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GOVERNDR

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: ' Envirommental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No., W , October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Petition to Amend OAR, Chapter 340, Divison 71,
Appendix A(9), Bedroom Definition

Background and Problem Statement

OAR 340-11-047 provides that any person may petition the Commission
requesting adoption, amendment, or repeal of a rule.

Mr. Douglas Marshall, R.S. Senior Sanitarian, Tillamook County has
petitioned the Commission to amend the current definition of a "bedroom"
OAR 340-71 Appendix A(9). The petition is Attachment "A".

The current definition of a bedroom, adopted in 1978, is as follows:

{9) "Bedroom" means any room within a dwelling which is accepted as
such by the State of Oregon Department of Commerce Building Codes
Representative or the local authorized building official having
jurisdiction.

Mr. Marshall proposes to return to the definition that existed prior to
the present definition, which reads as follows:

A "bedroom" means any portion of a dwelling which is so designed
as to furnish the minimum isolation necessary for use as a
sleeping area and includes but is not limited to a den, study,
sewing room, sleeping loft or enclosed porch.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Commission appears to have two alternatives available:

{1} Deny the petition and continue use of the present definition.
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(2) Require that rulemaking proceedings be initiated which could
result in a rule amendment.

The reason the "bedroom" definition is important is that on-site systems
are sized on the number of bedrooms in a dwelling. Generally, the number
of bedrooms tends to control the number of individuals who may reside in a
dwelling.

The old definition was replaced for three reasons. The definition was too
broad and all inclusive. It was too open to abuse by reqgulators who wished
to identify excessive numbers of bedrooms in a dwelling. Most field
personnel had problems attempting to equitably define bedrooms under this
definition.,

The second reason the old definition was dropped in favor of the new was to
place the determination of bedrooms in the hands of one agency rather than
two, so that citizens are not faced with conflicting determinations by
different governmental entitites.

The third reason the old definition was dropped was because a minimum

sized system to serve a dwelling was adopted into the rules. The rules now
provide that the minimum system for a dwelling be sized for 4 bedrooms.
With this rule amendment (minimum system) the definition of bedroom

becomes less critical.

Department program staff are not aware of other contract counties or
Department offices that have the same problem alluded to by Mr. Marshall,
or would favor a modification of the definition. Program staff believe the
reasons for modifying the old definition remain valid.

The Department is attempting to reduce the frequency of on-site rule
changes to once per year and presently proposes to move to public hearings
with a rule amendment and correction package in January, 1982.

Summation

1. OAR 340-71-047 provides that any person may petition the
Commission requesting amendment of a rule.

2, A petition to amend OAR 340-71 Appendix A(9), definition of a
bedroom, has been received from Mr. Douglas Marshall, Senior
Sanitarian, Tillamook County.

3. Program staff believe the reasons for establishing the present
definition remain valid.

4. The Department proposes to hold public hearings on a general rule
amendment package in January 1982,

5. The Commission may deny the petition or require that rulemaking
proceedings be initiated.
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Directors 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.

(B

William H. Young

Attachments: A - Petition to Amend OAR 340-71 Appendix A(9).

T.J. Osborne:g
229-6218
September 8, 1981

XG410 (1)



ATTACHMENT A

.Tillamoolz County Health Department

CouRTHOUSE

September 10, 1981 . . ' TILLAMDOK, DREGON 97141
] : B42-5511 @ £x71. 384

Environmental Quality Commission
% DEQ Headquarters

522 §.W. Fifth

Portland, Or 97207

Re: Petition to Amend Oregon
Administrative Rule (0AR)
340-71-Appendix A (9), De-
finfition of a bedroom

Dear Commissieners:

The current. OAR (January 31, 1981, page Appendix A-1) definition of a bed—
room is shown in brackets and the proposed changes are underllned

(9) "Bedroom" means any [ room within a dwelling which is
‘accepted as such by the State of Oregon Departﬁent of
Commerce building codes representative or the local author-
ized building official having jurisdictixwi]nortion of a
dwelling which is so designated- as to furnish the minimum
isolation necessary v for use as a sleeplng area and includes
but is not limited to a den, study, sewing room, sleeping
loft o or enclosed porch.

As the Senior Sanitarian in Tillamook County, I am encountering problems with
the current definition of a bedroom, Our county has instituted a one-stop
permit (copy enclosed) and I must rely on the building official for final
determination of a bedroom. The building official looks at the blueprint

from a structural point of view, ie: the building code specifies varying
window heights and area in sewing rooms as opposed to- bedrooms., As’'a sani-
tarian I am concerned with peak loading and long term life of the sewage dis-
posal system. A den, hobby or sewing room, recreatiomal room or study, with
a door and closet should be counted as a bedroom when desigﬁingﬂtheLdraiﬁfield.

This discrepancy occurs on new construction and remodellng of older homes.

To do my job properly I need authority in determining what is a bedroom. I
have requested that this item be placed on the agenda of -the next regular
Commission meeting. The Tillamook County Board of Commissioners are aware of
the problem and supports this request. We are currently in contract negotia—
tions with the Department of Environmental Quality and have unsuccessfully at-
tempted to include an amended definition of a bedroom into the new contract
(copy of DEQ August 11, 1981 letter enclosed). Should the commission feel a
state-wide rule amendment is unwarranted, I would recommend a Geographic Area
Special Consideration Rule 340- 71400(3) spec1f1cally for Tillamook County that
amends the definition of a bedroom.

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QEIALITY

BE@EHWE@

SEP 14 1981
QHEICE OF THE DIRECTOR
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Environmental Quality Commission
September 10, 1981

I feel that this petition affects all Senior Sanitarians in the contract
counties and the Supervising Sanitarians in all other counties. A list of
these persons and their addresses should be readily available at DE(Q Head-
quarters so that all of the above mentioned sanitarians can be notified.

Respectfully,

O

Douglas Marshall, R.S.
Senior Sanitarian

cc: Roger Pease, Adminstrative Assistant . . - A TR ST
Tillamook County Commissioners

Enclosures



STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL, QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO:',  Dodg Marshall, Tillamdok'éounty DATE: August 11, 19381
@p )
FROM: /(ﬁack Osborne

SUBJECT: 1Item 26 in Tillamcok County's Proposed Contract -
Who Determines What Constitutes a Bedroom

Doug, we have reviewed this proposal with Legal Counsel, Ray Underwood.

Ray is of the opinion that this item is inappropriate because the current
rules identifies the Department of Commerce, or their agent, as the agency
to make this interpretation. allow this provision in the contract would

be a violation of the rules,

What constitutes a bedroom may be a problem for existing approved lots, but
for future approvals it should be less of a problem because of the minimum
4 bedroom system size requirement. '

TJO:1
X451 (1)



TILLAMOOK COUNTY PERMIT APPLICATION
for Building, Planning, and Sanitation

APPLICANT PERMIT +# H
]
Legally Recorded Owner
Mailing Address Phone
City State Zip Code
CONTRACTOR/INSTALLER
Building Contractor Reg. No.
Sanitation Installer Reg. No.
Mobile Home Installer Reqg. No.
LOCATION INFORMATION
Area ) Tax Code
Tax Lot Section Township Range WWM
Lot Block addition
Zone Lot Size X or Acres
ARRARERRRAZANARARRARRAAFARARAAARRKRAAAEAEE R AR AR AR AFRARR AR AAXERAIRFRRA AR AANERER AR A R AR RS
PROPOSED USE
Single/Multi/Mobile Home/Rec Veh UNITS/RCOMS VARIANCE/CONDITIONAL USE
Accessory Structure/Temp RV or MH Units Date of Approval
Addition/Alteracion Bedrooms
Public/Industrial /Commercial
Move/Demolish/Replacement
SIZE OF STRUCTURE WASTE DISPOSAL
Dimensions Sewer District ROAD ACCESS
Square Feet ___ _Septic Tank/Drainfield State Highway
Stories Garbage Disposal County Road/Public Way
Height Other Private Road
Other
MOBILE HOME/RECREATION VEHICLE WATER SUPPLY
License Number Private/Public COMMENTS :
Make _ Creek/Spring/Well
Year Other
State Insignia
SEPARATE STATE OF OREGON PERMITS ARE REQUIRED FOR ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING AND MOBILE HOME INSTALLATION WORK
AND BUILDTMGS DESCRIBED TN SECTIOM 301. (e) OF THE U.B.C. 1979 EDITTON, WHICH REQUIRE A PERMIT BY THE ORE-
GON STATE FIRE MARSHALL. :
APPROVED PERMTT INCLUDES ONLY WORK DESCRIBED ABOVE RND/COR PLANS AND SPECTIFICATIONS BEARING THE SAME PERMIT
NUMBER AND WILL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE CCDES AND ORDINANCES GOVERNING ZONING, SANITATION AND  CONSTRUC-
TIOH THROUGH OUT TILLAMODK COUNTY.
THE GRANTING OF THIS PERMIT BOES NOT PRESUME TO GIVE AUTHORITY TO VIQOLATE OR CANGCEL THE PROVISIONS OF ANY
STATE OR LOCAL LAW REGULATIMG CONSTRUCTICH OR THE PERFORMANCE OF CONSTRUCTION,
THIS PERMIT BECOMES NULI, AND VOID IF COMSTRUCTTION, INSTALLATION AND/OR PLACEMENT AS AUTHORIZED TS5 NOT COM-
MENCED WITHIN 180 DAYS OR DISCONTINUED.
THIS PERMIT IS ISSOED ACCORDING TO CURRENT STATE MWD COUNTY CODES. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION OR PLACEMENT IT IS
ADVISABLE THAT YOU CHECX THE DEED FOR THE PROPERTY IN CASE OTHER RESTRICTIONS APPLY.
FEES ARE NOT REFUNDABLE
APPLICANT: 'DATE
SIGN IN OWN HANDWRITING ]
=
ARERRKAARAARRRKAAAARARERAKARERRR R RARARAAA AR RAAKEAFRENAARAAR A KA E AR A RAARE A AR A ARREAR AR A RARAR =
: =]
=z
o

CONDITIONAL/COMMENTS

White/Office. Pink/Building. Green/Sanitation. Blue/Planming. Yellow/Applicant. Gold/Assessor

.

Courthouse, Tillamook, Oregon 87141

ITEN APPROVED BY DATE RECEIPT #

1 ZONING CONSTRUCTION CCST &
2 SANITATION BUILDING FEE $
3 HOUSE NUMBER SANITARTAN FEE Fi
4 PLAN CHECK MOBILE HOME FEE $
5 ACCESS RECREATION VEHICLE §
6 MOBILE HOME PLAN CHECK FEE 8
RECREATION VEHICLE SUR CHARGE g

7 BUILDING OFFICIAL TOTAL FEE g
(5

03) 842-5511




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

PEQ-46

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. 0O, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of (1) Policy on Sewerage Works Planning
and Construction (OAR 340-41-034); and (2) Sewerage Works
Construction Grant Priority List for FY 82,

Background and Problem Statement

Annually the Department must compile a priority list for allocating federal
grants for construction of municipal sewerage treatment works. The task
for FY 82 is particularly difficult because (1) federal funds were
rescinded fram the FY 8l program, resulting in the rescheduling of many
projects that were originally scheduled for FY 8l; (2) grant awards have
been delayed since March 1981, when EPA's review procedures were changed
and (3) proposed statutory reforms which broadly alter program direction
and Oregon's funding levels are being considered by Congress. Present
state rules also mandate implementation of new provisions which result in
changes in the 1982 priority list.

Early in June, Congress rescinded $1.7 billion nationally from unobligated
FY 80 and 81 construction grant funds. For Oregon, $11.5 million was
lost, consisting of all unobligated FY 80 funds and a percentage of the
unobligated FY 81 funds. The rescinded funds had been, in effect, removed
by EPA from the program in March in anticipation of Congressional action.

In addition, EPA has limited the authority of Regional Administrators to
award grants, resulting in further potential delays of projects. As a
result of these actions, processing of grants scheduled for funding has
been delayed for about 90 days.

The President's proposed FY 82 budget, presently being considered by
Congress, contains zero funding for construction grants. The President has
indicated that he would propose a $2.4 billion appropriation for FY 82 if
program reforms were enacted. Considering the nature of proposed reforms,
it seems unlikely that funds could be available before mid-FY 82, if at
all. In any event, very few projects are likely to receive federal funds
in the next few years.

It is apparent that needed sewerage facilities will not be constructed in
a timely manner if Oregon continues the past practice of reliance on
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federal funds. Policy guidance is needed to channel the efforts of
Department staff and sewerage utilities in a long-range position direction.

At its July 17, 1981 meeting, the EQC authorized a hearing on (1) a
statement of policy regarding sewerage works planning and construction,

and (2) two alternatives for a FY 82 seweradge works construction grants
priority list. This hearing was conducted on September 8, 1981. A summary
of oral testimony is included as Attachment A, Hearing Officer's Report.
Written testimony submitted through September 11, 1981, at 5 p.m., is
indexed and included as Attachment B. A summary evaluation and response to
testimony is included as Attachment C,

Hearing participants were notified that EQC action would be based on the
written record to be completed and closed on September 24, 1981, and that
no testimony would be received after September 24, 1981, or at the EQC
meeting on October 9, 1981.

Discussion of Proposed Policy on Sewerage Works Planning and Construction

The proposed policy (see Attachment J) was intended to recognize the
problems which exist because of historic sewerage works funding practices,
establish a goal at overcoming those financing problems while maintaining
long-range water quality goals, and provide guidance for negotiating
long-range correction programs which may involve interim periods where
progress is being made but full compliance is not expected.

Testimony generally supported the intent of the policy. A number of
comments suggested additions to the policy. While some of the suggestions
are appropriate areas for staff effort, they are not considered appropriate
or necessary for inclusion in the policy statement.

The most significant comments were offered by the League of Oregon Cities.
The League questions the legal authority and advisability of any effort to
mandate or regulate local government financing practices. The League, as
well as the Homebuilders, and City of Albany, seem to interpret the
proposed policy as mandating systems development charges.

While the staff generally believes that user charges should be used to
finance sewerage system construction and operation, and that federal grants
and property taxes should not be relied upon, the intent was not to impose
restrictions on any viable and predictable method of system financing. The
emphasis was intended to be on a locally developed financing plan which
provides reasonable assurance that adequate funds will be available to meet
ongoing construction, maintenance, operation, replacement and expansion
needs.

The Department would conclude that it has not given adequate attention to
the basic adequacy of sewerage facility financing. MNumerous water quality
problems exist primarily as a result of failure to develop local funds to
properly operate and maintain facilities once constructed.
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The Department alsc believes that requiring sewerage utilities to demon-
strate that they are financially, as well as technically, able to assure
compliance with environmental standards is consistent with statutory
authority and policy. (See in particular ORS 454.010 to 060)

Attachment E contains the proposed policy as modified to further clarify
the intent and hopefully, eliminate misinterpretation.

Discussion of Proposed Priority List for FY 82

Two FY 82 priority list alternatives were presented for consideration at
the hearing:

1. Implement the September 19, 1980 rules in full including the
elimination of transitioning; and

2. Modify the September 19, 1980 rules to assure funding of the highest
priority segments of projects transitioned and under Step III
construction in FY 81, by continuing transitioning in FY 82 and beyond
for the operationally dependent segments only.

These alternatives are discussed in detail in the July 17, 1981 EQOC Agenda
Item Wo. E(1l) which is included as Attachment I.

A third alternative became possible a few days before the hearing when EPA
granted a class deviation (variance) from its rules which would allow (but
not require) states to extend their FY 81 list into FY 82 and continue to
fund projects from that list with carryover FY 81 funds and reallotted
funds. EPA's intent is to issue new guidance on FY 82 priority list
development once Congress has acted to enact reforms and appropriate funds.
This action also recognizes that Congressional and EPA actions have
impaired timely obligation of available FY 81 funds consistent with the
intent of FY 81 priority lists. This new possible alternative was
announced at the beginning of the hearing.

Testimony was presented by a number of potential grantees regarding
classification or point assignment for their projects. Attachment C
contains an evaluation of these comments. Attachment D presents technical
corrections to priority list entries based on an evaluation of new
information provided.

Testimony was presented on the operational dependency of segments for the
MWMC and Tri City projects. Staff evaluation is contained in Attachment C.

New information was not presented which would cause staff to change its
original determination.

Testimony was presented on several miscellaneous items. BEvaluation is
included in Attachment C.
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Testimony generally supported either Alternative 1, which gives highest
priority to correction of certified health hazards or Alternative 3 which
would extend the FY 81 list. Two supported Alternative 2, with one of
these indicating support only if Alternative 3 was not selected.

Those supporting Alternative 3 suggest that adoption of new criteria and a
new list would be necessary once Congress has enacted program reforms. It
certainly is possible that present prioritizing criteria would not be
consistent with finally enacted Congressional reforms. It is also possible
that present criteria (which contain numerous provisions that allow
adjustment to new federal requirements) will not conflict with final
Congressional actions. If Congress acts and the state has no FY 82 list,
several months delay in initiating construction of fundable projects could
needlessly result while new criteria and list adoption procedures are
followed. To minimize delay, it seems desirable to adopt a list for FY 82
that reflects the preferred method of operation for the state—-and modify
it after Congress acts, if such modification is essential.

The Department believes it appropriate to consider extending the FY 81 list
for 90 days into FY 82 (until Dec. 31, 1981) or until FY 82 appropriations
are made, whichever occurs first. This will give additional time for
processing to projects intended to be funded from FY 81 and prior year
reallotted funds to compensate for federally induced program delays during
the year.

The Department proposes that priority list Alternative 1 as modified by
technical corrections, be adopted to become effective January 1, 1982
or as soon as FY 82 appropriations are made, whichever is sooner. Aany
funds remaining uncbligated as of December 31, 1981, or when the FY 82
appropriations are made, would then be available for obligation to the
Certified Health Hazard projects.

If applications and supporting documents are submitted and awarded in a
timely manner, the most critical operationally dependent segments of the
MWMC project would be funded with FY 81 and prior year funds. Final
Effluent Disposal for Bend could be funded if ready; however, it would
remain as number 3 priority for funding on the FY 82 list in the event it
is not ready before termination of the FY 81 list. The Portland Southeast
Relieving Interceptor project Phases 3 and 4 which are necessary to place
the interceptor into operation, would not receive funding under the
proposed FY 82 list until FY 87 or beyond.

In order to extend the FY 81 priority list for a maximum of 90 days into
FY 82, a temporary rule will be necessary to modify provisions of existing
rule. This temporary rule is proposed in Attachment F,

Summation

1. Sewerage works construction progress is rapidly approaching a
standstill as a result of the changing federal funding practice.
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Policy guidance for sewerage utilities and Department staff is needed
to channel existing capabilities in a long-range positive direction.

The Department must compile and adopt a state priority list for each
fiscal year, prior to award of grants from funds made available for
that vear.

EPA has granted a class deviation to its rules to allow extension of
the FY 81 priority list into FY 82 for purposes of allocating
carryover FY 81 and prior year reallocated funds. A new list must be
adopted before any funds appropriated for FY 82 can be obligated.

The staff prepared two separate priority lists, Alternative 1 and 2.
Alternative 1 was developed in accordance with the criteria and
management system adopted on September 12, 1980. Alternative 2 was
developed on a minor modification of the management system rules
which would continue limited transitioning for certain operationally
dependent segments of projects under construction, Under both
alternatives, project segments are ranked separately on the list
unless they have been sufficiently documented to be operationally
dependent. A zero funding level assumption, consistent with the
President's budget proposal, has been used for FY 82. An assumption
of $2.4 billion nationally has been estimated for succeeding years.
Thus, it is a planning list. EQC's adopted rules permit the modi-
fications to establish the fundable list once appropriations are
known. Attachment I contains the full discussion of the alternatives.
Interim extension of the FY 81 list was added as a third alternative
at the hearing.

A public hearing was held on September 8, 1981, pursuant to public
notice, to receive testimony on the proposed policy on sewerage works
planning and construction and alternative priority lists for FY 82,

The record of the hearing was held open until 5 p.m. on September 11,
1981, to receive additicnal written testimony.

Hearing participants were notified both in prehearing documents and at
the hearing, that EQC action on October 9, 1981, would be based on the
written record developed in accordance with the following procedure:
a. Public Hearing on September 8, 1981

b. Hearing record closed at 5 p.m. September 11, 1981.

c. Department analysis and recommendations to be completed and
mailed to hearing participants and interested persons on
September 14, 1981.

d. Further written comments regarding Department analysis and recom-
mendations will be received until 5 p.m. on September 24, 1981.
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10.

11.

12,

e, Department recommendation and further written comments will be
forwarded to EQC on September 25, 1981.

£. No additional testimony will be received after September 24,
1981, or at the EQC meeting on October 9, 1981.

Predominant testimony supported either Alternative 3 (Extension of the
FY 81 Priority List into PY 82), or Alternative 1 (Highest Priority to
Funding of Health Hazards).

A temporary rule is proposed (see Attachment F) for the purpose of
extending the FY 81 list for 90 days into FY 82, or until FY 82
appropriations are made by Congress, whichever occurs first.

Finding: This temporary rule is necessary to prevent potential loss
of funds to projects scheduled for funding but delayed in
part as a result of federal actions beyond their control.
Failure to act will seriously prejudice the public's
interest by impairing progress on needed sewerage projects.

A proposed priority list for use with FY 82 funds, consisting of
Alternative 1, as amended by individual entry technical corrections
(shown in Attachment D) is presented in Attachment G.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission take the
following actions: '

1.

2.

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

Adopt a temporary rule as contained in Attachment F, to extend the
FY 81 priority list to permit additional time for obligation of
carryover FY 81 and reallotted prior year funds. The FY 81 list
will remain in effect until December 31, 1981, or until Congress
appopriates funds for FY 82, whichever occurs first.

Adopt the priority list as contained in Attachment G as the FY 82
priority list, such list to become effective not later than January 1,
1982, and to be used for obligation of any FY 81 and prior year funds
remaining unobligated and new FY 82 funds after the termination of the
interim FY 81 list. It is understood that the FY 82 list is subject
to modification following appropriate procedures if necessary to
remove any conflicts with future federal legislative acts.

a8y

William H. Young
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Attachments:

10

A. Hearing Officer's Report
* B, Record and Copies of Written Testimony
C. Summary Evaluation and Response to Testimony
D. Technical Corrections to Priority List BEntries
E. Proposed Policy on Sewerage Works Planning and Construction
F. Proposed Temporary Rule to Extend FY 81 Priority List
* G. Proposed Priority List for FY 82
H. Statement of Need
L July 17, 1981, EQC Agenda Item E(1l)
* J, July 17, 1981, EQC Agenda Item E(2)

* NOTE:

HIS:1
229-5324
WL1057 (1)

Copies of written testimony included in Attachment B are
available upon reguest from the Construction Grants Unit.

Attachment G is reproduced, in part, in this material for those
projects with target certification dates between FY 83 and

FY 87. Attachment D contains all Technical Corrections to the
entire Alternative I list, which was previously distributed to
interested parties. A complete proposed FY 82 priority list

is available upon request.

Attachments I and J were previously distributed to interested
parties in August. Additional copies are available upon
request.

September 16, 1981
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ATTACHMENT A

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Harold L. Sawyer, Hearing Officer

Subject: Public Hearing on (l) Sewage Construction Grants Priority

List for FPY 82 and (2) Proposed Policy on Sewage Works
Planning and Construction

Pursuant to notice published in the Secretary of State’s Bulletin and
mailed to all known interested parties, a public hearing on the above
referenced subjects was convened in Portland City Council Chamber beginning
at 10:05 a.m. on September 8, 198l. By way of introduction, attendees were
advised of the following:

1, The Construction Grants Priority List is adopted each year by the
Commission pursuant to existing rules. The priority list itself is
not adopted as a rule. The staff has prepared two alternatives and
circulated them for consideration. One of the alternatives, if
adopted by the Commission, would require a modification of existing
rules which govern the development of the priority list.

2. The policy on sewage works planning and construction is proposed
to be adopted as an administrative rule.

3. The procedure to be followed in adopting the priority list differs
from the procedure followed in the past and is as follows:

a. Oral testimony would be completed on September 8, 1981.

b. The hearing record would remain open for submittal of written
testimony until 5 p.m. on September 11, 198l. (Conflicting
deadlines for submittal of written testimony were included in
material mailed ocut, therefore the legal hearing notice which
was the later of two dates, governed.)

C. The staff would then summarize and evaluate testimony, prepare
recommendations and mail the resulting materials to persons
testifying and others known to be interested, by September 14,
1931-

d. Additional written comments regarding the staff evaluation and
recommendations would then be received until 5 p.m. September 24,
1981.
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e. The hearing summary, Department recommendations and further
responses to the Department recommendations, would be mailed to
the Environmental Quality Commission members on September 25,
1981, for their evaluation and study prior to the Commission
meeting.

£. On October 9, 1981, final action would be taken by the
Commission. Commission consideration would be based on the
written record mailed September 25, 198l. No public testimony
would be received at that time.

B. J. Smith, Chief of DEQ's Construction Grant Unit, then advised hearing
participants of a recent change in federal requirements which would have a
bearing on the priority list discussion. O©On September 1, 1981, EPA advised
the Department that it had granted a class deviation (variance) to three
regulations dealing with priority list development and state management of
the grant program. The first regulation for which a deviation was granted.
is the rule requiring state submittal of a priority list by a specified
date. EPA's intent is to establish new priority list submittal dates for
FY 82 once Congress acts to appropriate funds for FY 82, The second
deviation granted allows (but does not reguire) states to continue to use
their FY 81 priority list in FY 82 as the basis for allocating FY 81
carryover funds or other reallotted funds pending action by Congress to
appropriate funds for FY 82. The third deviation authorizes the state to
fund projects on the FY 8l priority list that were targeted to be funded
prior to the rescisgsion of funds providing funds are available and the
state wishes to do so.

In general, these devijations permit, but do not require, the state to
continue to use FY 81 priority list until Congress enacts legislation and
appropriations for FY 82. Projects originally scheduled for FY 81 funds
could be funded if any unspent funds are carried forward into the next
fiscal year. The amount of carryover funds, if any, cannot be determined
until October 1, 1981.

These changes in federal requirements create another option for EQC
consideration, namely, the interim use of FY 81 priority list until FY 82
appropriations hecome known. Temporary modification of state admini-
strative rules may be needed to implement this alternative. The EQC

also has the option to establish a new FY 82 priority list at this time.
In any event a new priority list for FY B2 must be adopted prlor to use of
any funds appropriated for FY 82.

The following summarizes public testimony received:

1. Arthur R. Johnson, City Manager, City of Bend.,

Mr, Johnson submitted a letter from the Mayor of Bend for the record.
Mr. Johnson indicated that Bend, Eugene, Springfield, Cottage Grove,
Oregon City, West Linn and Gladstone had been active on the national
scene in trying to secure funding for the grants program for FY 82.
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Due to the fragmented nature of the activity at the federal level and
the unpredictability of Congressional action at this time, he
supported continuing the FY 81 priority list for existing funds
carried forward into FY 82. Once Congress acts to appropriate funds
for FY 82, state priority criteria and a priority list should then be
developed, consistent with that legislation. This action would allow
existing projects to continue forward with a minimum of disruption
pending Congressional action. Mr. Johnson further requested that
public testimony be allowed at the October 9 meeting of the Commission
to allow consideration of any changes that may occur between the
closing of the record and the hearing. Mr. Johnson also indicated
that the dollar amount shown on the draft FY 82 list for their project
should identify sufficient funds to permit them to award a contract
should funds become available.

Melva Barnes, Eugene, Oregon

Ms. Barnes opposed the use of federal funds by the MWMC project for
purchase of land cutside the urban growth boundary for disposal of
wastes from the cities. She also opposed use of federal funds to
benefit the Agripac food processing plant, particularly without
agreement and assurance of repayment. Concern was expressed regarding
the potential for the Agripac and sludge disposal segments of the

MWMC project to adversely impact groundwater and wells in the area.

Amanda Marker, Eugene, Oregon

Ms. Marker appeared to oppose the MWMC project in Eugene and in
particular the use of federal funds for the Agripac and sludge
disposal segments of the project. She opposed the use of county-wide
general obligation bonds (not just Eugene and Springfield) to finance
the nonfederal share of the Agripac segment, as well as the sludge
segment. She also urged an audit be conducted of the MWMC project.

Richard Miller, General Manager, Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority

Mr. Miller submitted for the record a written statement from the Board
of Directors of the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. Mr. Miller
expressed concern with the priority point assignment for the Whetstone
Creek project for Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. Mr. Miller
indicated that information provided in the testimony should adequately
document the water quality problems sufficient to restore the project
to Letter Class B from the Letter Class D identified on the draft

FY 82 priority list. Mr. Miller opposed any change in the priority
criteria rules--particularly the priority level assigned to health
hazard projects. He expressed support to the proposed policy state-
ment on sewage works planning and construction.

Lloyd Walker, Charleston Sanitary District

Mr. Walker read a letter into the record on behalf ¢of Charleston
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Sanitary District. The district criticized the DEQ Central Office
staff and noted particularly the failure of Harold Sawyer to keep an
appointment with the district's president and attorney on May 5, 1981.
The district continues to urge that Department rules which severely
limit the grant eligibility for collector sewers are inappropriate.
They assert that failing subsurface systems in Charleston Sanitary
District are creating health hazards and water guality problems. The
district expressed concern that current rules on collection system
eligibility may adversely affect their application for State Pollution
Control Bond Fund financing assistance.

Jack McFadden, Stanfield

Mr, McFadden, a former mayor of Stanfield, represented Mayor John
Perkins who was unable to attend.

Mr. McFadden expressed support for Alternative 1 as the preferred
alternative priority list, because it evaluates each project
independently and gives communities an equal chance for funding for
some segment of their overall project. He expressed the view that
without ocutside funding assistance, small communities particularly in
Eastern Oregon would be unable to bear the burden of meeting water
gquality requirements. 5Stanfield recently increased their minimum
sewage service charge from $6 a month to $12 a month. Even with
this amount of money, their system in the City of Stanfield is
failing. Extra funds raised by the higher user charge do not even
adequately fund extraordinary costs associated with the equipment
breakdown.

Mr. McFadden expressed concern that the priority points for Stanfield
were lowered from prior year lists because they did not have a signed
stipulated congsent agreement. He expressed concern that the Depart-
ment had not made them aware of the importance of such a document with
respect to project priority. He reguested an opportunity to again
address the issue of the stipulated agreement,

Mr. McFadden expressed the view as a citizen, that the FY Bl priority
list should be continued until Congress appropriates funds for ¥Y 82,
With respect to the proposed policy statement, Mr. McFadden indicated
that in these times of decreased federal funding, standards must be
changed. He supported different standards for different areas of the
state. He indicated that a treatment plant meeting current standards
for the existing residents at Stanfield assuming a 12 percent interest
rate on the bonds would require a monthly charge of $36 a month to
meet the principal and interest with $4 per month added to fund
operation and maintenance. The minimum bill would be $40 per month
per resident. Such rates would approach 10 percent of median income
of the residents. He indicated simply that the citizens of Stanfield
could not afford it, that assistance from the outside was essential.
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7.

William Barons, City Manager, City of Albany

Mr. Barons presented a statement on behalf of the Mayor and City
Council of the City of Albany. Mr. Barons read a statement into
record. This statement generally indicated that Albany's interest
occurs as a result of the Health Division order requiring the City to
annex a health hazard area and install sewers to correct the problem.
The estimated cost of the project to eliminate the health hazard is
$3.2 million or about $12,800 each for the existing 250 dwelling

units in the area. Such costs are considered prohibitive without
grant assistance. The City statement expressed recognition of the
importance of all construction projects to the citizens of each
affected community. They expressed the view that a decision to revise
the rules governing the project priority list before federal policy is
clarified will not permit the Commission to weigh full consequences of
the decision. 1In addition new federal policy and new Commission rules
will require complete reevaluation at the local level of all capital
improvement priorities and funding. The City urged that new and
imaginative leadership by the Environmental Quality Commission in a
creative partnership with local governments will be required if Oregon
is going to progress with the job of protecting waters of the state
and health of the citizens. They expressed the view that the
Commission should carefully study the feasibility of seeking authority
to institute a state matching grant assistance program.

Harold Derrah, City of Klamath Falls

Mr. Derrah presented testimony on behalf of the City of Klamath Falls
relative to the Stewart-Lennox area which has been certified as a
health hazard and which the City of Klamath Falls must annex and
provide sewer service to. Mr, Derrah submitted for the record,
letters from the Mayor of Klamath Falls, Senate President Fred Heard,
State Representative Robert B. Kennedy, the Klamath County Board of
Commissioners and indicated that a letter from Senator Lenn Hannon
would be arriving soon. Support was indicated for the priority
assigned to the project in Alternative 1 of the Department's proposal.
Mr. Derrah indicated that the estimated project cost to correct the
health hazard is approximately $2-1/2 million, as compared to the
total assessed value of the area of $3 million. Considering that most
people in the area are on fixed income and the assessed valuation is
relatively low, correction of the health hazard will require outside
funding assistance. The City therefore supports Alternative 1 which
assures highest priority for correction of all certified health
hazards.

David Abraham, Utilities Director, Clackamas County

Mr. Abraham appeared representing the Tri-City Service District which
serves Oregon City, West Linn and Gladstone. (Hopefully, some day.)
Mr. Abraham submitted a letter for the record which echoed the
testimony of Art Johnson from the City of Bend and urged extension of
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10.

11.

FY 81 priority list into FY 82. He urged deferral of adoption of a
new priority list until Congress has acted on legislation and
appropriations for FY 82 and further urged that the Commission accept
testimony at its October 9 meeting. Mr. Abraham also expressed their
continuing support for project segmenting, for ranking of operable
segments on the basis of water pollution abatement, for elimination of
funding of collector sewers--all of which are included in the current
prioritizing criteria. Mr., Abraham further questioned whether or not
criteria used to establish health hazards were clearly defined and
uniformly applied to all prodjects,

Thomas Meek, Oregon State Homebuilders Association

Mr. Meek offered comments on the proposed policy on sewage works
planning and construction. Mr. Meek expressed the view that the
proposed policy was based on the report prepared for the Department
Pacific Economica, and that they interpreted the report as encouraging
the use of systems development charges. He expressed the view that
the policy statement should be expanded to include standards for when
and where systems development charges would be appropriate for funding
sewerage systems so as to prevent abuse of this potential method of
funding.

William Pye, Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission, Eugene,
Oregon

Mr. Pye expressed support of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management
Commission for continuing the FY 81 priority list into FY 82 pending
action by Congress to amend the law and appropriate funds. Mr, Pye
submitted for the record a letter from D. Michael Wells of the
Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission advisory committee
regarding the committee's view of operational dependency of the Sludge
segment and other segments of the MWMC project. Mr. Pye then

asked Mr, Dave Jewitt, Legal Counsel for MWMC, to present testimony
regarding the FY 82 priority list and operational dependency of
project segments,

Mr. Jewitt pointed out that the notice of public hearing set
September 11 at at 5 p.m. as the closing date for submission of
written testimony rather than noon September 9, as was indicated in
the Commission agenda item, and recited by the hearing officer.
(Based on this information, attendees were advised that testimony
would be received until September 11 at 5 p.m.) Mr. Jewitt indicated
that MWMC had made plans to submit further written testimony prior to
5 p.m. on September 11. Mr. Jewitt also requested that the staff
reevaluate the amount of money shown in priority list Alternative 1
for the General Account for Step 3 for FY 86. He indicated that his
math indicated that the list shows an availability of $2.348 million
in Step 3 funds for FY 86 and he felt this was in error.

Mr. Jewitt then presented testimony on the operational dependency of
various components of the MWMC project. Mr. Jewitt cited two
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published documents which elaborate on the policy of the Department in
determining operational dependency of components; the first being a
Department memo dated October 30, 1980 and the second being the
explanatory documents which were circulated prepatory to the holding
of the public hearing on FY 82 priority list. He c¢ited an MWMC staff
study submitted to the Department in June, which discussed the
operational dependency of various components of the MWMC project. He
acknowledged that the staff's response to MWMC study was contained in
the documentation submitted with the draft priority list, He further
indicated agreement on some points but disagreement on the
Department's conclusions regarding the Sludge Management compeonent

of the project.

Mr. Jewitt indicated their views were set out in the original report
and that further documentation would be provided for the record of
this hearing. They believe there is no substantial evidence to
support the Department's conclusion that the treatment plant can be
operational without the ultimate sludge management system. He
indicated that the existing interim sludge disposal system is only
sized to handle the existing Eugene treatment plant and would not be
adequate for the new plant. MWMC estimates that the volume of sludge
to be disposed of will increase four fold when the new plant is placed
on line. He indicated that additional storage lagoons at the plant
site cannot be constructed, that additional trucks for transporting
sludge off-site cannot be added because they are too costly, that
equipment purchased to date for interim sludge disposal is part of the
permanent backup for the ultimate sludge disposal program, and
purchase of additional equipment would not be cost-effective and is
not possible.

He indicated that eight-month storage capacity exists for the Eugene
waste in the existing interim facilities and that would be reduced to
fifty-seven days upon startup of the new plant. Mr. Jewitt indicated
that wet weather application of sludge on land was probably not
possible since in 1980 they were limited to application for three
months by environmental regulations. He cited the reluctance of
landowners to allow equipment for sludge spreading on their land when
the soil is wet and compaction will occur, and that runoff control
requirements will otherwise preclude wet weather application.

He also expressed the view that the interim sludge storage lagoon
on the plant site could be loaded to the point when odors would be
generated, thus impacting adjacent residents. He expressed the
concluding view that given the above comments, the treatment plant
and sludge disposal system were operationally dependent,

Mr. Jewitt noted that the MWMC has previocusly given testimony
regarding the transition policy. He indicated that continuation of
the transition policy, in their view, remains valid; that elimiration
may violate federal regulations and that transition is necessary to
minimize disruption of the planning and construction of projects.



Public Hearing on (1) Sewage Construction Grants Priority List for FY 82
and (2) Proposed Policy on Sewage Works Planning and Construction
Page 8

12,

13.

14.

He expressed the view that transitioning is necessary to assure
completion of the MWMC project and that other projects should not be
started unless there was assurance of sufficient funding to complete
them.

Bruce Peet, Coordinator, Oregon Rural Community Assistance Program

Mr. Peet offered comments regarding the policy statement on behalf of
smaller communities on the priority list. He expressed general
support for the proposed policy on sewage works planning and
construction but believes it hasn't gone far enough. Small
communities need on-site technical assistance and the Commission
should make a more formal commitment to such on-site technical
assistance in a policy statement. While local self-sufficiency is
supported, small communities will continue to need outside assistance
to address water quality problems. Mr. Peet also proposed that the
Department conduct an inventory of small community capacity, both in
terms of their needs and their capabilities for meeting those needs.
He urged the Department to deliver technical assistance to small
communities either through its regional offices or by contract with
other agencies. '

Douglas K. Robinson, City Manager, City of Silverton

Mr. Robinson indicated support of the City of Silverton for
Alternative 1 and opposition to continuing the existing priority
list if that meant continuation of transitioning. He expressed the
belief that previously transitioned projects have had adequate
opportunity to adjust their planning based on the elimination of
transitioning beginning with FY 82,

John Middlemiss, Mayor, City of Silverton

Mayor Middlemiss indicated that the City is currently under a partial
building moratorium which impacts their ability to generate monies for
system improvement. Portions of their existing treatment plant were
constructed in 1934. Under the state's mandatory annexation law for
health hazards, the City was required to annex an area and provide
sewer service. Financing the facilities is dependent on grant funds.
Step 2 design of the facilities for the City of Silverton is nearly
complete, The City is considering submitting a $2 million bond issue
to finance the local share of a $6 million project to the voters in
November. The project would be implemented in three phases beginning
with the sewage treatment plant improvements, a new transmission line
to the treatment plant, and rehabilitation of existing system lines.
The City estimates that if the project were totally locally funded the
monthly sewer bill would have to be in the order of $30 per month in
order to f£inance the cost.
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15,

le.

17.

18.

Wesley A, Wilson, Silverton Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Wilson characterized the sewérage situation in Silverton as
serious, Raw sewage is being bypassed into Silver Creek in the

area. Mr. Wilson expressed the opinion that grants have primarily
been going to the bigger cities and that small communities are not
getting a fair return on the tax monies that they pay in. He further
indicated that present water and sewer rates in Silverton are three
times the comparable rates in the City of Portland. Silverton needs
sewerage system improvements regardless of whether it experiences no
growth, limited growth or totally uncontrolled growth.

Donald Lowe, City of Silverton Planning Commission

Mr. Lowe indicated that the City of Silverton is not an average
community within Marion County. The average income in Silverton is
lower than the average income per household in Maricn County, and the
average age of the population is higher than the average age in Marion
County. These factors make it more difficult for the City to address
its sewerage needs without assistance through a grant program.

Ron Hall, Oregon State Health Division

Mr. Hall submitted for the record, a letter from Christine Gebbie,
Administrator of the Health Division, expressing support for

Alternative 1, which would give priority to the declared health hazard
areas.

Bill Sobolewski, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Mr., Sobolewski read into the record three comments from EPA regarding
the draft pricority list for FY 82. EPA noted that several projects
were identified on the list for immediate award of Step 2 grants where
Step 3 grant awards were not anticipated for several years. EPA
suggested it may be advisable to delay the award of Step 2 grants and

instead focus funding on Step 3 construction for projects already
designed. The second EPA comment expressed the view that clari-

fication was needed regarding procedures for funding Step 1 and

Step 2 projects. EPA interprets that only Step 1 and Step 2 projects
of an emergency nature would be funded from the Step 1 Step 2

reserve account, with all others competing for funding from the
general account with Step 3 projects. If this interpretation is
correct, the public should be made more clearly aware of it. Finally,

EPA indicated that projects targeted for utilization of small
community alternative reserve funds should be identified on the
priority list.

Pursuant to a reguest from EPA, B. J. Smith responded for the record to the
EPA comments, as follows: First, projects identified as high priority for
award of Step 2 grants in FY 8l priority list are projects which need to
move forward with or without federal funds and are thus being certified for
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Step 2 grant award from the Step 1 Step 2 reserve. 1In the future the
Department will attempt to better coordinate Step 2 and Step 3 grant
awards, however, limitations on available funds will make this difficult to
accomplish. Second, the state's criteria provide for set-aside of 10
percent of available funds to the Step 1 Step 2 reserve. Funds in this
reserve may be used to fund Step 1 or Step 2 projects, or they may be
transferred to the grant increase reserve or used to fund the conventional
components of projects funded from the alternative small community reserve.
Once funds are available and reserve levels are established, it is the
Department's intent to certify Step 1 or Step 2 applications only where the
projects are of an emergency nature or circumstances require an immediate
certification. Third, projects intended to be funded from small community
alternative set-aside are identified on the draft priority list by an
asterisk following the grant amount.

There being no further testimony, the hearing was adjourned.

Moy

Harold L. Sawyer, Hearing Officer

HLS:1
WL1043 (1)
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ATTACHMENT B-1

RECORD OF WRITTEN TESTIMONY

Letter of 7/16/81 from John Amundson, President, Eugene Area Chamber
of Commerce

Letter of 7/23/81 from Douglas D. Robinson, City Manager, City of
Silverton

Letter of 7/30/81 from Helen D. Schauermann, Private Citizen, Portland

Letter of 8/11/81 from Anthony H. Krutsch, Consultant, Consultants
Northwest, Inc,

Letter of 8/18/81 from Bruce Peet, Oregon Rural Community Assistance
program, Mid-Willamette Valley Community Action Agency, Inc.

Letter of 8/21/81 from Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer, Metropolitan
Service District '

Letter of 8/27/81 from Roy L. Ellerman, Chief, Municipal Branch, EPA,
Region X

Letter of 8/31/81 from Shirley McLaughlin, Chairman, Roseburg Regional
Wastewater Facilities Advisory Committee

Letter of 9/1/81 from Joel D. Fosdick, Jr., Dave Cooper and Patricia
Tolligsen, Linn County Board of Commissioners

Letter of 9/1/81 from Harold Larkin, Mayor, City of Monroe

Letter of 9/1/81 from Russ Mull, Director, Environmental Health
Division, Klamath County Department of Health Services

Letter of 9/2/81 from James F. Buckley, Chairman, Conference of Local
Environmental Health Supervisors

Letter of 9/2/81 from Kristine M. Gebbie, Administrator, health
Division, Oregon Department of Human Resources

Letter of 9/2/81 from George C. Stubbert, City Manager, City of
Roseburg

Letter of 9/3/81 from D. Michael Wells, Chairperson, Metropolitan
Wastewater Management Commission Advisory Committee

Letter of 9/3/81 from Richard O. Miller, Manager of the Board of
Directors, Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority

Letter of 9/3/81 from Don Walker, City Engineer, City of Medford



ATTACHMENT B-2

Record of Written Testimony - continued

18. Letter of 9/4/81 from Lewis N. Powell, Public Works Dlrector, City of
Medford

19. Letter of 9/4/81 from Ruth Burleigh, Mayor, City of Bend

20. Letter of 9/4/81 from Lloyd Walker, Charleston Sanitary District

21, Letter of 9/8/81 from George C. Flitcraft, Mayor, City of Klamath
Falls, accompanied by letters from ¥Fred W. Heard, President, Oregon
State Senate; Robert B. Kennedy, Oregon State Representative; Nell

Kuonen, Floyd L. Wynne and Alvin A. Cheyne, Klamath County Board of
Commissioners '

22, Letter of 9/8/81 from David J. Abraham, Utilities Director, Department
of ‘Environmental Services, Clackamas County

23. Letter of 9/8/81 from William B. Barrons, City Manager, City of Albany
24, Information delivered 9/8/81 from Betty Donaldson, Eugene
25, Information delivered 9/8/81 from Melva Barnes, Eugene

26. Information delivered 9/8/81 from Amanda Marker and Melva Barnes,
Eugene

27. Letter of 9/9/81 from Gerritt Rosenthal, 208 Program Manager, Lane
Council of Governments

28, Letter of 9/9/81 from Nancy L. Davis, Mayor, City of Lowell

29, Letter of 9/10/81 from David J. Abraham, Utilities Manager, Clackamas
County

-30. Letter of 9/11/81 from Michael B. Huston, Senior Staff A39001ate,
League of Qregon Cities

31. Letter of 9/11/81 from Arl A. Altman, Deputy Project Manager, BCS

32. Letter of 9/11/81 from G. David Jewett, Wiswall, Svoboda, Thorp and
Dennett Law Offices

33. Letter of 9/8/8l1 from Gary E. Krahmer, General Manager, Unified
Sewerage Agency of Washington County

34. Letter of 9/11/81 from Mike Lindberg, City of Portland

35. Letter of 9/4/81 from Lenn L. Hannon, State Senator, District 26,
Jackson and Klamath Counties.
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July 16, 1981 AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Bill Young, Director

Department of Envirommental Quality
- P.O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Subject: Eugene-Springfield Water Treatment Facility

Dear Mr. Ybung;

We wish to express our concern for the uncertainty which presently surrounds
the continued funding of this area™s regional sewage treatmeni plant. We
urge you to take whatever action you can to ensure that this plant can be
made. operational in the manner which was originally anticipated.

Federal funding problems aside, it is our understanding that the Department
of Environmental Quality may not allocate whatever funds it does receive
this year in a manner consistent with past practice. As you know, the’
citizens of Eugene and Springfleld have exercised diligence in the
construction of the plant to date, and have committed themselves to a

local funding share of 25 percent of the estimated project cost. Present
treatment systems are at or near capacity, and the area’s comprehengive.
plan was based upon the assumption that the new facility would De built.
The new plant is essential to majntaining the quality of the main stem

of the Willamette River at its headwaters.

Funding difficulties have already upset the construction schedule, but
the plant fs, In fact over half finished. Because we at the local
level have acted in good faith, we strongly believe that the state and
federal governments have an obligation to satisfy their part of the
OILginal understanding, also. Specifically, this means conLinued 15
peraent fending, and top project pricrlty

We appreciate the fact that funds are limited and wastewater problems -
exist elsewhere in the state. It is our opinion, however, that committed,
partially built projects should be completed before commitments (which
may become increasingly more difficult to fulfill} aré made to other
communities. . .

Therefore, vwe requeét that you continue to recognize our facllity das a
top priority project, and that you allocate federal funds as originally

expected. State of Oregen

smeerely, S E 6 ENV'WM\\?/NTEQW st o iy
| HE@JEU ) i. zi_f?i,iflj\\//[g@
, ' JUL 20 1981 R TP
;qhﬁ-‘gmundson- OFEICE OF THE DIREdOR107 !m?h' neu Ure%; o 97440
resident | - S ERNROL

cc: Waste Water Management Commigsion
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CITY OF SILVERTON @

306 BOUTH WATER -!TREET SILVERTON, OREGON 97381 (303 873-8321

July 23, 1981

Mr. WiTliam Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Young:

The City of Silverton recently received information concerning the two
alternative sewer construction grant priority lists being considered

for fiscal year 1982, The first alternative does not allow continuation
of the transitioning for certain projects and separately prioritizes the
segments or compnents of treatment system needs being considered unless
the segments can be documented to be operationally dependent upon cne
another.

The second alternative allows a continuation of transistioning for certain
projects in order to complete projects currently under constuction. This
is being offered once again as a result of federal grant reductions an- -
ticipated in fiscal year 1982 and possibly through fiscal year 1986.

Under alternative one, the City of Silverton's health hazard and various
other city project are ranked number six behind Medford, Dechutes County,
Bend, Albany and Portland, SW 45th, Anticipating a general allotment of
$11.14 million during fiscal year 1982 or 1983 and assuming that the rank-
ing stays as proposed in alternative one, the City of Silverton's project
would be funded in fiscal year 1983, The effluent disposal segment and
the W. Main interceptor segment would not be funded until 1987 or the City
would have to totally fund these components itself.

Under the second alternative, no part of the City's sewage construction pro-
gram could begin until 1986 at the earliest.

Obviously, the City of Silverton favors alternative number one and also
obviously favors the previously adopted policy of the Environmental Quality
Commission of terminating the transitioning of projects-as of fiscal year
1982.

The City of Silverton has participated in previous public hearings concerning
transitioning and segmenting of projects and we fail to see any new compelling
reasons to continue the transitioning po]igqu%

oy

PEPaRT 2", " WA *Stata of Oregon
R .\ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

B R BOEIVE

JUL 2
JUL 2% 1981
WATER QUALITY. CONTROL
OFGICE OF THE DIRECTOR



William Young, July 23, 1981
2 C

The reasons offered for continuing transitioning appear to be weak as
availability of money has been a problem that DEQ and Communities,
including those on the second alternative list, have been keenly aware
of for some time. All were also keenly aware of more stringent rules

and regulations regarding eligibility for these funds. Also, the 1like-
1ihood of suit against the DEQ commission's previcusly adopted policies
regarding transistioning are no more or Tess likely now as compared to
when public hearings were being held regarding the termination of this
.policy. Finally there is no less need now for these funds to assist cities
such as Roeseberg, Madras, Klamath Falls, Monroe, Cottage Grove, Silverton
and many others. Returning to the transitioning at this point in time
would create a disproportionate fiscal impact on communities such as
Silverten, as oppesed to the impact on large population centers that are
-~ better able to fund their sewage construction needs as .they have access
to funding sources unavailable to small communities such as Community
Block Grants. '

We encourage the EQC to reject the rule changes allowing a continuation of
transistioning for selected projects and we gquestion the rule giving
direction to the construction of sewage facilities where fnsufficient
federal grant funds are available to construct all needed facilities. We
feel a rule is needed,. however, we do not feel that this rule should
benefit only the large urban population centers.

We thank you for your consideration of our request concerning transitioning.
With best regards, I am

Sincerely,

D<§Liﬂjk£§%;L»4L-v=fr;—)

Douglas-K. Robinson
City Manager

cc:  Constructien Grant Unit
Mayor Middlemiss, Silverton
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July 30, 1971

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY
622 S. W, FIFTH St.
Portland, Or 97201

RE: HEARING SEPTEMBER 10, 1981 FEDERAL SEWER GRANTS

| WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST THAT THE COUNTY SANATARIAN OF LINCOLN COUNTY, COURT HOUﬁSE
NEWPORT, OREGON BE SENT INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE FEDERAL SEWER GRANTS FOR THE
HEARING,

DEVILS LAKE WAS DECLARED A NAVAGIBLE WATERWAY BY THE STATE OF OREGON IN 1973,
EVIDENCE OF LETTER SENT TO ALL OWNERS OF PROPERTY FRONTING THE LAKE,

THE LAKE HAS NUMEROUS SUBDIVISIONS WITH HOMES RANGING FROM 60 YEARS OR MORE

TO CURRENT CONSTRUCTION WI1TH AVAILABLE, WE HAVE OWNED A LOT SINCE

JANUARY OF 1959 AND WERE THE ONLY ONE OF OUR FRIENDS WHO DID NOT BUILD BEFORE

DEQ MORATORIUM, HOWEVER MANY PEOPLE RECEIVED PERMITS ONE ADJOINS OUR LOT LINE i
RECEIVED SAME IN 1974 YEAR WE WERE FIRST DENIED,

THIS LAKE SHOULD CERTAINLY RECEIVED SOME PUBLIC ATTENTION BEFORE NOW AS TO THE
POLUTION WITH SEPTIC TANKS AND THE FACT THAT THE

AREAS. THE LAKE WAS POYSENED AND STOCKED WITH TROUT ABOUT 16 YEARS AGO WH!CH
RESULTED TN THE LAKE REQUIRING ACTUAL MOWING OF THE ALGEA IN THE NORTHWEST
FINGER SINCE THE TRASH FISH HAD BEEN KILLED, _

THIS 1S ONE OF THE FEW RECREATION LAKES IN THE STATE WITH CLOSE ACCESS TO THE
CITIES AND JUST ACROSS THE STREET FROM THE OCEAN INTO WHICH IT EMPTIES,

A FEDERAL GRANT COULD BE OF NO BETTER USE THAN ONE WHICH PROVIDES PROTECTION

OF CLEAN WATER FOR PUBLIC USE. A STATE PARK WITH BOAT DOCK ALSO FRONTS THE LAKE
AS DOES 3 OTHER PUBLIC PARKS ON THE EAST SIDE, WEST SiDE, AND ON THE SOUTH SIDE,
7¥7ﬁﬁﬂjtf§ﬁKT‘RAnP IS LOCATED AT TWO AREAS,

Very trul ours,

HELEN D. SCHAUERMANN (MRS, ARTHUR E,) ONWER OF LOT #10 VIECREST ADDITION
790 SE WEBBER ST, #2038 . TAX LOT #73.12
PORTLAND, OR 97202

o AKegican 3 K, ‘23fi<izﬁit) ,Aiqmﬂzizzk;Azxﬁz—f//
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Water Quality Division
Dept, of Environi:-” at Quality



LAND BOARD

TOM McCALL

CLAY MYERS
Secratsry of State

JAMES A, REDDEN -

State Trqn-unr ’

WILLIAM §. COK
Dirsctor i

' Foregt™
CTETT

. DIVISION OF

ST'ATE' | I.ANDS

‘OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

. . A, E. E ' - ARTHUR E SCHAUERMANN - !"
e s, A B Somemam 'y s
16th " : . PORTLAND OR 97202° |

ve, Oregon

Dear Mr ‘and Mrs. Schaue'_z;;nhnn;-

'-“The purpose of this letter is. to advise you that the State

| 502 WINTER STREET NE '9 SAL_EM, OREGON o 9#3-]0* . Phbne 378-3805
o -June 6 1973 - | 7 . ' |
OREGON STATE

' of Oregon claims title to the unsold submerged and submersible -

lands underlying Devils Lake. ‘The basis of this cla.im is
that Devils Leke is a naviga.ble body of water end was navi-

~ gable a.t the time the state was admitted into the Union in- 1859

The Oregon Division of Sta.te La.nds has Jjust completed an.
investigation into the navigability of Devils Lake pursuant

"to instructions of the Oregon Legislature as contained in

Senate Joint Resolution 3 (Attachment 1). "The purpose of this

stuchr was to determine who owns the bed a.nd banks of. Dev:lls Laker._.r.

;The Division 8 mvestiga.tior: shows that Devils Lake is a

navigable body of water - navigable in fact and therefore navi-
gable at law - and- therefore concludes that the bed and shore
lands lying below the- line ‘6f ordinary’ high water 1 are . owned

_by the State of Oregon 'a.nd under ‘the: Jurisd:l.ction of the

- ‘State Land Board.

" Devils Lak&is;uugg_g;ggh water 1ake located on the Oregon

coast at Lincoln City, Oregon (Attachmeny z —iisp;. *.:::“_,:i:*'

3 - is a typ:.ca.l" drowned velley” system so commonly. found on:. the:

Oregon coast where sand dunes have formed a barrier across the
mouth of a drainage system and impounded water to form a lake.

" . A brief teble describing physical charactenstics of the 1ake

.48 shown in Attachment 3.

1/ Oregon Law defines the 1ine of ordina.ry high vater [ORS
273.005 (3)) as "the line on the beach or: shore to which .
the high water ordinarily rises in seaaon.

mﬁﬁﬁﬂW@.

AU G 3 1981

C_'visi.on
3= al. Quality.
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At the present time, Devils Lake is used for boating and fishing with
some log rafting. - However, the leake has served as a highway of commerce
in the past, and we have been ‘able to verify the existence of commercial
navigation on the lake. The attached photograph, Attachment 4, clearly
shows tha.t large barges have cruised the 1ake with cargo.

