1978, was submitted with these applica-
tions. After a public hearing, both the ACUDP and NPDES permits were
issued on September 28, 1978. .

Bond counsel for the Port of Portland and attorney for Wacker Siltronic
cbtained a certificate (Attachment F) from the Department on an issue of
pollution contrcl bonds dated April 25, 1979.

A Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit was made May 7, 1979 and approved June 11, 1979 for the
wastewater control facilities. Construction was initiated in July 1979,
completed in April 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
April 1980. A Pollution Control Facility Certificate {(Application No.
T-1351) was approved to be issued at the June 5, 1981 EQC meeting.

The company's letter of March 21, 1981 indicated that the form may not have
been submitted. A subsequent search of the CH _M/Hill project files indi-
cate that the subject forms were hand deliverea to the Department on

June 13, 1978.

The Department did not realize that the Notices of Intent to Construct and
Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was not on record
until receipt of this application. The Department had worked closely with
CH_M/Hill and Wacker on this facility and was of the opinion that the full
in%ent of the law had been met.

Summation

Wacker believes that the application for Preliminary Certification was sub-
mitted and that the full intent of the law was met. In spite of the fact
that no file record exists of the subject application, the Department

staff does believe that the facility has met the intent of the pollution
control tax credit laws.

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

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the Commis-
sion issue an order approving Tax Credit Application No. T-1350.

Attachment A - Letter from Wacker Siltronic Corporation, Thomas G. Boyle, Senior
Tax Accountant, dated March 31, 1981.

Letter from Wacker Siltrnoic Corporation, Virginia Gilbert, Treas-
urer, dated September 28, 1981,

Attachment B

Attachment C

Position Paper, March 1977,

Attachment D - Preliminary Summary ©f Environmental Consideration, March 29, 1978.

Attachment E - General Pexmit Information, June 1978; Specific Information for
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit dated April 25, 1979.

Attachment F = Certificate of Concurrence for Pollution Control Bonding, dated
April 25, 1981, including Description of Air Pollution Control
Facilities.

FASkirvin:ahe
(503) 229-6414
November 23, 1981



Application No. T-1390

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Kaiser Cement Corporation
931 N. River Street
Portland, OR 97212

The applicant owns and operates a bulk cement distribution facility at
Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is six baghouse filters.

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applibant requests
that Commission waive requirements for filing.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 9-80, completed
on 1-81, and the facility was placed into operation on 1-81.

Facility Cost: $91,956.00 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The vents on six cement storage silos are controlled by the claimed
facility. These vents exhaust air as the silos are filled with
cement. The new baghouses replace 0ld obsolete filters.

The silos are filled by pumping a mixture of cement and air into them.
The silos act like expansion chambers where the cement drops out of
the air. The cement dust remaining in the air is filtered out when
the air is vented through the baghouse.

The baghouses are DCE Dalamatié Model DLM-V20F on cement silo numbers
2' 4’ 6; 7' 9 and 11-

A sock or simple cotton bag filter is used on the vent when there is
no need to prevent visible emissions. The difference in the amount
of cement saved by the baghouse over a more porous sock is
insignificant. The percent of the cost allocable to pollution control
is 80% or more,
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5.

The applicant requests in the attached letter that the Commission
waive the requirements for filing for Preliminary Certification bhefore
the start of construction. The supervisor of Property and
Construction Accounting, who 4id the previous filing for Pollution
Control Facilities tax credits, died unexpectedly in June, 1980.
Construction on the project was started in September, 1980.The
workload of his department fell upon one man for three months and the
heavy workload would not allow him to fulfill this task. This is
considered a special circumstance that made filing of an application
for preliminary certification unreasonable. The project is otherwise
considered eligible for tax credit. The Department recommends that
filing for Preliminary Certification be waived because the man in
charge died at the critical time to f£ile which is after the decision
to go ahead with the project and before the start of construction.

Summation

a. Special circumstances exist which made the filing of an
application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the
facility would otherwise be eligible for tax credit.

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

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $91,956.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1390.

F.A, Skirvin:a
AAl541 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 6, 1981



T=1390

KAISER
CEMENT

KAISER CEMENT CORPORATION, KAISER BUILDING, 300 LAKESIDE DRIVE, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94612

July 21, 198]

Department of Environmental Quality
Management Services Division

Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Subject: Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit

We are asking the Commission to waive the filing of the application for pre-
liminary certification under ORS #468.175 due to an untimely death in our
Property Dept. Our Mr. Paul R. Deleuran, Supervisor, Property and
Construction Accounting, who did the previous filing for Pollution Control
Facilities tax credits, died unexpectedly in June, 1980. The workload of
his department fell upon one man for three months and the heavy workload
would not allow him to fullfill this task.

In September, 1980 our project for six dust collectors at our Portland
Distribution Facility had begun. Our tax department representative,

Mr. Raymond A. Schmidt, contacted Mr. Mike Downs of the Department of
Environmental Quality and he stated that we should file after completion
of the project and ask the commission for a waiver. We respectively
request your ernest consideration of our application for waiver.

Should you require further information, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

KAISER CEMENT CORPORATION

W Ldntre B2

W. Donald Shaw
Senior Property Acct, Property & Construction Accounting

WDS /gl



Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207

VICTOR ATIvEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
. MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

&

Contains
Recycled
‘Materials

DECG-46

Subject: Agenda Item C, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission take the following actions:

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to:

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1117 Ellingson Lumber Company Asphalt paving

T-1233 Tektronix, Inc. Rinse tanks, conductivity
controllers & level controls, etc.

T-1328 Johnson Rock Products, Inc. Baghouse

T-1342 Kenneth Wade Tamura Wind machine

T-1345 Reter Fruit Company 18 wind machines

T-1367 Weyerhaeuser Co. Replacement of scrubbers and
associated water recirculation
system

T~1377 Tower 0il Co. Vapor return equipment

T-1384 Roseburg Lumber Co. Scrubber

T-1387 Diamond International Corp. Fuel processing and storage system

T-1396 Teledyne Wah Chang Smokehouse

T-1392 Teledyne Wah Chang Wastewater dechlorination system

T~1400 Teledyne Wah Chang . Spill control system

T-1401 Teledyne Wah Chang Tank vault scrubbing system

T-1404 Teledyne Wah Chang Concrete pads and berms

T-1405 Teledyne Wah Chang - Hafnium oxide scrubber

T-1406 Teledyne Wah Chang Venturi scrubber

T~1407 Teledyne Wah Chang Chlorination vent system

T-1408 Teledyne Wah Chang Pipe bridge

T-1409 Teledyne Wah Chang Boiler stack

T-1410 Teledyne Wah Chang ammonium sulfate storage system

T-1413 Teledyne Wah Chang Modification to spill treatment system

T-1415 Teledyne Wah Chang Wastewater treatment system sludge

dewatering facility
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" Appl

No. Applicant Facility

T-1417 Georgia-Pacific Corp. Heat cell

T-1418 Crater Lake Orchard Overtree sprinkler system

T-1430 Champion International Corp. Wastewater recirculation system

T-1431 Champion International Corp. Veneer dryer end air seals

T-1432 Champion International Corp. Veneer dryer end air seals

T-14133 Champion International Corp. Ducting of veneer dryer exhaust gases

T-1434 Champion International Corp. Veneer dryer wash water recirculation
system

T-1435 D & E Wood Products Conveyors processing equipment

T-1438 Willamette Industries, Inc. Paved log handling facility

T~1439 International Paper Co. Sandair filter

T-1440 Triplex, Inc. Exhaust gas collection system

T-1442 Bickford Ordchards, Inc. Wind machine

T-1443 Nicclal Company Hog fuel truck loading/unloading
building & associated equipment

T-1450 No. 1 Boardman Station Electrostatic precipitator
and fly-ash storage system

T-1451 Willamette Industries, Inc. Waste wood fuel storage bin

T-1454 North Santiam Veneer, Inc. Waste wood boiler storage bins

T-1455 Georgia-Pacific Corp. Sewer conductivity monitors

T-1464 West Coast Beet Seed Co. Baghouse

T<-1476 Richards Food Centers, Inc. Vapor return system

T-1477 Concor, Inc. Car wash water recycle system

2. Waive Preliminary Certificate requirement

Facility Certificates to:

and issue Pollution Control

Appl. No. Applicant Facility

T-1348 Wacker Siltronic Corp. Carbon adsorption unit and
associated equipment

T-1349 Wacker Siltronic Corp. Spray tower gas stripping columns
and associated equipment

T-1350 Wacker Siltreonic Corp. Ajr filter, blower, and associated
equipment

T-1356 Ploneer Internatiocnal, Inc. Conversion of gasoline delivery

trailer
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3. Revise Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1279 to reflect a

change in certified costs (see review report)

Wiiliﬁgxﬁ. Young

CASplettstagzer
229-6484
11/13/81
Attachments



PROPOSED DECEMBER 1981 TOQTALS

Aly Quality 551,492,366
Water Quality 1,871,385
Selid Waste 9,211,023
Noisge -0-
$62,574,774

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE

Air Quality $10,581,242
Water Quality 3,502,572
Solid wWaste 4,994,711
Noise 172,821

$§19,251, 346



Application No. T-1117

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Ellingson Lumber Company

Box 866

Baker, OR 97814

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Baker, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The fécility described in this application consists of 450,300 sguare
feet of asphalt paving.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on Octo-
ber 30, 1978, and approved on December 7, 1978.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on November 6, 1978,
completed in June, 1979, and the facility was placed into operation in

June, 1979.

Facility Cost: $347,141.68, of which $251,471.50 is eligible. Accoun-
tant's Certification was provided.

Evaluation of Application

The applicant has paved 450,300 sgquare feet of dirt access roads and
Iumber loading and storage areas. About 124,100 square feet is primarily
storage area (low activity area) which does not qualify for tax credit
in accordance with the paving project guidelines. The remaining 72.44%
is eligible for consideration for tax credit. Previously, the company
attempted to control dust by watering the area, but it was not as effec-
tive as the paving. The terrain of the plant site and surrounding area
offer little protection from the wind. Paving greatly reduces the
potential for fugitive emissions from these areas. Without an adequate
control program the windblown dust would be carried into the surrounding
residential area and did result in many complaints. The paving is main-
tained by periodic sweeping and patching.

Since only 72.44% of the paving gqualifies for tax credit, the amount
eligible for tax credit is 5251,471.50 ($347,141.68 x .7244). The
economic benefits to the applicant consist of reduced equipment main-
tenance, reduced trawvel, better working conditions, and elimination of
9-man months/year which was used to water the area. The applicant esti-
mates that periodic sweeping and maintenance of the paving will cost
$10,000 annually. Watering, the previous control method, cost $21,000
annually. This represents a saving of $11,000 annually. The applicant
had no estimate of the economic benefits resulting from reduced main-
tenance and reduced travel. However, the Department estimates the
savings from these two factors at $8,000 annually based on similar
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operations. This represents a net saving of $19,000 annually or 7.6%

of the eligible cost. Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on
cost allocation, 60% or more but less than 80% of the eligible facility
cost is allocable to pollution control. This compares favorably with the
applicant's request for 50% of total facility cost for pollution control.

4, Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of ORS
468,175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

c. Pacility 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 pollu-
tion control is 60% or more but less than 80%.

5. Director's Recocmmendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollu-
+tion Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $251,471.50 with
60% or more but less than 80% allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Wo., T-1117.

FASkirvin:ahe
(503) 229-6414
November 12, 1981



State of Orego;l
Date of Issue

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Application No.

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
{é-;fﬂ)@_f 0 CumBrRe C Quapansy 3lon E,egnpw@\f
= Fob RBAKEA, T REGqm)
ARER, g& 413y
As: [] Lessee ;@' Owner

Deseription of Pollution Control Faeility:

‘-f_\“t:/’?;oo FQuake FOCET OF  AIPHALT pPauing

Type of Pollution Control Facility: ,;Q{Air [0 Noise O Water O Solid Waste
Date'Pollution Control Facility was completed: Placed into operation:
. Pt Juw € 19499 P Juwe 1917
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ Z. <)y ! 50 N
' a

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution cehtrol:

N P
5@37\1 D¢ ik e T Lo agnnd 4T >0

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468.155 and that the
air or water facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, the solid waste facility was under construction on
or after January 1, 1973, or the noise facility was constructed on or affer January 1, 1977, and the facility is designed
for, and is being operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or re-
ducing air, water, noise or solid waste pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 459, 467 or 468 and the regulations adopted thereunder.

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

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases tc operate for its intended pollution control

purpose.
3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-
vided.
Signed
Title
Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on
the day of 19
" DEQ/TC-5 10/71 SP+54311-340



Application No. T1233

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Tektronix, Inc.

P.0O. Box 500
Beaverton, Oregon 97077

The applicant owns and operates an electronic equipment manufacturing
facility at Beaverton, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of rinse tanks,
conductivity controllers and level controls, and associated eguipment.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made May 10,
1977, and approved September 14, 1977. Construction was initiated on
the claimed facility September 15, 1977, completed March 2, 1978, and
the facility was placed into operation March 2, 1978.

Facility Cost: $31,408 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
The accountant's certification was for an overall facility cost of
$552,247. However, discussions with the applicant revealed that most

of these costs were not for pollution control items. A pollution
control facility cost of $31,408 was agreed upon with the applicant.

Evaluation of Application

A process line was relocated in a new building where water
conservation equipment could be installed. The old single rinse
processes were replaced with double and triple rinse systems to reduce
the volume of water discharged to the sewer. This not only reduces
the hydraulic load on the industrial treatment system, but allows for
reclamation of heavy metal pollutants. The annual water savings f£rom
this project is $13,104, which computes to a return on investment of
slightly over 40 percent. From Table I on page VI-3 of the Tax Credit
Guidance Handbook, one arrives at a percent allocable for pollution
control of less than 20 percent.
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4. Summation

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

b. 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.

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 less than 20 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 $31,408

with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1233

Charles K. Ashbaker:1
WL1212 (1)

{503) 229-5325
November 10, 1981



Application No, T-1328R

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Johnson Rock Products, Inc.
P. 0. Box 548

North Bend, Oregon 97459

The applicant owns and operates a ready-mix concrete batch plant at
North Bend, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in thig application is a baghouse air filter
system on a ready-mix concrete plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 12, 1980, and approved on May 9, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June, 1980,
completed in July, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
in July, 1980.

Facility Cost: $22,595.74. (Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility replaced a smaller baghouse control system. Dust
emissions while loading concrete mixer trucks were observed during an

inspection by Departmental personnel., The Department's report also stated
that the emissions were within permit limits. ¥o new controls were required

by the Department.

The new larger baghouse was observed in operation by the Department and
its operation is recorded as very effective in capturing fugitive dust

during loading. The new baghouse has reduced emissions., Yard dust at the

plant site is also controlled effectively. Their nearest neighbor is a
residence 1000 feet from the plant.

The previous baghouse was not claimed for tax credit. The collected
material is not used; therefore, 80% or more of the cost is allocated to
pollution control.
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4. Summation

a. Pacility 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}.

¢. Facility is designed for and is being cperated 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 $22,595,.74
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1328R,

FAS:h
(503) 229-6414
September 23, 1981



Application No. T-1342R

State of Oregqon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Kenneth Wade Tamura

- 6881 Trout Creek Road

Parkdale, OR 97041
The applicant owns and operates a fruit orchard in Parkdale, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is one orchard Rite Wind
machine for frost damage control.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
August 23, 1979, and approved on October 9, 1279.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in November, 1979,
completed in April, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
on April 15, 1980,

Facility cost: $13,890.78 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The orchard farmers have installed orchard wind machines to provide
frost protection in place of oil-fired heaters. The farmers want to
reduce smoke and soot emissions during frost protection nights to
assure continued operation of their farms since the farms are in
populated areas. With the rise in fuel oil prices, the replacement of
heaters by wind machines may be a good financial investment.

The applicant in the Parkdale area used 1,200 mixed open buckets and
heaters to protect the 10 acres protected by the claimed facility.
With the wind machine, 300 perimeter buckets and heaters will be
retained. ,
An average season requires 2,000 gallons of fuel oil. The perimeter
heaters will use 500 gallons per average season. Thus, there is a
savings of 1,500 gallons per year which at a cost of $0.90 per gallon
for fuel o0il is a savings of %1,350. The rate of return on investment
determined in accordance with the Department's Pollution Control
Facilities Tax Credit Program Guideline Handbook is for a 10 year life
less than 1%. The percent of actual cost allocable to pollution
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control is 80% or more. For this investment to have a rate of return
of greater than 25% would have required saving 4,325 gallons of oil
per year.

4, Summation

a.

dl

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

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

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

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 Contrel Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $13,890.78

with

80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1342R,

FASkirvin:ahe

BAl465 (1)

(503) 229-6414

October 7,

1981



Application No. T-1345R

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Reter Fruit Company

PO Box 1027

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a pear orchard at Medford, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is 18 wind machines used
for frost damage control. The wind machines are leased from the bank
for seven years.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
9-12-80, and approved on 9-19-80.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 10-80, completed
on 1-15-81, and the facility was placed into operation on 1-15-81.

Pacility Cost: $321,554,44 (A letter from U.S. Bancorp Financial
explained the lease agreement and gave any tax credit to the lessee)}.

Evaluation of Application

The orchard farmers have installed orchard wind machines to provide
frost protection in place of oil fired heaters. The farmers want to
reduce smoke and soot emissions during frost protection nights to
ensure continued’ operation of their farms since the farms are in
populated areas. With the rise in fuel oil prices, the replacement of
heaters by wind machines is becoming a good financial investment.

The claimed wind machines protect up to 270 acres that needed
approximately 7,000 diesel oil burning heaters. The applicant
estimated that an average heating season requires 420 gallons of cil
per acre for protection or 113,000 gallons per average sSeason.

The use of wind machines results in a reduction in the cost of diesel
oil to protect against frost damage. At an oil cost of $1 per gallon
in the spring of 1981, the average cost for frost protection by
heaters would be $113,400. With wind machines there is still a need
for some perimeter heaters. Assuming heaters are reduced from 26
heaters per acre to 7.6 perimeter heaters and these perimeter heaters
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are used one third of the time during heavy frost, the average
perimeter heaters used 7.6/26 x 1/3 equals 0.0966 of the oil used with
oil heaters only protection or 10,951 gallons per average season. The
net savings in oil is 113,400 - 10,951 equals 102,449 gallons or
$102,449. The other operating costs are considered to be equal and
the net savings is considered to be §102,449, The rate of return on
investment determined in accordance with the Department's Pollution
Control Facilites Tax Credit Program Guidance Handbook for 7 years is
greater than 25 percent. The percent of actual cost allocable to
pollution control is, therefore, less than 20 percent.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468,175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

c. Pacility 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 less than 20%.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of §$321,554.44
with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1345R.

AHD77 (1)

F.A. Skirvin:h

(503) 229-6414

October 9, 1981



Application No., T-1367

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Co.

Wood Products Manufacturing Division

P. O. Box 389

North Bend, Oregon 97459

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

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

Description of Claimed Facility

‘

The facility described in this application consists of the replacement of
veneer dryer exhaust stack wet scrubbers and asscciated water recirculation
system with similar equipment constructed of the more durable stainless
steel.

Request for preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 28, 1979, and approved on May 31, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on April 18, 1979,
completed on June 1, 1279, and the facility was placed into operation on
June 1, 1979,

Facility Cost: $45,604 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Weyerhaeuser initially completed installation of Burley type wet scrubbers
on the two veneer dryers at their North Bend plant on March 15, 1976.
These units were certified in compliance with the Department's visible
emission standards for veneer dryers. In ensuing months of operation, the
characteristic acidic scrubber recirculation water caused deterioration of
the air emission control scrubber system which was constructed primarily
with mild steel. Because of serious leaks in the recirculation lines and
bases of the scrubber units, the system was taken out of service in
November, 1978.

On March 28, 1979, the Company submitted their intent to rebuild the scrubber
system using stainless steel materials to insure continued reliable cperation.
The rebuilding project was completed in June 1979 and the Department
certified the veneer dryer emissions in compliance with state standards.

The total project cost was $97,979. The "in-kind" repair cost, including
labor, would have been $52,375. The additional cost to upgrade the system
with stainless steel was $45,604.
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The primary purpose of the rebuilding project was to accommodate air
emission control. There is no economic benefit to the Company derived
from the project other than reduced repair frequency. Eighty percent

(80%) or more of the system upgrade cost is allocable to pollution control.

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 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 $45,604 with
80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1367.

FAS:h
{503) 229-6414
September 23, 1981



Application No. T-1377R

State of Oregon
Department of Envircnmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Tower 0il Co.
635 E. Burnside St.
Portland, OR 97214

The applicant owns and operates a leasing and sub-leasing gasoline
service stations business in the Portland area.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the installation of
gasoline vapor return egquipment at 23 Rocket stations.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
4-30~-79, and approved on 2-13-80.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 11-80,
completed on 1-81, and the facility was placed into operation on
4-1—81 "

Facility Cost: $18,993.25 (Invoices were provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant installed a Department approved gasoline vapor return
system at 23 Rocket stations which are listed on the attachment. Upon
approval, a Pollution Control Facility Certificate will be issued for
each station.

Some of these stations were splash filled before installation of vapor
return. At these stations there is a 0.07% reduction in gasoline

loss. However, there is no return on investment to the applicant
because of how his business operates. The gasoline is metered at the

terminal and is then delivered directly tc an independent dealer who
is -charged according to the terminal meter reading. (The independent
dealers have a 0.5% loss factor). The percent allocable to pollution
control is 80% or more.
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4, Summation

a.

b.

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

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

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

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

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 $18,993.25
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1377R

¥.A. Skirvin:a

AAl473 (1)

(503) 229-6414

10-20-81



Attachment to Application No. T-1377R

_ Station No. of
- No. Location .Tanks Installation Cost
1) 1115 McVey Ave. 3 ‘ $ 706.80
Lake Oswego
2) 1033 NE 82nd 3 888.65
Portland
3) 1935 N. Killingsworth 2 1471.25
Portland
4) 11150 SE Division 3 523.80
Portland
5) 4808 SE Stark 3 963.99
Portland
6) 10738 SE Foster R4d. 3 756.10
Portland
7) 9125 NE Halsey 3 1169.40
Portland
8) 6935 NE Glisan 3 564.45
Portland .
9) 1510 NE 42nd 2 634,50
Portland
10} 5506 N Lombard 3 550.95
Portland
11) 6412 NE Portland Hwy. 3 482.50
Por tland
12) 17404 SE Stark 3 765.50
Portland
13 23720 NE Halsey 3 565.80
Troutdale
14) 10000 SW Barbur Blvd. 3 974,20
Portland
15) 3120 SW Cedar Hills Blvd. 3 541.50

Beaverton



Attachment

to Application No. T-1377R (Continued)

Station No. of _

No. Location Tanks Installation Cost

16) 500 Front St. 3 881.60
Gaston

17) 15900 SW Upper 3 567.60
Boones Ferry Rd.
Portland

18) 11 NE Killingsworth 2 687.85
Portland

19) Route 3 Box 119 5 1564.41
Cornelius

20) 3425 SW Multnomah Blvd. 4 1298.15
Portland

21) 7134 NE Halsey 3 689.60
Portland

22} 1940 SE Hawthorne 3 941,05
Portland

23) 5909 NW St. Helens Rd. 3 803.60

aAl473.1 (1)

Total Cost $18,993.25



Application No. T-1384

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Roseburg Lumber Co.

Green District - Plywood #3
P.0. Box 1088

Roseburg, OR 97470

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant in the Green District
near Roseburgqg.

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 Burley
Industries five stage scrubber, dryer seals and associated equipment
installed on dryer No. 3 at Roseburg Lumber Company's plant No. 3.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
May 17, 1976, and approved on August 4, 1976.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in February 1980,
completed on December 5, 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on December 8§, 1980. '

Facility Cost: $168,642 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Roseburg Lumber Company operates a plywood plant in the Green District
near Roseburg. A Burley Industries 5-stage scrubber, and dryer seals
were installed on Dryer #3. All of these items are necessary for
effective control of the veneer dryer emissions. This dryer is now in
compliance with the opacity limits. The primary purposes of the
project was air emission control and there is no significant financial
benefit. Therefore, 80% 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 regquired
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 $168,642
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Applicatieon No. T-1384.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AAl1561 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1387

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Diamond International Corporation
Oregon Lumber Division

P.0. Box 1111

Bend, OR 97701

The applicant owns and operates a CDX sheathing plywocod manufactur1ng
plant at Redmond, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a fuel
processing and storage system for waste wood; a fluidized bed burner
{Model FB-200 by Energy Products of Idaho); a combustion gas blending,
cleaning, dryer distribution and recirculation system; a steam boiler
system and a hot water log conditioning system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
December 20, 1979, and approved on February 12, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on April 1, 1980,
completed on December 10, 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on December 16, 1980.

Facility Cost: $3,808,000 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

All log deck debris, oversized 1illy pads, bark, sawdust, stud trim
ends, broken logs and green veneer wastes were previocusly burned in a
wigwam wood waste burner or disposed of in a landfill. The facility
now uses these wastes as a fuel to produce hot gas to dry green veneer
in the plywood manufacturing process. One side benefit was to reduce
plant use of 3.36 million therms of natural gas per yeat.

The wigwam burner has been eliminated and the amount of waste
materials (burner ash) is about 64 cubic feet per day which is
disposed of in a landfill.

Energy production is 100 million British thermal units (Btu) per hour
from waste wood fuel.

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is, therefore,
eligible for consideration.
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4. Summation

a. Pacility 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

(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste by burning;

through the production, processing, or use of materials for
their heat content;

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

{3) 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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $3,808,000
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1387.

Robert L. Brown:c
5C43

(503) 229-5157
Qctober 26, 1981



Application No. T-1396

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at 1600 01d Salem Road, Albany,
Oregon

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 12'x18'x13’
smokehouse for use at the feed make-up and sand chlorination area to
wash off residual ZrCL, from equipment and control fugitive emissions.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
5-24-76, and approved on 7-13-76.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 7-30-76,
completed on 10-11-76, and the facility was placed into operation on
10-11-76.

Facility Cost: $14,767.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The smokehouse provides an enclosed area to collect hazardous fumes
resulting from washing fluid bed condenser, cold fingers, transfer
lines, reactor parts and chloride cans. These fumes are then
neutralized through the caustic 12,000 cfm packed tower scrubber.
Prior to installation of the smokehouse the washing operations were
carried out in the open air with no control of the hazardous fumes.
Liquid effluent is treated in the current waste treatment facility.



Application No, T-1396
Page 2

The installation has been inspected by Department personnel and has
been found to be operating in compliance with regulations and permit
conditions.

All treated effluent is discharged and no process material is
salvaged. Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the
smokehouse and 80% or more of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Summation

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

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

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

air poliution,

4. 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.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $14,767.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1396.

F. A. Skirvin:g
(503} 229-6414
September 17, 1981

AG1376 (1)



Application No. 1399

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFPORT

1.

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is wastewater
dechlorination system consisting of:

a. A drainage collection system;

b. two 12' diameter sulfite storage tanks and a supporting concrete
pad;

c. one 12' diameter sulfite makeup tank;

d. one 12' diameter reactor tank and Lightnin mixer; and,

e. a pH/oxidation reduction potential control system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
August 19, 1977, and approved February 16, 1978. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility November 1977, completed January
1978, and the facility wag placed into operation June 1978.

Facility Cost: $135,445 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Bvaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, scrubber waters from
the sand chlorination and pure chlorination plant, and from the
zirconium oxide kiln discharged directly to the waste treatment
system. The chlorination scrubber water contained hypochlorite which
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formed toxic compounds in the wastewater treatment system. The new
system collects and stores the zirconium oxide kiln scrubber waste
which contains sodium sulfite. The chlorinations scrubber water is
also collected and sent to a reaction tank where the sodium sulfite
water is fed for dechlorination. This system combines two waste
streams under controlled conditions to reduce the toxicity of the
effluent. There is no return on investment.

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 January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
€. 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 80 percent or more.
5. Director's Recommendation
Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $135,445
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1399.
CRA:g

(503) 229-5325
September 21, 1981
WG449 (1)



Application No. T-1400

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at
Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a spill control system
for the separations plant plus portions of a treatment system to
handle the spiliage. The spill control system consists of drains,
piping, sumps, and pumps. The treatment system consists of four
concrete tank support pads, the spill control treatment building and
foundation, a fresh water supply line, an electrical service line,
pumps, and a mixer.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
March 14, 1977, and approved April 8, 1977. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility May 1977, completed January 15,
1978, and the facility was placed into operation February 28, 1978.

Facility Cost: $84,507 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

The accountant's certification shows a facility cost of $142,966.
However, upon questioning the applicant, it was found that a portion
of the treatment system did not work properly and was therefore
dismantled. The applicant subsequently submitted a revised
application showing a revised facility cost of $84,507.

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, spillage and leaks from
the separations plant drained to a pond which leached to Truax Creek.
The drainage contained ammonia and MIBK. The new control system
contains this water and conveys it to the separations plant spill
treatment system. The initial spill treatment system did not function
as designed and has been modified. The applicant has applied for tax
relief for the modifications under a separate application. Those
portions of the original spill treatment system that have remained in
service plus the spill collection system constitute the $84,507
facility cost. There is no return on investment for this project.
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4., Summation

ae.

b.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pellution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $84,507
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1400.

Charles K. Ashbaker:1
WL1217 (1)

(503) 229-5325
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1401

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at 1600 0ld Salem Road, Albany

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a tank wvault scrubbing
system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
September 16, 1977, and approved on November 14, 1977.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in November 1977,
completed in May, 1978, and the facility was placed into operation in

May 1978.

Facility Cost: $114,091.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The tank vault scrubbing system is a series of two (2) sequenced
scrubbers, the first an ejector-venturi and the second a packed tower,
which uses recirculated caustic as a scrubbing liquid to control
fugitive emissions of SiCl4, HC1l, and Cl,. These fugitive emissions
are created from the storage, processing and maintenance operations of
the Si Cl, distillation and refining process.

The installation has been inspected and has been found to be operating
in compliance with regulations and permit conditions. The addition of
this system has also reduced the opacity of the sand chlorination
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scrubbing system which previously was used to control emissions from
the storage tank area vents, and the maintenance operations of the

5iCl, distillation and refining process.

The effluent is treated before discharge with no material from the
process being salvaged. Therefore there is no return on the
investment of the tank wvault scrubbing system and 80% or more of the
facility cost is allocable to pollution control.

Summation

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

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

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

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.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $114,091
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-140C1.

F. A, Skirvin:g
{503) 229-6414
September 17, 1981

AG1377 (1)



Application No. T-1404

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

3.

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of concrete pads
and berms for hafnium precipitation and calcining system spill
control. Floor drains and underground piping are also included to
collect spills.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
August 22, 1977, and approved March 15, 1978, Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility April 1978, completed
September 1978, and the facility was placed into operation
September 1978.

Facility Cost: $14,636 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The spill control facility was included in a larger project which
consisted of relocating the hafnium precipitation and calcining
gsystem. Spilled chemicals are contained within the concrete
structures and are conveyed to the spill treatment system. Without
this system ammonia and acid solutions could have spilled onto the
ground with the potential of polluting the groundwater. There is no
return on investment from this facility.
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4. Summation

a.

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

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 46B.165(1) (a).

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $14,636
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1404.

CKA:g

(503) 229-5325
September 22, 1981

WG460 (1)



Application No. T-1405

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, Oregon 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, titanium,
and niobium production plant at 1600 0ld Salem Road, Albany, Oregon.

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 hafnium oxide
scrubber.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
August 23, 1977, and approved on March 15, 1978.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April 1978, completed
on September 1, 1978, and the facility was placed into operation on
September 1, 1978,

Facility Cost: $65,893.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided}.

Evaluation of Application

The hafnium oxide scrubber is a venturi scrubber operating in conjunction
with an existing packed Bed scrubber fed with scdium hypochlorite to
control the hafnium kiln off-gas and fugitive emissions from the hafnium
and precipitation area. Air contaminants treated are particulate, S02, NHj3
and odorous organic compounds.

This facility which was required by the Department has been inspected by
Department personnel and has been found to be in compliance with regulations
and permit conditions. -

The control strategy prior to the installation of the hafnium scrubber was
similar but undersized for adegquate control. Particulate was removed by
Brinks demisters instead of the venturi scrubber.

The facility was installed solely for air pollution control and there is
no rate of return on the investment. Therefore, 80% or more of the
facility cost is allocable to pollution control.
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Page 2
4. Summation
a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
b. PFacility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
¢. Facility is designed for and. is being operated to a substantial
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 $65,893.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Wo. T-1405.

F. A. Skirvin:h
(503) 229-6414
September 24, 1981



Application No. T-1406

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2,

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at 1600 0ld Salem Road, Albany,
Oregon. '

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 venturi
scrubber, lime treatment system and settling tank.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
8-9~77, and approved on 8-22-77.

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

Facility Cost: $25,747 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application ,

The venturi scrubber with lime treatment of the scrubber blowdown and
a settling tank for removal of fluoride by precipitation of calcium
fluoride were required to achieve control at the columbian oxide kiln.
This facility replaced a previous scrubber without lime treatment for
which no tax credit had been received. Coincident with the
installation, the facility was relocated to facilitate installation of
the hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining system which was on a
compliance schedule.
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The claimed facility, which was required by the Department, has been
inspected by Department personnel and has been found to be in
compliance with regulations and permit conditions.

All material collected is discharged to the wastewater treatment
system, Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the
facility and 80% or more of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

4. Summation

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

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

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

air pollution.

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 Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $25,747.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1406.

F. A. Skirvin:g
(503) 229-6414
September 17, 1981

AG1375 (1)



Application Wo. T-1407

State of Oxegon

Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, Oregon 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, titanium,
and niobium production plant at 1600 01ld Salem Road, Albany, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of the pure chlorina-
tion vent system scrubber system spray towers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 12-22-77,
and approved on 4-4-78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April 1978, completed
in February 1980, and the facility was placed into operation imn February,
1980.

Facility Cost: $385,872 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility is a series of two (2) scrubbers utilizing a

caustic solution to control emissions of hydrogen chloride (HC1l) and
chlorine gas (Cl2) from the pure chlorination vent system. The first
scrubber is a spray column and the second scrubber is a packed column.
This system replaced a previous packed bed caustic scrubber for which

no tax credit had been received. The ventilation capacity was also
increased from 4500 cfm to 15,000 cfm to more adequately control fugitive
emissions.
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The claimed facility which was required by the Department has been
inspected by Department personnel and has been found to be operating
in compliance with requlations and permit conditions. Performance of
the scrubber system has been verified by source test.

The installation was installed only to control air pollution and there
are no materials from the process salvaged. Therefore, there is no
return on the investment in the claimed facility and 80% or more of
the facility cost is allocable to pollution control.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468,175, regarding preliminary certification.

b. Facility was constructed on or after Januwary 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.

4. The facility 1s 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
pocllution control is 80% or more.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $385,879
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in TPax Credit Application No. T-1407.

F.A, Skirvin:a
AA1401 (1)
{503) 229-6414
9-23-81



Application No. 1408

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a pipe bridge to span
Truax Crgek. The bridge consists of metal towers and pipe supports
with concrete foundations.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
January 15, 1979, and approved January 29, 1979. Construction
was initiated on the claimed facility Pebruary 1979, completed
November 1979, and the facility was placed into operation
November 1979.

Facility Cost: $160,788 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, chemical processing
lines were placed underground to transport chemicals to and from the
separations plant and ammonia recovery plant. Pipe breaks often
occurred which allowed chemicals to seep to Truax Creek. The pipe
bridge now carrieg the chemical line above ground. This project has
aided in the reduction of ammonia-nitrogen discharges to Truax Creek.
The reduction of chemical losses is an insignificant savings to the
plants. There is no measurable return on investment from this
project.



Application No. 1408

Page 2

4, Summation

a.

b.

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

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

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

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80 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 $160,788
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1408

CKA:g

{503) 229-5325
September 21, 1981

WG448 (1)



Application No. T-1409

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Teledyne Industries, Inc.
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
Post Office Box 460
Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, titanium,
and niobium production plant at 1600 0ld Salem Road, Albany, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of 36-inch diameter
boiler stack, 35 feet high.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 12-19-78,
and approved on 01-10-79,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in March, 1979, com-—
Pleted in November, 1972, and the facility was placed into operation in
November,, 1979.

Facility Cost: §13,068 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The ¢laimed facility was required by the Department to allow for proper
dispersion of emissions from the new 1200 HP boiler which replaced three
smaller boilers. The new boiler has the capability of burning either
natural gas or residual fuel oil.

The boiler stack has been inspected by Department personnel and has been

found to prevent plume downwash resulting in proper dispersion. Boiler

emissions are within regulations and permit conditions.

There is no return on the investment in the boiler stack which was re-
guired by the Department; therefore, 80% or more of the cost of the
claimed facility is allocable to pollution control.

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pol-
lution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 513,068 with
80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1409.

FAskirvin:ahe
(503) 229-6414
September 23, 1981



Application No. T-1410

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at
Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an ammonium sulfate
storage system consisting of:

a. A 400,000 gallon storage tank;
b. A 75' x 75' concrete pad with 3' sidewalls; and,
c. A sump pump system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
February 2, 1978, and approved February 24, 1978. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility Pebruary 1978, completed May 30,
1978, and the facility was placed into operation May 30, 1978.
Facility Cost: $200,525 Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

This facility is a replacement of two plasti-steel tanks which failed.
The old tanks were never included in a pollution control tax relief
application. The tank provides storage for filtrate from the
separations plant spill treatment system plus storage for ammonium
sulfate streams from the separations plant. Without the tank, these
streams which contain high concentrations of ammonia would flow to
Truax Creek. The ammonium sulfate in the storage tank is sent through
a concentrator and iz sold as fertilizer. Although approximately
$6,600 is generated annually through the sale of the fertilizer, the
concentration system operates at a net annual loss of over $48,000.
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4., Summation

a.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $200,525
with 80 or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1410.

CKa:g

{503) 229-5325
November 5, 1981

WG654 (1)



Application No. T-1413

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at
Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a modification to the
separations plant spill treatment system consisting of:

a. An MIBK separator and thickener,
b. neutralization tank,

c. surge tank

d. two solids centrifuges, and

a, pumps and piping.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made June 6,
1979, and approved July 12, 1979. Construction was initiated on the

claimed facility July 1979, completed February 1980, and the facility
was placed into operation February 1980.

Facility Cost: $317,723 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The old separations plant spill treatment system did not operate as
designed and often bypassed spills to a pond near Truax Creek. The
pond seeped to Truax Creek causing the discharge of high
concentrations of thioccyanate and ammonia. The new system has
increased the process rate and surge capacity of the spill treatment
system thus eliminating the bypass to the pond. Since completion of
this project, ammeonia discharges in Truax Creek have been reduced from
1000 lbs/day to about 200 lbs/day. The treatment system recovers
approximately 4800 gallons of MIBK and produces about 3600 tons of
ammonia fertilizer annually. This generates an annual income of about
$18,500. However, the operating expenses for the treatment system are
in excess of $160,000 so there is no return on investment for this
project.
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4. Summation

bl

Ce

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $317,723
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1413.

CKA:g

(503) 229-5325
November 6, 1981



Application No. 1415

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium, and niobium production plant at Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is wastewater treatment
system clarifier sludge dewatering facility consisting of:

a. 4-2 1/2 acre clay lined storage ponds approximately 7 feet deep
with overflow weirs,

b. 6 inch pipe and pump station to convey clarifier sludge to the
ponds, and

c. a 6 inch return pipe.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made February
27, 1979, and approved May 23, 1979. Construction was initiated on
the claimed facility June 1979, completed December 1979, and the
facility was placed into operation December 1979.

Facility Cost: $697,719 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
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Evaluation of Application

CKA:g
{503)
Septe
WG447

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, waste treatment
clarifier sludge was discharged to the sludge pond behind the plant
where it blended with sludge which contained more than 5 pCi/gram
Radium 226. Oregon Law now requires all sludge which contains greater
than 5 pCi/gram Radium 226 to be disposed of at a site approved for
radioactive waste. Since the radiocactivity of the waste stream is now
reduced within the plant, the clarifier sludge is no longer considered
to be radiocactive. New ponds were constructed for dewatering the
clean sludge where it could possibly be used later as a soil
supplement. All decant water is returned to the clarifier. As yet
there is no market for the sludge and no income has been derived from
the investment.

Summation

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

b. 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.

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 contrel is 80 percent or more.
~

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $697,719
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1415

229-5325
mber 21, 1981

(1)



Application No. T-1417

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Bugene/Springfield Division
P.0. Box 1618

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a veneer manufacturing and drying
plant at Irving Road in Eugene.

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 direct-fired
Green Fuel Heat Cell to provide heat for three veneer dryers. Fuel
cell produces 30 MM Btu/hour replacing natural gas.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 14, 1979, and approved on May 2, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April 1979,
completed in December 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
in August 1980.