Hlstorically, Devils Lake has been treated as a navigable lake. The
U. S. Government surveyors meandered the lske in accordance with their
1nstructions to meander all navigable waters.

' 'Ihe-S_tat_‘.e,_of.O_re,gon _has-.leesejd parcels of land lying in the lake bed

 and hes sold at leéast two parcels of submersitile.land irto private owner-

ship. There are numerous easements and rlghts-ofdwny from the state for
various public utility lines.

All_availeblerinformatiOn leads to the conclusion that Devils Lake is a

navigable lake and that the bed end shores, up to the ordinary high water

line, are owned by the people of Oregon. Public lands of this nature

have been placed under the Jurisdlction of the State Land Board and the
Division of State Lands.

In accordance with the instructions conteined in Senate Joint Resolution
3, the State Land Board does hereby claim title to all the submerged and
submersible lands of Devils Lake not heretofore sold by the Board, and
advises that proposed private uses of public lend shall be subjJect to
rev1ew and approval by the Board prior to commencement of any project.

‘As -a riperian owner,,you are entitled and encouraged to comment on the
State Lend Board's claim of ownership and jurisdiction over the bed of
Devils Lake. Written comments concerning the Board's claim should be sent
to the Director of the Division of State Lands and should reech him no
later than July 1, 1973.

At that time, the Board will review all comments and information con—.
. cerning nev1gdb111ty and bed ownership of Devils Lake and act eccordingly.

- In any event, a written statement of state policy concerning ownexrship of
- evIIE DBKE WILL D& Tileda with the Secretary of State and the appropriate

county officials of Lincoln County by September 1, 1973.

~William 3, Cox
Director

WsC/sde
Attachments:
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. CONSULTANTS NORTHWEST, INC. 47 4

907 W, Highland Avenue @
P.C. Box 759, Redmond, OR 97756

lele: (503) 548-6136

August 11, 1981

81-00.0
Envircnmental Quality Commission
Box 1760 - State of Oregon
Portland, OR 97207 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
D Y7

Subject: Agenda Item No. E (1) & E (2) ﬂa [E @ ES” o E

‘ July 17, 19881, EQC Meeting AUG 192 1987
Gentlemen:

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
The following written comments are being submitted
for your consideration at the 8 September 1981 public
hearing as per the Department's recent notice.

Agenda Item No. E. (1)

In the immortal words of one of this country's
great leaders, the proposed modification of the September
19, 1980 Rules, "SUCKS." We strenucusly object to modi-
fication of this rule in favor of the City of Bend, City
of Portland and MWMC projects. Except for some token
consideration for the remainder of the State, grant funds
for other than these three areas would bhe non-~existent
for 5 to 6 years {(depending on cost overruns on these
projects). In fact, if one were to delete the (81) funds
and the set aside funds (MWMC hasn't figured out how to
get their hands on these funds YET), other than the thrqg
communities mentioned above, the entire State would be >
void of grant funds until FY 86 which is over 4 years

d

=
9
=
=] Eﬁﬁ%
. ll 7 — =
" from this date. z § @ég
. . . . . . [

Adoption of this policy is in complete conflict H-ﬁﬁngg
with Agenda Item No. E (2} which we will comment on late > =3
in this report. Which communities have the ability to 2 == 5%
construct facilities over an appropriate time span with § = 53
100% local funds? 1Is it the community with over 50,000 E T
population or undexr? =

e &5

The adoption of this revised policy would also serve
to eliminate small contracting firms, suppliers and
consulting engineering firms. Many of these businesses
are versatile, and may be able to change direction or
emphasis with a minimum of employee layoff and financial
turmoil. For those that can't make the change,
close their doors and look elsewhere.

]

they can
After all, who cares?

Branch Office = (503) 472-7926 » 117 East 5th « P.O. Box 725 « McMinnville, Oregon 97128



Environmental Quality Commission
Re: Agenda Item No. E (1) & E (2) : August 11, 1981
July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting | Page 2

We believe that during FY 82, in which no funds are
expected, the EQC should suspend all design work on the
Portland, Albany, Madras, Cottage Grove, Corvallis, Deschutes
Co./Terrebonne, Klamath Falls, Tri-City, and MWMC projects
and request that these communities develop "a financing
plan which will assure that future sewereage works construction
and operation needs can be fully financed by local revenues."
We would suggest that all the (81) funds on these projects
which have been withheld be utilized by the Department to
finance the construction of the Monroe, Silverton and Rhodo-
Welch projects which are now ready to procéed, and as a
result of previous EQC action on the Bend project, including
the award of a "hardship grant", we would suggest the final
funding of this project. If the Medford/Foothills and
Roseburg/Rifle Range projects do not involve the extension
of an interceptor to serve "new development”, these two pro-
jects (interceptors only) could also proceed to construction.

All of these projects would result in the expenditure
of 54,370,000 versus the $5,099,000 now planned which would
allow for some cost overrun and/or additional projects, or
the possible funding of the "financial planning studies".

In particular, we believe the expenditure of grant funds
for design of any project at this time with construction not
planned for 4, 5 or 6 years or more down the road is ridi-
culous. A design document which is 3 months ©¢ld often needs
substantial revision, let alone one that is 6 years old.

The following table indicates the affects of the adoption
of the proposed Alternate I & II funding list in their current

form: ALT. T ALT. 2
SMALL CITY BIG CITY2 smALL cITy’ g;g_g;ggz
84, 84 84, 84,
85, 85« 85, 85,
81 83 86 81 83 86 |81 83 86 81 83 86
STUDY 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
DESIGN 8 1 0 14 0 0 8 0 1 14 0 0
CONSTRUCTION 0o 17. 5 1 1 5 0 1 14 1 3 5
FOOTNOTE :
- 1. Small cities include entire State except for communi ~

ties listed in footnote 2.

2. Big cities include MWMC, Portland & Tri-City only.



Environmental Quality Commission
Re: Agenda Item No. E (1) & E (2) August 11, 1981
July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting Page 3

As one will note, the modification of the September 19,
1980 rule entirely favors the big cities. We would ask that
you consider whether this policy would truly be in the best
interest of the citizens of Oregon.

Agenda Item No. E (2)

We would concur in the basic philosophy of this proposed
statement, but believe that all projects notmentioned for (81)
funds in our previous discussion, be required to comply. We
would also suggest the following additions and/or directions
be initiated by the EQC:

1. Investigate grant funding criteria similar to that
utilized by the Farmers Home Administration in
which grant funds are based on a State-wide average
of the citizen's actual costs. In this case, the
Department would review past pexr capita local share
costs which could be adjusted by an established
inflation rate to today's equivalent cost. Each
project could be broken down by dividing the
project cost by population benefitted and the resulting
difference between these two figures would be con-
sidered eligible for a 100 percent grant. Needless
to say, the idea needs refinement, but we feel
deserves investigation. :

2. Direct the staff to prepare a State-wide sewer user
ordinance and financial plan in which a community
may insert its name and/or costs for each variable
to come up with a standardized Oregcon system. In
this way, each community can be operating with the
same set of rules and regulations, and develop a
comparable cost analysis.

We appreciate your consideraticn of cur comments and
look forward to your decisions in these matters.

Sincerely,

Anthony H. Krutsch
Consultant
AHKTpr
cc: Mike Henry
File
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COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY, INC.
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OREGON RURAL COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

August 18, 1981 EE@EUWE@

~ -f
Environmental Quality Commission AUG2 T 198]
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207 Water Quality ™ivision

Dept. of Environ! al Quality
Ref: Sewerage Works Construction Grants FY 82 Priority List
City of Sheridan :

Gentlemen:

The Oregon Rural Community Assistance Program (ORCAP) respectfully
recommends a reconsideration by the Department of Envircnmental Quality
of the point ranking determinations for the City of Sheridan's sewage
treatment project and its segments, as identified on the FY 82 Draft
Priority List. We base this recommendation on the following considerations:

1. The West Main Area (draft priority #131) is a formally declared
Health Hazard Area, pursuant to the provisions of ORS Capter 222;

2. Construction of sewage collection facilities in the West Main Area
1s essentially required as an expansion of the City of Sheridan's
existing municipal system;

3. The existing facilities must be extensively rehabilitated {(draft
priority #79) in order to accomodate the increase waste loads
created by the added collection system;

4. These technical relationships need to be recognized and integrated
by the adopted project criteria and applied in the final decisionms
of project ranking to facilitate needed corrective actions by the
City of Sheridan as the local service provider in the annexed area.

Specific justificakitns regarding point reassignments to the Sheridan
project and its segments are contained in comments submitted by Consultants
Northwest, Inc., on August 11, 1981. ORCAP joins in support of the request
by Consultants Worthwest, Inc., and on behalf of the City of Sheridan, to
urge Departmental recensideration of the ranking of this project inm FY 82.

Thank you for this epportunity to comment.

i Dtate of Qrogon
Sincerely yours, I B A 1 on [T: "7 DERARTMENT OF ENVIRGNMENTAL QUALITY
o) T . &:5'% (B ‘\"," ‘}'." }; — = = =
o L L ERHETYIRE W
//,/).L»c.z..-u./ el N L‘;J ‘E [[B E B Ev
FOapm ol of Anod P
Bruce ‘Peet ERTRRCI 1) AUG 21 1947

ORCAP

Water Qualit sain g .y '
AN EQUAL OPPORTHNITH EMPLOYER | Quality OFFiCE QF THE DIRECTOR



METRO

Rick Gustafson
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Metro Council

Jack Deines
PRESIDING OFFICER
DISTRICT 5

Betty Schedeen
DEPUTY PRESIDING
OFFICER
DISTRICT 7

Bob Oteson
DISTRICT 1

Charlie Williamson
DISTRICT 2

Craig Berkman
DISTRICT 3

Corky Kirkpatrick
DISTRICT 4

Jane Rhodes
DISTRICT 6

Ernie Bonner
DISTRICT B

Cindy Banzer
DISTRICT 9

Bruce Etlinger
DISTRICT 10

Marge Kafoury
DISTRICT §§

Mike Burton
DISTRICT 12

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

August 21, 1981 L‘

Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
P.0O. Box 1760

Portland OR 97207

Dear Joe:
Re: Construction Grants Priority List for FY 82.

The task of maintaininggthe State's Sewerage Works
Construction Grant Program, given the uncertainties of
funding and the efforts to reform the program at the
federal level, is extremely difficult, The Department of
Environmental Quality staff should be commended for their
efforts to keep the program operational, so in the event
of renewed funding, monies can be transferred to local
projects as quickly as possible.

Two alternatives have been proposed: 1) based on the
criteria adopted by Environmental Quality Commission (EQC)
on September 19, 1980, including revised policies on
transitioning and segmentation; 2), based on the
September 19, 1980, criteria but w1th modification to the
transition policy. '

The September 19, 1980, criteria were based on the best
knowledge and assumptions concerning continuing "201"
funds available at that time. They were the topic of
several public hearings and received considerable
testimony, pro and con, prior to adoption by the EQC.
Unfortunately, these assumptions appear to be incorrect.
The second alternative is an attempt to modify the
criteria based on new assumptions.

Both alternatives proposed are an attempt to second guess
the federal reform legislation currently proposed and both

State of Oregom
BEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCHMENTAL QUALTY

RE@EUWE'

AUG 25 1981
OFEICE OF THE DIRECTOR



Mr. Joe B. Richards
August 21, 1981
Page TwoO

may prove wrong. As a third alternative, I would like to
offer the following recommendations developed by Metro's
Water Resource Policy Alternatives Committee:

1. Postpone action on Alternatives 1 and 2.

2. Extend the current (FY 81) priority list and
criteria until federal reform legislation has
been adopted and future funding levels
established.

3. Develop new criteria and list as appropriate
based on the revised legislation and funding
appropriations and hold new public hearings at
that time.

In any event, new hearings should be held concerning any
revisions to the priority list which may result from
legislation or program funding changes,

Thank you for your consideration of these
re endations. We welcome your questions or comments,

Sincefely,

ol

Rick Gustafson
Executive Officer

RG:JL:srb
3986B:D3

cc: Bill Young, DEQ



Uu.s. ENVIRONM-ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY @

‘_\\16087'4,. REGION X
S
1200 SIXTH AVENUE

ﬁ‘mum;\@

%
m l-z(g SEATTLE, WASHINGTOHN 98101
<
S
", pnoﬁd\
. Flate qf Orepon
REPLY TO /S 429 ﬁﬁamf an( i cmmn MFNTAL QUALn:n
l\l [J l_] 98 @
August 27, 1981 WATER Quaury qu
Mr. Harold L, Sawyer P
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207
Dear Mr. Sawyer:

The Draft Construction Grants Priority List for FY 1982 and the changes
proposed to the Priority Criteria have been reviewed and the following
comments are made for your consideration.

1. Several Step 2 projects appear on the priority 1ist for immediate i
grant awards, while the subsequent Step 3 grants have target certification i
dates three or more years in the future. This is a long interval between
design and construction for changes to occur which could require design
changes. It may be advisable to delay the award of the Step 2 grants and
fund Step 3 grants that are already designed if they have sufficient
priority. Please give us an explanation.

2. The criteria and attendant informatijon is not clear as to accounting
procedures proposed for funding Step 1 and Step 2 projects. It appears
that Step 1 and Step 2 projects are rated and rank with Step 3 projects
and will be funded from the general account and only unidentified Step 1
and Step 2 projects of an emergency nature will be funded from the reserve
account. * (See Section 340-53-030 (2) and (3) and Item 4 of Attachment No. |
5). It is important that the information to the public is clear on this ?
-matter.

3. Attachments 5_and 6 show $610,000 in set-asides for alternative
systems for small communities and $450,000 in the I/A set-asides. I/A
projects and alternative projects for smail communities may receive higher
priority and should be identified on the priority list prior to public
hearing.




Please incorporate the above comments into your priority Tist prior to
the public hearing. If you would like to discuss this, please call me
or Carl Nadler at (206) 442-1266.

Sintere]y,

Roy If. Ellerman, P.E.
Chief, Municipal Assistance Branch

-

cc: OR Op. Of.
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Telephone (503) 672.7701

CITY OF ROSEBURG
o

August 31, 1981

Environmental Qua]ity Commission
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon

Ref: Public Hearing/Proposed Policy on Sewer Work Construction
Dear Sir:

We have reviewed your proposed policies on Sewerage Works Construction and
feel that in general the rules are realistic. We feel that it is extremely
important that the EQC recognizes the dependency the cities and districts
have placed upon the Federal program and the difficulity they will face
funding immediate construction needs without this program. Any interim
measures which will enable temporary increases in discharge loading or
temporary treatment works that will provide an order transaction to a new
program is strongly recommended.

We are naturally interested in the federal grant program and funding Tists
but can add very little that will help you in your consideration of this
issue.

Yours very truly,

ROSEBURG REGIONAL WASTEWATER FACILITIES

Timber (apital of the Nation
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. /Km COMMISSIONERS

JOEL D. FOSDICK, JR.
DAVE COOPER

_ LINN COUNTY PATRICIA TOLLISEN
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ADMINISTRATIVE

P.0. Box 100, Albany, Oregon 97321 OFFICER
Telephone 9673825 :

WILLIAM L. OFFUTT

September 1, 1981

William Young, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Subject: Proposed Rule Change
"Sewage Works Construction Program"”

Dear Mr. Young:

The Linn County Board of Commissioners understands that DEQ is
holding a public hearing to modify rules that could signifi-
cantly change the currently adopted Sewage Construction Grant
Priority List. The proposed "alternative No. 2" would fund
projects in Bend, Eugene, Springfield and Portland. As a result,
no monies would be available to fund elimination cf health hazard
areas throughout the state until, at best, 1986.

We understand the dilemma you face in light of federal funding
reductions. However, we urge the Department to maintain its
current public health oriented priority list. As you know the
Drapersville~Century Drive area in Linn County is number two on
the list. With the adoption of Alternative 2 this demonstrated
health hazard area will continue to be unresolved for several
more years. Due to the cost of the project the residents cannot
fund it totally on their own.

Sincerely,

(:/f nn ij%§ty Board o mem1551oners
D

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RMEGEIVET]

?el D. Fosdick Jr. Chhlrman

ave Cooper Commigsioner
SEP 2 1981 ! #5
_ . - t 1‘__4/
OFRICE OF THE DIRECTOR syimEr Deke Tolliseny Commissioner
o DEPARTMENT DF ENVIROW™ENISRy Al tfy
l}g B & E N W E gy
cc: City of Albany L)

ot 41981

WATER QUALITY CONTROL



CITY OF MONROE
MONROE, OREGON 97456

September 1, 1081

Environmental (uality Commission
Box 1760
Portland, Cregon Q7207

Dear EQC Members:

AL

e

Re: Agenda Item #E
July 17 EQC meeting
Public Grants Priority '82

The City understands that due to cutbacks in federsl Tunding, the DEQ is pro-
posing twe alternatives for allocation of the available funds. The City of
Monroe wishes to register their support of altornanlve #. , that health hazard

ereas be given top priority.

Since a health hazard area without a sewer system exists in the city limits
and there is a serious need to serve these people immediately, there is a wvital
need for federal grant funds if this sewer system is to be constructed.

Singcerely, -

7 Gl 0@1» b o

arcold Larkin
Mayor, City of Monroe

|Mmerouam
Y Diy,
Dept. of Enviranr ;lsg:aﬁty

Stata of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REGEIVE
SEP 4 1981

OFRICE OF THE DIRECTOR
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Klamath County Department of FHealth Services 7,

3300 VANDENBERG ROAD
KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON 97601

Telephone: 503) 882-884¢
September 1, 1981

REGEIVER

SEP 9 198

Environmental Quality Commission
P.0. Box 1760

Water Qua fa
Portland OR 97201 | Dept, of Enal::nnri.?i;'flggaw

To Whom it May Concern:

It is our understanding that Agenda ltem #E from the July 17th EQC meeting
will be considered at a public hearing September 8th in Portland. This
item involving priorities in distributing reduced federal sewage funds.

Since the ramifications of any action taken on this subject-couid have
dramatic health and financial impacts on all residents of Klamath County,

. as well as the rest of the state, we would like to make our feelings
known.

As the two options for funding appear, it would seem that the commission
will be deciding between help for many smailer areas of Oregon or to
continue dumping millions of dollars into large metropolitan projects.

it would seem that the intention of federal monies for sewer projects would
be best utilized in helping the health hazard areas that have neither the
bonding capacity nor financial resources to solve their own critical health
problems. :

By funding the few large projects you are giving monies to slove problems
of course, but you are also giving monies to areas capable of generating
their own,

With limited rescurces it only makes sense to help those who need help the
most. This can be done by funding a priority list of health hazard areas

that do not have any financial capabilities themselves.

If the commission decides to fund large projects, it could very well be
another slap in the face to already overburdened small communities.

Sincerely,

) Stato of Cragon
Russ Mull, R.S. DEPARTMENT GF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Director IE}E@[EDWE

Environmental Health Division ,
. SEP 4 1987

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER QFELE QF mﬁ BiRECT
) ? i TR

[



= Ol '
B T ik
CONFERENCE OF )

LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SUPERVISORS @

F

OREGON s
H

—_ _) o e
Q/K}’("/\ﬂ»)z‘,x',-)( o7 Jééﬁrﬂ Lv";ﬁ"éj-?)ﬁﬁ’

s /?LZ}S =))%//£,f;\o} fy(j

e
{g&f/d’w g7t
September 2, 1981

Joe Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
PO Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Re: PROPOSED SEWAGE CONSTRUCTION GRANT RULE CHANGE

Our organization understands that you are proposing to modify
rules relating to Sewage Construction Grants.

We strongly recommend that alternative number 1 (based on cur-
rent rules) be adopted, as that proposal continues to place
priority for funding on projects that alleviate documented
health hazards.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Singerely,

JAMES F. BUCKLEY, .
Chairman 'E @
/1o Ea EE” W7E§[:]
cc: Dick Swenson SEP 9 1981
Bill Young
Water Quality Divislon
B054A/76A Dept. of Environri..~.al Quality

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REHEEUWE[]
" SEPg 1981

OFEICE QF IHE DIRECTGR



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNDR

S-26 REV. 1-79

Department of Human HResources

HEALTH DIVISION

1400 S.W. 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 PHONE 229-5954

September 2, 1981

Joe Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Richards;:

Re: Agenda items No. E, July 17, 1981, EQC meeting on the
Construction Grants Priority List for Fiscal Year 1982,

It has come to my attention that due to projected cuts in federal
funding for sewer projects in Oregon, the Department of Environmental
Quality is considering two alternatives for the FY 82 Priority List.

Both of the alternatives have demonstrable merit and the choice
between the two is a difficult one.

I'm writing to express my support for alternative I which would

give priority to the declared health hazard areas. Most of these
projects have waited years for funding while the conditions causing

a danger to public health have gone unabated. The fact that most

of these areas are located in or adjacent to cities with resources
clearly inadequate to effect correction on a local level and since
the conditions affect the general public outside the annexation area,
I would urge the Commission to choose Alternative I as best serving
the interests of the citizens of Oregon.

Sincerely,

Kristine M. Gebbie
Assistant Director, Human Resources
Administrator, Health Division

KG:ho

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 231, Portiand, Oregon 97207
EMERGENCY PHONE (503) 229-5699
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Telephone (503) 672-7701

CITY OF ROSEBURG
e ancon s

September 2, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
P. 0. Box 1760 ‘
Portland, Oregon 97204

Ref: Public Hearing/Proposed Policy on Sewer Work Construction
Dear Sir:

We have reyiewed your proposed funding allocation and would strongly
recommend Alternative No. 1. We cannot see the advisability of lengthy
delays in funding of health hazard annexation projects. These programs
have been mandated by the state and deserve all the funding considera-
tion possible. In many cases these projects will place an unreasonable
financial burden on individuals if grant funds are not made available.
Lengthy delays only add to health problems of the areas effected.

Your adoption and continued support of Alternate No. 1 is strongly urged.

eorge C. Stubbert
City Manager
ENG:GCS : dw _

X.¢c. Mayor Dunn
G. Fields
B. Long
D. Robertson
B. Vian

State Health Dept.
(Diy. of Health Hazard Annex.)

Timber (apital of the Naton



. COMMISSION MEMBERS
MetFO[)Olltan : Don Carler—Springlisld Councllperson
Vance Freeman—Lane County Commissioner

Wastewater Pat Hocken—Eugene Lay Reprasentative
Betty Smith—Eugens Councilperson

nagem ent Steve Allen—Springlleld Lay Representative

. . Mark Westling—Eugene Lay Represenlative

Om m ISSI On Gary Wright—Lane County Lay Representalive

899 PEARL STREET — P.O. BOX 1463 — PEQPLES BANK BUILDING — EUGENE, OR 97401 — PHONE (503) 687-3974

September 3, 1981

Mr. Joe Richards

Chairperson

Environmental Quality Commission
522 S.W. 5th Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

SUBJECT: TESTIMONY FOR EQC SEPTEMBER 8, 1981 PUBLIC HEARING ON FY82
PRIORITY LIST

Dear Mr. Richards and Members of the Commission:

We object most strenuously to the placement of the MWMC sludge handling
facilities construction grant at the year 1987 and beyond on the FY82
funding Priority List. As members of the MWMC's Advisory Committee,

we have worked diligently over the past two years to develop the best
possible sludge management options for this metropolitan community.
After considering all possible alternatives, we recommended to the
Commission that it pursue facultative Tagoon storage and air drying

of sludge at Site C north of Eugene. Our reasons for this recommendation
were numerous, not the least of which were cost considerations and
environmental impact. This recommendation was adopted by the MWMC,

and subsequently approved by the DEQ (see March 13, 1981 letter from
Harold Sawyer, attached).

This advisory committee is composed of 15 citizens from Eugene, Springfield
and Lane County. We represent industry, economic interest, private
citizens, environmental groups, farming, and citizen activist groups.

Our advisory committee also includes elected officials from the City
Councils of Eugene and Springfield. Although our backgrounds and orienta-
tions differ, we are united in our support for the adopted sludge manage-
ment program. '

We believe it is unrealistic and unacceptable to expect us to complete
a 1liquid process train without making provisions to responsibly handle
the solids extracted from that Tiquid treatment process. Without

a means to dispose of the sludge solids, it will be impossible to
start the new plant. It is a fact that as soon as the regional plant
becomes operational--even without any additional population growth--
the sludge production will increase to the extent that the existing
temporary lagoon will be incapable of handiing the new volumes. This
increased sludge production will be a result of the following three
factors: (1) treatment of two cities' waste; (2) an activated sludge
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process which will yield increased volumes of sTudge due to the Tower
solids content (ie., a "soupier" sludge); and (3) the increased effi-
ciency of the new facilities. In short, the existing interim sludge
management program is just that--interim. It simply cannot accommodate
the increased sludge production of the new regional facitities.

Expecting us to "make do" with a temporary sludge management program
is not only unrealistic--it is impossible. Sludge management is an

integral part of the wastewater management process and must be provided
~funding in FY82.

Sincerely,
D. MICHAEL MELLS

Chairperson
MWMC Advisory Committee

DMW:SAB:sab

Enc.



BOPY
Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

GOV FHDR

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

March 13, 1981

Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission
899 Pearl St.
Eugene, OR 97401

Attention Mr, William V. Pye

Re: MWMC Sludge
Management Program

Gentlemen:

We have recelved and reviewed coples of the Sludge Management Program
prepared for MWMC by Brown and Caldwell, Engineers,

We have limited our in-depth review to the recommended alternative after
going through the initial screening process of considering all the
alterpatives presented, The report provides an excellent analysis of the
technology presently available for this activity.

The recommended alternative is whole-~heartedly supported by the DEQ on

the basis that it provides a fully reljable, long-range program for gludge
management.

If the recommended alternative, or portions of it, cannot be ilmplemented
for any reascn, other alternatives, many of which may be approvable, would
require an in-depth review to determine their acceptability.

The following comments are offered with respect to the recommended
alternative:

1, We fully support the concept of off-site facilities with pipeline
transmission, facultative sludge storage lagoons for further
stabilization and consolidation of the digested sludge, and
agricultural utilization.

2, The proposed site must conform with the adopted land use plan., It
is technically acceptable from the standpoint of topography, drainage
and accessibility to agricultural farmland.

3. An extensive groundwater monitoring program should be established
at an early date in order to acquire, a background data base on
existing groundwater guality in proximity to the proposed sludge
handling and storage site.
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4. Alternative IIa suggests that as much as 80 percent of the thickened
-gsludge from the storage lagoons will be air dried for farmland or
landfill use. Por ultimate utilization, we would urge that maximum
use be made of liquid application to farmland. Also, is 1t necessary
to acquire specially designed equipment at this time for land-fill
application of dried sludge?

5. The methods and program for agricultural land application are in
agreement with our guidelines for digested sludge utilization.

Sincerely,

\
7")'6-'

Harold L. Sawyer
Administration
Water Quality Division

ERL:1
WL671 (1)

cc: Brown and Caldwell_ -
US EPA, Oregon Operations Office
Eugene Branch Office, DEQ
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BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANITARY AUTHORITY

PHONE (503) 779-4144 3915 SOUTH PACIFIC HWY, « MEDFORD, OREGON 927301

September 3, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
P. 0. Box 1760

522 Southwest Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Commissioners:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the-following items:
1. The proposed FY-82 Construction Grants Priority List.

2. The modification to the construction grant criteria rules.

3. The proposed EQC rules regarding construction of sewage works
without federal funds.

The following comments are submitted concerning the items noted
above and in the same order:

1. Project No. 607-BCVSA/Whetstone Creek, was Priority Number 34
and in Project Class B on the FY-81 Priority Listing. It was sched-
uled for Step ! funding in the Spring of 1981 but was not funded be-
cause of the withdrawal of funds by the Congress on June 5, 1981.
This occurred after a considerable amount of work updating the grant
application which had been originally submitted in 1977. No written
information was received on the project status standing until August
6, 1981, when the proposed FY-82 listing was received and on August
24, 1981, when the DEQ letter of August 17, 1981, gave formal notice
of the reschedullng of the project because of reductlons in federal
grant amounts.

We had been given earlier verbal information on the lack of funds
but no notice was given to us of the reclassification of the project
from Class B to Class D until the proposed FY -82 Priority List was
received on August 6, 198l. The reason for reclassification is given
on page 10 of the Priority List Alternative 1; namely, that the pro-
ject was re—evaluated during the FY-81 priority list development
with the expectation that the project class would be further eval-
uated during facilities ‘planning which, of course, never occurred
because 0of the reduction of federal funds. It also mentioned that
the original basis for ranking in Project Class B was a stream
monitoring report on samples taken during March 1980.
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We strongly object to the arbitrary re-evaluation of this projec£
from Class B to Class D for the following reasons:

a. No notice was given until August 6 which has given us an
extremely short period in which to submit additional data.

b. No consideration is given to the data on stream quality
submitted with our letter of April 14, 1980, which lists monitoring
results on samples taken from October 1976 to November 1977, showing
many violations of stream quality standards.

¢. The re-evaluation drops the project from Priority Number 34

"on.the FY-81 list to Priority Number 143 on Alternative 1 and 140

on Alternative 2. This is completely unfair because monitoring
data definitely justifies placement in Project Class B. Water
quality standards are violated repeatedly and benef1c1al uses may
be damaged irreparably.

As noted in a. above, we were given late notification of the re-eval-
uwation but we have been able to accomplish additional sampling, a
file search for subsurface system violations by Jackson County San-
itarians, and additional monitoring results from the City of Medford
noted in b. above. The following data gives additional conclusive
justification for placement of this project in Class B, i.e,:

Sampling Results, Fecal Coliform Count in MPN/100 ML

- Date W 1B 28 3E 4E  SE
( 10/22/79 = 440 300
{ 10/26/79 1400 1100
( 11/8/79 200 1000
City of ( 11/14/79 300
Medford ( 11/20/79 400 300
Lab ( 11/26/79 850 1300
( 12/11/79 <100 ~ 1000
( 12/20/79 150 100
( 2/14/80 100 < 50

Bcvsa ¢ 8/13/81 10600 100 3700 4300 *  -1500
, ( 8/26/81 200 1000 1600 6000 100 *

*Samples Unreadable

A map is attached (Attachment 1) showing the sampling locations,
1lW to 5E. The results of the file search by Jackson County Sani-
tarians is also attached (Attachment 2). There is not sufficient
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time available to indicate the properties on a plat mat but a re-
view of Attachment 2 will substantiate the fact that systems operate
marginally or have failed and that area soils are not conducive to
proper operatlon of subsurface disposal systems. .Drainage in -

the area is toward Whetstone Creek which accounts for water quality
standards being exceeded. It should also be noted that the decrease
in fecal coliform count downstream of the file search area is caused
by the Denman Game Refuge acting as a lagoon. As pollution con-
tinues to increase, the beneficial use as a game refuge may very
well be lessened and in the long run damaged irreparably.

In summary, we strongly believe that a mistake was made in the
re-evaluation of this project. We request that the originally-
submitted data be again reviewed along with the data submitted with
this letter and another determination be made regarding Project Class-
ification. In our opinion, the data submitted exactly meets the
requirements for classification of the Whetstone Project in Class B
and we request that it be done and the Project Priority Number be
raised on the FY-82 list.

2. Re the modification to the construction grant criteria rules:

We do not believe that the criteria rules should again be modified
to allow limited transitioning. Health hazard projects should be
funded. We suggest that MWMC, Bend and Portland use local funding
for the segments. The cities of Medford, Central Point, Phoenix
and Jacksonville and the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority are
using local funding for the Regional Treatment Plant expansion be-

- cause we do not want the plant to become overloaded. In other words,
we have given up on getting federal assistance because we would not
allow a problem to occur. We believe that the three entities named
above should also be required to locally fund the segments if a
sufficiently high priority ranking is not justified under present
criteria.

3. Re the proposed EQC rules for construction of sewage works
without federal funds: For the Commission's information, the
Special Districts Association of Oregon (SDAO) is fulfilling the
same role for the 920 special districts in Oregon as the League

of Oregon Cities is providing for the cities in Oregon. The SDAO
will assist the Commission in its contacts with sanltary districts
and sanitary authorities.

We agree with the proposed policy statement.
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Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the noted
items. We trust that there will be a review of previously sub-
mitted data as well as that submitted with this letter. Thank
you. :

Yours very truly,

BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANITARY AUTHORITY

For the Board of Directors
ROM: g

Encl.



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM - JACKSON COUNTY

TO: BCVSA, Dick Miller and Gary Miner
FROM: Ken Cote and Kathie Dye
DATE: August 28, 1981

SUBJECT: Whetstone Creek Project

A search through our files on the area immediately surrounding Corey Road
and Crater Lake Highway from Vilas Road to Gregory Road, revealed many
failing septic systems and soils that are unsuitable for standard and most
alternative subsurface sewage disposal systems. We are enclosing a list of
the problems for your use. Please keep in mind that our files are
incomplete as some septic systems may have been installed previous to our
record keeping system, and we do not have files on systems that may have
been illegally installed, that the Department of Environmental Quality is
responsible for issuing holding tank permits, and that we were unable to
research information for the entire project area due to time restrictions.

ATTACHMENT 2



Soil Conservation Service soil mapping show the following soil condltlons
to exist in the Whetstone Project Area:

18B Brader-Debenger lLoams, 1-7 percent slope

The Brader series consists of well drained lcam over clay loam
soils. Depth to weathered sedimentary rock is 12 to 20 inches.
The Debenger series consists of well drained loam soils. Depth to
weathered sedimentary rock is 20 to 40 inches.

13D Brader—Debenger Loams, 7-20 percent slope
See Above
32A Agate-Winlo Complex, 0-3 percent Slope

The Agate series consists of well drained loam over clay loam soils
abruptly cover a hardpan. These soils are in the mound area of
patterned ground on fan terraces. Depth to hardpan is typically 20
to 30 inches. The Winlo series consists of somewhat poorly or
poorly drained gravelly clay loam and gravelly clay soils abruptly
.over a hardpan. They are in the intermound area of patterned
ground. Depth to Hardpan is typically 7 to 15. Permeability is
slow to very slow in the pan. '

39A Cove Clay, 0-3 percent slope

The Cove series consists of poorly drained silty clay loam over
-8ilty clay soils. Permeability is very slow. The effective
rooting depth is less than 20 inches due to high seasonal water.
Runoff is very slow to ponded. Mottled clay depth extends to a
depth of more than 60 inches.

41A Winlo Gravelly Clay Loam, 0-3 percent slope
See Agate-Winlo Description

61A Coker Clay, wet variant, 0-3 percent slope
The Coker wet variant consists of poorly drained clay soils on
nearly level depressions and drainages. Depth to bedrock is more
than 60 1nches. Runoff is slow to ponded. Permeability is very
slow. ,

627 Coker Clay, 0~3 percent slope
The Coker series consists of somewhat poorly drained clay'soils.
Depth to bedrock is more than 60 inches. Permeability is very
slow.

63A Phoenix Clay, 0-3 percent slope
The Phoenix series consists of ﬁoorly drained clay soils on nearly

level fans. Depth to sandstone bedrock is 20 to 40 inches.
Permeability is slow. Runoff is slow.



70B Manita lLoam, 2-7 percent slope
The Manita series consists of well drained loam over clay loam or
clay soils. Depth to weathered sandstone or metamorphic rock is 40
to 60 inches. Permeability is moderately slow.

70D Manita Loam, 7-20 percent slope
See above

71B Selmac Silty Clay lLoam, 3-7 perceht slope, dry variant
The Selmac consists of well drained silty clay loam over clay

soils. Depth to bedrock is over 60 inches. Permeability is very
slow. ' '

All of these soils are rated as severe for use with septic system
absorption fields.



36-1w-27-701 - Site evaluation of 1971 denied due to severe soil
conditions.
36—1W-27-700 - System permit issued as "Prior Approval® (substandard).
Installed 11/74 not to permit specs.
36-1W-27-800 - Existing system failing. Repair permit issued for
substantial system in unacceptable soils. WNo record of
installation. .
36-1W-27-900 — Bxisting system failing in 1978. Repair system permit
: issued for substandard system due to soils. Installed 1978.
36—~1W-28-102 — Site evaluation of 6/12/80 denied due to severe soil
: conditions.
36—-1W-28-100 ~ Hook-up approved for marginal system. May not funct1on
. satisfactorily in periods of heavy precipitation.
36-1W-28-200 - Apparent failure noted by Jackson County sanitarians 5/1/80.
' No record of repair. .
36-1W-28-302 - Repair installed. Approved 3/25/75.
36-1W-28-500 - Site evaluation denied due to severe soil c0ndlt10ns. Owner
‘ threatened to install illegal systen.
36—1W—28-501 - Site evaluation of 8/12/80 denied due to severe soil
. conditions.
36-1W-28-1500 - Site evaluation of 6/21/72 denied due o severe s0il
conditions.
36—-1W-28-2500 - Site evaluation denied due to severe soil conditions.
36-1W-28-2400 - Approved for ETA bed 6/25/79.
36-1W-28-2300 - Site evaluation denied due to severe soil conditions
6/7/76. 1Illegal system noted.
36-1W-28-2301 - Approved for sand filter only 5/19/81.
~36—1W-28-2200A - Site evaluation of 10/13/77 denied due to severe soil
conditions.
36-1W-28-2200B,C - Site evaluation denied due to severe soil conditions.
36-1W-29A-800 —~ Site evaluation of 4/25/77 denied due to severe soil
conditions.
36-1W-292-600 - System repaired 5/4/79.
36-1W—29A—501 - 8ite evaluation of 12/29/72 denied due to severe soil
conditions.
36-1W-29A-1500 ~ Site evaluation of 4/16/72 denied due to severe soil
conditions.
36-1W-29A-1600 - Site evaluation of 4/7/81 denied due to severe soil
conditions and high water table.
36-1W-29A-1701 - Failing system noted 3/10/8l1. WNo records of repair.
36-1W-29A-1800 - Failing system noted, sewage surfacing. Repair permit
issued 7/24/78, no records of installation.
36~1W-29A-~1900 - Failing System discharging effluent to ground surface and
: into road ditch on Domino Road. Repair permit issued
7/11/79, no records of installation.
36-1W-29A-701 - Site evaluatlon of 7/24/73 denied due to severe soil

conditions.

36-1W-29B-312 - Illegal residence; no system. Record of sewage on the
ground.

36-1W-29B-1201 - Site evaluation of 8/19/75 denied due to severe 5011
conditions.

36~-1w-29B-1000 ~ Repair installed 11/19/76. :
36-1W-29B-800 — Site evaluation denied. Holding tank permit issued for
commercial use 11/2%/79. :



36-1W-29B-500 - Site evaluation of 5/24/74 denied due to severe soil
conditions.

36-1W-29B-1800 — ETA permit approved 9/28/73 Not installed, as owner is
awaiting sewer.

36-1W-29B-2300 ~ Conditional sewage disposal permit: restriction on number
of employees.

36-1W-29B-301 - Site evaluation denied 8/30/78 due to severe soil
conditions.

36-1W-29B-2900 -~ Yailing system, sewage surfacing 1/24/74. Repair permit
issued, no record of installation.

36-1W-~-29B-2700 - Failure noted on illegal system 1/25/74. Legal action had
mobile home removed. '

36-1W-29B-4700 - Failure of system. Repair permit approved, no records of
installiation. :

36-1W-298B-4400/4500 — Failing system noted. Repair requested by this

_ office, no records of installation.
36-1W-29C-601 - Site evaluation of 6/10/76 denied due to severe soil

conditions.

36—1W-290—700 ~ Bite evaluation of 2/23/76 denied due to severe soil
conditions.

36-1W-29C-1704 - Site evaluation of 11/6/72 denled due to severe 5011
conditions.

36-1W-29C-1700/1702/1704 ~ Vault privies with past problems of backing up.
36-1W~29C~801 - Site evaluation of 7/17/72 denied due to severe secil
7 conditions.

36-1W-29D-228 - Failing septic system noted 1/6/81, no records of repair.

36-1W-29D-218 - Failing septic system noted 11/6/72, no records of repair.

2 36-1W~-30-900 - Site evaluation denied due to severe soils conditions.
Holding tank permit approved 8/17/77.

36-1W-30-1101 - Raw sewage discharged on ground. No repair site available.

36-1W-30-1103 - Complaint of an illegal system 6/12/80.

36-~1W-30-602 -~ Holding tank approved.

36-1W-30-603 - Site evaluation denied due to severe soil condltlons.
Holding tank permit approved 12/6/79.

36-1W-30-600 — Site evaluation denied due to severe soil conditions.
Holding tank installed 10/27/80. :

36-1W-30-500 ~ Permit approved for holding trank 4/16/80.

36— 1W—30 1105 ~ Ponded sewage noted 6/12/80: repair permlt issued, no
report of installation.

36-1W-30-400 - History of surfacing sewage noted from existing system
installed in substandard soils.

36-1w-30-100 - Site evaluation of 10/11/73 denied due to severe soil

) conditions. ‘

36-1W-31-400 ~ Holding tank permit issued 9/11/78. Illegal mobile home
discharging sewage on ground, noted 7/27/81. :

36-1W-31-700/800 ~ Failure of septic system noted 9/15/77. Holding tank

: permit issued 10/20/78.

36—-1W-31-900 ~ Site evaluations of 10/17/63 and 5/30/73 denled due to
severe soil conditions. .

36-1W-31-1400 - Marginal system, has a record of sewage backlng up into
the house 2/6/80.



36-1W~-31-3200 - Failure of septic system notéd 1/6/78. No repair permit
issued. -

36-1W-31-3100 -~ Site evaluation of 2/15/77 denied due to severe soil
conditions.

36-1W-31-1800 - No system on site, holding tank recommended 8/9/78

36-1W-31-2900 - Site evaluation of 4/16/79 denied due to severe soil

. conditions.

36~-1W-31-3217 - Failure of septic system noted 1/19/78. Owner states that

" he made repairs 1/27/78; no repair permit issued.
36-1W-31-2600 - Sewage discharged on ground surface. Temporary hook-up
' (45 days) unti) connection can be made to BCVSA sewer.

. 36-1W-32-1402 - System failing 1977 - repair permit issued for substandard
system due to soils. WNo record of installation.

36-1W-32-1403 - Installation record for expansion of existing drainfield in
1969 - noted that excessively high water table conditicons
would not allow proper operation of this system for any
great length of time. :

36-1W-32-1404/1407/1411 - No file.

36 -1W-32~-1408 - Drainfield noted as failing 1977; site evaluatlon denial
1977, holding tank permit issued 1977, installed holding
tank 1977, alteration permit for holding tank issued 1980

36-1W-32-1409 - No file.

36-1W-32-1410 -~ No record of existing system.

36-1W-32-1412 - Engineered system installed 1973.

36-1W-32-1413 - Existing system failing 1979 - repair permit issued for
substandard system -~ installed 1979.

36-1W-32~1417 - Installation record for standard system 1967.

. 36-1W-32-1420 - No system record.

36~-1W-32-1422 - Existing holding tank noted 1981

36-1W-32-1500/1600 - Holding tank installed 1%80-81 without inspection.

36-1W-32-1700 - Site denied 1973 due to poor soil conditicons. Standard
system installation record of 1970.
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - C ITY O F M E D F O R D ) TELEPHONE: (303} 776-7485

MEDFORD, OREGON
September 3, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Reference: Agenda Item "E" from Meeting of July 17, 1981
Gentlemen:

The City of Medford is strongly opposed to any actions that would change .
the priority system as now established for projects expecting federal aid
for sewer treatment plant planning or comnstruction. Two years ago, DEQ
held public hearings for the very purpose of recognizing reduced federal
funding and its iImpact upon pending projects. After careful and full con-
sideration, a priority system was adopted. The City of Medford was not
immediately benefited by that decision, but we realized that funding was
limited and we adjusted schedules and plans to fit the situation. In
other words, our city, like many other jurisdictions, relied and planned
based on that decision, which, by the way, allocated the major funding
into two major projects and was not geographically spaced across the State.
Alternate #2 of the presently proposed systems is the same thing again,
i.e., allocate funding into two major projects and leave the rest of the
State waiting. This is not an equitable or fair proposal.

The City of Medford urges the EQC/DEQ to address existing problems as a
first priority amd fund health hazard associated projects with the first
avallable money. Secondary consideration should be given to projects which
plan to prevent problems. '

The City of Medford believes that failr distribution and proper planning is
the best direction; therefore, we endorse Alternate #1 which is to maintain

the present order of priorities.

Sincerely,

CNNIR
Don valker, BB BEGEIVE 0

ahf | SEP 81981

Water Qurality Divislon
Dept. of Environm.nig Quality
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - C lTY O F M E D FO RD | TELEPHONE: (503} 776-7485

MEDFORD, OREGON

September 4, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Construction Grants Unit

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Subject: September 8, 1981 Public Hearing
Gentlemen:

Attached is a letter from the Medford City Engineer urging adoption of
Alternate Priority List No. 1. This is particularly important to Medford
so that our Health Hazard sewers (Project 627 - Medford/Foothills) can pro-
ceed as mandated by your Department.

As far as treatment capacity of the Medford Regional Water Quality Control
Plant is concerned, the City is proceeding with local funding with improvements
to continue to provide good effluent quality. This local funding is not easy
in that the growth of the Medford area brings about a need for funding of many
other municipal service improvements. These improvements seeking funding in-
clude {(not necessarily in order of local priority):

Arterial Streets

. Central Library

County Expesition Center

New High School and Other Improvements
Transit System

Storm Drainage

Cultural and Civie Center

Downtown Revitalization

Parking Structure(s)

W o~y b=

These needs total in excess of $100,000,000 and show the potential strain on
the local taxpayer, local budgets and local bonding capabdility.

DEQ should continue to develop strategies to assist cities with local funding
of sewage treatment capacity. In the meantime, your best efforts to allow us
to construct the Medford/Foothills sewers to alleviate a real health hazard
will be appreciated.

Respectfully submitted, 7 E @ E UW E@ ‘
%Lev:s N. Powell P.E. SEP 8 1981
Public Works Director
Watar Quality Civision
ahf Dept. of Enviren:- al Quality

CC: City Manager
Encl.



Of BEND P.O. BOX 431 » BEND, OREGON 97709

September 4, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

As was noted at the August 27 EQC meeting by Mayor William

A. Whiteman of Cottage Grove, the cities of Cottage Grove,

Bend, Eugene/Springfield, and Oregon City, West Linn and
Gladstone represented by Tri~City Service District are unanimous
in their support of the following comments. This group has
attempted to review all pertinent information related to the
construction grants program as it exists today and as it may
exist in the future. We hope that you will respond in a
positive manner to our proposal.

The current construction grants legislative process in
Washington, DC, is fragmented and unpredictable. We, therefore,
believe the criteria adopted for the State's 1981 priority
list should be extended to funds carried over into 1982. At
such time that new federal legislation is passed and funding
levels are established, we request that new state priority
.ranking criteria be formulated, thereafter that public
hearings be held for the purpose of amending and adopting

the new program for Fiscal Year 1982. The extension of the
1981 criteria will allow us to continue our respective
projects with a minimum of disruption until such time that the
State's program, based on the new federal legislation can be
implemented.

We further would request that public testimony be allowed at
the October 9 meeting scheduled for adoption of the Grant
Priority List. Although we recognize the additional burden
placed upon yourselves, we feel that the rapid changes :
occurring within construction grants program requires keeping
the door open until the last possible moment.

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize that we recommend
revisions be drafted for the FY 82 construction grants program
criteria after enactment of new federal legislation and funding
levels, and that the Public Hearing procedure be followed in
adopting these revisions.




September 4, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Construction Grants Unit

Pogst Office Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: Charleston Sanitary District
DEQ FY-82

Gentlemen:

At your July 17, 1981 E Q C meeting you discussed as agenda
items E (1) and E (2) a proposed policy on sewerage works construction
grants priority list for fiscal year 1982 and a proposed policy on
sewerage works construction in the absence of sufficient federal funds.

wWhile we realize that you established two separate meeting
dates and submittal deadlines for these agenda items, time and financial
limitations do not permit our attendance of both hearings and we hope
that you will consider this as responsive to the issues raised under
these two related policy propositions. As you know the Charleston
Sanitary District has for several years been critical of the Environmental
Quality Commission's apparent failure to address its construction
grants priority criteria to the accomplishment of goal two of the
Clean Water Act, specifically the goal of restoring and maintaining
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters
so as to provide for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish,
and wildlife and provide for recreation in and on the water.

First, we would like to point out that our criticism is a
criticism of the central office and not of the local office of the
Department of Environmental Quality. Iocal staff persons of the
Department of Environmental Quality have been helpful, cooperative,
and courteous in their interaction with the Charleston Sanitary
District.



Department of Environmental Quality
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Page 2.

On the other hand, staff persons from the central office
have been particularly discourteous. The Charleston Sanitary District's
Board of Directors is particularly disturbed by discourtesy shown them
by Harcld Sawyer. From April 6, 1981 through April 24, 1981 the
Sanitary District made repeated telephone calls to the Portland office
in order to arrange for an in person conference with Mr. Sawyer and
Mr. F. W. O'Dommell. Mr. Sawyer's secretary did confirm an appointment
with Mr. Sawyer on May 5, 1981 at 11:00 A.M. and the Sanitary District's
President and attorney traveled to Portland to meet with Mr. Sawyer
and Mr. O'Donnell on the agreed date and at the agreed time. Mr. Sawyer
chose not to be present in the Portland office on the date and on the
time of this meeting and not to advise the Sanitary District of his plamned
absence. He also failed to apologize to the Sanitary District for causing
the Sanitary District to unnecessarily incur air fare and ground
transportation expense as well as the time of its' attorney in traveling
to Portland for this prearranged meeting.

Mr. Sawyer has visited the Coos Bay area at least one time
subsequent to this aborted meeting and has apparently elected not
to apologize for the expense and inconvenience to which he put the
Sanitary District. This indifference is difficult for the Sanitary
District to understand.

The Charleston Sanitary District continues to urge that
O A R 340-53-020 (3) (a) is inappropriate. Collection systems are
discussed in attachment 4-2, table 1 to agenda item mumber E (1).
The principal need for sewage construction in Charleston is a need
for a collection system to service health hazard areas where failing
subsurface sewage disposal systems are causing water quality problems.
The difficulty with the requlation is that these areas are already
within the legal boundaries of the Charleston Sanitary District and
annexation of these areas to the City of Coos Bay would present complicated
legal questions - is an area within a sanitary district subject to
mandatory health hazard annexation into an adjacent city and if so
to what extent should the city take on the burden of the sanitary
district's bonded debt and to what extent should the sanitary district
be compensated for the physical improvements already made by the
sanitary district within the annexed area? Further annexation would
be enormously unpopular both to the residents of the City of Coos
Bay and especially to the people of Charleston. The apparent intention
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of the regulation is to avoid funding collectors needed to allow for
growth and development while permitting funding of collectors/inter—
ceptors necessary to correct a health problem. A clarification of

O A R 340-53-020 so0 as to pemmit funding where a certifiable health
hazard exists would satisfy the cobjections of the Charleston Sanitary
District and be within the appropriate scope of responsibilities

for the Department of Envirormmental Quality. Aside from issues
concerning financial integrity it does not seem to the Charleston
Sanitary District that it is appropriate for the Department of
Envirommental Quality to involve itself in political issues of annexation-
even health hazard annexations. The appropriate limit of concern

for the Department of Environmental Quality is whether a health hazard
in fact exists.

As noted in the discussion of agenda item number E (2) the
occasional bypass of raw sewage and overloading resulting from
combined sewers are problems of increasing concern to the Environmental
Quality Commission. The Charleston Sanitary District believes that
of equal or greater concern is the type of situation presented by
the Charleston Sanitary District's need for collector systems to serve
areas where failing subsurface sewage disposal systems are causing water
quality problems. The wording of O A R 340-53-020 (3) (a) prevents
ranking of the Charleston Santiary District's application for grant
assistance and may adversely affect its application for pollution
control bond fund and pollution control sinking fund assistance.

The Charleston Sanitary District understands that a material
aspect of the Environmental Quality Commission's proposals is that the
Department will continue to assist cities and sewerage utilities in
their efforts to secure financing for essential construction. The
Charleston Sanitary District is preparing a capital improvement/financing
plan that will assure future sewerage works construction and operation
over an appropriate time span. Given the Sanitary District's thirteen
per cent (13%) bonding limitation,the enormous construction cost, and
the impoverished condition of the Sanitary District's residents this is
a tall order. We sincerly hope that we will receive more cooperation
and agsistance from the Environmetal Quality Commission and Department
of Environmental Quality in the future. The Sanitary District will
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continue to exert its best efforts to the accomplishment of the state
and federal Clean Water Act goals notwithstanding its substantial financial
and manpower limitations.

Respectfully submitted,

%ﬂ/ Wégﬂ/%m

Charleston Sanitary District

IiW:s
cc: Representative Bill Grannel



CITY OF KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

P.O. Box 237
97601
SISTER CITY
ROTORUA, NEW ZEALAND
September 8, 1981
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: City of Klamath Falls

SUBJECT: Klamath Falls/Stewart-Lennox EPA Priority Allocation

The City of Klamath Falls would like to take this opportunity to express

its opinlon regarding the priority recommendations of the DEQ for EPA
funded projects. As the commission is aware, the City of Klamath Falls

has recently initiated annexation proceedings for the area generally known
as Stewart-Lemnox. The anmnexation proceedings are initiated under the pro-
cedures and statutes of the Oregon Revised Statutes concerning health hazard
annexation.

With completion of the annexation, the City of Klamath Falls will be required,
according to statute, to complete a sewage collection project to alleviate
the health hazard. In completing the project, it will be necessary to con-
struct 14,150 feet of interceptor line and 28,720 lineal feet of collection
system. The estimated project cost at this time is $2,363,375. With the
recent annexation, the City has submitted application for Step 2 design

‘financing.

The City of Klamath Falls and other entities feel that it would be very im-
portant that the Environmental Quality Commission at least maintain the priority
recommended by Mr. Bill Young to the Environmental Quality Commission as Alter-
nate 1 of agenda item #E (1), July 17, 1981.

We have attached, and hereby submit as part of the record, the recommendations
concerning such priority of Senator Fred Heard- Exhibit "A", Representative
Robert Kennedy - Exhibit "B", and the Board of Commissioners of Klamath County -
Exhibit "C". Additionally, the City and the above referenced individuals feel
it also important that the Environmental Quality Commission establish, if neces-
sary to provide adequate funding, a higher priority for the Stewart-Lennox
project. These recommendations are based on the economic hardships that will
follow the project if funding is not available,

500 KLAMATH AVENUE MEMORIAL DRIVE 425 WALNUT STREET 226 SOUTH FIFTH STREET
MAYOR CITY ATTORNEY ANIMAL CONTROL POLICE DEPARTMENT PARKS, RECREATION PUBLIC WORKS
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ASST. CITY MANAGER  (Munl Court, Licanses, MUNICIPAL AIRPORT FIRE DEPARTMENT BUILDING INSPECTION  UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
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keaping) PLANNING /BUS SYSTEM
9838301 _ ) 863-5360

AREA CODE 503
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From: City of Klamath Falls

The following 1s a brief sampling of the economic hardship associated with
this project should EPA funding not be available:

TAX CODE TAX LOT ASSESSED VALUE ESTIMATED ASSESSMENT
101/3909 12000 $ 3,920 $ 26,480
101/3909 7900 7,405 7,500
101/3909 7400 13,090 4,730
101/3909 9400 3,270 8,900
101/3909 13100 16,135 8,000
10173909 400 8,995 4,730

It should be noted that not all, but a majority of the figures above the
assessed value includes the value for improvements. As is demonstrated above,
the assessment will run from approximately 507 in assessed value to a high in
examples used above of 676Z of the assessed value. In many cases, the assess-
ment without EPA funding approaches 1007 or more of assessed value. An addi-
tional factor to be comsidered is that a substantial number of residents in
the area are individuals who are on fixed incomes and have ne means of paving
such an assessment.

As the Commission is aware, thils project has been very involved and there have
been numerous contacts and conversations between the DEQ, the City of Klamath
Falls, the West Side Sanitary District and the residents of the health hazard
area, One of the continuing statements made throughout the discussions and
decisions regarding the health hazard area is that the health hazard area
would receive a high priority on the EQC funding list.

Attached we reference the letter of April 10, 1979 of Mr. Bill Young - Exhibit
D", to the City of Klamath Falls indicating the DEQ's interest in the high
priority of the Stewart-Lennox health hazard and their statements regarding a
high priority and subsequent EPA funding.

In conclusion, the City believes that the State's actions ip this matter, and
the necessary end result, are of utmost importance. However, considering the
financial abilities of the residents of the area and the City of Klamath Falls,
the City feels it of utmost importance that in the area of health hazard annex-
ation, and specifically one with the underlying ecomomic constraints of the
Stewart-Lennox area, that a high priority should he established guaranteeing
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To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: City of Klamath Falls

funds to assist in eliminating health hazard conditions. Your consideration
in this matter is of extreme importance to the City cof Klamath Falls, Klamath
County, and the future ability to alleviate health hazard and life-threatening
conditions throughout the State of Oregon.
Sincerely,
C OF KLAMATH FALLS

wyfj%f
MayorfGeorge C. Flitdrgft
Presented By: Harold Derrah

dw

Encl. - Exhibits A, B, C, & D



OREGON STATE SENATE
STATE CAPITOL
SALEM 97310

£‘blblt H {503) 378-8700

FRED W. HEARD
PRESTDENT

September 4, 1981

MEMO

TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Fred W. Heard, !
Senate President

I support maintaining the priority as recommended by

the Department of Environmental Quality to the EQC in

the July 17th, 1981 memo from Bill Young. Furthermore,

I support the adoption of the priority as recommended

in alternative number one of Mr. Young's memorandum.