Facility Cost: $732,930 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of this facility, approximately 10,000 units per
year of wood waste was landfilled or diverted to off-site uses. The
unit produces 30 MM Btu/hour of heat which was formerly produced with
natural gas.

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is, therefore,
eligible for consideration.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
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b. As 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 burning for
their heat content;

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

(3) 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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $732,930
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1417.

R. L. Brown:c
SC68

(503) 229-5157
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1418

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Crater Lake Orchard
P.0O. Box 129
Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a pear and apple orchard at Medford,
Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an overtree sprinkler
system used for both irrigation and frost protection in the orchard.
The costs are:

Fees and permits 3 185,00
Engineering 6,369.55
Land construction 22,311.70
Pumps, motors and wiring 19,654.38
Direct labor 4,462.53
Trenching 9,966.28
Pipe, fittings and
other materials and costs 47,189.30
Total $110,138.74

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
4-04-80, and approved on 8-18-80.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 4-04-80,
completed on 6-09-80, and the facility was placed into operation cn
6~15-80.

Facility Cost: $110,138.74 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed overtree sprinkler system provides frost pretection to
approximately 70 acres of orchard, by replacing the need for
approximately 2,100 oil fired orchard heaters. The sprinkler system
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consists of a new east water storage pond, the use of an existing west
water storage pond, 5 main water lines, 5 electric pumps and the
necessary sprinkler heads on risers to provide overtree sprinkling.
The sprinkler system also replaces an existing satisfactory
under—-the~tree irrigation system.

The orchard farmers desire a secure long range solution to frost
control that reduces or eliminates the smoke and soot nuisance
produced by orchard heaters. The Environmental Quality Commission has
previously certified about six overtree sprinkler systems in the
Medford area as pollution control facilities., Of these, at least four
were for existing orchards with irrigation capabilities. These
situations were essentially similar to that being considered herein.

In these previous applications the percent of the cost allocable to
pellution control was based upon the percentage of total operating
time that the overtree sprinkler system was used for frost protection
compared to the total operating time for both frost protection and
irrigation. The sprinkler systems are used approximately egual time
for both frost protection and irrigation in the Medford area. Using
this criterion the portion of the cost allocable to pollution control
was 40% or more but less than 60%. This method of determining percent
of cost allocable to pollution control is described in the
Department's Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program Guidance
Handbook.

The applicant requests B0% or more allocation since he made the
investment to eliminate the emissions from fuel oil fired@ orchard
heaters. The applicant states: "The orchard was served by an adequate
irrigation system. If the decision to spend $110,139 or any part of
it was used for the new system for irrigation only, we would not have
considered it. Thus the entire investment must rise or fall on its
ability to replace the burning of oil. This it does completely". The
applicant has reaffirmed his stand to the Department by the attached
letter and has submitted the two attached supporting opinions from
Mr.Don Berry, Extension Agency for Jackson County and Mr. Robert R.
Stafford, President AG and Water Services,

A significant increase in the cost of fuel oil has occurred since
January '1979:

Date Cost Per Gallon
1-79 $0.45
7-79 0.71
1-80 , 0.86
7-81 0.93
1-81 0.97

5-81 1.05
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With the cost of 0il increasing faster than the cost of new equipment,

there is now an economic benefit to discontinue using orchard heaters
for frost protection.

The fuel cost to operate the orchard heaters is shown on the
applicant's letter and is:

$1,025 x 70 acre = $71,750 = §71,750
acre yr

The added pumping cost for overtree sprinklers is less than $2,000 per
year. Other differences in operating expenses are considered
insignificant., The net income (savings) in operating cost is $69,750
per year. The rate of return using the Department's Guidance Handbook
method for a 10 year period is greater than 50%.

Considering the increase in the cost of fuel o0il, the Department
determined that a cost allocation based upon percent return on
investment to be applicable.

With the annual rate of return on in#estment greater than 25%, the
portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution
control is less than 20%.

Summation

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

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

c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling,r 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 less than 20%.

Director's Recommendation

FAS:a
AAl34
(503}
9-9-8

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $110,138.74
with less than 20% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1418.

1 (1)
229-6414
1
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Dear Mr. Potts:

- In reference to your request for an estimate of the costs of
“heating an orchard by burning oil, we submit the following.

We understand our county agent has stated that the valley
averages 50 hours of heating in a season, using 34 heaters per
g acre. Our experience is that the heaters burn 1 gallon per
hours. The county agent also states 1/3 of the 50 hours are a
heavy burn using all the 34 heaters and 2/3 using 1/2 of the
heaters. The cost of oil in 1980 was 90.9¢. Thus an average oil
cost of $1,025.00 per acre.

There are other costs to be considered.

Depreciation $51.00 per acre

N g Labor - lighting 25.00 per acre

Refill heaters 8.00 per acre
$84.00 per acre A

. ;*~5 Thus, total costs are $34.00 per acre plus §1,035.00 per acre
I . for oil, equals $1,119.00 per acre,

We are dealing with averages in this calculation. Therefore,
some years will be less expensive and some more.

All of the discussion above is not germane to the decision of
whether we are granted a certification for 100% or less of the
investment in our air pollution abatement program. If we reduce our
air pollution in its entirety and if there are no benefits by reduced
costs of irrigation, we are deserving of a 100% certification. It
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is not a question of whether we have reduced our cost of heating
the orchard. The questions are, to what extent have we reduced
air pollution and are there other functions beyond heating that
benefit. We believe we qualigy for 100% certification. i

Therefore, we request you not quote any part of this letter _
-out of context without quoting the above paragraph. o

I

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerelylyours,

CRATER LAKE ORCHARDS

By . / <7

D. G. Root




AG AND WATER SERVICES |
31597 Hwy. 58 T4

Fugene, Oregon 97105
503/746-3654

May 14, 1981

Don Root

Crater Lake Orchards
P.0. Box 129

Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear Don:

From our discussion last week, I understand that you
have been irrigating by hand lines, using under-tree
sprinklers and a 25 HP pump and for frost protection,
you were using oil burning pots,

In order to eliminate the pollution caused by the oil
birning pots you put in an over-tree sprinkling system.
The over-tree irrigation system may have scome drawbacks
as to the effiency of the irrigation water. You will
now experience wind problems which were not prevalent
with the under-tree method. Also, the over~tree may
wash your trees when you don't want them to be wet.

Your connected horse power needs, because of frost
control, has now gone from 25 HP to 390 HP,

In summary, it would seem that you have indeed sac-
rificed some of yocur irrigation application effiency
in order to get rid of the pollution causing oil
pots. -

Respectfully,

(40, i)

Robert R. Staffor Pres,
ober a ??Q

RRS/hr
encl:

Irrigation Planning & System Design © Agricultural & Water Consulting * Pump Testing Services

(ﬁ
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Mailing address:
1301 Maple Grave Drive
Medtord, Oregon 97501  (503) 776-7371

EXTENSION SERVIGE
Jackson County Olfice

May 13, 1981

Don Root

Myron Root & Company
690 South Grape Street
Medford, OR 97501

I would concur that the primary purpose for the installation of
overtree sprinklers in our orchards is for frost protection. Due to
the high cost of installation for overhead sprinkling systems, the
decision by our growers to install overheads was aimost entirely due
to the necessity of meeting an efficient pollution free and Tow cost
method for protecting orchards against frost.

Under tree (hand moved line) sprinklers, as previously installed
in your Indian Springs Orchards, would be perfectly adequate for or-
chard irrigation -- but would require a supplemental orchard heating
system, ordinarily requiring the use of fossil fuels. The conversion
from fossil fuels to overhead sprinklers has definitely reduced air
polTution in that area.

As I understand the Oregon code pertaining to tax credit for pollu-
tion control, in my opinion you should certainly qualify for the maximum

amount.
Sincerely,
Don Berry éégiVV%gi
Extension Agent

DB:mv Horticulture

Agriculture, Home Economics, 4-H Youlh, Foresiry, Communlly Dovetopmenl, and Marine Advisory Programs
Qregon  Slate  Universlty, Uniled States Depariment of Agricutturs, ond Jackson County cooperating




Application No. T-1430

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Champion International Corporation

Building Products Division

P. O. Box 10228

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a wood products facility at Lebanon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is wastewater recirculation
system consisting of:

a. Liquatex separator with 1 1/2 Hp. motor and stainless steel
screen;

b. a 1,000 gallon tank and a 15 Hp. recirculation pump;

c. recirculation piping;

d. an 8'x8'x8' concrete sump and Brill Oil Skimmer; and

e, a 5 Hp. chopper pump,

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made August
10, 1977, and approved August 18, 1977. Construction was initiated on
the claimed facility December 1977, completed November 1979, and the

facility was placed into operation November 1979.

Facility Cost: $35,735.00 {Accountant's Certification was provided).
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Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, hardboard plant
scrubber water and steam condensate, compressor cooling water, and
storm runoff were discharged to a low land area behind the plant.

This area filled with water during the wet months and overflowed to a
drainage ditch. Now scrubber water flows through the Liquatex wood
fiber separator and drains to the 1,000 gallon tank. The screened
water is then pumped back to the scrubbers. The steam condensate,
cooling water, and storm runoff now flow through a concrete sump where
oils are skimmed. The effluent is pumped to a 1,000 gallon tank where
it blends with the scrubber water. Although some overflow still goes
to the low land area, the increased evaporation caused by the removal
of the oils and wood fiber has prevented discharge to the drainage
ditch. The collected oil and wood fiber is burned in the wood fired
boiler. The added fuel contribution is insignificant. There is no
return on investment fxom this project.

Summation

a. PFacility 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 regquired
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

¢. PFacility 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 80 percent or more.

Director's Recommendation

CKA:g
{503)

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $35,735.00
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1430.

229-5325

September 16, 1981
WG432 (1)



Application No. T-1431

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion International Corporation

Building Products Division - Roseburg Plant
P.0. Box 10228

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a plywocd manufacturing plant at
Roseburg.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the installation of
veneer dryer end air seals, balancing veneer dryer pressures and
installing Burley Industry scrubbers on four veneer dryers located at
the company's plant in Roseburg.

Requests for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit were made on
12/20/77 and 9/20/78, and approved on 1/12/78 and 11/3/78 for

NC 1058 and NC 1268 respectively.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1978,
completed in April 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
April 1980.

Facility Cost: $495,627 (Accountant’s Certification was provided).

BEvaluation of Application

The modification of each of the four veneer dryers was successful to
balance internal pressures and reduce air flows to d@ccommodate the
installation of air emission control wet scrubbers. The installation
provided compliance with the emission limits required for veneer
dryers.

The seals can reduce fuel consumptiocn, however, the savings in fuel is
minimal and the return on investment is believed to be less than 2%.
These dryers operated effectively priocr to the installation of the
scrubbers. The primary purpose of this equipment is air pollution
control. There is no significant economic advantage to the company.
Therefore, 80% 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
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 $495,627
with 80% or more allocated to pellution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1431.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AAl563 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1432

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Champion Building Products
Building Products Divisiecn
Gold Beach Plant

P.0O. Box 10228

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant at
Gold Beach.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the modification of four
veneer dryers by providing dryer end seals and installing Burley
Industry wet scrubbers on each dryer at the company's Gold Beach
plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
12/20/77 and 9/20/78 and was approved on 1/9/78 and 10/19/78 for
NC 1059 and NC 1256 respectively.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on November 12,
1978, completed on April 25, 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on May 21, 1980.

Facility Cost: $611,075 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Four veneer dryers were modified with air end seals and door seals and
fitted with Burley Industry wet scrubbers, The dryers were certified
in compliance with air emission standaards on October 17, 1981.

The dryer seals reduce the air leaking into and/or out of the dryers.
These seals can reduce fuel consumption, however, the savings in
hogged fuel is minimal and the return on investment is believed to be
less than 2%. These dryers operated effectively prior to the
installation of the seals. The primary purpose of this equipment is
air pollution control. There is no apparent significant ecenomic



Application No. T-1432

Page 2

advantage to the company. Therefore, 80% or more of the cost is
allocable to pollution control.

4., Summation

a.

b.

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

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

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

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

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 $611,075

with

80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1432,

F.A. Skirvin:a

AR1564 (1)

{503) 229-

6414

November 10, 1981
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Application No. T-1433

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion International Corporation
Building Products Division

Lebanon Plant

P.O. Box 10228

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a veneer and plywood manufacturing
plant at Lebanon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the ducting of veneer
dryer exhaust gases from six dryers to a hogged fuel boiler for
incineration.

Reguest for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October 1, 1976, and approved on December 3, 1976.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on

November 1, 1976, completed in May 1978, and the facility was placed
into operation on September 1, 1978.

Facility Cost: $484,699 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Champion International Corporation has provided emission control on
five of their seven veneer dryers at their Lebanon plant by ducting
the exhaust gases to an existing hogged fuel boiler. Five dryers were
certified in compliance with emission standards on October 6, 1978.
The sixth dryer has been controlled by a catalytic oxidation system
but is expected to be connected to the boiler at a later date.

Sealing, installing baffles and dampers, and pressure and temperature
controls was part of the project to accomplish the ducting for
emission incineration. There are no significant net profit benefits
from the installation. There may be some reduction in fuel consumption
resulting in a estimated return on investment of less than 5%. The
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primary purpose of the project was for air pollution control.
Therefore, 80% or more of the cost is allocable to pollution control.

4. Summation

a.

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

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

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

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

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 $484,699

with

80% or more allocated to pellution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1433.

F.A. Skirvin:a

AA1562 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1434

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Champion International Corporation
Building Products Division

P. O. Box 10228

Eugene, OR 97440

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer manufacturing facility
at Mapleton.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a veneer dryer wash
water recirculation system consisting of concrete-metal troughs, 3
collection tanks, a Sweco vibrating screen, a 10 Hp chopper pump, a
20 Hp recirculation pump, associated plumbing, electrical controls,
and tank supports.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
January 12, 1978, and approved March 3, 1978. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility September 1978, completed
December 31, 1979, and the facility was placed into operaticn
December 31, 1979.

Facility Cost: $76,437. An Accountant's Certification of a Facility
Cost of $77,880 was provided. It was agreed upon with the applicant
to subtract $1,443 from the facllity cost since these costs were not
directly related with this pollution control project.

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, veneer dryer wash water
discharged to a settling pond which drained to the Siuslaw River.

Wash waters are now collected in concrete-metal troughs and conveyed
to a 1,000 gallon tank. The collected water is then pumped across a
Sweco screen and conveyed to an 8,000 gallon recycle tank. The
collected water is either reused as wash water or it is pumped to the
hot water log vats for make-up water. All discharges to the settling
pond have been eliminated. There is no return on investment from this
system.
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4. Summation

a.

b.

C.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $76,437
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1434.

CKA:g

(503) 229-5325
October 6, 1981



Application No. T-1435

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2,

Applicant

D & E Wood Products
P.0. Box 327
Prineville, OR 97754

¢
The applicant owns and operates a plant to sort, grade and

remanufacture wood waste at Prineville.

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 conveyors
processing equipment, including saws and vehicles to transport both
waste material from area mills for remanufacture and finished products
to market.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 24, 1979, and approved on June 19, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on July 1, 1979,
completed on December 1, 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on December 1, 1980.

Facility Cost: $75,085.98 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Before construction of this facility, most mills in the Prineville
area disposed of their wood waste at the Crook County Landfill. Waste
from Ochoco Lumber Company; Consolidated Pine, Inc.; Clear Pine
Moulding, Inc.; and Pine Products Corp. are utilized. Yearly amounts
processed are 943 tons planer trims, 649/M board feet short and broken
lumber and 480 tons hog fuel.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
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b. As 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 burning and
by mechanical process; through the production, processing,
or uge of materials for their heat content or other forms of
energy or materials which have useful chemical or physical
properties;

{(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 utilizatioh, 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
polluticn 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 $75,085.98
with 100 percent alleccated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1435.

R. L. Brown:c
SC31

{503) 229-5157
October 26, 1981



Application No. T-1438

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Fairview Division (Bauman Plant)
3800 First Interstate Tower
Portland, OR 97201

The applicant owns and operates a lumber mill five miles east of
Lebanon on Highway 20.

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 paved log
handling and sorting yard and a whole log chipper, followed by a

" screening system to separate chips from waste wood materials.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on

April 3, 1980, and approved on August 14, 1980. (Application signed
by applicant on April 3, 1980, and received by the Department as
complete on July 30, 1980, after several submissions and rejections by
the Department for incompleteness.)

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on May 5, 1980,
completed on December 22, 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation on December 26, 1980.

Facility Cost: $2,883,395.86 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The paved log handling and sorting yard portion of the total project
was included to allow recovery of loose bark and splinters for fuel.
This eliminated the need to dispose of such material in landfills.

A whole log chipper was installed to produce pulp chips from cull logs
and parts of logs that were previously left at the logging site to bhe
burned as slash. This recovery of waste logs during timber harvest
reduces solid wastes which were burned, creating air pollution. As a
side result, the cut area can be replanted earlier, reducing soil
erosion and water pollution. '
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At present, the facility recovers 255 units of chips per day (valued
at $18.00 per unit at the plant} and 480 units of hogged wood fuel per
month (valued at $7.00 per unit at the plant).

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is, therefore,
eligible for consideration,

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

{1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste, by burning and
by mechanical process;

{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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$2,883,395.86 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1438.

R. L. Brown:c

5C66
(503) 229-5157
November 9, 1981



Application No. T-1439

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

International Paper Company

Vaughn Plant

P. 0. Box 308

Veneta, Oregon 97487

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant at Vaughn.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Rader SandAir filter
and associated equipment to reduce particulate air contaminant emissions
from two veneer dryers at International Paper Company's Vaughn plant.

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WERE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY LANE REGIONAL
AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 26, 19279 and approved on May 31, 1979,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June 1979,
completed in May 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
May 1980.

Facility Cost: $264,171.91 {(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The utilization of a wet sand filter for contrelling particulate emissions
from veneer dryers has been demonstrated as one of the most effective
viable technigues available. The two veneer dryers at International

Paper Company's Vaughn plant are in compliance with State and Lane Regional
Air Pollution Authority emission standards.

The primary purpose of the project is to accomplish air pollution control
and there is no significant economic advantage, therefore 80% 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.

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.
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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 $264,171.91
with 80% or more allocated to pollution contrel, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1439,

F. A. Skirvin:h
(503} 229-6414
November 12, 1981



_ _ Application No, T-1440
State of Orégon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELTEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Treplex, Inc.

P. O. Box 2663
Eugene, Oregon 297402

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing 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 is a gystem to collect exhaust
gases from two veneer dryers for transport to an existing hogged fuel
boiler to accomplish contaminated air incineration.

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WERE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY LANE REGIONAL
ATR POLLUTION AUTHORITY.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
September 12, 1980 and approved on December 24, 1980.

Construction was initiated on-the claimed facility on December 1, 1980,
completed on January 27, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation
on ‘May 21, 1981.

Facility cost: $170,598 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Treplex operates two veneer dryers at their plant located at 118 Highway
99N in Eugene. To achieve compliance with air emissions from the dryers
they installed a dryer exhaust collection system to iIncinerate the
contaminated gases in the existing hogged fuel boiler. The project
included making modifications to the boiler and installing controls and
instrumentation to accommodate the dryer exhaust as underfire and
overfire air. -The dryers are now in compliance with the air emission
standards.

The primary purpose of the project was for air pollution control.
Economic benefit to the company is believed to be minimal, therefore
80% or more of the cost is allcocable as pollution control,

Summation

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

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
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¢. 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 Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of 5170,598
with B80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1440.

F. A. Skirwvin:h
(503) 229-6414
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1442

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Bickford Orchards, Inc.
1930 Hwy 35
Hood 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 one tropic breeze wind
machine for frost damage control.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
10-28-80, and approved on 3-13-81.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 3-1-81,
completed on 3-24-81, and the facility was placed into operation on
3-24-81.

Pacility Cost: $15,194.15 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Orchard farmers in the Hood River area started using wind machines in
1972 for reasons that include the reduction in smoke and socot
emissions from orchard heaters. The farmers ‘wanted to reduce
emissions in order to protect the continued operation of their farms
in a populated area. There is no rule regquiring the reduction in
emissions from farm operations. The approximately 10 acres of orchard
protected from frost damage by the claimed orchard wind machine were
previously protected by oil fired orchard heaters.

With the increase in the cost of fuel oil te $1.09/gallon in May 1981,
this application is calculated to have a rate of return of just over
25%. The calculation is in accordance with the Department's
Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program Guidance Handbook and
is attached. The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control is less than 20%.
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4. Summation

a.

b.

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

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

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

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution contreol is less than 20%.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $15,194.15
with less than 20% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1442.

F.A. Skirvin:a

AAl1559 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 9, 1981



RATE OF RETURN CALCULATION - T-1442

Cost to operate oil fired heaters only:

23 heaters .75 gal. oil " 1.09 s = $18.80
acre heater hr gal. acre hr

18.8 $ 30 hr 10 acre = 5,640,75 $

ACYE HY vr— X v

Cost to operate orchard wind machine:

Cost wind machine $367 utilities
115 maintenance
Total 482 §

year
Cost perimeter heaters
10 heaters .75 gal. oil - 1.098% - 8.175 §
acre heater hr. gal, —_—
acre hr.
8.175% X 10 hr. X 10 acre _ 817.50'%
acre hr yr yY
Wind machine =..$482
Perimeter heaters = 817
Total cost 1,299 $/yr

Savings in operating. cost

There is no tax on farm machinery and no other costs were considered,

Savings = 5,640 - 1,299 = 4,341 $/vx

Rate of Return

Facility cost = $15,194,15
Factor of internal rate
or return = 15,194
—=r— = 3,500
4,341
Rate of return (10 Yrs) = greater than 25%

(25% = 3.571, 26% = 3.465})



Application No. T-1443

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

3.

Applicant

Nicolai Company
Springfield Division
500 N.E. Multnomah
Portland, OR 97232

The applicant owns and operates a door manufacturing plant at
Springfield, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of an enclosed hog

fuel truck loading/unloading building and associated equipment,
negative air transfer system and vent f£ilter at the door
manufacturing facility in Springfield.

Plans and specifications were reviewed and approved by Lane Regional
Air Pollution Authority.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
January 28, 1981, and approved on March 11, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on March 1, 1981,
completed on May 1, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation
on May 1, 1981.

Facility Cost: $80,347 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Nicolai Company operates a door manufacturing plant at Springfield,
Oregon. An enclosed hog fuel tank loading/unloading building:

associated equipment, negative air transfer system and vent filter
were installed as required by the Lane Regional Air Pollution

Authority. Airborne dust is effectively captured and this process is
now in compliance with air pollution rules. The primary purpose of
the project was air pollution control. The net return on investment
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is calculated to be less than 1%. Therefore, B0% or more of the cost
is allocable to pollution contreol.

4. Summation

a.

bl

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

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

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

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

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 $80,347

with

80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1443.

F.A. Skirvin:a

AA1560 (1)

{503) 229-6414
November 9, 1981



Application No. T-1450

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Number One Boardman Station
consisting of
Portland General Electric Co. 80%
121 S.W. Salmon St.
Portland, OR 97204

Idaho Power Co. 102
1220 Idaho St.

P.0O. Box 70

Boise, ID 83707

Pacific Northwest Generating Co. 10%
Suite 330

8383 N.E, Sandy Blvd.

Portland, OR 97220

The applicant owns and operates a single 500,000 KW cocal~burning steam
electric generator unit at Boardman, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of an
electrostatic precipitator installation and a f£ly-ash storage and
handling system. ‘

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit (ash handling} was made

on Noyember 23, 1976 and approved March 2, 1979 and July 6, 1979 (main stack
precipitator) .

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in September 1977,

completed in June 1980, and the facility was placed into operation on

August 3, 19280,

Facility Cost: $47,353,848 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The facility, which was required by the Department, consists of two
subsystems. The first is an electrostatic precipitator installation
which removes more than 99.9% of particulate material generated by
combustion of coal in the boiler. The second subsystem consists of a
fly—ash handling and storage system. The fly-ash (particulate
material) collected is sold for use as a substitute for portland
cement.
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The facility has been inspected by Department persconnel and has been
found to be operating in compliance with regulations and permit
conditions. New source compliance tests conducted in August 1980
demonstrate that the average emission rate is 0.015 1b/BTU which is
well within the State of Oregon requirements of 0.04 1lb/BTU and the
Federal requirement of 0.10 1b/BTU.

The sale of the fly-ash generates $147,000 annually. The annual
operating expense before taxes, exclusive of depreciation, is
$1,122,000 and consists of the following:

Labor $ 90,000
Utilities 810,000
Maintenance 222,000

Total $1,122,000

The annual expenses are in excess of the income generated by the sale
of the fly-ash., Therefore, there is no return on the investment in
the electrostatic precipitator installation and the fly-ash handling
and storage system and 80 percent or more of the cost of the facility
is allocable to pollution control.

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 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 Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $47,353,848
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1450.

F.A.Skirvin:a
AA1521 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 4, 1981



Application No. T-1451

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT -

3.

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Griggs Division

3800 First Interstate Tower
Portland, OR 97201

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing facility seven
miles north of Lebanon on County Road #24.

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 waste wood
fuel storage bin, conveyors, a Wellons fuel cell, exhaust gas blend
chamber, gas ductwork to and from the dryers, automatic controls and
associated auxiliary equipment.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
November 18, 1980, and approved on January 29, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on December 18,
1980, completed on July 11, 1981, and the facility was placed into
operation on July 13, 1981.

Facility Cost: $1,103,710.01 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of application

The facility is using approximately one hundred and seventy units of
waste wood as fuel per month. The source of the waste wood fuel is
the log debarking portion of this plant. 1In the past, this material
was shipped to Western Kraft at Albany, but Western Kraft was not a
steady market., As a result, this material was then landfilled.
Installation of the Wellons fuel cell provided a steady user of this
waste wood fuel for the Willamette Industries, Inc., mill at Griggs.
Western Kraft thus becomes a market for other facilities producing
waste wood suitable for use as fuel.

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is, therefore,
eligible for consideration.
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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

{1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste, by burning
for their heat content;

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

(3) 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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$1,103,710.01, with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1451.

R. L. Brown:c

8C6e5

(503) 229-5157

November 9, 1981 '



Application No. T-1454

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

North Santiam Veneer, Inc.

P.0., Box 377

Mill City, OR 97360

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer producing facility at
Idanha, 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 waste wood
boiler storage bins, conveyors, a Vyncke package boiler system
{produced by a Belgian company) producing 12,000 pounds of steam per
hour, a multiclone air pollution control system and steam lines to the
existing steam vats. The steam lines were included to tie into an
existing steam supply manifold from the new boiler location. The new
boiler was located away from the old boiler site due to space
constraints.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 15, 1980 {revised June 20, 1980), and approved on August 15,
1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on September 1,
1980, completed on May 10, 1981, and the facility was placed into
operation on June 2, 1981.

Facility Cost: $607,903,70 {Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Application

This facility utilizes 2,500 tons of waste wood as a fuel per year
that was previously landfilled. In addition, 12,000 tons of waste
wood fuel that previously was trucked to Albany to a boiler facility
is also used in this facility. This forced the previous customer to

develop an alternate supply of hogged fuel.

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under

current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is, therefore,
eligible for consideration.
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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

(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste, by burning;

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

{(3) 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 Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $607,903.70

with 100 percent allocated@ to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1454.

R, L. Brown:c
SC75

{503) 229-5157
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1455

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATIOCN REVIEW REPORT

ll

Applicant

Georgia Pacific
Toledo Paper Division
900 S.W. 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates a kraft linerboard and bagpaper
manufacturing facility at Toledo.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of fifteen mill
sewer conductivity monitors, a new instrumentation panel and the
centralization of existing air pollution monitoring instrumentation,

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
October 29, 1975, and approved June 23, 1976. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility November 1975, completed
September 1977, and the facility was placed into operation September
1977.

Facility Cost: $106,250 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Fifteen conductivity monitors were installed at specific locations
throughout the mill's industrial sewer system to allow rapid detection
of liquid leaks or spills. The conductivity monitors read out to
recorders in a new instrumentation panel., Audio-visual alarms are
also connected to each conductivity monitor. The new instrumentation
panel was purposely oversized to allow for centralization of existing
air pellution monitors. Georgia-Pacific has estimated an annual
savings from the claimed facility of $116,000. This savings results
from reduced chemical losses to the sewer. Subtracting an $18,000
annual maintenance cost provides a net savings of $98,000. The factor
of internal rate of return is 1.084 (106,250). Using a useful life of
{ 98,000)
15 years, one obtains a rate of return in excess of 50%. The percent
of cost of this facility that is allccable to pollution control is

less than 20 percent.
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4, Summation

d.

Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 46B.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is less than 20 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 $106,250
with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1455.

CKa:g

(503) 229-5325
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1464

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

West Coast Beet Seed Company
P.O, Box 711
Salem, OR 97308

The applicant owns and operates a sugar beet seed processing plant at
Salem, Oregon,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is one Carter Day baghouse.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
6-1-81, and approved on 7-20-81.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 6-1-81,
completed on 6-30-81, and the facility was placed into operation on 9-
10-81.

Pacility Cost: $63,126.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant installed a new seed cleaning line with baghouse
control. The dust and debris screenings are discharged into a cyclone
above a holding bin. The claimed facility is a baghouse, Carter Day
232 Reverse Flow Style 12, on the exhaust of this cyclone. The sole
purpose of the baghouse is air pollution control. The percent of the
cost of the claimed facility allecable to pollution control is 80% or
more.

Summation

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



Application No. T-1464
Page 2

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

c. Facility is designed for and 1s 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
poellution control iz 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 $63,126.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1464.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA1566 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1476

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Richards Food Centers, Inc.
213 Beacon St.
Grants Pass, OR 97526

The applicant owns and operates an Exxon service station at Medford,
Oregon., '

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the installation of
gasoline vapor return systems in four buried storage tanks.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
4-27-79, and approved on 1-31-80.

i
Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 5-6-81,

completed on 5-6-81, and the facility was placed into operation on
5-6-81.
Facility Cost: $1990.00 (Invoice was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant installed an approved gasoline vapor return system in
four storage tanks to meet Department rules. The tanks were
previously filled by submerged fill which means that the installation
of the vapor return system does not result in any new economic benefit
to the applicant.

There is no return on investment; therefore, 80% 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 wés constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by CRS 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 $1990.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1476.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA1567 (1)

(503) 229-6414
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1477

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Concor, Inc.
Sunshine Wash'N Wax
389 N.W. 21st Drive
Pendleton, OR 97801

The applicant owns and operates an automatic conveyorized car wash
gsystem at Pendleton.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a car wash water recycle
gystem consisting of a 6' x 6' x 28' concrete sump, a 10 hp recycle
pump, a barrel screen, and a sand filter,

Regquest for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
November 6, 1979, and approved November 6, 1979. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility November 8, 1979, completed
January 15, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation
February 18, 1980.

Facility Cost: $10,212

Evaluation of Application

This car wash water recycle system was installed at a new automatic
conveyorized wash facility in Pendleton, Used wash water and detergent
flow into one end of the baffled concrete sump where solids and silt
settle. The clarified wash water and detergent is then ready to pump
through a screen and sand filter for recycle. About 75 percent of the
wash water is recycled with the remaining 25 percent being discharged to
Pendleton's sewerage system. Rinse water at the facility enters a

separate compartment at the opposite end of the sump. Solids are
settled from the rinse water and then it discharges to the sewer. A

vacuum truck periodically removes the sludges from the sump. These
materials would otherwise enter the sewerage system.

The facility saves about $1,459 per year in reduced water and detergent
costs. However, annual expenses to operate and maintain the recycle
system are in excess of $1,500. There is no return on investment from
this system. (The wash facility utilizes cold water so there is no
reclamation of hot water.)



Application No. T-1477

Page 2

4. Summation

a.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control PFacility Certificate bearing the cost of $10,212
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1477.

Charles K. Ashbaker:1
WL1216 (1)

(503) 229-5325
November 12, 1981



Application No. T-1348

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Wacker Siltronic Corporation

P.0. Box 03180
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a silicon crystal growing, slicing and
polishing facility at 7200 NW Front Avenue in Portland,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a two-bed carbon
adsorption unit, a blower and all associated ductwork, controls,
electrical, compressed air and steam supplies. This unit absorbs
volatile organic compounds (VOC) from the exhaust air of several
process areas. The beds are periodically steam-desorbed to remove
these material which are then sent to a waste storage tank for
disposal.

Apﬁlicant believes the Preliminary Certification was made and that the
full intent of the pollution tax credit law has been met,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1979, .
completed in March 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
March 1980.

Facility Cost: $243,145 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Without operation of the carbon adsorption unit, the exhausted air
from several pieces of process equipment would discharge to the
atmosphere with volatile organic compounds approaching as high as
several hundred parts per million. With the unit in operation, VOC's
are reduced to between 0 and about 15 parts per million. The system
has adequately controlled emissions, The primary purpose of this
equipment is air pollution control. There is no economic benefit to
the company, therefore, 80% or more of the cost would be allocable to
pellution control.
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In its letter of March 31, 1981, (Attachment A), the applicant
requested that the Commission waive the filing of the Preliminary
Certification application because special circumstances rendered the
filing unreasonable. Supplemental information supporting the
applicant's claim was presented in a letter dated September 28, 1981
(Attachment B). A review of the files revealed the following:

a.

At the very outset, discussions with Wacker Siltronic dealt with
DEQ environmental concerns, permit processes, and the available
environmental economic incentives (both tax credit and pollution
control bonds). A position paper {Attachment C) was given to
Wacker in March 1977 covering these items.

Several (6) meetings were held with Wacker and their consultant,
CHoM/Hill, in an effort to solidify the air, water and solid
waste standards that the proposed plant would have to meet. &
Preliminary Summary of Environmental Considerations

{Attachment D) was submitted to the Department on March 29, 1978.

Continued consultation occurred with CHoM/Hill and Wacker
personnel until July 13, 1978, when the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit (ACDP) application was submitted. The NPDES permit
application was submitted on July 28, 1978. General Permit
Information and Specific Information for Air Quality

{Attachment E) dated June 1978 was submitted with these
applications. After a public hearing, both the ACDP and NPDES
permits were issued on September 28, 1978.

Bond council for the Port of Portland and attorney for Wacker
Siltronic obtained a certificate (Attachment F) from the
Department on an issue of pollution control revenue bonds dated
‘April 25, 1979.

A Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit was made May 7, 1979, and approved
June 11, 1979, for the wastewater control facilities.
Construction was initiated in July 1979, completed in April 1980,
and the facility was placed into operation in April 1980. A
Pollution Control Facility Certificate (Application No. T-1351)
was approved to be issued at the June 5, 1981 EQC meeting.

The company's letter of March 21, 1981, indicated that the form
may not have been submitted. A subsequent search of the
CHoM/Hill project files indicate that the subject forms were
hand-delivered to the Department on June 13, 1978. (However, the
Department does not have a record of any of the company's Notice
of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit for any of the air pollution control facilities).

The Department did not realize that the Notice of Intent to
Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax
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Credit was not on record until receipt of this application. The
Department had worked closely with CHyM/Hill and Wacker on this
facility and was of the opinion that the full intent of the law
had been met.

4, Summation

a. Wacker believes that the application for preliminary
certification was submitted and that the full intent of the law

met. In spite of the fact that no file record exists of the
subject application, the Department staff does believe that

facility has met the intent of the pollution control tax credit
laws.

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as
required.

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 the
Commission issue an order approving Tax Credit Application No. T-1348.

Attachment A Letter from Wacker Siltronic Corp., Thomas G, Boyle, Sr. Tax
Accountant, dated March 31, 1981

Attachment B Letter from Wacker Siltronic Corp., Virginia Gilberg,
Treasurer, dated September 28, 1981

Attachment C Position Paper - dated March 1977

Attachment D Preliminary Summary of Environmental Consideration -
March 29, 1978

Attachment E General Permit Information, June 1978
: Specific Information for Air Contaminant Discharge

Attachment F Certificate of Concurrence for Pollution Control Bonding,

dated April 25, 1979 including Description of Air Pollution
Control Facilities.

Thomas R. Bispham:a
RC147.A (1)

{503) 229-5209
November 10, 1977



Application No. T-1349

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

3.

Applicant

Wacker Siltronic Corporation
P.O. Box 03180
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a silicon crystal growing, slicing and
polishing facility at 7200 NW Front Avenue® in Portland.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of two packed
spray tower gas stripping columns with associated recirculation tanks
and pumps, chemical mix tanks and chemical metering pumps, blower,
control panels, electrical supply cabinets, support building and
gaseous discharge monitoring system, plus all additional ducting and
supports. This facility functions as a gas scrubber using a caustic
and sulfide stripping solution.

Applicant believes the Preliminary Certification was made and that the
full intent of the pollution tax credit law has been made.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1979,
completed in March 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
March 1980,

Facility Cost: $100,614 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Without operation of the gas stripping columns, etching vapors
containing high levels of hydrofluoric acid gas, fluorosilicon
compounds and nitrous oxide approaching as high as 5000 parts per
million (ppm) would have been discharged to the atmosphere. With the
columns in operation, hydrofluoric acid vapors and fluorosilicon
compounds are effectively eliminated. Nitrous oxides are reduced to
less thn 100 ppm, typically less than 20 ppm. The system has
adequately controlled emissions. The primary purpose of the equipment
is air pollution control. There is no economic benefit to the
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company; therefore, 80% or more of the cost would be allocable to
pollution control.

In its letter of March 31, 1981 {(Attachment A), the applicant
requested that the Commission waive the filing of the Preliminary
Certification application because special circumstances rendered the
filing unreasonable. Supplemental information supporting the
applicant's claim was presented in a letter dated September 28, 1981
{Attachment B). A review of the files revealed the following:

de

b.

e,

At the very outset, discussions with Wacker Siltronic dealt with
DEQ environmental concerns, permit processes, and the available
environmental economic incentives (both tax credit and pollution
control bonds). A position paper (Attachment C) was given to
Wacker in March 1977 covering these items.

Several (6) meetings were held with Wacker and their consultant,
CHyM/Hill, in an effort to solidify the air, water and solid
waste standards that the proposed plant would have to meet. A
preliminary Summary of Environmental Considerations (Attachment
D) was submitted to the Department on March 29, 1978.

Continued consultation occurred with CHoM/Hill and Wacker
personnel until July 13, 1978, when the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit (ACDP) application was submitted. The NPDES permit
application was submitted on July 28, 1978. General Permit
Information and Spcific Information for Air Quality (Attachment
E) dated June 1978 was submitted with these applications. After
a public hearing, both the ADCP and NPDES permits were issued on
September 28, 1978.

Bond council for the Port of Portland and attorney for Wacker
Siltronic obtained a certificate {Attachment F) from the
Department on an issue of pollution control revenue bonds dated
April 25, 1979.

A Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit was made May 7, 1979, and approved
June 11, 1979, for the wastewater control facilities,
Construction was initiated in July 1979, completed in April 1980,
and the facility was placed into operation in April 1980. A
Pollution Control Facility Certificate (Application No. T-1351)
was approved to be issued at the June 5, 1981 EQC meeting. .

The company's letter of March 21, 1981, indicated that the form
may not have been submitted. A subsequent search of the
CHoM/Hill project files indicate that the subject forms were
hand-delivered to the Department on June 13, 1978.

The Department did not realize that the Notices of Intent to
Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax
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Credit was not on record until receipt of this application. The
Department had worked closely with CHyM/Hill and Wacker on

this facility and was of the opinion that the full intent of the
law had been met.

4. Summation

a.

Wacker believes that the application for preliminary
certification was submitted and that the full intent of the law
met. In spite of the fact that no file record exists of the
subject application, the Department staff does believe that
facility has met the intent of the pollution control tax credit
laws.

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

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

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

The portion of the fagility 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 the
Commission issue an order approving Tax Credit Application No, T-1349.

Attachment A Letter from Wacker Siltrdhic Corp., Thomas G. Boyle, Sr. Tax

Accountant, dated March 31, 1981

Attachment B Letter from Wacker Siltronic Corp., Virginia Gilbert,

Treasurer, dated September 28, 1981

Attachment C Position Paper - March 1977

Attachment D Preliminary Summary of Environmental Consideration -

March 29, 1978

Attachment E General Permit Information, June 1978

Specific Information for Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit dated April 25, 1979

Attachment F Certificate of Concurrence For Pollution Control Bonding,

dated April 25, 1979 including Description of Air Pollution
Control Facilities.

Stephen C. Carter:a
RC147.B (1)

(503) 229-5297
November 10, 1981



Application No. T-1350

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1,

Applicant

Wacker Siltronic Corporation
P.0O. Box 03180
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a silicon crystal growing, slicing and
polishing facility at 7200 NW Front Avenue in Portland.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an air filter, blower,
associated ductwork, electrical support and controls. The facility
collects particulate silicon from the exhaust air of a process area.

Applicant believes the Preliminary Certification was made and that the
full intent of the pollution tax credit law has been made.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1979,

completed in March 1980, and the facility was placed into operation in
March 1980.

Facility Cost: $30,702 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Without operation of the air filter, high levels of particulate would
have been released into the atmosphere. With the air filter in
operation, particulate emissions are reduced to less than 0.02 grains
per standard cubic foot. The system has adequately controlled
emissions. The primary purpose of this equipment is air pollution
control. There is no economic benefit to the company; therefore, 80%
or more of the cost would be allocable to pollution control.

In its letter of March 31, 1981 (Attachment A), the applicant
requested that the Commission waive the filing of the Preliminary
Certification application because special circumstances rendered the
filing unreasonable. Supplemental information supporting the
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applicant's claim was presented in a letter dated September 28, 1981
(Attachment B)}. A review of the files revealed the following:

d.

At the very outset, discussions with Wacker Siltronic dealt with
DEQ environmental concerns, permit processes, and the available
environmental economic incentives (both tax credit and pollution
control bonds)., A position paper (Attachment C) was given to
Wacker in March 1977 covering these items.

Several (6) meetings were held with Wacker and their consultant,
CHoM/Hill, in an effort to solidify the air, water and solid

waste standards that the proposed plant would have to meet., A
preliminary Summary of Environmental Considerations

(Attachment D) was submitted to the Department on March 29, 1978.

Continued consultation occurred with CHpM/Hill and Wacker
personnel until July 13, 1978, when the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit (ACDP) application was submitted. The NPDES permit
application was submitted on July 28, 1978. General Permit
Information and Spcific Information for Air Quality

(Attachment E) dated June 1978 was submitted with these

applications. After a public hearing, both the ADCP and NPDES
permits were issued on September 28, 1978.

Bond council for the Port of Portland and attorney for Wacker
Siltronic obtained a certificate (Attachment F) from the

Department on an issue of pollution control revenue bonds dated
April 25, 1979.

A Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit was made May 7, 1979, and approved
June 11, 1979, for the wastewater control facilities.
Construction was initiated in July 1979, completed in aApril 1980,
and the facility was placed into operation in April 1980. A
Pollution Control Facility Certificate (Application No. T-1351)
was approved to be issued at the June 5, 1981 EQC meeting.

The company's letter of March 21, 1981, indicated that the form
may not have been submitted. A subsequent search of the
CH7M/Hill project files indicate that the subject forms were
hand-delivered to the Department on June 13, 1978.

The Department did not realize that the Notices of Intent to
Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax
Credit was not on record until receipt of this application. The
Department had worked closely with CHoM/Hill and Wacker on

this facility and was of the opinion that the full intent of the
law had been met.
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4. Summation

a.

Wacker believes that the application for preliminary
certification was submitted and that the full intent of the law
met. In spite of the fact that no file record exists of the
subject application, the Department staff does believe that

facility has met the intent of the pollution contrel tax credit
laws.

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

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

air pollution.

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

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 the
Commission issue an order approving Tax Credit Application No. T-1350.

Attachment A Letter from Wacker Siltronic Corp., Thomas G. Boyle, Sr. Tax

Accountant, dated March 31, 18861

Attachment B Letter from Wcker Siltronic Corp., Virginia Gilbert,

Treasurer, dated September 28, 1981

Attachment ¢ Position Paper - March 1977

Attachment D Preliminary Summary of Environmental Consideration -

March 29, 1978

Attachment E General Permit Information, June 1978

Specific Information for Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit datead April 25, 1979

Attachment F Certificate of Concurrence For Pollution Control Bonding,

dated April 25, 1981 including Description of Air Pollution
Control Pacilities,

Stephen C. Carter:a
RC147.C (1)

{503) 229-5297
November 10, 1981
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ATTACHMENT A

WACEKER

PO, BOX 023180 = PORATLAND, OREGON 97201
7200 N.W. FRONT AVENUE o PORTLAND. OREGOM 97279 {GD3) 2422020

March 31, 1981

Department of Enviroumental Quality
Management Services Division

Post 0ffice Box 1760

Portland, Ovegon 97207

Centlemen:

Wacker Siltronic Corporation is submitting applications for certilication of 5 sep-
arate pollurion centvol facilities located on premises of their hyperpure silicon
manufacruring plant in Morthwest Portland. At the time of preliminary certification,
Hacker persounel responsible for £iling applications were both understaffed and un-
aware of the extent to which their pollution control facilities could qualify for ad
valorem tax relief. Consequently, preliminary tax certification appears to have

been requested and approved only for our waste treatment plant. Wacker Siltronic
therefore requests consideration of remaining applications pursuant to Senate Bill
139 amending ORS 468.175 (1), 468.17C (4), and 468.180 (1), which waives the pre-
liminary filing requirement in special circumstances.

As indicated in the applications, these facilities are constructed and operated for
the sole benefit of pollution control. We feel that these facilities fall within

the scope and intent ef the pellution contrel and tax relief statutes, and hepe that
outr lack of preliminary certifications will not jeapordize our application for ad val-
orem tax relief. -

Sincerety,
WACKER SILTRONIC CORPORATION

/’/‘7/01-'1; <y C)— i :fiu‘a/é-;

Thomas G. Boyle
S5v. Tax Accountant

TGB/pko
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ATTACHMENT B '

WACKER

' "m‘\ﬁ‘?{‘;{;#“[r r 4&@ @ \l = .: ‘ ‘!F‘Iivﬂ o —J\,_Ri& 'ﬂ"'l!:-.g

27 [ SR

P.O.BOX 03180 © PORTLAND, ORCGON 97203
7200 NNW. FRONT AVENUE o PORTLAND, ORFGON 97229 (503) 2432020

September 28, 1981

Mr. Tom Bispham

Northwest Region Manager

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Bispham:

Wacker Siltronic Corporation is submitting this letter regarding
certification applications for three separate pollution control
facilitiées (Applications T-1348, T-1349, and T-1350) located at
our hyperpure silicon manufacturing plant in northwest Portland.
This letter is in response to Wacker's preliminary certification
compliance and DEQ's subsequent evaluation of these applications.
With the assistance of our consultant, CHZM HILL, we have recon-
structed our contacts with DEQ on the matters of environmental

permitting and environmental economic incentives.

Background

I'rom the beginning Wacker Siltronic and CH2M HILL had
discussions with DEQ staff regarding possible environ-
mental impacts, permitting processes, and available
environmental economic incentives (both pollution con-
trol tax credits and pollution control bonds).

In March 1977 DEQ summarized its preliminary evaluation
of Wacker's proposed facility (position paper}.

) DEQ staff, Wacker, and CH2M HILL held several meetings
and phone conversations {including 8/2/77, 5/12/78,
5/17/78, &6/7/78, 1/19/78, 8/4/78) to establish accep-
table air, water, and solid waste limits.
Dept. of Environmental Quallty

EREIVE
DE C7 1 128 @

NORTHWEST REGION
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Department of Enviornmental Quality
Page 2
September 28, 1981

On March 29, 1978, Wacker submitted an environmental
assessment of the proposed project to the DEQ.

Communications continued among DEQ staff, Wacker, and
CH2M HILL in the preparation of general permit informa-
tion for air quality. The general permit information
was given to the DEQ on June 13, 1978. We believe that
a Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Prelim-
inary Certification for Tax Credit for air poliuticn
sources was included with this information. CH2M HILL's
project files contain an internal memo dated June 9, 1978,
indicating the need for separate forms for air, water,
and solid waste tax credit applications. At the top of
this memo there is a handwritten note stating "a copy
given to Bob Gilbert, DEQ, on June 13, 1978." Alsc in
the files is a copy of an unsigned Notice of Intent to
Construct and Request for Preliminary Certification for
Tax Credit--air pollution sources.

On July 13, 1978, an air contaminant discharge permit with
attachments was submitted to DEQ. On July 28, 1978, a
NPDES permit application with attachments was submitted to
DEQ.

After a public hearing, both the ACDP and NPRES permits
were issued on September 28, 1978.

On April 25, 1979, Wacker's attorney and the Bond Council
for the Port of Portland obtained a certificate from DEQ
on an issue of pollution centrol revenue bonds.

May 7, 1979, Wacker submitted a Notice of Intent to Con-
struct and Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax
Credit for wastewater control. On June 11, 1979, DEQ ap-
proval was issued.

In July 1979 construction began, and in April 1980 the
facility was completed and placed into coperation.

March 31, 1981, Wacker submitted applications to DEQ for
four pollution control facilities (air--T-1348, T-1349,
T-1350 and water—--T-1351). Application Nao. T-1351 was ap-
proved to be issued at the June 5, 1981, EQC meeting.
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WACKER

Department of Environmental Quality
Page 3 ‘
September 28, 1981

Conclusion

Wacker Siltronic believes it has met the intent of the
State of Oregon, DEQ-administered pollution controcl tax
credit laws. This 1s evidenced by Wacker's applications
for air and water pollution control revenue bonds and
preliminary certification for tax credit for wastewater
control and the issuance of certificates by the DEQ approv-
ing these applications.

From the very outset Wacker's intentions were to make use

of the available environmental economic incentives. With
the assistance of CH2M HILL, Wacker worked very closely with
DEQ staff to assess the potential environmental impact and
obtain the appropriate air and water discharge permits and
plan approvals.

Theé pollution control facilities were required to comply
with appropriate Federal, state, and local limits and stan-
dards. The facilities were designed and constructed, and
have been operated to a substantial extent for the purpose
of preventing, controlling, and reducing polliution. The
facilities costs have been properly allocatgd to pollution
control {80 percent or more).

Wacker Siltronic Corporation respectfully requests that DEQ consider
this supplement to our March 31, 1981 submittal, and support the
approval of applications T-1348, T-~1349 and T-1350.

We appreciate your consideration of our request. If you have any

gquestions, please do not hesitate to contact us. We will be glad
to meet with you to discuss this matter in greater detail.

Sincerely yours,

WACKER SILTRONIC CORPORATION

Srgeone Bites

Vlr inia Gilbert
Treasurer

VG/po
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—~— . . ATTACHMENT C

ENVIRONMENTAL COMCERNS -~ AIR QUALITY

Background: Air Quality Levels in Portland Area

National Ambient Alr Quality Standards have been exceeded in
the Portland Metropolitan area. Carbon monoxide standards have contin-
uously been exceeded. The frequency of carbon monoxide violations has
shown a marked decrease since 1970, indic%tinq the effects of new motor
vehicla emission controls and the Transportation Control Strategy.

The su;pended particulate standards were exceeded during 1970,
1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974. Suspended particulate concentrations were
below the standard in 1975. The attainment of these standards in 1975
is due to a combination of control of emission sources and favorable
meteorological conditions. In 1976 very unfavorable meteorcloagical con-
ditions caused marginal viclations of standards.

Vidlations'of the oxidant standards have occurred in Porfland
and south of Portland in Milwaukie ard Clackamas County. Concentrations
of sulphur dioxide and other criteria pollutants have remained below
standard levels throughout the airshed.

Specific Air Quality Maintenance Area (ACQMA) studies have been
initiated to delineate control measures which will be implemented to at-
tain and maintain air quality standards at levels less than those of thg
standards. Completion of these studies is projected during 1977 and 1978.

In addition, for significant sources emission growth regulations
are in effect. One of the regulations is a part of the Transportation
Control Strategy and imposes limitations on parking spaces allcwed in the
downtown area of Portland. A ceiling has been placed on the total number
of spaces allowed, and differentiation is made as to the short-term/long-

term parking ratios. New or modified parking facilities located in the
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Portland area are required to obtain an indirect source permit from
the Department prior to construction or modification.

The other growth limiting regulation places a "1id" on increas-
ing emissions of particulate and sulphur dioxide from stationary.SOurces
in the Portland area. A total of 430 tons/year of part%culate and 1430
tons/year of sulphur dioxide emissions are permitted within the Oregon
portion of the Portland AQMA., No single source is allowed more than 25%
of'the above emission limits., If a proposed new source will produce off-
setting reductions in emissions within the regilon, those reductions will
be taken into accoﬁnt in determining the total impact cf the new seurce.
The growth restriqtions set forth in this rule will be re-evaluated follow-
ing the coﬁpletiOn of the ongocing AQMA studies.

Federal regulations may imﬁose tigher restrictions. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Prevention of Significant Deteriora-
tion (PSD)} rule would affect emission of particulate and 502. EPA's Hew
Source Review rule would affect emission of particulate, €0 and hydro-
carbons in this area.

The above emission growth regqulations would only affect signi-

ficant sources emitting more than the following:

Particulate 10 tons/year
502 10 tons/year
Hydrocarbons 100 tons/year

Emissions of ailr contaminants have been reduced generally as
required by the Implementation Plan. Increases in emissions of oxides of

sulphur and oxides of nitrogen were foreseen at the time of the Plan and
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have not resulted in violations of standards. While air quality measure-
ments are showing a general downward trend for most measured air contam-
inants, additional control measures will be necessary to maintain tho;e
standards which have been attained.

Completion of the ACMA study project may result in adoption of
more restrictive emission limitations or transportation control strategies

in order to attain and maintain air quality standards.

Stationary Source Reduirements

RBased on .the limited information available, it aprears Wacker
Chemical's emissions would primarily consist of chlorine release, HCl
emissions,-fluorides and possibly NOX. Mone of these emissions are covered /“§
by the present Department of Envirommental Quality (DEQ) growth policy and
in genéral Wacker is not understood to be a scurce to be concernéd about
from an airshed impact standpoint.

The Department would be very interested in any measures that can
be taken to minimize upsets and malfunctions of equipment so as to prevent
escapement of chlorine and other gases and minimize potential odor impact.

The Company needs to apply for and obtain an Air Contaminant Dis-
charge Permit which includes submission and documentation of emission data
and go through Notice of Construction and approval of plans and-specifica-
tions procedures;

Applicable requlations in addition to particulate and opacity

include:
Oregon Administrative Rule bescription ﬁ:j
20.033.02 Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

20-020 to 20-032 Notice of Construction
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Oreqgon Administrative Rule

20-Q01

21-060
22-005 to 22-025
28-030

28-040

28-045
28-090

32-005 :

Wacker would be required to
Treatment and Control requirement.
he reseclved by negotiation with the
clude such control equipment for:

Type of Emission

HCl Vapor

Pumps, equipment
NO
x

Total building ventilation

The Department does rec

Description

Highest and Best Practicable
Treatment and Control

Fugitive Emissions
Sulfur Content of Fuels
Concealment and Masking

Effective Capture of Air
Contaminant Emissions

Odor Control Measures
Odors
Criteria for Approval of Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit
(1f applicable)

meet the Highest and Rest Practicable

The exact treatment requirenents would

Company. It would be expected to in-

Highest and Best Practicable
Treatment and Control Devices

Packed bed scrubber (caustic)
with demister

Mechanical seals

Catalytic reduction unit - adsorption
or equivalent

Scrubber

ognize that start-up problems may be

associated with new facilities and there are provisions in our rules for

addressing this situation.



Indirect Source Permit Requirements

The plant site is in tﬁe city limits of Portland and therefore
a parking facility of more than 150 spaces would e subject to the in-
direct source permit rule.

2n indirect source means a facility, building or structure which
indirectly causes or may cause mobile source activity that results in emis-
sions ¢of air contaminants for which there is a state standard.

The Department would expect the applicant, at the proposed loca-
tion, might apply for 400-600 space parking facilitv. The proposed site
is not associated with an area where motor vehicle related contaminant
étandards {i.e., carbon monoxiﬁe) are cu:rently viclated.

The applicant would be required to submit an application for an S’
indirect source permit.

The specific information required would be that under Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 340, 20-129, and would be thuse items
marked on pages 9 and 10.

Whether or not an "indirect source emission control program"
would be required, would depend upon the size of the facility and analysis

-of impact on air quality ((a) {b) (¢c) on page 14).
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS - WATER QUALITY

Background and Policy

Recently the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted a
State-Wide Water Quality Management Plan. Under this pl;n thr Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will continue to manage water quality by
evaluating each discharge on a case-by-case basis, based on information
currently available and within the limiting framework of minimum stand-
ards, treatment criteria and policies which are set forth in the plan.

The plan provides that a water quality permit be chtained and
plans for treatment, control and disrosal facilities must be submitted
to DBQ for review and approval prior to construction.

Permit Requirements

A review of water quality data from the main stem Willamette
River shows seasonal water quality depreciation in categories 1) turbid-
ity; 2)coliform bacteria; 3) dissolvedjoxygen; and 4) temperature.

Water guality standards not to he exceeded pertinenﬁ to Wacker
include:

1.  Motwithstanding the water quality standards contained below,
the highest and best practicable treatment and/or control of
wastes, activities and flows shall in every case be provided
0 as to maintain dissolved oxygen and overall water gquality
at the highest possible levels and water temperatures, coli-
form bacteria concentrations, dissolved chemical substances,
toxic materials, radioactivity, turbidities, color, odor and
other deleterious factors at the lowest possible levels.

2. Multnomah Channel and the Main Stem Willamette River from Mouth

to Newberg, River Mile 50: No measurable increases shall be



Item 2, Cont.

allowed when stream temperatures are 70° F. or greater; or
more than 0.5°% F. incfease due to a single-source discharge
when receiving water temperatures are 69.5° F. or less or
more than 2° F. increase due to all sources combined when
stream temperatures are 68° F. or less, except for specifi-
cally limited duration activities which may be specifically
authorized by DEQ under such conditiens as it may prescribe
and which are necessary to accommodate legitimate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard
are unavoidable.

3. pH—(Hydroéen Ion ConcentrétiOn): pH values shall not fall
outside the follewing ranges:

a. Coiumbia River: 7.0 to B.5
b. All other basin waters: 6.5 to 8.5

4. The creation of tastes or odors or toxic or other conditions
that are deleterious to fish or other aquatic life or affect
the potability of drinking water or the palatability of fish
or shellfish shall nct be allowed.

5. Dissolved Chemical Substances: Guide concentrations listed
below shall not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically

authorized by DEQ.

mg/1
Arsenic (As) 0.01
Barium (Ba) 1.0
Boron (Bo) 0.5

Cadmium (Cd} 0.003



Item 5, Cont.

-3 -
mg/1

Chromium (Cr) 0.02
Copper {Cu) 0.005
Cyanide (Cn) ' 0.005%
Fluoride (F) l.0
Iron (Fe) 0.1
Lead (Pb) 0.05
Manganese (Mn) 0.05
Phenols (totals) 0.001
zZinc (Zﬁ) | 0.01
Total Dissolved Solids

Columbia River ’ 200.

Willamette Rivexr & Tributaries loa.

Minimum design criteria for treatment and control of wastes

that appear pertinent to Wacker include:

1.

Where industrial, commercial or agricultural effluents con-
tain significant quantities of potentially toxic elements,
treatment requirements shall be determined utilizing ap-
propriate biocassays.

Industrial cooling waters containing significant heat loads
shall be subjected to offstream ccoling or heat recovery
prior to discharge to public waters.

Positive protection shall be provided to prevent bypassing
of raw or inadequately treated industrial wastes to any
public waters.

Facilities shall be provided to prevent and contain spills



Item 4, Cont.

of potentially toxic or hazardous materials and a positive

program for containment and cleanup of such spills should

they occur shall be developed and maintained.

With our limited knowledge of Wacker's proposed discharge, it
appears all the above standards and criteria can be met. The exact
trealment requirements would be resolved by negotiation with the Com-

pany. It would be expected to include:

Highest and Best Practicable

Parameter Treatment and Control Device

PH Neutralization with detention %o
provide positive protection against
spills

Heat Off-stream cooling with diffuser

F Lime precipitation

Cl Reduction by chemical addition
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ENVIROMMENTAL ECONOMIC INCENTIVES AVAILABLE

Tax Credit

It is the policy of the state of Oregon to assist in the pre-
vention, control and reduction of air and water pollution in this state
by providing tax relief witﬁ respect to Oregon facilities constructed
to accomplish such prevention, control and reduction. The Company may
select to take the tax credit relief under ad valorem or corporate in-
come taxes.

It is required under the Notice of Construction procedure that
the applicant indicate that the review of the pollution control facili-
ties plans and specifications is also for tax relief, so that the Depart—
ment may issue a required preliminary certification of eligibility.

Pollution Control Bonds

A taxing authority such as the Port of Portland may issue pollu—
tion contreol bonds to cover the costs of the pollution control facilities.
The Company would repay the monies to the Port of Portland, usually at a

lower rate of interest available to most companies.
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engineers
planners
economists
scientists

29 March 1978
P40.41

Department of Environmental Quality
522 S.W. 5th Ave., Room 501
Portland, OR 97204

ttention: Bob Gilbert

Gentlemen:

. -~
--

ATTACHMENT 1T

Dept. of Environmental Quality

EGELIY E
MAR 29 1978 @

NORTHWEST REGION

Enclosed is an excerpt from our report for Wacker last year
which described the air, water, and solid waste considerations
identifiable during our cost evaluation for the plant. We

are not yet aware of any changes which might be made, and

how they would affect these parameters.
.gquestions, please call us.

Very truly yours,

G A

Richard 8. Reid
Project Manager

S5
Enclosures

If you have any

4-
#
i

Pordand OMce B 200 5.AY. Market Steeez, 12h Floe Portfand, Oregon 97207 3032 1401900 TAWX, N0/H40-4720 Cable: CHINUMILL TELEX: Jn-idlod
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PRELIMINARY

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
WACKER CHEMITRONIC PLANT
PORTLAND, OREGON

Air Quality

The only concern in the initial construction 1s the NO

scrubber.

To develop a specification for an NOX scrubber to handle
15,000 scfm with an efficiency of 90 percent on the concen-
trations present, many equipment manufacturers were contacted.
Several have done some testing but none actually has an
operating unit on a similar concentration, with the efficiency
specifiied above. Most manufacturers suggested reducing the
éir volume, concentrating the NOX, scfubbing the concentrated
air stream, and then blending it with other building exhaust
before discharge. Vertical-packed-bed, wet serubbers with
multiple stages and long retention times are anticipated.

The cost estimate is an allowance based on the estimates of
several manufacturers and the description of the system in

Burghausen provided by Wacker.

A 30,000 pound per hour steam boiler plant is anticipated in

later stageé, which if fired on fuel oil, could have an 502

discharge. The gquantity of S0, could be controlled by

2
control of the sulfur content of the fuel.
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Wastewater Treatment
Waste Loading. Waste loads from the various plant operations
were developed from several sources including:
1. Information collected during the site visit at
Burghausen.
2. Summary of the waste situation of the plant
provided by Wacker.
3. The utility/water use summary sheets provided by
Wacker.
Waste loads from the various processes are summarized by
stage in Table 8.
Domestic (sanitary) waste loads are based on the following
factors:
Flow: 35 gallons per persecn per day
BODS: ' 0.05 pounds per person per day
TSS: 0.08 pounds per person per day

The estimates of average domestic waste flows and loads are

summarized on Table 9.
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Table 8
PROCESS WASTELOAD SUMMARY
.
. Flow Loading
Stage {(gpm) (mB/hr) {1lbs/dav) (kg/hr)}
HCL (Average)
1 25 s.7 4,150 78
2 33 7.5 5,560 105 -
3 50 11.4 8,380 153
4 81 18.4 16,640 315
5 38 22.3 19,360 366
6 127 28.9 25,740 487
7 127 28.9 25,740 487
HCIL (Maximum)
1 32 7.3 4,420 4
2 42 9.6 5,860 111
3 63 14.3 8,840 167
4 293 656.6 19,840 375
5 314 71.4 _ 22,870 429
6 434 98.6 " 30,400 575
7 434 ‘98.6 30,400 575
{j‘ HNOB-(Average)
1 57 13.0 189 3.58
2 57 13.0 - 248 4.69
3 62 14.1 373 7.06
4 62 14.1 373 7.06
5 66 15.0 494 9.34
6 73 16.6 621 11.8
7 73 16.6 621 11.8
Peak Loading from Etching Batch Dump - 1 hr. duration
138 31.4 1,840 : 34.8
HF {(Average)
1 Included with HNO3 40 0.76
2 Included with HNO3 57 1.08
3 Included with HNO3 87 1.65
4 Included with HNO3 124 -2.35
5 Included with HN03 152 2.88
6 Included with HN03 202 3.82
7 Included with HNO3 202 3.82
Peak Loading from Etching Batch Dump - 1 hr. duration

374 7.07

.
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Table 8 (Cont.)
Flow Loading
Stage  (gpm)  (m>/hr) (lbs/day)  (kg/hr)

Silicon Sludge* (Average)

1 42 9.6 1,230 23.4
2 54 12.3 1,630 30.8
3 82 18.6 2,450 46 .4
4 97 22.0 . 2,550 48 .2
5° 125 28.4 3,37¢ 63.8
6 160 36.4 4,240 80.2
7 160 36.4 4,320 81.7
Process Organic Waste Dissolved Solids (Average)
1 35 8.0 420 8.0
2 39 g.9 500 §.5
3 62 14.1 ' 780 14.8
4 62 14 .1 780 14.8
5 85 19.3 1,080 20.0
6 116 26.4 1,410 26.7
7 116 26.4 - 1,410 26.7
Process Organic Waste BODS (Average)**
1 980 18.5
2 1,160 21.9
3 1,810 34.2
4 1,810 34.2
5 2,460 46.5
& 3,250 61.5
7 3,250 61.5

*  Prom cutting, grinding, polishing and lapping

** BOD. estimated to be 70 percent of calculated COD

5
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Average Flow
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Table 9

l&

DOMESTIC WASTE FLOWS AND LOADS

(gpm)

9.
10.
13.

15,
18.

21.
21.

~ N = 00 00 00 b

BOD . TSS

3 o amor
(m~/hr) (lbs/day} (kg/hx) (lbs/dav) (kg/hr)
2.1 19,2 0.36 30.8 0.58
2.4 23.3 0.44 35.7 0.68
3.1 28,5 0.54 45.5 0.86
3.6 32.5 0.61- 52.0 0.98
4.2 37.8 0.72 60.5 1.14
4.8 43.7 0.83 70.0 1.32
4.9 44,8 0.84 71.4 1.35
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Regulatory Reguirements. A meeting was held with the State

of Qregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to
determine waste treatment regquirements and specific discharge
limitations. The following guidelines for wastewater |

treatment and disposal resulted from this meeting:

T. Inorganic acid waste waters can be neutralized and
discharged to the Willamette River.

2. The following limitations apply for discharge of
specific constituents measured at the boundary of
the dilution zone:

Fluoride - 1.0 mg/l

Nitrate - 10 mg/l
Total dissolved solids - 100 mg/l above
background. -

3. There are no specific discharge limitations for

chloride or silicate, therefore, consideration can
be given to solublizing the silicon oxyhvdride

foam from the sitri and poly scrubbers for disposal
with the neutralized effluent.

4. A Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
{(NPDES) permit is required for disposing of neutralized
inorganic wastes in the Willamette River.

5. Organic wastes from process operations must be
segregated and discharged together with domestic
{sanitary} wastes to the Portland municipal treat-
ment system.

6. Design criteria and engineering plans must be
reviewed and approved by the DEQ.

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Concept. Process waste

waters from each section will be segregated into three

separate collection systems:

1. Inorganic acids and bases - primarily from HCL
scrubbing, etching operations, and demineralizex
regeneration.

S

-
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Silicon sludge - primerily £rom cutting, grinding,
polishing, and lapping operations.

Organic compounds - primarily from cleaning
operations. These compounds include organic
acids, esters, alcohols, aldehydes, ketones,
and organic tensites.

Organic wastes will be combined with domestic (sanitary)

wastes and discharged to the Portland municipal treatment

system.

A meeting was held with the City of Portland Bureau

of Sanitary Engineering to determine requirements for discharging

wastes to the municipal treatment system. The following

guidelines resulted form this meeting:

1.

A Waste Analysis Report must be filed with the
City of Portland Bureau of Sanitary Engineering
and evaluated before the city can agree to accept
and treat industrial wastes.

The wastes must not contain constituents, including
chlorinated hydrocarbons, that would be toxic or
otherwise adversely affect operation of the municipal
collection or treatment system.

A flow meter, preferably of the magnetic type,

must be provided to continuously measure the waste
discharge. In addition, a sample tap must be
provided from which the city can conduct a sampling
program to determine sewer service charges. The
city reserves the right to require Wacker to
continuously sample and monitor the waste discharge,
1f the city believes it necessary, to protect the
municipal collection and treatment system. The city
must also have access to the sampling and flow
measurement station.

Inorganic acids and bases from Sections 5, 6, and 7 will be

collected in storage tanks having capacity to accept the

largest batch dump and pumped at a controlled rate to the

inorganic waste treatment system. The inorganic wastes will

be treated by neutralization and sedimentation. Acid and
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basic wastes will be neutralized by slaked lime to pH 6 to 8.
Sources of th=se wastes include HCl and NOx scrubbers; HC1,

H®, HNO., and NaQH from etching; and H_SO, and NaOH from L

3 2774

demineralizer regeneration. If caustic treatment is used to
solubilize the silicon oxyhydride foam from the sitri/poly

HCl scrubber, this waste will also be put into the neutralization

tank.

At a pH of § to 8 the calcium concentration resulting from
neutralization with lime is sufficient to precipitats fluoride
from the etching wastes and sulfate from demineralizer
regeneration. The residual fluoride concentration after

neutralization is calculated to be on the order of 1 mg/l.

Silicon sludge wastes from cutting, grinding, polishing and
lapping will be combined with the neutralized wastes and
settled out in a clarithickener. Provisions have been made
to recycle a portion of the settled solids about the clari-
thickener. The purpose of Ehis is to raise the influent
solids concentration to a level that will produce hindered
settling in the clari-thickener, thus increasing solids
removal efficiency. Provisions have also been made to add
oolymer as a coagulant aid if necessary. Bench scale tests
should be conducted prior to design to confirm the need for

recirculating solids and/or the addition of a coagulant aid.

The clarified effluent from the clari-thickener will be
discharged by gravity to the Willamette River through the
storm sewer outfall. Sludge from the clari-thickener will
be pumped to two storage lagoons. Every other year one
lagoon will be dewatered and the accumulated solids hauled

by truck to a landfill site for disposal.



o

Quick lime (CaQ) will be stored in a silo and slaked into a

storage tank as a 10 percent concentration slurry. The lime

y slurry will be continuously pumped through one of two
recirculating lines. A coatrol valve will automatically
feed lime slurry to the neutralization tank to maintain a pH
of & to 8.
The following is a summary of the design developed for the
lnorganic wastewater treatment system at Stage 7. The
s
reatment system will be built to full capacity in Stage 1,
because of the considerable additional expense to build
additional units in later stages. -
Average Maximum
 Flow gpm m3/hr ara mi/hr
Neutralized Wastes 262 59.6 600 136
Lime Slurry 18 4.1 20 5
Silicon Sludge 160 . 36.3 180 41
TOTAL . 440 100.0 800 182
L Average
"Sludge Production lbs/davy kKg/hr
- CaF 400 7.6
casd 1870 35.4
Silidon Sludge 4330 82.0
TOTAL 6600 125.0
Neutralization Average Maximum
Requirements lbs/day kg/hr 1bs/day kg/hr
CaC (90% Active) 22,200 420 26,900 509
Municipal Waste Treatment Costs. Industries discharging to

the Portland municipal system are subject to four one-time

charges:
1. Major facilities egualization charge based on
single~family dwelling equivalents (SFDE). {1 SFDE =
1,000 £t~ per month). The 1977 charge is $475 per
SFDE.
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Direct connection charge, also based on SFBE.
3. Tapping charge of $40 per connection.
4. Permit fee of §5 per connection.

These connection charges are significant, and have been

included in the estimate.

Splid Waste

Silicon Dust. Silicon dust from the sitri facilities will

be sluiced into two on-site storage lagoons similar to the
operation at Burghausen. Because the dust reacts with water
to release HCl, it was agreed in a meeting with the DEQ that
this method of handling is preferable to direct landfill.
Approximately 15 metric tons per month are anticipated in

Stages 4 and 5 and 21 metric tons in Stages 6 and 7.

zach lagoon has a storage capacity of 39,100 cubic feet.
Cver®flow from.the lagcons will return by gravity to the
inorganic wastewater treatment neutralization tank. Each
lagoon will he dewatered on alternate, summers and the stored
silicon méterial hauled by truck for final dispesal in a

landfill..

Sitri/Poly Scrubber Foam. The silicon oxyhydride foam will

either be solubilized by neutralization with caustic and
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discarded to the inorganic waste neutralization system or
hauléd to whichever silicon dust storage lagoon is not in
service. In the event it is stored on-site, the material
will be hauled to a landfill site when the silicon dust

storage lagoons are cleaned.

Scrap Sllicon. Approximately 10,900 pounds per month (4.95

metric ton/menth) of scrap silicon will be generated at

Stage 7. It may be possible to sell this material to one of
several aluminum manufacturers in Oregon or Washington as an

alloy material. Otherwise, it will be disposed of by landfill.

Other Solid Wasta. All other solid wastes, including quartz,

graphite, scrap metal, and packing material will be picked

up and disposed of by the Portland Municipal Refuse Disposal

Company. Solid wastes of this type will amount to about 63

metric tons per month by Stage 7.

Cooling Water,

The reguirement by Wacker to provide cooling water to the

production equipment and condensers at a temperature not to

exceed 70° F (21° C) has required an evaluation of several

alternatives. The conly source of water that does not exceed

70° F in the summer in Portland is the city water main,

which reaches a maximum temperature of 60° F. The river
water rises to a maximum temperature of 75° F during the
summer mconths. The possible use of wells was previously
discussed. Four alternatives were evaluated for cooling

water supply:

1. River water once-through
2. Cooling towers
3. City water once-through

4. Mechanical refrigeration cooling
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The water from the city water main is of such good guality that
it meets the specificaticns for the softened water reguired

in the cooling loops for the production equipment. Only a

small amount of corrosion inhibitor must be added to protect

the piping and equipment. Thus, in all alternatives considered,

the water pumped to the process equipment is city water.

The cocling loads in each sectioh were estimated from data
provided by Wacker. Specific data was not available for

some sections. The coollng water system sizing and evaluaiion
of alternatives was based on water flows and coeling loads

summarized in Table 10.

Each alternative was evaluated for its advantages and dilsadvantages.
A very preliminary capital investment cost estimate was made

for each alternative. The owning and operating costs were

+hen evalvated on an annualized cost basis, including amcrtization
of capital, which was calculated at 10 percent interest over

a 10-vear period. Operating and maintenance costs included
insuraﬁce and taxes, power costs, chemical costs, and maintenance
costs. A comparison of the capital investment and annualized

cost estimates for each alternative at each construction

stage is included in Table 11.

River Water Once-through. Alternative No. 1, use of river

water in a once-through cooling system, invelves the construction
of an invake pump station on the river and an outfall diffuser
in the river t¢ minimize heat rise of river water. State
water guality authorities are reluctant to approve this
alterpative because of its thermal effect on the river.

The water must be strained, chemically treated for corrosion
control, and then puméed to the condensers in Section 3 and

t0 heat exchangers in the other sections where it then removes
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Section

Stage

L B o T B Y

2510
2510
2600
2600

110
123
1589
159
189
238

Flow {gpm)
4 5

- 274

- 253

- 319
570 319
570 387
675 440
675 454

255

97
128
185
185
242
280
299

Table 10
SUMMARY

8

110
110
154
154
211
308
308

ESTIMATLED COOLING WATER FLQOWS

Total

531
614
817
3897
4109
4547
4591

& HEAT LOADS

20
20
30
30

22.
22,
28.
28,

[ S I (G R o o i e o}

Heat

o W W W RN

5

.02
.39
.02
.02
.66
.16
.30

Load (106 BTUH)

6

72

.84
1.08
1.08
t.32
1.68
1.80

v

L44
.62
.92
.52
.24
.55

.55

.53
.53
.89
.89
| .24
.78
.78

g

Total

3.71

14.38

5.91
48.7
50.3
67.4
67.6

¢
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the heat from the cooling water loops. Since the heat

exchangers in Sections 4, 5 and 6 can at best be designed

for a minimum of 10° F approach between the softened ccoling
water loop and the river water, and since a maximum of 70° F
water 1s specified for the cooling loop, the maximum allowable
temperature on the river water side of the exchanger is 60°

F (15° C). The river water temperature exceeds 60° F for

over five months of the year. It would be necessary to

blend city water with the river water during this period. The

city water would be purchased and then discharged to the

river.

Cooling Towers. Alternative No. 2 uses ccooling towers with

recirculating cooling water loops. Make-up water is provided
from the city water main. Since the city water can be used
in the process locops, there is no need for heat exchangers
between the cooling'towers and the process egquipment. The
process water can be circulated directly through the cocling
towers. To prevent dust from contaminating the process
cooling water for Sec¢tions 4, 5, and 6, closed qircuit
gvapdrative cooling towers are specified. ' The process
cooling water is piped through the tower in closed pipes.
The water used for evaporation is sprayed on the outside of
the tubes supplied from the city water main. In the sitri
area, open—-type towers are used. The cooling towers also‘
have a limitation for providing 70° F water during the

summer. The minimum temperature of the water produced by a

‘cooling tower is directly proportional to the wet bulb

temperature of the atmosphere. Most towers are sized to

cive a 10° F approach. Therefore, whenever the wet bulb
temperature exceeds 60° F, city water must be blended with
the water from the tower to satisfy the 70° F requirement.
The wet bulb tempeféture only exceeds 60° F during a few
hours each day during the summer, so that the amount of city
water for blending is much less than required for Alternative

No. 1.

R



Alternative
Numbexr Description
A Capital Investment Cost, Dollars
1 River Water Once-Thru

Cooling Towers

3 Clty Water Once-Thru

4 Mechgnical Refrigeration
B Annualized Cost, Dollars/Year

1 River Water Once-Through

2 Cooling Towers

3, City water Once-Through

Includes:

~
.
4

Table 11

COST COMPARISON

COOLING WATER ALTERNATIVES

g

Stage

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
120,000 55,000
190,000 375,000 60,000
65,000 90,000
200,000 1,100,000 230,000
77,500 B3,600 5B,600 337,160 352,700 385,200 387,700
51,200 52,100 53,900 223,300 225,000 263,700 263,700
49,200 55,500 69,900 379,100 394,600 466,100 469,100

Water Costs

Corrogsion Control Chemicals

Power Costs

Maintenance and Taxes

Capital Amortization'



City Water Once-through. Alternative No. 3 uses city water

in a once-through cooling system and discharges the heated
water to the river. Since the maximum témperature of the

city water is 60°F, a recirculation system can be used to

produce the 70°F watexr and to reduce the guantity of city

water that would be purchased. Capital investment costs

result from the need of a larger water connection to the

city main and a small treatment system for corrosion control.

Mechanical Refrigeration. Alternative No. 4 reguires the
inétallation cf mechanical chillers to handle the entire
cooling load. The high capital investment cost of over 1.2
million dollars results in an annualized amortization cost
that exceeds the total annual operating costs of any of the
other alternatives., Therefore, no further evaluation of

Alternative No. 4 has beén made.

Selected Alternative. Alternative No. 2 was chosen for the

purposes of this estimate. It appears to provide the lowest
annual cost, including amortization of capital, even though
the capital investment costs are higher than those for
Alternative No. 3. .It should be noted that during detailed
design, when more accurate information can be develgped on
cooling requirements and acceptable water temperatures, an

analysis of cooling water alternatives should again be made.

Ry
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INTRODUCTION

Wacker Siltronics proposes to build a high purity silicon
manufacturing plant ih Portland, Oregon. The following has
been prepared to provide city/state/federal regulatory
agencies with general background information to assist in

their review of specific permit applications.

The major product, silicen, will be used mainly as a semi-
conductor material by the electronics industry. The plant

will be constructed in phases approximately as fcllows:

Initiate Site Work August 1978
Initial Preduction March 1980
Further Expansion 1980 - 1985

Additional Major Construction June 1985

Full Production January 1987

The estimated cost of the project is 55 million dellars.
Employment, upon completion of the first major phase, will be
approximately 700. Total employment upon completion,

as presently projected, will be approximately 1200 people.
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PROPOSED FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Brief descriptions of the plant site, manufacturing process

and environmental aspects follow;

PLANT LOCATION

The plant location is shown in Figure 1. The site, located

in the City of Portland, consists of approximately 8§84 acres

on Northwest Front Avenue, bordering on the Willamette River.
The property, which is presently vacant, was formerly low,

wet land thaet has been fillec¢ over a number of years with

river dredged £ill {(mostly sand) for future industrial develop-

ment,

The proposed project is subject to provisions of the Urban
Renewal Plan for the Northwest Front Avenue Industrial Renewal
Project which was approved and adopted on 11 May 1978 by the
City Council of the City of Portland by Resolution No. 32099,
In adopting the urban renewal plan, the Council declared the
redevelopment of this site and elimination of existing
undesirable conditions to be in the public interest and of

benefit to the public health, safety, and welfare.
An application for a Greenway Conditiconal Use Permit is
necessary and has been submitted to the City of Portland,

Flanning Commission for their review and cconsideration.