As the Commission is aware, the Stewart-Lennox Sewer
Project has developed through the state statute providing
for health hazard annexation.

There are owners of several parcels of property within
the health hazard area that will not be able to meet

the financial commitments or assessments that will be
levied as a result of the project. Because of that sit-
vation, I see this as an important issue.

I feel it would be very unfortunate not only for the
residents of the area but also for the citizens of Klamath
Falls should foreclosure action be required for the col-
lection of outstanding assessments.

I would also recommend that the EQC consider the possi-
bility of increasing the priority of this project because
of the economic hardships that may result if this project
cannot be funded with EPA resources.

Your consideration in this matter will be greatly appreciated.



EXHIBIT "B"

" Robert B. Kennedy

605 Hillside, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601 503-882-4843
September 4, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
522 SW Fifth Avenue

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon, 97207

Dear Members:

My Purpose in writing to you is to point out some of the problems connected with
the annexation of the Stewart Lennox District by the City of Klamath Falls for
health reasons.

As you know, the area must have a sewer system, but how this was to be brought
about has been argued for some four ye,rs. The residents belng violently opposed
to annexation. During that time Federal grants have become unavailable. Because
of the low property wvalues and the high cost of sewer construction, Bancroft bonds
seem to be unavailable.

Along with the loss of these sources of funding it appears the limited State help
will be in other areas.

To further dompound the problem the Klamath ¥Falls ares is severely distressed
economically. It would be impossible to impose full funding of the project on only
the residents of the Stewart Lennox area. It would be nearly impossible to impose
full funding on the residents who use the entire Klamath Falls Sewer system. At
last accounting the unemployment rate was 12.8% and will probably be higher with the
next report.

So I would urge you to work with the city officials of Klamath Falls on a plan
that will be jcceptable to the residents. Allowing a longer iime for completion
of the project with the expectation of help from the state or an economic recovery

in the area.

It is a project that must be done. I hope it can be done with solid finaneial
planning.




EXHIBIT "C"

lamath County ~ Board of Commissioners

COURTHOUSE ANNEX - 503-882-2501 — KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON 97401

September 4, 1981

TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: The Board of Klamath County Commissioners
SUBJECT: Klamath Falls/Stewart Lennox Priority Funding

As the Commission is .no doubt aware, the above-referenced project has been
initiated through the State Statutes governing the identification of health
hazard situations. The City of Klamath Falls has recently initiated annexation
proceedings as provided for by State Statutes to annex the area and initiate
construction to alieviate the health hazard. The area in question is of Tow
assessed value and the residents of lower economic status.

In order that the project be completed in a timely manner and without undue
hardship, not only on the residents of the area, but also the residents of the
City of Klamath Falls, outside funding must be rece1ved

Some of the property, including property with structures, will not be able to
support the sewer project without outside funding. If funding is not obtained,
the City of Klamath Falls will be placed in the unfortunate position of having
to foreclose on many pieces of property to meet the assessed obligations for the
construction of the sewer project.

The Klamath County Board of Commissioners would highly recommend that the En-
vironmental Quality Commission maintain at least the priority authorization
recomnended by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality in his
recommendations to the Commission under Alternative 1; and if at all possible,
the County Commissioners hereby recommend, because of the economic conditions
of the Stewart Lennox area, that a higher priority be established to facilitate
alleviation of the health hazard problem without causing some of the residents
to being forced into foreclosure because of the high cost of the project.

éf%DOF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

(Mrs*ijell Kuonen, Chairman

Floyd /. Wynne, County/Commissioner

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



EXHIBIT 'D"

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

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

April lo;”1979~

City of Klamath Falls
P. 0. Bax 237
Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601

Attention: Mr. Jim Watson, City Manager

Re: S - Stewart-Lennox
Klamath County

Gentlemen:

Relative to federal .funding of the sewerage facilities to serve.the
Stewart-Lennox area, .the Department has a reserye of unspecified.funds
which I can.allocate to specific prOJects for planning and/or design
work. Sewering Stewart-Lennox is a very important project and | have
set aside a portion of .the unspecified funds for designing the Stewart-
Lennox system. Please submit a grant application to this office when
you are ready.

Concerning federal monies for construction, as you should know, Congress
may cut back its appropriation of sewage work construction grant.funds

for FY 1980. How.this will impact funding in Oregon is yet unknown.
.This.summer the Enyironmental Quality Commission will establish a priority
Tist for dispensing Oregon's FY 1980 Federal sewerage grant funds.

Based upon previous Commission action in matters such as.these, | believe
high priority will be given to funding sewerage facilities for mandated
health hazard annexations. Consequently, assuming. that Congress appropriates
sufficient monies for sewage works construction, | am confident. that the
Pepartment .should haye . funding available to.the City of Klamath Falls

for construction of sewerage facilities to service Stewart-Lennox.

If you have . questions on this matter, please call either Mr. Dick Nichols
in Bend (382-6446) or Mr. Tom Blankenship in Portland (229-5314).

Very truly vyours,
pitilluorm f’éﬁficﬁti?
WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

RJIN:gcs

cc: Bend Office - DEQ
Klamath Falls Office - DEQ

Q-1
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UTILITIES DIVISION

N . . . JOHN C. McINTYRE  DAVID |. ABRAHAM
EnVlronmental Qual ltY Commission Director  Utilities Director

Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

As was noted at the August 27 EQC meeting by Mayor William

A. Whiteman of Cottage Grove, the cities of Cottage Grove,

Bend, Eugene/Springfield, and Oregon City, West Linn and
Gladstone represented by Tri-City Service District are unanimous
in their support of the following comments. This group has
attempted to review all pertinent information related to the
construction grants program as it exists today and as it may
exist in the future. We hope that you will respond in a
positive manner to our proposal.

The current construction grants legislative process in
Washington, DC, is fragmented and unpredictable. We, therefore,
believe the criteria adopted for the State's 1981 priority
list should be extended to funds carried over into 1982. At
such time that new federal legislation is passed and funding
levels are established, we reqguest that new state priority
ranking criteria be formulated, thereafter that public
hearings be held for the purpose of amending and adopting

the new program for Fiscal Year 1982. The extension of the
1981 criteria will allow us to continue our respective
projects with a minimum of disruption until such time that the
State's program, based on the new federal legislation can be
implemented.

We further would request that public testimony be allowed at
the October 9 meeting scheduled for adoption of the Grant
Priority List. Although we recognize the additional burden
placed upon yourselves, we feel that the rapid changes
occurring within construction grants program requires keeping
the door open until the last possible moment.

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize that we recommend
revisions be drafted for the FY 82 construction grants program
criteria after enactment of new federal legislation and funding
levels, and that the Public Hearing procedure be followed in
adopting these revisions.

Utilities Director

/ro
902 ABERNETHY RCAD * OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045 * (503) 655-8521
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STATEMENT BY WILLIAM B. BARRONS, CITY MANAGER
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION HEARINGS OFFICER SEPTEMBER 8, 1981

SUJBECT: Construction Grants Priority List

The City of Albany fully appreciates the statement in a recent memorandum
about the Sewerage Construction Grants Program from the Director of Environ-
mental Quality to the Commission which reads "The current combination of
requirements, funding problems, and changing conditions, leave both sewerage
utilities and the Department's staff feeling somewhat helpless." If the
Director and the department he administers feel somewhat helpless, 1 am
certain that the members of the Commission can understand the feeling of the
City of Albany that it is nearly impotent to deal with the situation.

The City feels that a public hearing on an important issue such as a new
project priority list deserves participation, thus, this statement today. At
the same time, it recognizes that the Environmental Quality Commission may
have Tess than full control over the outcome.

The City of Albany's interest in the deliberations occur as a result of a
health hazard annexation order issued by the Administrator of the State Health
Division approximately two years ago. Since that time, the City and the resi-
dents and property owners in the area affected by the health hazard have been
working towards an effective solution within the Construction Grants Program.
This month approval of a Step II Grant for the project is expected. For two
years, this date has been eagerly awaited as the beginning of the end of a
real community problem. There is irony and not a bit of humor in the situ-
ation which we now face, Like many health hazard areas, Albany's began, grew,
and developed to full blown into a public problem outside the jurisdiction of
the City. It remains there today waiting for a positive step towards a solu-
tion when annexation will occur. When will it happen? It seems today that we
do not know.

P. 0. BOX 4920 . ALBANY, OREGON 97321 . (503} 967-4311
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLDYER



What will happen if the Commission amends the rules and adopts a new project
priority 1ist? Albany's project will be moved from almost certain funding in
Fiscal Year 1983 to possibly 1986 or maybe beyond. It is doubtful that proper
public response to the health hazard can wait upon such a timetable. If
department rules are amended, Albany will have to reconsider its decision to
push forward with the construction of the sewage collection system to serve
the area., Alternatives will no doubt range from do nothing, to requiring
individual property owners to undertake expensive rehabilitation of private
treatment facilities, to burdening property owners with what may be confisca-
tory assessments for the construction of sewers. Confiscatory may be a strong
word, but the expenditure of $3.2 million to solve a sewerage problem affect-
ing about 250 dwelling units is $12,800 a piece. Market values of properties
in the area barely exceed three times that amount. '

A11 public hearings and discussions to date regarding this project have con-
sidered that approximately $2.0 million of the total project cost or nearly
66% would be available from grant sources. With this in mind, local residents
and property owners have been supportive of the project. It is possible that
the Toss of funds will significantly erode this support.

It is not clear to the City of Albany that a change in the rules governing the
establishment of project priorities is absolutely necessary at this time.
Certainly, projects under construction need to be completed. To do less would
be to waste the public investment already committed.

More importantly, the Commission needs to weigh the public question of using
available federal funds to benefit the taxpayers and customers of a few com-
munities with transition projects versus using the same funds to assist many
more communities which also have critical needs. Until Congress sets a new
course, there seems to be a real risk in the adoption of a new priority
policy; in effect, transferring the cost of completing the transition projects
to other communities which may then have to finance 100% of their own improve-
ments. I know that people in communities with transition projects feel that a
commitment of funds was made for their project. I can assure you that the
people of Albany feel no less strongly that they, too, have received a commit-
ment and have proceeded to plan to solve a real health hazard in reliance upon
that commitment.

Maintenance of the existing rules until federal policy is clear is probably
the wise course. To act otherwise is to make a decision without a full under-
standing of its consequences.

The Director has stated to the Commission support for efforts at the federal
level to control expenditures, but "There must be Tlead time to adjust to
federal funding changes--There must be orderly transition." The City supports
the efforts at the state and the federal levels and asks the Commission to
recognize that there must be orderly transition at the 1local Tlevel, too.
Plans at the state and local levels which have gone forward in anticipation of
substantial grant funds must now be completely and thoroughly re-examined.

Should the Commission decide to amend the construction grant rules and to
adopt Priority List Alternative 2, it must further examine its rules and poli-
cies affecting the projects being delayed. Everyone of the governments on the
new 1ist will need to fully re-evaluate its priorities and funding mechanisms.



I believe that Albany, for example, can probably justify $25-$30 million in
communty improvements in the next five years. Financing for $5-$10 million
may be possible. With the sewerage grant program, most of these funds could
be directed at streets and storm drainage. Without grant funds, it becomes
necessary to re-evaluate the importance of alternatives such as reducing seri-
ous and repetitive flooding of private property or the correction of highway
safety hazards against the reduction of treatment plant overflows to the
river. The answer is not simple nor will it be speedily determined.

As the state-wide agency coordinating water quality standards, the EQC must
begin now to take a more active role in developing a new program and to work
closely with local governments which are directly responsible for the treat-
ment of wastewater., The recent EPA Needs Survey, which identified $500-$300
million in expenditures clearly indicates that this is not a problem which
will go away nor will it be solved by easy solutions. Leadership of the
highest quality is going to be required if we are to successfully protect the
waters of the state and, in fact, the health of our citizens. This is a
legitimate problem of state-wide interest. Oredon's waters are an important
resource. What happens in one portion of a drainage basin affects all persons
downstream. The dollar magnitude of the problem indicates that it may be more
than some communities can effectively manage. There may be a role for more
than requlatory and technical assistance from the State if we are not to fall
behind in our efforts to maintain this resource.

I hesitate to suggest that a new grant program should be considered at this
time at the state level. There is a pattern, a history, of grant programs
which T find unacceptable. Much preferable is the acceptance of responsibil-
ity for one's own problems and their solutions. I do not know if that is
entirely realistic today. The Commission should carefully study the feasibil-
ity of seeking authority to issue general obligations of the State of Oregon
the proceeds of which could be used to perhaps match Tocal expenditures for
wastewater treatment facilities.

I am reluctant to suggest such a state grant program because that leads to a
shift of responsibility from 1local government to the state government.
Responsibility for a local problem should remain with the c¢ity councils across
the state. The recent study by Pacific Economica for the EQC contains some
recommendations which I think are contrary to the effective exercise of local
responsibility. Recommendations, for example, that public utilities be
required to operate on an enterprise basis and that capital improvement
programs be part of comprehensive plans with post-acknowledgement review all
tend to eliminate flexibility and, 1 think, responsibility at the 1local
government level.

I acknowledge that not all local governments operate with full responsibility.
Nonetheless, it is important that great care be taken by local governments and
the State to avoid shifting responsibility to the higher level of government.
Such an action will quickly remove the opportunity that Oregon residents have
to participate personally and regularly in the control of their destiny. This
is not a problem of wastewater treatment but one of effective government., The
Commission needs to be fully cognizant of the difference between its role and
responsibility for protecting the environment and the role and responsibility
of local government as a partner in achieving that objective.



In summary:

First, all construction projects which have met the Commission's existing cri-
teria are important to the protection of the State's waters and are of equal
importance to citizens of each affected community.

Second, a decision to revise the rules governing the project priority list
before federal policy is clarified will not permit the Commission to weigh the
full consequences of the decision.

Third, new federal policy and new Commission rutes will dictate a time-
consuming and complete re-evaluation at the Tocal 1level of all capital
improvement priorities and funding.

Finally, new and imaginative Teadership by the Environmental Quality Commis-
sion and a creative partnership with Tlocal governments will be required if
Oregon is going to progress with the job of protecting the waters of our state
and the health of our citizens.

1dh
D7:EQC



WHAT

AUDIT--WHY?

DCc YOU WANT TO DO ?

‘HOW DQ YOU GO ABQUT IT ?

WHEN
WHY 7?7
I -
2. -
3.--
4. ~=
5.--

10.-

11.-
12.-
I13.-W

14.-W

15.-

IS THE TIME 7 W

One million dollars for one year for MWMC expenses

84% personal service increase services cost.

76% Staff increase. Is it needed? Why?

$20,000 for professional Development and travel.

$33,000 increase in salary ? Who ? Management? This does
not include 10% adjustment salary.

County is paying for the'Owassb crossing design. Why not
use design of other 2 bridges?

Beverley Park pump station has been listed under how many
gtants? Why now is it being called rehab to the city
for funding? ‘

- Does Public law 95-217 section 78 limifation on sewer coll-

ection systems total$2,300,000 and only if project is
overfunded by Govt.

Why is 1t they are trying to swap funds from East Bank
interceptor to get money for site for sludge ponds.
Where are the plans for the under river c¢rossing and how
do they figure 5% saving ;f they don't know what the
cost is of the under river crossing_if ne pléns or cost

figures are available? In comparison to county paying

the bike Bridge Tab.

Why is the trickle filter system being removed?

What ar they going to use to remove heavy metals?

hy was third stage treatment removed for the existing plant
when no money appears to be saved?

hat happened to two secondary clarifiers and effluent Pump

station?

When the plant is at full capacity or breaks down In one

of the units, where is the effluent placed? What

is done with it? IFf put into ponds or lagoom is the
lagoon sealed? How? Show cost of sealer.(River Ave)
Does this polute the northerly flow of the underground

water? Where did they put the clay that was removed



I

2 from the River Ave. ponds, at a cost of extimated
590,000 b&t when they ran into silt (clay like
material}) and the cost of removing this was an
additional $105,000 for a total of $185,0007 Did
they seal the ponds up? Why not? What 15 the
depth of the winter water table, below the surface?
Is bar run gravel a good sealer? Is it rodent
proof?

16.- Why does the MWMC say they have spent $§105,000,000 to
5108,000,000 when in actuality the cost has been
estimated at $154,000,000 plus?

17.~ How come the former owners have not been paid, for their
property and still are getting tax bills for said
property?

18.- Was the permit to put lagoon on the River Ave. site ever
obtained? When was the approval date given to build
the plant at River Ave. Site by whom? '

19.- How come the MWMC can build on these sites when they do not
have title to it?

20.- Why is Agripac being asked to share ¥ of the cost of a site
construction by MWMC when‘they could have built their
own disposal plant for far less and not be reguléted
by MWMC, when DEQ 1is pushing for Agripac to move off
the sewer system by 1983? (Eugene Register Guard,
dated Aug 27, 1981 Page 18(C)

21.- Is there any truth to the fact that Agripac can no longer
accept crops grown on farm land, that sludge has been
put on? Has this happened Iin the Salem Area?

22.- Is there any provisions for monitering these situations?
Such as informing the farmers that reqgulations con-
cerning treatment of ground when sludge is used?

Such as bringing the PH of the soil up to 6.5 by
adding lime and how much?

23.- Why does the 208 plan map of CH2M Hill's study describe
and outline 10,000 acres as an irrigation site
potential, for effluent disposal of a 49,000,000
gal a day plant, (sludge} at the same time over
lap into the 280 acre Agripac waste water site?

Why do they say that the two are not tied tegether
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25.-

26.-

27 .-

28.-

29.-

yet MWMC 1is trying to get Agripac to pay for
'financing of the lagoon site?

Has the DEQ ever estimated for the users of the MWMC
plant a per household sewer connection cost and a
monthly rate sewer charge and published them?

Who are the farming people who are going to use the
sludge since 500 area tax payers, Including
farmers, surrounding the sludge site signed a
petition that they would not use the sludge?

If there is a lisf where is it or is this mostlg'a
fabrication on the part of the MWMC to get the
10% innovative funding? Or is the 1ist the innova-
tive part of it?

If there is such a list, where and how much acreage?
would it be more economical to place the sewerage
lagoons in the direction in which that acreage is
located, rather-than toward acreage that the owners
are on record as not going to use the sludge?

Why does the DEQ provide that Agripac be seperated from
the local MWMC sewering plaht when Agripac must be
considered to have wastes which contribute to
diluting the industrial toxic chemicals and heavy
metals concentration?

The result must be higher concentration of indus-
trial pollutants wherever the sewage is dumped to
pollute the aquifer?

why does DEQ allow the plans for Agripac to include such
long pipelines and create the long anaerocbic con-
ditions which lead to strong odors and require more
chlorine and caustic to mix with the otherwise
harmless organic chemicals and thus form high
concentrations of trihalomethanes: carcinogenic

substance?

30.~ why does DEQ provide/allow the MWMC to also install long

anaerobic sewer, East Bank Interceptor, line and
nearly as long pipeline to the lagoons for the
MWMC treatment plant and in so doling regquire need

for more chlorine, again, to reduce odors and

produce more trihalomethanes with which ro pollute

=4



- Py -4 ,the aquifer?
31.- Would the DEQ actively participate in finding out the full
potentials in -
l.~ The pulse-sound sewage sludge drying method to have
the sludge dried-pellets befome useable in burning
to provide heat energy and use the ash content for
reclaining the heavy metals and such toxic chemicals
not broken down with the burning temperature?
'2.- The use of negetive ions in speeding the biodegrading

of sewage and industrial wastes and seasonal wastes?

AFemarks

l.- Your organization could even build pilot plants
and actually do the testing, rather than finance or
lead to the financing with public funds the very
marginally efficient treating plants being installed
using the activated sludge process.

2.- The o0ld, trickling filter sewerage systems reason to
need to be retained in the second stage new treatment
plants to be used as a semi-tertiary systems 1in
separating much of the heavy metals, rather than
have those heavy metals and toxic chemicals be
allowed to be placed on land and then go to the
aquifer and pollute it. '

3.- Substantial difference exists between two-compartment

sepltic tanks.Awnd raw Sew dge.

ARPRAP
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Response to EPA Project No., C-410R24 - trying to

Stated p-1 -

Nutrients are recycled

Nearly a mile fFrom urban density

Little or o odor potential
tord N £

& EPA responsible odor control)
Little or no groundwater contamination

(eccording to Connors = Agripec
engineer - 2 mil gal B day is a
lat of water)

(bacteria & virus filtered out in
first few inches of 2pil)?7??

(it was stated before that no
Agripac wastes would be put on
A-1 Bite - look on 208 Map -

area described for seaspnal
industrial waste) (left part of
map describes Agripac- right part
SLUDGE, )

Possible higher cost

49% more energy required

"this area a jurnkyard for their city growth.

eigi:

show no significant impact Agripac

What Happens

2 millian gallons per day- Agripac farmers couldn't
using that much and raise a crop.

2,500 feet from Bell Estates housing developgpemt
reason giveén at River Ave for smell is Agripac

Our wells are good now - Junction City on wells=
2 mil gal per day - runaff or pengétration. (MUMC meeting
Aug 27, 1981 = mention was made that other industry
might be added to site - wastewater or waste from other
industry would have heavy metal in it, not as being

. food wastewater disposal site. (Plesse see map of

10,000 acres described on 208 Map - see description
effluent - page E-3 land irrigation requirements -
49 mgd - 1.5 inches per week -~ buffer - swell the
acreage requirement to approximately 10,000 scres. )
(49 mgd plant - sewage plant on River Avenue - not
Agripec.) CH2M Hill said cost tmhigh to consider.

Tell me why this map for irrigation of sewage would

tie into the Agripac site A-1 irrigation?? Telling

"the people you are getting land for one purpose and

maps and plans stating other thoughts.
remarks made in minutes referring to
is the only map in that book.

Constantly
208 Plan - this

Referring to MuWMC meeting May 6, 1981 - it would take
20 to 30 thousand dollar englneering stody to really
find out what the cost would be to Agripac to use the
existing trickling filter system at River Ave plant -
since that study wasn't done - how can cost be given

as being 3 1/2 times more to be treated at regional

"plant then A-1, Trickling filters are to be demolished.

Greater energy used - for an industry working 3 months
instead of a full year business.,
Federal money provided to a private industry - when the

.25% money down is paid for by the people, but MWMC

said 25% up front to be paid by Agripac - ot sol
Federal money secured with - Agripac not putting cash
25% down - ro collateral - no bonding - no guarantee
they will be on site- or be only Agripac wastewater
ever put on that land, through irrigation,

Eugene, MUMC to put the wasies created in the cities

on an area outside their urban growth boundary - making

At no time

would any of you agree to he your neighbor's trash can!

Agripac wastewater? - odor, contamination of wells,
devaluation of our land, attract rats, snakes, bees,
preditory birds - thus Aircraft bird strike hazard!
If ro food particles, the build-up of starch, sugar
thick dryimg on ground - would be atiractant.

(Mentioned in meeting MWMC Aug 27, 1981 -~ Mr., Pye - if an audit in several years showed
_spme of these costs were not grant eligible that they had received.,

" Cost on pumps estimate - $7 MILLION -

as of 8/27/81 meeting BCS estimate $1.5 MILLION,

MUWMC meeting May 6, 1981 - Pye mentions 208 Plan and him saving money - removed tertiary

treatment, 2 secondary clarifiers and effluent pump station.

Telling that if they declare

RR/SC g Forced RAmnexation Health Hazard, they could get enough money for a new project. -

"Oh, we'll blow 'em right out of the water!™

"9ill, we're applying for the engineer's



estimate?" 'No, we're applying ("yes, he isg") for budget estimates.” (“0,K. so what
_happens when they come in 30 percent under? What happens o those dollars can we spend
those?") "We immediately apply for a scope change and add the necessary cost to the grant,®
("ALl right!") ("Brains instesd of work™) Ha.Ha, "We're going to buy all the equipment
packages for tme treatment plant for East Bank Interceptor cost ingreases," ("Fantastic!)
("I love it") "All right, so what we've done then is ane of the things that the commission
is continuously asked - is how much is this project going to cost? And back in 1978 in
January we were very positive that it was going to cost a hundred and four point 99
million (104,99 Million) dollars." ("Did we cut it back from 1437?") "No, Later Sh we
brought it up to 143 but based on that 104,99 Million dollars which we went to the
public and we said "public the EPA is going to supply 75% money and they're going to
make all this facilities plan grant eligible and we need 29 and a half million dollars
to pay for the 25% local share and some pieces of land and sao on that are not grant
eligible.," "The public said ""0O.K. go get 'em"" and they passed the bond suthorization
measure. 3 months later inflation had really struck snd the project cost estimate was
134 million dollars and we wondered what in the heck is happening.”

If you would go to the 208 Plan book page E-7 alternative 2 seems to follow the plans

of regional plant, EBI, Rehab, tertisry, River Road/Santa Clara Interceptors, solids
handiing and dispoal - not taking out the perts that Pye did ~ as I understand the

total cost of all that ~meww. $67,2086,000 - Blso says on it support systems, administration
Legal and professional Services, and contingencies., ~ - - - quite a difference From the
paragraph above.

MMG meeting Aug 27, 1581

County to pay for Owossoc bike bridge - suspend EBI under it - saving 5% costs??

Mr., Pye stated that with the rapidity of changes he can't call meeting everytime they
change their minds, o

7 Million estimate - 1‘5 million estimate - BCS "whole thiﬂg-".purc ase & instgll pumps ]
Woods, attorney Agripac - Connors, engineer. (quite a difference between 7 mill R
"gt later date - other users - mot built just for Agripac,” 1.5)
"on written agreement only to extend local share 20 years"

"if we did decide to move - contractural sgreement pledges zll faith®
subsidized by local bond revenue?

Budget discussed at meeting 8/27/81

76% incresse in staff 8 million dollars for one year for MUMC espenses?
84% increase in personal services

$20,500 professicnal & travel .

$33,000 salary adjustment - not including 10% - 7% to 24% increases

(If there is ro audit of such financial channes, grant swaping funds, projects

pver-running their costs 105,000, when the original estimate for project was 90,000
thus totaling 195,00077777) Please don't let them destroy our land, our wells, when
they can no longer handle their own wastes ~ not ours! God knows we are not making
that waste - why should our land be used to hold it?? '

Dewater at treatment plant was given as an alternative in 1979 B&C study, also in
letter to cover bird studies, stating dewater at treatment plent - yet Pye says that
is not possible ~ decision would have to have been made June, 1978 - almost a year
before the original 1979 B&C study came out for the public to know what was happening.

MWMC got 10% inovative extra funding by having a lot of farmers ready to use sludge on
their land (3 farmers have agreed) 2 petitions have been presented showing over 1,000
tax payers in this area not wanting sludge on their land.

s It is much like watching them build e scaffold to hang you, and allowing the one that
actually did the murder to build the scaffold to harg you. UWe have worked a lifetime to
+ get pur land and now without choice - they are coming to destroy our land 8 lives,

Melva Barpes
29943 Awbrey Lane
Fugene, Oregon 97402
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B8 THE OREGONIAN, THUHSDAY SEPTEMBEH4 1980 - -

ewer lagoons play sp0|ler role -

TOUCHET. Wash {AP) — Sometimes
the smell gets so strong, Norman Ritchie
gets up'at 3 a.m. and closes all the windows
of his home. His wife; Jodie, says she practi-
cally has to go around with a c!othespin
stuck to her nose. o
. “You couldn't give this property away
- T'd hate to try to seil my house right now,"”
said Ritchle, :

- Their problem is t.he 24-hour stench of an
open sewer, It takes away their appetites
and keeps them awake at night.

The Ritchies and their three children live
on 314 acres that abut the two Touchet sew-

- er lagoons. In 1978, the $640,000 system .
was. heralded as g breakthrough for resi-
dents of this southeastern Washington com- .
munity near the Oregon border. It was sap-

. posed to replace septic tanks and drainfields.

The Ritchies came in- 1977, trying to es- |
cape. the hectic life of Seattle. They were
renting on a:lease-option when work stxrted .
on the lagoons in 1978, :

“They wers assured, theysald.the"odor -
free” lagoons wouldn't detract from the
property. In fact, Mrs. Ritchie said repre-
sentatives of the sewer district claimed the
lagoons would ralse property values. But it
hasn't worked that way. They didn't Im‘galn
for mosquitoes, rats and the stink. - - -

Now, she doesn’t enjoy the swimming
pool. The lagoon is a breeding ground for
. 'mosquitoes and, along with the smell, it's

enough to keep the Ritchies Inside all the

- tme. .

‘Her husbaid packs a shotgun when he'
waters the parden. He spotted the first rat.
this summer, and picked up six dead ones
the first time he put out poisoi. Several days
ago, they found aratin thepool. -

- Sheu.ldshehasm]ledtheneputment
of Ecology, a state senafor, a county com--
missioner and the health. department, but
was told that, yes, things aren't right, but

e e are making:tests 15 G- " STAGGERING STENCH — Norman Rlt: ming pool recenty. Ritchis says prob-

termine if the lagoons should be sealed with  Shie of Touchet, Wash., plugs nose while lems — mosquitges, rats and the stench
clay or divided into smaller units, " holding dead rat he found in his swim- — coma from nearby sewer lagoons.

__;
S
%
(N
g
=
i
0D
3



Bt cigtioslisl, Fr N - AT L g

ll K

vy

1
1

sohd wute:disposa! (SLUDGE) will geeei:t 5113 fo‘llomng problems
5 fﬁ’ﬁﬁnﬁn;nm _go'l‘ it gound water supply for. :e:dn?f;l and ]
3 agncultnm"l wiséth Olir own ‘aréa and adjoining Junction City:e<s - 3
3 ) The land -ltself'vnllfbe-rendered -unfit=~for-‘both *food - and |
3 . Hivestock” pro’ducﬂon“ ¢ J\Y‘M‘Iong‘tem‘.‘hﬂd Treatment
g ' Reports: Brown & Cadwell: Report-5 both 1979 and 1980;
3 " Washington State Umv . Report; Oregon State Univ, Report) - -
>
1
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i
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% €) The -ptoposed sewage site{Site C) i isin the dlrect flight path of
_Eugene ’Mumclpa‘l “Alrport,-creating a"bird hazard and the very,
“real - potential for aircraft; dlsastelj_(See £urvnllu Bn_'d Study,
= Sacramento ‘Bn'd Study) A vl i

We would hke tﬁ remmd youﬂmt lmenca'ls suﬂ'enng from the
Jannual destruction of its prime:farm land by. various developments,
3 he "proposed 10,000 - aéres o <the~208. Plasi, ~which-will “be
Jpemnnenﬂy-destroyed +y-sludge from - -Eugene .anid .Springfield, is
Fpart. 6f- O:egolu precmw "banam ‘beli.;' and is'some of fhe finest .

.L.lfmn landlnour count.ry = P “,i H,._"‘
Larhrs’ _wﬁ- an!;'--\r-i.{‘ g"}"‘ =
Hll.lnour oplmon,’the tnxer'wh:él will ‘e 1m; pmeduponthe

mmhntl md bu.nness‘ownels  of Rive; RoadfSanta Qaraare - -
< Ty raesr Sz MR BRI L FETF S D g
.-a) the ;prmupal mouwnonja sEugeneXx Eemvfm anne:n‘ s o -|3
‘tax-Tevenue. i: obviously intended i6 2lieviate Eugene's an '

2 ﬁnmeulmstakee L E R ;wﬂh?.w T T :
‘13} The; Tinancial ,tax burden " that'will accompeny: mnexatmn |

—— e

fﬂ‘(my-imtmed sidewaﬂcslyqyers.mmumty service, $tc. )will as.
+-fasugl, ,hebxfnost deva.staung to our senior cinzens .and young 3
< families. - -=-yis ek ;-;Tﬂrrr P F R AT ¥
= e) “The River ‘RoadlSanta Clara area presently hu ;ll that is I
necmuy;to futiction"efficiently. Septic tariks have been cited by ||
5 the’ ‘GAO,n: Ahie most economical and viable micthod .of waste :
,ﬂup’ou’l. “Oir "septic’ tank ‘#ystem .is working. at - ‘maximum I
-t efficiency” and" )msents ,no health. hazard. . (See:.+ Oregon |
i“:mromnenta] Qualxty Control Reporf’-SIBII'IB) Our-community - lI
2 emergency ‘services ate Exeellent ‘Our Park and Recreation Dept.
, jsone of the‘best:in the area. In Sther words, theﬁty of Eugene 1
‘{ has’ nothmg 1o offei our mmmunﬁ‘y"‘exoepi an uﬁaeﬂ:e'ﬂ ux
~burdenand a healtlfluzaxdmt is DEFINITELY unweloome

3 e --—«

: e; the citizens oi—lﬁvu 'Rnad"lsama ‘Clara,” wish to make our
own decisions- fegarding our.way ‘of life, Due to'he Gity of. Eug
Pdetermmationfftﬁ Eﬁr:;a{ou"‘ia*rea, ’it s a%pmnt 1ha
INCORPGRATIOQ s ﬂp on]y way Tem'ble to mmntam “our, civil
',ﬂshﬂ T;E'-r g e iz
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Tli'-Comity Nem. “Junctwn
;.Sewage 4.pmcessed

wds 4o _
ﬂrc:aft mmgaﬂon .and should -
ot ”'beﬁﬂumped ut “USite~ C”

ﬁ ctmn’ﬁty“the'(ﬁty

mzhf—

;'.’Cnnn :ﬂ” - em_‘be rs

7. unammously -passed a i resolution

> -opposing: '2;proposal by’ the
,Me‘tm_pn’{;ﬂn *Wastewater
Management. ')Comxmssnon

L q(MWMC) to:dump treated sludge

m-u.ZOO-acm,parcel “Site: C,”

1 nhetwem ;.‘Awbrey" Lane - and
v s Meadow ’View Road,

" "The " ¥Gte. .was- castzat the
request of "Amanda ‘Marker on -
" behalf of: a.coalntlon ‘of ‘Citizen
groups hopmg to stop the
. COmimission. Dunng a ‘council
meetmg last nionth Mnrker and

athers hdd qted mearch wh.idl

u-pmnted‘tw: number -of serious
ibloflogu'.al ’hmrds usoc:ated
ith tmted sewage: - R
mmarker waxned ih&t he

; 'Wateu‘ ﬁé‘rﬁﬁﬂy it for |
éonunﬁbti *bi umans: For
Eanimals, or “For drrigition, might
"be'-eontandnated -a8 ~they |
ow acnﬂ {theﬁﬁuﬂ‘g@ dump,

Mayor 'Chuck: Ivey »said “he
;"had met" wn.h “fwo- members of ;
the: comm:ssmns -staff: and they +
d. declined hid_rivitation to «
ttend Tuesday *hlghts -coungil *
gﬂ eeting’ ‘feating 1t wouldappﬂ”
ﬁheywm lobbymg =t
IRevivmg “an :argument r.used

.:-by Marker, > Ivey .spoke ‘of a

1::Kansas anan dilled when: a bird -
.nru:k the - windshield . of his
E-aircraft, . causin .1he‘.pla_ne -tb
cmah"Slte € 1sl0se to Mahlon
. Sweet " Airport.” and it - -ould |
'z anmt:mmz hu'ds. Marker had
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@ LANE COUNTY BOARD OF COMM[SSIODIERS
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REGULAR MEETING
'f;:(Harns __Ha'l 1 )

5 B = & ’ : - I
ND READIN ;PUBLIC -HEARIHG AND ACTION/Ordlnance No. 12 81/In the
-Matter of Amending.Lane Cod&Chapter ‘10 {Zoning) :ta ReviSe-the Use, -
3 e ._Cmter]a, M1n1mum-Ar'ea, “and Procedural Requ1rements of . the EFU, A-1, A-2,
. FMyF=1,° F=2, and -FF-20 D1str1cts and Related Changes*to Other Portmns a
of 'Chapter" 10 o

'ﬁ T 3 5 u . TALT .
: aals«;g complain d hl of.: 5160 a ed,: m:ldical ) _
ming. it is: bugged - "*human manure” ; and‘ chlorine: or- pes e éxpenses,- -
¥ s:dg;:ts_!;:}lal ‘milion;* "petll-lg:Eps ‘and release of chemcals mto *$8,000-for'reduced‘enjoyment. of
R bllllons" nf flies’ around .the - “air, and'noise.” .’ 3 ‘zhls ‘Tesidence, -$500. for alleged -
£ -OrangeCounty Sanitation Dis- = ‘Ohe, hundré(tortyafour damage from -odars,” sm,ooo for -
" 1mct'ssewagetreatmentplant1.’ . -persons are named as plmnhffs_,} reduction of property: dlue,;and -
{ - In:a class action‘lawsuit filed 10 the” ‘action; 'Sassone - said, $25. forleach timé hé. wns. -
b odn- Orange County ‘Superior. owever, that more -than 10,000 7. awakenecl b’ ',lm- )
3 ‘t_haey-. people:live. within ;]:ha one‘,mlle - '-Bupenor Bonrt g

dwa:rdl

rradius of the plant;®. : W Lin scheduled. we ing
":Als0-named.as . Iel;ﬂants,m!. e o
thelensthy, ac?.l%snﬁ'e.)th . ' :

: : Y v Of "Foynt ah ey \-(osta
5.2 24 The flies fly. nverpra‘chcaﬂy iU ‘ i
Weveryuungin‘the.housemtheu‘:f ¥ L d5.. LIdITIEd. - =
.- desperate - iearch ‘foriwhatever i;>have lakeg no acf “protect: itts ‘Hitorney, ,!:Thomasézgodmﬁ
flies searchrfor;“JSanta Ana @& ~~;.3‘;m:iiclen.t. A | d - w oalspwo:"ks"ascnty rneyn&
A Sassone .sald ULSances:, = T
‘Bachiresident,: accordmg -1
the snit mﬂemandmg $100 for

: erred ihquiries on- the{heswt to

NLANEGNRFES | SN P

» honally ﬂu-ty and gém arry
!,; ing,"" the attorney said.: T
" Sassoner Bstimatéd
/many: as.100 flies ¢coild be: foum[
in any ‘house at ‘any" glven time : -
‘in the one-mﬂqtrad.lus surround--
-':"mg—the -plant:at 10844 Ellis Ave. vs. -
rAccox;dmg ‘o the-lawsuit, ,thé
"fhes began:breeding in: Julﬁ =B
when “plant’ bperatm
ered “diring 53" maintenance!
roJect At that time. sludge
jap “mamiré’? G :as* ‘Sassol
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Sewage plant tax bite could be heavy

BY SHARON MARZANO
Special for The News

JUNCTION CITY—The whole iruth about the new re-
gional wastewnler treaimeni plant would *‘scare people to
death, " says a county commissioner whe believes the projeet
could double property taxes.

Although rhe Metropolitan Wastewater Management Com-
mission (MWMC) has been awarded $29,5 million in voter-
authorized bonds 1o help finance the plapc’s construction, the
comumission may have to ask Lane Coyaty voters lo approve
anadher 530 to $75-million bond issue (o keep the projec alive.

County Cc isSi Scott Lievallen says a tight budget, a
solt economy and a variety of outstanding bonds make this
proposal “‘simply unaccepuable,'”

‘“We are all going Lo the same well, All of these bonds are
paid ot of the property 1axes,” Leinallen said.

MWMC Direclor William Pye says “‘little 1s left wanting ex-
cept Lhe grant monies lo finance the project’s requir "

state revenues.””

Although contractors faced with a listless economy have
turned in low bids, the commission has had to boost estimated
costs for Lhe plant by nearly 335 million, Raceite said.

Lieuallen said he disagrees with MWMC management’s pro-
jection thai an additional $30 million bond levy is needed to
bal the tsslon's iilunti
Lieunllen said the 530 million bond estimaie was not “‘even
in the balf park.

¥ think ke bond request could eventually go as high as $75
mitfion, ** he said, odding (hal such a bond request, if pussed,
could double properly taxes.

Juncrion City residents now pay an average of 320 per
$1,000 of assessed property value. Such an ingrease in property
taxes would mean a person who annually pays $1,500 for
$75,000 worth of assessed properly may have 1o pay double
that amount il MWMC’s financial heaith continues to decline.

Li says he bell MWMC's adminisiration is laking

Federal construction granrs were 1o pay 75 percent of the
plant’s 5105-million price Lag, but the MWMC [inancial ad-
miniscrator, Susan R , says the ct ion has received
only hall of the granl. money

Federal funding [reezes associated with a tighter lederal
budget are the reason for this revenue shortlall, says Racene.
“We just don’l know what 10 expect in the way of lederal or

8 “'piecemeni approach’” and is not showing counly residents
the whole plcrare,
“Ther dont’t want [0 come owt and say whar it is really poing
to mean becanse ihey know it would scare people to death, ™
This year & nationwide reduclion of 51.7 billion in Environ~
menial Protection Agency [lunding reduced MWMC's ex.
pected income by more than 30 percent, but next year Lhe

funding could siop completely, EPA project director Ron
Culver said.

According 10 Culver, the Reagan administrarion has an-
nounced a freeze on all of EPA's fiscal year [982 gramts until
the Clean Water Act of 1970 has been rewritten and simplified.

“'This is a horrendous rask. [ don’t know how long it will
take,” Culver said.

Racette said the commission simpiy will have to wait for a
decision on its federal lunding and will have 1o compensate lor
any shortfalls by seeking lurther bond authorization, in-
creasing the user lee for persons who live inside its service
boundaries or modilying the design of the plant to reduce ex-
penses.

“These are Lhe only options a utility has to fund capitat
expendiures,'” said Racette.

Licuallen says he believes il is lime for the Lane Counly
Commlssioners 10 become more aclive in MWMC, which fs an
intergovernmental agency under the commissioners” authoriiy.

‘'"We've had our nose buried in the budger lor the past three
months, but when that is over I'm going to spend somé time
digging inwo it."" Lieunllen said it might become necessary 10
drop the iden of a regional plani and return to indlvidual
waslewaler planis for each cily.

Reprinaed from Tri-Comty News. May 18, 1281, pae 1.
Emphasis avded. )
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Sewage lagoons may be new neighbors to south

Residents struggle to stop Eugene waste dumping near their homes

BY SHARON MARZANO
Special for The MNews

JUNCTION CITY —Five lagoons of murky areen sewage |2
feet deep and [ive acres wide will be only seven miles south of
Junction City il the Melropelilan Wastewater Management
Commission has its way.

Two Junction City residents are struggling 1o prevemu Lhe
150-acre-site between Awbrey Lane and Meadowview Road
from becoming a dump for domestic and industrial waste (rom
Eugene and Springfield

Melva Barnes and Amanda Marker say they have spent
countless hours during the past two years Lrying 10 gel of icials
16 respond 1o their concerns regarding the sile's selection for
sewage sLorage.

"“We've gotien very Litle response 1o our letters,”" says
Barnes with frustration.

[ jusl don't see frow the city cdan ask an area that is always
denied sepric ik approval to be the sewage dump for Eugene
and Springfteld,' Barnes said.

Marker, who raises 40 head of white-faced Herefords only
half 2 mile from the proposed sewage sile, which is now lined
with neat rows of rye grass, says she is desperately alraid of
run-off from the sie,

She said the sludge is known to conlain traces of bacteria,
cancer-producing heavy melals and pathogens that eventuslly
mbght migrate (o her land and harm her caltie.

~*The land is filled with sireams which run consiantly diering
the winrer, and some of it flows into this drainage ditch, ™" she
said, pointing to a stream oi muddy water on the edge of her
land.

Growing populalions, bringing Eugene and Springlield's
exisiing wasiewater treaiment planis 1o near-capacity, coupled
with more stringemt EPA guidetines, led 1o the formation of
MWMC in 1977. The ission was g d 1he authority to
build and operale a regional wastewarer trearmem plant.

The commission quickly maved to reclassify sewage sludye.
which is the solld maierial extracted from raw sewage. Il
became “‘biecycle’™ and a resource,

MWMC plans to store Lhe sludge in lagoons, spread il in
drying beds and then distribute it Lo Tarmers as Certilizer.

MWMC Director Willinm Pye says the sludge siored in the
lagoans will not se¢p into the water supplies of nearby resi-
dences.

The lagoons will be Kned with a elay substance Lo separmie
the sludge from groundwaoter. Test wells around the site wilt be
checked frequently for seepage from the lagoons. Pye sald.

“'Suppose a muskrat bores up jrom the boiton: and breaks
the lintag, " he said, “‘Our wells would pick this up and we
waould drain the thing and repair it.™

MWMC olso expects (o jocate 60 acres of asphall-covered
drying beds on the sile. Solids would be dredged from the hol-
lowms of Lhe jngoons and would be iayered one foot deep an the
drying beds (o concenlrate and dry the solids.

Py said run-off lrom the drying beds would collect in the
drains that surround the beds and wouid be pumped back 1o
the regional pland, five and a half miles away on River Road.

Jeil Siegel, an unalylica) chemist end MWMC cilizen ad-
visory board member, says (he potendial for groundwater con-
laminalion “‘depends on whether or not You buy the notion
that the facilifies won't break or leak.”

Siegel said the sile's location “‘is aod compaiible with the
county’s concern over the guudity of groundwater in those
areas.'”

The Det Monie Corporalion in [980 refused for the firsi

lime 1o tuke vegelables from formers who used sludye on their
ficlds, claiming the U.S. Food and Drug Adminisiralton had
yel Lo rule on the polendinl hiszords.

A Seatile bused FDA officiol said the agency siiil has not
issued a definitive opinisn on (he malier and il remoins u ““use
a1 your own risk "' situsiloa,

Siegel said the shedge Is applled In ihe land after removal of
1he warer ond conceniratlon of ““the toxins and whatever else is
in it 100 fold. Then you take it and plow it into the ground and
this is where your danger stares. '

Pye said no sludge will be applied to the land until MWMC
engincers have measured the permeability of the soil and have
determined the application rale with the State Depariment ol
Environmental Quality, which is monitoring the process.

Although Pre said every precaution would he taken, said he
“‘cam 't giarantee thar there won 't be a contamination or pollus
tion of the groundwater.'”

Siegel likens the silunlion to a shell game. * You hare sewage
waste which confains concentrated toxins in small snounts.
You can hawl them to ihe dump, fTusk them in the sewer or
store them in a lugoon. Yet pou have not changed the materiuf
composition af it.

*The besi protection is 1o spread ihe sludge as thin as possi-
ble, yer spreading it 100 thin would cancel ihe [enilizing poten-
tiat of the sewage.

““Maybe we will spread it so thin tha the 10xins cannot be
monitored, bur they aren’l going to disappear, it will just take
a few more years belore the concentration levels will reach the
hazardous level,"” said Siegel.

An Oregon Siate Universily study of sludge management
wiened thal lonp-term heavy use of sludge can lead 1o exces-
sive nitrogen loading, salinily problems and accumulation of
heavy melals s (ke soil and in the crops grown on it

Sludge application enwails changes in cultural pracuices, tim-
ing, additienal weed control and increases in operator’s pro-
duction cosls. Consequenily, *'evalualing sludge only by its
nuirient composilion will oversrate ils value o the larm
operator,” the OSU sludy said.

The study concluded thut more research s needed Lo deies-
mine ihe full p inl [or health prohk

Legai responsibillty Vor problems caused by the sludge re-
mains ambiguous. The clly of Eugene pives away smull
amounls of il to people for use In their gordens. The small
plastic hags of dried wasle come wlth u legal release Torm that
rectpients are required o sign. The form renders the ¢y
blamecless for any ndverse effects on firsd, secomd or third par-
lies.

Pye says that the sludge will not be used on lood chain crops
and Ihat MWMC is nol *'forcing them (1he [armers) (o use it."”

Marker spoke of neighbuers who neurly had finslized the sale
of their howwe when 4 baorter headline in the Register-Guped
annuunced (he selection of the site, That wight the would-be
buyers cangelled the dend.

Pye does nol think locating a sludge dump next to a residen-
tial area will decrease properly values.

"I don't think with the marker place 1oday, anyone cam
prove thal one way of another,” he said.

Pye added. '‘all those things are ideas. so whatever people
want to blow it up 1o in rheir minds is eatirely up 10 iliem.””

The sewage lag: will be approxi 9,000 feet from n
Mahlon Sweel Airport runway. A ding s FAA guideli
the sire should be ar eayt 10,000 feel from nil 7unwoys e en-
sure (kat hirds do nol collide with uscending and descending
planes.

Airpont Manager Bob Shelby says he is comlottable with the
site’s location. MWMC's engineers have asyured Sheiby that
the bird-atiraciing solids in the lagoons are kepl on the bol-
toms of the ponds.

Shelby said the runway is nol used Irequendly, It is 1,000 feet
shorter 1han the others and is nol equipped with an instrument
landing system.

Bul FFA's Northwest Regional Senior Planning Otficer,
Muark Beisse, disagreed with Shelby.

We ler MWMC know in ne unceriain terms rhat the FAA
divesn’t wanet the site located there,"' Beisse sald, “ft is am
extremely legitimate problem since hird sirikes kave occurred
and caused farafities nacionalhy. "

FAA considers any sianding water involving sewage wasies a
pulential bird strike hazard, Beisse said. He said the alrport
atrendy fins o well-documenied problem with birds,

Shelby said 1he problem s common to the emtire Wilametre
Valiey, and involves the 1wice-a-year haiching of starlings that
are 100 little to be a threar.

Beisse said the FAA has no puthorlly over ihe situation until
on incidenl occurs. Should one oceur, FAA could withdraw
certificailon of the airport, prohibiling commercinl airfines
from using it.

The FAA aise hos informed MWMC management thal it
and (he ciiy of Eugene would be held liable If o bird problem
develops, Beisse said.

““This should be 1aken seriously, The topic is brand-new.
Sludge lagoons and their location have surfaced only during
lhe past theee or [our years, so we don't have a history oo it,”*
Beisse said.

Locating 1he sewage site next lo properties that are not
within MWMC"s service boundaries and therefore are not a
part of the regional wastewater plant's districs, may be the
mosi conlroversial quesuon of all.

Sieped said il he were choosing (he site, he would “‘ride it
sotnewhere rather than sefek it in the middle of an area which is
hostile to its coming. "

Locating the lagoons near indusiry would enable MWMC (o
buy waste hear [rom plants and o use it to dry Lhe siudge,
Siegel said. “*You could buy the sieam, cool it down Lo 50
degrees C and use il 10 speed up the drying and evaporation
process.™

Pye disagrees wilh the notion that Lhe people who will be liv-
ing next to the site don't coniribule 10 Lthe need for it. **Don’t
these people ever come Lo Eugene 10 shop or see a movie?'”

'“The real reason they are againsi it is that they don’t wan it
located next 1o their homes," Pye said

“*[ understand ihat they are poiluting the groundwater with
sepric 1anks. That's what a septic 1ank does, you know. Bur
whether they are producing it or nol is immatenial. They just
don't want it located nexr 1o their houses. "

Meanwhile, lack of lederal funding and a lawsun filed by
1he owners of Lhe proposed sludge site have delayed construc-
lion, Il the EP A calls for an Environment Impact Survey, iL
will mean a (urther delay of on¢ or 1wo years,

The controversy promises [0 ¢on(inue in any event.

““We've gor a problem, ' suid Slepel. “-IWe have a material
which we witf inue producing that ins & certain level
of toxins. \Whether or not rhey are high enough to worry
abous, I don't think anvone really knows yet."

Reprimied from TriCounty higws, Junc 4, 1981, page 3.
FEmphiesis added. )

/

Reprinted and Paid for by Amanda Marker (688-9541) & Meiva Barnes for Public information. '
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September 9, 1981

Construction Grants Unit
D.E.Q.

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Policy on Sewerage Works Construction

The comments following did not receive either L-COG 208 AAC nor L-COG Board
review due to time constraints and conflicts with staff vacation scheduling,
hence they are only L-COG 208 Program comments and not endorsed by the L-COG
Board.

"The proposed policy appears to a positive step in the direction of a realization
that local funding alternatives for sewerage facility construction are an
essential for continued facility planning. Likewise, the policy is a strong
reaffirmation

that degradation of water quality is not an acceptable option.

There are, however, several areas where the policy would appear to be
strengthenable. Perhaps the most noticeable omission is the lack of policy
.commitment by the EQC to its historic role of coordination, mediation and
technical assistance in the development of local plans and financial options.
The EQC and DEQ have been and should remain in a pivotal position in terms of the
review of alternatives and in presentation of information on technological
innovations, particularly to smaller cities that lack planning resources.

Likewise, there appears in the policy no commitment from the EQC to mobilize
whatever financial resources the state may have at its disposal both to assist
communities in need as well as directly attack the more serious water quality
preblems resulting from facility inadequacies. 1f, as it appears, the EQC policy
will be one of "total local self-sufficiency" in planning, design and
construction, then perhaps, this should be more clearly stated.

A second concern deals with a lack of specific policy on the development of

"noncritical"™ situation definitions that may affect designs and hence costs. For

example, the 1 in 10 year summer storm is not as likely to result in design

alteration as is the 1 in 10 year winter storm. Policy in this area could at

least define the EQC posture in terms of flexibility for such considerations as

shortened lagoon storage periods, methods and periods of land application,

relaxation of discharge time constraints based on flow or monitoring, etc. The

proposed policy hints of a flexible system without indicating the policy toward
developing a formal system. All these flexibilities may be critical for

jurisdictions in determining treatment configurations and plant costs.

Finally, the policy apparently does not recognize the accumulative loadings (flow
and quality) from storms and sanitary systems and indeed, provides 1little
guidance on the policy 1limits to cost/effectiveness of storm-sanitary
separations. Policies on compensatory load reductions through cost effective
storm load reductions and on design limitations for handling 1nf11trat10n and

inflow could prove useful in reducing design costs, R F WZ ,E' @

SEPL 1981

SERVING CITIZENS OF LANE COUNTY FOR NMORE THAN A QUARTER DOF A CENT'—Water Qm'ih’ ﬁivf'lon
Deot. of Enviran W Mitallie



In sum, the basic thrust of the proposed policy, that agencies will have to
develop sewerage funding locally and self-sufficiently, seems to be a correct
statement of current trends but does not appear to obligate the EQC to its
historical role as an active and assisting participant and hence may signal more
dramatic changes in the facility planning processes than anticipated.

Respectfully,

=S
Gerritt Rosenthal

208 Program Manager —

GR:db
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City of Lowell

OREGON

(503) 937-2157 = 107 E. Third » P.O. Box 347 » 97452

September G, 1981

Mr. Harold Sawyer

Environmental Quality Commission
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Sawyer:

The City of Lowell is a small town of 800 people,located on Dexter
Lake, 22 miles east of Eugene.

At least one-third of our families are on public assistance or are
retired, We have no industry. Our Basinesses consist of two small
grocery stores and a service station. #40% of the land in town is
either publicly owned or has been tax deferred.

Last November, we passed our first tax base in 26 years of incorpora-
tion. This gives us $44,000 a year providing everyone pays their taxes.
Out of this %44 000 comes a $10,000 bonded debt payment.

Each month. our expenditures are $2,000 more than our income. We are
living on reserves until November.

Each winter during heavy rain, our wast treatment faciliiy is over-
whelmed by surface infiltration, When this happens we have no choice
but to pollute the lake with untreated waste. This is very upsetting
to your department,

We are now in the process of replacing the worst of our sewer lines
by means of a grant from HUD. This will help the problem but not
totally eliminate it,

Larry Lowenkron of your department has in the past mentioned fines
that his office in empowered to impose, and which we couldn't begin
to pay. When we asked why we were not put on the priority list to
be in a position to receive help, we were told that Lowell already
had received too much federal money and should help itself., It seems
to us that grants of tax money should be awarded on the basis of need
not one person's political bias,

EGENVIE
[R} SEP 11 1981 @

Water Qualitv "ivision
Dept. of Enviran °I Quality



Mr, Harold Sawyer
September 9, 1981
Page 2

The Corps of Engineers has a lagoon system close to our western city
limits., This lagoon presently serves a county park and a fish

hatchery at Dexter Dam. There is an 8" line that comes from the .- o+

lagoon to within 500 feet of our present system. The Corps has
offered Lowell the lagoon and enocugh land to build another lagoon

to accomadate our present needs and future growth. In order to take
advantage of this offer we need approximately $1,000,000,

With what I have just described to you, we have no way of funding
this project and really do need assistance.

Sincerely,

Moy L T Dace

Nancy L, Davis, Mayor
Lowell, Oregon
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September 10, 1981 SEP11 1981

Watar Quality Nivision UTILITIES DIVISION
Dept. of Environr  2f Quality JOHN C. McINTYRE  DAVID J. ABRAHAM
B . J . Sm1' th Director  Utilitles Director

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTITY
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

We have reviewed the above referenced 1ist and accompanying comments and
feel that the proposed segmenting will severely restrict the implement-
ation of the Tri-City Service District program, and more specifically
not meet the adopted water quality objectives for the Willamette and
Clackamas Rivers. We can offer a firm commitment that inclusion of the
proposed lower ranked projects, discussed below, will eliminate raw
sewage discharges immediately, with the storm sewer separation element
being funded with local funds over a ten year period. We further feel
that continuous funding of the program will have less impact financially
than a start and stop approach which has been proposed. Finally, the
Step 2, design for the treatment plant includes an update for the

sewer system, to take into account modifications which have occurred
within the last few years. We concur with the rankings given for all
projects except those Tisted below and will establish a funding

schedule which meets with DEQ's approval.