PLANT LAYOUT

The overall plant layout showing building locations, road-

ways, rail line, parking area .and other facilities is shown

-



in Figure 2. Tacllities to be constructed in Phase 1 and

2 are ildentified separately.

It i1s expected there will ke some minor relocaticn of some
facilities as plans are finalized, however, the overall
location of facilities and use of the site will remain

essentially as shown.

PROCESS DESCRIPTION - PHASE I

In addition to the headquarters bhuilding, warehouse and other
support facilities, the first phase of construction will include
the monosilicon, slicing, and polishing operations necessary

to produce the finished wafers. The process flow diagram

is shcwn in Figure 3. The raw material to this process is
polycrystalline silicon which will initially be produced

at’ another Wacker facility in Cermany. Other materials such

as argon, nitrogen and oxyéen will be delivered by bulk

transport trucks and stored on site.

The polycrystalline silicon is first converted to a mono-
crystalline form resulting in short silicon rods approxi-

mately 3-5 inches in diameter.

As shown in the process block diagram the monocrystalline rods
are then prepared and cut into thin wafers. The wafers are
further processed to & highly polished surface, inspected

and vacuum packed for shipment for ultimate use by the

semi-conductor industry.

The overall process can generally be described as a labor
intensive operation consisting of a series of steps per-
formed in a laboratory, machine shop type atmosphere
resulting in a very high guality product with rigorous

specifications.
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In general, production will he 24 hours per day, 7 davs per

week, and 52 weeks per year.

PROCESS DESCRIPTION-—-PHASE 2

Major plant expansion or Phase 2 construction will include
expansion of operations described in Phase 1 and additional
facilities to produce polycrystalline material from ferrosilicon
feed stock. The additional facilities to be constructed will
primarily replace the polycrystalline material previcusly
shipped from Germany. Ground raw ferrosilicon alloy will

be delivered to the plant site by truck and/cr railcar.

The feedstock will be stored in enclosed bins on site,

HC1 and H2 used in the process will be piped to the plant

from Pennwalt Corporation which is located adjacent to the

plant site.

A process flow diagram fornthe production of the polycrystalline
material is shown in Figure 4. These coperations consist of
reacting the raw silicon alloy feedstock with HC1 at a high
temperature to form silicon tetrachloride (5ICly) and trichloro-
silane (SiHCl3). The silicon tetrachloride and trichlorosilane
are separated and purified by fractional distillation. Steam

is provided to the distillation operation by a natural gas

or distillate oil fired boiler. SiCly is stored on site

and sold for other uses. The purified SiHCly 1s entrained

in hydrogen gas and deposited into polycrystalline rods.

The polycrystalline rods are stored and fed into the mono-
silcon facility constructed in Phase I. This process will

also operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, 50 weeks

per year.
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PROPCSED FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Brief descriptions of the plant site, manufacturing process

and envirconmental aspects follow:

FLAUT LOCATION

The plant location is shown in Figure 1. The site, located

in the City of Portland, consists of approximately §4 acres

on Morthwest Front Avenue, bordering on the Willamette River.
The property, which is presently vacant, was formerly low,

wet land that has been filled over a numher of years with

river dredged fill (mostly sand) for future industrial develop-

ment.

The proposed project is subject to provisions of the Urban
Renewal Plan for the MNorthwest Front Avenue Industrial Reneswel
Project which was approved and adopted on 11 May 1978 by the
City Council of the City of Portland by Resolution No. 32099.
In adopting the urban renewal plan, the Council declared the
redevelopment of this site and elimination of existing
undesirable conditicons to be in the public interest and of

benefit to the public health, safety, and welfare,
An application for a Greenway Conditional Use Permit is
necessary and has been submitted to the City of Portland,

Planning Commission for their review and consideration.

PLANT LAYOUT

The overall plant layout showing building locations, road-

ways, rail line, parking area .and other facilities is shown

-



AIR EMISSIONS

Air contaminants generated by the facility primarily

come from the natural gas/distillate fired boiler and the
nitric acid etching operation. The boiler emissions are
controlled by use of low sulfur fuels and NO, emissions
are reduced by passing them through a chemical abscorption
scrubber. Particulate emissions from material transfer

operations are limited and contrxolled by fabric filters.

MOISE

Any ambient noise generated at the plant is primarily associated
with fans used for air movement. The plant location is
such that any noise generated will not exceed adopted regula-

tions.
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SPECIFIC INFORMATIONW
FOR APPLICATION
FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

In addition to the general process information provided in
the General Permit Information, June 1978, the following

relates specifically to Air Quality Considerations.

1) Operating Schedule

All production areas essentially operate 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week, 52 weeks per year. Consequently,
the normal and maximum hourly production rate are only
controlled by product need and for purposes of air

guality should be calculated on a year round operation.
2) Products

Sitri, Distillation and Polysilit

Actual production rates are considered confidential,
however, for air gquality purposes in relation to compliance
of adopted standards, the following information is pro-

vided.

a) The Ferrosilicon Storage Silo

Railcar or truck unloading is expected to be in the
range of 2-3 tons per hour. A calculated maximum
particulate discharge from the bin vent filters is
0.02 grains per scfm resulting in a maximum hourly
particulate loading of 0.17 pounds per hour.
Unloading operations will be conducted less than

100 hours per month.



3)

b} There are no other emission sources in the cpera-
ticn we are aware of for which the production
rates are necessary for determining regulation

compliance.

Raw Materials and Fuels Used

Ferrosilicon - shipped in by RR/Truck.
HC1

l

from Pennwalt

H2 from Pennwalt

Natural gas/ No. 2 fuel oil
N
HNO
HF
NaCH
KOH

The major cleaning solvent used is trichlorethylene.
Limited guantities of other chemicals used are primarily

in drum quantity size.

Description ¢f Air Contaminant Points

Point No. 2

Ferrosilicon is unloaded into five storage silos. The
raw ferrosilicon alloy is stored under a nitrogen blanket
to prevent deterioration. Each silo utilizes a fabric

bin filter with the following specifications.

Volume - 200 cfm each

Micropol model 19 hp 2-1/2 BLTC

108 ft4 - cloth - Polyacrylic Felt
Cutlet grain leoading 0.02 grain per scf

Total particulate emissions 1 ton per year

Ry

\\. ¥



Emission Point 3

2 - 15,000 pounds per hour steam boilers

utilize No. 2 fuel oil or natural gas

Emissions (Tons/Yr)

Part SO CO NC  NOy

0.1 3 0.6 36

Natural Gas 2.5
No. 2 Fuel 0il 2.5 34 6 1.2 26

The primary fuel will be No. 2 Fuel 0il,

Emission Point No. 4

Due to line plugging or equipment cleaning, it is necessary
at.times to clean various pieces of equipment in the Sitri,
Distillaticon, Polyslit area. Such cleaning when done with
steam or water will react with chlorides left in the line or

equipment and can result in short term HC!1 emissions.

Although such emissions are periodic and short in duration,
a separate cleaning building will be provided which will
exhaust to a 10,000 cubic meter HC1 scrubber resulting in

a discharge emission of less than 5 ppm HC1. Flexible truck
exhaust lines will be provided within the production build-
ing for emergency use or where equipment is of such a size

it cannot be moved to the cleaning building for cleaning.

Emission Point No. 5

Sandblasting Operation - The sandblasting machine is a self
contained, enclosed unit containing a small bagfilter for

recovering the blast material for reuse.



Discharge to atmosphere is through the roof. Air volume is
700 scfm at ambient temperature. Particulate concentration

(maximum) is calculated as follows:

700 scfm x 60 min/hr x 0.02 grs/scf = 0.12 lbs/hr
7000 grs/lb

24 hrs/day x 0.12 lbs/hr =
20 lbs/week
1000 1bs/year or 0.5 tonsfyr

Assuming operation 100%
2.88 lbs/day x 7 days
20 % 50 weeks/year

Emission Point No. 6

The NO caustic scrubber is used to treat collected NO,, and
HF emissions from small etching baths used in the operation.
The etching solutions use primarily concentrated HNO, and HF

in varying ratios according to need.

A two-stage packed scrubber uéing a caustic scrubbing medium
is presently used at a similar operation of Wacker's in
Germany. The scrubber was designed and developed by Wacker
after several years of pilot testing and experimentaticon with
their particular emissions. The unit is designed to obtain

a 90 percent collection efficiency.
Based on the experience of the operation in Germany and to
assure 90 percent collection efficiency, a third stage

will be added to the unit to be constructed in Portland.

Scrubber Data - Inlet

Inlet air volume 7,000 m°/h
Inlet NOy concentration maximum 1,000 ppm
Inlet NOy concentration average less than 500 ppn

Inlet HF concentration maximum 150 ppm

2.88



Scrubber Qutlet Data

NO_ maximum concentration 100 ppm

HF maximum concentration 10 ppm

Emission Point No. 7 and No. 8

Two small natural gas or No. 2 fuel cil fired boilers
(150 hp and 40 hp) are to be used for process steam and building
heating.

Emissions are projected to be:

Tons/Yr (Natural Gas Fuel)

Part 50 co HC NOy
Process 150 hp 0.4 0.02 0.5 0.10 6.3
HVAC 40 hp 0.1 0.006 0.14 .03 1.7

Tons/Yr (No. 2 Fuel 0il)

Part 50x co HC NOy
Process 150 np 0.48 10.4 1.2 0.24 5.3
HVAC 40 hp 0.13 2.8 0.32 0.06 1.4

Emergency Equipment - A 350 kw natural gas or Nc. 2 fuel
0il emergency generator is provided to maintain critical
processes during power failures or interruptions. Hope-
fully this situation will not occur. Consequently, emission

discharges have not been calculated.
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Emission Point No., ¢

Tricloroethylene is the primary solvent used as a cleaning
agent in this process. Due to the high cost of the solvent
and in recognition of the potential envirconmental concerns,

Wacker proposes to control this product as follows:

Contaminated trichloroethylene will be collected and purified
for reuée. There are no atmospheric emissions from the
purification process. Trichloroethylene that vaporizes and
could be released to the atmosphere will be collected and
recovered for reuse. The coliecticn and recovery unit will
be self-contained with nc atmospheric emissions. Overall
recovery of the trichlorcethylene captured is high, The
small guantity of contaminated material from the recovery
process that cannot be use is planned to be disposed of

offsite in an acceptable manner.

.....
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Emission Point

#1 - Ferrosilicon
Storage Bin Vent

#2 -~ Ferrosilicon
Storage Sile Vents

#3 - Two 15,000 lb/hr
Steam Boilers Using:

a) Natural Gas
or
b) #2 Fuel 0il

#4 - HCt1 Scrubber

#5 - Sandblasing
#6 - NO, Scrubber

47 - 300 hp Process
Boiler Using:
a) Natural Gas
or
k) #2 Fuel 0il

#8 - 40 hp HVAC
Boiler Using:
a) Natural Gas
or
b) #2 Fuel 0il

#9 - Solvent Loss

EMISSIONS - TONS/YEAR

Part. SO0k EE
0.10 - —_
1.0 - -
2.5 0,1 0.6
2.5 34 1.2
0.5 - -
0.8 0.04 0.20

0.96 20.8 0.48

0.1 0.006 0,03
0,13 2.8  0.06
— -— 14

NOy co

36 3

26 6

‘6.4(as NOp) --

12.6 1.0

10.6 2.4
1.7 0.14
1.4 0.32

Other
Inorganics

Unknown
amounts of

HC
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CERTIFICATE

The undersigned hefeby certifies that:

1. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality has
jurisdiction over the pollution control facilities described in Annex
A hereto (the "Project") being constructed alt the plant complex
located in Portland, Oregon to be operated by Wacker Siltronic
Corporation,

2. The facilities comprising the broject, as designed,
are in furtherance of the purpose of abatjng or controlling atmo-—
spheric pollutants or contaminants or wacter pollution. This certifi-
cate is given solely pursuant to Treasury Regulations Section
1.103-8(g) (2} (1) (B) and Proposed Treasury Regulatipns Section
1.103-8{(g) {2) (i) under Section 103(b) (4) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, as amended.

Executed this 257" day of ApeciL . 1979.

S // 7 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
/{écc //c/" ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTITY

“Notary Public for State of Oregon

My Qommissioh‘Expiresﬁﬁé@tl{\ii/gﬁaz, ' By : 529/ '222. 4/4/ c%;;ubvé?
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ANNEX A

DESCRIPTION OF THE FACILITIES

Nox Scrubber: The Nox Scrubber will remove from the air

Nox contamination resulting from the etching of silicon crystals with
various acids including nitric acid. Ducts will collect Ehe contami-
nated air and send it to the scrubber where it will be washed wiﬁh
water and chemicals. The resulting purified air will then be sent to
the atmosphere and the contaminated water will be-sent to the Waste
Water Treatment Plant,

Included in the pr;Eerty to be financed for this system is
the cost of an IPS {Immediate Power Supply) System consis;ing of bat-
tery équipment, and a UPS (Uninterrubted Power Supply} System primar-—
ily consisting of a diesel generatcr. These two sources of alternate
power supply are designed to remove and purify Nex contaminated air
from etchin~ areas which may remain subsequent to a general plant
power failure. The gattery equipment will operate during the short
start-up period necessary for the diesel generator. Nelther power
sources will be used for any other egquipment. Total estimated costs

of this facility including installation, instrumentation, and founda-

tion are $374,000.

Trichloroethylene Control System: The Trichloroethylene
Control System 1s designed to remove solvent contamination resulting
from certain cleaning procedures, especially trichloroethylene, from

air and water emanating from the plant. .



This System collects contaminated vapors, including
trichloroethylene and remﬁves them from the air in special towers
through the use of carbon and steam. The contaminated steam as well
as other trichloroethylene contaminated plant.water is then specially
treated to remove the trichlorﬁethylené from the water be&ause this
operation cannot be handled in the Waste Water Treatment Plant. The
purified water is then sent to the portland Sewer System. Total
estimated costs of this facility including the costé of the equip-
ment, instcrmentation, and foundation are $992,200.

Dust Separation System: This System filters sand particles

from the air. The sand results from sand blasting in certain areas
: .

done for cleaning purposes.  Total estimated costs of the fFacility

are $516,500.

Waste Water Treatment Plant: This facility is designed to

remove various pollutants in the wastewater coming from the plant,
including acids, alkalis, solvents and solids. Purification is
achieved b; such methods as neutralization, sedimentation of organics
and solid separation, depending upon the particular contaminant
invelved. Total estimated costé for this facility including build-
ings, equipment, piping material, installation, electrical? instru-
mentation and colliecting, system are $l,603,800;

Cooling Water Treatment System: Water will run through

various equipment to keep equipment temperature down. To prevent
thermal pollution which would otherwise result upon return of this
water to the Williamette River, the water is cooled. If the water

temperature after treatment is sufficiently low to be again used for



P
5

equipment. cooling pufposes, it will be recycled through the
equipment. Otherwise it will be returned to river. Total estimated
costs of _ue facility including equipment, installatioﬁ, fﬁundation,
piping, instrumentation and electrical are $§467,500.

Storage Tanks with Special Foundations: Storage tanks

will hold waste chemicals (solvents and acids) prior to their
disposal. As a precaution to prevent contamination of the ground
water, special concrete foundations will be used underneath the stor-—

age tanks. Total estimated costs of this facilfty are $139,000.



Application No. T-1356

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Pioneer International, Inc.
2405 NE 45th
Portland, OR 97213

The applicant owns and operates a heating oil and diesel fuel and
gasoline distributor business at 810 N. Fremont, Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is the conversion of a
gasoline delivery trailer from top loading to bottom loading in order
to comply with the VOC requlations.

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests
that Commission waive requirements for filing.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 1-21-81,
completed on 2-25-81, and the facility was placed into operation on
2-25-81.

Pacility Cost: $4,898.39. Based on a review of the billing statement
provided in the application, the Department concludes that the cost
figure represents actual expenses incurred by the applicant for this
facility.

Evaluation of Application

In order to receive gasoline at a gasoline distributor terminal, the
applicant had to have a delivery tank that was certified by the
Department. He installed the necessary control lines himself. The
tank repair shop converted the tank to bottom loading, tested it for

pressure/vacuum tightness and had it certified by the Department.
There is no economic benefit to the applicant; therefore, 80% or more

of the cost is allocated to pollution control.

The applicant requests that the Commission waive the reguirement to

submit a request for preliminary certification for tax credit before
the start of construction. The applicant learned about the



Department's VOC requirements through notification by his gasoline
terminal that delivery would be stopped after a certain date unless

the delivery tank was certified by the DEQ. The gasoline tank repair
shop knew about the tax credit program, but, it did not inform the
applicant.

Since the applicant learned about the requirement from his gasoline
supplier, ordered the necessary work done three months before the

scheduled cut-off date and did not know about filing before the start
of construction, the Department recommends that the Commission waive

the requirement for filing.

4. Summation

a. Special circumstances exist which made the filing of an
application for preliminary certification unreasonable, and the
facility would otherwise be eligible for tax credit.

b. Pacility 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, contrelling, 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 $4,898.39
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1356.

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA1455 (1)
(503) 229-5414
10/14/81



plonéer ol
ploneer ofl
pioneer oil

281-2828 2405 ne 45hth avenue

Management Services Div,
Dept. of Environmental Quaiity
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portland, oregon 97213

March 30, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Management Services Division

P. 0., Box 1760

Portland, OR, 97207

Dear Sir:

We are writing you at this time regarding the filing of your form,
"Notice of Intent to Construct and Request for Prelimindry Certification
for Tax Credit,”

We would like to ask the commission to waive the filing of this form
for the reasons stated below,

The company which worked on our tanker to install a bottom loader for
vapor Tecovery was aware that we were golng to do this work for us
for quite a while. It was not until after the work was completed
were we aware that forms needed to be filed, The company did send
these forms when the work was done,

It is because of these special circumstances that we find the filing
of this form unreascnable,

We appreclate your prompt consideration to this matter,

" ‘Presiden

cash discount / automatic keep full service / burner service contracts / tank coverage

!



Appl. No. T-1429

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

Revision of Pollution Control Facility Certificate

1. Certificate Issued to:

Kenneth K. and Sharon E. McGrady
12285 Elkins Road
Monmouth, OR 97361

Certificate was issued for a water pollution control facility.

2. Discussion
On October 9, 1981, the Environmental Quality Commission issued
Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1279 to Kenneth K. and
Sharon E. McGrady in the amount of $47,205.56 for a manure collection
and disposal facility at their dairy in Monmouth, Oregon.
Subsequently, Mr. McGrady informed the Department that he received
a $3,500 cost share from the federal government. Therefore the
facility cost should be reduced by 53,500 (see attached memorandum
from Laxry Patterson).

3. Summation

Certificate 1279 should be revised to reflect the reduction in cost
to $43,705.56.

4. Director's Recommendation

Revise Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1279 to reflect the
reduction in cost. The new certificate to be issued in the amount
of 543,705.56.

CASplettstaszer
229-6484
11/12/81
Attachments



STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: Carol Splettstaszer _ DATE: November 6, 1981
FROM: Larxy Patterson, WQ

SUBJECT: Tax Relief for Kenneth McGrady T -)429

A pollution contreol tax credit for Kenneth K. and Sharon E. McGrady was
recently approved by the EQC with a facility cost of $47,205.56. The
Department was recently informed by Mr. McGrady that he received a $3,500
cost share from the federal government. Therefore, the facility cost
should be reduced by $3,500.

Please amend the Certificate to show a facility cost of $43,705.56.

LDP:g
WG655 (1)



Certificate No. _ 1279

State of Oregon 16/9/81
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue __10/9/8

Application No. T~-1429

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Kenneth K. & Sharon E. McGrady
12285 Elkins Road 12285 Elkins Road
Monmouth, Oregon 97361 Monmouth, Oregon

As: [] Lessee X Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility-
The facility is a manure collection and disposal facility consisting

of a 40 foot diameter concrete tank, pump, distribution lines,
and a manure gun.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: [J Air [J Noise [§ Water [J Solid Waste [] Hazardous Waste [] Used Oil

|
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: August 1980 Placed into operation: September 199
—

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 47 . 205.56
’ -

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 74
80% or more

Based upgn the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facilily Certificate is issued this dafe subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facililty ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.

NQOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1973, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

Signed
Title éoe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _9th _ day of Qctober 1981

DEQ/TC-6 10/79 SP*07042-340



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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request by John Nickelson for a Variance from
OAR 340-61-055(4) (a) Pertaining to Operation of
a Sludge Lagoon Within 1/4 Mile of a Residence

Background

Where to dispose of septic tank pumpings in the Klamath Falls area has been
a problem for the last couple of years. Originally the South Suburban
Sanitary District accepted septic tank pumpings; however, for various
reasons they decided to stop receiving this waste., For an emergency
interim site, the Round Lake Estate lagoons were used, but problems with
access and pump damage resulted in this site also refusing to accept the
waste. The City of Klamath Falls was approached but lacked the costly
facilities to receive the pumpings and meter them into their influent to
avold shock loads on their plant. During this entire time, the DEQ Klamath
Falls staff worked closely with the Klamath County Health Department and
the local pumpers to find a permanent solution. They evaluated a number of
potential sites for septic tank sludge lagoons.

A site was proposed by cne of the pumpers, Jehn Nickelson, for a privately
operated lagoon that would serve all of the area pumpers. During the
evaluation of this remote site, the Department staff recommended that the
proposed lagoon location be moved about 300' to an area that would be
further from the drainage way and on a shallower slope. Mr. Nickelson
complied with that request and continued through the county's conditional
use process, During the conditional use hearings, considerable public
opposition arose. After initially being denied by the hearings officer,
the project was modified and resubmitted. Based on the recommendation of
the hearings officer at a subsequent hearing, the County Commissioners
issued a conditional use permit for the site.

The Department reviewed and approved the plans and Mr, Nickelson built the
lagoon which was planned as the first of three lagoons at the site. 'The
first two lagoons were designed to hold about one year's volume of
pumpings each. The first lagoon was to be the primary lagoon where all
waste would normally be dumped. The second lagoon was to be located



EQC Agenda Item No. E
December 4, 1981

Page 2

downhill from the first in order to receive its settled overflow. The
second lagoon was scheduled to be built about one year after the first
lagoon. The third lagoon, a shallower evaporation lagoon with a larger
surface area, was to be constructed downhill from the second lagoon during
the following year and receive the overflow from the second lagoon. It was
to be sized to evaporate the estimated annuval flow of pumpings. If
unusually large volumes of pumpings or unusually heavy precipitation caused
the influent to the third lagoon to exceed the evaporation rate, then the
liquid in the third lagoon could be irrigated on the surrounding sage
brush.

Meanwhile, several residents of the general area hired an attorney to
appeal the conditional use permit to the Land Use Board of Appeals. During
that appeal, they questioned whether the lagoon that had been constructed
was a full 1/4 mile from the nearest residence as required by OAR
340-61-055(4) (a) .

The residence in question is located on the other side of an abrupt ridge
that extends up some 150-200 feet in elevation between it and the lagoon.
To resolve the setback question, the Department required Mr. Nickelson to
have a surveyor measure the distance. The result was that the first lagoon
was 1,208 feet from the residence or 112 feet short of the 1/4-mile (1,320
foot) requirement. To avoid further delays, Mr. Nickelson constructed the
second of the three planned lagoons over 1/4 mile from the residence. The
Department issued a solid waste permit for use of the second lagoon only
and the site was put into operation on January 5, 1981,

The conditions that caused the first lagoon to be sited in its present
location were beyond the control of the applicant. The location was
recommended by the Department assuming that it was 1/4 mile from any
residence. The exact distance to the nearest residence was not questioned
until after the lagoon was built. The second lagoon and the proposed third
evaporation lagoon are greater than 1/4 mile from the residence.

Operation of the site since that time has been good with all requirements
being met. Despite initial public sentiment about the sites, no complaints
have been received since operation began. Use of the site was temporarily
suspended when the Land Use Board of Appeals ruled that the county had
failed to meet procedural requirements during the conditional use process
and overturned the county's decision. The County promptly held a new
hearing, developed adequate findings and reissued the conditional use
permit. The site is back in operation with no appeals pending. With a
record of proper operation, Mr. Nickelson is now asking to put the first
lagoon into service as originally planned because the lagoon that is
currently being used will be full by the first part of December.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The intent of the rule requiring the arbitrary l/4-mile setback was to
minimize potential adverse aesthetic effects on residential areas. Those
effects may include visual impact, odors and noise. <Clearly in this case,
the high intervening north-south ridge will minimize those potential
adverse effects on the residence in question.
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The residence is located on the other side of a 150-200' ridge, southwest
of the lagoon. The lagoon is not visible from the residence. The
Climatological Summary by the U.S. Department of Commerce states that the
prevailing winds in that area are from south-southeast during the winter,
from the west in the spring and early summer, and from the north-northwest
during the late summer and fall. At no time do the prevailing winds blow
towards the residence. There will be no greater impact from the lagoon in
question than from the lagoon in use 112 feet further away.

Alternatives are to (1) deny the variance request, or {2) approve the
variance request.

Denying the site would probably force the applicant to install another
lagoon to meet his plans for enough capacity. This would be burdensome on
the applicant as far as cost when there is already an unused lagoon at the
site that he paid for. It also would not make any difference in the
environmental impact at the residence. If the applicant is unwilling or
unable to install another lagoon, the life of the site would be severely
shortened. At this time, the lagoon in use is virtually full and there is
no alternate facility available.

Approval of the variance would mean immediate availability of the already
completed lagoon. The location of the lagoon was not totally in the
control of the applicant since that particular site was recommended to him
and later inspected and approved by the Department. The approval would
allow the applicant the capacity in the system that was planned for and
would thereby lengthen the life of the site.

ORS 459.225(3) authorizes the Commission to grant a variance from OAR
340-61-055{4) (a}, provided the following conditions exist:

1. The conditions in existence are beyond the control of the applicant.
2. Strict compliance would be unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical.

3. Strict compliance would result in closure of a site with no alternate
facility available.

Summation

1. The first lagoon installed at the JNS (Septage) Disposal Lagoon is
1,208 feet from the nearest residence.

2, The operator is applying for a variance from that setback to operate
the lagoon.

3. OAR 340-61-055(4) (a) requires that the septage lagoon shall be located
a minimum of 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) from the nearest residence.

4, The lagoon is separated from the residence by a ridge. The two are
not in view of each other. Prevailing winds are away from the
residence.
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9.

The second lagoon that is already in use has a record of excellent
performance.

Strict compliance would be burdensome because the applicant would
probably be forced to install another lagoon and it is unreasonable in
that use of the first lagoon would not make any difference in the
environmental impact at the residence.

There is no alternate facility currently available. Strict compliance
could result in decreased life expectancy of this site,

Granting a variance would allow use of the already installed lagoon.
The lagoon meets all other solid waste regulations. Increased
capacity at the site will be ensured.

The Commission may grant a variance in accordance with ORS 459.255(3).

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant John Nickelson a variance to OAR 340-61-055(4) (a) for the
JNS Disposal Lagoon.

William H. Young

Joseph F. Schultz:c

SC78

229-6237
November 16; 1981



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. F, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule Amending Rules for
On-Site Sewage Disposal, OAR 340-71-600

Background and Problem Statement

Prior to June 1, 1981, each applicant for a sewage disposal service license
has been required by ORS 454.695 and ORS 454.705 to obtain and provide a
bond, executed in favor of the State of Oregon, when making application for
license. On occasion an applicant has proposed to provide other forms of =
security in lieu of a surety bond, but because of the specific statutory
language it has not been acceptable to the Department.

Chapter 148, Oregon Laws 1981, revised the statutes to allow the deposit of
cash or other negotiable securities in lieu of the surety bond. The bill
contained an emergency clause, causing it to take effect upon passage,

June 1, 1981.

Administrative rules governing sewage disposal service licensing (OaAR
340-71-600) need to be amended to implement the flexibility now allowed
by statute.

Alternatives and Evaluation

1. Leave administrative rules as they are and implement the
provisions of the statutes directly.

2. Adopt amendments to the rules, using permanent rulemaking
procedures.

3. Adopt a temporary rule which would go into effect immediately.

The proposed amendments to OAR 340~71-600 are contained within
Attachment "B".

DEQ-46
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After an evaluation of alternatives, staff is of the opinion that the third
is the best alternative. It has the advantage of being effective
immediately, whereas the seccond alternative does not. It also allows the
Department to spell out the criteria necessary for smooth implementation,
including the methods by which claims may be resolved.

Summaticon and Findings

1. Chapter 148,0regon Laws 1981, provides for the deposit of cash or
other negotiable securities in lieu of a surety bond when
application is made for a sewage disposal service license. The
administrative rules have not been amended to implement this
provision.

2. Adoption of a temporary rule to become effective immediately is
the alternative of choice.

3. The Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon finds
that its failure to act promptly, by adopting a temporary rule,
amending OAR 340-71-600, will result in serious prejudice to the
public interest or the interest of the parties concerned, for the
following reason:

Chapter 148, Oregon Laws 1981, provides for the deposits of cash
or other negotiable securities in lieu of a surety hond when
application is made for a sewage disposal service license.
Implementation of this provision has not been incorporated into
Administrative Rules.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation and the findings, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposed temporary rule amending OAR 340-71-600,
as set forth in Attachment "B", and instruct staff to include such an
amendment in the permanent rule procedures of public hearing, etc.
contemplated in the January 1982 rule amendment package.

Wit
William H. Young

Attachments 3

1, Attachment "A" Statement of Need for Rulemaking and Fiscal
Impact Statement
2. Attachment "B" Proposed Temporary Rule Amending
OAR 340-71-600

Sherman 0. Olson, Jr.:g
229-6443
November 12, 1981

XG668 (1)



In the Matter of the Adoption of

OAR 340-71-600

ATTACHMENT A

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Statutory Authority,

Principal Documents Relied Upon

)

Temporary Rule Amending ) Statement of Need,
)
)

1.

and Statement of Fiscal Impact

Citation of Statutory Authority:

ORS 454.625, which requires the Environmental Quality Commission to
adopt such rules as it considers necessary for the purpose of carrying
out OAR 454.605 to 454.745.

Need for the Rule:

Chapter 148, Oregon Laws 1981 (effective June 1, 198l), allows a
sewage disposal service license applicant to deposit, in lieu of a

surety bond, the equivalent value in cash or negotiable securities.
The administrative rules have not been amended to implement this
provision.

Principal Documents Relied Upon:

Chapter 148, Oregon Laws 198l.

Fiscal and Economic Impacts:

Fiscal and economic impacts fall upon the Department and individual
sewage disposal service license applicants. The license applicants
will save the cost of securing a bond, and will accrue the interest
earned by the deposit. The Department will incur expenses in the
processing and safeguarding of these alternative securities.

William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

Sherman ©O. Olson, Jr.:q
229-6443
December 4, 1981

XG669 (1)



ATTACHMENT B

Proposed Amendments to OAR 340-71-600
340-71-600 SEWAGE DISPOSAL SERVICE.

(1) For the purpose of these rules "Sewage Disposal Service" means:

(a) The installation of on-site sewage disposal systems, or
any part thereof; or

(b) The pumping out or cleaning of on-site sewage disposal
systems, or any part thereof; or

(c) The disposal of material derived from the pumping out or
cleaning of on-site sewage disposal systems; or

(d) Grading, excavating, and earth-moving work connected with
the operations described in subsection (1) of this rule,
except streets, highways, dams, airports or other heavy
constfuction projects and except earth-moving work performed
under the supervision of a builder or contractor in
connection with and at the time of the construction of a
building or structure; or

{e) The construction of drain and sewage lineé from five (5)
feet outside a building or structure to the service lateral
at the curb or in the street or alley or other disposal
terminal holding human or domestic sewage.

(2) No person shall perform sewage disposal services or advertise
or represent himself/herself as being in the business of
performing such services without first obtaining a license from

the Department. Licenses are not transferable.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ | material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81)



(3) Those persons making application for a sewage disposal service

license shall:

(a} Complete an application form supplied by the Department;
and

(b) [Execute a surety bond in the penal sum of two thousand five
hundred ($2500) dollars in favor of the State of Oregon,
on forms supplied by the Department. Bonds shall be written
to coincide with the licensing period; and]

File and maintain with the Department original evidence of

surety bond, or other approved equivalent security, in the

penal sum of two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500);

and

{c) Shall have pumping equipment inspected by the Agent annually
if intending to pump out or clean systems and shall complete
the "Sewage Pumping Equipment Description/Inspection" form
supplied by the Department. An inspection performed after
January 1lst shall be accepted for licensing the following
July lst; and

(d) Provide evidence of registration of business name with State
Department of Commerce.

(e) Submit the appropriate fee as set forth in Subsection 340-71-
140 (1) (k).

(4) The type of security to be furnished pursuant to OAR

340-71-600(3) (b) may be:

(a) Surety bond executed in favor of the State of Oregon on a

form approved by the Attorney General and provided by the

Department. The bond shall be issued by a surety company

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed { ] material is deleted.
SSR600 (11-12-81)



licensed by the Insurance Commissioner of Oregon. Any

surety bond shall be so conditioned that it may be cancelled

only after thirty (30) days notice to the Department, and to

otherwise remain in effect for not less than two (2) vyears

following termination of the sewage disposal service

license, except as provided in subsection (e) of this

section; or

(b) Insured savings account irrevocably assigned to the

Department, with interest earned by such account made

payable to the depositor; or

{(c) Negotiable securities of a character approved by the State

Treasurer, irrevocably assigned to the Department, with

interest earned on deposited securities made payable to the

depositor.
(d) Any deposit of cash or negotiable securities under ORS

454.705 shall remain in effect for not less than two (2)

years following termination of the sewage disposal service

license except as provided in subsection (e) of this

section. A claim against such security deposits must be

submitted in writing to the Department, together with an

authenticiated copy of:

(&} The court judgment or order requiring payment of

the claim; or

(B) Written authority by the depositor for the

Department to pay the claim.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81)



(e} When proceedings under ORS 454.705 have been commenced while

the security required is in effect, such security shall be

held until final disposition of the proceedings is made. At

that time claims will be referred for consideration of

payment from the security so held.

(5) [(4)] Each licensee shall:

(a) Be responsible for any violation of any statute, rule, or
order of the Commission or Department pertaining to his
licensed business.

(b) Be responsible for any act or omission of any servant,
agent, employee, or representative of such licensee in
violation of any statute, rule, or order pertaining to his
license privileges,

(c) Deliver to each person for whom he performs services
requiring such license, prior to completion of services,
a written notice which contains:

[(A) Name and address of his bonding company; and]
(A) [(B)] A list of rights of the recipient of such servicés

which are contained in ORS 454.705(2)[.] ; and

(B) Name and address of the surety company which has

executed the bond required by ORS 454.705(1); or

(C) A statement that the licensee has deposited cash or

negotiable securities for the benefit of the Department

in compensating any person injured by failure of the

licensee to comply with ORS 454.605 to 454.745 and with

OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 71 and 73.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81)



(d) Keep the Department informed on company changes that affect
the license, such as, name change, change from individual
to partnership, change from partnership to corporation,
etc.

(6) [(5)] Misuse of License.

(a) No licensee shall permit anyone to operate under his
license, except a person who is working under supervision
of the licensee.

(b} No person shall:

(A) Display or cause or permit to be displayed, or have
in his possession any license, knowing it to be
fictitious, revoked, suspended or fraudulently
altered.

(B) Fail or refuse to surrender to the Department, upon
demand, any license which has been suspended or
revoked,

(C) Give false or fictitious information or knowingly
conceal a material fact or otherwise commit a fraud
in any license application.

{7) ([(6)] Personnel Reponsibilities.

(a) Persons performing the service of pumping or cleaning of
sewage disposal facilities shall avoid spilling of sewage
while pumping or while in transport for disposal.

(b) Any accidental spillage of sewage shall be immediately
Cleaned up by the operator and the spill area shall be
disinfected.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81)



{8) [(7)] License Suspension or Revocation,

(a) The Department may suspend, revoke, or refuse to grant,
or refuse to renew, any sewage disposal service license
if it finds:

(A) A material misrepresentation or false statement in
connection with a license application; or

(B) Failure to comply with any provisions of ORS 454,605
through 454.785, the rules of this Division, or an
order of the Commission or Department; or

(C) Failure to maintain in effect at all times the required
bond in the full amount specified in ORS 454.705; or

(D) Nonpayment by drawee of any instrument tendered by
applicant as payment of license fee.

(b) Whenever a license is revoked or expires, the operator shall
remove the license from display and remove all Department
identifying labels from equipment.

(c) A sewage disposal service may not be considered for re-

. licensure for a period of at least one (1) year after
revocation of its license.
(9) [(8)] Bquipment Minimum Specifications.

(2) Tanks for pumping out of sewage disposal facilities shall

comply with the following:

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(A)

(Bj
(C)
(D)
{(b) The

Have a liquid capacity of at least five hundred fifty
(550} gallons.

Exception. Tanks for equipment used exclusively for
pumping chemical toilets not exceeding fifty (50)
gallons capacity, shall have a liquid capacity of at
least one hundred f£ifty (150) gallons.

Be of watertight metal construction;

Be fully enclosed;

Have suitable covers to prevent spillage.

vehicle shall be equipped with either a vacuum or other

type pump which will not allow seepage from the diaphragm

or other packing glands and which is self priming.

(c) The

sewage hose on vehicles shall be drained, capped, and

stored in a manner that will not create a public health

hazard or nuisance.

(d) The discharge nozzle shall be:

(3)

(B)

(€)

D)

Provided with either a camlock quick coupling or
threaded screw cap.

Sealed by threaded cap or quick coupling when not in
use,

Located so that there is no flow or drip onto any
portion of the vehicle.

Protected fram accidental damage or breakage.

(e) No pumping equipment shall have spreader gates.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(£)

{9}

(h}

Each vehicle shall at all times be supplied with a
pressurized wash water tank, disinfectant, and implements
for cleanup.

Pumping equipment shall be used for pumping sewage disposal
facilities exclusively unless otherwise authorized in
writing by the Agent.

Chemical toilet cleaning equipment shall not be used for

any other purpose,

(10) [(9)] Equipment Operation and Maintenance.

(a)

(b)

When in use, pumping equipment shall be operated in a manner

80 as not to create public health hazards or nuisances.

Equipment shall be maintained in a reasonably clean

condition at all times.

{11) [{(10)] Vehicles shall be identified as follows:

(a)

()

(c)

Display the name or assumed business name on each vehicle

cab and on each side of a tank trailer:

{A) In letters at least three (3) inches in height; and
(B) In a color contrasting with the background.

Tank capacity shall be printed on both sides of the tank:
(A) 1In letters at least three (3) inches in height;rand
(B) In a color contrasting with the backéround.

Labels issued by the Department for each current license
period shall be displayed at all times at the front, rear,

and on each side of the "motor vehicle" as defined by United

States Department of Transportation Regulations, Title 49
U.S.C.

NOTE: Underlined material is new,
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81})



 (12) [(11)] Disposal of Pumpings.
Each licensee shall:

(a) Discharge no part of the pumpings upon the surface of the
ground unless approved by the Department in writing.

(b) Dispose of pumpings only in disposal facilities approved by
the Department.

(c) PoSsess at all times during pumping, transport or disposal
of pumpings, origin-destination records for sewage disposal
services rendered.

(d) Maintain on file complete origin—destination records for
sewage disposal services rendered. Origin-Destination
records shall include:

(A) Source of pumpings on each occurrence, including name
and addreés.
(B) Specific type of material pumped on each occurrence.
(C) Quantity of material pumped on each occurrence.
(D) Name and location of authorized disposal site,
where pumpings were deposited on each
occurrence,
(E) Quantity of material deposited on each
occurrence.
(e) Transport pumpings in a manner that will not create

a public health hazard or nuisance.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

SSR600 (11-12-81)



Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
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VIGTOR ATIVEN 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. G, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Hazardous Waste
Management Rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135

Background and Proplem Statement

At the October 9, 1981 Commission meeting, the staff presented proposed
amendments to that portion of the Commission's Hazardous Waste Management
Rules dealing with pesticide waste management (see copy of staff report,
Attachment A). OQuestions were raised concerning the Department's broad use
of the word "airport" in OAR 340-63-125(1) (c) and how the Department
planned to distribute the revised rules, to facilitate a high level of self-
regulation. The Commission moved to delay action on the Director's
Recommendation until its next meeting.

Authority to adopt these revised rules is ORS 459.440.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Relative to the first issue, the staff went back to the Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics' definition of "airport" and
realized that management facilities would be required at every landing
strip ever used for agricultural spraying, including farmers' grass
strips. Considering that the water quality violations identified have been
primarily at public-use airports, the staff have concluded that the use of
the term airport was indeed too broad and have revised OAR 340-63-125(1) (c)
accordingly. A new definition of "public-use airport” has been added to
OAR 340-63-011(27). OAR 340-63-125(1) (d) still provides for the use of
management facilities at personal-use airports if other permitted
alternatives cannot be achieved.

Although the staff have previously kept the Division of Aeronautics and the
Oregon Agricultural Aviation Association apprised of our proposed
revisions, the staff have now also gone the extra step of notifying each
public-use airport of this intended action since the proposed rules so
specifically apply to their facilities.

Relative to the second issue, the Department will take several steps to
ensure widespread distribution, First of all, the Department plans to
distribute summaries of the rules at QOregon State University (0SU)
Extension Service short courses in January, 1982 (estimate 1,000 copies).
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In anticipation of adoption, a draft synopsis of the rules has been
submitted to OSU Extension Service to be printed in their 1982 update of
the Weed Control Handbook and the Pacific Northwest Insect Control
Handbook (which in 1981 had a combined publication of 3,200 copies}.

Copies of the rules will also be distributed to all members of Oregon
Agricultural Chemical Association, Oregon Agricultural Aviation
Association, Pest Control Operators of Oregon, based on mailing lists
received from the Department of Agriculture. Lastly, the staff will use
Department publications such as Beyond Waste and Ambience to try to spread
the word.

Summation

1. Having considered the issues raised at the October 2, 1981
Commission meeting, the proposed OAR 340-63-125(1){(c) has been
revised to limit its application to only public-use airports, and
a new definition has been added to OAR 340-63-011(27).

2. Existing rules adopted in 1979 no longer adequately reflect
current policy and best management practices for the disposal of
waste pesticides and empty containers.

3. It is necessary to develop requlations that are clear, which
identify best management practices for dealing with the
complexity of the waste pesticide problem and yet address known
environmental concerns.

4, The staff drafted amendments to the rules which are intended to
overcome current deficiencies.

5. The Commission is authorized to adopt hazardous waste management
rules by ORS 459.440,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments set forth in Attachment E to the Commission's Hazardous
Waste Management Rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135, and

guidelines. Zb(} ) ﬁvs (G

William H. Young

Attachments
A Staff report, Agenda Item No. R, October 9, 1981, EQC meeting
B Statement of Need for Rulemaking
c Hearing Officer's Report
D Department's Response to Public Comment
E Proposed Rules OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135
F Waste Pesticide Management Systems Guidelines and Basic Design

Criteria

Michael G. Ebeling:c
Z2C673

229-5953

November 16, 1981
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Attachment A
to Agenda Item No. G
of Dec.. 4,:1981 EQC Meeting

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: - Envirommental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item ﬁo. R, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Hazardous Waste
Management Rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135

Background

The Department's current hazardous waste management rules were adopted in
May 1979 and amended in April 1980. A portion of those rules identified

. standards and best management practices for the disposal of waste

pesticides and empty hazardous material containers.

It is reported that some 1,500 different pesticide compounds are formulated
into 35,000 commercially salable pesticide products. These pesticide
products are in turn diluted into spray solutions of various concentrations
depending on application requirements.

Because of the differences in degree of dilution, variability in toxicity
and large number of persons regulated, it is necessary that the rules be
clear enough to foster a high level of self-regulation. We have found in
the last 2% years of implementation, however, that the pesticide portion of
the rules is sometimes difficult to interpret, which is leading to
inadegquate compliance in some instances. Furthermore, inadequate guidance
was provided on acceptable management alternatives to disposal at a
hazardous waste disposal site., To improve opportunities for self-
regulation and compliance on the one hand, and for enforceability on the
other, we are proposing these modified rules.

Authority to adopt these revised rules is ORS 459.440.

Alternatives and Evaluationg

The alternative to amending these rules is to leave the existing rules as
is. This alternative was rejected, because the Department believes that an
effective program requires rules that are clear, reflect best management
practices, and yet address known enviromnmental concerns.
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Summation

1.

4.

Existing rules adopted in 1979 no longer adequately reflect
current policy and best management practices for the disposal of
waste pesticides and empty containers. )

It is necessary to davelop requlations that are clear, which
identify best management practices for dealing with the
complexity of the waste pesticide problem and yet address known
environmental concerns.

The staff drafted amendments to the rules which are intended to
overcome current deficiencies.

The Commission is authorized to adopt hazardous waste management
rules by CRS 45%.440.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments to the Department's hazardous waste management rules,
OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135, and guidelines.

d8y

William H. Young

Attachments

I
I1I
III
Iv
v

Michael G.

2C673
229-5953
September

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Hearing Officer's Report

Department's Response to Public Comment

Proposed Rules OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135

Waste Pesticide Management Systems Guidelines and Basic Design
Criteria

Ebeling:c

17, 1981



IN THE MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF
AMENDMENTS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT RULES, CHAPTER 340,
SECTIONS 63-011, 62-125, 63-130 AND
63-135

s
.

Attachment T -
Agenda Item Mo, R

October 9, 1981 EOC Meeting
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON
STATUTORY AUTHORITY, STATEMENT
CF NEED, PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTS

RELIED UPON AND STATEMENT OF
FISCAL IMPACT

—— -

Statutory Authority: ORS 459.440, which requires the Environmental
Quality Commissicn to adopk rules pertaining to hazardous waste
management rules.

Heed for the Rule: The current rules, adopted in May 1979, no loager
reflect Departmental policy, or address the complexity of the problems
tth waste pesticides that exist today. Nor do they clearly establish
t management practices for the disposal of or reuse of waste
westicide and empty containers.
principal Documents Relied Upon:

. The existing hazardous waste management rules,

Pesticide survey reports:

rv
o

-

"A Survey of Pesticide Use and Waste Disposal in Multnomah,
Tlackamas and Washington Counties," by Gary Hahn

ii. "Lane County Pesticide Report," by Gary Morse

iii. "Special Project {Container Survey)," by Cathy Cartmill

tiscal Impack:

tositive impacts would result from -the implementation of safer
management practices which, if undertaken, would result in reduced
risk to the environment and reduced cost in clean-up. Many of these
practices have already been instituted into everyday operational
procedures in the agricultural community. Even though the proposed
revisions would provide a public benefit to all, they will result in
increased costs to public and private operations which generate waste
pesticides and empty containers. Some of the increased costs would be
due to permits, plan reviews and annual inspection fees. The actual
costs for davelopment, design and construction can only be estimated.
A recently approved installation cost $22,000. EKeep in mind that

Rey o orimeprantinal

==z S o=
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Attachment II
Agenda Item No. R
October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Gayla Reese, Hearings Officer

Subject: Public Hearing on Amendments to Hazardous Waste Rules
{(Management of Waste Pesticides and Empty Hazardous Waste
Containers)

On August 19 and 20, 1981, public hearings were held pursuant to a notice
issued July 27, 1981, The meetings were held at 10:00 a.m. at the Wasco
County Courthouse, Annex A, 400 E. 5th Street, The Dalles, and the Marion
County Courthouse, Room 129, 148 High Street, Salem, respectively.

Seven persons were present at the meeting in The Dalles, and fifteen
persons were present at the meeting in Salem. After explaining the purpose
of the meeting and answering questions, six persons gave testimony at the
hearings: Calvin Butler, Butler Farm Air Co.; Jim Ossman, Agri-Chem Wasco-
Dufur; Donald Robinson, Stokley-Van Camp; Craig Bagleson, Oregon
Agricultural Chemical Association; Bill Welter, Cascade Farm Service; and
Erle Parker, Chem-Spray.

Qthers who attended the sessions were: John Zalawih, Farm Chemicals,
Dufur; D. Hlolykill, Interior Elmor Co.; Dennis Illingworth, Wasco-Sherman
Public Health Department; Bill Martin, Wasco Sherman Public Health
Division; Ken Cowdrey, Wilbur Ellis Company; Fritz Heider, Farmers' Co-op
0il; Tom Barrows, Capltal Building Landscape Maintenance; Phil Berthe;
William Schlitt, Sanitary Service Co; Evan Lidity, Wilco Farmers; Ray
Costello, Oregon Aeronautics Division; Ray Rozzina, Oregon Aeronautics
Division; Craig Hall, Lincoln County Courthouse; Dale Rhodes, Oregon
Workers' Comp.; Allen Willis, Boise Cascade Corporation; and Scott
Burlingham, Woodburn Fertilizer and Grain, Inc.

Major points from the hearings were:

1. The amended pesticide rules are more understandable and readable.

2. Rules are too subjective when DEQ staff determines violation.

3. Small companies should not be expected to know all the rules and
regulations; DEQ should make a special effort to contact everyone on

the rules.

4. Farmers will not want to bury empty containers on their own land.
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Department's Response tc Public Comment

The following is a summary of comments received in response to proposed
amendments to administrative rules for hazardous waste management (OAR
340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135) and the Department's responses to
those comments:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Res ponse:

Comment:

Pesticide applicators feel there is no need to obtain
authorization to spray waste pesticide onto the owner's
property. ' '

The Department feels it is only reasonable to obtain permission
from the owner or contreller of the property before spraying the
waste pesticide because of the potential for crop or
environmental damage through misapplication.

The use of the word "airport" is too broad a term when
restricting the open burning of 50 pounds or less of empty non-
rigid containers. The term needs to be more specific¢ since an
"airport™ can mean anywhere an airplane lands including an
agricultural air strip. '

The Department agrees that the term "airport" was too
encompassing. The language of the rule has been changed to be
more specific in regards to the type of "airport" where the
Department feels open burning should not be permitted.

Disposal of containers having "danger" or "poison" labels need
to be addressed further.

The Department feels that all containers, if properly
decontaminated, may be recovered or taken to an authorized solid
waste landfill.

It is not always feasible to carry rinsing apparatus or water to
the application site for the rinsing of empty containers.

Comments from the agricultural industry supported the
Department's opinion that the container should be rinsed when it
is emptied and the rinsate used as make up for the next
application. Having missed the easiest opportunity to reusge the
rinsate may mean the container will not be rinsed, the rinsate
will be indiscriminately dumped or a waste management facility
will need to be constructed.

The concern of a generator’'s liability for disposal of hazardous
waste containers at a state-approved landfill.
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Response:

Comment:

Res ponse:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Z0368.4A (1)
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The Department has no objections to a landfill operation having
a receipt or certification form for the disposal of
decontaminated empty hazardous waste containers. It is our
feeling that the verification process adequately addresses the
Department concerns while allowing industry a method of self-
policing.

The agricultural chemical industry has repeatedly urged the
Department to change 1ts dosage limits for oral tox1c1ty from
500 mg/kg to 50 mg/kg.

The question of toxic waste does not just relate to pesticides
but other hazardous wastes. The Department will be locking at
all the Hazardous Waste Rules in the next year in order that our
state can achieve final anthorization under the federal
government's RCRA program. - At that time we will be reviewing
all the toxic waste toxicity tests.

The agricultural chemical industry objects to a definition of
"Waste Pesticide" which includes container rinsate and
application equipment wash water with spray mixture and dilute
pesticide formulations.

Pesticides by their chemical makeup are toxic. Although we can
agree that rinsate and equipment washwaters will normally be of
low toxicity, until tested their toxicity is unknown. The rules
therefore provide two alternatives: testing or management
according to the proposed rules. If testing is conducted, it
may in fact show a particular waste pesticide to be
non-hazardous.

Small quantity management requires that the waste must be taken
to a state permitted waste disposal site. We feel this rule
conflicts with 63-=125(1){(d4).

A small quantity generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds or one
gallon of waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue per month. All other quantities must either be managed
as a waste pesticide or disposed of at Arlington hazardous waste
disposal site. The two rules cited are expected to be used
jointly.

Recommend the substitution of the word "substance" in place of
"material/waste" or "material or residue.”

We purposely used "material/waste" to emphasize that we were
concerned about containers holding either. Further, "hazardous
material” and "hazardous waste" are defined in the regulations
while "substance” is not. To substitute the word "substance"
for "material or residue" in Definition No. ll would require a
change in ORS 459.400 which the Department feels is not
justified at this time.
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Environmental Quality Commission
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522 SQUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: - Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. R, Qctober 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Hazardous Waste
Management Rules, OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135

Background

The Department's current hazardous waste management rules were adopted in
May 1979 and amended in April 1980. A portion of those rules identified
standards and best management practices for the disposal of waste
pesticides and empty hazardous material containers.

It is reported that some 1,500 different pesticide compounds are formulated
into 35,000 commercially salable pesticide products. These pesticide
products are in turn diluted into spray solutjions of various concentrations
depending on application requirements.

Because of the differences in degree of dilution, variability in toxicity
and large number of persons regulated, it is necessary that the rules be
clear enough to foster a high level of self-regulation. We have found in
the last 2% years of implementation, however, that the pesticide portion of
the rules is sametimes difficult to interpret, which is leading to
inadequate compliance in some instances. Furthermore, inadequate guidance
was provided on acceptable management alternatives to disposal at a
hazardous waste disposal site. To improve opportunities for self-
regulation and compliance on the one hand, and for enforceability on the
other, we are proposing these modified rules.

Authority to adopt these revised rules is ORS 459.440.

Alternatives and Evaluations

The alternative to amending these rules is to leave the existing rules as
is. This alternative was rejected, because the Department believes that an
effective program requires rules that are clear, reflect best management
practices, and yet address known environmental concerns.
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The failure to adopt amended rules may possibly cause some operations which
generate waste pesticides and their empty containers to unintentionally be
in violation of the Department's existing rules. The Department may also
lose some rapport developed with the following agencies and organizations
who have spent numercus hours reviewing, critiquing and commenting on our
revisions: Department of Agriculture, Oregon Agricultural Chemical
Agsociation, Oregon State University Extension Service, Oregon Agricultural
Aviation Association and the Committee on Synthetic Chemlcals in the
Environment (COSITE).

Following the July 17, 1981, Commission meeting, at which authorization to
conduct public hearings was granted, 1,200 hearing notices were mailed to
known interested parties, including news media. Some 50 copies of the
proposed rules were mailed to individuals upon request. On August 19,
1981, in The Dalles, and August 20, 1981, in Salem, public hearings were
conducted.

Written and oral comments were received from 7 individuals. The staff
evaluated these comments and several changes have been made in the proposed
rules. The attached "Hearings Officer's Report" and "Response to Public
Comment" summarize the staff's response (see Attachments II and III}.

The proposed rule amendments include the following major provisions:

1. The addition of a new definition for "waste pesticide" and the
clarification of some of the existing definitions.

2. Waste pesticide generated at a permanent base of operation will
need to be disposed of at a facility permitted by the
Department. Those wastes generated away from a permanent base of
operation may be discharged to a permitted facility or sprayed on
the ground under certain specific conditions.

3. Expand and clarify the procedures involved in decontamination
{which includes the destroying of the containers' structure by
crushing or cutting off both ends), wverification, recovery and
disposal of rigid containers.

4. Clarifies the procedures involved in disposal of empty non-rigid
containers.

5. Allow farmers to bury their empty non-rigid and decontaminated
rigid containers on their own property under certain conditions.

6. Allows the disposal of small quantities of hazardous waste in
state-permitted solid waste disposal sites.

In addition to the proposed rule modifications, the Department has also
developed a set of criteria for design of pesticide waste management
systems. We are proposing these as guidelines at this time because the
state-of-the-art is not well developed at this time. After we've been able
to monitor the operation of some facilities, we'll be in a better position
to propose more specific performance standards.
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Summation

1.

4.

Existing rules adopted in 1979 no longer adegquately reflect
current policy and best management practices for the disposal of
waste pesticides and empty containers. ‘

It is necessary to develop regulations that are c¢lear, which
identify best management practices for dealing with the
complexity of the waste pesticide problem and yet address known
environmental concerns.

The staff drafted amendments to the rules which are intended to
overccme current deficiencies.

The Commission is authorized to adopt hazardous waste management
rules by ORS 45%.440.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments to the Department's hazardous waste management rules,
OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135, and guidelines.

BBw

William H. Young

Attachments
I Statement of Need for Rulemaking
I1 Hearing Officer's Report
I1I Department's Response to Public Comment
v Proposed Rules OAR 340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135
v

Waste Pesticide Management Systems Guidelines and Basic Design
Criteria

Michael G. Ebeling:c

%C673
229-5953

September 17, 1981



IN THE MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF
AMENDMENTS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT RULLS, CHAPTER 340,
SECTIONS 63-011, 63-125, 63-130 AND
63-135

[
.

L

Attachment I
Agenda Item Mo. R

October 9, 1981 EQC Meeting
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON
STATUTORY AUTHORITY, STATEMENT
OF NEED, PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTS

RELIED UPON AND STATEMENT OF
FISCAL IMPACT

Statutory Authority: ORS 459.440, which regquires the Environmental
Quality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to hazardous waste
management rules.

Need for the Rule: The current rules, adopted in May 1979, no longer
reflect Departmental policy, or address the complexity of the problems
with waste pesticides that exist today. Nor do they clearly establish
best management practices for the disposal of or reuse of waste
westicide and empty containers.,

frincipal Documents Relied Upon:

z. The existing hazardous waste manazgement rules.

i, Pesticide survey reports:

[

"A Survey of Pesticide Use and Waste Disposal in Multnomah,
Tlackamas and Washington Counties,” by Gary Hahn

ii. "Lane County Pesticide Report," by Gary Morse
iii. "Special Project (Container Survey),"” by Cathy Cartmill
Fiscal Impact:

rositive impacts would result from -the implementation of safer
management practices which, if undertaken, would result in reduced
risk to the environment and reduced cost in clean-up. Many of these
practices have already been instituted into everyday operaticnal
procedures in the agricultural community., Even though the proposed
revisions would provide a public benefit to all, they will result in
increased costs to public and private operations which genmerate waste
pesticides and empty containers. Some of the increased costs would be
due to permits, plan reviews and annual inspection fees. The actual
costs for development, design and construction can only be estimated.
A recentlv approved installation cost $22,000. Keep in mind that
bhage gvsteng zre sltz-ssecific and may vary due to gersrantioal



locations, quantity of waste pesticide generated and type of
operation. There is a possibility that federal money may be available
for some airport operations. ) '

It should be noted that there are 2,120 commercial operators,
governmental applicators and dealers licensed by the Oregon Department
of Agriculture. However, this large number does not suggest that each
licensed applicator will need to be permitted.. The Oregon Aeronautics
Division licenses 403 public and private airports, heliports and
alrstrips, some of which are used by commercial operators. Many of
the commercial operators use several different airports, heliports and
airstrips during their yearly.operation. It can be estimated that
only 10 to 15 percent of these operations will need to develop some
kind of facility for the management of waste pesticide and empty
containers.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Gayla Reese, Hearings Officer

Subject: Public Hearing on Amendments to Hazardous Waste Rules
(Management . of Waste Pesticides and Empty Hazardous Waste
Containers)

On August 19 and 20, 1981, public hearings were held pursuant to a notice
issued July 27, 198l. The meetings were held at 10:00 a.m. at the Wasco
County Courthouse, Annex A, 400 E, 5th Street, The Dalles, and the Marion
County Courthouse, Room 129, 148 High Street, Salem, respectively.

Seven persons were present at the meeting in The Dalles, and fifteen
persons were present at the meeting in Salem. After explaining the purpose
of the meeting and answering questions, six persons gave testimony at the
hearings: Calvin Butler, Butler Farm Air Co.; Jim Ossman, Agri-Chem Wasco-
Dufur; Donald Robinson, Stokley-Van Camp; Craig Eagleson, Oregon
Agricultural Chemical Associatlon; Bill Welter, Cascade Farm Service; and
Erle Parker, Chem-Spray.

Others who attended the sessions were: John Zalawih, Farm Chemicals,
Dufur; D. Hlolykill, Interior Elmor Co.; Dennis Illingworth, Wasco-Sherman
Public Health Department; Bill Martin, Wasco Sherman Public Health
Division; Ken Cowdrey, Wilbur Ellis Company; Fritz Heider, Farmers' Co-op
0il; Tom Barrows, Capital Building Landscape Maintenance; Phil Berthe;
William Schlitt, Sanitary Service Co; Evan Lidity, Wilco Farmers; Ray
Costello, Oregon Aeronautics Division; Ray Rozzina, Oregon Aeronautics
Divisien; Craig Hall, Lincoln County Courthouse; Dale Rhodes, Oregon
Workers' Comp.; Allen Willis, Boise Cascade Corporation; and Scott
Burlingham, Woodburn Fertilizer and Grain, Inc.

Major points from the heariﬁgs were:

1. The amended pesticide rules are more understandable and readable.

2. Rules are too subjective when DEQ staff determines violation.

3. Small companies should not be expected tc know all the rules and
regulations; DEQ should make a special effort to contact everyone on

the rules.

4. Farmers will not want to bury empty containers on their own land.
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5.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

1s5.

1s6.

17.

18.

Farmers should not be allowed to bury empty containers on their
property since lowlands are typically used for burial lands where
water could be affected. All containers should be disposed of at
landfills.

Disposal of containers having poisonous or toxic residues needs to be
addressed further.

Liability of generator for containers in landfills 15 years after
disposal is unfair. .

Taking properly handled waste to a state-permitted waste disposal site
should be an option, not a requirement,

Fines and penalties for not properly disposing of waste pesticide and
empty containers need to bé spelled out in rules,

The cost to dispose of empty containers at licensed disposal sites is
prohibitive.

Rules need to differentiate between (a) containers and equipment and
(b) rinsate from diluted spray or leftover pesticide.

Rules need to address treatment of different types of pesticides with
a hierarchy of risks and corresponding compliance requirements.

A problem exists with requiring rinsing immediately after application.
It is not always feasible to carry rinsing apparatus or rinse water
for rinsing containers after application, ’

Rinsing of containers that have dinitro needs to be addressed in
rules.

Pesticide applicators should not be required to obtain authorization
to spray waste pesticide onto the owner's property.

"Alrport®™ is too broad of a term. WNeed to be more specific since

"airport" can mean anywhere an airplane lands, including the duster
strips. -

"Soon as possible" pertaining to open burning needs to be more
specific.

Burning of toxic packaging should be prohibited.

The record was left open until 5:00 p.m., August 31, 1981. Additional
written comments were received from two persons, Rodger Emmons and Craig

Eagleson, which are included in the Department's Respense to Public
Conment.

GR:0

Z0368 (1)
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Department's Response to Public Comment

The following is a summary of comments received in response to proposed
amendments to administrative rules for hazardous waste management (OAR
340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135) and the Department's responses to
those comments:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Resmnse :

Comment:

Pesticide applicators feel there is no need to obtain
authorization to gspray waste pesticide onto the owner's
property. ' '

The Department. feels it is only reasonable to obtain permission
from the owner or controller of the property before spraying the
waste pesticide because of the potential for crop or
environmental damage through misapplication.

The use of the word "airport" is too broad a term when
restricting the open burning of 50 pounds or less of empty non-
rigid containers. The term needs to be more specific since an
"airport" can mean anywhere an airplane lands including an
agricultural air strip. '

The Department agrees that the term "airport™ was too
encompassing. The language of the rule has been changed to be
more specific in regards to the type of "airport" where the
Department feels open burning should not be permitted.

Disposal of containers having "danger" or "poison" labels need
to be addressed further.

The Department feels that all containers, if properly
decontaminated, may be recovered or taken to an authorized solid
waste landfill.

It is not always feasible to carry rinsing apparatus or water to
the application site for the rinsing of empty containers.

Comments from the agricultural industry supported the
Department's opinion that the container should be rinsed when it
is emptied and the rinsate used as make up for the next
application. Having missed the easiest opportunity to reuse the
rinsate may mean the container will not be rinsed, the rinsate
will be indiscriminately dumped or a waste management facility
will need to be constructed.

The concern of a generator's liability for disposal of hazardous
waste containers at a state-approved landfill.
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Response:

Comment :

Resggnse:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:
Response:

Comment s

1981, EQC Meeting

The question of liability is one which ultimately will be
determined by the courts. However, 1f all rules in effect at
the time pertaining to decontamination and disposal of hazardous
waste containers are followed, little liability is likely.

Parmers should not be allowed to bury empty containers on their
own property. All containers should be disposed of at state-
permitted landfills. '

There are several reasons for allowing farmers to bury their own
empty decontaminated containers on their own property. From an
enforcement standpoint, the Department does neot have the
resources or manpower to carry out such a task. Pollution of
surface and ground water should be minimal if the containers are
properly decontaminated and buried according to the proposed
rules.

Pines and penalties for not properly disposing of waste
pesticides or their empty containers should be addressed in the
rules, :

Oregon Revised Statutes 45%.992 and 459.995 address criminal and
civil penalties, respectively. The criminal penalties and fines
are not more than $3,000 or by imprisonment in the county jail
for not more than one year. Civil penalties incur fines not to
exceed $500 a day for each day of the violation. The passage of’
Senate Bill 146 will give the Department some additional civil
and criminal penalty authority including raising the fine to
$10,000.

The cost of disposal of empty containers is prohibitive.

Yes, the disposal of empty containers is costly. However, the
rules do provide for recycling or reuse at scrap metal
collection sites, metal remelting plants, drum reconditioning
firms, and the return of the containers to chemical
manufacturers, distributorship or other retail facilities who,
in some cases, will pay you for the empty decontaminated
containers.

On small quantity management, both the collector and landfill
site should give permission.

The Department has modified the proposed rules to reflect this
comment.

The landfill operator should reserve the right to require
written certification at the landfill for disposal of
decontaminated empty hazardous waste containers.
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Respconse:

Comment

Response:

Z0368.A (1)
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The Department has no objections to a landfill operation having
a receipt or certification form for the disposal of
decontaminated empty hazardous waste containers. It is our
feeling that the werification process adequately addresses the
Department concerns while allowing industry a method of self-
policing.

The agricultural chemical industry has repeatedly urged the
Department to change 1ts dosage limits for oral tox1c1ty from
500 mg/kg to 50 mg/kg.

The question of toxic waste does not just relate to pesticides
but other hazardous wastes. The Department will be looking at
all the Hazardous Waste Rules in the next year in order that our
state can achieve final authorizatlon under the federal
government's RCRA program. - At that time we will be reviewing
all the toxic waste toxicity tests.

The agricultural chemical industry objects to a definition of
"Waste Pesticide” which includes container rinsate and
application equipment wash water with spray mixture and dilute
pesticide formulations.

Pesticides by their chemical makeup are toxic. Although we can
agree that rinsate and equipment washwaters will normally be of
low toxicity, until tested their toxicity is unknown. The rules
therefore provide two alternatives: testing or management
according to the proposed rules. If testing is conducted, it
may in fact show a particular waste pesticide to be
non~hazardous.

Small guantity management requires that the waste must be taken
to a state permitted waste disposal site. We feel this rule
conflicts with 63-125(1) (d).

A small quantity generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds or one
gallon of waste contailning pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue per month. All other quantities must either be managed
as a waste pesticide or disposed of at Arlington hazardous waste
disposal site., The two rules cited are expected to be used
jointly.

Recommend the substitution of the word "substance™ in place of
"material/waste” or "material or residue.”

We purposely used "material/waste" to emphasize that we were
concerned about containers holding either, Purther, "hazardous
material® and "hazardous waste" are defined in the requlations
while "substance™ is not. To substitute the word “"substance"
for "material or residue" in Definition No. 1l would require a
change in ORS 459.400 which the Department feels is not
justified at this time.
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PROPOSED REVISION TO QOREGON ADMINSTRATIVE RULES

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 63, RULES 011, 125, 130 AND 135

DEFINITIONS

340-63~011 As used in these rules unless otherwise
specified [required by context:]

(1) "Aeration" means a specific treatment for an empty
volatile material container consisting of removing the closure
and placing in an inverted position for at least 5 days.

(2) '“Aquatic TLﬁ“ and [or] "aquatic median tolerance

limit" and "Aquatic LC50" and "median aquatic lethal

concentration" means that concentration of a substance which is

expected in a specified time to kill 50 percent of an aquatic
test population. [including, but not limited to, indigenous fish
or their food supply.] Aquatic TLm and aguatic LC50 are expressed
in milligrams of the substance per liter of water.

(3) "Authorized container disposal site" means a solid

waste disposal site that [is] the Department has authorized by

permit to accept all decontaminated hazardous material or waste

containers for disposal.
(4) "Container" means any package, can, bottle, bag,
barrel, drum, tank or any other enclosure which contains a

hazardous material or waste [substance]. If the container has a

-1 -



detachable liner or several separate inner containers, only those
liners and containers contaminated by the hazardous

material or waste [substance] shall be considered for the purposes

of these rules,

(5) "Department" means the Department of Environmental
Quality.
(6) "Dermal LDsg" and [or] "median dermal lethal dose"

means a measure of dermal penetration toxicity of a substance for
which a calculated dermal dose is expected in a specified time to
kill 50 percent of a population of expe:imental laboratory
animals. [(including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.]
Dermal LDgqg is expressed in milligrams of the substance per
-kilogram of ‘body weight.

(7) "Dispose" or "disposal® means the discharge, deposit,
injection, dumping, spilling, leaking or placing of any hazardous
waste into or on any land or water so that such hazardous waste
or any hazardous constituent thereof may enter. the environment
or be emitted into the air or discharged into any waters of the
Stéte as defined in ORS 468.700. NCTE: The foregoing is not
to be interpreted to authorize any violation of ORS Chapter 459
and these rules.

{8) "Domestic use" or "household use" means use in or
around homes, backyards and offices; but excludes commercial pest
cont:ol operations.

(9) "Empty container" means a container whose contents
have been removed except for the residual material retained on

the interior surfaces.



(10) "Generator" means the person who, by virtue of
ownership, management or contreol, [is responsible for causing]
causes or [allowing] allows to be caused the creation of a
hazardous waste.

(11) "Hazardous waste" means discarded, useless or unwanted
materials or residues in solid, liquid, or gaseous state and
their empty containers which are classified as hazardous pursuant
to ORS 459.410 and these rules. A "hazardous material" is a
substance that meets this same definition except that it is not
a waste.

(12) “"Hazardous waste collection site" means the real
Q:ogertz [geographical site] upon which hazardous wastes are
stored in accordance with a license issued pursuant to ORS
Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63.

(13) "Hazardous waste disposal site" means the real
property [a geographical site in which or] upon which hazardous
wastes are disposed in accordance with a license issued pursuant
to ORS Chapter 453 and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63.

{14) "Hazardous waste management facility" means a hazardous
waste collection, treatment, or disposal site; or the solid waste

landfill that the Department has authorized by permit [has been

permitted] to dispose of a specified hazardous waste pursuant to
ORS 459.510(3) and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63.

{15) "Hazardous waste treatment site" means a facility or
operation, otﬁer than a2 hazardous waste disposal site, at which
hazardous waste is treated in accordance with a license issued
pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and QAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62
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and 63,

{(16) "Hydrocarbon" means any compcund composed solely of
hydrogen and carbon.

(17) "Inhalation LCgg" and [or] "median inhalation lethal
concentration" méans [a measure of inhalation toxicity of a
substance“for which] a calculated inhalation concentration of a
substance that is expected in a specified time to kill 50

+

percent of a population of experimental laboratory animals|,

including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits]. Inhalation
LCg5p is expressed in milligrams per liter-of air for gas or vapor
and in milligrams per cubic meter for a dust or mist.

(18) "Jet rinsing” means a specific treatment for an empty
[pesticide] container using the following'procedure:

{a) A nozzle is inserted into the container,or the empty

container is inverted over a nozzle such that all interior

 surfaces of the container can be washed.
(b) The container is [flushed] rinsed using an
appropriate diluent [for at least 30 seconds].

{19) "Manifest™ means the document {form] used for
identifying the quantity, composition, and the origin, routing,
and destination of hazérdous waste during its transportation from
the point of genération to the poiﬁt of storage, treatment, or
disposal. |

(20) ["Triple rinsing"”] "Multiple rinsing” means a specific

treatment for an empty container, repeating the following
procedure a minimum of three times.[:]

{(a) A volume of an appropriate diluent is placed in the
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container in an amount equal to at least 10 percent of the
container volume.
{b) The container [closure] is agitated [replaced and the

container is upended] to rinse all interior surfaces.

{c) The container is opened and the rinse solution
drained, allowing at least 30 seconds after drips start.

(21} "Oral LDg5g" and [or] "median oral lethal dose" meahs
[a measure of oral tokicity of a substance for which] a

calculated oral dose of a substance that is expected [in a

specified time] to kill 50 percent of a population of

experimental laboratory animals within _a specified time.
{including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.] O©Oral LDgg
is expressed in milligrams of the substance per kilogram of body
weight.

(22) "Person" means the federal government [United

States], thé State or public or private corporation, local
government unit, public agency, individual, partnership,
association, firm, trust, estate, or any other legal entity.

(23) "Pesticide" means any substance or combination of
substances intended for the purpose of defoliating plants or for
the preventing, destroying, repelling, or mitigating of insects,
fungi, weeds, rodents, or predatory animals; including but not
limited to defoliants, desiccants, fungicides, herbicides,
insecticides, and nematocides as defined by ORS 634.006.

(24) "Phenol” means any mono- or polyhydric derivative of
an aromatic hydrocarbon.

{25} "Plant site" means the real property [geographical
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areé] where hazardous waste generation occurs. Two or more
parcels [pieces] of real property which are geographically
contiguous and‘are divided only by a right-of-way are considered
a single site.

(26) "Polychlorinated biphenyl" or "PCB" means the class
of chlorinatedrbiphenyl, terphenyl, higher polyphenyl, or
mixtures of these compounds, produced by replacing two or more
hydrogen atoms on the biphenyl, terphenyl, or higher polyphenyl
molecule with chlorine atoms. PCB does not include chlorinated
biphenyls, terphenyls, higher polyphenyls, of mixtures of these
compounds, that have functional groups other than chlorine unless
that functional group is determined to make the compound
dangerous to the public health.

(27) "Store" or "storage" means the coﬁtaiﬁment of hazardous
waste for.a temporary specified period of time, . in such a mahner
as not to constitute disposal of such hazardous waste.

(28) "Transporter" means any motor carrier engaged in the
transportation of hazardous waste.

(29) "Treatment" means any method, technique, activity,
or process, including but not limited to neutralization, designed
to change the physical, chemical, or biological character or
composition of any hazardous waste so as to neutralize such waste
or to render such waste nonhazardous, safer for transport,
amenable for recovery, amenable for storage, or reduced in
volume. |

(30) "Volatile" means having an absolute vapor pressure
of greater than 78 mm Hg at 259 C. For the purpose of these

-6 -



rules, all fumigants are considered to be volatile.

(31) "Waste pesticide" means discarded, useless or unwanted

materials or residues including, but not limited to, spray

mixtures, diluted pesticide formulations, container rinsings and

pesticide equipment washings.

340-63-125 Toxic Waste.

(1) Pesticides and Pesticide Manufacturing Residues.

{a) Waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue is toxic if it has any of the following properties:

(i) Oral toxicity: Material with a 14;day oral LDgg equal
to or less than 500 mg/kg. |

(ii) Inhalation toxicity: Material with a one-hour
inhalation LCsgg equél to or less than 2 mg/l as a gas or vapor
"or a one-hour inhalation LCs5p equal to or less than 200 mg/m3 as
a dust or mist.

{iii) Dermal penetration toxicity: Material with a l4-day
dermal LD5g9 edqual to or less than 200 mg/kg.

(iv) Aquatic toxicity: Material with 96-hour aquatic TLm
or 96-hour aquatic LCgp equal to or less than 250 mg/1l.

(b) A generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds or one
gallon of waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue per month in accordance with Section 63-135 of this
part.

(c} Waste pesticide generated at an airport,

distributorship or other permanent base of operation, (excluding

temporary heliport), shall be discharged to a permitted facility



or as otherwise approved by the Department,

{d} Waste pesticide generated at a site other than

provided in OAR 340-63-125(1) (c) may be discharged to a permitted

facilityror sprayed on the ground, provided:

(A) It is sprayed through a nozzle under pressure and is

moving at a sufficient rate so as not to saturate the ground;

{B}) The generator owns or controls the management of the

ground, or receives permission from the manager, owner, or

controller of the ground;

(C) The spray site location will not endanger ground or

surface waters, or pose a hazard to humans, wildlife (game and

non-game animals) or domestic animals; and

(D) If applied to agriculture land, the pesticide deposit

will not result in excessive residual amounts or prohibited types

of residues in current or subseguent crops.

{(2) Halogenated Hydrocarbons and Phenols (excluding
polymeric solids); )
- (a) Waste containing halogenated hydrocarbons (excluding
polychlorinated biphenyls) or halogenated phenols is toxic if
it contains 1% or greater of such substances.

(b) A generatof may dispose of up to 200 pouﬁds of waste
containing halogenated hydrocarbohs or halogenated phencls per
month (excluding polychlorinated biphenyls and pesticides) in
accordance with Section 63-135 of this Part.

(c) Waste containing polychlorinatgd biphenyls is toxic

and shall be managed in accordance with 40 CFR 761,



{3) 1Inorganics

(a) (i} Wasté containing cyanide, arsenic, cadmium or
mercury 1s toxic if it contains 100 ppm or greater of such
substance or 200 ppm or greater of the sum of such substances.

(ii} Waste containing hexavalent chromium or lead
is toxic if it contains 500 ppm or greater of such substance
or 1000 ppm or greater of the sum of such substances.

(iii) The Department may exempt certain inert
materials containing these substances (e.g.: leaded glass,
foundry sands) on a case-by-case basis. |

(b) A generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds of waste
containing cyanide, arsenic, cadmium or mercury or up to 200
poﬁnds of waste containing hexavalent chromium or lead per month
in accordance with Section 63-135 of this Part.

{¢) Mining wastes are exempt from the rules of this
Division.

(4 Carcinqgens.

(a) Waste containing carcinogens as identified by OSHA
in 29 CFR 1910 is toxic. NOTE: See Appendix for specific
compounds and concentrations.

(b) The identified carcinogenic wastes shall be managed
as hazardous or as otherwise approved by the Department.
NOTE: Several of the above wastes have relatively low acute
toxicity but are classified hazardous because of their
persistence and propensity toward bioaccumulation in the

environment.



340-63-130 EMPTY CONTAINERS

(1) Except as provided in Sections (2) and (3) discarded,

useless or unwanted empty containers are hazardous if they were
used in the transportation, storage, or use of a hazardous
material or hazardous waste.

(2) Empty containers from hazardous materials or hazardous

wastes that have been used [employed] for domestic EurEose
[use] may be disposed with other household refuse.

[(3) Empty hazardous waste and hazardous material
containers need not be disposed at a hazarddus waste disposal
site if they afe:handled in accordance with the following
procedures:]

[(a)} (3) Empty [Noncombustible] rigid containers,
including but not limited to cans, pails, buckets or drums

constructed of metal, plastic,{orl] glass, or fiber need not be

managed as hazardous if they are [shall be] decontaminated,

[certified] verified, and [disposed] recovered or disposed as

follows:

{{(i)] {(a) Decontamination consists of[:] OAR 340-~-63-130(3) (a) (i)

and (ii):

[(A)] (i) Removal of residual material by:

[(I)] (A) Jet or [triple] multiple rinsing at the time

of emptying,

[(II)] (B) Aeration of wolatile materials from fumigant

containers;

[{IITI)] (C) Chemical washing methods such as those used to

recondition metal drums, or to remove ultra low volume (ULV)
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residues;

[(IV)] (D) Other industry recommended procedures as may

be approved by the Department. [If the rinsings cannot be used
for the same purpose as the substance being rinsed, it shall be
considered a hazardous waste unless exempted under Part B of
these rules. 1In particular, pesticide rinsings shall be added to
the spray or mix tank; ULV container rinsings shall be used to
clean eguipment or otherwise disposed as instrucfed on the
container label. NOTE: It is recommended that the bottom of
small containers (5 gal. and under) be punchéd to prevent their
reuse fo; storage.]

[(BY] (ii) Altering the container structure before recovery

or disposal by puncturing or removing both ends and crushing

{multi-trip containers recovered for reconditioning or reuse are

exempted from this part).

[{ii}] (b) [Certifying consists of providing a signed and
dated statement to the disposal site or recycle facility operator

that the containers have been decontaminated] Verification

consists of no observable residue on the interior of the

container, and no observable turbidity (less than 5 Nephelometric

turbidity units) in a sample rinsg when a dilutent, which does

not solubilize the residue, is placed in the container to £ill 2

to 5 percent of its volume and is agitated for at least 30

seconds,

[(A)] [This statement may be made by means of the Pesticide
Container Disposal Certificate, the Pesticide Container Disposal
Record, or any similar written declaration.}
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[ (B} The Department may waive the certification requirement
for a specific landfill if it determines that the characteristics
of the landfill are such that there will be no threat to the
public health or the environment and that the waiver is necessary
for the operation of a local pesticide container management
program. ]

{(c} Recovery consists of:

(A) Recycliné Qr reuse at scrap metal collection; metal

remelting, drum reconditioning, chemical manufacturing,

distributing or retailing facility or as otherwise approved by

the Department.