1. Tualatin Pump Station and Force Main. - This project is the
most critical in meeting the overall Facility Plan objectives.
Without removal of the Willamette Treatment Plant, the
district will be Teft with a portion of the program implemented
and an additional portion which creates major operability
problems.

The plant sludge handling is inadequate and due fo Tack of
redundancy creates the potential for a major spill. Also,
since the plant does not meet the Water Quality Standards

as adopted by the EQC, a limited connection ban has been
imposed. The current NPDES permit recognizes this by re-
quiring connection to the proposed regional plant as soon as
possible.

2. River Street Interceptor and Gladstone Interceptors. - Due to
existing overflows into the Willamette and Clackamas Rivers, the
projects are needed to divert flows to the treatment plant from
areas which are served by combined sewers. Predesign work
will specifically analyze capacities in existing Tines to

902 ABERNETHY ROAD * OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045 * (503) 655-8521
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determine if flows can be diverted without moving the overflow
to ancther point along the river. The results which could result
in a lower priority in the future.

3. Abernethy and Newell Interceptors. - These two projects
will divert a substantial flow from the hilltop area of Oregon
City, which currently magnifies the problems of overflows
to the Willamette in downtown Oregon City. This project is
also scheduled for construction in conjunction with the
Oregon City Highway Bypass in order to minimize costs.

Based on the above information, we request that the projects be in-

cluded with the Tri=City Regional Segment on the proposed list., We will
continue to work with DEQ in further refinements as the program is developed.

tilities Director
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League of Oregon Cities

SALEM: Local Governmenl Center, 12071 Court Street N.E., P.O. Box 928, Salem 97308, Telephone: (503} 588-6466
EUGENE: Hendricks Hall, University of Oregon, P.O. Box 3177, Eugene 97403, Telephone: (503) 686-5232

Salem, Oregon

September 11, 1981 [%E‘ @ E ” W/E

SEP
Department of Environmental Quality 1'1 1981
P.0. Box 1760 Water o
Portland, Oregon 97207 Dmu_ofEJ%Emwa?gﬁ
" 3l Qualy
Attention: Construction Grants Unit !
Subject: Proposed Policy on Sewerage Works Construction in the Absence

of Sufficient Federal Funds

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The purpose of this letter is to offer comments and suggestions about the above
proposed policy. . While we support the department's desire to provide some guidance
in the current sewer financing dilemma, we have some serious reservations about

the breadth and value of the policy as presently framed.

By way of background, we should note our disappointment that the department

did not consult with cities at an earlier stage in the development of the

policy. The League's strong interest in the financing of sewerage works
construction is well known. We have invested enormous time and energy working
with both staff of your agency and federal officials on the subject. In addition,
we specifically helped in the development of and consultant selection for the
Pacific Economica study.

Despite this involvement, we were unaware that a policy of this nature and
magnitude was under consideration. We would have been interested and willing to
work with the department on such a policy and still hope there will be an oppor-
tunity to do so.

With respect to the merits of the policy, our primary concern goes to the level
of state involvement in local budgeting and financing practices that the policy
seems to represent. From the perspective of cities, the proposed policy pre-
sents a ‘'double whammy' -~ not only must they soley finance their projects, but
they will also be told how to do so. Cities have certainly objected to some of
the strings that accompanied the grant programs, but they may be expected to
object much more vehemently to new strings without the benefit of grants.

OFFICERS: Mayor R.A. “Gus" Kellgr, Eugene, president = DIRECTORS: Mayor Kent Aldrich, Salem » Henry G. Bales, councilmember, LaGrande » Mayor Alan B. Berg, Gorvallis =
Mayor Jack Nelson, Beaverlon, vicepresiden! » Gerald Ruth Burleigh, commissloner, Bend = Mike Lindberg, commissioner, Porlland » Mayar John Lundel], The Dalles » Reber L.
“Lou" Hannum, counclimerber, Medlord, ireasurer » Mcwiillams, clty administrator, Redmond » Sandra J. Rennie, councilmember, Springliald » Jim E. Watson, clly manager, -

Slephen C. Bauer, execulive direclor. Klamalh Falls .
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More specifically, we question both the legal authority and policy wisdom of the
proposal to require sewerage works facility planning "which assures self-sufficient
construction and operation from local sewerage revenues''. As to the question of
legal authority, we are unaware of any statutory authorization for the agency to
impose this type of requirement. Indeed, the proposed policy -is attempting to
enact by administrative rule what the Pacific Economica study acknowledges would
have to)be effected by revision of the Oregon Local Budget Law (page &, recommenda-
tion #1 '

As to the policy question, many cities would agree with the study's conclusion
that waste treatment services should be provided on a ''self-sufficient basis,
relying predominantly on user fees and charges.'" This does not mean, however,
that it is advisable for the department to dictate a particular financing prac-
tice for all communities At a minimum, the proposal is insensitive to the
difficult policy considerations, such as the impact on housing costs, a com-
munity must weigh in determining how much reliance to place on user fees and
development charges versus other financing mechanisms. |t s particularly
frustrating to have one state agency demanding a practice that another state
agency has been criticizing -- as has been the case with the State Housing
Council and systems development charges.

We do not mean to suggest that the department has no legitimate interest in the
subject at hand, 1In fact, we have urged the department to help in responding to
the growing crisis in the financing of sewerage works, and we respect the pro-
posed policy as a good faith effort in this direction. Nonetheless, we believe
the policy should be cast in more positive terms. and tailored to the department's
clear statutory responsibilities, such as the following:

1. Technical assistance and advice.

A consistent theme of ORS 468.035 is the department's responsibility to
consult with and assist local governments with respect to pollution con-
trol. It is certainly a demanding occasion for the department to provide
such advice and assistance as cities seek to adapt to the new financial re-
alities for sewerage works construction.  While the proposed policy con-
tains sume elements of a cooperative, advisory approcach to the problem,
they are overshadowed by the mandatory and directive aspects of the policy.

We would also suggest that a cooperative, advisory approach is more likely
to produce the results desired by the department. The tragic lesson of
relying upon an unfilled federal grant commitment has already hit most
cities in Oregon. Of course, as long as any federal monies are available,
some cities will continue to compete for them, particularly in light of
prior commitments and expectations. The remaining cities, however, are by
. necessity adjusting to the need to assume the full flnanCIal burden of
their projects. They do not need to be told to do so. What they need is
some constructive assistance and advice in making the difficult adjustment.

2. Compliance with water quality standards,

The department also has a legitimate statutory role under ORS Chapters 4ok
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and 468 to prevent violations of state and federal water quality standards.
To the extent that a city is, for example, under a compliance schedule to
overcome deficiencies in a sewer system, we can see a legitimate agency
interest In seeing that the steps proposed to be taken are financially
realistic. Yet, to broaden this statutory function into control of financ-
ing practices for all systems is unjustified. '

In closing, the League and its member cities have generally enjoyed a good
working relationship with the Department and we believe this relationship

can be brought to bear in a cooperative approach to the problem. We reiterate
our judgment that, if revised to provide technical assistance rather than man-
date local budgeting procedures, the proposed policy could become a positive
step for the state and its cities, and we are prepared to assist in such an
effort. S

Sincerely,

%/M/@m

B. Huston
Senior Staff Associate

MBH:sar
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BROWN AND CALDWELL & SPCM, INC., A SVERDRUP CORPORATION COMPANY

132 East Broadway, Room 343
Eugene, Oregon 97401
Telephone {503) 683—1500

September 11, 1981
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Do Wafter Quality Divislon
- O Envirapy,, ... al Quality

Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

TESTIMONY FOR FY 82 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

The following testimony and supportive exhibits are reiative to the sludge and
rehabilitation components of the overall MWMC project. This letter supple-
ments testimony and material provided DEQ at the public hearing held December
4, 1980, at a meeting with DEQ on April 20, 1981, in the QOperational Inter-
dependence Study, June 1981, and testimony given on behalf of MWMC on
September 8, 1981. BCS, which is a joint venture of Brown and Caldwell and
Sverdrup Corporation, is project manager for MWMC on the regional wastewater
treatment program. BCS is a consultant to MWMC, and has been hired for pro-
gram management services, which include scheduling and planning the program.
BCS makes detailed schedules for planning purposes, coordinates consultant
activities and does other program management functions. BCS prepares
schedules based on technical review of the construction program and the inter-
relationship of projects to operational interdependence of process un1ts and
the overall program,

OAR 340-53-015 (5) (a) (B) requires that the Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) and the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) consider the
interdependence of the various components of an overall project when assigning
priority rankings. The policy implementing this rule has been expressed in
two published documents, the first of which was the DEQ inter-office memoran-
dum of October 30, 1980. While the applicable factors were not entirely
clear, it appeared that the ultimate conclusion depended on whether the com-
ponents of the projects were so interrelated that water quality benefits could
not be achieved unless the components were built in tandem. The most recent
policy statement by DEQ on this issue is consistent with this approach and was
incorporated in Attachment 4-1 to the documents circulated in preparation for
the September 8 public hearing.
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It provides as follows:

"Generally, elevating appropriate components and segments
is considered necessary when:

A. A segment if constructed by itself will not resolve a
specific identified problem for which it is
intended..."

The rules and regulations allow projects that are operationally interdependent
to prove interdependency with technical backup. BCS feels without doubt the
wastewater treatment plant is operationally dependent upon the sludge and
rehab components, The following paragraphs describe and discuss the DEQ's
position and then are followed by BCS' technical review of the arguments and
supportive material,

SLUDGE

BCS

The DEQ discusses MWMC's sludge component in the FY 82 priority list and
states:

"A delay in the development of the off-site sludge storage
basins will not immediately impact the treatment facility.
Liquid sludge transport and land spreading equipment have
already been purchased. Increased digestion capacity plus
the temporary storage pond at the plant site will permit
continued operation even though there may be some loss of
plant efficiency during part of the year. The big sludge
gun will permit field application during some wet weather
months, This segment has therefore not been elevated to
the priority of the regional STP."

In reviewing this statement we are not sure how to interpret the "plant
efficiency" clause. Obviously, the necessity for removal of sludge is para-
mount to the successful operation of any wastewater treatment plant. As the
byproduct of the wastewater treatment plant, Sludge must be removed at the
production rates and then disposed of. It would appear -that DEQ is suggesting
there may be future leeway for plant efficiency regarding the NPDES permit.
This item needs to be further clarified by DEQ and the impact upon the waste-
water treatment plant to be assessed, if in fact there is room for negotiation
on the effluent quality. BCS feels that the reason relied upon by DEQ in
reaching its initial conclusion that sludge is not operationally
interdependent to the WWTP, are technically unsound. BCS gave testimony on
December 4, 1980 regarding MWMC's sludge program and operational
interdependence. BCS has also included a copy of MUMC's "Operational
Interdependence Study" June 1981, which was discussed with DEQ on April 20,
1981 and transmitted to DEQ in June 1981. Additional details on the sludge
program are in Appendix A.

BROWN AN
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BCS feels that the DEQ's arguments for keeping sludge separate from the WWTP
are not supported by any substantial evidence. BCS feels that EPA rules and
regulations require MWMC to select the cost effective solution to sludge. An
extended interim program of the nature suggested by DEQ is not cost effective
nor can it be easily implemented.

REHABILITATION

DEQ has listed Eugene and Springfield Rehabilitation as components that are
not considered operationally interdependent to the WWTP with the following
explanation:

"The increase in sewage pumping and treatment capacity as
a result of implementing other segments should insure that
no bypassing of raw sewage will occur from the sewer
system during dry weather months., A program of sewer
maintenance and rehabilitation can systematically be
undertaken to address the needs of capacity constraints
due to extraneous flows into the sewer system."

BCS has presented additional details on the rehab programs as included in
Appendix B.

BCS also must ask the question of why the Tri-City Rehab project received 120
Regulatory Emphasis Points and Eugene/Springfield Rehab received only 90
Regulatory Emphasis Points.

MWMC'S RECOMMENDATION

Based on all of the testimony and other evidence submitted, BCS, on behalf of
MWMC, respectfully submits that DEQ should modify its initial determination
and find that the regional treatment plant is operationally dependent upon
both the permanent sludge and rehabilitation components. Accordingly, BCS, on
behalf of MWMC, urges the DEQ to revise its Alternative 1 and 2 priority lists
to reflect a confined ranking for these components with the treatment plant.

It is important to note that this would not result in any increase in the
total grant dollars in a fiscal year over the amounts already earmarked for
MWMC on the draft priority list.

BCS has recently reviewed and refined cost estimates for the remaining project
components. The general results reflect a substantial reduction in costs from
the original budget level estimates. The results are most clearly demon-
strated by revising the appropriate priority list pages to reflect them.
Therefore the revised priority list sheets are shown in Appendix C and D for
DEQ's Alternative 1 and 2, respectively.

BROWN AND CALDWELL & SPCM, INC., A SVERDRUP CORPORATION COMPANY
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We recommend that DEQ adopt the changes noted herein and in DEQ's final recom-
mendation to the EQC.

SUMMARY

1. BCS has presented evidence to show the WWTP is operationally dependent
upon sludge and the rehabilitation projects.

2. The DEQ's suggested sludge program is not cost effective nor can it be
easily implemented.

3. A1l of MWMC's remaining components can be completely funded from DEQ's
proposed FY 82 priority 1ist within the heading designated
"MWMC/Regional".

We appreciate the opportunity to testify and look forward to your concurrence.

(00 =

Arl A. Altman
Deputy Project Manager

AAA:1n
Enclosure: Operational Interdependence Study, June 1981 -
cc: MWMW (w/o enc.)

WST&D (w/o enc.)
DC (w/enc.)

BCS

BROWN AND CALDWELL & SPCM, INC,, A SYERDRUP CORPORATION COMPANY
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This discussion was prepared to present additional detailed material to the
"Operational Interdependence Study" prepared by BCS in June 1981, The same
reference material was used to prepare this addition with the exception of

some new material, which is noted.

INTERIM SLUDGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

In 1979 construction began on the new regional wastewater treatment plant at
the site of the existing Eugene Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). 4.5 acres of
earthen drying beds were removed to facilitate construction of the primary
clarifiers. To allow for continued operation of the existing Eugene
Wastewater Treatment Plant, an 8.5 million gallon temporary storage lagoon was
constructed which was to store the sludge produced through the fall of 1980.
It was at this time, according to original project scheduling, that the first
of f-site facultative sludge lagoon (FSL) would have been ready to receive _
digested sludge. The temporary lagoon was never intended or designed for long
term use or for use with the new regional treatment plant. The sludge
production quantities for the existing Eugene Wastewater Treatment Plant and
the expected temporary lagoon life are shown on Exhibit A.

Facilities

With the delay in construction, MWMC was forced into instituting an interim
sludge management program solely for the sludge produced at the Eugene
Wastewater Treatment Plant. The interim facilities are shown schematically in
Figure 1. The program called for storing sltudge during the wet months with
subsequent hauling of liquid sTudge during the summer since the worst case
shows the temporary lagoon storage capacity to be approximately 21 months.
MWMC was authorized by DEQ/EPA to purchase the liquid hauling and spreading
equipment only because it would eventually be the back-up system for the
permanent system, which called for stabilization in FSL's and air drying 80%
of the harvested sludge with subsequent agricultural utilization. MHWMC has
taken delivery of a dredge; two truck tractors and a flotation tire sludge
injector. MWMC expects delivery of two 6,000 gallon trailers and a sludge
sprinkler in the near future. According to the "Sludge Management Program" by
Brown and Caldwell, no more liquid sludge equipment is recommended for the
permanent system.

Operation

Digested sludge at about 3.9 percent solids is pumped to the temporary lagoon
for storage prior to ultimate removal. The lagoon is not aerated and has a
surface area of slightly less than 123,000 ftZ. In the lagoon the sludge
undergoes compaction and some additional volatile reduction. (The sludge feed
is only about 46 percent volatile based on treatment plant records, so actual
total reduction is minor.) Supernatant pumps can return part of the clarified
upper layer of the lagoon contents to the headworks.

It has been MWMC's experience that compacted sludge at about 8 percent solids
is removed from the temporary lagoon. The sludge is pumped to tanker trucks
for transport. For the 1981 summer sludge hauling season, MWMC has contracted
with a private hauler and leased an additional tanker trailer which is

11/1 -1-
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transported by one of MWMC's tractors. Private hauling is projected to be
$75,000 for two miilion gallons. Liquid sludge is spread by the tankers at
Lane County's Short Mountain Landfill and approved agricultural sites.
Spreading will also be accomplished by the sludge injection equipment and
sludge sprinkler upon their delivery and acceptance.

TREATMENT PLANT START UP

In its draft FY 82 Priority List, DEQ denied MWMC's contention that permanent
sludge facilities are operationally interdependent with the main treatment
plant and continued to give it a much lower priority rating (WWTP rank = 12,
sludge rank = 67). By so doing, DEQ has in effect stated that MWMC will
startup the treatment plant while maintaining the interim sludge management
program.

Facilities

No new facilities or equipment purchases have been approved by EPA prior to
the construction of the permanent sludge facilities. DEQ has made allusions
to use of additional temporary lagoons and liquid transport vehicles.
Additional lagoons are not feasible due to lack of available space and
additional tankers (at about $50,000 each) are not cost-effective and are not
part of the approved permanent sludge management program.

Operations

The most significant impact of bringing the regional plant on-line will be the
dramatic increase in daily sludge production. The temporary sludge lagoon was
designed to handle the existing Eugene Wastewater Treatment Plant's sludge
production. At start up of MWMC's regional wastewater treatment plant, sludge
production will more than quadruple to 148,000 gallons per day. Several
factors cause this increase and also decrease the stability of the digested
sludge, At start up the regional plant will be receiving not only Eugene's
sewage but all of the sewage that presently goes to the Springfield Wastewater
Treatment Plant. The new treatment plant is designed with the activated
sTudge process which produces more sludge per pound of BOD destroyed than the
present trickling filter process. The more stringent discharge permit
requirements will mean increased pollutant removals. The new solids
processing train will utilize the high-rate digestion process without
decanting, consequently producing thinner, less stabilized sludge than the
presently utilized low-rate process with decanting.

Projected digested sludge production upon plant startup is approximately
148,000 gallons per day with an average solids content of 3 percent. This is
more than four times greater than the present daily average. If one assumes
the digested sludge to be 40 percent volatile solids (VS) (Mastewater
Engineering, Metcalf & Eddy Inc., 1972) this gives an area Toading rate to the
Tagoon of about 121 1bs, vs. per 1000 ftZ per day. The EPA Process Design
Manual, Sludge Treatment and Disposal, states that the area loading rate for
an FSL shouTd not exceed 20 I1bs, VS per 1000 ft2 per day to maintain the
aerobic surface layer required to prevent odors. Maintenance of an aerobic
surface layer also requires daily mechanical surface agitation to break up the
scum layer that hinders oxygen assimilation. If the lagoon were to receive
the
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full daily sludge production at such an excessive loading rate the odors
produced would be intolerable. The lagoon is located less than 1,000 feet
away from homes and businesses and there have been frequent phone calls
regarding odors when the existing trickling filters are overloaded.

Also, with the projected loading of 148,000 gallons per day, the anticipated
holding capacity is approximately 57 days without decanting. Supernatant
pumps are available and MWMC's operational experience indicates that capacity
is approximately doubled by decanting under the present loading. However, if
the lagoon were to receive the full daily sludge production (i.e. 148,000
gallons per day), decanting would probably not be possible because
stratification, as exists in a facultative environment, would be minimal, if
any. Excessive anaerobic activity and subsequent gas production will also
keep the lagoon in a reasonably well mixed state. While the supernatant may
be of better quality than the subnatant, it would most probably cause severe
plant upsets similar to those caused by digester supernating.

MWMC's siudge spreading has been limited primarily to the summer months in
1980 and 1981. However, if the regional treatment plant is brought on-line
prior to construction of permanent sludge handling facilities, MWMC would need
to begin trucking liquid digested sludge on a daily basis year round. MWMC's
present fleet of sludge hauling and spreading equipment cannot keep pace with
the expected sludge production.

(2 trucks @ 6,000 gallons X 8 trips/day = 96,000 gallons/day)

EXTENDED-INTERIM SLUDGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

If MWMC was required to start the regional ptant without the approved
permanent sludge handling faciiities,-there are still minimum requirements
that must be met to prevent excessive nuisances. These minimum requirements
would become part of the "extended-interim sludge management program",
hereafter called the extended program. BCS has presented the extended program
as a hypothetical case to demonstrate the consequences of implementing DEQ's
suggested use of an interim program.

Facilities
Minimum facility requirements were determined by using guidelines for sludge

handling facilities as stated in the EPA Process Design Manual, Sludge
Treatment and Disposal. These facilities are shown schematically in Figure 2.

Maximum lagoon leading, recommended by EPA, is 20 1bs. VS per 1000 ft2 per
day. Once again, assuming the digested studge to be 40 percent volatile, this
yields a lagoon loading of 24,500 gallons per day. Assume that sludge in the
temporary lagoon is decanted and therefore approximately halved in volume.
With a daily average production of 148,000 gallons per day and the decant
reduction, this yields a total daily volume of 136,000 gallons per day that
requires trucking to land disposal sites.

MWMC will need to haul and dispose of large amounts of liquid sludge on a
daily basis. During the wet months the large tankers will be incapable of
spreading sludge. Operational experience with the flotation vehicles has
shown that despite the low ground pressure exerted by the vehicles, ground

11/1 —35



HEADWORKS

SUPERNATANT RETURN

RAIN

EVAPORATION

I ZDHEDGE

| S——————
ANAEROBIC
DIGESTION

TEMPORARY LAGOON

SLUDGE SPRINKLER

oICo

L 4

AGRICULTURAL LAND

7

SLUDGE INJECTOR

2 EXISTING 6,000 GAL.
TANKERS (2) ADDITIONAL

Y

LANDFILL

SLUDGE SPR

NKLER

Eﬁx\\

Y

DLD

7

SLUDGE INJECTOR

FIGURE 2 EXTENDED INTERIM SLUDGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM




compaction still occurs and farmers are reluctant to allow injection of sludge
during the wet months. Runoff control is a probiem during the rainy season
with the sludge sprinkler. Also, consecutive cycles of drying and wetting of
digested sludge is known to cause excessive odors,

With the above problems and limitations in mind, MWMC would need to purchase
some land to maintain reasonable continuity of the sludge disposal process.
The cheapest way to achieve this would be through use of a "dedicated land
disposal” system or DLD. This system allows injection (or spreading) rates
far in excess of any agricultural uptake rates. Loadings of up to 100 tons of
sludge per acre per year can be used. Problems associated with this system
are runoff control requirements, groundwater protection requirements and
energy inefficiency. Also valuable resources (fertilizer value of sludge) are
not used and the land cannot be returned to productive use for an indefinite
period of time.

It is reasonable to assume that the DLD would be in use an average of six
months in any given year. With a loading of 100 tons per acre per year and
including an al lowance for roads, barriers and buffers, about 50 acres of land
are required. '

Operations

Since the extended program could be in existence for some time, a regular work
schedule would be instituted with tankers operating on a 5-day, 40-hour

week. This 5-day work week would require 32 loads per day with a 6,000 gallon
tanker. Experience for the 1981 season has been about 8 loads per day per
truck with a 12 hour day. MWHMC would need a minimum of four tankers in
operation constantly with overtime. A fifth tanker would add reliability and
reduce overtime. MWMC could either buy two or three additional tankers or go
to a continuous contract hauling system,

MWMC would have three possible locations for sludge disposal; landfill,
agricultural land and DLD. Sludge would be surface spread at the landfill but
only a small amount of the total could be taken there. Sludge could be
injected or surface spread on agricultural land and the DLD. Injection is
however, much more desirable than surface spreading because it has less
problems with puddling, insects and odors. For this analysis, it was assumed
that for the six dryer months, half the sludge would be injected and half will
be surface spread. During the wetter months, 75 percent of the sludge would
be injected and 25 percent would be surface spread.

Cost-effective Analysis

MWMC has actual cost figures for the last two years of sludge hauling. The
1980 figure is based on hauling with subsequent injection and the 1981 figure
is based on hauling with subsequent surface spreading., The figures are:

1980 (w/injection) $.0557/gallon
1981 (surface spread) $.0375/gallon

 The figures include all operationai costs so no further equipment, labor or

related cost need be included. By multiplying the gallons disposed of by
their respective costs, an annual disposal cost (which does not include land
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costs) of $2,426,000 was calculated. The present worth of the operating cost
for the "apparent best alternative" as reported in the December 1980, "“Sludge
Management Program" by Brown and Caldwell is $1,853,000. The extended program
is almost one third more costly on an operational basis alone.

40 CFR 35.918-1(b) states that

"...the grant applicant shall: demonstrate ... that the
solution chosen is cost-effective and selected in accordance
with the cost-effectiveness guidelines for the construction
grants program {see appendix A to this subpart)."

The suggested interim program by DEQ is not cost effective.

Further Discussion

Even this cursory review shows the extended program to be impractical, non
cost-effective, and has some very serious drawbacks. They are:

1. The system is not approved by EPA and an Environmental Impact Statement
may be required for its implementation.

2. During a time when energy conservation is such an important national
1ssue this system is extremely 1neff1c1ent in its energy use.

3. The fertilizer va]ue of the s]udge, a potent1a1]y valuable resource, is
not used to its fullest.

4, Useful land is taken out of service for an indefinite period.

Since the feed sludge .is. Tess stable and. the loadings are so high, the super-
natant will be of poor quality at best. This would most likely cause upsets
in the activated sludge process with the resultant degradation in effluent
quality. -

MWMC will have two pieces of equipment that may be capable of working a por-
tion of the wet season; the injector and the sprinkler. However since MWMC
has no dedicated Tand for injection of sludge, private agricultural Tand must
be used. Even with the flotation tires, some ground compaction occurs with
use of the injector rig and local farmers are reluctant to allow injection
during the winter. The sprinkler is more limited in that environmental regu-
lations place severe limitations on surface sludge spreading in the area of
runoff control. Once again, since MWMC has no dedicated land, runoff control
would be difficult.

Summary
MWMC cannot startup the new regional treatment plant without the use of the
permanent sludge facilities. The interim program could not come close to

handling the amount of sewage to be produced. Heavy loadings would cause foul
odors in a residential area and cause treatment upsets.
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REHABILITATION

The Eugene and Springfield rehabilitation programs are of great importance
since all pumping and treatment processes are based on estimated minimum
inflow/infiltration (I/I) removals. As stated previously in the original
“Operational Interdepence Study”, hereafter referred to as the original study,
the Willakenzie Pump Station and the raw sewage pump station would be
hydraulically overloaded if the rehabilitation program is not carried out.
Besides the fact that overflows will occur, significant physical damage can be
done to the stations if flooding should occur.

In an effort to make a quantitative analysis of overflows and resultant
effects, the following assumptions were made:

1., Time of concentration is negligible.

2. Peak events have a 2-hour duration.

3. BOD and suspended solids remain constant in mass
regardless of dilution {i.e. total pounds of BOD
in system will not change between 175 mgd and 264
mgd, rather concentration will decrease).

The total effect of not performing rehabilitation is best described by looking
at the collection system and treatment process as a whole. During the peak
event (5-year, 2-hour storm) the peak flow to the system will be 264 mgd (See
original study, pages 3-2). At the treatment plant flows in excess of 103 mgd
will bypass secondary treatment prior to chlorination. However, the pump
stations can only deliver 218 mgd. The plant's influent design capacity is
175 mgd and process units are designed on that basis. To prevent flooding the
pretreatment structure operators will need to throttle the influent pumps back
to 175 mad.

The resultant situation is that a flow of 89 mgd or 34 percent of the total
flow is bypassed to the Willamette River during the peak. Approximately 2,200
ibs of BOD and 2,600 1bs of suspended solids reach the receiving waters
without any treatment whatsoever. The bypasses are not diffused throughout
the width of the river but rather stay along the shorelines (Springfield
Treatment Plant records). Also, especially in the case of the Q Street
Floodway, the bypasses are to dead end creeks and ditches that receive 1ittle
or no flushing action.

Bypasses are not the only problems associated with non-rehabilitation. The
durations of excessive flows at the treatment plant will be significantly
lengthened., Due to leaking pipes, infiltration will stay at a high level as
lTong as the groundwater level remains up. These excessive flows greatly
enhance the chance of "washout" of the biological treatment process.
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ALTERNATIVE 1

DRAFT CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORIVY LIS

.

EST.
PROJECT  PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT, AMOUNT* POINTS
10 665 CORVALLIS/SW ANNEXATION INT 2 FY 81 (81) 38 A200, 96
INT 3 FY 82 FY 84 465 A200.96
coLL 2 Fy 81 (81) 33 A195.96
CoLL 3 FY 82 FY 84 423 A195.96
11 569 MONROE /NORTH INT 3 FY 81 FY 84 70 A194.51
JCITY REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 84 300 B159.22
12 624 MWMC / REG [ ONAL SEA IND W P2 3 Fy 82 . FY 82 3,121 £256.58
STP P6 3 FY 82 FY 83 5,804 B261.51
PS1 Pl 3 - FY 81 (81) 1,128 B198.68
SLUDGE 3 FY 82 FY 83 6,393 C201.51
SEA IND W 2 FY Bl (81) 339 £256.58
Ps2 3 FY 82 FY 84 750 €197.70
PS2/REHAB 3 FY 82 FY 84 6,345 £197.70/$199.43
PS 2 2 FY 81 (81) 243 €197.70
NOT NEEDED 3 FY 82 FY 87 3,639
13 467 SILYERTON/CITY EFF DISP 3 FY 82 Fy 87 100 B249.57
14 467 SILVERTON/CITY W MN INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 164 B246.44
15 512 COTTAGE GROVE/CITY STP IMP 3 FY 81 FY 87 4,178 B240. 74
INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 645 B238.74
1/1 CORR 3 FY 81 FY 87 319 B237.74
16 493 TRI-CITY CO./REGIONAL STP 2 FY 81 (81) 1,551 B232.55
STP 3 FY 83 87-87+ 24,119 B232.55
16 604 CLACK CO./KELLOGG SLG DISP 2 FY 81 (81) 61 B232.55
J(TRI-CITY 0.} SLG DISP 3 FY 83 FY 87+ 247 B232.55
SLG DIGT 2 FY 81 (81) 340 B232,55
SLG DISP 3 FY 83 FY 87+ 1,300 B232.55
16 493 TRICITY CO./REGIONAL WIL INT 1 2 FY 81 (81) 96 B230. 55
WIL INT 1 3 FY 83 FY 87+ 1,638 B230.55
JOR CITY 0C INT 2 FY 81 (81) 18 B229.78
0C INT 3 FY 83 FY 87+ 299 B229.78

*ESTIMATED GRANT AMOUNTS ARE INFLATED TO TARGEY CERTIFICATION YEAR.
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ALTERNATIVE 2

DRAFT CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT  PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
T 486 BEND/CITY EFF DISP 3 FY 82 FY 83 750 h227.97
T 624 MMMC/ REG LONAL SEA IND W P2 3 Fy 82 FY 82 3,121 (256.58

STP P6 3 FY 82 FY 82 5,804 B261.51
PS1 P1 3 FY 81 (81) 1,125 B198.68
SLUDGE 3 FY 82 FY 82-83 6,393 €201.51
SEA IND W 3 FY 81 (81} 339 €256.58
PS21 - 3 FY B2 FY 83 750 £€197.70
PS 2/REHAB 3 FY 82 FY 83 4,280 €197.70/C199.43
PS 2 2 FY 81 (81) 243 €197.70
NOT KEEDED 3 FY 82 FY 85 3,639
T 342 PORTLAND/SE REL., INT P 3 3 FY 80 FY 85 6,900 €201.86
INT P 4 3 FY 81 FY 85 2,400 201.86
1 622 PORTLAND/SH 45TH INT 3 FY 80 FY 86 405 A237.29
2 664 ALBANY/DRAPERVILLE INT 2 FY 81 {81) 66 A232,74
3 FY 82 FY 86 1,300 A232,74
COoLL 2 FY 81 (81) 66 A227.74
3 FY 82 FY 86 1,300 A227.74
3 464 DESCHUTES €O/ TERREBONNE SYSTEM 1 FY 81 (81) 38 A224.45
SYSTEM 2 FY 82 FY 86 188 A224 .45
‘ , : 3 FY 82 FY 87 563 A224,45
4 627 MEDFORD/FOOTHILLS INT 3 FY 81 FY 86 389 h223.66
COLL 3 FY 81 FY 86 38 A218.66
5 467 SILVERTON/ NORWAY INT 3 FY 81 FY 86 220 A222,25
JCITY STP TMP 3 FY 81 FY 86 1,575 249,57
REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 86 209 B248.57
PUMP STS 3 FY 81 FY 85 70 B247.57
TRNK INT 3 FY 81 FY 86 131 247,57
WT ST INT 3 FY 81 FY 86 781 B247.57

*ESTIMATED GRANT AMOUNTS ARE TNFLATED TO TARGET CERTIFICATION YEAR.
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Re: Testimony for FY82 Construction WATER QUALITY CONTROL

Grants Priority List Hearing

Dear Mr. Young:

On Tuesday, September 8, 1981, Mr. William V. Pye and I sub-
mitted testimony at the above-referenced hearing on behalf of
MWMC. Since the hearing record is open through 5:00 p.m.,
September 11, 1981, I would like to take this opportunity to sub-
mit additional testimony regarding Alternative 2 - the proposed
continuation of the transition policy. I have also included a
letter with appropriate references and attachments from BCS, the
project manager for MWMC. This letter more fully addresses and
supports the testimony I gave on September 8 with respect to the
operational dependence of the new regional treatment plant upon
the permanent sludge management and sewer rehabilitation com-
Ponents,

If the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) and
the Environmental Quality Commission (Commission) elect not to
extend the FYBl Priority List on an interim basis pursuant to the
recent EPA directive, it is MWMC's position that the Alternative
2 priority list should be adopted for FY82,.

In Alternative 2, the Department has proposed a continuation
of the transition policy for the operationally dependent com-
ponents of previously transitioned projects. OAR 340-53-015(8)
has been amended to accomplish the necessary rule change. For
reasons stated to the Department and Commission before, MWMC has
supported and continues to support the transition policy because
it is consistent with the letter and spirit of the federal regu-
lations governing the development and management of priority
lists., Last year MWMC articulated two major reasons for not
abandoning the transition policy. These reasons are now not only
still relevant, but more persuasive in view of the current unpre-
dictability of the level of future federal funding.

The first reason to continue transition is that its ter-
mination may violate the federal regulations governing priority
list management. 40 CFR §35.915(a) (1) (IV) (2) provides that:
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"[a] project on the Priority List shall
generally retain its priority rating until an
award is made."

The second reason for not abandoning this policy is the
rationale which underlies this regulation, The regulation and
the transition policy are both designed to minimize the disrup-
tion of projects which have been in the planning and construction
stages under and in reliance upon preexisting procedures.

Program stability is necessary to ensure the timely completion of
projects. Most gewerage construction projects and certainly all
such projects of any significant size require years of work in
organizing, planning, design, and construction. Local, state and
federal efforts must be coordinated. Recurrent policy changes
complicate this already difficult task. More importantly, since
the successful completion of a project ultimately depends on the
willingness of the local citizenry to approve bonding authority
to support the local share of construction costs, the credibility
of the grantee agency must be protected and preserved.

Over the vears, the need for program stability has been
recognized by both the Department and the Commission. Prior to
1979, projects with Step 2 grants awarded or which were ready for
Step 3 grants were automatically placed at the top of the suc-
ceeding vear's priority list in order to minimize any delays in
project construction completion. The growing scarcity of federal
funds forced a reconsideration of this policy in 1979. Total
abandonment of the policy was considered, but the policy finally
recommended and adopted was one of transition.

Under the transition policy, the preexisting rules were con-
tinued for projects which had progressed to the construction
stage under them. Projects at the facilities planning or design
stage were subject to the change in policy. 1In recommending the
adoption of this transition policy, the Department reasoned as
follows:

"The major advantage of this option is that
projects which were scheduled for funding
during FY-79 would be 'transitioned' into
FY~80 Step 3 funds. However, projects started
with similar expectations but where Step 2
work was completed during FY-79 [were] not
transitioned. Communities in the former class
are distinguishable because bond issues and/or
construction financing arrangements already
have been negotiated; communities in the
latter class should have more ability to




William Young
September 11, 1981
Page 3

reconsider construction scheduling and
financing." Emphasis added.

Last year when the Department and the Commission were recon-
sidering the transition policy, MWMC urged that it not be cast
aside because the need for it was more acute then than before,.
It was argued that transition should be continued because

"[plrojects which were not far enough along to
be transitioned have had even more time to
reconsider construction scheduling. On the
other hand, those that were transitioned are
even farther along now with the result that
reconsideration of construction scheduling and
financing is even more difficult. Bond issues
and/or construction financing arrangements
have been voted on and approved. Untold hours
have been spent establishing the most cost-
effective means of construction scheduling.
All that will have been wasted if the tran-
sition policy is abandoned. Moreover, promi-
ses about scheduling and cost levels have been
made to the voters and must be Kkept.
Accordingly, the reasons that supported the
adoption of the transition policy originally
are equally persuasive for its continuance
now."

The situation has not changed since that time. To the
contrary, the current uncertainty in federal funding policy makes
transition even more important. Last yvear, when the Commission
decided to abandon the transition policy effective with FY82, the
expected federal funding level for Oregon for FYB2 was approxima-
tely $40,000,000. 1In recommending the abandonment of the tran-
sition policy to the Commission, the Department assumed funds
would be available for the segments necessary to achieve opera-
tional facilities for projects then under construction., This is
no longer the case. There is no assurance that any federal funds
will be available from and after FYB82 and if funds are available,
Oregon's forecasted allotment is no more than $15,000,000. This
represents only about 37.5% of the allotment which was expected
at the time the Commission decided to abandon the transition
policy. The Department has recognized that

[wlith [this] further reduction in available
funds and other proposed federal program
changes, the remaining minimum operationally
dependent segments for projects under con-
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{wlith [this] further reduction in available
funds and other proposed federal program
changes, the remaining minimum operationally
dependent segments for projects under con-
struction would not be funded for several
years." EQC Agenda Item Wo, E{l) July 17,
1981 Background and Problem Statement, Page 4.

It is painfully clear to see that absent a return to tran-
sition and given the likelihood of dramatically reduced federal
funding, moneys barely sufficient to complete much needed
existing projects will be diverted and used to start many other
communities down the same uncertain path trod by their prede-
cessors. The end result could be disastrous. The problems now
being faced by communities currently under construction -
constant reorganizing, replanning, redesign, and concern as to
the adequacy of long-standing financing plans - will be visited
upon even more communities.

One can hardly escape the sense that sewerage works construc-
tion progress is not only in disarray but is rapidly approaching
a standstill as a result of the constant fluctuations in federal
funding policy. Something can and should be done at the state
level, The transition policy should be continued in order to
bring to completion as many projects currently under construction
as possible. Since it is obvious that sufficient funds will not
be available to commence and complete the many other needed pro-
jects throughout the state, there must be a period of retrench-
ment and replanning. This process should take place without
falsely raising the hopes and expectations of these communities
by providing them with seed money that may turn out to be the
last of the federal largesse. The Commission should continue
transition, finish the construction of current projects, and pur-
sue the goal recommended by the Department of having each
sewerage utility in Oregon develop, within three years, a
financing plan which will assure that future sewerage works
construction and operation needs can be financed by local reve-
nues, Reliance on federal matching funds at any significant
level no longer appears reasonable,

- As I mentioned above, included with this letter is a letter
and supporting data compiled by BCS with respect to the regional
treatment plants operational dependence upon the sludge and reha-
bilitation components. MWMC urges the Department to modify its
initial conclusions and recommend that all MWMC components are
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operationally interdependent., It is important to note that, due
to revised cost estimates which are reflected in the attached
letter from BCS, this would not result in any increase in the
total grant dollars in any fiscal year - over the amounts already
earmarked for MWMC on the draft priority lists. Accordingly,
lower ranked projects will not be adversely affected.

Very truly yours,

WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORP
& DENNETT, P.C.

A B
G. David Jewett

DGJ :mm

cc: William V. Pye
Arl Altman
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Unified Sewerage Agency of Washington County
150 N. First Avenue

Hillsboro, Oregon 97123
503 648-8621

September 8, 1981

Department of Eanvironmental Quality
Construction Grants Unit

Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Sir:
SUBJECT: FY 1982 PRIORITY LIST

At the September 8, 1981, public hearing on development

of the FY 1982 Construction Grants priority list,B.J. Smith
indicated a recent change in position by EPA. As I under-
stand this change, it would now allow DEQ to extend the FY
1981 priority list and criteria. Unified Sewerage Agency ,
would support this position as being both logical and necessary
during this time of uncertanty in the grants program. Adoption
of a new list and/or criteria could be a waste of time for all
concerned, until the new guidelines have been established.

At such time as the new guidelines and regulations are avail-
able a publiec hearing should be held based on facts rather

than assumptions.

Two projects showing on the priority list have been constructed
with local funds and therefore should be removed. These are
the Cedar Mill Trunk and the Reedville Trunk,

Thank you for the opportunity to have input into this process.

Sincerely,

General Manager

GFK: km

D E@EUWIE
m SEP 11 1981 @

Water Qumlit- “viglon
Dept. of Enviror I Quality
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N S CITY OF
by 1% PORTLAND, OREGON Portland, OR 97204

(503) 2484145
OFFICE OF PUBLIC WORKS '

September 11, 1981

@E@EUWE@

SEP 74
Environmental Quality Commission L1 to
322 SW 5th Avenue Water Qimiity Divigjon
ortland, Oregon 97204 Dept. of Environm. -*‘:lsS:al'fy
L ity

Subject: Construction Grants Priority List for FY '82

The City of Portland strongly recommends that the Commission adopt
Alternative 2 of the Construction Grants Priority List for fiscal
year '82.

In the Tate 1960's the need for increased capacity in Portland's
Southeast Interceptor System was identified. Due to insufficient
capacity of the existing system Portland is unable to pass the flow
required by the NPDES permit. As a result a 5 1/3 mile interceptor
project was developed to satisfy needs of the area and comply with
the requirements. The project was broken into four phases allow-
ing bidding by smaller contractors and spreading of the project's
cash demand over a number of years.

Portland and EPA have invested over 10 million dollars in a project
that is only half complete and not fully functional. Phase 3 and
4 have been ready for construction, awaiting EPA funding.

With inflation eroding away the buying power and diminishing Federal
funds, it is our belief that it is in the best interests of the
citizens of Oregon to complete projects that have been started
before investing in new ones.

Portland's SW 45th Drive Sanitary Sewér System can be removed from
the priority Tists inasmuch as a contract has been awarded and the
construction is nearing completion.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours, ¢

Mike Lindberg

Commissioner of Public Works



LENN L. HANNON
JACKSON AND KLAMATH COUNTIES
DISTRICT 26

AEPLY TO ADDRESS INDICATED:
[] Senale Chambar
Salem, Oregon 97310

[ 240 Scenic Drive
Ashland, Oregon 97520

OREGON STATE SENATE
SALEM, OREGON
97310

September 4, 1981

Commissioners

Environmental Quality Commission
522 S.W 5th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Commissioners:
I am writing this letter in regards to the

for the City of Klamath Falls and the area
annexation.

Vica-Chairperson:
Labor
Member:
Human Resources/Aging
Insurance/Banking/Reliremeant
Local Govarnment/
Urban Affairs/Housing

Assistant Minorily Leader

RE@EHW@@

SLP 16 198

Water Qualiity Mivigl
on
Dept. of Environ. W Quality

funding priority
to be served by

For the last seven years I have been working with the people
of the Stewart-Lennox area in trying to find a solution to

their sewer problem.

It is my understanding that the procject is

currently listed

as eighth on your projected list for funding. I would like
to respectfully add my strong support and urge that this
project be retained on your list for future funding. The
economic hardship that would be caused if this project were

not funded would be considerable.

Again I would urge you to keep this project on your funding

list in its position.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

LENN L. ON
State Senator
District 26

State of Qregon
BEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

E@EUWE
n SEP 11 1981
OFfiCE OF THE DIRECTOR



ATTACHMENT C
SUMMARY, EVALUATION AND RESPONSE TO ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY

The following five sections present summaries and responses to relevant .
public hearing testimony on the proposed alternative FY 82 Sewerage Works
Construction Grant Priority Lists and the proposed policy on Sewerage Works
Planning and Construction. A summary of the September 8, 1981 public
hearing and the record of the written testimony on the above referenced
subjects appear in Attachments A and B, respectively. Copies of the actual
written testimony (part of Attachment B} are available upon request.

The summaries and responses to the testimony are organized as follows:

1. Testimony Relative to Individual Project and Segment Classification
and Ranking

2. Testimony Relative to Operational Dependency Determinations

3. Testimony Relative to the proposed Alternative 1 and 2 FY 82 Priority
Lists and the Continuation of the FY Bl Priority List

4, Testimony Relative to the Proposed Policy on Sewerade Works Planning
and Construction.

5. Additional Issues

1. Testimony Relative to Individual Project and Segment Classification
“and Ranking

a. The Oregon Rural Community Assistance Program (ORCAP) on behalf
of the City of Sheridan, requested reconsideration of the point
ranking determinations for the City of Sheridan. They noted
that: (a) the West Main Area is a formally declared health
hazard (b) a collection system project segment for West Sheridan

"should be added to the list and (c) the City's existing
facilities must be rehabilitated to accommocdate the increase
waste loads from the West Main Area.

Response

At the time the draft 1982 Alternative 1 and 2 priority
lists were being prepared, the State Health Division's
Findings of Fact and Health Hazard Annexation Order were
under petition for judicial review. Since that time,
however, the Annexation Order has been made final. Because
the Findings of Fact conclude that water pollution and a
hazard to public health exist, reclassification of the West
Sheridan interceptor project intended to service the health
‘hazard is warranted., Assignment of Letter Class A and 130
Regulatory Emphasis points will be made to the FY 82
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List.

With respect to their request for addition of a collection
system project segment, OAR 340-~53-020 states that such



costs are eligible for state certification where mandatory
health hazard annexation is required pursuant to ORS 222.850
and where a Step 1 grant for the project has been certified
prior to September 30, 1979. A collection system project
segment for West Sheridan is grant eligible under these
criteria and will be added to the list,

To asgess the need for integrating the City of Sheridan's
STP improvement project segment with the West Main project
segments, the Department needs more information. A treat-
ment works segment is deemed operationally dependent on

a higher priority segment, only if construction of a higher
priority segment would cause dry weather raw sewage bypasses
at the plant because of inadequate capacity. The Department
cannot make this determination until the facility plan has
been completed, At that time, should elevating the STP
improvement segment be warranted, the Department has the
ability to revise the priority of the project if sufficient
funds are available.

Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority objected to the lowering of
the BCVSA Whetstone project from Letter Class B to D. In addition,
they felt the Department provided insufficient notice regarding

the project reclassification on the draft priority lists.

RESEOHSG

Notice of project reclassification and the preparation of
the draft 1982 priority lists were provided and made

according to rules on Priority List Development contained
in OAR 340-53-015.

The staff, however, has reconsidered the priority of the
BCVSA Whetstone project based on written testimony submitted
by BCVSA and recent discussions with DEQ's Southwest Regional
Office Manager relative to benefigial use impairment of
Whetstone Creek. The staff feels that information is now
sufficient to warrant project ranking in Letter Class B.

The City of Stanfield expressed concern that the priority
points for their project were lowered from prior years lists
because they did not have a Stipulated Consent Agreement. In
addition, they felt they had not been made aware of the
importance of the document with respect to project priority.

Response

As indicated in staff comments which accompanied the draft
1982 priority lists, Stanfield's prior years assignment of
150 Regulatory Emphasis points was in error. However,
negotiating and signing a Stipulated Consent Agreement in
the interim would not have raised Stanfield's priority
ranking. Pursuant to the priority list criteria contained
in OAR~-53-015, a project qualifies for 150 points regulatory
emphasis only if the project received a time extension to



meet the 1977 secondary treatment goals (through a permit
addendum or Stipulated Consent Agreement) prior to

January 1, 1978. These criteria were adopted by the EQC on
August 31, 19792,

2. Testimony Relative to Operational Dependency Determination Made on
Certain Projects '

a.

Mr. Abraham, Utilities Director for Clackamas County, on behalf
of the Tri City County project, requested the staff reconsider
the priority ranking of six project segments and include them
with the Tri City Regional treatment plant project segment on the
proposed list. The segments include the Tualatin Pump Station
and Force Main, the Riverstreet and Gladstone Interceptors and
the Abernethy and Newell Interceptors.

. Response

The staff acknowledges the treatment facility and sewerage
problems which are intended to be addressed through
implementation of the above referenced project segments.
However, the basis for the ranking of Tri City County's
highest priority project segment is the elimination of water
quality problems associated with facilities at Oregon City and
West Linn-Bolton. Correction of these problems will primarily
occur as a result of construction of the regional sewage
treatment and the dependent segments shown on the FY 82 draft
list. The plant and the combined related segments can be
operational without the project segments related to the West
Linn-wWillamette system. In addition, Tri City County has not
shown that delayed construction of the Riverstreet, Gladstone,
Abernethy and Newell Interceptors would result in summer
bypasses or surcharges affecting public health.

Mr. Jewitt, Attorney, and Mr. Altman, Deputy Project Manager with
BCS, on behalf of MWMC, presented detailed testimony in support
of their arqument that the permanent sludge disposal and sewer
rehabilitation project segments be elevated to the priority of
the wastewater treatment plant. BCS feels that DEQ's rationale
for prioritizing these segments separately is technically unsound
and further indicates that "all of MWMC's remaining components
can be completely funded from DEQ's proposed FY 82 priority list
within the heading designated "MWMC/Regional."

A summary of their testimony is outlined below, followed by staff
response.

i. The interim temporary lagoon was never intended nor is it
capable of handling the volume of sludge which will be
produced when the treatment plant goes on-line,

ii. The new solids processing train within the wastewater
treatment plant will utilize a high-rate digestion process
without decanting, and will produce a thinner, less



iii.

iv.

vi.

vii.

viii.

ix.

stabilized sludge. This along with other factors relative
to increased sludge production will increase the volatile
solids loading rate to the existing interim sludge lagoon
six times beyond the surface area loading rate recommended
by the EPA Process Design Manual. Consequently, the
excessive loadings would cause intolerable odors.

The anticipated holding capacity of the interim lagoon ig
approximately 57 days without decanting and approximately
114 days with decanting. However, decanting probably will
not be possible because stratification of the sludge would
be minimal.. Decanting of poor quality supernatant probably
would cause severe plant upset.

If the treatment plant is brought on-line prior to
construction of permanent sludge handling facilities, MWMC
would need to begin trucking liquid digested sludge on a
daily basis. The present fleet of sludge hauling and
spreading vehicles cannot keep pace with the expected sludge
production.

Extended use of interim facilities would necessitate MWMC
purchase of two or three additional tankers or contracting
for continuous hauling.

With the problems and limitations of ligquid sludge disposal
during wet months, MWMC would need to purchase land for
dedicated land disposal (approximately 50 acres) to
maintain continuity of the sludge disposal process.

The operational cost for the "apparent best alternative" is
$1,853,000, whereas the extended interim sludge disposal
program would be $2,426,000 annually, not including land
costs. Thus, the suggested interim program is not
cost-effective.

BCS further lists drawbacks to the extended-interim sludge
disposal program, including comments that the extended-
interim system is not approved by EPA and an EIS may be
required for its implementation; this system is extremely
inefficient in its energy use; the fertilizer value of sludge
is not used to its fullest; land is taken out of service for
an indefinite period of time; and return of the sludge
supernatant to the wastewater treatment plant would likely
cause degradation in effluent quality.

If the sewer rehabilitation project is not carried out the
Willakenzie pump station and raw sewage pump station will be
hydraulically overloaded during the peak storm event (5-vyear,
2-hour storm). 1In addition, flows in excess of 218 mgd will
bypass the influent plant pump stations. Effluent quality
will be degraded.



Response

DEQ staff acknowledges that the interim temporary

sludge lagoon may not be able to handle the volume of
sludge under current operating procedure after the
expected increase in sludge volume when the treatment
plant goes on-line. The staff does not feel, however,
that acceptable operation of the treatment plant is
dependent upon the immediate implementation of the long-
term sludge disposal project segment.

As BCS acknowledges, delayed funding of the permanent
sludge disposal project segment does not preclude
alternative interim arrangements (different from those
currently utilized) for handling and disposing of the
total volume of sludge.

The staff has observed other municipalities, and
agencies, including USA, and the City of Portland,
operating interim sludge disposal programs on a year-
round basis without causing serious environmental
problems from runoff, Agricultural sludge application
programs which utilize spray systems with ordinary
irrigation pipe are employed for application on wet
land. With good management, land for wet weather
application is selected so as to minimize runoff and
ponding. As BCS recognizes, additional trucks can be
leased, rented, or purchased (and resold) if needed.

Contract hauling is also a possiblity that should be
considered as an interim measure. With the ability to
haul and apply sludge on a nearly yvear-round basis,
existing on-site sludge storage facilities should be
adequate. Experience has shown that with well digested
sludge (45% volatile solids or less) a film of water
will stand on the surface of the lagoon which reduces
the possibility of odor. The thickened sludge is
removed from the bottom.

Unrelated to the operational dependency determination:
(1) the permanent sludge disposal program has not
received final approval by DEQ or EPA and (2) local
opposition towards the proposed permanent sludge program
exists and was subject of testimony at this hearing. It
therefore appears advisable to investigate the operation
of an interim sludge disposal program immediately.

In addition, the staff does not feel the issue of
operational cost-effectiveness is relevant when comparing
an interim program to a long-term permanent sludge
disposal program. Lower operational costs at a permanent
site is accompanied by substantial initial capital
investment. This capital investment amortized over the



design life of the facility, when added to operation and
maintenance costs, should be cost-effective.

Indeed, all projects selected for funding must be cost-
effective, but economic circumstances necessitate that
operationally dependent segments are funded first.
Operational costs anticipated at an interim facility may
be higher than those associated with the long-range
program, However, through careful management, an
acceptable interim alternative to the long-range program
can be implemented =0 as to keep costs to a minimum,

With respect to MWMC's suggestion that the sewer
rehabilitation project be elevated to the priority of the
regional treatment plant, DEQ must reference Table 1 in
the July 17, 1981 EQC Agenda Item E. MWMC has not
provided evidence that construction of the treatment
plant, without simultaneously implementing rehabilitation
would result in increase summer bypasses or surcharging
of sewers. Instead, the testimony deals with bypass
occcurrences that are possible during the 5-year peak
storm event.

Finally, in response to the comment that all remaining
segments can be completely funded from DEQ's proposed
FY 82 priority list within the heading MWMC/Regional,
the Department does not consider this a relevant factor
in determining the operational dependency of higher
prioritized segments to those with a lower priority.

Similarly, a reduction from original budget level esti-
mates shown on the FY 81 list, does not affect project
priority. Cost estimates are vital only insofar as they
are reasonable and establish the number of high priority
projects which may proceed within a given year's estimated
funding.

BCS also revised DEQ's Alternative 1 priority list to
reflect substantial reductions in budget cost estimates
for their projects on the FY 81 list., Subsequent
clarification obtained from BCS staff on September 15
changed 5 of the grant estimates and the phasing of 2
project segments from those submitted for the record,
For details, see Attachment D.

BCS's list shows the project segment in order of preferred
funding. The FY 82 list has been adjusted accordingly for
projects expected to be funded in FY 82 and beyond.

Testimony Relative to the Proposed Alternative Priority Lists for FY 82

Most of the testimony received was in response to the alternative
priority lists proposed for consideration at the September 8 public
hearing. Alternative 1 list was prepared consistent with the existing
rules governing the development of the priority list. These rules
specified that the transition status of projects which were carried
forward to the top of the FY B1 priority list would be eliminated for
FY 82,



Alternative 2 would require a modification of the existing rule to
allow funding of the highest priority segments of projects previously
transitioned and under Step III construction in FY 81. Transitioning
in FY 82 and beyond would be limited to their operationally dependent
segments only.

At the public hearing on September 8, participants were advised of a
recent change in federal requirements which could affect the priority
list. DEQ was recently advised that the states can continue to use
their FY 81 priority list in FY B2, as the basis for allocating FY 81
carryover funds until Congress appropriates funds for 1982. This means
that any unspent funds carried forward would be available for unfunded
projects according to their standing on the FY 81 priority list. When
Congress enacts legislation and appropriations for FY 82, DED would
submit a new FY 82 priority list for EPA's approval.

The majority of the testimony favored Alternative 1. The basis for
this support centered on the respondents' preference to have certified
health hazard area projects funded first. Many of the respondents
represent health hazard project areas and smaller communities.

Testimony received from those representing Bend, Tri City S§.D. (Oregon
City, West Linn and Gladstone), MWMC, Albany, Unified Sewerage Agency
of Washington County, and METRO, supported continuing the FY 81
priority list for funds carried forward intoc FY 82. In general, they
comment that once Congress has acted on appropriations and legislation
for FY 82, a new list should be developed consistent with the
legislation.

Comment was also received in support of Alternative 2. The City of
Portland detailed the consedquences of delayed funding for remaining
phases of the Portland SE Relieving project. A second letter from
MWMC expressed support for Alternative 2 should the Commission elect
not to extend the FY 81 priority list on an interim basis.