(d) Disposal consists of:
(A) Containers from DANGER or POISON label pesticides or
bdther materials or wastes identified as POISON by 49 CFR 172.101,

if not recovered, shall be taken to an authorized solid waste

landfill. [These containers may not be recycled without gpecific
permlssion from the Department. Such permission will/ be granted
only if the proposed recycle does not endanger the public health
or the environment.]

(B) Containerﬁ from WARNING or CAUTION label pesticides

[or other [non-poison] hazardous materiall may be taken to any

(recycle facility or] solid waste landfill that has not been

prohibited by the Department from accepting such waste.
(however, acceptance of such containmers is at the discretion of
the facility operator or landfill permittee]

[NOTE: 1In certain instances the Department may prohibit a
specific disposal site or recycle recovery facility from
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" accepting hazardous containers if it determines that such action

would endanger the public health or environment.]

[(C)) (4) [Combustible] Empty non-rigid containers,

including paper, paper-laminated and paper-laminated foil bagé,
[and drums] need not be decontaminated [or certified but shall be

disposed 5y:] provided they are disposed of in accordance with

the following methods:

[{(I)] (A) [Taking] Taken to an authorized solid waste
landfill; or [however, acéeptance of such containers is at the
discretion of the landfill permittee]

[(II}] (B) [Burning] Burned in an incinerator or solid
fuel fired furnace which has been certified by the Department;
or f[to comply with applicable air emission limits.]
[(ITX}] () Open burning in less than 50 pound lots

{excepting organometallics) is permitted at the site on the same

day of generation or as scon_as feasible provided the site is not

a "Public-use Airport" or "Limited Public-use" as defined by the

Aeronautic Division, distributorship or permanent base of

operation and the burning does not emit dense smoke, noxious odor

or creates a public nuisance. [if conducted] This activity

shall be in compliance with [open burning] rules in OAR Chapter

340, Division 23, [the requirements of the] local fire

districts' requirements, and in such a manner as to protect the

public health and the environment. The ash and foil liners must

be buried after burning.

(D) [Persons engaged in agricultural operations] Farmers

may bury [combustible] empty non-rigid or decontaminated [non-
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combustible] rigid pesticide containers on [the] their_ own

farm [to which the pesticide was applied] provided that:

{i} the containers were generated from their own use.

(ii) fthat] the burial location [surface and groundwater

are not endangered] is on flat ground, and not in a swale, and

that the site is at least 500 feet from surface waters or any

well,

{NOTE: This'generally means not in a drainage way and above
groundwater at least 500 feet from surface water or drinking
water well.)

[(4)] (5) No person shall use or provide for use empty or

decontaminated hazardous material/waste containers [shall not

be used)] to store food or fiber intended for human or animal

[use.] consumption,

63-135 SMALIL QUANTITY MANAGEMENT
Small guantities of hazardous material/wastes, as
specified in Sections 63-110, -115, and -125, need not be

transported to and disposed in [through] a hazardous waste

management facility if they are handled in accordance with the
following procedure;

{1) The waste shall he securély contalned to minimize the
possibility of waste release prior to burial.

(2) Persons disposing of hazardous waste from other than
domestic or household use shall obtain permission from the waste
collector or and from [landfill)] permittee before depositing
the waste in any container or landfill for subsequent collection or
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‘in any landfill disposal.’ In the event that the waste collector

or landfill permittee refuses acceptance, the person disposing

of the waste shall contact the Department ([shall be contacted]
for alternative disposal instructions.

{3)

The waste must be taken to a state-permitted waste

disposal site.

OAG6301,1
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Waste Pesticide Management Systems

Scope

These guidelines suggest basic criteria for designing waste pesticide
management systems. The Department of Environmental Quality considers
these criteria to conform to current best methods for achieving the system
design objectives. Alternative criteria will be reviewed by the Department
if it is demonstrated that the criteria will effect the same design
objectives.

System Design Objectives

All waste pesticide management systems must satisfy the following three
cbjectives to the greatest extent possible:

1. Containment of the waste solution.
2. Detoxification of the waste solution.
3. Reduction of the volume of the waste solution.

System Design Criteria

Containment may be demonstrated through any one or combination of:

1. Physical means (natural or man-made liners).
2. Chemical means (adsorption-absorption layers).
3. Other equivalent means.

Detoxification may be demonstrated through any one or combination of:

1. Physical means (solar radiation).

2. Chemical means (hydrolysis).

3. Biological means (microbial degradation).
4, Other equivalent means.

Volume reduoction may be demonstrated through any one or combination of:

1. Evaporation.

2. Evapo-transpiration.

3. Diversion of surface waters.

4. Use of dilute solution for product makeup water.
5. Other equivalent means.



Information Which May Be Required by the Department
for Waste Pesticide Management Systems

A complete set of engineering plans and specifications, or their
equivalent, should include:

1. Location map showing ownership, zoning, use of adjacent lands,
proposed facility location and its relation to residence and
domestic water supplies.

2. Topographic map showing natural drainage patterns and proposed
surface water diversion methods, 1f applicable.

3. Climatological data of proposed site describing normal annual
and seasonal precipitation quantities and patterns, evaporation
rates and prevailing wind direction.

. Hydrogeological data of proposed site describing groundwater
depth, gradient and geological formations.

5. Types and quantities of pesticides used on an annual basis.

6. Types and volumes of waste pesticides generated during the
spraying season. .

7. Detailed plans, spécifications, procedures and methods for
collection, distributing and containing the waste soluticn.

8. Detailed explanation of expected waste sclution containment,
volume reduction, and detoxification mechanisms.

9. Detailed explanation of the method for removing accumulated
sludges from the containment system and the proposed method of
disposal.

10. Detailed explanation of the method for detecting subsurface
pesticide movement.

11. Construction of a waste pesticide management system shall be
compatible with the local comprehensive plan and zoning
reguirements or Land Conservation and Development Commission's
(LCDC) goals.

12. All waste pesticide management systems require a water pollution
control facility (WPCF) permit.

13. Any additional information which the Department deems necessary
for review of the application.

Written acknowledgement of the receipt of an application and its
completeness shall be made by the Department within 14 days to an
applicant. Written notice of approval or disapproval will be issued by
the Department to the applicant within 45 days of receipt of completed
plans and specifications.

S8D165 (1)



IN THE MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF
MAMENDMENTS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT RULES, CHAPTER 340,
SECTIONS 63-011, 6§3-125, 63-130 AND
63-1335

Attachment B

to Agenda Ttem No, G
of Dec. 4, 1981 EQC Meeting

BEFORE THE ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF QREGOM

STATUTORY AUTHORITY, STATEMENT
OF* NEED, PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTS
RELIED UPON AMD STATEMENT OF
FISCAL TMPACT

qtatutory'hutbérity- ORS 459.440, which requires the Enviromnmental

Nuality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to hazardous waste
management rules.

z
o
o
£
re

or the Rule: The current rules, adopted in May 1979, no longer
t Departmental pollcy, or address the complexity of the problens
aste pesticides that exist today. Nor do they clearly establish
znagement practices for the disposal of or reuse of waste

de and empty containers.

¥rincipal Documents Relied Upon:

o "The exzisting hazardous waste management rules.

[ Pesticide survey reporks:

; "o

i A Survey of Pesticide Usce and Waste Disposal in Multnomah,
Clackamas and Washington Countiecs," hy Gary Hahn

ii. M"Lane County Pesticide Report,"™ by Gary Morse
iii., "special Project {Container Survey)," by Cathy Cartmill
riscal Impact:

rogitive impacts would result from the implementation of safer
management practices which, If undertaken, would result in reduced
risk to the envircnment and reduced cost in clean-up. Many of theje
practices have already been instituted into everyday operatiocnal
nrocedures in the agricultural community. Even though the proposed
ravisions would provide a public benefit to all, they «ill result in
increased costs to public and private operations which generate waste
pesticides and empty containers. Some of the increased costs would be
Jdue to permits, plan reviews and annual inspection fees. The actual
costs for development, design and construction can only be estimated.
A recently approved installation cost $22,000. Keep in mind that
~hzcz gozbatme aza zibtz—ssenific and may o ounrcy cian b simepir i jeoal



o

(o)

locations, .quartity of waste pesticide generated and tvpe of
operation. There is a possibility that federal money may be avallable
for some airport operations.

it should be noted that there are 2,120 commercial operators,
governmental applicators and dealers licensed by the Orogon Department
ef Agriculture. However, this large number does nnt sugygestc that each
licensed applicator will need to be permiited. The Oreqon Aerconautics
Division licenses 403 public and private airports, heliports and
alrstrips, sowe of which are used by commercial eoperators, #Hany of
the commercial operators use several different airports, heliports and
airstrips during their year}y operation. It can be estimated that
only 10 to 15 percent of these opberations will need to develep zome
Rind of facility for the management of waste pesticide and empty
containers.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Gayla Reese, Hearings Officer

Subiect: Public Hearing on Amendments to Hazardous Waste Rules
{(Management of Waste Pesticides and Empty Hazardous Waste
Containers)

On August 19 and 20, 1981, public hearings were held pursuant to a notice
issued July 27, 1981. The meetings were held at 10:00 a.m. at the Wasco
County Courthouse, Annex A, 400 E. 5th Street, The Dalles, and the Marion
County Courthouse, Room 129, 148 High Street, Salem, respectively.

Seven persons were present at the meeting in The Dalles, and fifteen
persons were present at the meeting in Salem. After explaining the purpose
of the meeting and answering questions, six persons gave testimony at the
hearings: Calvin Butler, Butler Farm Air Co.; Jim Ossman, Agri-Chem Wasco-
Dufur; Donald Robinson, Stokley-Van Camp; Craig Eagleson, Oregon
Agricultural Chemical Association; Bill Welter, Cascade Farm Service; and
Erle Parker, Chem-Spray.

Others who attended the sessions were: John Zalawih, Farm Chemicals,
Dufur; D, Hlolykill, Interior Elmor Co.; Dennis Illingworth, Wasco-Sherman
Public Health Department; Bill Martin, Wasco Sherman Public Health
Division; Ken Cowdrey, Wilbur Ellis Company; Fritz Heider, Farmers' Co-op
0il; Tom Barrows, Capital Building Landscape Maintenance; Phil Berthe;
William Schlitt, Sanitary Service Co; Evan Lidity, Wilco Farmers; Ray
Costello, Oregon Aeronautics Division; Ray Rozzina, Oregon Aeronautics
Division; Craig Hall, Lincoln County Courthouse; Dale Rhodes, Oregon
Workers' Comp.:; Allen Willis, Boise Cascade Corporation; and Scott
Burlingham, Woodburn Fertilizer and Grain, Inc.

Major points from the hearings were:

1. The amended pesticide rules are more understandable and readable.

2. Rules are too subjective when DEQ staff determines violation.

3. Small companies should not be expected to know all the rules and
regulations; DEQ should make a special effort to contact everyone on

the rules.

4. Farmers will not want to bury empty containers on théifdbwnhland.
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5. Farmers should not be allowed to bury empty containers on their
property since lowlands are typically used for burial lands where
water could be affected. All containers should be disposed of at
landfills,

6. Disposal of containers having poisonous or toxic residues needs to be
addressed further.

7. Liability of generator for containers in landfills 15 years after
disposal is unfair.

8. Taking properly handled waste to a state-permitted waste disposal site
should be an option, not a requirement.

9. Fines and penalties for not properly disposing of waste pesticide and
empty containers need to be spelled out in rules.

10. The cost to dispose of empty containers at licensed disposal sites is
prohibitive.
11. Rules need to differentiate between (a) containers and equipment and

(b) rinsate from diluted spray or leftover pesticide.

12. Rules need to address treatment of different types of pesticides with
a hierarchy of risks and corresponding compliance regquirements.

13, A problem exists with requiring rinsing immediately after application.
It is not always feasible to carry rinsing apparatus or rinse water
for rinsing containers after application.

14. Ringing of containers that have denitro needs to be addressed in
rules.
15, Pesticide applicators should not be required to obtain authorization

to spray waste pesticide onto the owner's property.

16. "Airport" is too broad of a term. Need to be more specific since
"airport" can mean anywhere an airplane lands, including the duster
strips,

17. "Soon as possible" pertaining to open burning needs to be more
specific.

18. Burning of toxic packaging should be prohibited.

The record was left open until 5:00 p.m,, August 31, 1981. Additional
written comments were received from two persons, Rodger Emmons and Craig

Eagleson, which are included in the Department's Response to Public
Comment.

GR:0
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Department's Response fto Public Comment

The following is a summary of comments received in response to proposed
amendments to administrative rules for hazardous waste management {OAR
340-63-011, 63-125, 63-130 and 63-135) and the Department's responses to
those comments:

Comment : Pesticide applicators feel there is no need to obtain
atthorization to spray waste pesticide onto the owner's
property.

Response: The Department feels it is only reasonable to obtain permission
from the owner or controller of the property before spraying the
waste pesticide because of the potential for crop or
environmental damage through misapplication.

Comment : The use of the word "airport" is too broad a term when
resktricting the open burning of 50 pounds or less of empty non-
rigid containers. The term needs to be more specific since an
"airport" can mean anywhere an airplane lands including an
agricultural air strip.

Response: The Department agrees that the term "airport" was too
encompassing. The languade of the rule has been changed toc be
more specific in regards to the type of "airport" where the
Department feels open burning should not be permitted.

Comment : Disposal of containers having "danger" or "peison" -labels need
to be addressed further.

Response: The Department feels that all containers, if properly
decontaminated, may be recovered or taken to an authorized solid
waste landfill.

Comment: It is not always feasible to carry rinsing apparatus or water to
the application site for the rinsing of empty containers.

Response: Comments from the agricultural industry supported the
Department's opinion that the container should be rinsed when it
is emptied and the rinsate used as make up for the next
application. Having missed the easiest opportunity to reuse the
rinsate may mean the container will not be rinsed, the rinsate
will be Indiscriminately dumped or a waste management facility
will need to be constructed.

Comment ; The concern of a generator's liability for disposal of hazardous
waste containers at a state-approved landfill.
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

RESEI’]SE:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:
Response:

Comment:

1981 EQC Meeting

The question of liability is one which ultimately will be
determined by the courts. However, if all rules in effect at
the time pertaining to decontamination and dispcsal of hazardous
waste containers are followed, little liability is likely.

Farmers should not be allowed Lo bury empty containers on their
own property. All containers should be disposed of at state-—
permitted landfills.

There are several reasons for allowing farmers to bury their own
empty decontaminated containers on their own property., From an
enforcement standpoint, the Department does not have the
resources or manpower to carry out such a task. Pollution of
surface and ground water should be minimal if the containers are
properly decontaminated and buried according to the proposed
rules,

Fines and penalties for not properly disposing of waste
pesticides or their empty containers should be addressed in the
rules.

Oregon Revised Statutes 459,992 and 459.995 address criminal and
civil penalties, respectively. The criminal penalties and fines
are not more than $3,000 or by imprisonment in the county jail
for not more than one year. Civil penalties incur fines not to
exceed $500 a day for each day of the violation. The passage of
Senate Bill 146 will give the Department some additional civil
and criminal penalty authority including raising the fine to
$10,000.

The cost of disposal of empty containers is prohibitive.

Yes, the disposal of empty containers is costly. However, the
rules do provide for recycling or reuse at scrap metal
collection sites, metal remelting plants, drum reconditioning
firms, and the return of the containers to chemical
manufacturers, distributorship or other retail facilities who,
in some cases, will pay you for the empty decontaminated
contalners.

On small quantity management, both the collector and landfill
site should give permission.

The Department has modified the proposed rules to reflect this
comment. i

The landfill operator should reserve the right to require
written certification at the landfill for disposal of
decontaminated empty hazardous waste containers.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

RESEOHSE:

Ccomment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

20368.A (1)

1981 EQC Meeting

The Department has no objections tco a landfill operation having
a receipt or certification form for the disposal of
decontaminated empty hazardous waste containers. It is our
feeling that the verification process adequately addresses the
Department concerns while allowing industry a method of self-
policing.

The agricultural chemical industry has repeatedly urged the
Department to change its dosage limits for oral toxicity from
500 mg/kg to 50 mg/kg.

The question of toxic waste does not just relate to pesticides
but other hazardous wastes. The Department will be looking at
all the Hazardous Waste Rules in the next year in order that our
state can achieve final authorization under the federal
government's RCRA program. At that time we will be reviewing
all the toxic waste toxicity tests.

The agricultural chemical industry objects to a definition of
"faste Pesticide" which includes container rinsate and
application equipment wash water with spray mixture and dilute
pesticide formulations.

Pesticides by their chemical makeup are toxic. Although we can
agree that rinsate and equipment washwaters will normally be of
low toxicity, until tested their toxicity is unknown. The rules
therefore provide two alternatives: testing or management
according to the proposed rules. If testing is conducted, it
may in fact show a particular waste pesticide to be
non-hagzardous.

Small quantity management requires that the waste must be taken

to a state permitted waste disposal site. We feel this rule
conflicts with 63-125(1) (d).

A small guantity generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds or one
gallon of waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue per month. All other quantities must either be managed
as a waste pesticide or disposed of at Arlington hazardous waste
disposal site. The two rules cited are expected to be used
jointly.

Recommend the substitution of the word "substance" in place of
"material/waste" or "material or residue."

We purposely used "material/waste" to emphasize that we were
concerned about containers holding either. Further, "hazardous
material® and "hazardous waste" are defined in the regqulations
while "substance" is not. To substitute the word "substance"
for "material or residue" in Definition No. 11 would require a
change in ORS 459.400 which the Department feels is not
justified at this time.
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PROPOSED REVISION TO OREGON ADMINSTRATIVE RULES

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 63, RULES 011, 125, 130 AND 135

DEFINITIONS

340-63-011 As used in these rules unless otherwise
specified [required by context:]

(1) "Aeration" means a specific treatment for an empty
volatile material container consisting of removing the closure
and placing in an inverted position for at least 5 days.

(2) "Aquatic TLm" and [or] "aquatic median tolerance

limit" and "Aquatic LCs50" and "median aquatic lethal

concentration" means that concentration of a substance which is

expected in a specified time to kill 50 percent of an aguatic
test population. [including, but not limited to, indigenous fish
or their food supply.] Aquatic TLm and aquatic LCgg are expressed
in miliigrams of the substance per liter of water.

{(3) "Authorized container disposal site"™ means a solid

waste disposal site that [is] the Department has authorized by

permit to accept all decontaminated hazardous material or waste

containers for disposal.
(4) "Container" means any package, can, bottle, bag,
barrel, drum, tank or any other enclosure which contains a

hazardous materjal or waste [substance]. If the container has
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detachable liner or several separate inner containers, only those

liners and containers contaminated by the hazardous

material /waste [substance] shall be considered for the purposes

of these rules.

{5) "Department"™ means the Department of Environmental
Quality.

{6) "Dermal LDgg" and [or] "median dermal lethal dose"
means a measure of dermal penetration toxicity of a substance for
which a calculated dermal dose is expected in a specified time to
kill 50 percent of a population of experimental laboratory
animals. {including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.]
Dermal LDgg; is expressed in milligrams of the substance per
kilogram of body weight.

(7) "Dispose" or "disposal" means the discharge, deposit,
injection, dumping, spilling, leaking or placing of any hazardous
waste into or on any land or water so that such hazardous waste
or any hazardous constituent thereof may enter the environment
or be emitted into the air or discharged into any waters of the
State as defined in ORS 468.700. NOTE: The foregoing is not
to be interpreted to authorize any violation of ORS Chapter 459
and these rules.

(B) "Domestic use" or "household use" means use in or
around homes, backyards and offices:; but excludes commercial pest
control operations.

(9) "Empty container"™ means a container whose contents
have been removed except for the residual material retained on

the interior surfaces.



(10) "Generator" means the person who, by virtue of
ownership, management or control, {is responsible for causing]
causes or [allowing] allows to be caused the creation of a
hazardous waste,

(11) "Hazardous waste" means discarded, useless or unwanted
materials or residues in solid, liquid, or gaseous state and
their empty containers which are classified as hazardous pursuant
to ORS 459.410 and these rules. A "hazardous material" is a
substance that meets this same definition except that it is not
a waste.

(12) "Hazardous waste collection site" means the real
property l[geographical site] upon which hazardous wastes are
stored in accordance with a license issued pursuant to ORS
Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63.

{13) "Hazardous waste disposal site"™ means the real
property [a geographical site in which or] upon which hazardous
wastes are disposed in accordance with a license issued pursuant
to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63,

(14) "Hazardous waste management facility" means a hazardous
waste collection, treatment, or disposal site; or the solid waste

landfill that the Department has authorized by permit [has been

permitted] to dispose of a specified hazardous waste pursuant to
OR5 459.510(3) and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63.

{15) "Hazardous waste treatment site" means a facility or
operation, other than a hazardous waste disposal site, at which
hazardous waste is treated in accordance with a license issued
pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62
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and 63,

(16) "Hydrocarbon" means any compound composed solely of
hydrogen and carbon.

(17) "Inhalation LCgq" and [or] "median inhalatjon lethal
concentration” means [a measure of inhalation toxicity of a

substance for which] a calculated inhalation concentration of a

substance that is expected in a specified time to kili 50
percent of a population of e#perimental laboratory animals/|,
including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits]. Inhalation
LCgg is expressed in milligrams per liter of air for gas or vapor
and in milligrams per cubic meter for a dust or mist.

(18) "Jet rinsing" means a specific treatment for an empty
fpesticidel container using the following procedure:

(a) A nozzle is inserted into the container,or the empty

container is inverted over a nozzle such that all interior

surfaces of the container can be washed.
(b} The container is [flushed] rinsed using an
appropriate diluent [for at least 30 seconds].

{19) "Manifest” means the document [form] used for
identifying the quantity, composition, and the origin, routing,
and destination of hazardous waste during its transportation from
the point of generation to the point of storage, treatment, or
disposal.

(20) ["Triple rinsing"] "Multiple rinsing" means a specific

treatment for an empty container, repeating the following

procedure a minimum of three times,[:]

(a) A volume of an appropriate diluent is placed in the
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container in an amount equal to at least 10 percent of the
container volume.

(b} The container [closurel]l is agitated [replaced and the
container is upended] to rinse all interior surfaces,

{c) The container is opened and the rinse solution
drained, allowing at least 30 seconds after drips start.

{21) "Oral LDSO" and [or] "median oral lethal dose" means
[a measure of oral toxicity of a substance for which] a

calculated oral dose of a substance that is expected [in a

specified time] to kill 50 percent of a population of

experimental laboratory animals within a specified time.
[including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.] Oral LD50.
is expressed in milligrams of the substance per kilogram of body
weight,

(22) “"Person" means the federal government [United

States], the State or public or private corporation, local
government unit, public agency, individual, partnership,
association, firm, trust, estate, or any other legal entity.

{(23) "Pesticide" means any substance or combination cf
substances intended for the purpose of defoliating plants or for
the preventing, destroying, repelling, or mitigating of insects,
fungi, weeds, rodents, or predatory animals; including but not
limited to defoliants, desiccants, fungicides, herbicides,
insecticides, and nematocides as defined by ORS 634.006.

(24) "Phenol" means any mono- or polyhydric derivative of
an aromatic hydrocarbon,

(25) "Plant site™ means the real property [geographical
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area] where hazardous waste generation occurs. Two or more
parcels [pieces] of real property which are geographically
contiguous and are divided on;y by a right-of-way are considered
a single site.

(26} "“Polychlorinated biphenyl™ or "PCB" means the class
of chlorinated biphenyl, terphenyl, higher polyphenyl, or
mixtures of these compounds, produced by replacing two or more
hydrogen atoms on the biphenyl, terphenyl, or higher polyphenyl
molecule with chlorine atoms. PCB does not include chlorinated
biphenyls, terphenyls, higher polyphenyls, or mixtures of these
compounds, that have functional groups other than chlorine unless
that functional group is determined to make the compound
dangerous to the public health.

(27) "Public-use airport" means an airport open to the flying

public considering performance and weight of the aircraft being

used, which may or may not be attended or have service

available,

[(27)]1(28) "Store" or "storage" means the containment of
hazardous waste for a temporary specified period of time, in such
a manner as not to constitute disposal of such hazardous waste.

[ (28)](29) "Transporter”™ means any motor carrier engaged in
the transportation of hazardous waste.

[(29)]1(30) "Treatment" means any method, technique,
activity, or process, including but not limited to
neutralization, designed to éhange the physical, chemical, or
biological character or composition of any hazardous waste so as
to neutralize such waste or to render such waste nonhazardous,
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safer for transport, amenable for recovery, amenable for storage,
or reduced in volume.

[{(30)]1(31) "volatile" means having an absolute vapor
pressure of greater than 78 mm Hg at 25 CO, For the purpose of
these rules, all fumigants are considered to be volatile.

(32) "Waste pesticide" means discarded, useless or unwanted

materials or residues including, but not limited to, spray

mixtures, diluted pesticide formulations, container rinsings and

pesticide equipment washings.

340-63-125 Toxic Waste.

(1) Pesticides and Pesticide Manufacturing Residues.

(a) Waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue is toxic if it has any of the following properties:

(i) Oral toxicity: Material with a 14-day oral-LD50 equal
to or less than 500 mg/kg.

{ii) Inhalation toxicity: Material with a one-hour
inhalation LCsg equal to or less than 2 mg/l as a gas or vapor
or a one-hour inhalation LCs0 equal to or less than 200 mg/m3 as
a dust or mist.

(iii) Dermal penetration toxicity: Material with a l4-day
dermal LD5g equal to or less than 200 mg/kg.

(iv} Agquatic toxicity: Material with 96-hour aquatic TIm
or 96-hour aquatic LC5g equal to or less than 250 mg/l.

(b) A generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds or one
gallon of waste containing pesticide or pesticide manufacturing
residue per month in accordance with Section 63-135 of this

part.



(c) Waste pesticide generated at a "Public-use Airport,"

distributorship or other permanent base of operation, {excluding

temporary heliport), shall be discharged to a permitted facility

or as otherwise approved by the Department.

(d) Waste pesticide generated at a site other than

provided in OAR 340-63-125(1) (c) may be discharged to a permitted

facility or sprayed on the ground, provided:

(A) It is sprayed through a nozzle under pressure and is

moving at a sufficient rate so as not to saturate the ground;

(B) The generator owns or controls the management of the

ground, or receives permission from the manager, owner, or

controller of the ground;

(C) The spray site location will not endanger ground or

surface waters, or pose a hazard to humans, wildlife (game and

non-game animals) or domestic animals; and

(D) If applied to agriculture land, the pesticide deposit

will not result in excessive residual amounts or prohibited types

of residues in current or subsequent crops.

(2) Halogenated Hydrocarbons and Phenols (excluding
polymeric solids).

(a) Waste containing halogenated hydrocarbons (excluding
polychlorinated biphenyls) or halogenated phenols is toxic if
it contains 1% or greater of such substances.

{(b) A generator may dispose of up to 200 pounds of waste
containing halogenated hydrocarbons or halogenated phenols per
month (excluding polychlorinated biphenyls and pesticides) in
accordance with Section 63-135 of this Part.
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(c) Waste containing polychlorinated biphenyls is toxic
and shall be managed in accordance with 40 CFR 761.

(3) 1Inorganics

(a) (1) Waste containing cyanide, arsenic, cadmium or
mercury is toxic if it contains 100 ppm or greater of such
substance or 200 ppm or greater of the sum of such substances.

(ii) wWaste containing hexavalent chromium or lead
is toxic if it contains 500 ppm or greater of such substance
or 1000 ppm or greater of the sum of such substances,

(iii) The Department may exempt certain inert
materials containing these substances (e.g.: leaded glass,
foundry sands) on a case-by-case basis,

(b) A generator may dispose of up to 10 pounds of waste
containing cyanide, arsenic, cadmium or mercury or up to 200
pounds of waste containing hexavalent chromium or lead per month
in accordance with Section 63-135 of this Part.

(c) Mining wastes are exempt from the rules of this
Division.

(4) Carcinogens.

(a) Waste containing carcinogens as identified by OSHA
-in 29 CFR 1910 is toxic. NOTE: See Appendix for specif c
compounds and concentrations.

(b) The identified carcinogenic wastes shall be managed
as hazardous or as otherwise approved by the Department.
NOTE: Several of the above wastes have relatively low acute
toxicity but are classified hazardous because of their
persistence and propensity toward bioaccumulation in the

-9 -



environment.
340-63-130 EMPTY CONTAINERS

(1) Except as provided in Sections (2) and (3) discarded,

useless or unwanted empty containers are hazardous if they were
used in the transportation, storage, or use of a hazardous
material or hazardous waste.

(2) Empty containers from hazardous materials or hazardous

wastes that have been used [employed] for domestic purpose
[use] may be disposed with other household refuse.

[(3) Empty hazardous waste and hazardous material
containers need not be disposed at a hazardous waste disposal
site if they are handled in accordance with the following
procedures:]

[(a)] (3) Empty [Noncombustible] rigid containers,
including but not limited to cans, pails, buckets or drums

constructed of metal, plastic,[or] glass, or fiber need not be

managed as hazardous if they are [shall be] decontaminated,

[certified] verified, and [disposed] recovered or disposed as

follows:

[{(1)] (a) Decontamination consists of[:] OAR 340-63-130(3) (a) {i)

and (ii):

[(A)] (i) Removal of residual material by:

[(I})] (A) Jet or [triple] multiple rinsing at the time

of emptying.

[(II)] (B) Aeration of volatile materials from fumigant

containers;

[(III)] (C) Chemical washing methods such as those used to
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recondition metal drums, or to remove ultra low volume (ULV)

residues;

[(Iv)] (D) Other industry recommended procedures as may

be approved by the Department. [If the rinsings cannot be used
for the same purpose as the substance being rinsed, it shall be
considered a hazardous waste unless exempted under Part B of
these rules. 1In particular, pesticide rinsings shall be added to
the spray or mix tank; ULV container rinsings shall be used to
clean equipment or othe;wise disposed as instructed on the
container label. NOTE: It is recommended that the bottom of
small containers (5 gal. and under) be punched to prevent their
reuse for storage.]

[(B)] (ii) Altering the container structure before recovery

or disposal by puncturing or removing both ends and crushing

(multi-trip containers recovered for reconditioning or reuse are

exempted from this part).

[(ii)] (b) [Certifying consists of providing a signed and
dated statement to the disposal site or recycle facility operator

that the containers have been decontaminated] Verification

consists of no observable residue on the interior of the

container, and no observable turbidity (less than 5 Nephelometric

turbidity units) in a sample rinse when a dilutent, which does

not solubilize the residue, is placed in the container to fill 2

to 5 percent of its volume and is agitated for at least 30

seconds,
[(A)] [This statement may be made by means of the Pesticide
Container Disposal Certificate, the Pesticide Container Disposal
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Record, or any similar written declaration.]

[(B) The Department may waive the certification requirement
for a specific landfill if it determines that the characteristics
of the landfill are such that there will be no threat to the
public health or the environment and that the waiver is necessary
for the operation of a local pesticide container management
program. ]

{(c) Recovery consists of:

{A) Recycling or reuse at scrap metal collection, metal

remelting, drum reconditioning, chemical manufacturing,

distributing or retailing facility or as otherwise approved by

the Department.

(d) Disposal consists of:
(A) Containers from DANGER or POISON label pesticides or
other materials or wastes identified as POISON by 49 CFR 172.101,

if not recovered, shall be taken to an authorized sclid waste

landfill. [These containers may not be recycled without specific
permission from the Department. Such permission will be granted
only if the proposed recycle does not endanger the public health
or the environment.]

(B) Containers from WARNING or CAUTION label pesticides
[or other [non-poison] hazardous material] may be taken to any

[recycle facility or} solid waste landfill that has not been

prohibited by the Department from accepting such waste.

[however, acceptance of such containers is at the discretion of
the facility operator or landfill permittee]
[NOTE: In certain instances the Department may prohibit a
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specific disposal site or recycle recovery facility from
accepting hazardous containers if it determines that such action
would endanger the public health or environment.]

[(C)] (4) [Combustible] Empty non-rigid containers,

including paper, paper-laminated and paper-laminated foil bags,

[and drums] need not be decontaminated [or certified but shall be

disposed by:] provided they are disposed of in accordance with

the following methods:

[(I)] (A) [Taking] Taken to an authorized solid waste
landfill; or [however, acceptance of such containers is at the
discretion of the landfill permittee]

[(II)] {(B) [Burning] Burned in an incinerator or solid
fuel fired furnacé which has been certified by the Department;
or [to comply with applicable air emission limits.]

[{(III)] (C) Open burning in less than 50 pound lots

(excepting organometallics) is permitted at the site on the same

day of generation or as soon as feasible provided the site is not

a "Public-uge Airport," distributorship or permanent base of

operation and the burning does not emit dense smoke, noxious odor

or creates a public nuisance, [if conducted] This activity

shall be in compliance with [open burning] rules in OAR Chapter
340, Division 23, [the requirements of the] local fire

districts' requirements, and in such a manner as to protect the

public health and the environment. The ash and foil liners must

be buried after burning.

(D} [Persons engaged in agricultural operations] Farmers

may bury [combustible] empty non-rigid or decontaminated [non-
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combustible] rigid pesticide containers on [the] their own

farm [to which the pesticide was applied] provided that:

(i) the containers were generated from their own use.

(ii) [that] the burial location [surface and groundwater

are not endangered] is on flat ground, and not in a swale, and

that the site is at least 500 feet from surface waters or any

well,
[NOTE: This generally means not in a drainage way and above
groundwater at least 500 feet from surface water or drinking
water well,]

[(4)] (5) No person shall use or provide for use empty or

decontaminated hazardous material /waste containers [shall not

be used] to store food or fiber intended for human or animal

[use.] consumption.

340-63-135 SMALL QUANTITY MANAGEMENT

Small quantities of hazardous materijial or wastes, as

gpecified in Rules 340-63-110, 340-63-115, and 340-63-125, need not be

transported to and disposed in [through] a hazardous waste

management facility if they are handled in accordance with the
following procedure:

(1) The waste shall be securely contained to minimize the
possibility of waste release prior to burial.

(2) Persons disposing of hazardous waste from other than
domestic or housgehold use‘shall obtain permission from the waste
collector [or] and from [landfill] permittee before depositing
the waste in any container or landfill for subsequent collection or

in any landfill disposal. In the event that the waste collector
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or landfill permittee refuses acceptance, the person disposing

of the waste shall contact the Department [shall be contacted]
for alternative disposal instructions.

(3)

The waste must be taken to a state-permitted waste
disposal site.

0A6301.1
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Attachment F
to agenda Item No. G
of Dec. .4, 1981 EQC Meeting

Waste Pesticide Management Systems

Scope

These guidelines suggest basic criteria for designing waste pesticide
management systems, The Department of Environmental Quality considers
these criteria to conform to current best methods for achieving the system
design objectives. Alternative criteria will be reviewed by the Department
if it is demonstrated that the criteria will effect the same design
objectives.

System Design QObjectives

All waste pesticide management systems must satisfy the following three
objectives to the greatest extent possible:

1. Containment of the waste solution.
2. Detoxification of the waste solution,

3. Reduction of the volume of the waste solution.

System Design Criteria

Containment may be demonstrated through any one or combination of:

1. Physical means (natural or man-made liners).
2. Chemical means (adsorption-absorption layers}.
3. Other equivalent means.

Detoxification may be demonstrated through any one or c¢ombination of:

1. Physical means (solar radiation).

2. Chemical means (hydrolysis).

3. Biological means (microbial degradaticn).
4, Other equivalent means.

Volume reduction may be demonstrated through any one or combination of:

1. Evaporation.

2. Evapo-transpiration.

3. Diversion of surface waters.

4, Use of dilute solution for product makeup water.
5. Other equivalent means.



Information Which May Be Required by the Department
for Waste Pesticide Management Systems

A complete set of engineering plans and specifications, or their
equivalent, should include:

1.

10,

11.

12.

13.

Location map showing ownership, zoning, use of adjacent lands,
proposed facility location and its relation to residence and
domestic water supplies.

Topographic map showing natural drainage patterns and proposed
surface water diversion methods, if applicable.

Climatological data of proposed site describing normal annhual
and seasonal precipitation guantities and patterns, evaporation
rates and prevailing wind direction.

Hydrogeological data of proposed site describing groundwater
depth, gradient and geological formations.

Types and quantities of pesticides used on an annual basis.

Types and volumes of waste pesticides generated during the
spraying season.

Detailed plans, specifications, procedures and methods for
collection, distributing and containing the waste solution.

Detailed explanation of expected waste solution containment,
volume reduction, and detoxification mechanisms.

Detailed explanation of the method for removing accumulated
sludges from the ccntainment system and the proposed method of
disposal. '

Detailed explanation of the method for detecting subsurface
pesticide movement.

Construction of a waste pesticide management system shall be
compatible with the local comprehensive plan and zoning
requirements or Land Conservation and Development Commission's
(LCDC) goals.

All waste pesticide management systems require a water pollution
control facility (WPCF)} permit.

Any additional information which the Department deems necessary
for review of the application.

Written acknowledgement of the receipt of an application and its
completeness shall be made by the Department within 14 days to an

applicant.

Written notice of approval or disapproval will be issued by

the Department to the applicant within 45 days of receipt of completed

plans and

55D165(1)

specifications.



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOA

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, December 4, 1981, EQC Meeting
Request for Concurrence: Purchase of City of Portland
Revenue Bonds for Construction of Sewage Waste Treatment
Facilities

Background and Problem Statement

The City of Portland has made application in accordance with OAR 340
Division B8l for State Financial Assistance for Pollution Control
Facilities. The project involves construction of sewadge sludge dewatering
and drying facilities. The assistance would take the form of a purchase
by the Department of the City's revenue bonds. There are two issues for
the EQOC to consider:

{1} The question of access to the Pollution Control Bond Fund. The main
thrust of the March 1981 Report by the Bonded Debt Advisory Panel
was to recommend that limits be placed on the issue of State general
obligation bonds. Subsequently, enactment of HB 3146 (Chapter 659
Oregon Laws 1981) imposed specific limits on general obligation bond
issues by bonding agencies for the 1981-83 biennium, including a limit
of $50 million for DEQ. At the same time, it was recognized that
reduction in Federal and State grants for Pollution Control Facilities
correspondingly increased the potential use for loans, and SBl142
(Chapter 312 Oregon Laws 198l) increased the amount of Pollution
Control Bonds permitted to be outstanding from $160 to $260 million.

Discussion during the Department's Budget Hearings of these matters
resulted in the following Budget Note:

"The Subcommittee also adopted the general policy that the
Pollution Control Bond Fund be managed in such a way that
jurisdictions that have no other alternatives are assured of
funding from the Pollution Control Bond Fund."
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The DEQ is now working on revisions to its Administrative Rules to
take account of these directions and in the meantime interprets them
as follows:

The Department should plan to be in a position to reasonably provide
sufficient funds to those jurisdictions which would either be unable
to sell their bonds in the open market or would in the process incur
interest costs so significantly higher than average as to constitute

a real hardship. 1In so doing, however, the Department should continue
to exercise neormal prudence and avoid undue risk in the making of
loans.

On the other hand, if the Department considers it can provide the
funds necessary to take care of such financially pressed communities,
it should not refuse loans to other jurisdictions which are relatively
affluent and enjoy good bond ratings.

Pending detailed rule revision the Department considers it prudent
to limit new loans to a maximum of $5 million per project to avoid
preemption of currently low cost bond fund money (<7.6%) by a few

large projects.
(2) It is the policy of the Commission to review revenue bond purchases
on a case-by-case basis.

Evaluation and Alternatives

(1) While it is always difficult to forecast the timing and amount of bond
fund loans because of wide variations in local planning processes
and capabilities, the need in most cases for bond elections and the
uncertainties regarding Federal Construction Grants, the Department
believes that resources available to it for the balance of the
biennium will amply cover requirements as illustrated below:

MJ180.K (2)
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Pollution Control Bond Fund

Resources $ Million
Cash balance 1.0/31/81 $ 36.1 (a)
Less encumbrances 3.8
Net currently available 32.2
Possible sale(s) 1982/83 50.0

Total Resources 1/82 - 6/83 ! $§ 82.2

{a} Balance from $39.4 million net proceeds of sale 9/1/80.

Forecast New Loans (§ millions)

TOTAL

Sewerage 1/82-6/82 7/82-6/83 1/82-6/83
Portland {Revenue) $§ 5.0 5 - $ 5.0
Unified Sewerage Agency

{(Washington County) 5.0 - 5.0
Wauna Westport (Bancroft) 0.2 - 0.2
Tri—-Cities (Clackamas County) 3.0 7.0 10.0
Silverton 2.5 - 2.5
Milton Freewater 1.0 1.0
Corvallis (Bancroft) 1,0 1.0
Wasco County L.I.D. ({Bancroft) 0.2 - 0.2
Albany 0.9 - 0.9
Medford ¢.5 - 0.5
Metropolitan Wastewater S5.D.