Re sponse

The Department acknowledges that reform legislation may revise

the eligibility for certain project types, level of grant parti-
cipation and reserve capacity eligibility. However, the present
criteria contain numerous provisions that allow adjustment to new
federal requirements to aveoid conflict with final Congressional
actions. If Congress acts and the state has no FY 82 list,
several months delay in initiating construction of fundable
projects could result, while new criteria and list adoption
procedures are followed. It therefore, seems desirable to adopt a
list for FY 82 that reflects the preferred method of operation for
Oregon—-the previously proposed Alternative 1 priority list. If
modification is essential; it could be done after Congress acts.

Considering the federally induced program delays during the year,
the Department believes it is also appropriate to consider
extending the FY 81 priority list for a maximum of 90 days or
until FY 82 appropriations are allocated, if done so before



December 31, 1981, This would give additional time for processing
grant project applications and grant awards intended to be funded
from FY 81 and prior year reallotted funds. If Congress has not
appropriated funds by December 31, 1981, the FY 82 list could then
go immediately into effect and any remaining unobligated funds
would then be available for obligation to the certified health
hazard projects.

Continuation of the FY 81 list (if applications are submitted so
that awards can be made in a timely manner) would result in
funding the most critical operationally dependent segments of the
MWMC project with FY Bl and prior year funds. If ready, the final
effluent disposal project for Bend could be funded. However, it
would remain as a number 3 priority for funding on the FY 82

list., The Portland Southeast Relieving Interceptor project Phases
3 and 4, would not receive funding under this scenario until FY 87
or beyond.

In order to extend the FY 81 priority list for a limited period
of time, a temporary rule would be needed to modify OAR 340-53-005
through 035 in order to postpone provisions of the rules which
were to become effective October 1, 1981. Priority rating
criteria is unchanged.

Testimony Relative to the Proposed Policy On Sewerage Works Planning
and Construction

Several items of testimony dealt specifically with the proposed
policy. Two respondents appeared to indicate that the policy lacks
enough detail and EQC commitmen: to assist local government in the
development and evaluation of technical and financial alternatives;
other respondents were concerned that the policy was too prescriptive.
The latter appeared to interpret the policy as dictating how projects
should be financed. 1In particular, the League of Oregon Cities
expressed concern that the EQC may be overstepping its authority to
require local financing plans.

ResEQnse

In response to those proposing additions to the policy, the
Department believes that the suggestions are appropriate for
staff effort rather than for inclusion in the policy statement,
particularly in light of other testimony received.

The need to c¢clarify the intent of the policy is apparent,
however. The purpose of the proposed policy is to encourage
locally developed financing plans which provide reasonable
assurance that funds be available to meet on-going construction,
operation, maintenance, replacement and expansion needs, not to
dictate how the funds should be derived. The policy language
will be modified to reflect this point.

Secondly, the policy is intended to recognize that long-range
correction to meet water quality goals may involve interim



periods where progress is being made, but full compliance cannot
be expected. The Department recognizes that interim corrective
measures can vary with the water guality and sewerage facility
problems that need to be addressed.

The Department believes that requiring sewerage utilities to
demonstrate that they are financially as well as technically able
to assure compliance with environmental standards is consistent
with statutory authority and policy contained in ORS 454.010 -

'454.060. ‘The staff is persuaded that all utilities should not be

required to develop such a plan within three years. Therefore,
language of the proposed policy will be modified to reflect when
such plans are appropriate.

A modified proposed policy will be incorporated into this document
and appear as Attachment E.

5. Additional Issues Raised In the Testimony

[- 18

Several respondents requested that public testimony be taken at
the October 9, 1981 EQC meeting to allow consideration of any
changes relative to federal legislation between the closing of
the hearing record and the EQC meeting.

The hearing procedure was explained both in the public notice and
at the hearing on September 8. 1981, 7The staff will provide the
EQC with the October 9, 1981 Agenda Item, and public responses to
the recommendation received by September 24, The staff feels that
it is unlikely that between now and the time of the EQC meeting,
both Houses of Congress could resolve their differences and enact
reforms and funding legislation.

Two respondents expressed concern over the Agripac and sludge
disposal segments of the MWMC project. The use of federal funds
to benefit the Agripac food processing plant and to purchase land
outside the urban growth boundary for waste disposal were opposed.
Financing the non-federal share of these segments with
county-wide obligation bonds was also questioned., In addition,
concern was expressed over the potential environmental impact on
these segments and the financial management of the MWMC project.

Res ponse

Under federal funding eligibility requirements both the
permanent sludge disposal and the Agripac effluent disposal
system segments are eligible for grants if they are
cost-effective and environmentally scund and meaningful
opportunities for public comment have been accorded.

Although Congress recently phased out grant eligibility for
industrial capacity in municipal systems. According to EPA's
proposed regulations, projects with industrial capacity which
had a Step 2 grant by May 14, 1980, received Step 3 grant by
November 15, 1981, are not adversely affected. Industrial
capacity eligibility for Agripac therefore would not be
affected.



C.

In addition, it is the Department's understanding that bonds
used for financing the non-federal share of the project are
not county-wide bonds, but rather they are bonds to be paid
for by the county service district whose boundaries are the
city limits of Eugene and Springfield.

Although the staff can acknowledge the expressed environ-
mental concerns, the forum for addressing these issues is the
public participation and hearing process which must be
conducted by each grantee, pursuant to 40 CFR 6.512(b). In
addition, prior to Step 2 funding of proposed projects EPA
considers public comment and either issues a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) statement, or recommends that an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be performed. Public
comment can be presented in response to either one. With
respect to the Agripac segment, EPA recently issued a FONSIT
which is available for additional review and comment. EPA
has not yet issued a finding on the environmental effects of
the permanent sludge disposal project.

Every grant is audited by the Inspector General's Office at
least once before final project closeout. Large projects,
such as MWMC, usually are audited more than once while the
project is under construction. '

Concern was expressed about whether the criteria used to establish
health hazards are clearly defined and uniformly applied to all
projects.

RQSEOHSQ

The staff recognizes that many sewerage and sewage treatment
needs identified on the list will prevent potential health
hazards, or will, in part, address health hazard situations.
However, only those projects which will correct identified
health hazards pursuant to priority criteria are listed in
Letter Code A, (Construction Grants Priority Criteria,
Table 1, OAR 340-53-015). Certified Findings of Fact which
have been issued by the Health Division or BEQC must conclude
that water pollution or beneficial use impairment and a
hazard to public health exist,.

Field investigations, public notice and hearing and written
findings of fact are required documentation.

Testimony noted that several projects are identified on the
priority list for immediate award of Step 2 grants where Step 3
grant awards are not anticipated for several years. It was
suggested that Step 2 awards be delayed and funding should be
focused on Step 3 construction projects. Further clarification
on procedures for funding Step 1 and Step 2 projects was
requested.



Response

Projects identified as high priority for Step 2 grants in FY
81 are projects which need to move forward with or without
grants and are thus being certified for Step 2 grant award
from Step 1 and 2 reserve. The Department is attempting to
better coordinate Step 2 and Step 3 grant awards to prevent
delays between design and construction but limitations on
available funds make it difficult to accomplish.

The State's criteria provide for a set-aside of 10 percent
of the total allotment to the Step 1 and 2 reserve, Funds
in this reserve may be used for Step 1 or 2 grant projects,
or they may be transferred to the grant increase reserve or
used to fund the conventional components of projects funded
from the alternative small community reserve. Once funds
are available and reserve levels are established, it is the
Department's intent to certify Step 1 or Step 2 applications
only where the projects are urgently needed.

e. Testimony was received suggesting the EQC carefully study the
feasibility of seeking authority to institute a state matching
grant assistance program.

Response

Statutory authority exists for the sale of state general
obligation bonds from the Pollution Control Bond Fund and for
hardship grants. However, the Legislature has decided to use
this bond fund for loans rather than for grants.

£. Mr. Johnscon, City Manager of Bend, noted that the amount shown on
the draft FY 82 list for their project is low and not sufficient
to permit them to award a contract should funds become available.

Response

The Step 3 estimate for Bend's permanent effluent disposal
system has been revised to $2.5 million instead of $.75
million shown on the draft list. This project is at this
time in the planning stage, with estimates widely ranging
from 0 to $2.5 million for construction. As the facilities
plan progresses, it is probable that an adjustment will be
required to the grant estimate during the course of the
fiscal year. It is intended that Step 3 projects contain
one or more discrete contracts in each project segment.

d. Testimony was received on behalf of MWMC requesting that the
staff reevaluate the amount of money shown on priority list
Alternative 1 for the General Account Step 3 projects for FY 86.
There appears to be some question as to the dollar amount shown
available in Step 3 funds for FY 86.



Response

A typographical correction is required to demonstrate full
utilization of FY 86 funds on the planning list. Please
refer to Attachment D, Technical Corrections to Priority List
Entries and Attachment G, Proposed Priority List for FY 82.

h. Charleston Sanitary District expressed concern that the wording of
OAR 340-53-020(3) (a) relative to grant eligibility for collection
systems prevents the District f£rom obtaining additional grant
assistance and may adversely affect its application for pollution
control bond fund and sinking fund assistance.

Response

Current rules limit funding eligibility for the Pollution
Control Bond to projects eligible for federal grant funds.
DEQ is in the process of drafting revisions to modify this
criterion. A basis for prioritizing projects for access to
the Bond Fund, different from the federal construction grant
criteria, may be established. Financial need is likely to be
a significant factor in the criteria for use of bond funds.

It is anticipated that these revisions will be proposed for
EQC consideration in 2 or 3 months.

i. Testimony from the City of Lowell suggests that they believe
their project does not appear on the FY 82 list.

Response

Three project segments for the City of Lowell are identified
on the priority list within Letter Class C.

j. One respondent expressed interest in Lincoln County pursuing

federal grants to correct poor water quality conditions in Devil's
Lake. :

Response

Moneys have been directed towards the study of Devil's Lake
through the Federal Clean Lakes program. It is expected that
study will be completed in 1982, The local sponsor for the

project is Lincoln City. They can be contacted for further
information.

WL1043.C (1)



ATTACHMENT D

Technical Corrections to Alternative 1 Priority List

The following corrections have been made to the recommended priority list
Alternative 1, as a result of testimony discussed in Attachment C oxr from
administrative corrections. They are listed according to the relative
project ranking they had on the Alternative 1 priority list which was

distributed prior to the September 8 public hearing.

This Attachment updates the Alternative 1 priority list which was

mailed to interested parties as a part of Agenda Item E (1)}, July 17, 1981.



Grantee/
Project

Portland/SW. 45th

Albany/Draperville

Bend

Deschutes Co./
Terrebonne

Silverton/Norway

K Palls/Stew-Lenn

Monroe

MWMC/Regional

Technical
Correction

Delete entry

Delete Step 2 for
Interceptor and collector

Change estimated
grant to $2.53 million

Change Estimated

Grants to $28,000 for

Step 1; $101,000 or Step 2;
$1.12 M for Step 3

Add Collection System to
project description;
revise estimated grants
for interceptor and
collection

Change Grant No.
to 516

Add Collection System to
project description; revise

estimated grants for interceptor

and collection

Ordering of segments at this
priority is changed

STP P5 is now designated as
{8l) and grant estimates
changed to $1.417 M

P.S. 1 Phases 1 and 2 combined

and grant estimates changed
to $1.766 M

Comment

Project is being
constructed

Grant award in
process

Recent information

‘supplied by grantee

Recent information
supplied by grantee

Typographical
correction; recent
information supplied
by grantee

Typographical
correction

Typographical
correction; staff's
cost estimate

Requested by grantee

Project has been
certified for funding

This reflects
elimination of

Phase 2, based on
material submitted

by MWMC on 8-31-81.
This grant estimate is
used instead of MWMC's
9-~11-81 estimate which
was submitted as
testimony.



SEA IND W P1 and P2 grant This reflects antici-

estimates changed to $2.030 M pated potential FY 81

and $3.281 M grant for Phase 1 of
$2.19 M for land, M4l
and E41. DEQ estimates
differ from the
grantee's request in
that E42 for $160,000
is included in Phase 2
instead of Phase 1.

Delete PS 2, Step 2 Grant awarded
Change estimated Step 3 This differs from
grant for PS 2 to $4.599 M testimony submitted on

9-11 but was confirmed
by the grantee by
phone on 9-15

Clack. Co./Kellog Delete SLDG DISP Included in STP
{Tri City Co.) Steps 2 and 3 project.
Tri City Co/Regional Change "Co." to S.D. Typographical
correction
Hammond (Wrntn) Change estimated grant for Recent information
Step 1 to $30,000 supplied by grantee
USA/Hillsboro Delete entry This project is

entered at B204.55
points. Typographical

correction

Portland/SE REL. Change grant estimates to Recent information
$9.2 M for Phase 3 supplied by grantee
and $3.2 M for Phase 4

MWMC/S1ludge Combine into one phase Recent information
and change estimated grant supplied by grantee
to $6.393 M for Step 3

MWMC/Eugene Delete Step 2; change Grant not needed
Step 3 target cert to (81) according to grantee;

Step 3 is on fundable
part of FY 81 list.

USA/Cedar Mill Delete _ ' Project under
construction



MWMC/Springfield

Sheridan/West Area

BCVSA/Whetstone

USA/Reedville

WG426 (1)

Change estimated grant
to $150,000 for Step 2

Change grant estimate
to $1.745 M for Step 3

Change Letter class to
A and regulatory

emphasis to 190 (A229.51);:
Add collection system and

rank with interceptor

Change priority points score

to B 150.60

Delete

Although testimony
did not indicate

a grant need this
amount was estimated
in a phone conver-
sation with grantee
on 9-15-81.

Testimony submitted
on 9-17~81 indicated
that a portion of
Eugene's PS5 2 and
Springfield's rehab-
ilitation would to-
gether cost $6.345 M-
in grant funds. This
was revised on 9-15-81
by phone with the
grantee.

Refer to Attachment C

Refer to Attachment C

Project being
constructed



ATTACHMENT E

The following is proposed for adoption as OARR 340-41-034:

POLICY ON SEWERAGE WORKS PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION

Oregon's publicly owned sewerade utilities have since 1956 developed an
increasing reliance on federal sewerage works construction grant funds to
meet a major portion of the cost of their sewerage works construction
needs. This reliance did not appear unreasohable based on federal
legislation passed up through 1978. Indeed, the Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) has routinely approved compliance schedules with deadlines
contingent on federal funding. This reliance no longer appears reasonable
based on recent and proposed legislative actions and appropriations and the
general state of the nation's economy.

The federal funds expected for future vears will address a small percentage
of Oregon's sewerage works construction needs. Thus, continued reliance by
DEQ and public agencies on federal funding for sewerage works construction
will not assure that sewage from a growing Oregon population will be
adequately treated and disposed of so that health hazards and nuisance
conditions are prevented and beneficial uses uses of public waters are not
threatened or impaired by quality degradation.

Therefore, [the EQC proposes] the following statements of policy are
established to guide future sewerage works planning and construction:

1. The EQC remains strongly committed to its historic program of
preventing water quality problems by requiring control facilities to
be provided prior to the connection of new or increased waste loads.

2. [The goal of the EQC is to have each sewerage utility in Oregon
develop, within 3 years, a financing plan which will assure that
future sewerage works construction and operation needs can be fully
financed by local revenues. The Department will work with the League
of Oregon Cities and others as necessary to aid in the development of
such plans.]

The EQC urges each sewerage utility in Oregon to develop, as soon as
practicable, a financing plan which will assure that future sewerage
works construction, operation, maintenance and replacement needs can
be met in a timely manner. Such financing plans will be a :
prerequisite to Department issuance of permits for new or
significantly modified sewerage facilities, for approval of plans for
new or significantly modified sewerage facilities, or for access to
funding assistance from the state pollution control bond fund. The
Department may accept assurance of development of such financing plan
1f necessary to prevent delay in projects already planned and in the
process of implementation. The Department will work with the League
of Oregon Cities and others as necessary to aid in the development of
financing plans.




No sewerage utility should assume that it will receive grant
assistance to aid in addressing its plamning and construction needs.

Existing sewerage facility plans which are awaiting design and
construction should be updated where necessary to include:

a., Evaluation of additional alternatives where appropriate, and
re—evaluation of costs of existing alternatives;

b. Identification and delineation of phased construction
alternatives; and

¢. A financing plan which will assure ability to construct
facilities over an appropriate time span with [100% locall
locally derived funds.

New sewerage works facility planning initiated after [this date]

Oct. 1, 1981 should not be approved without adequate consideration of
alternatives and phased construction options, and without

a financing plan which assures [self-sufficient] adequate funding
for construction, [and] operation, maintenance and replacement of
sewerage facilities. [from local sewerage revenues, |

The EQC recognizes that many cities in need of immediate sewerage
works construction have completed planning and are awaiting design or
construction funding. These cities have developed their program
relying on 75% federal grants. They will have difficulty developing
and implementing alternatives to fund immediate construction needs.
Many are, or will be, under moratoriums on new connections because
existing facilities are at, or near, capacity. The EQC will consider
the following interim measures as a means of assisting these cities to
get on a self-supporting basis provided that an approvable long-range
program is presented:

a. Temporary increases in waste discharge loading may be approved
provided a minimum of secondary treatment, or equivalent control
is maintained and beneficial uses of the receiving waterway are
not impaired.

b. Installation and operation of temporary treatment works may be
approved providing:

(i) The area served is inside an approved urban growth boundary
and the proposal is consistent with State Land Use Planning

laws,

(ii) A master sewerage plan is adopted which shows how and when
the temporary facilities will be phased out.

(iii) The public agency responsible for implementing the master
plan is the owner and operator of the temporary facilities.



(iv) Sewerage service to the area served by the temporary
facility is necessary as part of the [revenue base and]
financing program for master plan implementation and no
other option for service is practicably available.

(v) An acceptable receiving stream or method of effluent
disposal is available for the temporary facility.

Conpliance schedules and other permit requirements may be modified to
incorporate an approved interim program. Compliance with a permit so
modified will be required at all times.

Sewerage Construction programs should be designed to eliminate raw
sewage bypassing during the summer recreation season {except for a
storm event greater than the 1 in 10 year 24 hour storm) as soon as
practicable. A program and timetable should be developed through
negotiation with each affected source. Bypasses which occur during
the remainder of the year should be eliminated in accordance with an
approved longer term maintenance based correction program. More
stringent schedules may be imposed as necessary to protect drinking
water supplies and shellfish growing areas.

Any seweradge utility that is presently in compliance and forsees a
need to plan for future expansion to accommodate growth but elects to
wait for federal funds for planning and construction will make such
election with full knowledge that if existing facilities reach
capacity before new facilities are completed, a moratorium on new
connections will be imposed. Such moratorium will not qualify them
for any special consideration since its presence is deemed a matter of
their choice.

The Department will continue to assist cities to develop interim and
long-range programs, and construction schedules and to secure
financing for essential construction.

ALS:g
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ATTACHMENT

The following is proposed for adoption as a Temporary Rule,
Add a new paragraph to OAR 340-53-015 as follows:

340-53-015 {12) Not withstanding the provisions of OAR 340-53-005

through 035, the priority list adopted on September 19, 1980 for FY 81
shall be used to cbligate carryover FY B8l and prior year reallotted funds
until December 31, 1981 or until ¢ongress allocates FY¥Y 82 funds, whichever
first occurs. The FY 82 priority list shall then become effective.

WL1057.B (1)



ATTACHMENT G
PROPOSED MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FY 82 PRIORITY LIST

Federal regulations governing the Federal Municipal Wastewater Treatments Works Construction Grants Program
require that grants be awarded from an approved statewide priority list. This draft FY 82 priority list is
intended to satisfy those requirements and was developed in accordance with OAR 340-53-005 et seq.,
Development and Management of the Statewide Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List. The draft
priority list includes all known projects potentially eligible for a grant, the estimated grant amount, and
estimated target certification date. Since Congressional action affecting this program is expected to occur
after adoption of this list, many planning assumptions were made to develop this draft list.

Priority List - Alternative 1 is based on OAR 340-53-005, These rules specify that the F¥Y82 list shows (1)
separate priority rating points for each component or segment of the proposed treatment works based on
priority criteria unless components or segments were operationally dependent upon other components or segments
(In the latter case, the higher priority ranking would be given t¢ operationally dependent units); and (2)

priority ranking is assigned to all segments or components based on priority criteria, thus eliminating the
transition status.

Funding Assumptions

1. No funds will be appropriated in FY 82.

2. FY 83 through FY 86 appropriation will be based on $2.4 billion nationally, $15.26 million for Oregon.

3. The $15.26 million will be separated into the following reserves:

Million $
General Allotment (73%) 11.14
Reserve for Grant Increases (10%) 1.53
Reserve for Step 1 and 2 Projects (10%) 1.53
I/A Reserve (3%) 0.45
Small Community Alternative Reserve (4%) 0.61

4. No projects will be scheduled for funding from the reserve for Step 1 and 2 projects. However, any Step
l or 2 project not funded from the general allotment could be a candidate for funding from this reserve.
Funding from this reserve is offered to projects in priority order, to the limit of the funds available,
See OAR 340-53-025(6).

D INIWHOYILY



Scheduling Assumptions

1.

2.

5.

Projects are scheduled to utilize the general allotment funds available each year, according to priority
ranking order,

The list includes some projects which are expected to be certified in FY 8l. The grant amount for these
projects was not included in projecting how far funding will extend in subseguent years. Should the FY8l
projects not be certified this year, funding projections for subsequent years may be adjusted. These
projects are identified by (81) in the target certification date column,

Step 2 or 3 projects for small communities utilizing alternative technology were scheduled according to
the funds available in a special reserve and in accordance with the priority ranking for projects known
to be eligible for that reserve. These projects are noted by asterisk.

When a project could not be fully funded in a given year, it was scheduled for two or more years. This
information will be refined for development of the final list.

EPA requires that the priority list show projects which may be funded over a five-year period. Projects
scheduled for funding after FY 87 will be designated as "FY 87+".

Other Assumptions

1. If funds become available in FY 82 or actual appropriations differ fram the "funding assumptions", more
or fewer projects may be certified in a given year without additional public hearing or initiation of
bypass procedures. See OAR 340-53-015(3) (h).

2. If federal eligibility criteria is modified, appropriate deletions can be made without priority list
modification or bypass.

3. Minor modifications as a result of updated project information can be made to the list without additional
public hearing.

RTE:g
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PROPOSED CONSTRUCTICN GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRICRITY LIST

ATTACHMENT G

'EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO  TARGET  GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
664 ALBANY / DRAPERVILLE INT 3 FY 82 FY 83 1,300 A232,74
OLL 3 FY 82 FY 83 1,300 A227.74

506 SHERIDAN / WEST AREA INT 2 FY 82 FY 83 36 A229.51
3 FY 83 FY 84 360 A229.51

COLL 2 FY 82 FY 83 95 A224,51

3 FY 83 FY B4 630 A224.51

486 BEND/CITY EFF DISP 3 FY 82 FY 83 2,530 A227.97
464 DESCHUTES Q0 / TERREBONNE SYSTEM 1 FY 81 (81) 28 1224,45
. SYSTEM 2 FY 82 FY 83 101 A224.45

3 ‘FY 82 FY 84 1,121 A224,45

627 MEDFORD / FOOTHILLS INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 389 A223.66
OOLL 3 FY 81 FY 83 38 A218.66

467 SILVERTON / NORWAY INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 111 A222,25
OLL 3 FY 81 FY 83 78 A217.25

/ CITY STP IMP 3 FY 81 FY 83 1,575 B249.57

REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 83 209 . B248.57

PUMP STS 3 FY 81 FY 83 70 B247.57

TRNK INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 131 B247.57

WP ST INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 781 B247.57

560 ROSEBURG / RIFLE RANGE INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 180 A217.68
COLL 3 FY 81 FY 83 23 A212.68

579 MADRAS / FRINGE INT 2 FY 81 (81) 45 A208.40
INT 3 FY 82 FY 83 405 A208.40

QOLL 2 FY 81 (81) 130 A203, 40

COLL 3 FY 82 FY 83 1,882 A203.40

516 K FALLS / STEWART-LENNOX INT 2 FY B1 (81) 75 A208.00
INT 3 FY 82 FY 84 659 2208.00

QOLL 2 FY 81 (81) 130 A203.00

COLL 3 FY 82 FY 84 1,431 2203,00

REVISED 9/15/81



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP FROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
665 CORVALLIS / SW ANNEXATION INT 2 Fy 81 (8l1) 38 A200.96
INT 3 FY 82 FY 84 465 A200.96
COLL 2 FY 81 {81) 33 A195,96
COLL 3 FY 82 FY B84 423 A195.96
569 MONROE / NORTH INT 3 FY 81 FY 84 46 Al94.51
QOLL 3 FY 81 FY 84 110 Al189.51
/ CITY REHAB 3 FY 81 FY B84 426 B159.22
624 MRMC / REGIONAL STP P5 3 FY 81 (81) 1,417 B261.51
PSL 3 FY 81 {8l) 1,766 B198.68
SEA IND W 2 FY 8L (81) 339 C256.58
SEAINDWP1 3 FY 81 (81) 2,030 C256.58
SEA INDWP 2 3 FY 82 FY 84 3,281 C256.58
STP P6 3 FY 82 FY 84-85 5,804 B261.51
Ps 2 3 FY 82 FY 85 4,599 Cl197.70
467 SILVERTON / CITY EFF DISP 3 FY 82 FY 85 100 B249.57
467 SILVERTON / CITY W MN INT 3 FY 81 FY 85 le4 B246.44
512 COTTAGE GROVE / CITY STP IMP 3 FY 81 FY 85-86 4,178 B240.74
INT 3 FY 81 FY 86 645 B238.74
I/I CORR 3 FY 81 FY 86 319 B237.74
493 TRI-CITY SD / REGIONAL STP 2 FY 8Bl (81) 1,551 B232.55
STP 3 FY 83 86-87 + 24,119 B232.55
604 CLACK CO. / KELLOGG SDG DISP 2 FY 81 {Bl1) 61 B232.55
/ (TRI-CITY SD) SDG DISP 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 247 B232.55
493 TRI-CITY SD / REGIONAL WIL INT 1 2 FY 81 (81) 96 B230.55
WIL INT 1 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 1,638 B230.55
/ OR CITY OC INT 2 FY 81 (81) 18 B229.78
OC INT 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 299 B229.78



PROPOSED QONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT  GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO  TARGET  GRANT PRIORTTY
RANK NO. PROJECT MAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
493 TRI-CITY SD / W LN BOLIN RVR ST ™M 2 FY 81 (81) 17 B229.20
RVR ST PM 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 273 B229.20
BOLTN FPM 2 FY 81 (81) 8 B228.76
BOLTN FM 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 95 B228.76
BOLTN PS 2 FY 81 (81) 34 B228.76
BOLTN PS 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 592 B228.76
RVR ST PS 2 FY 81 (81) 86 B228.,76
RVR ST BS 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 1,445 B228.76
485 USA / ROCR CR INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 300 B231.63
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 2,025 B231.63
493 TRI-CITY SD / REGIONAL WIL INT 2 2 FY 81 (81) 19 B230.55
WIL INT 2 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 398 B230.55
493 TRI-CITY SD / GLADSTONE PS 2 FY 81 (81) 28 B229.39
PS 3 FY 83 FY 87 + 524 B229.39
431 BAKER / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 250 B216.87
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 3,225 B216.87
487 DOUG CO / N BANK INT 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 45 B213.84
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 3,503 B213.84
/ METRO STP 2 FY 82  FY 87 + 650 C181.29
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 3,276 C181.29
681 SEASIDE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 651 B213.68
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 3,077 B213.68
681 SEASIDE / CITY REAAB 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 94 B212.68
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 521 B212.68
682 USA / HILLSBORO STP EXP 2 FY 81  FY 87 + 113 B204.55
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 2,420 B204.55
682 USA / HILLSBORO I/I CORR 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 78 B201.55
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 576 B201.55
646 SALEM / CITY FPR 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 750 B203.36



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

Eﬂ.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SHGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO, PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMDUNT FOINTS
494 NEWBERG / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 324 B201.57
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 2,969 B201.57
404 NEWBERG / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 59 B200.57
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 537 B200.57
494 NEWBERG / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 42 B198.57
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 383 B198.57
642 GRAND RONDE / AREA SYSTEM 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 54 B194.02
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 840 B194,02
426 MULT Q0. / INVERNESS INT 8A 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 165 B192.56
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 527 B192.56
653 / EAST CONSORTIUM FPR 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 220 C187.68
426 MULT CO. / INVERNESS INT 8F 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 165 B192.40
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 826 B192.40
INT 8B 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 68 B192.06
: 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 346 B192.06
INT 8C 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 B191.80
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 163 B191.80
INT 8H 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 23 B191.38
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 114 B191.38
426 MULT CO. / INVERNESS INT 8D 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 34 B190.89
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 169 B190.89
INT 8G 2 ‘FY B8O FY 87 + 45 B190.51
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 217 B190.51
567 HAPPY VALLEY / CITY INT 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 42 B190.32
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 375 B190.32
426 MULT CD. / INVERNESS INT 8E 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 B190.00
3 FY Bl FY 87 + 137 B190.00



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SHGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPCNENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
628 CO0S BAY / CITY NO. 1 STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 98 B187.91
‘ 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 219 B187.91
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 949 B187.91
502 HAMMOND (WRNTN) / CITY FPR 1l FY 81 {81) 30 B184.97
628 CO0S BAY / CITY NO. 1 I/I CCRR 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 44 B184.91
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 173 Bl84.91
616 ROSEBURG / CITY REHAB 3 FY 82 FY 87 + 1,682 B184.84
619 ASTORIA / WILLIAMSEORT INT 2 FY 79 FY 87 + 182 B178.60
3 FY 80 FY 87 + 548 Bl78.60
638 CLATSOP PL / AREA INT 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 150 B170.49
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 1,875 B170.49

449 FALLS CITY / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 33 Bl167.52
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 64 B167.52
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 563 Bl167.52
639 YAMHIIL (O / COVE QRCHARD SYSTEM 2 FY 82 FY 83* 31 B152.08
3 FY 83 FY 83* 250 B152.08
607 BCVR / WHETSTONE INT 1l FY 81 FY 87 + 52 B150.60
2 FY 82 FY 87 + 225 B150.60
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 200 B150.60
629 DRAIN / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 23 B150.23
2 FY 80 FY 87 + 54 B150.23
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,050 B150.23
629 DRATM / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 19 B149.23
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 375 B149.23



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1992 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ ' SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GR2NT PRIORITY
NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT FOINTS
629 DRAIN / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 19 B147.23

3 FY 8l FY 87 + 375 B147.23

683 WAUNA-WESTPORT / SAN. DIST.  SYSTEM 2 ' FY 81 FY 83* 68 B143.69
3 FY 81 FY 83* 700 B143.69

526 CIACKAMAS (0. / RHODO-WELCH FRHOD INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 173 B140.86
537 SW LINCOIN / SEN. DIST. SYSTEM 1 FY 81 FY 87 + 40 Bl138.62
2 FY 82 FY 87 + 240 B1l3B.62

3 FY 83 FY 87 + 675 B138.62

583 INE / CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 56 B125.27
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 369 B125.27

588 MT. ANGEL / CITY 5TP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 15 C248.92
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 144 C248.92

588 MT. ANGEL / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 69 C245.92
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 146 C245.92

667 S. SUBURBAN / SAN. DIST. STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 64 C234.53
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 641 C234.53

493 TRI CY SD / REGIONAL REHAB 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 79 C231.55
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 929 C231.55

472 EIGIN / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 34 C227.81
' 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 356 €227.81
472 ELGIN / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 23 C226.81
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 124 C226.81

472 ELGIN / CITY - I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 6 C224.81
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 15 C224.81



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME CCMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
615 CARLTON / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 79 FY 87 + 45 C222.93
3 FY 80 FY 87 + 587 C222.93
515 SCI0 / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 22 C215.75
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 368 C215.75
515 SCI0 / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 10 C212.75
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 41 C212.75
631 VER(NIA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 41 C205.06
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 71 C205.06
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 638 C205.06
511 CANNON BEACH / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 82 FY 84* 100 C204.08
3 FY 83 FY 84* 820 C204.08
604 CLACK CO / KELLOGG SLG DIGT 2 FY 81 (81) 335 C202.56
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 998 C202.56
655 PORTLAND / O0.BLVD.REL. INT 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 C202.05
2 FY 80 FY 87 + 120 C202.05
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,650 C202.05
342 PORTLAND / SE REL. INT P 3 3 FY 80 FY 87 + 9,200 C201.86
INT P 4 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 3,200 C201.86
624 MMC / REGIONAL SLUDGE 2 FY 81 (81) 513 C201.51
SLUDGE 3 FY 82 FY 87 + 6,393 C201.51
624 MMC / EUGENE REHAB 3 FY B2 (81) 1,130 €200.21
493 TRI CY SD / W LINN RVR ST INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 47 C199.80
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 726 Cl199.80



PROPCSED QONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SHGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT FRIORITY

RANK NC. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
624 MWMC / SPRINGFIELD REHAB 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 150 C199.43
REHAB P 1l 3 FY 81 (8l) - 1,130 C199.43

REHAB P 2 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,745 C199.43

493 TRI CY SD / GLADSTONE ™ 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 8 C199.39
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 107 C199.39

493 TRI CY SD / GLADSTONE INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 8 C199.39
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 144 C199.38

493 TRI CY SD / ORE CITY ABNTY INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 57 C199.08
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 879 C199.08

493 TRI CY SD / ORE CITY NEWL INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 60 C198.76
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 899 C198.76

493 TRI CY SD / W LN WILMT TUAL PS 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 38 C198.54
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 663 C198,.54

W IN M 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 23 C198.54

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 367 Cl198.54

575 USA/GASTON INT 2 FY 80 FY B7 + 83 C197.73
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 910 C197.73

513 CRESWELL / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 77 C197.69
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 370 C197.69

506 SHERIDAN / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 Cl194.62
' 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 105 C194.62

513 CRESWELL INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 45 Cl193.69
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 160 C193.69

668 CORVALLIS / CITY Cso 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 83 Cl192.66
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 400 C192.66

3 FY 81 FY 87 + 2,600 C192.66



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCALMYE‘\R 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTES/ SBEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY

RANK NC. PROJECT NAME COMPCNENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOURNT POINTS
506 SHERIDZN / CITY I/1I CORR 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 8 C192.62
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 129 C192.62

615 CARLT(N / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 79 FY 87 + 15 C169.93
3 FY 80 FY 87 + 110 C189.93

554 ENTERPRISE / CITY s IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 46 C181.27
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 138 C181.27

429 ERGIE POINT / CITY INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 38 C€180.86
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 563 C180.86

554 ENTERPRISE / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 23 C178.27
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 71 C178.27

514 CAKRIDGE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 60 Cl178.00
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 764 C178.00

573 LOWELL / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 15 C176.42
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 188 Cl176.42

514 ORKRIDGE / CITY I/1 CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 10 C175.00
3 FY 81 FY 87+ 100 C175.00

594 ESTACADA / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 45 C174.61
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 632 C174.61

516 K FALIS / REGIONAL STP EXP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 170 Cl1l74.52
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 560 Cl74.52

565 STANFIELD / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 32 C173.59
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 401 C173.59

594 ESTACADA / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 Cl71.61
3 FY 81 FY B7 + 120 C171.61



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.
PROJECT PROJECT  GRANTEE/ SECMENT/ READY TO  TARGET  GRANT PRIORTTY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEFD  CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
516 K FALLS / REGIONAL 1/I CORR 2 FY 80  FY 87 70 C171.52
3 FY 81  FY 87 360 C171.52
565 STANFIELD / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 81  FY 87 8 €170.59
3 FY 82 FY 87 62 C170.59
592 DALIAS / CITY 1/I CORR 2 FY 80  FY 87 19 C168.82
3 FY 81  FY 87 204 C168.82
661 GRANTS PASS / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80  ¥Y 87 25 C167.70
661 GRANTS PASS / CITY REHAB 2 FY 81  FY 87 60 C166.70
3 FY 82  FY 87 460 C166.70
620 PHILOMATH / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 22 C166.12
2 FY 81  FY 87 63 C166.12
3 FY 82 FY 87 578 C166.12
661 GRANTS PASS / CITY I/I CORR 1 FY 81  FY 87 9 C164.70
2 FY 82 FY 87 8 C164.70
3 FY 83  FY 87 15 C164.78
569 MONROE / CITY STP EXP 3 FY 81  FY 87 148 C160.32
533 FLORENCE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 87 67 C159. 48
- 3 FY 82 FY 87 2,028 C159. 48
557 PORTLAND / CITY SL GAS U 2 FY 81  FY 87 256 C159.40
3 FY 82  FY 87 2,720 C159. 40
557 FORTLAND / CITY SL DISP 2 FY 81  FY 87 500 C159. 40
3 FY 82 FY 87 7,268 C159. 40
533 FLORENCE / CITY 1/I CORR 2 FY 81  FY 87 30 C156.48
3 FY 82  FY 87 194 CL56. 48



PROPOSED QONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ Smr/ : READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY

RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED  CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
576 USA / BANKS INT 2 FY 80  FY 87 + 185 C151.31
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,309 Cl151.31

617 OBRLAND / CITY ST® IMP 2 Py 81  FY 87 + 56 C150.09
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 302 C150. 09

643 HUBBARD / CITY STP IMp 2 FY 81  FY 87 + 57 Cl148. 44
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 546 C148.44

672 BROOKINGS / CITY ST IMP 1 FY 80  FY 67 + 41 C147.09
2 P 81 FY 87 + 94 C147.09

3 FY 82  FY 87 + 488 €147.09

539 ST HELENS / CITY STP TMP 2 FY 81  FY 87 + 447 C145,82
3 FY 82  FY 87 + 2,931 C145.82

672 BROOKINGS / CITY I/1 CORR 2 FY 83 FY 87 + 82 C144.09
3 FY 84  FY 87 + 273 C144.09

539 ST HELENS / CITY I/1 CORR 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 60 C142.82
3 FY 82 FY & + 1,125 Cl42.82

586 RAINIER / CITH I/I CORR 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 113 Cl4i.6l
3 FY 81  FY 87 + 796 Cl41.61

511 CANNON BCH / CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 82  FY 87 + 90 C141.08
648 HEPPNER / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 ¥Y 87 + 26 C140.48
2 FY 80 FY 87 + 270 €140.48

3 FY 8l  FY 8 + 1,005 C140. 48

559 LINCOIN CITY / CITY INT P 2 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 250 C140. 15
as NEWPORT / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 100 c139.71
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 2,000 C139.71



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO, PROJECT NAME COMPCNENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
469 KLAM 0. / MODOC POINT SYSTEM 1l FY 82 FY 87 25 C139.40
2 FY 83 FY 87 61 C139.40
3 FY 84 FY 87 430 C139.40
618 NEWPORT / CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 83 FY 87 60 C136.71
473 DUFR / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 38 C135.56
3 FY 81 FY 87 250 C135.56
519 JOSEMH / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 75 C133.96
3 FY 81 FY 87 315 C133.96
518 ONTRARIO / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 164 €133.90
3 FY 81 FY 87 656 C133.90
473 DUFUR / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 18 C132.56
3 FY 81 FY 87 33 Cl32.56
572 THE DALLES / FOLEY LAKES INT 2 FY 83 FY 87 92 C131.75
3 FY 84 FY 87 366 C131.75
651 FOSSIL / CITY S5TP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 20 C125.63
2 FY 81 FY 87 255 C125.63
3 FY 82 FY 87 945 C125.63
589 MILTON-FREEWATER / CITY sTP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 265 C125.33
3 FY 81 FY 87 1,322 C125.33
589 MILTON-FREEWATER / CITY INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 12 C123.33
3 FY 81 FY 87 78 C123.33
595 HAISEY / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 35 C113.72
2 FY 81 FY 87 62 C113.72
3 FY 82 FY g7 868 Cl13.72



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

Eml

PROJECT PROJECT  GRANTEE/ SHEMENT/ READY TO  TBARGEP  GRANT PRIORITY

RANK O, PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT, AMOUNT FOINTS
635 ATHENA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 15 €100.00
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 150 C100. 00

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 600 €100. 00

582 IRRIGN / CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 81 FY 85*% 64 D196.09
3 FY 81 FY 85* 1,275 D196.09

670 TRI CITY S.D. / MYRTIE CR STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 74 D184.89
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 668 D184.89

670 TRI CITY S.D. / MYRTIE CR I/I CORR 1 FY 81 FY 87 + 52 D181.89
2 FY 82 FY 87 + 75 D181.89

3 FY 83 FY 87 + 100 D181.89

467 SILVERT(N / CITY STHR INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 + 71 D181.49
673 GREEN S.D. / LANDERS LANE INT 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 9 D177.56
2/3 FY 81 FY 87 + 124 D177.56

674 BORING / AREA SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 32 D173.85
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 65 D173.85

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 375 D173.85

516 K FALIS / PELICIN CITY INT 2/3 FY 80 FY 87 + 510 D167.91
592 DALIAS / NORTHEAST INT 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 100 D165. 47
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,200 D165, 47

3N USA / DURHAM SIUDGE 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 450 D163.89
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 6,300 D163.89

662 SCDAVILIE / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 21 D161.65
2 FY 81 FY 67 + 46 D161.65

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 506 D161.65



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TRRGET GRANT PRIORITY

RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
564 N. BEOWDER / CITY S IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 34 D154.29
3 FY B1 FY 87 + 81 D154.29

675 WALLOWR / CITY 5TP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 15 D150.66
' 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 113 D150.66

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 450 D150.66

597 YOQNCALIA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 26 D149.86
2 FY 81 FY 97 + 47 D149.86

3 FY 83 FY 87 + 574 D149.86

597 YONCALIA / CITY REHAB 2 FY 81 FY 87 + 2 D148.86
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 15 D148.86

541 SISTERS / CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 80 FY 86* 200 D147.81
3 FY 80 FY 86* 1,600 D147.81

597 YCNCALIA / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 2 Dl46.86
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 23 D146.86

617 OAKLAND / UNION GAP INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 21 D144.56
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 77 D144.56

666 CAMAS VALLEY / AREA SYSTEM 1l FY 80 FY 87 + 15 D144.35
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 55 D144.35

3 FY 81 FY 87 + 600 D144.35

602 NESKOWIN / SAN AUTH SYSTEM 2 FY 81 FY 87* 600 D142.80
3 FY 82 FY §7* 3,000 D142.80

447 MILL CITY / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 23 D141.73
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 49 D141.73

3 FY 82 FY 87 + 698 D141.73

536 DESCHUTES (0 / LAPINE SYSTEM 1l FY 81 FY 87 + 45 ' D129.95
2 FY 82 FY 87 + 225 D129,.95

3 FY 83 FY 87 + 675 D129.95



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANIS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

. EST.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SHGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCERD CERT. AMOUNT POINTS
456 JOSEPHINE QO/MERLIN (Col Vly) SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 17 D126.71
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 56 D126.71
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 695 D126.71
521 N. AIBANY S.D. / N AREA INT 1 FY 81 FY 87 + 28 D103. 34
2 FY B2 FY 87 + 97 D103.34
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 900 D103. 34
43 TURNER / CITY INT 2 FY 82 FY 87 + 56 D103.30
3 FY 83 FY 87 + 656 D103. 30
671 PILOT ROCK / CITY SIP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 15 D100. 50
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 300 D100.50
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 900 D100.50
645 PRINEVILLE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 188 D97.06
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 563 D97.06
442 LANE (0. / MAPLETON SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 38 D67.83
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 75 D67.83
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 713 D67.83
592 DALLAS / CITY STP EXP 2 FY 81 F¥ §7 + 131 EL71.82
3 FY 82 F¥ 87 + 1,436 El171.82
660 VENETA / CITY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 18 El61.42
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 38 El6l. 42
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 512 El61, 42
522 USA / N. PLAINS INT 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 25 El157.63
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 62 E157.63
3 FY 82 FY 87 + 678 El57.63
458 CORVALLIS / AIRPORT ST? EXP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 49 E153.09
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 450 EL53.09



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

EST.

PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SBGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT " POINTS
542 CARMEL FOULWIHR / SAN.DIST. SYSTEM 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 101 E144.00

3 FY 81 FY 87 + 676 E144.00
647 TWIN ROCKS / SAN.DIST. STP EXP 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 75 El43.63
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 300 E143.63
516 K FALIS / RIVERSIDE INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 120 F127.81
3 FY 80 FY 87 + 975 E127.81
601 WAILOWA IAFE / SAN.AUTH, SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 20 F110.67
2 FY 81 FY 87 + &0 EL10.67
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 450 E110.67
676 ADATR VILIAGE / CITY ' STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 14 E106.66
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 35 EL06.66
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 338 EL06.66
637 MARION (D. / BROOKS SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 9 E105,78
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 17 E105.78
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 375 E105.78
485 UsSA / SUNSET INT 2 FY 80 FY 87 + 54 E104.08
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 482 E104.08
460 ALBANY / NE ENOX BUTIE INT 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 23 EL02.27
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 96 El02,.27
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 713 EL02. 27
644 ODEIL / SAN DIST STP EXPp 1 FY B0 FY 87 + 19 E9%.16
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 60 E96.16
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 675 E9%.16
540 MERRILL / CITY . STP EXP 1 ~ FY B0 FY 87 + 19 E91.91
2 FY 381 FY 87 + 95 E91.91
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 675 E91.91



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1982 PRIORITY LIST

ET.
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT, AMOUNT POINTS
678 LYONS-MEHAMA / REGIOMAL SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 26 E91.48
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 49 E91.48
3 FY 81 FY BT + 563 E91, 48
477 DETROIT / CITY SYS'TEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 26 E90.85
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 150 E90.85
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 900 E£90,85
679 IDANHA / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 11 E90, 41
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 30 E90, 41
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 581 E90, 41
680 GATES / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 9 E90.22
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 21 ES0, 22
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 489 E90, 22
551 SANDY / CITY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 16 E85.36
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 46 E85. 36
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 945 ES85. 36
an TANGENT / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 40 E72.54
2 FY Bl FY 97 + nm3 E72, 54
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 1,125 E72.54
663 SCAPPOOSE / CITY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 30 E65. 00
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 75 E65, 00
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 765 E65. 00
546 CRESCENT / SAN.DIST. SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 87 + 20 E56.08
2 FY 81 FY 87 + 60 E56.08
3 FY 81 FY 87 + 563 E56,08
BJS:1
WI799.A (1)

- Revised September 14, 1981



ATTACHMENT H-1

Agenda Item ;, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting.

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commission's intended actions to adopt a new rule
340-41-034.

(1) Legal Authority.

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules
and standards in accordance with ORS Chapter 183.

(2) Statement of Need.

The rulemaking action is to add a Commission policy on sewage works
construction to a State-Wide Water Quality Management Plan., This is
necessary in order to give direction in the construction of sewerage
facilities where there are insufficient federal grant funds to construct
all needed facilities.

{3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking.

(a) Public Law 95-217

(b) 40 CFR Parts 25 and 35
{(c) OAR 340 Division 53
(d) OAR 340 Division 41

Fiscal Impact of Rulemaking

The fiscal impact of this rulemaking is upon sewerage utilities which will
be required to have sewerage works financing plans prior to the Department
issuance of permits for new or significantly modified sewerage facilities,
for approval of plans for new or significantly modified sewerage
facilities, or for access to funding assistance from the state pollution
control bond fund. The Department may accept assurance of development of
such financing plan if necessary to prevent delay in projects already
planned and in the process of implementation.

The proposed rule should have no fiscal impact on the Department of
Environmental Quality or other state agencies.

Land Use Consistency statement

The proposed rule appears to be consistent with statewide planning goals.

Harold L. Sawyer:g
229-5324
September 16, 1981

WG435 (1)



ATTACHMENT H-2
Agenda Item ; October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting.

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commission's intended actions to adopt a temporary
rule 340--53-015(12).

(1} Statement of Findings.

A few days before the public hearing on proposals for adoption of an FY 82
Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List, the Department was
informed by EPA of variances from its rules which would allow states to
extend their FY 81 list into FY 82 and continue to fund projects from that
list with carryover FY 81 and reallotted funds. This possible alternative
was announced at the beginning of the hearing on September 9, 1981, 1In
order to implement this alternative, it is necessary to modify OAR
340-53-005 through 035 to postpone provisions of the rules which were to
become effective during federal FY 82.

Failure to act promptly on this matter will sericusly prejudice the
public's interest by impairing progress on needed sewerage projects.

{2) Legal Authority.

ORS 468,020 authorizes the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules
and standards in accordance with ORS Chapter 183.

(3) Statement of Need.

The rulemaking action is needed to modify provisions of OAR 340-53-005
through 035 to allow extending the FY 81 sewerage works construction grants
priority list for 90 days (until December 31, 1981) or until Congress
appropriates funding allocations for FY 82, whichever first occurs. This
will give additional time for processing projects intended to be funded
from FY 81 and prior year reallotted funds to compensate for federally
induced program delays during the year.

{3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking.

{a) Public Law 95-217

(b} 40 CFR Parts 25 and 35
{c} OAR 340 Division 53
{(d) OAR 340 Division 41



FPiscal Impact of Rulemaking

The fiscal impact of this rulemaking is upon municipalities and special
districts seeking federal financial assistance for sewerage projects.
Since there are not sufficient federal funds to aid in the construction of
all needed facilities only a few will receive federal grants. Others will
probably have to use locally derived funds. The rules do affect the
distribution of these federal funds.

The proposed temporary rule should have no fiscal impact on the Department
of Environmental Quality or other state agencies.

Land Use Consistency statement

The proposed temporary rule appears to be consistent with statewide
planning goals. The scope of the rule is very narrow in that the adoption
is for the purpose of providing necessary sewerage facilities in a timely
way.

Harcld L. Sawyer:g
229-5324
September 16, 1981
WG436 (1)



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR.

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Directox

Subject: Addendum to Agenda Item No. O,

October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

PROPOSED ADOPTION OF (1) ADMINISTRATIVE RULES ESTABLISHING
POLICY ON SEWAGE WORKS PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTICN; AND

(2) SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PRIORITY LIST FOR

FY 82.

Since the original staff report was written, several letters have
been submitted for Commission consideration in the above matter,
and they are attached to this Addendum. Following is a list of
those letters:

Date of letter

0. J. Torske September 3, 1981

Wm. Whiteman, City of Cottage Grove September 10, 1981
Tom Meek, Oregon Home Builders Assn. September 10, 1981
Taira Fukushima, Jackson Co. Health Officer September 10, 1981
Jerald Shanbeck, City of Oakridge September 16, 1981
G. David Jewett, representing MWMC September 23, 1981

WuébbubkuLQQTMV1ﬂ

Willi H. Young
Director

JAShaw
229-5300
September 25, 1981



3 September 1981

FROM: Mr. Orvin J. Torske
3610 N. E. Earl Avenue
Albany, Or. 97321

RE: Draperville Health Hazard Area

Dear Sir:

I have just read that the E.Q.C., is short of money. I am
writing you in regards to the so-called Draperville "health
hazard" area.

I am one of many who live and own property in this area and
I do not believe that a health hazard exists. My reasons are
based on the following:

1) Dburing 1978, the Health Department Director, Mr.
Swenson, held so-called public hearings "where the
public was not allowed to speak up". It was stated
that over one hundred people were sick due to the

the area health hazard. However, follow1ng/ﬁ>
hearings these same people were now welld ngz,fiaﬂ-/é*zﬂﬁi

— b 2] M‘-\LWM Lﬁ?odm,«.—g(
e ’4§g€;een 1975 and 1978 no one was sick. In six years
people in this area were sick an average of ten days.
This certainly does not confirm a "health hazard".

2) If a true "health hazard" exists, why are only some
of the property owners stuck with the expense of
correcting the problem? There is a large area of
land in the middle of this area and the owner of
this property is exempt from such expense. If there
was a health hazard, all property owners should have
to share the burden of the expense to correct the
situation, not just some of the property owhers.

I say that to finish what has been started would be using
common sense. Then if the new president doesn't put a halt
to this foolish spending, start new projects.
;Zi Ao bﬁ,aé /ZLQZuii; Sincerely,
Cot' bg _ia /JHAVQLJQL‘ sl ‘ -
/{7/\ i v /9? ; - )
A . ,./véy\/ e ‘—’("Stata of Oregon

J - TORSKE DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

BEF UUF@ ? @@E“WE

.. SEP 11 1981
of.“,i1981
OFBCE OF THE DIRECTOR

Water Quality “ivision
~ Dept. of Environt: ot Quality .




T

,g}Qc‘
, &““?".
CITY OFf A.3J. *JM

COTTAGE
GROVG 400 E. Main Street, Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424

September 10, 1981

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR Eja E CRE I \VRE @
SEP 1 6 198
Environmental Quality Commission

Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

[t} 30“
Water Qual'lt" Vis
Dout. of Environ I Quality

SUBJECT: Public Hearing Comments
regarding Construction Grant
Priority List for FY 82

Gentlemen:

As I noted at the August 27 EQC meeting, the cities of Cottage Grove,
Bend, Eugene/Springfield, and Oregon City, West Linn and Gladstonme repre-
sented by Tri-City Service District are unanimous in thelr support of the
following comments. This group has attempted to review all pertinent in-
formation related to the construction grants program as it exists today and
as it may exist in the future. We hepe that you will respond in a positive
manner to our proposal.

The current construction grants legislative process in Washington, DC,
is fragmented and unpredictable. We, therefore, believe the criteria
adopted for the State's 1981 priority list should be extended to funds
carried over dinto 1982. At such time that new federal legislation is passed
and funding levels are established, we request that new state priority
ranking criteria be formulated, thereafter that public hearings be held for
the purpose of amending and adopting the new program for Fiscal Year 1982.
The extension of the 1981 criteria will allow us to continue our respective
projects with a minimum of disruption until such time that the State's pro-
gram, based on the new federal legislation can be implemented.

We further would request that public testimony be allowed at the
October 9 meeting scheduled for adoption of the Grant Priority List should
Federal Legislation be more clear. Although we recognize the additional
burden placed upon yourselves, we feel that the rapid changes occurring within
construction grants program requires keeping the door open until the last
possible moment.

State of Oregon!
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In conclusion, we would like to emphasize that we recommend revisions
be drafted for the FY 82 construction grants program criteria after enact-
ment of new federal legislation and funding levels, and that the Publie
Hearing procedure be followed in adopting these revisions,

Sincerely,

(ol L5 Ll

William A. Whiteman
Mayor

WAW: jw
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Gentlemen:

I request that the following comment be included in the record
of the September 8 hearing:

Proposed Policy on Sewerage Works Construction In
Absence of Sufficient Federal Funds

The proposed policy calls for each local government to devise

a sewerage works construction plan. However, the policy also states
that no local government may rely on grant assistance in developing
such plans. '

It is our understanding that the source for the proposed policy

is the May, 1981. report by Pacific Economica, Sewage Treatment
And Solid Waste Disposal Facility Financing Study. We believe
that interpreting the proposed policy in light of Economica's
study will lead most local governments to finance sewage construc-
tion through System Development Charges.

The Economica study at page 67 recommends "that all operating revenue
should come from user fees, charges, or assessments, unless special
considerations warrant partial reliance upon tax levies. This
conclusion is not warranted. The report's discussion of "Direct
Local Funding Options," beginning at page 39, does not support the
finding that SDC's are the only viable financing mechanism.

Apparently, Economica's conclusion is based on its finding at page 12
that the size of State bonding decreases the value of local issues.
This finding in turn is based on Public Programs in Housing Finance
in Oregon by Moore Breithaupt and Associates.

We consider the Moore-Breithaupt report to be of questionable
value. Its recommendation, that the Oregon veterans home and
farm loan program must be scaled down, has been the traditional
doctrine of the interest groups which financed it. Its premise,
that it will always be cheaper to build in the future what may be
built today, defies common sense and experience. Its conclusion,
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that the size of State indebtedness decreases the value of local
issuances, was not supported by testimony before the Bonded Debt
Advisory Panel or the Ad Hoc Legislative Committee.

Thus, the Mcoore-Breithaupt and the Pacific Economica conclusions
on the value of local issuances are of questionable validity.

System Development Charges are an added up-front housing cost,
increasing a home buyer's mortgage principal. Thus, SDC's chill
Oregon's public policy of providing affordable housing.

We believe-the proposed policy should be reformed to discourage
the use of System Development Charges.

Sincerely,
/Z:MW,

Tom Meek
Legislative Assistant

T™:ja
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RE; Funding of Health Hazard Area
solutions -

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I would like at this time to submit this letter as testimony in regards to the
July 17th, 1981 Environmental Quality Commission meeting dealing with the alter-
natives available for funding certain sewer or water quality projects.

it is our understanding that presently, there are two (2) alternatives being dis-
cussed - the first alternative would be to fund large projects already initiated,
and this funding would in theory, finish these large sewer treatment projects.

The other alternative would be to fund projects based on a priority list with

those projects designed to solve health hazard problem areas obtaining higher
priority. From a local standpoint, we can see the benefits in funding in either
direction, but find ourselves sensitive to funding large projects serving munici-
palities, etc. with more of a funding base when small projects designed to alleviate
immediate health hazards still go unresclved. 1In Jackson County, we have such a
project which is declared a health hazard. This project was initiated in 1974,
pursuant to ORS Chapter 222 and was formally declared a health hazard by the Oregon
State Health Division after due process, on March 22nd, 1977. As a result of this
declaration of a health hazard, this area was formally annexed into the City of
Medford, but construction has not been initiated as of this date. The failing
septic systems identified since 1974, continue to fail and discharge sewage to the
ground surface, roadside ditches, and in one case ~ on the scheol grounds property.
This situation is an obvious health hazard, but continues to be unresolved due to
lack of funding for these projects.

We can only assume that other projects throughout the State are on hold similar to
this project and creating a real and continuous health hazard,

We appreciate any action the Commission may take in resolving these issues, both 1n
Jackson County and throughout the State of CQregon. We must conclude that immediate
problems must be resolved in these times of limited funds. Priorities must be set

and we feel strongly that priority of the resolution of these particular problems,
is foremost.

We appreciate the opportunity to testify on this matter and my 5%@"@ IIE”['B W E @

SEP1 6 1981
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available to provide additional information if you deem it necessary.

Sincerely,

Jackson County Health Officer
TF/ac

cc: John Huffman, Oregon State Health Division
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Department of Environmental Quality
Public Affairs Division
Construction Grants Unit

P.0. Box 1760

Portiand, Oregon 97207

RE: TESTIMONY FOR PROPOSED POLICY ON
SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION IN AB-
SENCE OF SUFFICTENT FEDERAL FUNDS

Dear Sirs:

The City of Oakridge is well aware of the Tack of Federal Funding
for construction grants, as the City has been on the priority list for
several years and has not moved up in priority, and is not likely to.
The City is willing to accept its responsibility in improving water
quality standards without relying on Federal Funds and, in fact, is
making improvements in our own funding abilities.

However, the major capital expenses involved for improvements
make implementation questionable. Therefore, the City urges reasonable
extensions of time 1imits to continue the status quo. This will allow
a transition to "local source only" financing plans.

However, the City will not accept any relaxation of water quality
standards that would cause degradation of streams. We believe that
protection of the enviornment can still be maintained while financing
plans are implemented.

Please keep us informed on the status of the proposed policies.
S1ncere1y

LAY

Jerald A. Shanbeck
Public Works Director

JAS/ssk

State of Oregon
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Members of Environmental Quality Commission 1w§@ﬁﬁg<:>
c/o Department of Environmental Quality Y
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue Y N N
Portland, Oregon 97207 %-'jégb §§9
Coae O
Re: Comments Regarding DEQ Recommendation With b <&0
Respect to Proposed FY 82 Priority List N R\
o
Dear Members of the Commission: 6&

‘*‘P'

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Metropolitan
Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC) in response to the DEQ
staff evaluation of written and oral testimony submitted for the
public hearing held September 8, 1981 regarding the adoption of
FY 82 sewerage treatment works construction grants priority list.
Since extensive evidence has been submitted on behalf of MWMC
both orally and in writing to the staff related to the priority
list on at least three other occasions beginning in April, 1981,
I will not try to fully reiterate that in this letter. Rather,
my comments will be limited to the two largest remaining areas of
disagreement - the propriety of abandoning the transition policy
and the operational dependence of MWMC's regional sewage treat-
ment plant upon the other components of the MWMC project.

I. TRANSITION

In response to ever greater reductions in federal funding,
staff proposed a return to the transition policy of one of the
two alternative priority lists to be considered for FY 82. 1In
recommending the abandonment of the transition policy last year,
staff admittedly assumed sufficient federal funds would be
available for the construction of the segments necessary to
achieve operational facilities for projects then under construc-
tion (about $40,000,000 annually). This is no longer the case.
In fact, staff now projects that no federal funds will be
available in FY 82 and that thereafter Oregon's allotment will be
not more than $15,000,000 annually. 1In proposing the return to
transition, staff recognized that with this:

State of Oregen
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY

REGEIVE

SEP 25 1981
/ OFEICE OF THE PIRECTOR
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"further reduction in available funds and
other proposed federal program changes, the
remaining minimum operationally dependent
segments for projects under construction would
not be funded for several years." EQC Addenda
Item No. E(l1) July 17, 1981 Background and
Problem Statement, page 4.

Even though staff recognized this situation exists, no expla-
nation was given in its response to the testimony submitted at
the public hearing. Rather, staff merely stated its conclusion
that Alternative 1 was the "preferred method of operation for
Oregon... ." Using the staff's funding projections, absent a
return to transition, there will not be enough money to finish
the operationally dependent portions of MWMC's project until
after 1987. 1In addition, various segments of the Portland
Southeast Relieving Interceptor project would also not receive
funding until after 1987. This creates an intolerable situation
for the two most populous areas and one of the two most important
rivers in the state.

Moreover, the limited moneys available will be used to start
other communities down the same uncertain path trod by their pre-
decessors. One can hardly escape the sense that sewerage work
construction progress is not only in disarray, but is rapidly
approaching a standstill as a result of the constant fluctuations
in federal funding policy. Something must be done at the state
level. The transition policy should be continued in order to
bring to completion as many projects currently under construction
as possible. Since it is obvious that sufficient funds will not
be available to commence and complete other projects, there must
be a period of replanning. This process should take place
without falsely raising the expectations of communities by pro-
viding them with seed money that may turn out to be the last of
the federal largesse. The Commission should continue transition,
finish the construction of current projects, and pursue the goal
recommended by staff of having each sewerage utility in Oregon
develop a financing plan which will assure that future sewerage
works construction and operation needs can be financed by local
revenues.

IT. OPERATIONAL DEPENDENCE
The concept of operational dependence is governed by OAR

340-53-015(5) (a) (B) which requires the various components of a
project to be ranked together on the Priority List if they must
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be constructed together to achieve water quality benefits. In
interpreting this rule recently, staff stated:

"Generally, elevating appropriate components
and segments is considered necessary when:

A. A segment, if constructed by itself will
not resolve a specific identified problem for
which it is intended ... ."

In June, 1981, MWMC submitted to staff a detailed study, with
supporting technical data which demonstrated the operational
interdependence of the components of the MWMC project. The study
was supplemented by oral and written testimony submitted for the
public hearing on September 8, 198l. In essence, this evidence
shows that the regional treatment plant will not, if constructed
by itself, resolve the pollution problem it was designed to alle-
viate. While the staff found the necessary dependency to elevate
the seasonal industrial waste program and pumping stations, staff
rejected MWMC's contention that the sludge management and sewer
rehabilitation components are necessary for the operation of the
treatment plant._l_

Before commenting on the staff's response, there are certain
facts which should be recognized. Sludge is the basic by-product
of the sewage treatment process, Staff recognizes that one can-
not operate a sewage treatment plant without a sludge handling
capability. MWMC implemented an interim program to handle the
sludge created by the existing Eugene plant during construction
of the new regional facilities. The lagoon, space and equipment
available for this program cannot possibly cope with the quan-
tities of sludge which will be generated upon start up of the new
regional plant. At that time, sludge production will more than

_1 / The operational dependence of MWMC's rehabilitation com-
ponent is not discussed herein. Due to the nature of the staff
response, the Commission is simply referred to the Operational
Interdependence Study and the written testimony submitted by MWMC
for the public hearing. It remains MWMC's position that the
treatment plant is operationally dependent on sewer rehabilita-
tion because the plant design is dependent upon the removal of
excessive inflow and infiltration. Failure to do the corrective
work substantially increases the possibility of flooded pump sta-
tions, overflows and washout of the biological treatment process.
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quadruple from approximately 36,000 gallons to 148,000 gallons
daily.

Staff does not dispute these basic facts. To the contrary,
in the first paragraph of the response, staff admits that the
temporary facilities are inadequate and acknowledges that accep-
table operation of the treatment plant is dependent upon the
implementation of a sludge management program. Nevertheless
staff concluded that it

"does not feel, however, that acceptable
operation of the treatment plant is dependent
upon the immediate implementation of the long-
term sludge disposal project segment."”
Emphasis added.

Staff concluded there is no dependency because there may exist
some alternative as an "interim" solution._2 / There are a
number of problems with this approach. First, immediacy is irre-
levant to the dependency determination. The applicable admi-
nistrative rule and the only published interpretations thereof
speak only to the question of whether the construction of one
segment can solve the problem for which it was designed without
the construction of other segments. In this case it is clear
that sludge handling capability is absolutely necessary for the
operation of the treatment plant. Therefore, the construction of
the treatment plant is operationally dependent upon the sludge
component and they should be ranked together. The guestion of
what form the sludge component should take is a separate and
unrelated issue. Secondly, while the staff suggestion is that
some alternative program is available, it is undefined, unin-
vestigated, unapproved and unsubstantiated ~ in essence, there is
no available alternative program.

A number of the other staff comments deserve a response.
Staff indicated that BCS acknowledged that delayed funding of the
permanent sludge project did not preclude alternative interim
arrangements. This is not true. In its presentations to staff,
BCS, as well as MWMC, has steadfastly maintained that MWMC cannot

_2_/ 1t should be noted that given the staff's funding pro-
jections, MWMC's sludge component would not be funded until some
unpredicted year beyond 1987. Under these circumstances the
suggestion that the alternative is temporary is illusory at best.



Members of Environmental Quality Commission
September 23, 1981
Page 5

start up the new regional treatment plant without adequate sludge
facilities. 1In support of this conclusion, BCS analyzed both the
capacity of the present interim sludge management program and the
possibility of an extended interim sludge management program.
Everyone agrees that the present system is woefully inadequate to
the task. In loocking at an extended program, BCS examined the
possibility of some form of liquid sludge hauling to alleviate
the problem on an interim basis. The conclusion reached was that
this "interim" program would be dramatically more costly to the
taxpayers on an operational basis alone than the proposed sludge
program. In addition, because of the magnitude of the program
and the need for dedicated land, it was concluded that an
environmental impact statement might well be required for its
implementation. Other problems were also noted such as the
extreme inefficiency in energy use, loss of the soil amendment
value of sludge as a potentially valuable resource, and the remo-
val of agricultural land from production for an indefinite
period. 1In short, the BCS review concluded that this extended
program would be impractical, not cost-effective and plagued by
other serious drawbacks. This hardly constitutes an acknowledge-
ment that an alternative interim arrangement is available. No
evidence to contradict these conclusions has been cited by the
staff.

Staff also commented that it has observed other municipali-
ties operating interim sludge disposal programs on a year-round
basis without serious problems. However, there was no evidence
offered showing any similarity between the circumstances cited
and those faced by MWMC. In fact, this comment is somewhat
surprising in light of the whole-hearted support previocusly given
MWMC's sludge program by DEQ staff. The sludge management
program is the product of an exhaustive study prepared for MWMC
by Brown & Caldwell, Consulting Engineers. Various alternatives
were considered in arriving at its recommendation of the
"apparent best alternative" which is the permanent sludge program
at issue here. After reviewing the Brown & Caldwell report,
staff gave its unqualified support to the permanent sludge
program. It came in the form of a letter to MWMC signed by Mr.
Harold Sawyer and dated March 13, 198l. Review of a few comments
from that letter is instructive.

"We have received and reviewed copies of the
Sludge Management Program prepared for MWMC by
Brown and Caldwell, Engineers. We have
limited our in-depth review to the recommended
alternative after going through the initial
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screening process of considering all the
alternatives presented. The report provides
an excellent analysis of the technology pre-
sently available for this activity.

"The recommended alternative is whole-
heartedly supported by the DEQ on the basis
that it provides a fully reliable, long-range
program for sludge management.

"If the recommended alternative, or portions
of it, cannot be implemented for any reason,
other alternatives, many of which may be
approvable, would require an in-depth review
to determine their acceptability."”

A copy of the full text of the letter is included herewith for
your review.

Despite the comments in the March 13 letter, staff now
responds that some undefined, uninvestigated and unapproved
interim program is available and further comments that its cost
is irrelevant. This presents something of a paradox. First,
staff acknowledges that acceptable operation of MWMC's new
regional plant depends on some sludge program and gives its
unqualified support to the proposed program. Then staff ultima-
tely recommends to EQC that there is no dependency relationship
because of some unexplained alternative "interim" program and
further suggests that the cost of the alternative makes no dif-
ference.

With respect to the cost of an interim program, staff merely
comments that "through careful management, an acceptable interim
alternative to the long-range program can be implemented so as to
keep costs to a minimum." However, no facts, set of assumptions,
or other evidence is presented by staff to support this conclu-
sion. 1In fact, the only evidence with respect to sludge program
costs has been submitted by MWMC. The evidence shows, among
other things, that the hypothetical extended program would have
an annual operation cost of approximately $2,426,000. This com-
pares to an estimated annual operation cost of $1,853,000 for the
program on the Priority List. In other words, the extended
program is one-third more costly on an operational basis alone.
Although costs for land acquisition have not been included, they
would have to be added since dedicated land would in all likeli-
hood have to be acquired for any extended interim program.
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‘Finally, although admitting that it is unrelated to the
operational dependency determination, staff comments that imme-
diate investigation of an interim sludge program is necessary
because the permanent program has neither received final approval
by DEQ or EPA and some local opposition exists toward the
program._3_ Indeed, since it is irrelevant to the operational
dependency inquiry, this response serves no purpose. In addi-
tion, any "interim" program of the magnitude necessary would
undoubtedly require both DEQ and EPA approval, which approval
would be no less easy to obtain. 1In fact, it might be harder to
obtain. The sludge program has already undergone exhaustive
study, environmental assessment, was selected from the numerous
alternatives reviewed, and has received the whole-hearted support
of staff "on the basis that it provides a fully reliable, long-
range program for sludge management." Moreover, some local oppo-
Sition can be expected to any management alternative. If freedom
from public controversy were a requirement, no sludge program
would ever be implemented.

ITT. CONCLUSION

In light of the overwhelming evidence submitted on behalf of
MWMC, it is respectfully submitted that there is no substantial
basis to support the staff's conclusion that MWMC's regional
Sewage treatment plant is not dependent on the sludge management
program. Moreover, it is submitted that the staff acknowledges
dependency of the sludge program in the first paragraph of its
response to the public testimony submitted for the September 8,
1981 hearing. Nevertheless, without articulating any evidentiary
support therefor, staff suggests that the treatment plant is not
dependent on the sludge disposal segment because some other
unexplained sludge management alternative may be available for an
indefinite period of time and at an unquantified cost. This is
despite the staff's previous whole-hearted support to the sludge
management alternative which appears on the priority list.. Each
comment made by the staff is rebutted in the documented materials
previously presented on behalf of MWMC. Only one conclusion can
reasonably be reached and that is the regional treatment plant

_3 / The "local opposition" expressed at the public hearing
was limited to the comments of two persons who complained about
virtually every aspect of the MWMC program including budgetary
allocations. No scientific or technical information was presented
in support of their view.
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cannot be operated without a sludge management capability and the
alternative on the priority list has, after exhaustive study,
been demonstrated to be the most desirable and cost-effective
alternative. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the
Commission should reject the staff recommendation and f£ind the
new regional treatment plant is operationally dependent upon the
implementation of the proposed sludge management program.

Very truly yours,

WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORP
& DENNETT, P.C.

G. David Jewett

GDJ :mm
cc: William V. Pye

BCS
Brian Hansen, EPA Regional Counsel
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March 13, 1981

¢ Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission
899 Pearl 5t.
Eugene, OR 97401

Attention Mr, William V. Pye

Re: MWMC Sludge
Management Program

Gentlemen:

We have recelved and feviewed copies of the Sludge Management Program
prepared for MWMC by Brown and Caldwell, Engineers.
We have limited our in-depth review to the recommended alternative after

going through the initial screening process of consldering all the
alternatives presented. The report provides an excellent analysis of the
technology presently avallable for this activity.

The recommended alternative is whole-heartedly supported by the DEQ on
the basis that it provides a fully reliable, long-range program for sludge
management.

If the recommended alternétive, or portions of it, cannot be implemented
for any reason, other alternatives, many of which may be approvable, would
require an in-depth review to determine their acceptability.

The following comments are offered with respect to the recommended
alternative:;

1. We fully support the concept of off-site facilities with pipeline
transmission, facultative sludge storage lagoons for further
stabllization and consolidation of the digested sludge, and
agricultural utilization.

2, The proposed site must conform with the adopted land use plan. It
is technically acceptable from the standpoint of topography, drainage
and accessibility to agricultural farmland.

3. An extensive groundwater monitoring program should be established
at an early date in order to acquire a background data base on
existing groundwater quality in proximity to the proposed sludge
handling and storage site.
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4. Alternative IIa suggests that as much as 80 percent of the thickened
sludge from the storage lagoons will be air dried for farmland or
landfill use, For ultimate utilization, we would urge that maximum
use be made of liquid application to farmland. Also, is it necessary
to acquire specially designed equipment at this time for land-fill
application of dried sludge?

5. The methods and program for agricultural land application are in
agreement with our guidelines for digested sludge utilization.

Sincerely,

)

Harold L. Sawyer
Administration
Water Quality Division

ERL:1
WL671 (1)

cc: Brown and Caldwell .
US EPA, Oregon Operations Office
Eugene Branch Office, DEQ
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DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

‘Subject: Agenda Item No. P, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request for Concurrence: Purchase of Yamhill County Revenue
Bonds for Construction of Sanitary Landfill

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission has adhered to the policy of requiring
bonds for loans over $50,000 from the Pollution Control Bond Fund. While
the statute and the policy make no specific reference to general obligation
bonds, the Department has generally required this type security. Only two
revenue bond issues have been purchased by the Department (for municipal
sSewage works projects).

Yamhill County has taken formal action to issue revenue bonds under ORS
468.263-468.272 for the purpose of financing construction of a new sanitary
landfill. Funds from the sale would be lcaned by the County by contract to
a private firm to develop the landfill. The Department has received an
application from Yamhill County for financial assistance (copy attached).
The Department has also received an informal legal opinion from counsel
that the Department can legally make such a purchase (copy attached).

Alternative methods of funding pollution control facilities have been
discussed with the EQC informally. As a result of the discussion, the
Department contracted with Pacific Economica, Inc., to prepare a report on
the Bond Fund and alternatives to funding. The report was published in May
1981,

A major recommendation of the report (#6, page 5) states:

6. The Department should, under specific guidelines and with
appropriate conditions of sale, use proceeds from the Pollution
Control Fund to purchase locally issued revenue bonds and should
continue its practice of purchasing locally issued general
obligation bonds.
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The report also states (#6, page 4):

6. The State Pollution Control Fund can and should be used to reduce
interest costs to local governments by using, under certain
circumstances, the credit available to the state to purchase
local indebtedness.

The Department is, at present, not prepared to request blanket approval
from the EQC for the purchase of revenue bonds with Pollution Control
Funds. Factors such as risk evaluation, differential rate of interest and
repayment guarantee (other than from revenue), and other factors must be
considered, Yamhill County Revenue Bonds do, however, seem to be a good
risk for the following reasons:

1. The operators of the present landfill have developed operating
experience in the same type of location (soils, haul distance,
weather conditions, volumes, etc.) over the past eight years.
Projections for future volumes and operational costs can thus be
closely calculated to develop an accurate revenue schedule.

2. The major portion of the volume at the site is hauled by City
Sanitary Service (under the same ownership as the landfill). The
county also has a franchise ordinance and can control flow to the
site.

3. The private operators of the site are willing to guarantee
repayment to the County through personal assets.

4. The Department will require the establishment and maintenance of
a debt service reserve equalled to the maximum annual debt
service - ($50,000).

5. The project ($475,000} appears to be of a size which could be

easily handled by Department staff and would provide valuable
experience in processing revenue bond issues.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Department is recommending that it be allowed to proceed with the
revenue bond purchase from Yamhill County, making it clear that this does
not establish a new general policy and that any other requests would
require specific EQC approval. At a later date, the Department would
present a set of guidelines or rules governing future bond purchases bhased
on this experience.

Other alternatives available to the EQC are:

1. Denial of the request for purchase of revenue bonds until such
time as complete guidelines or rules are prepared. This would
force Yamhill County to seek other funding as construction must
proceed shortly.
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Summation

1.

1581

Continuation of the present policy of requesting general
obligation bonds only. This option would limit bond purchase to
those projects voted by the general public and may deter a number
of needed future projects.

Present EQC policy requires general obligation bonds to secure
loans of over $50,000 from the Pollution Control Fund,

¥Yamhill County has requested that the Department purchase
$475,000 in county-issued revenue bonds to finance construction
of a new sanitary landfill.

The project appears secure, revenue projections are adequate and
private operators can guarantee repayment.

Purchase of revenue bond issues under certain conditions is a
major recommendation of the Pacific Economica report to the
Department on developing alternative financing approaches for
local government.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is the Director's recommendation that the
Depar tment 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 EQC for concurrence until such
time as guidelines or rules are adopted regarding such purchases.

B

William H. Young

Attachments

I. Yamhill County application
II. Letter from legal counsel

R. L. Brown:cC

S8C5
229-5157
September

17, 1981



‘ ATTACHMENT 1
DAVE FROHNMAYER

ATTORMEY GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

PORTLAND DIVISION
500 Pacific Building
520 5.W. Yamhill
Portland, Oregon 97204

Telephone: (503) 229-5725
September 10, 1981

Mr. Bob Brown

So0lid Waste Division

Department of Environmental Quality
522 5.W. Fifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Yamhill County Revenue Bond Issue

Dear Bob:

In reply to your September. 3, 1981 memorandum, it is
my informal opinion that the Department has the statutory
authority (ORS 468.220(1) (£)) to purchase, with moneys from
the Pollution Control Fund, revenue bonds issued by Yamhill
County, Oregon, pursuant to ORS 468.263 to 468,272 for the
purpose of financing construction of a2 new sanitary landfill
for solid waste. This opinion, of course, does not purport
to deal with the economic risks which may or may not be in-
volved in this particular bond purchase.

Because your memorandum indicates that this bond pur-
chase proposal will be taken to the Commission for prior
approval, any previous pertinent Commission policy or
Department practice can be reviewed in conjunction with
this proposal.

Please let me know if you have further questlons regard-
ing this matter.

Sincerely,
-~ (ﬂj’} {/LH./"’ //éﬁ/ﬂmf‘fu#g‘f

Raymond P. Underwood
Chief Counsel

RPU/bc




YAMHII.I. COUNTY

"OFFICE OF COUNTY COUNSEL
 September 15, 1981

Bob Brown

Department of Environmental Quality
Solid Waste Division

525 SW Fifth Street

Portland, Oregon 97401

Re: Purchase of Pollution Contreol Bonds
Dear Bob:

Attached please find the application for purchase of
County Pollution Control Bonds for the new Riverbend Landfill
located in South-central Yamhill County.

As we have discussed, this application is for the
purchase of County Pollution Control Bonds which will be issued by
Yamhill County for the financing of the landfill and not for a
loan or grant from DEQ. It is my further understanding that if
this application is granted, the only securlty for the funds will
be the bonds themselves.

If you have any dquestions, please contact me.

DS8G:enc
cc: Ezra Koch

Courthouse . McMinnville, Oregon 97128 ° Telephone 472-9371
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. ar STATE OF CREGON FOR DEQ USE ONLY

) Box 1760 - )
Portland, Qregon _97207

. Approval Action
GRANT-LOAN APPLICATION

Solid Waste Management Projects _

(Pursuant to ORS 468.220 and 459.015) Signature of Authorizing Official

I ] Acquisition

E Development D Combination

SECTION I - REQUEST FOR GRANT-LOAN _
Location of Project (County or City) ' ; Grant-Loan Request

YAMHILL COUNTY %425,000

Legal Name of Applicant

YAMHILL COUNTY - RIVERBEND LANDFILL COMPANY INC.

Address (sctreet, city, state, zip code)
Yamhill County Courthouse P.O. Box 509
McMinnville, OR 97128 McMinnvilie, OR 97128
(herein called the "Applicant'') hereby makes application to the Department of Environ-
‘mental Quality (herein called the 'Department') for State assistance as above indicated
for the development of facilities or acquilsition of real property

{(herein called the '"Project').

The attached statements and exhibits are hereby made part of this application and
the undersigned vepresentative of the Applicant cerxtifies that the informatien in the appli-
cation and in the attached statements and exhibits is true, correct, and complete to the
best of his knowledge and belief. He further certifies that: He has been authorized to
file this application by formal action of the governing body of the Applicant as is evidenced
by the ATTACHED CERTIFIED COPY OF AUTHORIZATION MADE BY THE APPLICANT'S GOVERNING BODY; the
-zoverning body of the Applicant agrees that 1f a State grant-loan for the Project is made
pursuant to the ORS. 468,220, the Applicant will pay the remaining cost of the approved
Project; and, the Applicant will provide proper and efficient operation and maintenance of
the approved Project after completion of construction thereof. Further, the undersipned
agrees to comply with ORS Chapter 459 and the Regulation issued pursuant thereto and states
that the Assurance of Compliance with such Regulation which is attached, applies to this pro-—
ject. The undersigned also agrees to comply with requirements of applicable State and
Federal laws pertaining to equal employment opportunity, etc.

Name and Title of Representative ‘Signature o Repreéenﬁaﬂi#e ' Date

I MSTRONG, Chai e - sl
COLIN ARMSTRONG, alrma%Y ﬁ;tlng chdirm September 15, 1981

SECTION II - PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. Outline the public interesst and public necessity for the Project. Attach comments and
recommendations of the appropriate State, metropelitan, or regional planning authority,
concerning the project.

See Attached Addendum




ffDeséfibe briefly how the proposed Project will meet criteria for determining the propriety

of Scate ald. These criteria are:

1. Cost/Benefits--Why is the project needed. Relate cost of project to public benefit.

2. Effective Control--Whether the project effectively contributes to the control of

solid waste disposal.

3. Public Health Necessity--Whether the project lnvolves solid waste disposal facilities
required to abate a public health hazarxd.

4, Financial Burden--Whether the applicant can demonstrate that the facility or acquisi-
tion invelves an extraordinary and excessive financial burden in relation to the
applicant's economic resources.

c.

Provide documentation showing that the proposed project 1s included in or not in conflict

with a solid waste management plan for the region or county.
See Attached Addendum.

ShCTION III - LEGAL INFORMATION

Classificatlon of Applicant:  ~anntss

(e.g., State, interstate or intermunicipal agency, city, town, boraough, county parish,
district, etc.)

Describe legal authority for development/acquisitiom, financing, and operation of proposed

. Project. ORS Chapters 459, 468 & Yamhill Co. Solid Waste Ordinance

State whether an election is required before Project may be undertaken. Describe purpese
of election, l.e., to authorize Project, construction, issue of bonds, levy of taxes;
etc. 1f such election has already been held, state result and date. If such election
has not been held, describe plans and proposed data. No election required.

Population: ‘ POPULATION _
: Region, County Served by

or City Project
1970 Census- a . . . " s . 401213 24f100

Present Population; Estimate . . . . . » . . . . 95,700 33,400

(Give Basils of Estimate) -

Design Population. . . « . . . + & « . . 80,196 48,100

{Give Design Year )

SECTION IV - FINANCIAL INFORMATION AS OF DATE OF APPLICATION

A.

B.

Funds to be made available by Aﬁplidant for the Project:
SOURCE _AMOUNT DATE AVAILABLE

Cash . e e e e e e . 8 No funds from County other
General Obligation Eonds - than Polluticn Contrcl Bonds
Revenue Bonds or Certificates. . . . 5 in the amount of $425,000.
Other (Specify).Eguipment and.Labor .« 8
TOTAL & v v = o v+ ¢ + o . 8
State Add . . . . . . . 0w h e e e . 3



The present regional landfill is full and needs to be
replaced. As the public ultimately pays the bill, it

is to the public’s best interest to keep costs low.

The site is a regional site and is the only ome in

the area designed to meet the areas’ waste disposal needs.
As no other waste digposal facility 1s available this

site becomes a vital factor in the abatement of health
hazards.

While normal financial resources may be available the
terms of payﬁent and cost of money would render the

project economically non-feasible.



o K|

C.” 'Are there any contracts with any Federal agency in connection with this Project?

T ]Yes @No 1f "Yes'" provide details with application.

U. -Funds to be made available by Applicant for operation and maintenance of Preoject.
Periodiec evaluation will be made by Department representatives to determine compliance
with provision of efficient operations and maintenance of the facilities after comple-
tion of Project,

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES TO BE COVERED: ({(Itemize number and type of employees
to be hired, as well as amount per year for labor, chemicals, utilities, supplies, includ-
ing those associated with laboratory operations, etc.)

See Pro-Forma

SQURCES OF FUNDS: Revenue from Disposal Fees

SECTION V - ENGINEERING INFORMATION

1. Development Projec:s Only:

A. Description of Project. (Attach copies of detailed preliminary engineering'reports
and available plans and specifications.)

B. Project Coot Estimate Summary. Provide a detailed breakdown of zll elements of
development contemplated under this application, including cost estimates and how
construction will be undertaken (contract or force account) using the outline below
as a guide. :
‘ ESTIMATE TOTAL PROJECT COST

Disposal Site Transfer Stacion

(1) Disposal and Transfer Facilities
(a) Site Development °

Additional Surveys . . . .+ . . . . « « $ 3,500
Clearing & Grubbing. . . . . . . . . . 3
Excavation & Berm Storage. . . . . . . $30,000
Retaining Wall . . . . . . . « « « . . 8
Concrete Slab. . « « + « + ¢« &« + « « » 515,000

Access Roads + . + « + . . . . . . . . 330,000
Drainage oo v v v 4 o+ o 2 =+ o« . . $12,000
Office « v v « ¢« 4 ¢« « o v 4+ e« + 2 85,000

Toll Booth . « v &« &« « v 4 & o « s+ « 5

Scale . . . . 4 4 i e v e e e e s e . 8

Water Supply .+ « ¢« « v+ s o« « o« « « o $ 3,500

Power Supply. « + + « « « 4 + + + « . § 2,500

Fencing . . . . . . . . $ 1,000

Landscaping S;Eqs c e s e e e e .. § 2300

Other .1Xrlgation & Mopitoring, , ¢ 3,900 106,900

Sub-Total $x06,300
{b) Equipment

(211975 Int. TD 25C Dozers * - *+ + % 118,500

Intl. 180 Payhauler, . .$ 80,000

Insley H2250 Backhoe .5 50,000




e e 8 248,500

Sub=-Total

(c) Technical servicesll.....'..Ill..l.lll..lls 35’000 $

(d) Legal and Fiscal...vvevee. Ceetecnsvaneenan $ 16,500 $

(e) Administrative......eevee G rbesarressarreas $ $

(£) Contingency. ... oveeresrocssonnasncsesesnns $ $

(g) Other (specify).. 3$CYC].3:119. .f.a.‘?ll.—"-.i'-.J.-?.s.S 50,000 s 101,500
{TOTAL

C. Is the site to be developed contiguous to a body of water? - Yes D No

Name of body of water

D. Indicate whether the site plan has been officially adopted by the governing body

of your city, county, or reglon. vyeg - County & D.E.Q.

E. Attach copy of the deed or other instrument of title to the subject property(ies)

held by the applicant, or copies of appropriate leases or use agreements.

Lease Attached.

F. Project Construction Schedule. Have any construction contracts been awarded?

Yes No

The Applicant is preparad to maintain the following schedule:

(1) Plans and specifications will be ready for advert:.s:.n for bids within

calendar days after the grant offer is accepted. underway -

(2) Contract will be let withirx immediately = after the grant offer 1is accepted.

(3) Estimated coanstruction time to complete and place the .Project in operation is
60 calendar days. (Any grant offer made will be predicated upon reasonable

compliance with this time scheduls.)

G. Engineering Services (Name, address and talephone number of Applicant
Boatwright Engineering, Inc. 2613 12th Streeé& SE; Salem,
Aequisition Projects Unly: 363-9225

e?ﬁ%neer)

Agencies must comply with applicable provisions of law regarding real property
acquisition. (relocarion assistance for displaced persons) relating to uniform

relocation -assistance and real property acquisitiom.

A. Has any interest in the site been obtained to date by the applicant?
|Xi Yes D No 3
I'f "yes", what interest? Lease only:.

i

B. Does the applicant hold an option on the property? Yes No
Expiration Date We have long-term lease w1th option t uy.

Copy of



2

Type of interest in site to be acquired:

"7 Fee Simple Less than fee

Type of title instrument to be acquired:
Warranty Deed Lease X -Other(specify)

' D. Does the property to be acquired have frontage on water" - Yes [:l No
Name of body of water South Yamhill River

. Simple site plan showing proposed development. Attached.

. A plot plan or map showlng the rotal area to be acquired. Delineate the boundariles
of all parcels to be acquired, including the present owner's name, and note any
existing or planned streets, highways, waterlines, sewers, power lines, etc., to be
located on or near the proposed site. Attached.

G. A real estate appraisal report for each parcel of land proposed to be acquired.

H. Preliminary title report for each parcel to be acquired.

I. A discussion on each parcel to be acquired as to its availability for purchase.
Designate what parcels are under option, or status of negotiations with property
ouner. Provide goples of any opticn agreements.

J.  Will relocation of occupants be necessary? | Yes No _

If "yes" provide detalled estimate of relocation costs as an agtachment.
K. Complete the table below which will provide a schedule of acquisition for each
parcel involved:
Acquisition Schedule
% Parcel Acreage Estimated Estimated Value | Estimated Value] Total i
3 Number Date of Of Land 0f Improvements| Estimated,
3 Acquisition | to be Acguired | to be Acquired] Cost |
. 1
:
|
-
Total '_ Sub=-Total
*Code 1., Negotiated Purchase; 2. Condemnation Project Administration : |
' Total .

DEQ-SWMP-12/72



VICTOR ATIYEH
QADVERNOA

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

Froms Director |

Subject: Agenda Item No. ¢, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request by Clatsop County for Extension of Variances from
Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(3)

Background and Problem Statement

A series of variances have been granted to disposal sites in Clatsop County
to allow continued operation of open burning dumps at Cannon Beach, Elsie,
and Seaside, The most recent variance was granted in November 1980 (copy
of staff report attached). At that time, the County was hoping to obtain
property owned by Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) for a regional
sanitary landfill. As a condition of the variance, the County was directed
to report on their progress by July 1, 1981, and the facility operators
were to explore the possibility of using the Astoria Landfill as an interim
measure. The variance expires on November 1, 1981.

The proposed regional landfill site on BPA property did become available to
the County in the spring of 1981, However, the previous owner of the

~property challenged the County in its bid for the site and threatened to

DEQ-46

engage them in a potentially lengthy legal battle (copy of letter from
John H. Tuthill is attached). Faced with this new obstacle, the County
decided to abandon the BPA site and pursue the No. 2 site on its list.
Development of this site is proceeding in a satisfactory manner, but the
County estimates that it may take up to two years before the facility is
ready to open.

Also in the spring of 1981, the County met with the City of Astoria to
explore the possible use of the City's landfill as an interim regional
site. The City was very strongly opposed to this idea and it is no longer
considered an option.

In view of the above, the County is again requesting a two-year variance
for its disposal site at Elsie and for the privately operated sites at
Cannon Beach and Seaside (copy of letter attached). The Commission may
grant such variances in accordance with ORS 459.225(3).
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Alternatives and Evaluation

The staff feels some frustration at having to again support requests for
variances in Clatsop County. Clearly, these open burning dumps should have
been closed by now. It would be unfair, however, to hold the County and
the other site operators responsible for the setbacks which have occurred.
In any event, the County is clearly moving ahead with good intentions at
this point and denying the variances would only serve to worsen the
gsitueation.

The three open burning sites do not have sufficient suitable area to allow
continued operation without open burning, and currently there is no
alternative site available. Therefore, denial of a variance extension at
this time would quickly result in closure of the sites.

The current candidate site for a regional landfill is owned primarily by
Crown Zellerbach Corporation. The County has begun negotiations and the
company seems to be receptive. Based on the limited information available
to date, the staff believes the site can be reasonably developed as an
acceptable landfill. The County's consultants have nearly completed a
geotechnical report which the staff expects to receive during the week of
September 20th. Barring unforeseen delays, the staff should be prepared to
comment on this report by the time the Commission meets.

The County predicts that it may take up to two years to get this site
operational. The biggest delays would be in trying to get voter approval
for funding and in possible condemnation procedures to acquire some small
parcels of property which adjoin the Crown Zellerbach property. ©On the
other hand, if everything went smoothly, the site could conceivably be
available for use as early as next summer (i.e., final engineering and
construction could easily be completed within six months).

In order to emphasize the Department's position that open burning dumps are
an unacceptable means of solid waste disposal and that such facilities
should be closed at the earliest possible date, it is recommended that the
variances be extended only for a period of one year.

- Summation

1. The lack of suitable area at each of the three open burning site in
Clatsop County prevents their conversion to landfills. Denial of the
variance extension would result in closure of the sites and there is
currently no alternative site available.

2. A proposed regional landfill site has been identified and the County
has initiated action to acquire and develop the site.

3. Clatsop County, on behalf of its open dump at Elsie and privately
operated dumps at Seaside and Cannon Beach, has requested a two-year
variance extension,

4, As.an alternative, the Commission could limit the variance to one year
since the new landfill could conceivably be available within that
time.
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5. The Department finds that the applicants' request meets the
requirements of ORS 459.225(3), by which the Commission may grant a
variance, as follows:

a. Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the applicants.

b. Special conditions exist that render strict compliance
unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical.

C. Strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or
closing of the disposal sites and no alternative facility or
alternative method of s50lid waste management is available at this
time.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant an extension of variances to OAR 340-61-040(3), until
November 1, 1982, for the Cannon Beach, Elsie, and Seaside disposal sites.

William H. Young

Attachments

I. Agenda Item No. I, November 21, 1980, EQC Meeting
II. Letter dated April 2, 1981, from John H. Tuthill
ITI. Letter dated September 10, 1981, from John Dooley

W. H. Dana:cC

SC15

229-6266

September 17, 1981



Attachment 1
10/9/81 EQC Meeting
Agenda Item No. Q

Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 57207

VICTOR ATIYEN 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
° -
MEMCRANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Ttem No. I, November 21, 1980, EQC Meeting

Request by Clatsop County for Extension of Variances from
Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2) (c)

Background and Problem Statement

At its February 22, 1980, meeting (Agenda Item H is attached), the
Commission granted a variance extension from OAR 340-61-040(2) (¢) for
continued operation of open burning dumps at Seaside, Cannon Beach, and
Elsie in Clatsop County. This extension, which is now expiring, was
granted on the basis that the County had retained a consultant to find
an acceptable regional landfill site and that the Department anticipated
that such a facility would be ready for operation by this date.

The consultant did indeed identify several potential sites., However, the
top-rated site is presently owned by Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
and, for reasons beyond its control, the County has been delayed in
securing it. BPA is in the process of declaring the property surplus.
Once this action 1s taken, the property will come under the contrel of
the General Services Administration, which will put it out for bid. At
that time Clatsop County would be eligible to acquire the property.

Regrettably, this process may take from four (4) months to six (6) months.
Even then, the County will have to complete additional geotechnical work,
preliminary design and operational plans, and secure voter approval for
funding. At best, this entire procedure will require at least one and
one-~half years and possibly more, depending on the length of the
construction season. Accordingly, the County has requested a two-year
extension of the variances. The Commission may grant variances in
accordance with ORS 459.225(3).

D
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Altermatives and Evaluation

The three open burning sites do not have sufficient suitable area to allow
continued operation without open burning, and currently there is no
alternative site available. Therefore, denial of a variance extension

at this time would quickly result in closure of the sites.

Based upon information available to date, the Department agrees with the
County's consultant that the BPA site is the best yet identified, and that
the County should not attempt to secure and develop some other site unless
it becomes clear that attainment of the BPA site is not likely.

In accordance with the above, the Department supports a variance extension;
however, not for the time period proposed by the County. Recently the
Commission denied a similar request for a variance extension by two
landfill operators in Lincoln County partly because a landfill near Agate
Beach was potentially available as an interim regional site. For this
reason, the Department believes it is reasonable to request that the
operators in Clatsop County be required to stop burning and haul to the
existing Astoria Landfill, by not later  than November 1, 1981.

The Department recommends that by June 1, 1981: (1) the operators be
required to submit a progress report detailing their plans of hauling to
the Astoria Landfill as an interim measure as soon as practicable but by
no later than November 1, 1981; and (2) the County submit a report
identifying which site, either the BPA site or some alternative, it has
secured including a time schedule for constructing the selected site.

Summation:

1. Several alternative landfill sites have been identified and the County
has initiated action to acquire the top-rated site. The process is
now in the hands of the federal government and beyond the County's
control,

2. The lack of suitable area at each of the three open burning sites
prevents their conversion to modified landfills. Denial of the
variance extension would result in closure of the sites,

3. There is currently no alternative site available, although the Astoria
site could be operated as a modified landfill until construction is
completed on the new county-wide landfill.

4. Clatsop County, on behalf of its open dump at Elsie and privately
operated dumps at, Seaside and Cannon Beach, has requested a two-year
variance extension.

5. As an alternative, the Commission could require that the applicants
cease burning and haul to the Astoria Landfill by not later than
November 1, 1981.



EQC Agenda Item No. I
November 21, 1980
Page 3

6. The Commission recently denied a similar request for a variance
extension partly because an interim regional landfill was potentially
available.

7. The Department finds that the applicant's request meets the
requirements of ORS 459.225(3), by which the Commission may grant
a variance, as follows:

a. Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the applicant.

b. Special conditions exist that render strict compliance
unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical.

c. Strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or
closing of a disposal site and no alternative facility or
alternative method of solid waste management is available at
this time.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant an extension of variances to OAR 340-61-040(2), until
November 1, 1981, for the Cannon Beach, Elsie, and Seaside disposal sites,
subject to the following condition:

"By not later than June 1, 1981, Clatsop County shall report to the
bepartment the identity of the regional landfill site it has secured
including a time schedule to-complete final engineering plans and
specifications, start construction, and complete construction. 1In
addition, the operators of the above open dumps shall submit a progress
report on June 1, 1981, detailing their plans of hauling to the Astoria
Landfill as an interim measure as soon as practicable but by no later than
November 1, 1981."

William H. Young
Attachment: Agenda Item H
William H. Dana:wec
229-6266
November 6, 1980

RW56 (1)
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Agenda Item No. Q

JOHNSON & HANTKE 10/9/81 EQC Meeting

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
309 LAUREL AVENUE ' P. 0. BOX 272 DAVID w, HANTHE
TILLAMOOK, OREGON 97141
TELEPHONE (503} 842-2553

C. RAY JOHNSON

April 2, 1981 Byt of Enutrovesatel Gualily
m EBE ﬂ Ve @
R 1Y

NORTHWEST REGIOW

Mr. Charles Gray

Department of hnvtrunﬂenta. Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: Proposed Clatsop County Regional Landfill
Stte

Dear Mr. Gray:

I enjoyed raving the opportunity of discussing with you the aforementioned
matter. As you will recall, this office represents Mr. Robert Tagg in
matters relating to the 40 acre site located on the Clatsop Plains and
currently being reviewed by Clatsop County Solid Waste Advisory Committee
for the purpose of placing a Regional Landfill on the site. The property
was originally owned by the Tagg family and in 1970 was purchased under
threat of condemnation by the Bonneville Power Administration for the
purpose of locating an electrical substation on the acreage. Hr. Tagg

and his family own the land that surrounds the Bonneville Power Administration
property. It is Mr. Taggs intent to make every effort to repurchase

this property inasmuch as ‘the Bonneville Power Adm|n|straL|on no longer
desires it for a substatlon

Mr. Tagg also believes that the location of a Regional Landfill on this
site would cause irreparable damage to the adjoin[ng nroperty and is
environmentally unsound. | appreciate the fact that the Department of

Environmental Quality has identified this as a possible site but it is
also my understanding that no feasibility studies of any depth have
taken pltace to date to substantiate. the Department's initial findings.

As | indicated to you on the telephone, [ would request any and all
materials that you have ava|lable that has been prepared by the Department
of Environmental Quality relatlng to the Bonneville Power Administration
property. In addition, :tl:s requested that we be kept informed of all
meetings in which the DEQ part|c1pates in relation to this site. |
realize that in making th|s request, there are certain costs that will

be incurred by your staff in meeting our demands. Please feel free to
submit any and all bills to me associated with meeting our requests.

Thank you in advance for your assistance in this matter.

JOHNSON HANTKE & TUTHILL

;, Ny
7 kvﬁl Q)\
JOHN H. TUTHILL

JHT Am i
and Mrs. Rdbert Tagg
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CLIATSOP COUNTY
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}i}k Cowthouse . . . Astoria, Oregon 97103
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TO: DEPT. OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY n N

BOX 1760 - Sier 171981

PORTLAND, OR. 97207

ATTN: MR. CHARLIE GREY
NORTHWEST REGION

FROM: JOHN DOOCLEY-ROADMASTER
P.O. BOX 179
ASTORIA, OR. 97103

SUBJECT: EXTENSION OF PERMIT #73 - SOLID WASTE

DEAR SIRS:

THIS IS A REQUEST FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE CLATSOP COUNTY PERMIT
#73 AND ALL OTHER PERMITS ISSUED FOR SOLID WASTE IN CLATSOP
COUNTY.

THIS REQUEST IS FOR AN EXTENSION OF TWO YEARS. CLATSOP COUNTY'S
GEOTECHNICAL FEASIBILITY REPORT SHOULD BE FINISHED NEXT WEEK, THE
WEEK OF SEPT. 20TH. THIS WILL BE FORWARDED TO YOUR DEPARTMENT FOR
APPROVAL OR COMMENTS.' UPON YOUR ACCEPTANCE OF REPORT CLATSOP
COUNTY WI1LL FOLLOW UP BY PROCURING THE PROPERTY, HOLDING THE
NECESSARY HEARINGS. HOLDING AN ELECTION TOQ RAISE THE MONEY TO
CONSTRUCT THE FACILITY AND WILL THEN GO TO CONTRACT FOR THE CON-
STRUCTION OF SAME. '

1T SEEMS VERY REASONABLE THAT IN ORDER TO BRING THIS FACILITY 7O

COMPLETION WE ARE LOOKING AT ABOU1 TWO YEARS DOWN THE ROAD. THANKS
FOR YOUR PATIENCE AND HELP

|

i

JOHN DOOLEY
ROADMASTER

CC: TED BUGAS




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOYERNOR

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: BEnvironmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. 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
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 numerous hours reviewing, critiquing and commenting on our
revisions: Department of Agriculture, Oregon Agricultural Chemical
Association, Oregon State University Extension Service, Oregon Agricultural
Aviation Association and the Committee on Synthetic Chemicals 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 1III).

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), verification, 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 desian 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 adeQuately reflect
current policy and best management practices for the disposal of
waste pesticides and empty containers.

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.

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 ORS 459.440.

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.

dow

William H. Young

Attachments

I
II
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
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IN THE MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF
AMENDMENTS TO HAZARDCUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT ROLES, CHAPTER 340,
SECTIONS 63-011, 63-125, 63-130 AND
63-135

1.

/ Attachment I
// Agenda Item No. R )
/S~ ! 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

— N A

Statutory Authority: ORS 459.440, which requires 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
pesticide and empty contalners.

Principal Documents Relied Upon:
a. The existing hazardous waste management rules.
b. Pesticide survey reports:

1. "A Survey of Pesticide Use and Waste Disposal in Multnomah,
Clackamas and Washington Counties," by Gary Hahn

ii. "Lane County Pesticide Report," by Gary Morse
iii. "Special Project {(Container Survey)," by Cathy Cartmill
riscal Impact:

Positive 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. Ewven though the propesed
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 development, design and construction can only be estimated.
‘A recently approved installation cost $22,000. Keep in mind that

these svstens are site-spesific and way wary Aue ko qgerraphinal
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locations, gquantity of waste pesticide generated and type of
operation. There is a possibility that federal money may be available
for some airport coperations.

It should be noted that there are 2,120 commercial operators,
govermmental 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
airstrips, 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.

2C673.A
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MEMORANDUM

Tos: 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 Eagleson, Oregon
Agricultural Chemical Association; Bill Welter, Cascade Farm Service; and
Erie 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 viclation.

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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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 gites 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 requirements.

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 dinitro 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 tco 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., BAugust 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
20368 (1)



Attachment III
Agenda Item No.
October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

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 : Pesticide applicators feel there is no need to obtain
authorization to spray waste pesticide onto the owner's
pProperty.

Responge: 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
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.

Response: 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.

Comment: Disposal of containers having "danger" or "poison" 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:

ResEonse:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

RESEOHSQ:

Comments:

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 disposal of hazardous
waste containers are followed, little liability is likely.

Farmers 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 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
containers.

On small gquantity 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:

Resggnse:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Resgonse:

Comment:

Response:

Z0368.A (1)

1981, EQC Meeting

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 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
"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) (4).

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 guantities 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. 11 would require a
change in ORS 459.400 which the Department feels iz 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) "Aguatic TLm" and [or] "aquatic median tolerance

limit" and "Aquatic LC50" and "median aguatic 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 aquatic LC5() 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) "DPepartment" 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 experimental laboratory
animals. [including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.]
Dermal LDgg is expressed in milligrams of the substance per
kKilegram 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.

{(8) "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 [geographical site] upon which hazardous wastes are
stored in accordance with a license issued pursuant to ORS
Chapter 4592 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
Eo 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
ORS5 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 QAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62

- 3 -



and 63,

(16) "Hydrocarbon" means any compound composed solely of
hydrogen and carbon.

(17) "Inhalation LCgg" and [or] "median inhalation 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 kill 50

percent of a population of experimental laboratory animals|,

including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits]. Inhalation
LCgo 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
[pesticidel 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 [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 LDsg" 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 cof a population of

experimental laboratory animals within a specified time.

[including but not limited to mice, rats, or rabbits.] Oral LDgg
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 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 chlorinated biphenyl, terphenyl, higher polyphenyl, or
mixtures of these compounds, produced by replacing two or more
hydrogen atoms on fhe 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) "Store" or "storage" means the contéinment of hazardous
waste for a temporary specified period of time, in such a manner
as not to constitute disposal of such hazardous waste.

(28} T"Transporter" means any motor carrier engaged in the
transportafion 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 25©° C. For the purpose of these
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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 l4-day oral LD5gp equal
to or less than 500 mg/kg.

{ii}) Inhalation toxicity: Material with a one-hour
inhalation LCgg equal to or less than 2 mg/l1 as a gas Or vapor
or a one-hour inhalation LC50 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) Aquatic toxicity: Material with 96-hour aquatic TLm
or 96-hour aquatic LCgg 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 gite 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} 1If 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.

(c) Waste containing polychlorinated biphenyls is toxic

and shall be managed in accordance with 40 CFR 761.



(3) Inorganics

(a) (i) 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) Waste containing hexavalent chromium or lead
is toxic if it contains 500 ppm or dreater 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 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 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,

fcertified] verified, and [disposed] recovered or disposed as

follows:

[(i)] (a) Decontamination consists of[:] QAR 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;

[(ITI)] (C) Chemical washing methods such as those used to

recondition metal drums, or to remove ultra low volume (ULV)

- 10 -



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 otherwise 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) [Certifyving 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.

f(A})] [This statement may be made by means of the Pesticide
Container Disposal Certificate, the Pesticide Container Disposal
Record, or any similar written declaration.]

- 11 -



[(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
bther 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 specific
permission from the Department. Such permission will be granted
only if the proposed recycle does not endénger 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
specific disposal site or recycle recovery facility from

- 12 -



accepting hazardous containers if it determines that such action
would endanger the public health or environment.]

[(C)] (4) [Combustible] Empty nhon-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 soclid waste
landfill; or [however, acceptance of such containerg is at the
discretion of the landfill permitteel]

[(II)] (B) [Burning] Burned in an incinerator or solid
fuel fired furnace 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-use Ajrport" 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 acti ity

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-

- 13 -



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 gsite 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 material or wastes, as

specified 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 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

- 14 -



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.

0A6301.1
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Attachment V
Agenda Item No.
October 9, 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 Objectives

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 combination of:

1. Physical means ({solar radiatiocn).

2, Chemical means {(hydrolysis}.

3. Biological means (microbial degradation).
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 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.

Types and quantities of pesticides used on an annual basis.

Types and volumes of waste pesticides generated during the
spraying season.

Detailed plans, specificatidns, procedures and methods for
collection, distributing and containing the waste sclution.

Detailed explanation of expected waste solution containment,
volume reduction, and detoxification mechanisms.

Detailed explanation of the method for removing accumulated
sludges from the containment 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 specifications.

SSD165 (1)



VICTOR ATIYEH

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. S, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Rules for Pollution Control Facility
Tax Credit Fees, OAR 340-11-200

Background and Problem Statement

Under ORS 468.155 through 468,190, the Department of Environmental Quality
is responsible for reviewing and certifying pollution control facilities as
to their eligibility for tax credit. The program has been in operaticn
since 1967 and benefits to Oregon business and industry have been and
continue to be substantial.

On July 18, 1981 HB 2288 (Chapter 359, Oregon Laws 198l) was signed by the
Governor and will become law November 1, 1981. The purpose of this bill
was to remove or reduce the cost to the General Fund of administering the
tax credit program. The Department has estimated that for the 1981-83
biennium administration costs would be approximately $172,000. HB 2288
allows the Department to require thogse businesses and industries which
monetarily benefit from the tax credit program to pay a fee to cover the
agency's cost of administering it.

On September 1, 1981, the Department held a public hearing on the proposed
rule. Mr. Tom Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries, and Mr. Pete Schnell,

- Publishers Paper Company testified at the hearing and proposed changes to

the rule (see attached Hearing Officer's report). Some revisions in the
proposed rule have been made in response to the comments made at the
hearing. The Department is now seeking adoption of the rule. HB 2288
authorizes the Commission to adopt this proposed rule. A Statement of
Need for Rulemaking is attached.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The General Fund support for the Governor's Recommended Budget has been
reduced $172,031 on the assumption that fees for tax credits will be
levied. Without the fee the Department would have the following
alternatives:
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1. Because of no budgeted funds, not administer the program at all,

2. Reduce environmmental program efforts in other parts of the Department
to provide resources to administer the program.

The first alternative is not very practical since it conflicts with the
legislative mandate to implement the program. It would likely require
Emergency Board approval.

After reviewing testimony received at the public hearing, the following
changes have been made in the proposed rule:

1. Mr. Donaca suggested that the application processing fee not be
collected until the facility has actually been certified. HB 2288
requires that fees accompany the application. The rule has heen
changed to allow partial refund of that fee if the certified cost
differs from the cost claimed in the original application (see new
section (5) of the proposed rule, attached).

2, Mr. Schnell suggested that an additional category be added to section
(3} of the rule to provide for a refund of the application processing
fee if the application is withdrawn by the applicant. Such a section
has been added (see (3) (@) of the proposed rule, attached).

HB 2288 requires that before adoption of any fees the Commission estimate
the total cost of the program to the Department. Based upon the
Department's 1981-83 budget, it estimates the cost of the program for the
1981-83 biennium to be $172,031.

Summation

1. The total cost of the tax credit program to the Department for the
1981~83 biennium is $172,031, based on the 1981-83 budget.

2. The Commission authorized the Department to conduct a public hearing

on the proposed rules for tax credit fees at its July 17, 1981
meeting.

3. A public hearing was held, after proper public notice, September 1,
1981.

4, As a result of testimony at the public hearing, changes to the

proposed rule have been made and the Department now seeks adoption of
the proposed rule,

5. The Commission is authorized to adopt rules for tax credit fees by
HB 2288,
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposéd rule for tax credit fees, OAR 340-11-200.

(a0

William H. Young

Attachments (1) Statement of Need for Rulemaking
(2) Hearing Officer’'s Report
{3) Proposed Rule, OAR 340-11-200

{4) HB 2288
C.A. Splettstaszer:o
229-5484
MO380 (1)

September 16, 1981
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STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

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

Legal Authority:

Legal authority for this action is HB2288, 1981 Legislative Session, ORS
Chapter 468, and ORS Chapter 183.

Need For the Rule:

Legislation (HB2288), if enacted, allows the establishment of a fee. The
proposed rule establishes fees. The Department's 1981-83 budget is
prtedicated upon adoption of a fee schedule.

Principal Documents Relied Upon:

HR2288, 1981 Oregon Legislative Session.
FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Applicants for Pollution Control Facility Tax Credits will experience fees

of a $50 filing fee, and one-~half of one percent of the claimed cost of the
facility, for each application,

MAl44.1 (1)

October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 57204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DECG-46

MEMORANDUM
Toz Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Michael Downs, Hearing Officer

Subject: Proposed aaoption of rules providing for fees to cover
administrative costs of the Pollution Control Pacilities
Tax Credit Program, OAR Chapter 340, Section 11-200.

PROCEDURE

Pursuant to public notice, a hearing was convened on September 1,
1981, at 10:15 a.m., in Room 1400 of the Yeon Building, 522 S. W.
Pifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. The purpose of the hearing

was to consider the adoption, by the Environmental Quality
Caommission, of proposed rule 340-11-200 establishing fees to

be charged applicants for pollution control facility tax credits
to recover the costs of processing applications and administering
the program,

The proceedings of this hearing were recorded on tape which is
on file at the DEQ office in Portland, Oregon.

Two perscns attended the hearing and presented oral testimony.

In addition, one person submitted written comments prior to the
hearing, and a copy is attached.,

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Mr. Tom Donaca, Assoclated Oreqon Industries, presented oral
testimony. Mr. Donaca pointed out that the statute requires

the EQC to make a finding of the estimated cost of the tax credit
program to the Department prior to the adoption of fees. He
further suggested that the non—refundable $50 application fee

be paid at the time of application and the remainder of the fesa,
based on the certified cost of the facility, be paid after the
EQC has approved issuance of the certificate and before the
applicant makes its election on the type of tax relief to be
taken. Alternatively, Mr. Donaca suggested the rule specifically
state that any refund of the application processing fee be made
within 30 days of the receipt of the tax credit certificate by
the applicant.
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Mr. Pete Schnell, Publishers Paper Company, recommended a fourth

category be added to section (3) of the rule which provides for
refund of the entire application processing fee in certain
situations. Mr. Schnell would add a category to refund the fee
when the application is withdrawn by the applicant.