{Lane County) 2.0 10.5 12.5
Klamath Falls 0.7 - 0.7

TOTAL Sewerage $ 20.0 $ 19.5 $ 39.5
50l1id Waste
Yamhill County {Revenue) $ 0.5 s - $ 0.5
Clatsop County (Revenue) 1.0 1.0
Metro (Loan) 3.1 10.0 13.1 (b)
Planning, etc. Loans 0.3 0,2 0.5

TOTAL Solid Waste $ 3.9 5 11.2 $ 15.1
TOTAL Identified Loans 23.9 ‘ 30.7 54.6
Balance available 8.3 19.3 27.6
TOTAL Resources $ 32.2 ' $ 50.0 $ B2.2

{b) In addition to the $ 6.4 million authorized in May, 1981.
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Based on the above forecast, the Department considers that it has
sufficient resources available to it to carry out legislative intent
in the management of the Pollution Control Bond Fund during the
1981-83 biennium and sees no reason to deny or delay the City of
Portland application or, indeed, the processing of any of the other
applications shown.

(2) With regard to the advisability of purchasing $5 million of revenue
bonds from the City of Portland, the Department favors the purchase
for the following reasons:

{a) The funds will help finance new sewage sludge dewatering and
dryving facilities resulting in significant reduction in both
volume and weight of sludge now sent to the regional landfill.
Annual operating savings estimated at $614,000 would more than
cover debt service on the bond issue.

(b} The bonds will be secured by a pledge of the net operating
- revenues of the City's Sewage Disposal Fund to which all
revenues, fees and charges in connection with use of its Sewerage
Facilities are credited.

(c) The City has provided excellent documentation on the operations
of its Sewage Disposal Fund including audited financial
statements and future projections based on latest user rate
studies.

(d) The City has retained a financial consultant for the preparation
of a comprehensive preliminary official statement. A rating
by Moody's Investor Services will be obtained prior te the EQC
meeting.

{e) The City Council is authorized by the City Charter to set
sewerage user rates and charges as necessary.

(E) The Sewerage Facilities are well managed and the City plans its
future capital projects and the finances to support them.

(g) The attached Bond Purchase Agreement and the corresponding
draft Ordinance provide adequate assurances and covenants to
protect the State's interests. Included are provisions for the
establishment of a Debt Service Reserve Account equal to the
maximum required in any one year and net operating revenue
coverage of annual debt service on a 1.3 times basis.

(h) The only other debt outstanding in the Sewage Disposal Fund is
the remainder of the 1972 revenue bond series also purchased
by the Department. The final principal payment is due April
1, 1982, Future Parity Bonds may be issued provided the debt
service covenants referred to in (g) are maintained.
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(i) Purchase of revenue bond issues is a major recommendation of
the Pacific Economica report to the Department on developing
alternative financing approaches for local governments.

Other alternatives available to the Commission are:

1. To deny the request.

2. To defer a decision until such time as detailed rule revisions
are prepared on criteria for prioritized access to the Pollution
Control bond Fund and the purchase of revenue bonds.

Summation

1. The City of Portland has requested the Department to purchase $5
million of revenue bonds to help finance sludge treatment facilities.

2. The Department considers that sufficient resources are available to
it to carry out legislative intent in the management of the Pollution
Control Bond Fund during the 1981-83 biennium.

3. It is the policy of the Commission to review revenue bond purchases

on a case-by-case basis. This bond issue appears to be adequately
secured.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is the Director's recommendation that the
Commission concur in the purchase of the City of Portland revenue bonds
in the amount of $5 million on the terms and conditions set forth in the
attached Bond Purchase Agreement.

Willi H. Young
Director '

Attachments (3)
1. Bond Purchase Agreement
2. Ordinance (draft)
3. Preliminary official statement

F.W.0'D: (k)

229-6270
November 12, 1981
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Attachment 1

STATE OF QOREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE - BOND PURCHASE AGREEMENT
PART A - SECTION I - OFFER

1. Iocation of Project (State, County, City) Project Number

Oregon # C410557
Mul tnomah '
Portland

2. Legal Name and Address of Public Agency (Applicant)

City of Portland
1220 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

3. Project Financing under Terms of this Offer

Total Estimated Project Cost $6,886,000
Debt Reserve Account Requirement 582,050
Total Eligible Cosﬁ $7,468,050
Estimated Bond Principal (Revenue Bonds) $5,000,000

4. Description of Project

Sewage sludge dewatering and drying facilities

The City of Portland , hereinafter referred to as the "public
agency," has applied to the State of Oregon, acting by and through the
Department of Environmental Quality, hereinafter referred to as the
"Department," for funds for the purpose of construction of sewage
sludge dewatering and drying facilities, hereinafter referred to as the
"project," for the treatment of wastes and to serve an area
lawfully within its jurisdiction to serve.

Whereas, it is necessary for the public agency to raise a portion of the
cost of such undertaking by issuance of its bonds, and the Department
intends to assist the public agency in such undertaking by purchasing the
bonds lawfully issued by it, as authorized by Article XI-H of the
constitution of Oregon and its implementing acts;

Now therefore, in consideration of the foregoing and of the mutual
covenantg and undertaking hereinafter set forth, the Department offers:
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To purchase from the public agency, Revenue Bonds lawfully issued by it
for the aforesaid purposes, in an amount not exceeding the lesser of
$5,000,000.00 or 100 percent of the eligible project costs as
determined by the Department. Such series of bonds are hereinafter
referred to as "Revenue Bonds".

This offer is subject to the assurances, undertaking and covenants included
in this document as Section II, and subject to the completion of Parts
A, B and C of this offer and acceptance and the following conditions:

The public agency will segregate $582,050 of the proceeds received from
the bond sale in a special debt service reserve account to be known as
the Dept Redemption Fund Reserve Account.

The initial deposit of monies to this account is determined to be an
amount, sufficient to pay the maximum amount of principal and interest
which shall become due on the bonds in any year, and the amount of monies
to be maintained in the reserve may, after payment of the maximum annual
debt service, be reduced to an amount equal to the maximum amount of
principal and interest which shall become due on the bonds in any
succeeding year.

Monies deposited to this account may be invested as allowed and restricted
by law. Proceeds thereof may be deposited to accounts or funds as
determined by the Public Agency.

The monies on deposit in this account shall be used and applied solely
to the payment of principal and interest on the bonds and shall not be
used for any other purpose whatsoever, and shall be so applied to such
payments when and if other sources are insufficient to meet such payments.

When and if any money is paid out of this account, monthly credits shall
immediately be commenced, increased, or resumed, as the case may be, from
the sewage disposal fund or other sources available therefor, and continued
until the amount is replaced or the amount of the deficiency satisfied;
provided, further, that the monthly payments will be amounts calculated

to replace or replenish the account in full according to the above
requirements prior to the next bond principal maturity date.

Bny surplus remaining in the Reserve Account after all bonds have been paid
shall be deposited in the Sewage Disposal Fund.

This offer must be accepted, if at all, on or before January 31, 1981 .

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Director Date
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PART A - SECTION II - ASSURANCES AND COVENANTS

Now therefore, in consideration of the premises and of the mutual covenants
and undertakings of the public agency hereinafter set forth in II:

I. The Department agrees to purchase from the public agency, by placing
a bid at the advertised sale held by the public agency, the bonds
lawfully issued by said public agency in an amount determined by the
Depar tment.

II. The public agency agrees to the following covenants and provisions:

A.

BK258 (2)

Financing Provisions

1.

The Revenue Bonds shall be special obligations of the public
agency payable from and secured by an irrevocable first

lien on and pledge of the revenues of the Sewage Disposal
Fund, established under Section 5.04.160 of the public
agency's City Code, after deduction of the expenses of
operation, maintenance and administration of the related
sewerage facilities.

The public agency shall establish and fix such user rates
and other fees in connection with the facilities and
services pertaining to its Sewage Disposal Fund as will
provide Net Operating Revenues equal in any Fiscal Year to
at least 1.3 times the amount required in any such fiscal
year to pay the principal of and interest on all outstanding
bonds payable directly or indirectly out of the Sewage
Disposal Fund including Parity Revenue Bonds outstanding, if
any. For the purposes of this section, Net Operating
Revenues are defined as Operating Revenues from service
charges, fees and assessments less Operating Expenses
including salaries, wages, operating supplies, repairs and
maintenance, utilities, insurance and administrative
expenses.

The public agency hereafter and until the Revenue Bonds
are fully paid, shall only issue Parity Revenue Bonds if
the following conditions have been met, as acknowledged
in writing by the Department:

(a) The public agency is not in default as to any covenant,
condition or obligation contained in the Revenue Bonds
or herein; and -
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(b) The public agency certifies in writing to the
Department that the Net Operating Revenues as defined
in ITI A 2 above in each fiscal year thereafter are
estimated to be at least equal to 1.3 times the average
annual principal and interest requirements of all
Revenue Bonds and Parity Revenue Bonds to be
cutstanding after delivery of the then proposed Parity
Revenue Bonds. "Parity Revenue Bonds" means additional
revenue bonds payable equally and ratably on a parity
with the Revenue Bonds.

To provide all necessary legal opinions required to insure
marketability of its bonds from competent bond counsel at
its own expense; and to comply with all instructions
pertaining to bond preparation and issuance as may be
required by bond counsel or the Department.

To obtain a rating for the issue by Moody's Investor
Services, Inc.

To have prepared on its behalf and to adopt ordinances or
resolutions deemed necessary by the Department providing
for the issuance of its bonds, or entering into of
contracts, and containing such terms and in such form as
are required by state statutes or regulations of the
Department.

To provide for a public sale after due advertisement of
such bonds in a manner consistent with applicable state
statutes and acceptable to the Department.

To place the net proceeds of the Revenue Bonds. in the Sewage
Construction Fund which provides for payment of construction
costs of the project; and to establish funds necessary to
provide for payment of debt service on the Revenue Bonds.

This section shall not be deemed to prevent the public
agency from investing the proceeds of the bonds in
securities authorized by the public agency if the income
resulting from such investments is earmarked for the payment
of bonded indebtedness upon the bonds purchased by the
Department and for the payment of construction, operating
and maintenance costs of the facility; and provided further
that such investment shall not violate Section 103 of the
Federal Internal Revenue Code and regulations adopted
thereunder.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

To use the proceeds of-sale of the Revenue Bonds less any
amounts required to be segregated in the Debt Redemption
Fund Reserve Account and any expenses of sale of the bonds
only for the purposes of financing the project as detailed
in Part B -~ Supplemental Project Information -- of this
agreement. 1In the event that not all the net proceeds are
expended on the project, the public agency will send a
written report to the Department setting out the physical
and financial status of the project and expenditures and
advise the Department of its intention to use the remaining
funds to either (a) prepay outstanding Revenue Bonds or (b)
construct other specified sewerage facilities. The public
agency will not proceed to use such remaining funds without
the prior written approval of the Department.

That in the event that the public agency receives Federal
Grant funds applicable to all or any portion of the
project, such Federal funds will be applied to prepay
outstanding Revenue Bonds.

To repay and retire all bonded indebtedness to the
Department as rapidly as the State of Oregon is required
to repay and retire its bonded@ indebtedness for pollution
control bonds sold at public sale., Such payments shall
be made, upon a repayment schedule prepared by the
Department, at least 30 days prior to the dates required
for state installment payments upon its bonded indebtedness.
The public agency may accelerate its repayments to the
Department without penalty. The required schedule of
principal and interest payments on the Revenue Bonds is
contained in Part C of this agreement.

To prepare and offer its bonds for sale to the Department
at par to an even multiple of $5,000 - in an amount not
to exceed the total eligible project cost as determined
by the Department.

The public agency agrees to issue a single bond in lieu
of serial bonds at the option of the Department if otherwise
authorized by law.

The Department shall have the following remedies upon
default:

(1) wupon default in the payments of any principal and
accrued interest on the bonds or in the performance of
any covenant, assurance or agreement contained in the
Revenue Bonds, or this Bond Purchase Agreement, or in
the instruments incidental thereto, the Department at
its option may (a) for the account of the public agency
incur and pay reasonable expenses for repair,
maintenance and operation of the facility and such
other reasonable expenses as may be necessary to cure
the cause of default; (b) take possessicn of the



B.
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facility, repair, maintain and operate or rent it; (c)
utilize any available, equitable or special remedies
pursuant to law; (d) a combination of (a), (b) or (c);
default under the provisions of the Revenue Bonds, the
Bond Purchase Agreement or any instrument incidental
thereto may be construed by the Department to
constitute default under any other instrument held by
the Department and executed or assumed by the public
agency and default under any such instrument may be
construed by the Department to constitute a default
under the Bond Purchase Agreement.

(ii) If the public agency fails to pay principal or interest
on any Revenue Bonds when due, the Department may
specify legally permissible actions to be taken by the
public agency to remedy such default and prevent future
defaults. If the public agency fails to commence
implementation of such actions within 60 days after the
public agency receives written notice from the
Department specifying the actions to be taken, the
Department may declare the principal of all outstanding
Revenue Bonds immediately due and payable.

Construction Contract Provisions

1.

The proposed facility will not be advertised or placed on
the market for bidding until final plans and specifications
have been approved by the Department and the public agency
has been so notified; the actual construction work will

be performed by the lump sum (fixed price) or unit price
method; and that adequate methods of obtaining competitive
bidding will be employed prior to awarding the construction
contract, and the award of the contract will be made to

the lowest responsive responsible bidder.

That construction contracts will require contractors to
furnish a performance and payment bond, in an amount
equal to the contract amount, and to maintain during the
life of the contract adequate fire and extended coverage, )
workmen's compensation, public liability and property damage
insurance.

To comply with the provisions of ORS Chapters 279 and 187
relating to bidding, required statements, preference of
materials, contributions, liens, payments, labor and working
conditions, contract termination and all other conditions
and terms necessary to be inserted into public contracts.

To demonstrate to the Department that the public agency
has a fee simple or other estate or interest in the site
of the project, including necessary easements and
rights-of-way that is sufficient to assure undisturbed use
and possession for the purposes of construction and
operation for the life of the proposed loan.,
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Construction Provisions

1.

That any change or changes in the contract which make any
major alteration in the work reguired by the plans and
specifications or which raise the cost of the project above
the latest estimate approved by the Department will be
submitted to the Department for prior approval.

That competent engineering supervision and inspection at
the facility will be provided and maintained to insure that
the construction conforms with the approved plans and
specifications,

Operational Provisions

1.

It will maintain complete books and records relating to
the operation of the facility, the Sewage Disposal Fund
and its financial affairs and will cause such books and
records to be audited annually at the end of each fiscal
year and an audit report prepared, and will furnish the
Depatrtment with a copy of each annual audit report. At
all times, the Department shall have the right to inspect
the facility and the records, accounts and data of the
public agency relating thereto.

It will maintain such insurance coverage, which may include
a program for self insurance, performance or fidelity bonds
in such amounts and in such form as may reasonably be
required by the Department for the term of this agreement.

Continuing Provisions

1.

To indemnify and reimburse the Department for any payments
made or losses suffered by the Department on behalf of the
public agency as a result of its negligence, omissions or
breach of any covenant or condition of this agreement.

To not cause or permit any voluntary dissolution of itself,
merge or consolidate with another public agency, dispose
of or transfer its title to the project, or any part
thereof, other than for normal replacement purposes,
including lands and interest in lands by sale, mortgage,
lease or other encumbrance without obtaining the prior
written consent of the Department.

This section shall not be deemed to prevent mergers or
consolidations initiated or commenced as the result of
proceedings authorized by the Legislative Assembly of
Oregon.

It will comply with applicable state laws and the rules

and regulations of the Department and continually operate
and maintain the facility in good condition upon completion
of construction.
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On behalf of

The Department shall have at all times the right to inspect
any contracts or other documents executed by the public
agency in connection with the operation, maintenance,
extension or improvement of the project or its other sewage
facilities.

It will not modify or cause to be modified or amended its
Charter or Ordinances relating in any manner to its sewerage
facilities or their operation which would materially and
adversely affect the integrity of the Sewage Disposal Fund,
or which would materially and adversely affect the ability
of the public agency to charge fees sufficient to pay
principal and interest on the Revenue Bonds as and when they
become payable, without obtaining the prior written consent
of the Department.

This section shall not bhe deemed as a restriction upon the
public agency to fulfill its legislative authority and
responsibility to its electorate and citizens in governing
its local affairs. The purpose of this section is to insure
that the public agency continues to maintain sufficient
income rates and tolls for the payment of bonded
indebtedness and operating and maintenance costs as set
forth in its application and supporting documents.

To submit copies of or references to all charters,
ordinances or resolutions regarding the public agency's
authority to contract, issue bonds and perform all functions
and duties necessary and incidental to this advancement

of funds that may be required by the Department.

The provisions herein may be provided for in more specific
detail in any resolutions or ordinances necessary to
implement this agreement, or in any supporting documents
necessary to establish or to provide for the public agency s
eligibility to receive an advancement of funds.

PART A - SECTION III - ACCEPTANCE

I, the

undersigned, being duly authorized to take such action as evidenced by
the attached certified copy of authorization by the public agency's
governing body do hereby accept this offer and make the assurances and
covenants contained herein.

Signature of Representative Date

BK258 (2)
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STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PART B SUPPLEMENTAL PROJECT INFORMATION

for

City of Portland Sludge Dewatering 'and Drying Facilities

1. Project Location:
The project is located within the City of Portland, Multnomah County,
and the State of Oregon.
2. Legal Name and Address of City:
City of Portland
1220 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

3. Project Changes Since Offer Acceptance:

None; no previous offer.

4, Status of Project Plans and Specifications:
Plans and Specifications for the project are not yet completed. Upon
completion, the plans and specifications will be submitted to the DEQ.
Construction will not commence until receipt of DEQ approval of the
plans and specifications. .

5. Site Data:

See attachment No. 1.

6. Project Cost Estimate Summary:

A. Construction (1)
1. Contract A $ 904,000
2. Contract B 990,000
3. Contract C 1,500,000
4, Contract D 2,000,000
Subtotal $5,394,000

(1) See descriptions of Contracts A through D on Attachment No, 2.



Engineering Contract $ 758,000

Legal and Fiscal 15,000
Administrative 180,000
Estimating Contingency 539,000
Total Capital Cost $ 6,886,000
Bond Reserve Account 582,050
Total Financial Requirement $ 7.468,050

Additional Cost Summary Information:
(See Attachment Ho. 2)

Funds Available for Construction of Total Projects:

A. Cash $ 2,468,050
B. General Ohligation Bonds 0
C. Revenue Bonds (to State of Oregon) : 5,000,000
D. State Grant 0
E. Federal Grant ' 0

TOTAL AVAILABLE $ 7,468,050

Estimated Annual Revenues and Expenses:

SEWAGE DISPOSAL FUND ANMUAL QPERATING REVENUE AND EXPENSE

($x 1000)

AN 79/80°  80/81 81/82 82/83 83784 84/85
Operating Revenue! 16,713 17,094 17,601 20,137 21,025 24,126
Operating Expense2 10,869 12,702 . 15,358 16,662 17,437 18,907
Net Operating Revenue 5,844 4,392 2,242 3,474 3,588 5,219
Debt Service

01d Issue 847 972 656

This Issue’ 370 118 415

Future Issue4 ‘1,386 1,386

Total Debt Service 847 972 656 370 1,804 1,801
Debt Service Rat‘io5 6.90 4,52 3.42 9.40 1.99 2.90



Footnotes:

1. Operating Revenue - A1l income from service charges, fees and assessments.
Includes user charges for sewer service, connection charges, rents, reimburse-
ments, permit fees and other miscellaneous operating revenue. Operating revenue
does not include interest income from investments.

2. Operating Expense - A1l expenses incurred in the operation of the sewage disposal
system. Includes salaries, wages, operating supplies, repairs and maintenance,
utilities, insurance and administrative expenses, excluding depreciation expense.

3. Base on proposed retirement schedule (Part C).

4. 11,800,000 revenue bond sale in Fy 82/83 (20 years, at 10%).

5. Net operating revenue < Total Debt Service that year.

The undersigned representative of the public agency cerfifies that the information
contained above and in any attached statements and materials in support thereof is
true and correct to his best knowledge.

Signature of Representative (Date)

Name and Title of Representative



A.

NOTES TO

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Construction

Contract A.

Sludge dewatering equipment fabrication.
sum contract for fabrication of sludge belt
presses,

Total estimated cost:

Contract B.

Lump

Sludge dewatering equipment installation and

construction of related improvements.
price contract consisting of the following

major elements:

1.

Sludge building modification and

dewatering equipment installation
including the removal of existing
equipment:

Construction of pumping facilities at
the existing studge lagoon enabling
delivery of high solids sludge to

the dewatering facility:

Construction of pipeline crossing of
the Columbia Slough for lagoon pump
pressure line, electrical conduit and
potable water supply:

Conversion of an existing sludge
tank to a blending tank:

Solid polymer handling equipment
installation:

Total estimated cost:

Contract C.

Sludge drying equipment fabrication,

Lump sum contract for fabrication of sonic

dehydration equipment.

Total estimated cost:

Unit

Attachment No. 2

$ 591,000

41,000

147,000

123,000

88,000

$ 904,000

990,000

1,500,000



Contract D.

Sludge drying equipment installation and
construction of related improvements.
Unit price contract consisting of the
following major elements:

1. Construction of dryer building and
installation of dryer equipment and
environmental controls:

2. Construction of sludge feed and dry
product handling facilities:

Total estimated cost:

Engineering Contract

Design Engineering.
Currently the City is under contract with
CHZM-HiT1 for project design services.
Design service cost under this contract
will approach:

Construction Engineering.
Engineering services during construction
including preparation of an O&M Mapual
and start up services:

Total estimated cost:

Legal and Fiscal.

Legal and fiscal costs associated with the acquisition
of capital funding for the project and project
administration include:

1. Financial consulting services in
relation to the sale of revenue bonds:

2. Bond counsel services in relation to
the sale of revenue bonds:

3. Investment rating services in relation
to the sale of revenue bonds:

$1,420,000

580,000

658,000

100,000

3,500

3,800

4,000

$2,000,000

758,000



4. Miscellaneous fiscal and legal services
provided internally in relation to the
administraton of construction and design

contracts: $ 3,700

Total estimated cost:

Administrative.

Project administrative services include City engineer-
ing and contract administration associated with all
phases of the project.

Design:

Estimated City engineering and contract
administration: 30,000

Construction:

Estimated City engineering and contract
administration: 150,000

Total estimated administrative cost:

Estimating Contingency.

As fipal project designs have not been prepared, project
construction contingency amounts have not been determined.
In 1ieu of establishing a contingency at this time an
estimated contingency of 12% on all construction contracts
except for Contract A, dewatering equipment fabrication
has been made. An estimated contingency on Contract A

is felt to not be necessary based on the common use and
fabrication of belt press equipment. Total estimated
contingency for Contracts B, C, and D:

TOTAL CAPITAL COST:

Bond Reserve Account

Funds reserved in a special account sufficient to pay the
maximum amount of principal and interest which shall be-

come due on the bonds in any year. (Required in Part A,

Section I-4 of this Bond Purchase Agreement.

TOTAL FINANCIAL REQUIREMENT:

$ 15,000

180,000

539,000

$6,886,000

582,050

$7,468,050



ATTACHMENT NO. 1

CITY OF
Christopher P. ThzcélgasswCi;ymA;tomey
1 W, venue
PORTLAND, OREGON Portiand, Oreaon 97204

(503) 2484047

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY

October 27, 1981

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW 5th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

ATTN: Mr., Bill Young, Director
Re: (C-410557, Sludge Dewatering & Drying Project
Gentlemen:

In connection with the proposed Revenue Bond
Purchase agreement, Part B, supplemental project information,
between the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental
Quality and the City of Portland for the purchase by the
State of Oregon of $5,000,000 sewer revenue bonds from the
City of Portland, please be advised that I have examined the
title to the parcel described on the attached Exhibit A, and
it is my opinion that the City of Portland is presently
vested with fee simple title to that property. I find no
mortgages, deeds of trust, liens or other encumbrances which
would affect the value or utility of the site for the
purposes intended.

I further find that all documents reguired to be
recorded in order to protect the title of the owner and the
interests of the applicant have been duly recorded wherever
necessary.

Very trg;y yours,

= ,4??
(ol N

Robert C., Irelan
Sr. Deputy City Attorey

RCI:djb
Enclosure
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 BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION OF THE NORTH COLUMBIA BOULEVARD
_ ',h SEWAGE DISPOSAL TREATMENT PLANT PROPERTY.
: Beginning at the p01nt of intersection of the north right-of-way line .
of the 0.W. R R. & N Co. and. the southeasterly right of way line of the
S.P. & S. Ra11way Co.; thence N. 40° 25' E. along the southeasterly right
of way 11ne of the S. P; & S. Railway Co. 693 feet, more or less to a point
where said line makes a right angle; thence N. 49° 35' W. 150 feet; thence
N. 40° 25' E. along said right of way 2,485 feet, more or less, to the
southwest edge of a pond or lake nhich forms a part of the northwest boundary
of the Wesley Van Schuyver D.L.C. in Section 5 T.1N¥., R.1E., W.M.; thence
N. 40°36" E., continuing along said southeasterly line of said S.P. & 8. Rall-
way Co. right of way a distance of 1270 feet more or less, to the west line
;
of that 150 foot right of way conveyed by H.C. Laycock and G.B. Laycock to
the 0.W. R. & N. Co. by deed‘;ecoroed January 29, 1908 in Book 426 at Page 367,
Deed Records; thence'southerly along the west line of said 150 foot right of

way along a curve to the left, whose initial tangent'bears S. 14° 43' W. a

distance of 382 4 feet®; thence along a transition curve decreasing in-curva-

ture -0° 15 every 30 38 feet, a distance of 334.2 feet; ' thence §. 09 28 W.

along the west line of sald r1ght of way 1778.5 feet to the south bank of

Mud Slough; thence along said south slough bank N. 640 38' W 321.8 feet,
more or less, to a point in,the east line of the Wesley Van Schuyver D.L.C.
being also the west line of Alenander Bfown D.L.C. which point bears N. 0°28'
E. 328.02 feet from the southwest corner of said Brown D.L.C.; thence south-
erly along the east line of . the Wesley Van Schuyver D.L.C. a distance of
946.21 feet, more or less, to the northeast corner of that certain tract
which was conveyed bf Union Pacific Railroad Company“to Western Auto Supply
Company by deed dated March 28, 1964, and recorded in Book 10 at Page 414,

Multnomah County Film Records;thence S. 89° 48' W. along the northerly line

~




Eiof seid Western Aeto Sepély Compeny tract ardlstance of 795. 0 feet to a B
t-"“co:n:ner, thence S, 38° 17 W. contlnuing along the northerly line of said
Westere Auto Supply Company tract a dlstance of‘40.7l feet to an anglef
point in tﬁe.westerly line'qf‘that eertain'tract conveyed by Natale Lasagna
and Louiea Lasagna to ?ortlandlferminal Investment Company by deed dated
March 6, 1941; thence S. 0° 15' E, a distance of 687.0 feet, mere or less,
»to 'an iron pipe in thernortherly line of the 0.W. R.R. & N, Co. right of
way; thence notthwesterly along said northerly right of way line a distance
of 1573.66 feet,more or less,to the point of beginning, all in Section 5,
rlN, R1E, W.M., in the City of Portland ‘Multnomah County, Oregon subject
to the r1ghts of the State of - Oregon in and to that port10n 1y1ng within

the Co]umb1a S]ough



— /‘/A.P -5};{&4111 /1/ 6 —7_/

QMM BrA Bl o, I
S E s QL‘.j_ffgﬁ FrrEN 7
z’_d/_gz; PP PES T

. : _ TR T AN 2, d£¢.._.+

l . e Yol Yl -'/ = 600




CPERATING REVENUES:

SERVICE CHARGES AND FEES
OTHER CHARGES AND FEES

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES

OPERATING EXPENSES:
SALARIES AND WAGES
INTERMAL SERVICES
GTHER MATERIALS ANC SERVICES
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES

OPERATING INCOME (LOSS)

NON-OFERATING REIVENUES (EXPENSES)
INTEREST DN THVESTMENTS
GALll Cl DISPOSAL OF FIXED ASSETS
INTEREST EXPENSES
CEPRECIATION
HET 204D PROCLEDS

NET TNCOME

FUTURE DEBT SERVICE ANALYSIS

OPERATING REVINUES
LESS GPERATING EAPENSES

KET OPERATING REVENUE
TOTAL DEBT SERVICE

ACTUAL BOND COVERAGE

REGUIRED BOND COVERACE

CITY OF PORTLAID

REVENUE AND EXPENSE 2I'OJECTICN
SEWAGE DISPOSAL I'UND

FY 1981/82  FY 1982/83  FY 1983/84  FY 1984/85  FY 1985/86  FY 1986/87
17,515.415- 20,477,760 $20,932,087  $24,028,910  $24,846,221  $26,655,633

85.640 9,123 52,875 96,919 - 101,285 106,001
17,601,059 . .20,136,903 -  $21,024,922  $24,125,820 -  $24,947,506.  $26,761,634

$ 5,255,347

$ 5,582,709

$ 6,152,303

$-0,588,865 -

$ 7,089,356 -

3,710,212 4,040,439 4,373,882 4,729,242 5,111,868
6,332,802 7,039,252 6,911,520 7,589,094 8,218,035
$15,358,361  $16,662,500  $17,437,705-  §18,907,201. -  §20,419,269
2,202,698" 3,474,403  § 3,587,217  § 5,218,628  § 4,528,237

S 1,196,012-

$ 1,229,168  $ 1,127,359 ~ § 926,987 § 546,820

0 0 0 0 0 0
(25,838) {369,650)  (1,548,050) (1,524,197}  (1,971.635}  (1,929,579)

0 0 0 0 0

4,505,803 10,413,976~ c. 4,432,616 0 0

$ 7,918,683 . 14,875,796 . ¢ 3,268,335 - § 9,254,406 ¢ 3,483,589 g 3,185,390
17,601,059  ~ 20,136,003  $21,024,922  $24,125,829 . $24,947,506 526,761,634 -
15,358,361 16,662,500 17,437,705 18,607,207 20,419,269 22,193,485

5 1,357,067

$ 7,639,493
5,530,201
¥,023,791

422,193,485

$ 4,568,149

$ 2,242,698

$ 655,830

3.42 -

1.30

$ 3,474,403
$ 369,650

9.40

1.30

$ 3,587,217
$ 1,804,073

1.30

$ 5,218,628
% 1,800,823.

2.90-

1.30

$ 4,528,237
$ 2,413,306

$ 4,568,143
$ 2:454:956 !

1.86

1.30




STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Part C — Bond Maturity Schedule

AGENCY NAME: City of Portland PRINCIPAL AMOUNT: $5,000,000.00

Revenue Bonds
YEAR DUE TOTAL
ENDING INTEREST Feb 1 Due Aungust 1 ANNUAL
Aug 1 RATE INTEREST INTEREST PRINCIPAL TOTAL REQUIREMENT
1982 5.9 -0- 184,825.00 -0- 184,825.00 184,825.00
1983 6.4 184,825.00 184,825.00 50,000 234,825.00 419,650.00
1984 6.6 183,225.00 183,225.00 50,000 233,225.00 416,450.00
1985 6.5 181,575.00 181,575.00 100,000 281,575.00 463,150.00
1986 6.8 178,325.00 178,325.00 150,000 328,325.00 506,650.00
1987 7.2 173,225.00 173,225.00 200,000 373,225.00 546,450.00
1988 7.4 166,025.00 166,025.00 250,000 416,025.00 582,050.00
1989 7.2 156,775.00 156,775.00 250,000 406,775.00 563,550.00
1990 6.6 147,775.00 147,775.00 250,000 397,775.00 545,550.00
1991 6.6 139,525.00 139,525.00 250,000 389,525.00 529,050.00
1992 6.8 131,275.00 131,275.00 300,000 431,275.00 562,550.00
1593 7.2 121,075.00 121,075.00 300,000 421,075.00 542,150.00
1994 7.3 110,275.00 110,275.00 300,000 410,275.00 520,550.00
1995 7.5 99,325.00 99,325.00 350,000 449,325.00 548,650.00
1996 7.7 86,200.00 86,200.00 350,000 436,200.00 522,400.00
1997 7.7 72,725.00 72,725.00 350,000 422,725.00 495,450.00
1998 7.9 59,250.00 59,250.00 350,000 409,250.00 468,500.00
1999 7.9. 45,425,00 45,425.00 350,000 395,425.00 440,850.00
2000 7.9 31,600.00 31,600.00 400,000 431,600.00 463,200.00
2001 7.9 15,800.00 15,800.00 400,000 415,800.00 431,600.00
2002 5.2

2,284,225.00 2,469,050.00 5,000,000 7.469,050.00 9,753,275.00

On behalf of the City of Portland + I, the undersigned, being
duly authorized to take such action as evidenced by documents submitted to
the Department of Environmental Quality do hereby agree to have

the City of Portland pay the foregoing amounts upon
the dates and times and in the manner established.

Signature of Representative Date

Name and Title of Representative

BK249.A2 (2)
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Attachment ‘2

BOND SALE ORDINANCE EQC Staff Report

ORDINANCE NO.

An Ordinance providing for the issuance and sale of the
City of Portland, Oregon, Sewerage Facilities
Revenue Bonds, Series 1982 in the principal amount
of $5,000,000, and related matters.

The City of Portland ordains:
Section 1. The Council finds:

1. That the City has applied to the State of Oregon,
acting by and through the Department of
Environmental Quality, for funds for the purpose of
construction of facilities for the treatment of
waste water to serve an area lawfully within its
jurisdication to serve, that the City intends to
raise a portion of the cost of such under taking by
issuance of its bonds, and that the Department of
Environmental Quality intends to assist the City in
such undertaking by purchasing the bonds lawfully
issued by the City.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council directs:

a. Definitions. &As used in this Ordinance, the
following words shall have the following meanings:

1. "Bond Purchase Agreement"™ means the "Offer and
Acceptance - Bond Purchase Agreement"™ which is
attached as Exhibit "A," wherein the
Department of Environmental Quality offers to
purchase the Bonds.

2. "Bonds" means the Series 1982 Bonds and any
Parity Bonds issued pursuant to this
Ordinance.

3. "City" means the City of Portland, Oregon, a
municipal corporation of the State of Oregon.

4. "Charter" means the charter of the City, as
amended.
5. "Construction Fund" means the Sewage

Construction Fund maintained by the City;
Series 1982 Bond net proceeds will be
deposited in the Construction Fund.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

"Council" means the council of the City.

"Gross Reventies" means all revenues, fees and
charges imposed and collected by the City in
connection with the operation of the Sewerage
Facilities; gross revenues does not include
revenues received by the City from assessments
imposed against real property for the
construction of local improvements.

"Net Operating Revenues" means the Gross
Revenues less the Operating Expenses.

"Operating Expenses" means all payments for
salaries, wages, operating supplies, repairs,
maintenance, utility charges, insurance and
administrative expenses made in connection
with the Sewerage Facilities. Operating
Expenses does not include depreciation.

"Parity Bonds" means any revenue bonds of the
City which comply with the provisions of this
Ordinance for the issuance of Parity Bonds and
have a lien on the Net Operating Revenues
equal in ranmk to the lien of the Series 1982
Bonds. Parity Bond alsc includes the City's
outstanding Sewerage Facilities Revenue Bonds
Series 1972, which are scheduled to be retired
in April of 1982.

"Project”™ means the sludge dewatering and
drying facilities which will be constructed at
the Columbia Boulevard Waste Water Treatment
Plant, as more fully described in Part B of
the Bond Purchase Adreement. -

"Redemption Fund" means the Sewage Disposal
Debt Redemption Fund maintained by the City to
hold funds to be used to pay Bond principal
and interest.

"Reserve Account”™ means a separate account in
the Redemption Fund in which the City agrees
to maintain an amount egual to the maximum
annual debt service on all cutstanding Bonds.
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14. "Series 1982 Bonds" means the City's Sewerage
Facilities Revenue Bonds, Series 1982, which
are in the principal amount of $%,000,000 and
are issued pursuant to this Ordinance.

15. "Sewage Disposal Fund™ means the Sewage
Disposal Fund maintained by the City into
which the Gross Revenues are deposited.

16, "Sewerage Facilities" means all real and
personal property now or hereafter owned,
operated, used, or maintained by the City for
sewage disposal or sewage purification within
or without the corporate limits of the City,
including but not limited to, all storm
drainage sewers, intercepting sewers,
diversion sewers, relieving or interconnection
sewers, sewers to separate storm and sanitary
sewage, pump or ejector stations and
equipment, and plants for treatment and
disposal of sewage.

The Bonds. Pursuant to the authority of Chapter
XII, Article 2, Section 12-201 of the Charter, the
Council hereby authorizes and directs the issuance
of the City of Portland, Oregon Sewerage Facilities
Revenue Bonds, Series 1982 in the aggregate
principal amount of $5,000,000. Unless sold to the
Department of Environmental Quality as provided in
paragraph j. below, the Bonds shall be dated
February 1, 1982, shall be in denominations of
$5,000 each, shall be numbered consecutively from 1
to 1000, shall be in coupon bearer form, and shall
mature on the first day of August in the follow1ng
years and amounts:

Year Amount
1983 $ 50,000
1984 50,000
1985 100,000
1986 150,000
1987 200,000
1988 250,000
1989 250,000
1990 250,000
1991 250,000
1992 300,000
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1993 300,000

1994 300,000
1995 . 350,000
1996 350,000
1997 350,000
1998 350,000
1999 350,000
2000 400,000
2001 400,000

Principal and interest on the Series 1982 Bonds
shall be payable in lawful money of the United
States of America at the office of the City
Treasurer of the City of Portland, Oregon. The
Bonds shall be special obligations of the City of
Portliand, Oregon, and are payable solely from the
Net Operating Revenues, as provided by this
Ordinance.

Redemption. The Series 1982 Bonds are subject to
redemption at the option of the City on any date at
a price of par plus accrued interest to the date
fixed for redemption.

If Bonds are in bearer form, notice of redemption
shall be given in the manner provided by the laws
in effect on the date notice of redemption is
given; however, such notice shall include at least
one publication in a business and financial
newspaper published in the City of Portland,
Oregon, not less than thirty days prior to the date
fixed for redemption. If all Bonds to be redeemed
are in registered form, notice of redemption may be
given by Certified Mail to the registered holder
not less than thirty days prior to the intended
redemption date, and no published notice need be
given.

Form of Bonds. Coupon bearer bonds shall be in
substantially the following form:
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No. $5,000

STATE OF OREGON
MULTNOMAH, CLACKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES
CITY OF PORTLAND, CREGCN
SEWERAGE FACILITIES REVENUE BOND, SERIES 1982

THE CITY OF PORTLAND, in the Counties of
Mul tnomah, Clackamas and Washington, State of
Oregon, for value received acknowledges itself to
owe and hereby promises to pay to the bearer, but
solely from the sources named below, the sum of

FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS

in lawful money of the United States of America on

the day of Augqust, 19 _, without grace, with
interest thereon at the rate of
percent ( %) per annum payable semiannually on

the first day of February and the first day of
August in each year, in lawful money of the United
States of America, upon the presentation and
surrender of this Bond and the annexed coupons as
they severally become due. Principal and interest
are payable at the office of the City Treasurer of
the City of Portland, Oregon.

This Bond is subject to redemption by the City
on any interest payment date at a price of par plus
interest accrued to the date fixed for redemption.

This Bond is one of a series of bonds
designated as Sewerage Facilities Revenue Bonds,
Series 1982, of the City of Portland, Oregon, and
is issued by the City of Portland, Oregon, for the
purpvose of providing funds for the construction of
its sludge dewatering and drying facilities and is
in full and strict accordance and compliance with
all of the provisions of the Charter of the City of
Portland, Oregon, and the Constitution and the
Statutes of the State of Oregon,

This Revenue Bond is not a general obligation
or liability of the City of Portland, Oregon, and
is payable solely from the Net Operating Revenues
of the Sewerage Facilities as provided in Ordinance

LY
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No. _  of the City adopted December __ , 1981. The
City of Portland, Oregon, covenants and agrees with
the holder of this Bond that it will keep and
perform all of the covenants of this Bond and of
Ordinance No. . The City of Portland, Oregon
has pledged the Net Operating Revenues of the
Sewerage Facilities to the payment of principal and
interest on this Bond.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the Council of the City
of Portland, Oregon, by Ordinance duly adopted, has
caused this Bond to be signed by the Mavyor by
facsimile signature, and countersigned by the
Auditor of the City of Portland, Oregon, and has
caused the City corporate seal to be affixed
hereto, and the attached coupons to bear the
facsimile signatures of the Mayor and the Auditor
of the City, all as of the first day of February,
1982.