Wvﬂ%«m\/ |

Michael Downs
Hearing Officer
MID: k
MK144 (2)



V/ OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY
opc 111 S.E. MADISON STREET

"PORTLAND, OR 97214
(503) 232-3116

August 10, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Tax Credit Section

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Gentlemen:

RE: Proposed fees for the Pollution Control Tax Credit Program

We offer the following two comments relative to the proposed fee system:

- Because taxpayers have the full burden of proof and incur
substantial costs in preparing filings, they should be
assessed the percentage fee only on approval of their
application.

- The Department's costs incurred in processing applications
are not a function of the claimed cost of the facility.
This fact should be considered in both establishing the
fixed and percent portions of the fees. Certainly the
$50 proposed fee covers Tittle in the way of department
costs yet the one-half of one percent fee would Tikely
be higher than the cost of processing applications in
excess of, say, $1,000,000. The percentage fee portion
should be graduated downward to one-tenth of one percent.

Thank you for this opportunity to respond.
Very truly yours,
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

L /&7 ’ |
/M o jﬁﬂﬁ? Management Serviees Div.

Paul D. Livesay Dept. of Environmental Quaiity
Controller - E @) E “ w E @
Fun 1l 1981

Opuesd W=
“hﬂhﬁ%;ngk = €Séég;%j qgfﬂéi§ -k
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PROPOSED RULE

OAR 340-11-200
TAX CREDIT FEES

{1) Beginning November 1, 1981, all persons applying for Pollution Control
Facilities Tax Credits pursuant to ORS 468.170 shall be subject to a
two-part fee consisting of a non-refundable filing fee of $50.00 per
application, and an application processing fee of one-half of one
paercent of the cost claimed in the application of the pollution
control facility to a maximum of $5,000. An amount equal to the
filing fee and processing fee shall be submitted as a required part of
any application for a pellution control facility tax credit,

(2) Upon the Department's acceptance of an application as complete, the
filing fee becomes non-refundable.

{3) The application processing fee shall be refunded in whole when
submitted with an application if:

{a) The Department determines the application is incomplete for
processing, or

(b) The Commission finds that the facility is ineligible for tax
credit, or

(¢) The Commission issues an order denying the pollution control
facility tax credit, or

{d) Applicant withdraws épplication before final certification by the
Commission. :

(4) The application processing fee shall be refunded in part if the final
certified cost is less than the facility cost claimed in the original
application. The refund amount shall be calculated by subtracting
one-half of one percent of the actual certified cost of the facility
from the amount of the application processing fee submitted with the
application. If that calculation yields zero or a negative number, no
refund shall be made.

{5) The fees shall not be considered by the Environmental Quality
Commission as part of the cost of the facility ko be certified.

(6} All fees shall be made payable to the Department of Environmental
Quality.

MAl44.1 (1)




ATTACHMENT 4
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October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1981 Regular Session

Enrolled
House Bill 2288

Ordered printed by the Speaker pursuant to House Rule 12.00A (5). Presession filed (at the request of
Department of Environmental Quality)

CHAPTER............ 389 e,

AN ACT

Relating to pollution control; amending ORS 468.165.

Be It Enacted by the Peopie of the State of Oregon:
|

Section 1. ORS 468,165 is amended to read:

468.165. (1) Any person may apply to the commission for certification under ORS 468.170 of a pollution
controj facility or facilities or portion thereof erected, constructed or instailled by [4#] the person in Oregon if:

(a) The air or water pollution control facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1,
1967. :

(k) The noise pollution control facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1977,

(c) The solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil facility was under construction on or after January I,
1973, and if: .

" (A) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize material that would otherwise be solid waste as
defined in ORS 459,005, hazardous wasles as defined in ORS 459.410 or used oil as defined in ORS 468.850 by
burning, mechanical process or chemical process or through the production, processing including
presegregation or otherwise, or use of materials for their heat content or other forms of energy of or from the
materia], or the use of materials which have useful chemical or physical properties and which may be used for
the same or other purposes, or materials which may be used in the same kind of application as its prior use
without change in identity;

(B) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of power or other itemn of real economic value;

{C) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable source of power, is compelitive with an end
product produced in another state; and : :

(D) The Oregon law regulating soiid waste imposes standards at least substantially equivalent to the federal
law.

(2) The applications shall be made in writing in a form prescribed by the department and shall contain
information on the actual cost of the facility or facilities, a description of the materials incorporated therein, all
machinery and equipment made a part thereof, the existing or proposed operational procedure thereof, and a
statement of the purpose of prevention. control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil served or to be served by the facility or facilities and, for a facility qualifying
under paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of this section, the portion of the actual cost properly allocable to
the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution as set forth in ORS 468,190 (2).

£

ng; T
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’ . (3) The director may require such further information as [/e] the director considers necessary prior to
| issuance of a certificate.

(4) The application shall be accompanied by a fee established under subsection (5) of this section. The fee may
be refunded if the application for certification s rejected.

(5) By rule and after hearing the commission may adopt a schedule of reasonable fees which the department
may require of applicants for certificates issued under ORS 468,170, Prior to the adoption or revision of any such
fees the commission shall estimate the totai cost of the program to the department. The fees shall be based on.the

anticipated cost of filing, investigating, granting and rejecting the applications and shall be designed not to exceed

‘ the total cost estimated by the commission. Any excess fees shall be held by the department and shall be used by the
commission to reduce any future fee increases. The fe¢ may vary according to the size and complexity of the .
facility. The fees shall not be considered by the commission as part of the cost of the facility to be certified.

Approved by the Governmor July 18, 1981.
Filed in the office of Secretary of State July 20, 1981,

) |

Enrolled,House Bill 2288 Page 2




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNQR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Envirommental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. T, October 9, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Revisions to Oregon Administrative
Rules Chapter 340, State Financial Assistance to Public
Agencies for Pollution Control Facilities.

Background and Problem Statement

The Department of Environmental Quality administers the Pollution Control

Bond

Fund and the related Sinking Fund under ORS 468.195 through 468.260

and corresponding Administrative Rules Chapter 340 Divisions 81 and 82,

SB142 (Chapter 312 Oregon Laws 1981) increased the principal amount of
Polluticn Control Bonds outstanding from $160 million to $260 million.
Other provisions which require rule changes are:

(1)

(2)

DEQ-46

The increase in the percentage of eligible project costs

(from 70% to 100%) that can be financed by lcans from the Bond Fund.
This change recognizes the current reduction and possible elimination
of federal and state grants for pollution control facilities.

The Department may assess those entities to whom grants and loans
are made to recover expenses incurred in administering the Bond Fund
program.

This administrative responsibility covers all aspects of the purchase
of the bonds of cities and other entities and management of fund
agsets. Engineers and technicians at headquarters and in the regions
review facility plans, eligibility of project costs, relation to
federal grants and priority listing. Program and business Office
staff give advice to applicants on handling of bond sales, preparation
of necessary financial and other documents and prepare bond purchase
agreements. Accounting, financial reporting, auditing, and legal
expenses are sizable for the program. Cash and receivables amount

to approximately $62 million and 542 million respectively at this
time.
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Until now, this administrative cost has been paid from the General
Fund. The Department's 1981-83 budget provides for charging $116,000
to the Pollution Control Sinking Fund and reduction of the General
Fund Appropriation by this amount.

Evaluation and Alternatives

(1)

(2)

Increasing the percentage of eligible project costs (from 70% to 100%)
that can be financed by loans from the Pollution Control Bond Fund
should result in more loans as cities and counties seek ways to offset
the loss of federal and state grants for pollution control facilitles.
The increased ceiling on bonds outstanding is also designed to
accomodate more loans. However, it is not practical to make any
estimate of the additional loan volume that might be generated.

The Department proposes to recover aexpenses incurred in administering
the Pollution Control Bond Fund program by slightly .adding to

the interest rate it charges on new loans or new purchases

of obligations., Over time the additional revenue thus credited to
the Sinking Fund will offset the Department's expenses which will

be charged to the Sinking Fund.

Specifically, the Department estimates that a surcharge of one tenth
of one percent should be sufficient to fund administrative costs over
the years. The impact on a sample loan or bond purchase is
illustrated below:

31 million 20 year bond issue

Interest rate 7.4366%
Surcharge 0.1000%
Effective rate 7.5366%
Average annual interest cost $47,743.
Average annual surcharge 8 642,
Total Annual Cost $48,385.
Total 20 year interest cost $954,860.
Total 20 year surcharge $ 12,840.
Total Cost $967,700.

Alternatively, fees could be charged upon application and granting of
loans. The Department does not recommend the creation of additional fees
which are cumbersome and expensive to administer.

No one appeared tc testify at the Public Hearing on September 4, 1981,
The Hearing Officer's Report is attached.
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Summation

(1) 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 from 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,

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

{3} No one appeared to testify at the Public Hearing on September 4, 1981.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
adopt the proposed revisions to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340,
Divisions 8l and 82, necessary to make 100% lcans and to make assessments
to recover Bond Fund administrative expenses.

William H. Young

Attachments (5) .
-1. Draft rule, Division 81
2. Draft rule, Division 82
3. Hearing Officer's Report
4. Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact
5. SBl42

BK102 (2)
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Attachment 1
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
DIVISION 81

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR POLLUTICN CONTROL FACILITIES

Purpose
340-81-005 The purpose of these regulations is to prescribe
requirements and procedures for obtaining state financial assistance
for planning and construction of pollution control facilities pursuant
to Article XI-H of the Oregon constitution.

Statutory aAuthority:
His.: Piled and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Definitions

340-81-010 As used in these regulations unless otherwise required

by context:

(1) T"Department" means Department of Envirommental Quality.
Department actions shall be taken by the Director as defined
herein, .

(2) "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission.

(3) "Director” means Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality or his authorized deputies or officers.

(4) "Agency" means municipal corporation, city, county, or agency
of the State of Oregon, or combinations thereof, applying or
contracting for state financial assistance under these
regulations.

(5) “EPA™ means U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Statutory Authority:
Hist.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES

Eligible Projects
340-81-015 Projects eligible for state financial assistance under
thege regulations are defined in ORS 449.455. Priority ranking of
eligible projects for each fiscal year will be established by the
Department, approved by the Commission, and will be based on published
criteria approved by the Commission.

Statutory Authority: _
Hist.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Eligible Costs
340-81-020 Eligible costs for water pollution control facilities
shall include: construction and materials costs; planning;
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

engineering design and inspection costs; and project related legal
and fiscal costs, except those costs related to land acquisition.
The Department shall have discretion in the final eligibility
determination of specific expenditures.

Statutory Ruthority:
Hist.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Application Documents
340-81-025 The representative of an agency wishing to apply for state
financial assistance undgr these regulations shall complete, sign,
and submit to the Department three copies each of the following
documents:

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

(3)

Federal sewage treatment works oonstruction grant application
form currently in use by the EPA at the time of the application
for state assistance. This form will be provided by the
Department upon request.

Resolution of the agency's governing body authorizing an official
of the agency to apply for state and federal financial assistance
and to act in behalf of the agency in all matters pertaining to
any agreements which may be consummated with the Department or
with EPA.

Five year projection of the agency's estimated revenues and
expenses (on forms provided by the Department}.

An ordinance or resolution of the agency's governing body
establishing sewer user rates, connection, and other charges

for the facilities to be constructed.

A legal opinion of the agency's attorney establishing the legal
authority of the agency to enter into a loan or bond purchase
agreement, together with copies of applicable agency ordinance
and charter sections. ‘

Applications must be filed with the Department not later than
thirty (30) days prior to the fiscal year commencing July 1
for which financial assistance is requested.

An application is not deemed to be complete until any additional
information requested by the Department is submitted by the

agency.

Applications for planning loans shall be on special forms
provided by the Department and shall be accompanied by a
resoclution of the agency's governing bodx and a projection of
estimated revenues and expenses as outlined in subsections (2)

apd (3) of this section.

Statutory Authority:
Hist.: Filed and Eff., 2-11-71 as DEQ 25
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DEPARMMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Application Review
340~81-030 Application documents will be reviewed by the department
staff to determine that: the proposed facilities for which state
funds are requested are eligible under these regulations and
applicable Oregon statutes; the proposed sources of local revenue
to be pledged to the retirement of state loans are acceptable and
adequate under the statutes; the facilities for which state financing
is requested will be [not less than 70%] self-supporting and self-
liguidating fram approved revenues, gifts, user charges, assessments,
and other fees; and federal or state grant funds are assured, or local
funds are available, for the completion of the project.

Statutory Authority:
Hist.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Ioan or Bond Purchase Agreement

340-81-035

(1) PFollowing review and approval of the application documents and
final construction plans and specifications by the Department
and legal authorization by the governing body of the agency or
its electorate, if necessary, to enter into a loan agreement
with the state or to sell general obligation or revenue bonds,
the Department may enter into such loan or bond purchase
agreement in a principal amount [not to exceed 70%] up to 100% of
the eligible project cost including the construction bi
accepted, estimated engineering and inspection costs, eligible
legal and fiscal costs and a contingency allowance to be
established by the Department. Combinations of funds granted
and loaned by whatever means shall not total more than 100% of
the eligible project costs.

(2) The loan or bond purchase agreement shall identify sources and
amounts of revenue, to be dedicated to loan or bond retirement,
sufficient to demonstrate that the facilities to be constructed
will be [not less than 70%] self-supporting and self-liquidating.
The agency will be required to furnish an annual audit report
to the Department to show that adequate and acceptable revenues
continue to be available for loan retirement,

v [(3) The Department must be assured that at least 30% federal or state
grant funds, other funds or combinations thereof are available
to complete the total project.]

{3) [(4)] when the state is requested to purchase local bonds and
a bond purchase agreement is entered into, the local bonds will
be purchased at par to an even multiple of '$5,000, [in an amount
not to exceed 70% of the total eligible project cost as
determined in subsection (1) of this section]; except that when
the amount of local bonds to be purchased by the state is less
than $100,000 they may be purchased at par to a multiple of
$1,000 [in an amount not to exceed 70% of the total eligible
project cost].
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(4) [(5)] The loan or bond interest rate to be paid by the agency
shall be equal to the interest rate on the state bonds from
which the project is funded, except as provided in [subsection]
subsections [(6)] 5 and 6 of this section.

(5) The Department shall add to the rate of interest otherwise to
be charged on loans or obligations a surcharge not to exceed
an annual rate of one-tenth of one percent to be applied to the
outstanding principal balances in order to offset the
Department's expenses of administering the Bond Fund program.
(6) The loan or bond retirement schedule of the agency must retire
its debt obligation to the state at least as rapidly as the state
bonds fram which the loan funds are derived are scheduled to be
retired; except that when a debt retirement schedule longer than
the state's bond repayment schedule is legally required, special
debt service requirements on the agency's loan will be established
by the Department.
(7) Loan or bond interest and principal payments shall be due at least
thirty days prior to the interest and principal payment dates
established for the state bonds from which the loan is advanced.

Statutory Authority:
Hist: Filed 2-11~71 as DEQ 25

Construction Bid Documents Required
340-81-040 Following receipt of construction bids, the agency shall
submit three copies each of the following documents to the Department
for review and approval of contract award: tabulation of all bids
received; engineers' analysis of bids; engineer's recommendations;
low bidder's proposal; publisher's affidavits of advertising; and
Part B of the loan or bond purchase agreement. '

Statutory Authority:
Hist.: Filed and Bff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Advancement of Ioan Funds

340-81--045

(1) Upon receipt of three copies of the executed construction
contract and Part B of the loan or bond purchase agreement, the
Department will approve the final loan amount and authorize the
Treasury Department to advance the full amount of the loan to
the agency.

(2) 1If the funds are advanced under the terms of a previously
executed bond purchase agreement, the agreement will specify
a period of time, not to exceed six months, following the
advancement of funds by the state during which the agency agrees
to offer its bhonds for public sale, The terms and conditions
of the Department's bid offer for the agency's bonds will be
made available to other prospective bidders when the notice
of sale of the agency's bonds is published. If the state is
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the successful bidder for the agency's bonds, the state will
receive the bonds and the bonds will be retired under the terms
of the bond purchase agreement. If a private purchaser is the
successful bidder, the state will receive reimbursement of the
loan funds previously advanced plus interest at the interest
rate on the state bonds fram which the project would have been
funded if the state had been the successful bidder,

(3) Any excess loan funds held by the agency following completion
of the project must be used for the payment of loan principal
and interest,

Statutory Authority:
Hist.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

Advancement of State Grant Funds
340-81-050 Depending on priority ranking as determined by the
Department and the current availability of EPA grant funds, a project
may receive a state grant in an amount not to exceed 30% of the total
eligible project cost under the terms of a separate grant agreement.
Grant payments will be advanced during construction, if requested
by the agency, in increments of approximately 25% of the total
eligible project cost as the work is completed. Each payment will
be based on the consulting engineer's latest cost estimate of the
completed work in place, plus materials purchased and delivered at
the time the payment request is submitted to the Department, and
expenditures for engineering, legal and fiscal services that have
been documented by the agency to date.

Statutory Authority:
His.: Filed and Eff. 2-11-71 as DEQ 25

August 4, 198]
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Attachment 2

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIVISICN 82

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC AGENCIES FOR POLLUTION CONTROL
FACILITIES FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE

Purpose
340-82-005 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe requirements
and procedures for obtaining state financial assistance for planning
and construction of pollution control facilities for the disposal
of solid waste pursuant to Article XI-H of the Oregon Constitution,

and to provide for pass-through of federal funds to designated
agercies.

Stat, Auth: ORS Ch.
Hist. DE) 76, £. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-~74; DEDQ 20-1980, f. & ef.
8-1-80; DEQ 31-1980, f. & ef. 11-10-80

Definitions

340-82-010 As used in these rules unless otherwise required by

context:

(1) "Department” means Department of Environmental Quality.
gepagtment actions shall be taken by the Director as defined

erein,

(2) "Commission" means Envirormmental Quality Commission.

(3} "Director" means Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality or his authorized deputies or officers.

(4) "Agency" means municipal corporation, city, county, or agency
of the State of Oregon, or combination thereof, applying or
contracting for state financial assistance under these rules.

(5) "EPA" means U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

(6) "Designated Agency" means a govermmental unit designated by

the State as a planning or implementing solid waste agency, or
both.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch,
Hist: DEQ 76, f£. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74; DEQ 20-1980, f. & ef. 8-1-80;
DEQ 31-1980, f. & ef. 11-10-80

S01id Waste Disposal Pollution Control Facilities

Eligible Projects and Project Priorities

340-82-015 Projects eligible for state financial assistance under

ORS 468.220 and priority ranking of such eligible projects will be

based on the following criteria approved by the Commission.

(1) Projects eligible for state financial assistance for pollution
control facilities for the disposal of solid waste as authorized
in ORS 468.220 shall meet the following criteria:

(a) The project or facility is part or parcel of or
camplementary to a Department approved and locally adopted
S0lid Waste Management Plan.
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{b) The project or facility has proven or demonstrated
technical feasibility.

(c) The project or facility is within local economic

- constraints and abilities to administer.
(d) The project or facility must be approved by the Department.
(2) Priority of eligible projects for state assistance for planning

and construction of pollution control facilities for the disposal

of so0lid waste shall be based upon the following criteria:

(a) The project or facility is replacing existing inadequate
or unacceptable methods of solid waste disposal and thereby
results in improved environmental quality.

(b) The project or facility recovers resources from solid
wastes, ,

(c} The projected facility will establish improved solid waste

management practices.
(d) The need for state assistance is demonstrated.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch,
Hist.: DHE) 76, f. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

Eligible Costs
340-82-020 Eligible costs for state assistance for planning and

construction of pollution control facilities for the disposal of solid
wastes shall include but not necessarily be limited to:
(1) Lard acquisition limited to that minimum amount of land necessary
to the project.
(2) Engineering costs for design and supervision.
(3) Ieqal assistance directly related to project.
(4) Construction:
{(a) Site development:
(b} structures (including earth structures);
(c} Fixed utilities.
(5} Major equipment (initial purchase only):
(a) Solid waste processing and handling equipment;
(b) Landfill operation equipment:
(c) Rolling stock;
(@) Miscellaneous equipment under $1,500.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch,
Hist.: DPQ 76, f£. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

Special Considerations on Eligible Costs for Equipment
340-82-025 Equipment purchases for solid waste disposal facilities
with state assistance shall be given special consideration. Intended
equipment purchases shall be itemized in the grant-loan application
and the applicability of each individual piece of equipment to the
project or facility clearly outlined for Department review. The
following criteria shall be applied by the Department to equipment
purchases.
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(1)

{2)

(3)

(4)

Equipment purchases shall be limited to initial purchases only
and eligibility restricted to only that equipment necessary to
sustain the performance of the project or facility.

Equipment required, whether for processing or landfilling of
solid wastes, that has an expected usefull or mechanical life
less than the anticipated life of the project will require a
sinking fund or equivalent replacement fund in the submitted
project budget for such equipment replacement throughout the
life of the project.

All major equipment purchases shall be done through open bidding
on specified types or equivalents of equipment. Specifications
on major equipment needs shall be reviewed by the Department
prior to purchase.

Equipment purchases less than $1,500 (small tools, office
equipment, etc.) do not require specifications but must be
reviewed and approved by the Department.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

Hist.:

DEQ 76, f£. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

Application Documents
340-82-030 The representative of an agency wishing to apply for
state financial assistance under these regulations shall submit to
the Department three signed copies of each of the following completed
documents:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(6)

(7

Department Solid Waste Management Projects Grant-Ioan application
form currently in use by the Department at the time of the
application for state financial assistance. This form will be
provided by the Department upon request.

All applications for federal financial assistance to the solid
waste projects for which state financial assistance is being
requested.

Resolution of the agency's governing body authorizing an official
of the agercy to apply for state and federal financial
assistance and to act in behalf of the agency in all matters
pertaining to any agreements which may be consummated with the
Department or with EPA or other federal agencies.

Five year projection of the agency's estimated revenues and
expenses related to the project (on forms provided by the
Department) .

An ordinance or resolution of the agency's governing body
establishing solid waste disposal user rates, and other charges
for the facilities to be constructed. !

A legal opinion of the agency's attorney establishing the legal
authority of the agency to enter into a financial assistance
agreement together with copies of applicable agency ordinance
and charter sections.

A waste reduction plan which is consistent with ORS 459.055{2) {(a)
through (e).
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An application is not deemed to be completed until any additional
information requested by the Department is submitted by the agency.

Applications for financial assistamce for planning under ORS 468.220(1) (e)
shall be on special forms provided by the Department and shall be
accompanied by a resolution of the agency's governing body.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

Hist.: DEQ 76, £. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74; DFQ 20-1980, f. & ef. 8-1-80;

DEQ 31-1980, f£. & ef. 11-10-80

Application Review

Ipan

340-82-035 Application documents will be reviewed by the Department
staff to determine that: the proposed facilities for which state
funds are requested are eligible under these regulations and
applicable Oregon statutes; the proposed sources of local revenue

to be pledged to the retirement of state loans are acceptable and
adecuate under the statutes; the facilities for which state financing
is requested will be [not less than 70%] self-supporting and
self-liquidating from approved revenues, gifts, user charges,
assessments, and other fees; and federal or state assistance funds
are assured, .or local funds are available, for the completion of the
project.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.
Hist.: DEQ 76, f. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

or Obligation Purchase Agreement

340-82-040

(1) Following review and approval of the application documents
and final construction plans and specifications by the Department
and legal authorization by the governing body of the agency or
its electorate, if necessary, to enter into a loan agreement
with the state or an agreement to sell its general obligation
bonds or other obligations to the state, the Department may enter
into such loan or purchase agreement in a principal amount [not
to exceed 70%] to 100% of the eligible project cost including
the construction bid accepted, estimated engineering and
inspection costs, eligible legal and fiscal costs and a
contingency allowance to be established by the Department,

Combinations of funds granted and loaned by whatever means shall
not total more than 100% of the eligible project costs.

{(2) The loan or purchase agreement shall identify sources and amounts
of revenue, to be dedicated to loan or obligation retirement
sufficient to demonstrate that the facilities to be constructed
will be [not less then 70%] self-supporting and self-liquidating.
The agency will be required to furnish an annual audit report
to the Department to show that adequate and acceptable revenues
continue to be available for loan obligation retirement.
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[(3) The Department must be assured that at least 30% federal or state
grant funds, other funds, or combinations thereof are available
to complete the total project.]

3) [(4)] when the state is requested to purchase local obligations
and a bond purchase agreement is entered into, the local
obligations will be purchased at par to an even multiple of
$5,000, [in an amount not to exceed 70% of the total eligible
project cost as determined in section (1) of this rule] except
that when the amount of local obligations to be purchased by
the state is less than $100,000 they may be purchased at par
to a multiple of $1,000 [in an amount not to exceed 70% of the
total eligible project cost].

4) {5] The lcan or obligation interest rate to be paid by the
agency shall be equal to the interest rate on the state bonds
from which the project is funded, except as provided in
section 8 5 & 6 [(6)] of this rule.

(5) The Department shall add to the rate of interest otherwise to
be charged on loans or obligations a surcharge not to exceed
an annual rate of one-tenth of one percent to be applied to the
outstanding principal balances in order to offset the
Department's expenses of administering the Bond Fund program.

(6) The loan or obligation retirement schedule of the agency must
retire its debt obligation to the state at least as rapidly as
the state bonds fram which the loan funds are derived are
scheduled to be retired except that when a debt retirement
schedule longer than the state's bond repayment schedule is
legally required, special debt service requirements on the
agency's loan or obligation purchase will be established by the
Department. '

(7) Loan or obligation interest and principal payments shall be due
at least thirty days prior to the interest and principal payment
dates established for the state bonds from which the loan or
obligation purchase is advanced.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.
Hist.: DEQ 76, f. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

Construction Bid Documents Required
340-82-045 Following receipt of construction bids, the agency shall
submit three copies each of the following documents to the Department
for review and approval of contract award: tabulation of all bids
received; engineer's analysis of bids; engineer's recommendations;
low bidder's proposal; publisher's affadavits of advertising; and
a current project cost estimate summary including an estimate of funds
available for the project.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.
Hist.: DEQ 76, £. 7-29-74, ef. B-25-74
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Advancement of ILoan or Obligation Purchase Funds

340-82-050

(1) Upon receipt of three copies of the executed construction
contract and the loan or obligation purchase agreement, the
Department will approve the final lcan amount and authorize the
Treasury Department to advance the full amount of the loan or
obligation purchase price to the agency.

(2) If the funds are advanced under the terms of a previously
executed obligation purchase agreement, the agreement will
specify a period of time, not to exceed six months, following
the advancement of funds by the state during which the agency
agrees to offer its obligations for public sale. The terms
and conditions of the Department's bid offer for the agency's
obligations will be made available to other prospective bidders
when the notice of sale of the agency's obligations is published.
If the state is the successful bidder for the agency's
obligations, the state will receive the obligation and the
obligations will be retired under the terms of the obligation
purchase agreement. If a private purchaser is the successful
bidder, the state will receive reimbursement of the loan or
obligation purchase funds previously advanced plus interest at
the interest rate on the state bonds fram which the project would
have been funded if the state had been the successful bidder.

(3) Any excess loan or obligation purchase funds held by the agency
following completion of the project must be used for the payment
of loan or obligation principal and interest.

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch.
Hist.: DBEQ 76.f. 7-29-74, ef. 8-25-74

Advancement of State Grant Funds
340-82-055 Depending on priority ranking as determined by the
Department and the current availability of EPA or other federal grant
funds, a project may receive a state grant in an amount not to exceed
30% of the total eligible project cost under the terms of a separate
grant agreement. Grant payments will be advanced during construction,
if requested by the agency, in increments of approximately 25% of
the total eligible grant project costs as the work is completed.
Each payment will be based on the consulting engineer's latest cost
estimate of the completed work in place, plus materials purchased
ardd delivered at the time the payment request is submitted to the
Department, and expenditures for engineering, legal, and fiscal
services that have been documented by the agency to date.
Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. !
Hist.: DEQ 76, f£. 7-29-74, ef, B8-25-74

(August 4, 1981)
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VICTOR ATIYEH
QDVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM Attachment 3
TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: September 17, 1981
FROM: Hareold Sawyer, Hearing Officer

SUBJECT: Proposed Adoption of Revisions to Oregon Administrative Rules
Chapter 340, State Financial Assistance to Public Agencies for
Pollution Control Facilities.

PROCEDURE:

Pursuant to public notice, a hearing was convened on September 4, 1981
at 10:00 a.m. in Room 1400 of the Yeon Building, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon.

The purpose of the hearing was to consider the adoption by the
Environmental Quality Commission of proposed revisions to Oregon
Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Divisions 81 and 82. The revisions would
increase the percentage of eligible project costs (from 70% to 100%) that
can be financed by loans from the Pollution Control Bond Fund and establish
an interest surcharge to recover the Department's expenses of administering
the Bond Fund.

No one appeared to testify.

Harold Sawyer
Hearing Officer

FO: k
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Attachment 4
STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

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

1

Legal Authority:

The Department administers the Pollution Control Bond Fund and Pollution
Control Sinking Fund under ORS 468.195 through 468.260.

Need for the Rule:

SB 142 {(Chapter 312 Oregon Laws 1981) changes existing laws; existing rules
Chapter 340 divisions 81 and 82 need to reflect these changes.

The Department's 1981-83 budget contains revenue to be provided by the
assessment of entities to whom loans are made from the Pollution Control
Bond Fund to recover expenses incurred in administering the program.

Pringcipal Documents Relied Upon:

SB 142 {Chapter 312, Oregon Laws 1981).

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

{1) 1Increasing the percentage of eligible project costs (from 70% to 100%)
that can be financed by loans from the Pollution Control Bond Fund
should result in more loans as cities and counties seek ways to offset
the loss of federal and state grants. It is not practical to make
any estimate of additiocnal loan volume.

{2) The Department proposes to recover expensesS incurred in administering
the Pollution Contrcl Bond Fund program by slightly  adding to

the interest rate it charges on new loans or new ebligations.
Over time the additional revenue thus credited to the Pollution

Control Sinking Fund will offset the Department's expenses which will
be charged to the Sinking Fund.

|
The Department estimates that a surcharge of one-tenth of one percent
should be sufficient to fund administrative costs over the years.
The impact on a sample loan or bond purchase is illustrated below:

$1 million 20 year bond issue

Interest rate 7.4366%
Surcharge 0.1000%.
Effective rate 7.5366%
Average annual interest cost 547,743
Average annual surcharge 642
Total Annual Cost $48,385
Total 20 year interest cost $954,860
Total 20 year surcharge 12,840

Total Cost $967,700



Attachment 5

OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1981 Regular Session

Enrolled

Senate Bill 142

PRINTED PURSUANT TO ORS 171.130 by order .of the President of the Senate in conformance with
presession filing rules, indicaling neither advocacy nor opposition on the part of the President (at the -
request of Department of Environmental Quality)

CHAPTER.......ccoomvrnnn, '*5'12 ........

AN ACT

Relating to pollution; amending ORS 468.195, 468.220, 468.230 and 468.253.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

Section 1. ORS 46B.195 is amended 10 read:

468.195. In order to provide funds [or the purposes specilied in Article XI-H of the Constitution of
Oregon, the commission, with the approval of the State Treasurer, is authorized to issue and sell such general
obligation bonds of the State of Oregon, of the kind and character and within the limits prescribed by Article
XI-H of the Conslitution of Oregon as, in Lhe judgment of the commission, shall be necessary. The bonds shalt
be authorized by resclution duly adopted by a majority of the members of the commission at a regular or
special meeting of the commission. The principal amount of the bonds outstanding at any one lime, issued
under authority of this section, shall not exceed [$/6¢) $260 million par value. '

Section 2. ORS 468.220 is amended Lo read:

468.220. (1) The department shall be the agency for the Stale of Oregon for the administration of the
Pollution Control Fund. The department is hereby authorized to use the Pollution Control Fund for one or more
of the following purposes:

{(a) To grant funds not to exceed 30 percent of total project costs for eligible projects as defined in ORS
454,505 or sewerage systems as defined in QRS 468.700. {A grant may be made under this paragraph only with
the prior approval of the Joint Commitice on Ways and Means during the period when the Legislative Assembly
ix in sessfon or the Emergency Board during the interim period betiween sessions.)

» (b} To acquire, by purchase, or otherwise, general obligation bonds or other obligations of any municipal
corporation, cily, county, or agency of the Stale of Oregon, or combinations thereof, issued or made [or the
purpose of paragraph (a) of this subsectlion in an amount not to exceed [ 765 160 percent of Lhe lotal project costs
for eligible projects. _

{c) To acquire, by purchase, or otherwise, other obligations of any ity that are authorized by its charter in
an amount not Lo exceed [ 78] 100 percent of the total project costs for eligible projects.

(d) To grant funds not 1o exceed 30 percent of the tolal project costs for [acilities for the disposal of solid
wastle, including without being limited Lo, transfer and resource recovery (acilities,

(e) To make loans or grants to any municipal corporation, city, counly, or agency of the Stale of Oregon,
or combinations thercof, for planning of eligible projects as defincd in QRS 454,505, sewerage systems as
defined by ORS 468.700 or {acilities {or the disposal of solid waste, including without being limited to, transfer




1
and resource recovery facilities. Grants made under this paragraph shall be considered a part of any grant
authorized by paragraph (a) or (d) of this subsection if the project is approved.

(f) To acquire, by purchase, or otherwise, general obligation bonds or other obligations of any municipal
corporation, city, county, or agency of the State of Oregon, or combinations thereof, issued or made for the
purpose of paragraph (d} of Lhis subsection in an amount not to exceed [70] 100 percenl of the total project
COsts, ‘

(g) To advance funds by contract, loan or otherwise, to any municipal corporation, city, county or agency
of the State of Oregon, or combination thercol, for the purpase of paragraphs (a) and (d} of Lhis subsection in
an amount not Lo exceed [ 76} 100 percent of Lhe total project costs.

(h) To pay compensation required by law to be paid by the siate [or the acquisition of real property for the
disposal by storage of environmentally hazardous wastes.

(i) To dispose of environmentally hazardous wastes by the Department of Environmental Qualily
whenever the department finds that an emergency exists requiring such disposal.

(j) To acquire for the state real property and facilities for the disposal by landfill, storage or otherwise of
solid waste, including but not limited to, transfer and resource recovery [acilities.

(2) The facilities referred to in paragraphs (a) to (c) of subsection (1) of this section shall be only such as
conservatively appear to the department to be nol less than 70 percent sell-supporting and sell-liquidating from
revenues, gifts, grants from the Federal Government, user charges, assessments and other fees,

(3) The [acilities referred to in paragraphs (d), (f) and {g) of subsection (1) of this section shall be only such
as conservatively appear to the department to be not tess than 70 percent self-supporting and self-liquidating
[rom revenues, gifts, grants from the Federal Government, user charges, assessments and other fees.

(4) The real propertly and faciiities referred Lo in paragraph (j) of subsection (1) of this section shall be only
such as conservatively appear to the department lo be not less than 70 percent sell-supporting and
self-liquidating from revenues, gifis, grants from the Federal Government, user charges, assessments and other
fees.

(5) The department may sell or pledge any bonds, notes or other obligations acquired under paragraph (b)
of subsection (1) of this section.

{6) Before making a loan or grant to or acquiring general obligalion bonds or other obligations of a
municipal corporation, city, county or agency for facilities for the disposal of solid waste or planning [or such
facilities, the departmenl shall require the applicant (o demonstrate that it has adopted a solid wasle
management plan thal has been approved by the department. The plan must include a wasle reduction program,

(7) Any grant authorized by this section shall be made only wilh the prior approval of the Joint Committee on
Ways und Means during the legislative sessions or the Emergency Doard during the interim perlod between
sessions. '

(8) The department may assess Lhose entities to whom grants and loans are made under this section to recover
expenses incurred in admiaistering this section.

Seclion 3, ORS 468.230 is amended (o read:

468.230. (1) The commission shall maintain, with the State Treasurer, a Pollution Control Sinking Fund,
separate and distinct from the General Fund, The Pollution Conlrol Sinking Fund shall provide (or the payment
. of the principal and interest upon bonds issued under authority of Article XI-H of the Constitution of Oregon
and ORS 468,195 (o 468.260 and administrative expenses incurred in issuing the bonds. Moneys of the sinking
fund are hereby appropriated for such purpose. With the approval of the commission, the moneys in the
Pollution Control Sinking Fund may be invested as provided by ORS 293,701 1o 293.776, and earnings from
such investment shall be credited to the Pollution Control Sinking Fund,

(2) The Pollution Control Sinking Fund shall consist of all moneys received from ad valorem taxes levied
pursuant to ORS 468,195 1o 468.260 and assessments collected under ORS 468.220 (8), all moneys thal the
Legisiative Assembly may provide in lieu of such 1axes, all carnings on the Pollution Control Fund, Pollution
Controi Sinking Fund, and all other revenues derived from contracts, bonds, notes or other obligalions,
acquired, by the commission by purchase, loan or otherwise, as provided by Article XI-H of the Constitution of
Oregon and by ORS 468.195 1o 468,264.

(3) The Pollution Control Sinking Fund shall not be used for any pur;')osc other than that for which the fund
was crealed. Should a balance remain therein after the purposes for which the [und was created have been

Enrolied Senate Bill 142 Page 2



1
fulfilled or alter a reserve sufficient to meet all existing obligations and liabilities of the fund has been set aside,
the surplus remaining may be transf{erred to the Pollution Control Fund al the direction of the commission.

Section 4. ORS 468.255 is amended 1o read:

468.255. Any funds advanced by the commission by grant shail not exceed 30 percent of the (otal project
costs for eligible projects or for facilities related to disposal of solid wastes, and any obligation acquired by the
commission by purchase, contract, loan, or otherwise, shall not e¢xceed [76) 100 percent of the total project
costs for eligible projects or [or facilitics related to disposal of solid wastes, Combinations of funds granted and
loaned by whatever means shall not total more than 100 percent of Lhe cligible project costs.

Passed by Senale May 13, 198! Recelved by Governor:
Repussed hy Senate June 30, 1981 L Mo s . 198)
Approved:
.......................................................................................... O

President of Senate Governoc

Passed by House June 26, 1981

..................................................................... Secretary of State
Spenker of House

Enrolled Senate Bill 142

Page 3




Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM
TO: Envirommental Quality Commission
FROM: Director
SUBJECT: Agenda Item U , Octeber 9, 1981 Envirommental Quality
Commission Meeting. Informational Report: Marion County
Solid Waste Program.
" ‘Background

The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is the major regional site serving
the waste disposal needs of most Marion County residents, eastern Polk
County, and some portions of Linn County.

Marion County has been on notice to locate a new regional landfill since
January, 1974 when portions of Brown's Island washed out and when
monitoring data started to show groundwater degradation was occurring
beyond the fill boundaries. At that time, Marion County had already
commenced an engineering study which proposed to burn refuse and sell
steam to Salem industries. In order to allow for completion of the
study, authorization to expand Brown's Island onto 21 acres of adjacent
county-owned land was granted.

While the study looked promising during the planning stages, it later
failed to identify a steam plant location, and no one expressed an
interest in contracting for steam purchagse. When these findings came to
light, the Marion County Commissioners immediately launched an active
Program tc site a new landfill. They appointed a special "Site Search
Committee" comprised of representatives from USDA Soil Conservation
Service, State Water Resources Department, private landfill operators,
Marion County, and DEQ Solid Waste staff.

Based on soil, geology, and groundwater maps of the county, this

Committee field reviewed over 30 potential sites. The "Site Search
Committee" list was screened by the County Solid Waste Committee, and

the top three sites were listed for the County Commissioners. The
Commigssioners directed a public meeting be held on these sites to assist
them in making a final selection. Public turnout was heavy with estimates
ranging from 900-1200 persons. Strong opposition was voiced because in-
depth studies were not completed on each site, the land owners in

question (and their neighbors} were strongly opposed to forced condemnation
of property, and alternative methods for handling solid waste in Marion
County had not been adequately researched.

&0

Comains
Recycled
Materials
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In the face of such strong opposition, local interest in siting a new
landfill died, and the matter was brought before the Environmental
puality Commission at their April, 1978, meeting.

Upon request by Marion County, the Commission authorized a 5-year
extension of the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill Permit. The purpose
in granting this extension was to provide Marion County ample time to
phase out Brown's Island in an orderly way, and implement a long=-range
solid waste management program, As a condition for granting the 5-year
extension, the Commission directed Marion County to submit annual
reports to the Department so progress could be monitored.

Subsequent to the Commission's action, the site was inventoried in
accordance with EPA RCRA criteria. The site was found unsuitable for
continued operation as a sanitary landfill based on monitoring well data
which confirmed ground-water degradation was occurring beyond the f£ill
boundaries. Accordingly, the site was classified as an "open dump", and
a July 1, 1983 closure date was established to complement previous
Commission action. Since this year marks roughly the "halfway" point,
staff felt the Commission should be formally updated on the County's
actions and accomplishments.

Evaluation

Following the 1978 Commission action, Marion County took significant
steps to change and upgrade their solid waste program. These included:

1. Hiring a full time Solid Waste Director.

2. Creating a Sclid Waste Department and staffing it with four
full time positions.

3. Formation of the Marion County Solid Waste Advisory Council
(SWacC).

4, Hiring qualified consulting firms (4) to develop programs and
plans recommended by SWAC.

Appointment of a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to review and
aggist in development of proposals submitted by SWAC.

(%3]
.

The above groups were very active, and citizen participation involved
over 250 persons during various planning stages. By September, 1980,
SWAC published their first report, "Putting The Pieces Together"
{Attachment 1).

This document recommended goals for Marion County and suggested methods
for attaining them. After acceptance of this report, Marion County
spent the remainder of 1980 and the first half of 1981 working with
engineering and consulting firms to develop implementation plans that
would reflect SWAC's recommendations.
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As recommended by SWAC, considerable time and emphasis was placed on
development of a densified refuse derived fuel (ARDF) facility that
would produce pelletized fuel for sale to State institutions in Salem.
During negotiations with the State and private industry, many technical
and administrative problems arose. To partially address these; Oregon
legislative action was required.

Accordingly, Marion County authored and obtained passage of SB479
(Attachment 2). This Bill has statewide impact and basically sets the
framework for Marion County to:

1. Enter into long-term contracts with the State for sales of
alternative fuels. {The state can contract with anycne for
this purpose.

2. Maintain and direct so0lid waste flow control.
3. Establish franchises and control fees.

After passage of SB479, the consulting firms of Merrill Lynch (finance)
and Brown and Caldwell (engineering) completed their research to determine
if the proposed dARDF project would be feasible and cost effective for
Marion County.

Their final report concluded the project would not be economically
competitive with conventional landfilling options for at least another
eight to ten years. 2As such, they recommended postponing the project
until the economic climate is more favorable and additional fuel markets
are developed. In the interim, they advised Marion County to obtain a
new landfill as soon as possible.

Though disappointed with the findings on the energy recovery option,
Marion County had completed sufficient planning to implement siting of

a new landfill. Of twenty potential sites evaluated by SWAC and/or the
Marion County Solid Waste Department, the selection process has now been
narrowed down to the top two sites, both located southeast of Salem.

The I-5 Landfill Site is a 467-acre parcel that private industry (Brown's
Island, Inc.) has obtained a long-term lease-—option on. The site
received extensive review by DEQ, and a preliminary feasibility approval
has been issyed. Final design plans and land use hearings are now
pending.

The 0-W Landfill Site is a 596-acre parcel that the County Solid Waste
Department is pursuing in cooperation with the property owner. Geotechnical
and engineering studies are in progress, but have not been forwarded to

- DEQ for review as of this writing.

According to a revised time schedule released by the Marion County Board
of Commissioners on August 27, 1981 (Attachment 3), land use hearings
will be held on the above sites before November 1, 198l1. Upon completion
of these hearings, Marion County will make a final site selection and
apply for a DEQ Solid Waste Permit on or before December 15, 1981. IE
this schedule is maintained, the new landfill site should be operational
Prior to the July 1, 1983 closure of Brown's Island.
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In conjunction with the landfill option, SWAC recommended establishment

of a central receiving facility so only large transfer vehicles would be
allowed access to the new landfill, Private industry does not concur

with this recommendation. Their proposal calls for establishment of a
smaller transfer station to serve the public, while private and commercial
haulers would be allowed direct access to the landfill. Locations have
been identified for these facilities; however, the County has not committed
to either recommendation at this time.

Several additional developments have occurred which deserve Commission
notice:

1. On July 22, 1981, SWAC presented their final report and
recommendations (Attachment 4} to the Marion County Board of
Commissioners and indicated they had completed all of their
assigned tasks. As such, the Board accepted their report and
officially disbanded SWAC. All actions toward implementation
of SWAC's recommendations are now vested with the Board.

2. Rather than just writing off the possibility for an energy
project, the Marion County Board of Commissioners has directed
their staff to actively pursue opportunities that may be
available under the recently passed Northwest Power Bill. The
need for additional sources of electrical energy has prompted
Bonneville Power Adminigtration (BPA) to offer planning and
implementation grants for projects that could generate
alternative sources of electricity. Marion County has filed
(with the personal endorsement of Governor Atiyeh) an
application (Attachment 5) for funds to develop a co-generaticn
facility that would burn refuse to produce electricity and
steam. As proposed, electricity would be sold to BPA and
residual steam may be available for use by the State institutions.
As a point of information, DEQ has encouraged Marion County to
increase the scope of their energy proposal to include examination
of electrical power generation alone as contrasted to cogeneration
in case the rate of return might be more favorable. BPA has
not responded to Marion County's request as of this writing.

3. Staff has received informal inquiries regarding future use of
the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill. Due to reduced solid
waste volumes during the past 2 years and perhaps an "over-—
design”", the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill expansion area
will not be filled by July 1, 1983, Questions have been
raised regarding the potential to re-open this facility after
July 1, 1983 as a demolition landfill to facilitate proper
final closure. Staff feels it is premature to commit to any
future use of this site until a new regiocnal facility has been
sited. After establishment of a new facility, if interests
are still expressed, the matter can then be brought before the
Commission for consideration.
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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.

William .H. Young

Attachments:

1. September, 1980, SWAC Report.

2. SB479.

3. Marion County time schedule for siting a new landfill.
4, Final SWAC report.

5. August, 1981, BPA Grant Proposal.

Gary Messer:ts
378-8240
September 3, 1981
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SOLID ‘WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

MARION COUNTY

September 1, 1980

DISPOSAL

To the Residents of Marion & Polk Counties:

This report has been prepared to outline the process
that was followed by the members of the Solid Waste Advisory
Council (SWAC) in arriving at the recommendations for the
proposed total solid waste system for Marion and parts of
Polk County.

An engineering report recommended a "lead time" of
three years and 10 months in order to have a landfill
"on line" by 1983, when Brown's Island is scheduled to be
closed permanently. Keeping that in mind SWAC members
set a time. frame which included realizing a SOlld waste
management proposal by August 1980.

. SWAC part1c1pantq are to be commended for their unswerving
perserverance in meeting that time committment. These '
citizens spent thousands of hours in weekly meetings over
the past year, reflqing the various aspects of managing
our garbagde.

,The Solid Waste Advisory Council has been one of the
finest éxamples of citizen participation that I have ever
seen. The composition of the Council has afforded any
interested party an opportunity to represent "a point of
view". Our public information program has gone out into
the community to encourage participation. I want to thank
each and every one who has given time and attention to the
development of these proposed recommendations.

When I volunteered to serve on Marion County's SWAC
in June of 1979, I recognized that the task before us was
to develop for the Board of Commissioners, "recommendations
on the methods for an economical total system of solid
waste management." This report represents our best effort
to do just that.

Sincerely,

Sthenow :§Qj&““&

Sharon Fatland

Chairman

Marion County Solid Waste
Advisory Council
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INTRODUCTION

Each day, an astonishing 720 tons of solid waste

are produced by the citizens in this area. TIf these

. wastes were to be collected in McCulloch Stadium at

Willamette University, the garbage would cover the
entire field and engulf the light poles, in juét one

year.
"out of sight...out of mind"

Most'people say that once they've placed the
garbage in the sack, c¢an, bag or box, where it is
"out of sight"--it is easy to put it "out of mind"”.
But that kind of attitude might have to change.

Brown's Island, the major landfill for Marion

. and portions of Polk County is scheduled to close,

by State order on July 1, 1983. What then do we do
with 133,500 tons of'garbage that is presently being
buried, each vear, in this area. An alternative

’to-the present system for solid waste must be in

operation by that date. "If the system is not on

“line by the time the gates close permanently, one

could hardly put that much garbage "out of sight",

let alone "out of mind".

In June 1979, the Marion County Board of
Commissioners established the Solid Waste Advisory
Council (SWAC) and charged the members to investigate
several possible alternative methods to solid waste
disposal. The citizens were asked to return with
their recommendations in a timely fashion. This

summary outlines the work of the citizens in

"carrying out that charge.”

INTROBHELTION

o
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BACKGROUND

Some form of regulation on solid waste dates
as far back as 1939 in the City of Salem. Some
" ten years later, the first regulation in Marion
County. appeared. A variety of prescribed rules
and regulation for the operation of garbage and

refuse disposal sites have emerged since then.

A Marion County "Solid Waste Collection and
Disposal Ordinance" was adopted in 1969 with the
responsibility and program supervision assigned
to the County's Public Works Department:

The first solid waste ordinance for Polk
County was adopted in 1970. That was the same
vear that efforts for the Chemeketa Region begéﬁ.

CHEMEKETA REGION PROGRAM

By this time public concerns had become regional
in nature. More and more communities were having
to face the problem of replacing their small open-

- burning dumps with larger regional landfills.

Tons of solid waste were mounting more rapidly

than the necessary expertise or funds to handle them.

*the formation of the Chemeketa Region grew out

1

of interest that was spurred by Marion County citizens...'

In April 1970, five counties that shared a
- rather natural physical basin, known as the Mid-
Willamette Valley, undertook a unique project of

intergovernmental cooperation.

BRIHNGROUND

28]



EPA funded the initial model project with a six- £
teen month grant. In order to incorﬁorate additional
data, tide-over grants from the Department of Environ-
mental Quality (DEQ)} supplemented the project. By
1973 thé five counties Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and
Yamhill had signed agreements which established the
region. In 1974, the Chemeketa Region Solid Waste
Managemen£ Program was adopted with a l3-member
Board of Directors. Following that time, the handling
of problems on a regional basis seemed to bhecome more
cumpberscn. ..

..lpterest In continuing Intergovernmental

cooperation waned...

In spite of the lack of 'leadership direction of
the municiple governments in the project, the Chemeke-
ta Region'Board has continued to serve in a coordinating : 51}

role on all matters of sglid waste.

Any recommendations passed by county commissioners,
must be_aéprdved by the Chemeketa Region Board.
Eventually those recommendations must be amended into
the Maridn or 2olk County portion of the five-county
Solid Waste Management Program. Commissioner Randall
Franke (Marion County) serves as the Board's elected
chairman presently.

Marion and Polk County strike out alcane.

Acting in response to a closure notice of Brown's
Island, from DEQ,Marion County struck out on its own
in 1976. The County Commissioners formed a Technical

Site Search Committee 6n October 25, 1976.
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At that time the Commissicners experisnced
massive opposition to each of the three alternative
sites that had bheen identified.

Technical efforts were sound and thorough,
however critics have blamed the "single purpose
approach” along with the "lack of public involve-

ment as major reasons for the failure.

Costly emergency measurss wWere implemented,
as a result of the failure. Brown's Island had
a longer life expectancy, but DEQ would be knocking

on Marion County's door again.

In 1979 Senate Bill 925 was introduced as
a result of Marion‘éounty and other local govern-
ment's problems in failing to site landfills.
Although SB925 underwent considerabie changes,
it passed into“law. DEQ was ¢granted more power
over local government, primarily those experiencing
disposal crises. Simplys SB925 provides that if
thnties fail to site a landfill, the EQC
(Environmental Quality Commission) can order DEQ

to step in and site one.

Zxperience had taught Marion County that
decisions that take time to get acceptance and
understanding, must have the public inveolved from

the beginning.

On June 20th, 1979, the Marion County Board
of Commissioners officially established the Solid
Waste Advisory Council (SWAC). (appendix 1)
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SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

o

The Marion County Commissioners also established
an official Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to assist
the members of SWAC. The group was to be made-up of
professignal and experienced persons in the field of
s0lid waste and allied fields and sciences. Because
of the possibility of "special interests", it was
suggested that the TAG members refrain from voting

- on the citizen recommendation issues.

Polk County entered into an intergovernmental
agreement with Marion County on August 15, 1979 to
allow for a common planning effort ‘on solid waste
matters. However, Polk County reserved the right to
carry ouﬁ*individual solid waste planning efforts,
but under- the agreement woulé consider material and
recommendations submitted by the SWAC. It should be
pointed out that Polk Couﬁty has a Separate Solid
Waste Advisory Council, however the membership has
equal voti¥ng xrights at the SWAC meetings.

Volunteers who serve Marion County's SWAC are
represenﬁétives of government, business and anyone
who is an interested citizen. At the first meeting
on July 12, -1979, Sharon Fatland was elected Chairman
and Don Paluska, vice-chairman. '(Both,have continued

to serve in those roles over the months of work.)

The initial meeting opened with a statement of
objectives and time limits as set forth by the County
Commissioners. By-laws were adopted and work began

on the action committees. (Appendix 2)




SWAC GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AUG. 9, 1979

" GOAL - To recommend a solid waste
program to the Marion County Board of )
Commissioners by or before August, 1980,
that provides for safe, efficient, sanitary,
esthetic, and economic, gquantity reduction,
transport, resource recovery, and disposal
of solid waste.

OBJECTIVES

1. Provide for a maximum of economy by
considering gains from area-wide systems;
and by minimizing risk on capital
investments.

2, Provide for conservation and reclamation.
' of resources. (other than land)

iﬁu - R 3. Provide for conservation and reclamation
| ' of land resources

4. Insure publi¢ awareness, inputs and
: acceptance of program at all stages
’ ~ of development.

5. Provide for a minimum of adverse
- environmental impacts.

6. Provide a solid waste program with a
maximum of flexibility to accomodate
future changes in regulations, waste
composition, recycle markets, etc.

. 7. Provide a program which considers, and
sets opportunities for, private industry.




[OMMITTEES 1878

/\_ﬁ - LANDFILL ACTION COMMITTEE
(;\TJ ' : Don Paluska, Chairman

LANDFILL SITE | . LANDFILL SITE

Selecﬁion.Section - Criteria Section

Tom Pilcher, Chairman

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE

i
Paul Grizzard, Chairman

ALTERNATIVE DISPOQSAL METHODS TASK FO

Pat LaRock, Chairman

LANDFILL ACTION COMMITTEE GOAL:

FINANCE TASK FORCE

Dianne 0Oliver, Chairman

SOLID WASTE CHARACTERISTICS TASK FORCE

RCE

Y

for landfilling sclid waste residues remaining

after material and energv values are removed

wherse

technologically and economically feasible.

To :ecommend a site .




1878 (OMNITTEES

[ ) WASTE REDUCTION ACTION COMMITTEE

Sharon Fatland, Chairman

' WASTE REDUCTION COMMITTEE GOAL:. To recommend a Solid
Waste Program to the Marion County Board of
Commissioners by aor pefore Aucust, 1980, that provides
for safe, efficient, sanitary, esthetic, and economic;
quantity reduction, transport, fecgclihg, resource

recovery, and dis?osal of solid waste.

Sharon Gray, Chairman

o

' SOURCE REDUCTION

Section

A ~
. .

“a‘“:S PUBLIC AWARENESS TASK FORCE
>

ENERGY RECOVERY TASK FORCE
E n E B 5 ' Leo Chaffin, Chairman

MATERIAL REDUCTION TASK FORCE"
. Jerry Willis, Chairman {ZE?

HOME SEPARATION,

Section




GOALS & OBJELTIVES

LANDFILL ACTION COMMITTEIE - ,(‘Q
GOAL: - : - N
To racommend a sita Zor iandfilling solid waste residues remaining after
material and gnergy valuss ars ramoved “whara tzchnologically and ecornomically

feasible.
OBJECTIVES: 1) To minizize anviromnental impacts oy thorough appraisal and
raview oI anv proposal sice.

. &) To identify alternmatives which can reduce the ar=a of land
raquirad for lendfilling; and to racommend selected systems where tachnically,
socially and economizally faasible. : )

. 3) To provide the best avallabl= assaszment of currant volume
and charact EE{SuiCS of solid waste and the expectad cﬁange in these charact
istics in <he period ending 1320. .

4) To provide an evaluaticn o‘ transportatisn methods sufficiant
to recommend an =fIicien%, economic and sccially-acceptable means of iranscoer-
tinq selié wasta.

5) To evaluake the several available svstams for acquirinq Zunds
Lo construct and operate solld waste Jacilitlass; and to recommend a Zinancing
method fr whatsver system nay be proposed »v the land Action Cormittee,

TASX FOPCT OBJECTIVES :
Salid Wasta Tharagitaristlcs Transoortation Task Forcs
Goal: ® Goal:
. To identiiv current, and astimate To recommend transcor=ation
future, amounts and compasition of Sclid methods which best mest ths social,
Wasta, including household, demolition, environmental, and economic peeds

commercial and industrial wastes. ] of the oeople.