Mayor, City of Portland, Oregon

Countersigned:

Auditor, City of Portland, Oregon

(INTEREST COQUPON)

No. $

On the first day of , the City of
Portland, Oregon, will pay to the bearer, but
solely from the Net Operating Revenues of the
Sewerage Facilities as provided in Ordinance No.

, the sum of

DOLLARS

in lawful money of the United States of America at
the office of the City Treasurer of the City of
Portland, Oregon, being interest then due on the
City of Portland, Oregon, Sewerage Facilities
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Revenue Bond, Series 1982, WNo. , unless
sooner redeemed as therein provided.

(facsimile signature)

Mayor, City of Portland, Oregon

(facsimile signature)

Auditor, City of Portland, Oregon
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Registered Installment Bonds shall be in
substantially the following form:

No. $5,000,000

STATE OF OREGON
MULTNOMAH, CLACKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES
CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
SEWERAGE FACILITIES REVENUE BOND, SERIES 1982

THE CITY OF PORTLAND, in the Counties of
Multnoman, Clackamas and Washington, State of
Oregon, for value received acknowledges itself to
owe and hereby promises to pay to the order of the
Department of Environmental Quality, but solely
from the sources provided in Ordinance Wo. of
the City, the following principal installments on
August first of the following years, together with
interest on those installments at the following
rates:

Interest Interest

Year Amount Rate Year Amount Rate
1983 $ 50,000 6.4 1993 $300,000 7.2
1984 50,000 6.6 1994 300,000 7.3
1985 100,000 6.5 1995 350,000 7.5
1986 150,000 6.8 1996 350,000 7.7
1987 200,000 7.2 1997 350,000 7.7
1988 250,000 7.4 1998 350,000 7.9
1989 250,000 7.2 1999 350,000 7.9
1990 250,000 6.6 2000 400,000 7.9
1991 250,000 6.6 2001 400,000 7.9
1992 300,000 6.8

Principal installments and interest payments shall
be made in lawful money of the United States of
America on the dates due, without grace, with
interest payable semiannually on the first day of
February and the first day of August in each year.
Principal and interest are payable through the
office of the City Treasurer of the City of
Portland, Oregon, by check or direct transfer of
funds to the account of the registered holder.

This Bond is subject to redemption by the City

on any interest payment date at a price of par plus
interest accrued to the date fixed for redemption.
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This Bond is designated as Sewerage Facilities
Revenue Bond, Series 1982, of the City of Portland,
Oregon, and is issued by the City of Portland,
Oregon, for the purpose of providing funds for the
construction of its sliudge dewatering and drying
facilities and is in full and strict accordance and
compliance with all of the provisions of the
Charter of the City of Portland, Oregon, and the
Constitution and the Statutes of- the State of
Oregon. :

This Revenue Bond is not a general obligation
or liability of the City of Portland, Oregon, and
is payable solely from the Net Operating Revenues
of the Sewerage Facilities as provided in Ordinance
No. _ of the City enacted December __, 198_. The
City of Portland, Oregon, covenants and agrees with
the holder of this Bond that it will keep and
perform all of the covenants of this Bond and of
Ordinance No. . The City of Portland, Oregon
has pledged the Net Operating Revenues of the
Sewerage Facilitles to the payment of principal and
interest on this Bond.

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, as
holder of this Bond, has certain additional rights
and is the beneficiary of certain additional
covenants, which rights and covenants are more
fully set forth in Ordinance No. of the City,
and the Bond Purchase Agreement approved by
Ordinance No.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREQF, the Council of the City
of Portland, Oregon, by Ordinance duly adepted, has
caused this Bond to be signed by the Mayor by
facsimile signature, and countersigned by the
Auditor of the City of Portland, Oregon, and has
caused the City corporate seal to be affixed
hereto, all as of the day of P
1982.

Mayor, City of Portland, Oregon
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Countersigned:

Auditor, City of Portland, Oregon

Disposition of Bond Proceeds. Interest accrued
from the date of the Bonds until the date of
closing shall be placed in the Redemption Fund and
shall be used to pay interest on the Series 1982
Bonds. An amount equal to the maximum annual debt
service on the Series 1982 Bonds shall be placed in
the Reserve Account. The balance of the Bond
proceeds shall be placed in the Construction Fund
and shall be disbursed only to finance the Project
and costs incurred in connection with the issuance
of the Series 1982 Bonds.

Moneys in the Construction Fund may be invested in
such investments as are autheorized by law for the
City. Earnings from investment of the funds in the
Construction Fund shall be maintained in the
Constructicn Fund, and shall be treated and
disbursed as Bond proceeds. Any proceeds of the
Series 1982 Bonds remaining after payment of all
Project and issuance costs shall be transferred to
the Sewage Disposal Fund and shall be disposed of
as provided in paragraph i{(6) and used for capital
projects. :

Pledge and Disposition of Net Operating Revenues.
The City hereby pledges the Net Operating Revenues
to the payment of principal and interest on all
Bonds. ‘

The City hereby covenants with the holders of the
Bonds that it will, so long as any Bonds remain
outstanding, make the following deposits from the
Net Operating Revenues intoc the Redemption Fund:

(1) Commencing in January, 1982, and monthly
thereafter the City will deposit into the
Redemption Fund an amount equal to one-sixth
{1/6th) of the amount necessary to pay Bond
interest which will become due during the six

4
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months following the deposit. Prepayment of
monthly deposits will fulfill the above
requirements. WNotwithstanding the foregoing,
the City shall deposit into the Redemption
Fund from the Net Operating Revenues' an amount
sufficient to permit all interest due on the
Bonds to be paid on the date it is due.

{(2) Commencing in January, 1982, and monthly
thereafter, the City will deposit into the
Redemption Fund an amount equal to one-twelfth
(1/12th) of the amount necessary to pay Bond
principal which will become due during the
twelve months following the deposit.
Prepayment of monthly deposits will fulfill
the above reguirements. WNotwithstanding the
foregoing, the City will deposit into the
Redemption Fund from the Net Operating
Revenues an amount sufficient to permit all
principal due on the Bonds to be paid on the
date it is due.

{3) If at any time the amount in the Reserve
Account falls below the maximum annual debt
service on all outstanding Bonds, the City
shall immediately commence making equal
monthly payments into the Reserve Account
sufficient to restore the balance in the
Reserve Account to the maximum annual debt
service on all outstanding Bonds by the next
Bond principal payment date, or within six
months, whichever period is greater,

Jg. Debt Redemption Fund Reserve Account. The City
shall maintain a balance in the Reserve Account at
least equal to the maximum annual debt service on
all outstanding Bonds. If the balance in the
Reserve Account falls below the maximum annual debt
service on all outstanding Bonds, the balance will
be replenished as provided in paragraph £(3},
above,.

Moneys in the Reserve Account will be used only to
pay principal and interest on the Bonds, and only
in the event that the Net Operating Revenues and
monies in the Redemption Fund are insufficient to
pay Bond principal and interest when due.

A

n
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If earnings on the Redemption Fund and the Reserve
Account are not retained in that fund, the earnings
shall be deposited in the Sewage Disposal Fund.

Any surplus remaining in the Reserve Account after
all Bonds have been paid shall be deposited in the
Sewage Disposal Fund.

General Covenants. The City hereby covenants and
agrees with the holders and owners of all
outstanding Bonds as follows:

(1) That it will charge fees in connection with
the operation of the Sewerage Facilities which
are projected to generate Net Operating
Revenues at least equal to 1.30 times the
amount required in any fiscal year to pay all
Bond principal and interest maturing in that
fiscal year. If the Net Operating Revenues
fail to meet this level, the City shall
promptly increase its fees to a level so that
Net Operating Revenues are projected to meet
the required level.

(2) That it will, to the extent the Net Operating
Revenues are sufficient, promptly cause the
principal and interest on the Bonds to be paid
as they become due.

(3} That it will maintain complete books and
records relating to the operation of the
Sewerage Facilities, the Sewage Disposal Fund,
the Construction Fund, the Redemption Fund and
the Reserve Account, and the City's financial
affairs, and will cause such books and records
to be audited annually at the end of each
fiscal year, and an audit report prepared and
made available for the inspection of
Bondholders.

{4) That it has not, and will not, issue Bonds or
other obligations having a c¢laim superior to
the claim of the Bonds upon the Net Operating
Revenues.

Sale of Bonds to the Department of Environmental
Quality. The Public Works Administrator is
authorized to execute the Bond Purchase Agreement
on behalf of the City. Upon execution the Bond
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Purchase Agreement shall constitute a contract
between the City and the Department of
Environmental Quality. The City shall abide by all
of the conditions, and shall perform all of its
obligations contained in the Bond Purchase
Agreement. In the event that the Department of
Environmental Quality submits the most favorable
bid for the purchase of the Series 1982 Bonds:

(1) The City may sell the Series 1982 Bonds to the
Department of Environmental Quality in
accordance with the provisions of this
Ordinance and the Bond Purchase Agreement,

(2) The Series 1982 Bonds may be registered as a
single bond, may be in installment form, may
be dated with the date of delivery and may be
typewritten.

(3} At the request of the Department of
Environmental Quality, and at the expense of
the City, the Series 1982 Bonds shall be
converted to printed coupon bearer Bonds, in
denominations of not less than $5,000.

(4) The City shall promptly provide the Department
with a copy of the audit report referred to in
paragraph h(3), above, each year.

{5) The Department of Envirconmental Quality is
granted a security interest in the et
Operating Revenues and the Sewage Disposal
Fund. The Auditor is authorized to execute
appropriate Uniform Commercial Code financing
statements on behalf of the City, and 1is
instructed toc notify the Department of
Environmental Quality prior to the time
continuation statements must be filed as
required by law.

{6) If all Series 1982 Bond proceeds are not
expended for Project and Bond issuance costs,
the City will not expend the remaining
proceeds without the consent of the Department
of Environmental Quality.

(7)) If the City receives Federal grant funds
applicable to the Project, the City will
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(8)

promptly apply such funds to the prepayment of
the Series 1982 Bonds.

The Department of Environmental Quality shall
have the following remedies upon default:

(i} upon default in the payments of any
principal and accrued interest on the
bonds or in the performance of any
covenant, assurance or agreement
contained in the Bonds, this Ordinance or
the Bond Purchase Agreement, or in the
instruments incidental thereto, the
Department of Environmental Quality at
its option may {a) for the account of the
City incur and pay reasonable expenses
for repair, maintenance and coperation of
the facility and such other reasonable
expenses as may be necessary to cure the
cause of default; {(b) take possession of
the facility, repair, maintain and
operate or rent it; (c} utilize any
available, equitable or special remedies
pursuant to law; (d) a combination of
{a), (b) or {(e¢); default under the
provisions of the Bonds, this Ordinance,
the Bond Purchase Agreement or any
instrument incidental thereto may be
construed by the Department of
Environmental Quality to constitute
default under any other instrument held
by the Department ¢f Environmental
Quality and executed or assumed by the
City and default under any such
instrument may be construed by the
Department of Environmental Quality to
constitute a default under this Ordinance
and the Bond Purchase Agreement.

{ii) If the City fails to pay principal or
interest on any Series 1982 Bonds when
due, the Department of Environmental
Quality may specify legally permissable
actions to be taken by the City to remedy
such default and prevent future default.
If the City fails to commence
implementation of such actions within 60
days after the City receilves written

L]
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notice from the Department of
Environmental Quality specifying the
actions to be taken, the Department of
Environmental Quality may declare the
principal of all outstanding Series 1982
Bonds immediately due and payable.

Parity Bonds. The City may issue Parity Bonds to

provide funds to finance the construction of new
Sewerage Facilities, the repair and improvement of
existing Sewerage Facilities, or the refunding of
outstanding Bonds, upon the following conditions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

That at the time of the issuance of the Parity
Bonds there is no deficiency in the Redemption
Fund or the Reserve Account;

The Ordinance authorizing the issuance of the
Parity Bonds requires that a deposit be made
at closing sufficient to bring the balance in
the Reserve Account egual to the maximum
annual debt service on all outstanding Bonds,
including the proposed Parity Bonds.

The Ordinance authorizing the issuance of the
Parity Bonds contains a covenant of the City
requiring the City to charge fees projected to
generate Net Operating Revenues at least egqual
to 1.30 times the amount reguired in any
fiscal year to pay all Bond principal and
interest maturing in that fiscal year.

Prior to the issguance of Parity Bond the City
shall file in the auditor's office and with
the Department of Environmental Quality, if it
holds any Bonds, a city auditor's certificate
that the Net Operating Revenues in each fiscal
year in which the proposed Parity Bonds will
be outstanding, are estimated to be at least
1.30 times the average annual debt service on
all Bonds, including the proposed Parity
Bonds.

Amendment of Ordinance. . This Ordinance may be

amended without the consent of any Bondholders for
any one or more of the following purposes:
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(1) To add to the covenants and agreements of the
City in this Ordinance any other covenants and
agreements thereafter to be observed by the
City, or to surrender any right or power
herein reserved to or conferred upon -the City;

(2) To cure any ambiguity or formal defect
contained in this Ordinance or the attached
Bond Purchase Agreement, if that cure does
not, in the judgment of the Council, adversely
affect the interests of the bondholders.

(3} This Ordinance may be amended for any other
purpose upon consent of not less than 65% in
aggregate principal amount of the Bonds
outstanding; provided, however, that no
amendment shall be valid which: :

(a) Extends the maturity of any Bond, reduces
the rate of interest upon any Bond,
extends the time of payment of interest
on any Bond, reduces the amount of
principal payable on any Bond, or reduces
any premium payable on any Bond, without
the consent of the affected bondholder;:
or

{b) Reduces the percent of bondholders
required to approve amendatory
ordinances.

Section 2. Sale of Series 1982 Bonds. The Series 1982
Bonds shall be so0ld at the time and upon the terms
described in this Ordinance, and the notice of bond sale
which is attached as Exhibit "B". The notice of bhond
sale shall be published in the Daily Bond Buyer in New
York City at least twenty days prior to the sale date,
and shall be published in the Daily Journal of Commerce
in Portland, Oregon; two times, with the first
publication being not more than twenty-five nor less
than fifteen days prior to the sale, and the second
publication being not more than fourteen nor less than
eight days prior to the sale.
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ORDINANCE No.

The City Council may award the sale of the Bonds to
the successful bidder by resolution, and it may
authorize in that resolution any acts necessary to
permit the issuance, sale and delivery of the Series
1982 Bonds in accordance with this Ordinance.

Passed by the Council,
Mayor of the City of Portland

T . Attest:

Auditor of the City of Portland
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- Bl - ' APPENDIX B

CHARTER
CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON

ARTICLE 2. FINANCING OF REVENUE PRODUCING FACILITIES

Section 12-201. Revenue Bonds. For fimancing the acquisition
of any public utility operating or to be operated within city
jurisdiction, or of utility plant or property used or useful in
connection with operation within the city, or for the construction,
establishment or betterment of a facility inside or cutside the
city owned or to be owned by the city, and producing or intended
to produce revenue, the city may issue and sell interest bearing
revenue bonds. Revenue bonds shall not be a general liability of
the city and shall be paid solely from the revenues derived from
the facility and other pledged facilities or from the rental,
lease or sale thereof. The council may secure these bonds by
mortgage or similar encumbrance upon the plant and property, may
pledge the revenues thereof and revenues from similar facilities,
and may agree in the bond that the rates and charges shall be
fixed at specific, general or minimum amounts. Issuance of the
bonds shall be pursuant to ordinance which shall be subject to
referendum. The bonds shall be issued and sold the same as other
bonds may be used for the cost of advertising, bond issuance and
sale, legal fees and costs, planning, engineering, inspection,
administrative costs, the acquisition by any lawful means of plant
and property, real or personal, and interests in land and struct-
ures, construction, reconstruction, remodeling, equipment better-
ment, additions to and supply of the particular facility, and
related matters. {(New sec. Nov. B, 1966).

Section 11-302. Service Charges. For all purposes relating to
design, construction, acquisition, operation, maintenance and
contract requirements of sewage treatment or purification facili-
ties and related facilities, the city may fix fees and charges for
connection or use or both of sewers and sewage purification or
disposal systems to be paid by property which is served or is
capable of being served for use of the sewage disposal system.
Sewer user service charges may be collected by the water bureau
which shall be compensated for such service as determined by the
council. The city may establish procedures for collection and may
provide for penalties, interest and costs. The city may establish
requirements and impose regulations as it find appropriate. Sewer
user service charges shall be paid for all premises connected with
city sewers, directly or indirectly, notwithstanding that sueh
premises may have been assessed under local improvement assessment
procedures or may have otherwise paid for sewers.

The city may enter into contracts relating to sewage disposal,
treatment or purification or all such functions. The city may
impose charges for sewage transporation, disposal treatment or
purification or any or all such functions, on property outside the
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city served through city facilities, at rates no less than those
imposed for similar service inside the city teo similar classifi-
cations.

Proceeds of such charges shall be placed in the Sewage Dispossal
Fund, and may be expended for any matter connected with the sewer
or sewage disposal or treatment system of the city, and bonded
debt and debt service related thereto. (Added Nov. 8, 1938 sec.
347; recod. 1942 9-604; new sec. 9-606 Nov. 8B, 1960; rev. Nov. 8,
1966 as sec. 11-302; am. May 26, 1970).

Section 11-303. Use of Sewers. The council may require any
property located within 100 feet of a right of way in which there
is a city sewer to connect to that sewer.

The council may prohibit discharge of sewage or harmful matter
or impurities into any stream or river within the city. This
prohibition may extend to any source whatever, including ships,
houseboats and water craft of all kinds. These sourses may be
required to connect to the city's sewer system when physically
possible, or otherwise to construct and use a prescribed sewage
or waste disposal system,.

To facilitate sewage treatment and protect the city's sewage
facilities, the city may limit the classes or kinds of sewage that
may be discharged or may continue to be discharged into public
sewers, may prohibit discharge of wastes other than domestic
sanitary sewage into public sewers or facilities, and may require
private pretreatment before discharge, upon terms fixed by the
city engineer. (new sec. Nov. B8, 1966).



APPENDIX C

RATE ORDINANCE 151606 - EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1981

An Ordinance amending Chapters 17.36 and 17.32 of the Code of the City to
implement sewage rate increases recommended in the 1981 Sewage Disposal
Fund Rate Study, authorizing an extra-strength class charge methed,
making housekeeping changes in the tanguage of the Code, and setting
an effective date.

The City of Portland ordains:
Section 1. The Council finds:

1. The Public Works Administrator has submitted .the biennial Sewage
Disposal Fund Rate Study for 1981, which reports the increased
sewer user rates and charges needed to operate and maintain the
sewage disposal system for fiscal years 1981/82 and 1982/83.

2. The recommended rates are consistant with the philosophy developed
and used in the 1977 Rate Study, and also meet the requirements
of the Federal Environmental Protection Adency to charge all
users in proportion to their use of the.system.

3. The extra-strength class charge method recommended is necessary to

allow charging certain groups of cenmercial or industrial users
their share of costs where individual sampling would be impractical.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council directs:

a. That the Code of the City, Chapter 17.36, Section 17.36.010,
Subsection (3) Table 1, be amended to read as follows:

(3) Table 1. Sewer user service charges and rates:

Effective Effective

7-1-81 7-1-82
DWELLIRGS Flat Rate Fonthly Charge i
Single Family Homes: $4.90 $5.75
Multiple Dwellings,
per unit 3.40 3.75
Senior Citizen
Dwellings, per unit 3.10 3.35

———— e ———
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Table 1, continued.

COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL

Base Charge, per bill
Monthly Accounts

Quarterly Accounts

Yolume Rate*

Cooling Water Rates

Clean water discharged

directly or indirectly

to & combined sewer

Clean water discharged

to a storm sewer not

connected to a combined

sewer

Special Meter Charge

per bill

Stormwater Impervious
Area Rate

Effective Effective
7-1-81 7-1-82
£3.00 $3.10

4,00 4.60

Rate per 100 cubic feet of
Water Consumption

§0.426 $0.527
0.256 0.315
0.020 0.020

$9.00 $9.30

Rate per 1000 square feet
$0.748 50.906

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
MINIMUM CHARGES

METER SIZE
3/4" or less
lll .

1%Il

2"

3" or over

MONTHLY MININMUM CHARGE

$ 3.50
6.00
10.50
16.50
32.00

Unmetered water Tines shall be assumed to have a meter
sized to correspond most nearly with the I.D. of the

supply.

*See Section 17.36.040 for possible credits to

metered water consumption.
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b. That Section 17.36.010, Subsection (2), paragraph 8, be amended
by modifying the table thgrein to read as follows:

Impervious Area Area Charged
in Square feet in Square Feet
Less than 500 None
500 to 1,500 1,500 ) _
1,501 to 3,000 | 3,060 )
3,001 to 5,000 5,000
5,001 to 7,500 7,500
7,5b1 to 10,000 10,000

¢. That Section 17.36.010, Subsection (4), be amended by changing the
table therein to read as follows: -

Effective Effective

7/1/81 7/1/82
Single family homes - $7.35 - $8.62
Multiple dwellings, per unit 5.10 5.62
Senior citizen dwellings, per unit 4.65 5.02

———

D. That Section 17.36.010, Subsection (1), Paragraph C be amended to
read as follows: ' .

C. Combined dwellirg units anrd other: Where both
dwelling units and other occupancies are combined on
the same water supply, the charges for sanitary sewage
shall be at the dwelling unit rate required in paragraph A
with additional charges based on water consumption as
required in B, but the amount of water consumption used
as the basis of the volume charge under 8 shall be re-
duced by an allowance of 500 cubic feet per month per
dwelling unit. The lowest charge shall be equal to the
number of dwelling units charged at the dwelling unit
rate or it shall be the minimum charge based on the meter
size, whichever is the larger.
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e. That Section 17.36.020, Subsection (1), be amended by changing
Table 2 to read as follows:

TABLE 2

: Number Per
Occupancy Equivalent Dwelling Unit
Single Family Home 1
Multiple Family Dwellings 1.25 units
Motels and Transient Hotels 2 Rental Spaces
Trailer and Mobile Home Parks 1 Rental Space
High Schools 10 Students
Elementary Schools 15 Students
Restaurants 6 Seating Spaces
Hospitals and Institutions 2 Beds :

Commercial and Industrial buildings 9 Employees
(without industrial wastes)

Buildings with industrial .
and other wastes 1000 Cubic Ft.Per Month

f. That Section 17.36.020, Subsection (2}, Paragraphs A and B, be
ariended to read as follows:

(2) Direct connection and intermediate service charges.

A, An owner desiring sewer connection and service by a
private line or house branch directly to an existing public
sewer of any size under city control, when the cost of such
public sewer was not contributed to on behalf of applicant's
property by assessment for direct service or its equivalent,
shall pay a direct connection charge as given in the Table
below.

Lots up-to 50 feet of frontage shall be charged as 50 ft.
lots. Lots over 50 feet charged as 50 ft. plus 10 percent

for each whole 5 feet additional frontage up to a maximum

of 100 feet per equivalent dwelling unit. Front footage

shall be considered equal to one percent of the 1ot area
within 100 feet of the street or easement Tine of the sewer.
Such street or easement line shall be considered as continuing
100 feet beyond the end of the sewer or beyond where the

sewer turns away from the property.
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B. An owner desiring sewer connection and service
directly or indirectly through a public sewer under city
control which was paid for by assessment or its equivalent
and was not contributed to on behalf of applicant's
property, if such sewer in any part of its len3dth exceeds
eight inches in diameter, shall pay a charge for such
intermediate service as given in the Table below.

Lots over 5,000 square feet shall be charged as 5,000 _
plus 10 percent for each whole 500 square feet additional
area up to a maximum of 10,000 square feet per equivalent
dwelling unit.

TABLE
DIRECT tDNNECTION CHARGE . PER 50 FT FRONTAGE
Inside City s1000
Outside City 1500
INTERMEDIATE SERVICE CHARGE PER 5,000 Q. FT; LOT
Inside City : $ 150
Qutside City 225

——————

That Section 17.36.020, Subsection (3) Paragraph A shall be
amended to read as follows:

(3) A. Major facilities equalization charge. The
major facilities equalization charge is a fee or charge-
for connection and use, or increased usage, of sewers
and sewage purification systems to be used in connection
with the design, construction, acquisition, operation,
maintenance, and discharge of contract requirements of
the city of Portland for sewage treatment, disposal and
purification. An owner desiring to connect a building
to a sewer, or to increase the sewer usage by alteration,
expansion, improvement, or conversion of a building
already connected to the sewer causing an increase in
equivalent dwelling units, as devined above, shall pay
the charge as follows:
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TABLE

Effective Eifsctive

7/1/81 771762
Inside City, per ecuivalent dwellina unit § 575 $ 620
Qutside City, per eauivalent dwelling unit §1150 - §1240

Except as noted in the Table above. or when modified by the Council,
the major facilities equalization charge shall be ingcreased $25 per
equivalent dwelling unit fer fiscal »ear for connection or increased
usage inside the city of Portland ana $£50 per equivalent dwelling
unit per fiscal year for connecticn or 1ncrea5ed usage cutside tha
c1ty of PFortland. :

That SecL1on 17.36.020, Subsection (3), Paragraph C Se amended to
read as ‘ollows:

"C. Credit Tor prior sewer user charge payments. When a
progarty ownzr, where sanitary sewer user charges have been
paid fcr his building ror several yeirs, cesires to ccnnect
the builiding to a sanitary sewer, n2 shall have a credit cof
$10.00 per ecguivaient dwelling unit for each year of cuch
prior user charge payments since 1239 to apply toward the
major facilities equaiization cherge. For buildings that
vould have teen eligible for credit as specified above, but
that have been wrzcked or otherwise removed within the time
1imits given in Table 4 without having been c¢onnected to a
sewer, the credit for each eauivalent dwelling unit, as
calculated atove, shall be reduced by the difference in the
rate for the major fecilities equalization charge from the
date such unit was removed to the date of replacement.,”

That Section 17.36.020 be emended to acd Subsection (7) to read as
follows:

{7) _¥Yhen the owner of property is subject to an extra-
strength class charce, he may recusst the city to install
a sampling manhole cn the hcuSe tra2nch 4prov1d|.c nNe agrees
to pay the cost of the manhole plus 195 for enfireering and
administration.

Section 17.36.025, Subsections (1) and (2) shall be amended to read
as follows:

17.36.025 Stormwater impervious area development charge.
The stormeater impervicus area development charge is a fee
or charge for new constructicn or expansion of the impervious
area of a property within the city, and shall ke collected
upon_application for a bu11d1gg_pﬂr*1t at the rates chowun
in_the_follewing Table:
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* TABLE

————

Single Family Homes $35.00

Commercial and Multiple Family 22.00
properties, per 1000 sqg. ft.

However, when the new building takes the place of a structure
or impervious area that has existed in the last five years, or
does not add more than 500 square feet, or is in an area exempted
by this chapter frcm the stormweter impervious area charge, no
development charge shall apply.

k. That Saction 17.36.040, Subsection (4) be amended to read as follows:

(4) Prior to installation of any meter, for the purpose
of obtaining reduced sewer charges, the owner shall submit
for approval by the city engineer a mechanical plan showing
the proposed meter tocation, access route to the mater,
the water supply or source, the cooling or other water using
equipment, and the discharge point. No reduced sewer user
rate or charge shall be given until the city engineer has
approved the plans and the- installation. When the cooling
water or product water comes from a supply used for other
purposes and a meter or other method.of determining the
volume so used is installed as above, the administrative or
special meter charge for each such meter shall be as given
in Table 1, Section 17.36.010. A1l meters used to obtain
a reduced sewer user charge shall conform to the provisicns
of section 17.36.050, '
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ORDINANCE No.

1. That Section 17.32.140, Subsection {d) Table 1 be amended to
read as follows:

(d) Table 1: Extra-Strength Rate Schedule:

Effective Effective
7/1/81 7/1/82

Composite Rates

BOD, per pound ‘ oS
Susgended Solids, per pound

$0.105
0.066

8
5

.0
0

[ate] o]
O

Peak Rates

BOD, per pound 0.020 0.020
Suspended Solids, per pound 0.013 0.013

Section 2. The effective date for this ordinance shall be July 1, 1981.

Passzd by the Council, P;‘EAY 2 1 1,98“

Commissioner Mike Lindberg
April 17,1981 L)
©R.L. Houston:ms. - Attest:

Txpae et I : _7;/@.
" 5

Auditor of the City of Portland
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Attachment 3
EQ C Staff Report

PRELIMINARY COFFICIAL STATEMENT Moody's
Dated: November 10, 1981 .
NEW ISSUE

In the opinion of the Bond Counsel, interest on the Bonds is exempt from Federal
income tax under current Federal law, and additionally is exempt from Oregon personal
income taxation under current state laws.

$5,000,000
CITY OF PORTLAND, GREGON
Multnomah County
SEWER REVENUE BONDS
SERIES 1982

Dated: February 1, 1982 . Due: As shown below

The Bonds are not general cbligations of the City of Portland. They are valid and
binding obligations of the City, payable pursuant to authority of City Charter Section
12-201 and provisions of the bond sale ordinance solely from revenues of the Sewage
Disposal Fund.

The Bonds are issued as serial coupon bonds in denominations of $5,000. Principal
and semi-annual interest (commencing August 1, 1982 and each February 1 and August 1
thereafter) will be payable at the office of the City Treasurer, Portland, Oregon.

o MATURITY SCHEDULE

' Coupon - " Coupon  Yield
Maturity Principal Interest Yield or Maturity Principal Interest or

Dates Amount Rate Price - Dates Amount Rate Price
August 1, 1983 $ 50,000 August 1, 1993  $300,000
August 1, 1984 50,000 August 1, 1994 300,000
August 1, 1985 100,000 August 1, 1995 350,000
August 1, 1986 150,000 August 1, 1996 350,000
August 1, 1987 200,000 ' August 1, 1997 350,000
August 1, 1988 250,000 _ August 1, 1998 350,000
August 1, 1989 250,000 August 1, 1999 350,000
August 1, 1990 250,000 August 1, 2000 400,000
- August 1, 1991 250,000 August 1, 2001 400,000

August 1, 1992 300,000

The bonds will be awarded pursuant to competitive bidding to be held on January 20,
1982, as set forth in the Official Notice of Sale dated December 28, 1981. The Bonds are
offered when, as and if issued and received by the purchasers, subject to the approval as
to their legality by Rankin, McMurry, VavRosky & Doherty, Portland, Oregon, Bond Counsel.
it is anticipatedthat the Bonds, in definitive form, will be available for delivery on
or about february 1, 1982 in the city of Portland, Oregon.

Sealed bids for the Bonds will be received by the City in the Offices of the Auditer,
City of Portland, Room 202, City Hall, Portland, Oregon, until 11:00 a.m. Pacific Time
on January 20, 1982, pursuant tothe Dfficial Notice of Sale dated December 28, 1981.
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NOTICE OF BOND SALE
$5,000,000
CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
SEWERAGE FACILITIES REVENUE BONDS
SERIES 1982

TIME AND PLACE OF SALE

Sealed bids will be received for the purchase of this
bond issue at the office of the City Auditor, 1220 S.W.
Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 until 11:00 a.m.,
Pacific Standard Time on January 20, 1982. Immediately
thereafter the bids will be publicly opened and announced,
and within four hours thereafter the City Council will meet
to act upon the bids.

DESCRIPTION OF BONDS

The bonds will be negotiable coupon bonds of the city
.in the principal amount of $5,000,000, dated February 1,
1982, in denominations of $5,00Q each, numbered 1 to 1000,
and will mature serially in numerical order on the 1lst day
of August of each year as follows:

Year Amount Year Amount
1983 $ 50,000 1993 $300,000
1984 50,000 1994 300,000
1985 140,000 1985 350,000
1986 150,000 1996 350,000
1987 200,000 1997 350,000
1988 250,000 1998 350,000
1289 250,000 1999 150,000
1990 250,000 2000 400,000
1991 250,000 2001 400,000
1892 300,000

REDEMPTTION

Bonds will be redeemable at the option of the city on
any date, at par plus interest accrued to the date fixed for
redemption.



INTEREST RATE

The bonds will bear interest payable semiannually on
February 1 and August 1 at such rate or rates, in multiples
of one-eighth (1/8) or one-twentieth (1/20) of one ‘percent
(1%), as specified by the successful bidder, but not
exceeding a net effective rate of 8.0 percent per annum.
The bonds shall have but one coupon for the interest due on
any interest payment date, no bond shall bear more than one
rate of interest, and supplemental coupons will not be
permitted.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

The Department of Environmental Quality is expected to
submit a bid to purchase the Bonds at a net effective
interest rate of not more than 8.0 percent per annum. Iif
the Bonds are sold to the Department of Environmental
Quality they may be in registered, installment form.

AWARD OF BONDS

. Bonds will not be sold for less than par value and the
full amount of accrued interest. The city reserves the
right to reject any or all bids. Unless all bids are
rejected, the bonds will be awarded to the responsible
bidder complying with the terms of this notice of bond sale
and submitting the bid which, if none of the bonds are
called for redemption prior to final maturity date, provides
the lowest net effective interest rate and the lowest net
interest cost to the city. Each bidder shall include in its
bid a statement of the net interest cost and the net
effective iInterest rate if its bid is accepted, but this
statement shall not be deemed to be a part of the bid.

GOOD FAITH DEPQSIT; FORM OF BID

Each bid must be unconditional, and must be for the
purchase of all bonds herein described. Each bid must be
accompanied by a certified check or cashier's check in favor
of the city, of or upon a bank doing business in the State
of Oregon, in the sum of $100,000, and should be enclosed in
a sealed envelope marked "Proposal for Bonds." No interest
will be allowed on the deposit with the bid, and the check
of the successful bidder will be retained as part payment
for the bonds or to secure the c¢ity against any loss
resulting from failure of the bidder to comply with the

terms of its bid.



LEGAL OPINION

The successful bidder will be furnished, without cost,
with the approving opinion of the law firm of Rankin,
McMurry, VavRosky & Doherty of Portland, Oregon, to the
effect that the bonds are valid and legally binding special
obligations of the city, that are payable solely from the
Net Operating Revenues of the City's Sewerage Facilities, as
provided in Ordinance No. , and that the interest on the
bonds is exempt from all present federal income taxes and
present State of Oregon persconal income taxes. The legal
opinion will be reproduced on each bond.

DELIVERY OF BONDS; NO LITIGATION

The bonds will be delivered complete without undue
delay at the expense of the city in Portland, Oregon, or in
such other place as designated by the successful bidder and
at the expense of the bidder. Settlement must be in funds
immediately available to the city at the time and place of
closing.

The successful bidder will be provided with the usual
closing documents, including a nonlitigation certificate.

PAYMENT

Both the principal of and the interest on the bonds
will be paid at the office of the City Treasurer in
Portland, Oregon.

CUSIP NUMBERS

It is anticipated that CUSIP numbers will be printed on
the bonds, but neither the failure to print such numbers on
any Bond nor any error with respect thereto shall constitute
cause for a failure or refusal by the purchaser to accept
delivery and pay for the bonds. The expense of CUSIP
registration and printing will be paid by the city.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Copies of the preliminary official statement for this
bond issue may be cobtained upon request from Moocre,
Breithaupt and Associates, 1565 Kathy Street South, Salem,
Oregon 97302, telephone (503) 364-9326.

GEORGE YERKOVICH
CITY AUDITOR
CITY OF PORTLAND
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THE BONDS

Description

City of Portland, Multnomah County, Oregon, Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series D.

Amount of Offering
$5,000,000

Purpose

Bond proceeds will be used to pay part of the costs for sewage sludge drying and
dewatering facilities being added to the City's sewage treatment plant.

Date of Issue
February 1, 1982

- Denominations
$5,000

Interest Payments

Interest will be paid on August 1, 1982, and semi-arnually thereafter each February 1
and August 1.

Maturities MATURITY SCHEDULE

Maturity Date Principal  Maturity Date Principal
August 1, 1983 $ 50,000 August 1, 1993 $300,000
August 1, 1984 50,000 August 1, 1994 300,000
August 1, 1985 100,000 August 1, 1995 350,000
August 1, 1986 150,000 August 1, 1996 350,000
August 1, 1987 200,000 August 1, 1997 350,000
August 1,7 1988 250,000 August 1, 1998 350,000
August 1, 1989 250,000 August -1, 1999 350,000
August 1, 1990 250,000 August 1, 2000 400,000
August 1, 1991 250,000 August 1, 2001 400,000
August 1, 1992 300,000

Average Life
12.1 Years

Bond Form

The Bonds are issued in bearer form with coupons attached.

Paying Agent

The Bonds and interest are payable at the Office of the Treasurer, City of Portland,
Oregon.

Redemption

Bonds may be redeemed at the option of the City on any date at par plus accrued
interest to the date of redemption. '



Security

These Bonds constitute, in the opinion of Bond Counsel, valid and binding obligations

of the City of Portland's payable pursuant to provisions of Section 12-201 of the City
Charter, which authorizes the pledging of revenues from the sewer utility for payment

of principal and interest on revenue bonds. The City, through passage of the bond sale
ordinance, has pledged such revenues from the Sewage Disposal Fund. Five-year pro-
jections of revernues and expenditures indicate that annual net operating revenue within
the Sewage Disposal Fund will be considerably more than the required minimum ratio of
1.3 times the highest annual debt service of these bonds and of any subsequent issues
of parity bonds planned for sale within the next five years. In addition to maintaining
a coverage ratio of net operating revenue at least 1.3 times annual debt service require-
ments, the City has also agreed to carry within a Reserve Account in a debt service

fund (Sewage Disposal Debt Redemption Fund) a sum equal to the highest annual debt

. service on these and any subsequent parity bonds. It has alsc agreed to make monthly
payments from operating income to the debt service fund to permit payment of all debt
service requirements from such operating income.

The Council may adjust sewer fees, rates and charges to meet operating, capital and
debt service costs of the sewer utility. For full discussion of the financing of the
sewer utility snd tables relating to projections of net operating income available for
debt service, see narrative and tables beqinning on page 5.

The Bonds are nol general obligations of the City, but are payable solely from sewer
revenues,

Applidation of Bond Proceeds

The purpose of this bond issue is to bring about construction of a sewage sludge dewater-
ing and drying facility to be added to the City's existing sewage disposal treatment
plant on North Columbia Boulevard. Construction of these new sludge facilities will
replace existing less-efficient dewatering equipment as well as add new drying processes.
When complete, these facilities will produce a dried, disinfected, sludge product con-
taining 25% moisture as compared to the current production of a wet 84% moisture content
sludge cake.

Several important improvements will be realized through the construction of these
facilities.

1. Short and mid-term operational cost savings will be realized through a -
significant reduction in both volume and weight of sludge now disposed
of in the regional landfill. Based on landfill rates currently in
effect, annual operating cost savings will approach $614,000.

2. Desirable handling characteristics of dried sludge will enhance the
City's efforts to establish a long-term market for the use of sludge
as a soil conditioner and fertilizer. Alternately, dried sludge may
possibly be used as a low-grade fuel within a regional industrial process.

From the gross bond sale proceeds of $5 million, the amount of $582,050 is to be trans-
ferred to the Reserve Account within the Sewage Disposal Debt Redemption Fund to meet
the anticipated highest annual debt service requirement of like amount in 1988. The
remainder, net proceeds of $4,417,950, will be supplemented by $2,468,050 from cash
reserves within the Sewage Disposal Fund to meet the total project cost of $?;468,050.



Table 1

Summary of Estimated Project Costs
Portland Sludge Dewatering Facilities

Construction contracts $5,394,000
Engineering design & inspection 758,000
Legal & fiscal services 15,000
Project administration 180,000
Bond reserve account © 582,050
Contingencies 539,000

Total $7,468,050

Additional and Parity Bands

The last maturity of an existing sewer revenue parity bond issue, amounting to $630,000
in principal, will be retired as of April 1, 1982.

Additional bonds payable from revenues of the sewer utility may be issued on a parity
basis with these Series 1982 Bonds provided that: {1) at the time of issuance there is
no deficiency in the Sewage Disposal Debt Redemption Fund or its Reserve Account;

{(2) a deposit or transfer of funds is made sufficient to bring the balance in the
Reserve Account equal to the maximum apnual debt service on all outstanding bonds,
including the proposed parity bonds; (3) the City agrees to continue sewer rates and
fees at a level sufficient to permit net operating income to be at least 1.3 times the
highest annual debt service on all bonds; and (&) the City Auditor certifies the
validity of net operating revenues meeting the 1.30 ratio.

There is no provision for issuance of bonds either senior to or junior to the lien of
these Series D Bonds and the outstanding Series B and C,

Tax Exemption

In the opinion of bond counsel, intere