Shiectives: @® Obiectives:
:) To contact wasts sgurcss to develop 1} To provide Ior an energy aefficient
infiormation on current and Jutdre amoumt | transport svstem,

and ccmoosition of wastes. ‘ 2} To provide for a transport svstem
2) To contact’ current landiill opera~  which minimizes adverse snvironmental

tors for information on waste amounts.  impacts in the area of noise, litter,
3) To utilize 2nergy and other rescur::e cdor and scenic values.

axperts to estimate trends in wast 3) To provide Zor convenilence, san-

composition and amounts., itary and safe conditions ané sccnomy
4) To provide a formal set of data- in waste transport and tirping.

on current and future solid waste char- 4) To nrevide selection criteria
teristics sufficient Zor the achieve~ which will 2idé other task force

ment 9f the cbjectivas of the other groups ko choose a mode of transvor-

SWAC Ta2sk Torce Groups. tatlon compatibls with a canida:te
financd Commictes solid waste program.

Goal:

Altarnative Disocsal

To recommend a funding sechod or methods ® Goal:
which best meet c"Le neads of che public. —_
Obieccives:
L) Te iaen:i\‘v and veview che various alter- . 2o
aacive financing methods available to provide f‘:ig??]_i;er receipt but before
;:_g;:ﬁ anc.rlar operatiag Zunds for solid '-ru‘tuo Ob‘1ect1‘res

M To ilcentify alternative dxspoaa‘
1) To enumarate the lsgal, political, ssecial
and time considerazions with aach alternacive. methods ava.t.la.ale and their charac

teristics.
1) To set out -:ri_c:aria agaiast -_:h;'I:ch ? funding 2) To Zetermine specific criteria
zethod can be waizned in terms of “profs & - -

con's" for eraluating the methods, in the

Ly . context of a Maricn County location.
%) To advise other task force groups om Limits ") "n. 7., 31.ava alternative Gispesal
and capabiliries of funding zechods Ior <

mathods bv the agrzad upon critaria
candidace svsCems. (42 abave).

3 - 4 i . S . .
;) ITo recommand one :r acre 'f‘“‘n?:ig;ﬂys‘jei(s) 4) To prioritize acceptabla aitar-
,5) To xeep in aind che aconomy, efficiency native iisposal methods.

flexibility possible t4trough funding bv :

induscry.

To racommend & method or
metihods, of reducing the valume of



3 ' - o ' " WASTE

RESUCT IO

I COMMITTEED

@ GOAL: To recommend 2 Solid Wasta Program ko tha Mirion County 3oaxd of Comm—
issicners by or beifora Aucust, 1980, that gsrovides for salfe, efficien* sani-
tary, asthetic, and eccnemic; cuantity reduction, Eranssort, cyc__ng,
_resouzce recoverv, and disposal of solicd waste.

@ OBSECTIVES: 1) Provide for a maximum of aconomy by considaring gains from

© ared wide systems; and by minimizing ‘risk on capi tal investhents.
2) Provide for conservation and recovery or resources.

‘fthan laﬁd} : ) : .

3y Provide for the consarvatien and reclamation of
comments and acceptance of srogram

4} Promote public awarfaness

at all stages of davelonnent.
“r 53) Provide for a 11n
6) Provide 3 Soli

arlvace lndustry

8) To prov1ce for the raduction of volume of solid waste

source reduct on.

9) Promote acceﬂtanﬂe oy local

’

izum of adverse environmental
Waste Program wit
future changes in -ecu‘atlcns, wasua compesition,

7} Provide a program which considers;

{other

land rsscourcsas.

impacts.
th flexirnility 4o acccocredats
rﬂcycle markats, atc.

ana sets oanor+un-:;-s for, -

through

governments of their resoeonsibili-

ties in’ implementing any adopt=c Solid Waste Program.

-
Material Reduction TASK TORCZ CBJECTIVES Public Awarspass
@ Goal: TO minifilze wWasce volume coing ® Goal: To promota public support fcr
to landfills. ' the plan zs racommended o the Soard
e ub]ECthES' of Commissioners.
identify matarials zotantial D oObiecrives:
_ccverable_(excegt anergv) 1) To inform the public of hhe need
~-2) TO project guantities of racover- for Council work.
able materials over the next tan vsars " 2) To develcp methods to accomplish
{to *1990) . the above #l. :
- *3) To identify markets, & values to- 3) To orcanize public hearincs and
boid day and projectad to 1990. testimony sessicns is ragulred, -
4) To identify methods and means of 4) To recommend =3, and cuide and
promoting, securing, and compensatiag assist stafZ in implementina public
material recovery.. awarszness practicss, o
3) To encourage market development in .
order to srovide a market place for Source Reduction
materials. ® Goal: To set rforth a program which
N tnercy Recavery provides for waste rsduction at it
@ Goal: To evaluace and recommend ° squrce,
if and

- energy racovearv, if aporopriate,.
to recommend a system or systems,
“found possible.

® Cbhiectivas:

1) To icentify energy content of
wastes potentially available from
Marion and Polk Counties.

2] To proiect snercy content of
thesa wasitas over the next ten years
(to 1990). :

' 3) To list existing and
recovery methods, and be
limits and. capabilities,

4} Tec evaluate the list of alzarnatives
and reduce to those sysitsms reason-
ably applicable %o the studv area.

5) To prioritize alternatives and to
reccmmend ore or more, including no
2nersy facilicy, 1f applicabla.

5

known snecgv
aware ol their

10

Objectives:
1) To suggest legislative srograms

leading to source reduction.
2) To promote citizem ané =usiness
awareness of community recycling
cpportunities.
(AL R LR LR LR REERELAE S L ERRERENERESK] *"h:
‘GOALS and 08JZCTIVES both prevant®
duplication of 2fforts and allow
exchange of usaful information
petween Task Fcrce Groups.
ITEFELIEEREEERRERSRELEEREEEREREELER EEE & )

PR E- T s
Yanwnpns

GOALS &
OBJELTIVES




SOLID WASTE - what is it?

Simply put, it's the throw aways that vou can't
store or Zlush awav. It's garbace, vard cleanings,
industrial and commercial wastes, construction debris,

kitchen and housenald wastes.

Oregen State Statute defines solid waste as, "all
putrescible and nonputrescibhle wastes, including but

not limited to garbage, rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste,

paper and carboard; sewage sludge, septic tank and
cesspdol punplpcs or other sludge; commercial, indus-~
trial, demoliticn and construction - wastes; discarded
cr abandoned vehicles or oa**s thereof; discarded home

or industrial appliances; manure; vagetabls or animal
sglid or Seml“SOLlC wastes; Gead animals and gtier

wastes.,”

SQLID WASTE - %Who produces 1it?

A -~
. E]

Apprcximately 720 tons of wastes is produced in
this area-each dav bv households, businesses and
industries. Tor the most part, canreries in Marion
County lead the way in waste recoverv. Aluminum and
iron ares recovered in significant guantities. The
Orageon bottle bill has reduced the amcunt of aluminum
and glass throwe-awavs. Cardboard, wood, and paper
products show about 25% reuse. All of these croducts
“otal up to 223 tons of material reduction, however
we find that aporoximately 497 tons per cay still
arrive at the Solid Waste sites of Marion County.

s0i18
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7 WASTE COMPOSITION Oct. 1979
1979 990
31% | Paper 15%
- 18% Wood, Cloth 14%
18% ' Food Waste 27%
- 21% . : Yard Waste 34%
12% ‘Other 10%
4800 Energy; BTU/Pound 2800
440 Tons per day - 500
wooD 11%
J— METALS 7%
—PLASTIC 7%
GLASS 5%
q - Household Garbage
ﬂ 4 ‘gﬁgER (Each household produces
, e about 1 ton of garbage
FooD paer year)
"WASTE 18%
L _YaRD
T Tt

Woodburn

Solid Waste Generation
{by community in Marion County)

City
of Salen

Silverton

cities

unincorp.
county area

> other incorp.
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The Solid Waste Characterlstlcs Task Force devel-
oped information early so that the data could be
utilized throughout all other SWAC studies.

Studies from the prior Chemeketa Solid Waste Plan
along with current landfill volume reports were '
examined. Businesé, residential demolition and indus-
trial waste.sources, output; composition and trends

for the area were studied.

- Solid wastes studied includq:

@ RESIDENTIAL AND COM- © CANNERY WASTES
MERCIAL (MIXED) WASTES ® SEPTIC TANK PUMPINGS

@ INDUSTRIAL AND INSTI- HOSPITAL WASTES

TUTIONAL WASTES e i
® ENVIRONMENTALLY
| ® DEMOLITION WASTES D AREOUS TAETES
® MISCELLANEOUS WASTES ® TIRES
® INDUSTRIAL WOOD RESI- o BULKY WASTES
® SPECIAL WASTES ® AGRICULTURAL WASTES
@ OIL AND OIL SLUDGES ® DEAD ANIMALS

. ® INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER
"SLUDGES

Summaries of the committee findings include:

1) the quantity of waste per person will decline;
but increase in population will keep the waste
- volume constant over the next 20 years.

2) composition will change to show a lower percentage
of combustible products. Energy costs will reduce
oil-based and paper product throw-aways. Yard
waste will increase, partly due to strlcter
D.E.Q. burning regulations.

3) the energy content (btu) will decline as large
volumes of combustible materials are funneled to
the recycle stream.

14



INDUSTRY

Private refuse collection companies are fran- ' ﬁ:’
chised by 19 cities in Marion County including the
City of Salem and five cities in Polk County. All the
rest outside of these incorporated cities are fran-

chised by the two county governments.

‘Non-sewerable waste haulers aﬁd debris box setvice
operators can be added to the familiar garbage truck
~brigade. Most of these refuse collection vehicles
‘travel directlf to the landfilllsites,'however two
transfer stations exist in Marion County. Stayton
Transfer station is located on Fernridge Road and

Macleay is located east of Salem.

Marion County has three landfill sites in opera-
tion. -These include: Brown's Islapd, Woodburn and
McCoy Creek, which are_all ménaged by the solid waste

industry.

Polk County sites include a cone-acre site near
Valsetz and Fowler Demolition site, located in West
t :
Salem. Valsetz, anon-putrescible landfill, is owned

and operatesd by Boise Cascade Corporation.

Fowler's Demolition site, which is owned and
operated by the solid waste industry, accepts inert
material from building demolition and debris from land

clearing.

In some communities in Marion County, industry
members are participating in on-route recycling pro-—
grams. These include monthly curbside pickup of

residential recyclables. (glass, tin & newspaper)

15
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r : (OLLELTORS FOR
MARION/POLR EOUNTIES

8 7/3 14
3 :
2
0
o ‘ .
: : = . c 13
1 _
18
h.._l 15 a
1. Sanitary Service Co., Tne. 10. East Side Disposal, Inc.
gE} ‘ - 2. Ralph’s Sanitation Service 11. Brandt Sanitary Service
o
3. Valley Garbage 12. Stayton Sanitary Service, Inc.
: . 3
.4. D & O Garbage 13. Mill City Disposal Service
5. suburban Garbage 14. ynited bDisposal Service, Inc.
6. Mike'’s Sanitation Service 15. Corvallis‘Disposal
7. Loren's Sanitation Service 16. rLindy Phillips Garbage
8. Willamina-Grand Ronde ' 17. Pacific Sanitation
9. Dallas Garbage Disposal 18. Canyon Collection Service

o



1980

Members of the two major 1979 SWAC Committees
met regularly on alternate weeks thru July, August,
September, October and into November to study almost
every conpeivable topic affecting disposal of solid

waste.

The eleven task force groups developed goals and
objectives. They met independently, and almost weekly

to fulfill these goals. Respective task force find-

ings were presented periodically to the parent commit-

tee for approval. All findings were brought to the

general membership meetings of SWAC.

In November 1979 SWAC identified the major alter-
natives to be pursued. By January.l1l%80 new planning
committees were formed to study in depth the alter-.
natives that appeared to be most suitable for Marion/
Polk éoﬁntieéL ~Full citizen committees on priority
concepts included: resource recovery, central receiving,

landfilling.

The Energy and Finance task forces from 1979
were designated to carry on, at full committee
status and were directed to coordinate with the

three concept committees.

The SWAC membership desired a strong public
information and involvement effort. Thus a Public
Involvement Committee was formed to work closely with
all SWAC committees, the citizens in the two county

area and the media.

Each committee developed its goals and objectives
seeking to stay consistent with the County Commis-

sioners original "charge" to the SWAC members.

17 |



& SoLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

~ SHARON FATLAND, CHAIRMAN
DR. DON PALUSKA, VICE-CHAIRMAN

1980

DISPOSAL

RESOURCE RECOQOVERY COMMITTEE
Dick & Jan Denton Co-Chairmen

CENTRAL RECEIVING COMMITTEE a‘_jj
o Garry Kanz, Chairman - ENTER .
] - Eric Davenport, Vice-Chairman
. :}‘I . - .
/\r@ LANDFILL ACTION COMMITTEE
" Dr. Don Paluska, Chairman
N (:51? Slim Simmons, Vice-Chairman

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT COMMITTEE
- _ Sharon Fatland, Chairman . :::;;gifl

:;>Ai{/ ENERGY COMMITTEE

Jim Cape, Chairman

FINANCE COMMITTEE
Dianne Oliver, Chairman

18
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The Central Receiving Committee emerged.froﬁ the
1979 Transportation Task Force findings. On February
l4th, 1980 the Central Receiving Committee identified
the following goal: "to set forth an implementable

plan for a central receiving station and/or transfer

station(s)."

Committee objectives include:

1. Confirm need for central receiving stations fCRS)
and/or transfer statlions (TS).

2. Specify the initial and future activities to be
carried out at the CRS site

3. Recommend estimated size and configuration of
facilities, drawing upon Lane County and other
experiences. )

4. Identify acreage of ground needed for the CRS,
both for minimum acceptability and at desired
level allowing room.for contemplated future
activities.

5. Locate at least 2 possible sites for the receiving
station, taking-into account traffic, city growth,
energy, and convenience considerations.

6. Show how facilities permit and lead to eventual
+  energy recovery and/or enhanced material recovaeries.

7. From above considerations to prepare a program
for implementing the central receiving station
{also described as Resource Recovery Center Iin
the current Marion County Solid Waste Plan)
including the following:

. a. 2 or more recommended sites, including a.
' relative rating with committee preference
indicated.

b. Description of recommended facilities

c. Extimated capital cost of facilities

d. Extimated annual cost, including main-
tenance and operation, with a projection
of initial per/ton tipping fees.

e. Suggest how facilities might best be
owned operated and controlled to best
provide for the needs of county citizens

—— f. A listing of benefits, both monetary and

" i intangible, arising from the implementa-
tzi;’fs tion of the CRS (or TS)
CENTRRL
RELEIVING

19
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An on-site visit was made to the Lane County
central receiving facility. Central Receiving Commit~
tee members listed energy savings, convenience for the
public and possible'significant-material recovery, as

high priorities for warranting a receiving station.

If farm land is used for the landfill site cen-

tral receiving is mandated by SB925. Central Recei-

ving could be an intregal part of a solid waste center,

if an energy system were to be selected.

With these concepts in mind, the committee pro-
duced 22 {(twenty-two) criteria to measure site suita-
bility. Preliminary concepts of size (20 acres) and

operations were set down. (see jillustration.)

Eight potential sites were visited and criteria
applied to each. Two sites emerged as best suited
for a central receiving station. The City of Salem
planning and administrative staff also chose these
two éites_“asﬂbest suited for the intended purpose".

Recpnﬁ::ehdéd site #1: 0SCI property off Cordon Road.

Recommended site #2: OSP property off Hawthorne Road.
Note: tﬁ;se sites are consistent with the Chemeketa

Region Solid Waste Program recommendations..

The Chemeketa Region Solid Waste Program recommen-
dations for transfer stations were found to be suita-
ble. If a Central Receiving Station is built, .the
transfer station at Woodburn and Rickreall must be
added and the Macleay Transfer Station closed. . An
existing transfer station at Stayton would remain,
and a drop box facility at Mill City should be added.

21
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The Resource Recovery Committee which formed in
January, is the outgrowth of the Waste Reduction
Committee and two of its task forces- Material Reduction

and Source Reduction. -

The éoal,of_this committee was to recommend a
Solid Waste program that “providesjfor safe, efficient
sanitary, esthetic, and economic system for quantity
reduction, transport, recycling, reéource recovery and

disposal of solid waste".

If Marion/Polk County were to request funding,
technical or landfill assistance from the D.E,O-, then
a waste reduction program must be developed. With
this SB-925 requirement in mind, the Resource Recovery
Committee started working on a draft "waste reduction

program’ in order to comply.

Much of the data that had been accumulated from
the 1979 task force work?;as needed to assist this
committee. With all of the information gathered,
members found themselves caught up in the details of
trying to make a recycling program work, because the

element of "recycle" was the easiest to understand.

However, once recycling was identified as only a
part of the -whole resource recovery picture, members
said - that it was easier to get "back on target.' They
recognized that the waste reduction component had to
be written with individual communities in mind. The

waste stream and the resources are indigenous to each

community. Measures had to be designed to assist each

community in achieving a 40% reduction in solid waste

generation, in its own way.

RESOURCE
RE[OUERY
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SWAC adopted the Waste Reduction Component on June ,
5, 1980. The component received a public hearing on ‘
July 9th and was made an official part of Marion
County's portion of the Chemeketa Program by the Board
of Commissioners on July 16, 1980. (Appendix 3 }

A summary of the Component elements include:

A. Solid Waste Reduction Councils shall be maintained
by City of Salem-and Polk and Marion.Counties at a
minimum. Some of the duties are to consider,
develop and advise on educational and promotional
measures to assist in solid waste reduction; to
recommend desirable modifications in procedures,
laws, rules etc. to achieve the waste reduction
objective. '

B. A Resource Recovery Coordinator shall be maintained
by the City of Salem and Polk and Marion Counties.

C. The collection of source separated materials, in at
least 3 categories of glass, paper, and metal shall
be on regular basis.

D. Those required to provide collection of source
- separated materials shall be expected to do so with
fair.compensation.

E. Incentives shall be provided as an inducement to
source separation.

. F. Persons, groups or firms whose activities serve to
reduce the amount of wastes disposed of and which
recover rescurces and monetary values, shall be
encouraged to the extent that such activities do not
impalr the program set forth in the Waste Reduction

" Component. :

G. Exception may be taken to any of the elements upon
demonstration that significant losses of energy or
monies would result from compliance with the element.

A sub-committee of the Resource Recovery group
designed an outstanding proposal for "public infor-
mation on recycling". It was suggested that the
program begin in the fall of 1980 with a primary
target audience at the school level. This group

has expressed that volunteer efforts will continue.
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LANDEILL

Brown's Island gates close permanently on July 1,
1983, " <

Marion and parts of Polk County are under fire
from D.E:Q. to do something about the major sanitary
land-£ill in the area.  Brown's Island has been opera-—
ting under emergency use since the 1977 failure to siﬁe
a new landfill for the area. Even with an agressive
recycle program or an energy facility there will be a
need for a landfill to handle the left-over ash, waste
that cannot ke recycled or burned.

That is a general concensus of the experts.
The Landfill Action Committee recommended a need for
a landfill at the Novemher SWAC meeting.

Thethrust of the 1980 Committee, by the same name

was to identify a variety of sites, each best suited

for the amounts. and kinds of wastes to be deposited.

L4

In order to do this, the committee had to keep
the alternatives to a total solid waste system in

mind.

The restrictions set down by SB-925 had to be kept
in mind, also. Although the bill provided for the use
of exclusive farm land (EFU) it also imposed many
environmental reguirements to protect the neighbors
and the land. More importantly it reaffirmed.that...
Tocal government has the primary responsibility for planning
solid waste manégement..." and raised to a matter of state-wide
concern "the planning, location, acquisition, development, and

operation of landfill disposél sites.”"

25
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Landfill
sites

o

Site Selection
investigate 2

A
Description

L-640 ~ Acres
H=-52% Acres

W-138 Acres

I-5?467 Acras

*Woodburn sike

*Note: II Znergy process selected,

be used

5 sites were dug up for
soil and water data '

i

~_

L-640

[-525 W-138

T5-467

96 Acres

Current
Zoning

EFru
EFU
EFyY

AR

4 sites were selected as finalists

Location,

Northwest Polk County
Northwest Polk County

Extension of Woodburn
Land£fill

South Marion County

P (Public) Northwest of Woodburn
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AORRIHITT TOR TANDFILL STITE SUTTAIILITY ATING

Marion Counzy Sclid Wasta Advisorv Council o
Rev, Januarv 3L, LlIgd ’ Site Cade
ilmpgrtancel Lmapacts | &IE*ga:icn| Critazia Talce
Gatagorv I. Access ‘ { Facwor A Factor 3| Factor 2 = 3 x (3+C)
if ﬁroxinity 4= S.H; Saurcesg. L.d
2. ?Proxinity Lo arterials i 9.3
;: Accass soad ccnsiderations; 0.5 J
Sup~total ! |
Catscory IZ DU¥S. ZRQP ! |
1. ¥q. of Acres 2.9 !
2, Soil Taxturs 0.5 !
3. sqil.aap:h‘ E 1.0 j -
4. SurZ. Drain I 0.8 |
3. Ground water hazards 1.0 %
5. Mat. Screen ! L.J ¢ | I
Sub=rotal !
[II. TMV. CONCERNS i
1. Adj. zand Usa i a.s !
2. Current Zoning of 3ita ! 1.0 I
3. Ult. Land Cse | 0.3 3 | @
4. éctent. Naise ;% 0.1
3. Potsnr. Oust E 3.1 !
5. Vector/Diseasa ; L.0 i I
T. §ouen=: Cdor ! n.1 I !
i. Sadang. Specias i 1.9 ! |
3. {nique Sica i 1.9 i ! ;
10. Traffic Impact g 10 :
L1, 3irds ; 7.3 j i
12, 2ub. Ieaction [ L.0 } %
Sup-total i ' ;
IV, sCoNCMICS ' . i i
1. Ca¢p. Landcwnar i 1.9 i g
2, Cap. Iost ? 3.3 i
i T !
3. 0M 5 3 Iost 2.5 i
4. Uls=, fand Werzh g 1.2 !
; i |
Sub-eszal 3 1 5 ;
ToThL PATING i i :
- MNGTE:  sse zack side Tor :diizisnal sommenss
Moz [ PATIA
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A first step and one to overcome future problems,
included developing a set of standards by which to
measure potential sites. Each site would be rated
based on this c¢riteria. However another important

- factor included having a public hearing on the
‘criteria. Four categories with twenty-five (25)
sub-sections were identified and an "importance

rating" was equated.

The set of criteria was adopted by the Board of

Commissioners on April 30, 1980.

Advertisements went out to the area newspapers
and agriculture publications for suitable lease or
purchase land. The effort generated minimal results.

The committee determined that a consultant should be

- retained.

- This effort produced a variety of sites. The
Landfill Action-Committee investigated 19 sites.
The preliminar§ data, including field-team photographs
and\other visual allowed the committee to narrow the
"selection to eight (8). These eight (8) were then
‘investigated by a team consisting of a geohydrologist,
~a soil scientist and an environmental specialist, and
three more sites were eliminated. The remaining five
(5) sites were tested for soil depth and water table
location. Four (4) sites were recommended to the Solid Waste

Advisory Council (see i1llustration).

Both the I-5 and the Woodburn sites which are in
Marion County offer potential ground water problems.
The Polk County sites do not have these problems.
Other findings included the possible extended use of
"~ the Woodburn landfill, if an energy facility were to
be selected. | '
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The Energy Task Force originélly served under the

Waste Reduction Committee, with a majér goil of

"reducing the amount of material going'to landfills"

Under the leadershlp of the 1979 chalrman, the
committee progected energy content trends.

Briefly, the basis tb the estimates show that
energy content might drop by half over 20 years, but

the worth of contained energy would probably increase

5-fold. An example shows $6 million in 1980 dollars
would become $15 mllllon in the year 2000.

The early ‘task force recommended that if "burning
garbage for energy generation" was. to become a reality
the followiﬁg was needed: '

~a) a large amount of wastg, and a cbntinual supplg;.

~2) a guaranteed buyer of the energy (preferably to
+  sign a 20 year contract):

I‘p?
3) an energy facility to be established in tandem . Ghﬁ
with a solid waste center in an acceptable area; ‘

and _ , ‘ -

»

4) a landfill, to handle residue (ash) and other
* 'non-combustible materials.
Although a number of garbage-to-energy projects
were identified around the country, (including one in
the Portland area that was being discussed) the 1979
Task Force members were not able to find a buyer7f0r7
their garbage in the area. . =

However, the i1dea of converting the garbage-was
not laid to rest. .The Energy Committee emerged with
gseveral ideas to be explored.

ENERGY

.

29



After much study, concepts of modular incineration,

electrical power generation and densified storable fuel

appeared most suitable for this area. The committee

recommended a technical and economic feasibility study

" be conducted.- Monies for the study were contributed

by the two counties, the City of Salem and the Salem

Area Collectors.

-Trans Energy Systems, Inc. a Bellevue, Washington
firm was selected from the seven (7) engineefing firms
bidding for the study. A four-member panel consisting
of a representetive from Marion and Polk Counties
Board of Commissioners the State of Oregon Department
of Huﬁan Resources and the Department of General

Services reviewed the applications, conducted inter-

- views and made the ‘final selection. An Overview

Committee was: selected to review two interim reports
and a final draft recommendation. ' The Overview Commlttee

consisted of SWAC Chairman and elected officials.

Simultaneously a Technical Review Panel was
appointed to identify critical issues of concern.
Technical Review Panel members: '

Bruce Bailey, Brown's Island Inc.

John Borden, Sanitary Engineer '

Tim Davison, D.E.Q.

Ed Greenwood, Oregon General Services
George Hall, Civil Engineer

Tom LaBerge, Electrical Engineer

Darrell Palmer, City of Salem

Bill Spurgeon, Env. Engineer

Larry Trumbull, Staff & Chemical Engineer
Tom Villman, Industrial Engineer

Bud Werner, Oragon State Correcticnal Instit.
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The selection of energy concepts 1nclud1ng modular_,
incineration, bulk burnlng, RDF steam productlon, '
electrical generatlon, cogeneration and den51fled e
Refuse Derlved Fuel (d-RDF) productlon was narrowed
through a step by step process. The flnal selectlon
for lntens;ve study settled on the productlon of
pelletized fuel (d RDF) ‘ o

Four local.state institutions including"the-OIegon_
State Prison, Oregon State'Hospital} Fairview-Hospital
and the Oregon State Correctlonal Institution expressed_
an interest in purcha51ng the fuel to produce steam.
The ability to store the pellets is a unique feature
for this area that needs to produce heat approximately
9 of the 12 months of the year. '

With a potential buyer in the d;eélthe.benefits
to the public for an energy recovery plant to produce
pelletized solid fuel include:

l. The requirements for -landfill disposal acreage will
be reduced by 85% extending current facility life
six-fold.

2. The revenue from the sale of fuel will allow the d-RDF
facility to be financially self-sustaining and achieve
a six-year payback periocd.

3. The sale of low cost fuel to the state institutions
will significantly reduce the consumption of oil and
- npatural gas (250,000 barrels asquivalent) and provide
a tax savings for all the citizens of Oregon.

The energy proposal includes the retrofitting of
the State institutions boilers to be compatible with
a multiple fuel system. The proposed project site
will be on the 0SCI grounds. Revenue for the d-RDF
facility would come from the sale of pelletized fuel
and the -refuse tipping fee, along with resource
recovery -income from paper, glass and metals.
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“The. Public-Aﬁareness'Task Force, one of the2197§
worklng groups ldentlfled as a prlDrlty,Athene&ifor '

o e

' 'contlnued publ.?.c ed’ucatlon a.nd 1nvolvement

Wit

An 1mportant lnformatlon event occured in October

1979. . The Public Awareness Task Force, with the assis-

tance of all the SWAC membeLs organlzed the "Solld ,
Waste Informatlon Falr.f ThlS unlque format of exhlblts,
'person-to perscn contacts, graphlc dlsplays and
‘materials created an excellent env1ronment to add
interested citizens to tne_SWAC_Comm;ttee.

In januarf the Public Involvement Committee evolved
with the goal -slated_‘ to be: "to promote. public support for
the plan as recowﬁended to the Board ofr Commissioners.” The
objectives of the goal included finding ways to inform
and involve the general pnblic in making the recommen-—-

' dation.  § consultant was retained in February to
assist SWAC in developing better educational methods -
and tools. Everyone involved with SWAC is consldered
a member of the Public Involvement Commlttee.

A "focus group” of volunteer citizens served in a
steering capacity to this committee. Through the

"steering committee", a fifteen minute slide presen-

tation entitled "What's. Next For Your Garbage"_was, “m_7N

developed. Seven SWAC volunteers served on a speakers
bureau‘taking "What's Next" to over 40 organizations in
the two county area including neighborhood associations,
civic and fratermal clubs, the Chamber of Commerce,
several'city conncils, high school students, apartment
owners, the Polk County Solid Waste Advisory Committee,
the League of Women Voters and agricnltural groups.

X3}
AwARENESs
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Nearly 700 people viewed the slide show and receiv-
ed "Fact Sheet" handouts. The flver included a sign-
up form for anyone interested in getting more active

with SWAC. For those individual who were unable to get

" involved,speakers encouraged having them sign-up to

receive any or all of the nineteen (19) SWAC news-

letters.

SWAC Chairman Sharon Fatland donned a second hat,
that of Chairman of the Public¢ Involvement Committee, .
and personally visited radioc stations and newspaper in
the surrounding communities. She appeared as a talk-
show guest on several radio shows including Albany and
Corvallis stations. (Linn and Benton counties)
Each show concluded with an open invitation from the

Chairman to "get involved”.

Other SWAC public invelvement effort incluce
activities such as the "Garbage Day" exhibit at the
civic center; ‘the designing and submitting of paid

ads along with regular notices to the area newspapers

" about public hearings; providing a continual flow of

newsreleases to the media; and newsstories to trade

publications; having meetings with editorial boards
of both the major newspaper and major radio stations

in the area; briefing public office candidates or

.individual citizens upon request; and the creating of

the graphic representations of what might have been

otherwise considered a complex idea.

The public education function of this committee
will continue, even after the Board of Commissioners
determine which solid waste system is best suited

for the area.
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The SWAC Finance Task Force which began in August
1979, was designated full committee status in Jandary
1980. Members of the committee were charged to
" recommend a funding method or methods which best meet

the needs of the public."”

Some 25.(twenty—five) financing methods were
reviewed in &etail inciuding general obligation bonds,
municiple revenue bonds, bank loans, revenue sharing,
private finaﬁcing, grants,.user changes and a variety

of tax levies, to name a few.

At the same time members examined six possible

organizational systems, keeping the committees objec-

»

tives in mind.

Finance Objectives include:

1. To identify and review the various
alternative financing methods availakble

to provide capital and/or operating funds

for scolid waste programs.

2. To enumerate the legal, political, social
and time considerations with each alter-
native.

3. To set out criteria against which a

funding method can be weighed in terms
of "pro's & con’'s”.

g. To advise other task force groups on

. limits and capabilities of funding
- methods Ffor candidate systems.
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5. To recommend one or more financing system(s).

6. To keep in mind the economy, efficiency and
T flexibility possible through funding by industry.

. By the end of March SWAC determined that the-

committee should investigaﬁé more thoroughly a solid
waste resource recovery faciliﬁy. The Finanée
Committee identified that these facilities have common
features and.réqﬁirements including:

1. Adequate capital must be acquired to design, to
construct and to bring the facility into operation.

2. A continued source of solid waste, and disposal rfees
over the life of the indebtedness must be guaranteed.

. 3. The facility will be operated and maintained over the
‘life of the indebtadness. '

4. A sure market for the recycled materials and energy,
secured by "take or pay” contracts for a term equi-
valent to the term of the debt, should be established.

5. A stand-by facility, or landfill, to accept residue
Ffrom the facility as well as to provide a source of
disposal in the contingency of a facility outage, must
be available. (Alternative energy sources should be
availakle if contract requirements call for guaranteed
delivery of energy.)

6. The dual revenues derived Ffrom the sales of recycled
materials and energy and the disposal charge must be
at least sufficient to pay for the operation and
maintenance of the facility and the amortization of
debt, :

FIRRNLE



With these features in mind the Finaﬁce Committee fﬁ
set about exploring the pros and cons of somé 28
separate finance and teéhnical risks which rangé from
changes in waste composition to complete failure of a
facility. This area was considergd high priority as

risks can translate into costs.

The coﬁmittee recommended the use of the State
Pollution Fund with security for that loan to be
provided by the committment of franchise fees. This
resolution was adopted by the Marion County Board of

Commissioners. (appendix 4);

The'chart (opposite page) shows the organiza-
£ional scheme recommendeé_jointly‘by the Finance
Committee and Central Receiving. Throughout the

i
chart there is indicated a maximum use of private
companiés. This is keeping with the intent to
retain private industry to the maximum, in the

business of- solid waste disposal.

NOTE: #o funding reguests or grant proposals can be
submitted until the County Commissicners take action

on the scolid waste recommendations.
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Oon July 31, 1980 the Solid Waste Advisory Commit-

tee held a general membership meeting to vote on the

recommendations of each of the working committees.

The SWAC recommendations include:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5}

Implement a Waste Reduction Program by adoption through
the Chemeketa Region plan. :

Proceed with steps to procure an operating energy
recovery facility. (d-RDF plant preferred)

Proceed with plans for a Central Receiving Facility.
(adjacent to Hiway 22 on State property bounded by
Cordon Rd. preferred)

Provide for transfer stations at Woodburn and
Rickreall. (phased in as follow-up to Item 1 through 3)

Proceed to develop leases, purchaSe agreements,
operating concepts, cost data and permits an the

" ferr Identified landfill sites.

The Marion Coﬁnty Board of Commissioners have

scheduled a public hearing on these recommendations

' for September 25, 1980.

-

The Solid Waste Advisory Council members, having

given conservatively 5,000 hours of volunteer time

*over the past year on this project, have fulfilled

their charge.

The decision for putting the pieces together

for a total solid waste system rests in the hands

of the Board of County Commissioners.

...time is running out...

SWAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
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Rugs Aboldt, Salenm
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Darosl Funk, Sheridan
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Dick Gautier, Silvarzson
fred Gelderman, Salem
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Brett Gilmour, Salam
Jon Gjertsen, Salem
Larry Glassock, Salem
Ann Glaza, Salem

Dan Goffin, Aumsville
George Gordeon, Monmouth
Sharon Gray, Salem

Jack Graw, Wocdhurn
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Zd Greanwocd, Salem

Xen Hackwalli, Salem
George Hall, 3taytcn
Ralgzh Haﬁley, Salem
detty Bare, Salem

3ill Favden, Salam

Gary Haer, 3aiem
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Dick Seideman, Salsam
Clarence Simmons, Silvezton
Evelyn 3Smith, Salem
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Jim Thompson, Salam
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Joe Tompkin, Salem
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Scott Waldron, Silverton
Mrs, Lillie M. Ward, Salem
8ill Webber, Corvallis
3ud Wermer, Salem

David Whitlsck, Salam
Batty Wlese, Seattle
Jerry Wiliis, 5r., Salem
Jerry Willis, Jr., 3alem
Rick Wilson. Salem

Henry Weod, Salesm

Zileen Zislinski, Salém
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FILED

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Council, and of establishing the

g
the Marion County Solid Waste Advisory %
| purpase and duties of the Council. )

ORDER

after called “Board", on the recommendation of the Department of Communit&
Deve1opment; and

IT APPEARING that there is a need to consider methods and facilities
allow for the orderly,.efficient and economic disposition of solid wastes
ated in MarionCounty; and

.IT APPEARING that the planning, coordination and implementation of a
waste disposé1 system shéu]d properly consider the concerns of 1ﬁterested

and representatives of affected communities, agencies, and organizations;

and prepare recommendations and alternatives to be presented to the Board

that said council should be provided with technical assistance; and

dations no later than September 15, 1982; MNOW, THEREFORE,

made & part hereaf.

wTary

» 1970 (1Y 51 pw
| FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON' - YURZ1 i 1l: 46

_ : ELWIN s ey e ogue
! In the matter of the appointment of a R 4
Citizen Advisory Group to be known as L PUTY

This matter came on before the Marion County Board of Commissioners, hereir

to

gengr-

solid
citiz:

and

IT APPEARING that it is in the public interest to form a council to formu’

and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that such council should have presented its recommen-

BE IT AND IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a Solid Waste Advisory Council is
established and appointments to the Council shall be made according to. the

categories set out in Exhibit "A", which is attached hereto and by this refere;
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the duties of the Counc11 shall include but ﬁr*
not limited to:

1.. Identification of problems of solid waste disposal in Mafion County;

2. ‘ Catagorization of alternative solutions and establishment of priority

d work schedules on thesera1ternafives:

3. Recommendations of alternatives and methods of i@plementation;

4, Assistance, as requested, in 1mp1ementat1on. |

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Marion County Salid Waste Council be provide

1 staff assistance by the Marion County Salid Waste Adm1n1surator through the

Department of Community Deve]opment. ' Said administrator is directed to report
to the Board from time to time, on the progress of the Council.

. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Council shall cpnfcrm progress to the time-

table set aut in Exhibit “B®, a copy of which is attached hereto and by thi 86

reference made a part hereof, and that the Council shall continue: in existence

until September 15, 1982, unless dissolved by the Board of an sarlier date.

!

Dated at Salem, Oregon, this <2~ day of June, 1979.
MARION/COUNTY BOARD OF COWSSIONERS
{ZZ///é/é/ﬂ-f .

oner

//d”/ ViVl e O//P#/

Comm1ss1oner
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MARTON COURTY
SOLID WASTE ADVISORT CCUNCIL

o

COMCTL MFMBERS

Marion County

City of Salem

City of Woodburm

City of, Silverton

Citcy of Stayton

City of Mount Angel

Small Citdes _

Nine Area Advisory Committies
rarm Bureszu

Women for Agriculiure

League of Women Voters

Oregen Zpvircrmental Council
Econcmic Development Corrission
Induscry

Interestad Citizens _
Qther QOrganizations '

TETCENICAL ASSISTANCE GROUP o _ @
Salew Area Collectors ’
Oragen Recyeling Associaticn
Landfil]l Operators

Polk Cownzy Staff

Cicy of Salem Stafl

Oregon Sanifary Service, Inc.
E2A '

. DEQ

Other Intarested Experts

a0l )

EXHIBIT A
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Appendix £1

( TIMETABLE FOR MARION COUNTY SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

1te(s) ' o : ' Activity
120/79 Adopt Resolutien forming the Mar1cn County Solid waste
Advisory Counc11 _
127179 Appointment of SWAC members
127 to Selection of Technical Advisory Group
10 :
- /12 to Assess problems and identify alternative solutions
/9 ' '
/9/7% to Comm1t ees at work on assigned alternative solutions
/8/80
/21/80 'Recbmmendation to Board on selected solution
{ (/80 " Board authorization to procesd on approved method(s) and/or
Tacility(ies)
- /19/80 ta Funding- development, Site acquisition, Plan Development
/19/82 Construction to start
/19/82 ‘Selected method and facility ready for service
/19782 ~ Council work completed and Council dissolved unless

continued by new Board action.

EXHIBIT B8

Respansible
Party

Board
Board

Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator

Board

Assigned Coun
Departments

County and/or
Industry

County and/or
Industry

Board
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MARTON COUNTY

SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL
BY-LAWS 7-12-79

ARTICLE I-NAME

Thé‘Soiid Waste Advisory Council, officlally established by the Mariom
County Board of Commissioners, shall be known either by the full title or
the acronym '"'SWAC",

The Technical Advisory Group officially established with SWAC, shall
be known by the full title or the acronym '"TAG".

ARTICLE II—GOAL

To consider and recowmend methods and facilities for the orderly, effi-
cient and economic dispesition of solid wastes generated in Mariom County.

ARTICLE TII-OBJECTIVES

VObjéEtives for SWAC, as established in the Order of the Commission,

shall be:

1. TIdentification of problems of solid waste disposal in Marion County;
R

2. Categorization of alternative solutions and establishment of priority
work schedules on these altermatives.

-~

3. Recommendations of alternatives and methods of implementation.
4. Assistance, as requested, in implementation.

ARTICLE IV-MEMBERSHI?

Members shall consist of representatives of governmental, citizen and
other organizatlions, plus interested citizens. There shall be no limit on
the number of Councll members.

TAG members shall consist of specially qualified persons in solid
waste or allied fields.

ARTICLE VI-QFFICERS

The officers shall consist of a Chairman and a Vice-Chairman. Secrstarial
and other services shall be provided by the Marion County Solid Waste Admnini-
stator and/or his scaff. COfficers shall be elected annually on the anniversary
date of the initial electiocn.
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ARTICLE VII-MEETINGS

Meetings shall be called by the Chairman, or the Vice-Chairman in his
absence, at such times as there is sufficient SWAC business to justify
such meeting. '

ARTICLE VIII-BUSINESS

Businé55'of SWAC shall be conducted on an informal concensus basis,
insofar as possible.

ARTICLE IX-~-CCMMITTEES

The Chairman may appoint such committees and committee chairmen as
may be required in order to achieve the goal of SWAC. Services shall be
provided to each such Committee by the Marion County Solid Waste Admini-
strator and/or his staff. In particular, resource materials and resource
persons, primarily from TAG, shall be made available as required.

ARTICLE X-AMENDMENTS

Additional Articles may be added to these By-Laws wher needed, using
the concensus process degeribed in Axticle VIII,




{ SOLID WAS’IE ADVISORY COU\TCIL

II.

ITT.

Iv.

MARION COUNTY

. © WASTE REDUCTION CCMPOWENT
- of the
CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DROGRAM
as adopted on Jﬁly l6, 1s8¢
by the

Marion County Board of Commissioners

POLICY
The reduction of SOlld waste via rassourcs conservatiaon,
reuse, racycling and ot;er resource recovery techniques will

be. supported and encouraged.

v
+

OBJECTIVE
,Waste reduction shall be assured and sncouraged to
achieve a minimum of 40% reduction of solid wastes generated

-

£ om industrial, commercial and residential sgurces.

TERMINQLOGY

Terms used in this report are as defined in the
Federal Resource Conservation and Recsvery Act, and shall
further carry the same meaningras'do identical terms

used in Oregon Statutes.

ZLEMENTS

A. Solid Waste Reduction Councils, consisting of appointed

citizens shall be maintained by, at a minimum, the City
of Salem and Polk and Marion Counties. Duties of these

Councils may be assumed by other bodies of public citizens
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including drziting of the annual SWRC razpaory; advisa
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Iﬁ ﬁﬁé.é§eﬁt income exceeds the cbst,Asuch'éxcess}in¢ome~
may be aéplied to reduce‘ﬁhe enllection charges.

Incentives shall be provided as an inducement to source
separ;tion. Monetary rewards to source separators can be
derived from market revenues, from landfill costs foregone,
or from other sources. Rewards in terms of the development
of personal satisfaction, ccmmﬁnity achievement and
patriotic duty through conservation of resources and
energy, saving of land, creation of jobs, etc. will be
pursued through all available channels, primarily under

the direction of the Resourca:Recovery Coordinator.
Persons, groups or Ifirms whose activities serve to reduce
the amount of wastes diéposed of and which racover resﬁu:ces
and monetary values, shall be encouraged to the extant that
such activities do AQt impair the programs set forth in

the foregoing elements; and providing that such activities

are in ccmpliance with established ordinances.
Exception may be taken to any of the elements upon demon-

stration that significant losses of energy or monies would

result from compliance with the element.

€
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...Nothing happens unless
) ; '
first a dream...
- Carl Sandberg

100 Percent Racycled

Paper
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OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1981 Regular Session

Enrolled
_ Senate Bill 479

Spo.nst;rcd by Senators DAY, BURBIDGE, Representatives RIEBEL, ZAJONC (at the request of Marion
County Solid Waste Advisory Councii)

e,

CHAPTER...c..oeaivnirins et

AN ACT

Relating to solid waste control; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sections 2 to 5 of this Act are added to and made a part of ORS 459.005 to 459.285.

SECTION 2. (1) Subject to section 4 of this 1981 Act and the requirements of ORS 459.005 to 459.285, the
board of county commissioners of Marion County may:

(a)- Sell, enter into short or long-term contracts, solicit bids, enter into direct negoliations, deal with
brokers or use other methods of sale or digposal for the products or by-products of the disposal sites of the
county.

“{b) Require any person or class of persons who generate solid or liquid wastes to make use of the disposal,
transfer or resource recovery siles or facilities of the county or disposal, transfer or resource recovcry sites or
{acilities designated by the county.

(c) Require any person or class of pcrsons who pick up, collect or transport solid or liquid wastes 1o make
use of the disposal, transfer or resource recovery sites or faciliues of the county or disposal, wransfer or
n.\ource recovery sites or facilities designated by the counly.

(d) Regu}atc license, franchise and certify disposal, transfer and resource recovery sites or facilities;
eslablish, maintain and amend rates charged by disposal, transfer and resource recovery sites or facilities;
establish_and collect license or franchise fees; and otherwise control and regulale the establishment and
operation of all public or private disposal, transfer and resource recovery sites or facilities located within the
counly. Licenses or franchises granted by the board may be exclusive.

{e) Cause solid wastes received and accepted at the disposal sttes of the county to be pmu:ssed recycled
or reused.

(2} Contracts and other agreements authorized under subsection (1) of this section may be for terms not
longer than 20 years.

SECTION 3. Subject b section 4 of this 1981 Act and the requirements of ORS 459,005 to 459.285, a public
or privale disposal, transfer or resource recovery site or facility shall not be established, modified or exiended
in Marion County without the prior approval of the board of county commissioners. The board may deny an
application for the establishment, modificalion or extension ol a site or {acility if pursuant to its solid waste
n';anagcmcnt plan the county has either:

(1) Entered into contracts obligating the county to supply or direct minimum quantities of solid wasles o
sites or facilities designated in the contract in order that those siles or facilities wiil operate economically and
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generate sufficient revenues to liquidate any bonded or other indebledness incurred by reason of those sites or
facilities; or

(2) Adopted a franchise system for the disposal of solid or liquid wastes.

SECTION 4. Sections 2 and 3 of this 1981 Act do not apply to, or grant 10 Marion County any authority
over:

(1) Material kept separate from waste material for the purpose of recycling or reuse by persons who
generate solid waste and which is handled separately from waste material.

{2) Resource recovery involving the collection, storage, processing or use of materials kept separate from
waste material for the purpose of recycling or reuse by persons who generate solid waste.

SECTION 5. It is not the intent of the Legislative Assembly that Marion County, under sections 2 and 3 of
this 1981 Act, take any action that would hinder or discourage recycling activities in the county.

SECTION 6. (1) Any state agency, board, commission, department or division that is authorized to
purchase or otherwise acquire fuel for the systems providing heating, air conditioning, lighting and the supply
of domestic hot water for public buildings and grounds may enter into long-term contracts for the purchase of
alternative fuels. Such contracts may be for terms not longer than 20 years.

(2) As used in Lhis section: ]

(a) “‘Alternative fuels™ includes all fuels other than petroleum, natural gas, coal and products derived
therefrom. The term includes, but is not limited to, solid wastes or fuels derived from solid wastes.

(b) "*Public buildings and grounds’" has the meaning given that term in ORS 276.210.

SECTION 7. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health and
safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this Act takes effect on its passage.

Passed by Senate May 6, 1981 | Received by Governor:
Repassed by Senate June 29, 1981 e Moot 1981
Approved:
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" Mo i ey 1981

2 - President of Senate

Passed by House June 25, 1981

Secrctary of Sue
Speaker of House

Enrolléd Senate Bill 479 Page 2
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ATTACHMENT 4

- SoLID WasTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

MARION COUNTY

BISPOSAL

FINAL REPORT
of the
SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL
July 22, 1981

Co-Chairman ) Yice-Chairman
Garry Kanz Dr. Don Paluska
Clarence 'Slim' Simmons o

SUMMARY

SWAC, formed by Commission Order in June, 1979,
was directed to: :

1. Identify solid waste probléms

2. ldentify alternative solutions

3. Recommend sélected solutions
and

4. Assist in implementation

SWAC accomplished tasks 1, 2, and 3 by July 31,
» 1980, and presented its work to the Marion County
"Commissioners at a public hearing on September 25,
1980. The SWAC report "Putting the Pieces Together"
was presented at that time.

Since then, SWAC has been at work on Task 4 -
Implementation. -

. Today, Marion County hds a special law
giving the County authority over wastes, and
authority to contract for a garbage-derived fuel
with the State of Oregon.

Marion County has three landfill sites upon
which preliminary economic and technical feasibility
studies have been performed. All three appear usable.

Marion County has an energy option, a system
that prepares a solid fuel from garbage; that saves
money for Marion County citizens, and that promises
to save the State millions of dollars in fuel costs.

Marion County further has an adopted Resource
Recovery Policy that sets forth a full program for
recycle and conservation of resources.

Page 1



With the development of these options, the
new law, and the Policies, SWAC has completed its
volunteer efforts.

Action on appropriate alternatives rests with
etected officials; including the elected leaders
of Salem and other communities, whose supporting
actions are equally important with those of the
_ Marion County Commissioners.
On the following pages are briefly listed the achievements of
SWAC since the issuance of the report "Putting the Pieces Together™.

Taken together with that Report, the leaders of SWAC feel that
this is an impressive story of study - coordination - cooperation -
development, and finally presentation of a planned action program
to elected officials. '

We, the 1981 leaders of SWAC, are acutely aware of the energy
and dedication of former leaders and participants in this program.
We are proud to have been a part of this effort, and we are very
concerned that the devoted citizens, who have been involved, have
not spent their time 1in vain,

On their behalf, and on behalf of all citizens of Marion County,
we urge that this Board of Commissiocners carry the work forward in
a timely fashion. Our dedication was born from the knowledge of
how critical a clean, safe and économical solid waste system is to
our welfare. Through contact with the citizens over the two years,
it has become apparent that there is strong community support for a
unified solid waste system utilizing some form of energy recovery.

We trust you, our elected Commissioners, to carry this dedication
on until that system is indeed a reality.

Garry Kanz CTarence STim Simmons
1981 Co-Chairman 1981 Co-Chairman

July 22, 1981

Page 2



Appendir.j to
SWAC Final Report of July 22, 1981

SWAC Landfill Program

-Advised on site review; on further potential site development

~-Reviewed I-5, Woodburn, L and H sites at a public forum;
-explained development of 0-W site as an extension of the siting
system developed by SWAC, and adopted by Marion County as public
policy.

SWAC Resource Recovery Program

-Worked on implementation of Mar1on County Resource Recovery
Policy

-Urged and advised on educational program carried out by the
Marion County Solid Waste Staff.

-Participated in public displays of recycling and conservation
methods.

-Developed base concepts of a County-wide committee to coordinate
and expand these efforts, including developing responsible
leadership therefore.

SWAC Ehérgy Program

-Initiated early supportive action by State officials when SWAC
Chairman briefed Governor Atiyeh on the SWAC program.

-Governor Atiyeh, as a result, assigned a coord1nat1ng role to
Bill Young of DEQ.

-Initiated an interest in L. B, Day to see the energy project,
who then called a high level officials meeting. Result was an
agreement by all agencies to support an application for a DOE
implementation grant.

-Initiated legistative action through L. B. Day, resu1t1ng in
drafting of SB 479.

-Followed, lobbied, and testified in support of SB 479 before
both Senate and House committees.

-Briefed various legislators and other important people as to
the benefits of an energy recovery system, and as to the critical
need for authorities provided by SB 479.

-Promoted legisltator - elected officials briefing on benefits of
an energy project, utilizing the findings of Merrill Lynch and
Brown & Caldwell Engineers.

-Participated in the ceremonial signing of SB 479, which is now
in effect and provides basic authorities to Marion County in
waste flow control, franchise adoption, and fee imposition.
This bill may also provide security for future funding of
solid waste projects.



MARION COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF SOLIDWASTE Larry EL.)_Tr(t:J‘mrbuII. PE

Senalor Buliding, 220 High St. NE - - ireclo
SALEM, OREGOHN 87301
PHONE (503) 58B-5056

Jerry Carter
Coordinalor

p Solid Waste Management
‘ Status Report as of August 1, 1981

by _
Larry E. Trumbultl & Staff

Protogue: Marion County began an intensive development program for
a replacement disposal system in June, 1979,. At that time, a citizen
Solid Waste Advisory Council "SWAC" was delegated specific objectives,
a time table, and provided with staff to achieve both of these.

The last half of 1979, and most of 1980, could be termed the
"SWAC" phase, when most of our effort was put into education,
identification, selecting, re-defining, and finally recommending
a complete program. That program was formally presented to Marion
County in September, 1980. A.report of this work entitled, "Putting
the Pieces Together” has been distributed.

1980-81 Review

I Solid Waste Advisory Coungil {SWAC)

Following up on the recommendations, SWAC recognized that new
directions were now involved. A1l of the earlier committees were
dissolved,” new officers were elected, and the Council then proceeded
to assist the County in implementing the recommended program. This
work was described in the "Final Report" of SWAC issued on July 22,
1981, copy of which is appended.

On July 22, 1981, the Marion County Board of Commissioners gave
a onublic, and well deserved, commendation to SWAC officers and
participants, and proclaimed that SWAC had indeed fulfilled the
assigned objectives. With that, the Board officially disselved SWAC.
Among the outstanding achievements of SWAC were:

1) Advised and assisted in developing the [-5, 0-W, and WX
landfill site options.

2} Developed further concepts on implementation of the adopted
Resqurce Recovery Policy.

.3) Assisted in developing support from the Governor and
legislators 1in implementing an enerqgy recovery program.
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4. Initiated and pursued legislative action leading to the
passage, and signing, of SB 479, which provides the statutory
foundations for:

A} Solid Waste Flow Control

B) Franchises & fees

C) Long-term contracts between the State and County
- for alternative fuels.

Landfill Sites

0f the four sites recommended by SWAC, two of the owners, both
in Polk County, withdrew their property from further consideration.
To the remaining two, staff added a further possibility when a 596-
acre site, advertised in a local paper, was found to be quite
suitable.

All three sites have now been reviewed by professional engineers
under contract to Marion County. A privately financed engineering
study on the I-5 site is to be reported on early in August, 1981,

Marion County, using 1ts Tlegal ‘and accounting staffs, as well
as the Sclid Waste staff, are negotiating preliminary use options
with each Tlandowner. Terms of such use will be added into other
cost and risk appraisals, with a final choice of a future regional
landfill site to be made preferably in September, or by the end of
October.

Energy Recovery

-

Pursuing the energy option, Marion County advertised for a finan-
cial advisor in early 1981; received seven applications, and inter-
viewed, five applicants. AT1 applicants were most quatified for this
task, w1th Merrill Lynch emerging as the final choice.

Thus Merrill Lynch has been under contract with Marion County
since’ February, 1981, and currently is continuing to serve under
that contract.

Following the recommendations of SWAC, made at a public hearing
held on September 25, 1981; a technical review was ordered of the
Marion County energy recovery proposal. DEQ, under request of the
Commissicners and the City of Salem, provided for a "Technical
Appraisal"” to be made by EPA.

Mr. Jim Anderson of RAS Assoc., New Jersey, visited the area;
collected data, and finally rendered a report in January 1981.
Exchanges of information continued into March 1981 when this office
requested that the matter be concluded. In essence, the Technical
Appraisal found that a d-RDF process was best suited for Marion
County. The pre-conditions for moving into construction were suppor-
tive-—of the earlier recommendations of Trans Energy Systems, Inc.
and of SWAC.

Page 2



Re-confirmation of the process suitability did represent a
material set-back in the SWAC time-table, and did serve to eliminate
a potential landfill site choice. SWAC had recommended that an
extension of the Woodburn site, coupled with early implementation
of an energy recovery facility, could be a preferred solution to
Marion County solid waste problems. As originally programmed, the
July 31, 1980 recommendations of SWAC, if supported by City and
County.-officials, could have resulted in a possible E-Board allocation
of design funds by December, 1380. Under this approach, the financial
advisor and technical review teams would have begun work & months
earlier than the March 1981 date. :

Rapid escalation of dinterest rates over the past year have
contributed heavily to current high cost projections, while new
estimates of expected conservation of fuel have further contributed
to reduced contractual capabilities. A more positive side of the
delay 1t1s that a new Pacific Northwest Power Bill, with supportive
programs, may now make a simpler, better established, system of energy
recovery (co-generation) possible.

Attached find minutes of two -meetings analyzing the current
status of energy recovery in Marion County.

At this time, Marion County is contemplating moving ahead on
the "Implementation Committee! or Management Committee approach as
shown in those minutes.

Under this procedure, the following approximate time-tabie 1is
envisioned: " '

August 10, 1981 Marion County files the request for

s implementation funds from BPA,

“by Sept., 1981 Management Committee {MC) is formed,
with working agreements under draft.
County will consider tnitial funding
of staff support.

Commissioner Franke will coerdinate
this work.

by October 1, 1981 Management Committee has a director,
and an operating agreement. Merrill
Lynch continues under County Contract
as advisor to the (M). Brown and Caldwell
continue as Engineering Consultants.

by October 15, 198] Bonneville Power Admin. grant may
be available. If so, Brown & Caldwell
is directed to proceed with the Study.

If not, alternative actions will
be considered.

Page 3



by March 15982 - Final report and recommendations expected
an the BPA grant. If the report is
favorable, the following program could
be followed: '

by January 1983
‘ Develop builder/operator specification

Develop draft contracts

3. receive proposals/bids from prospective builder/
operators A

Select builder/operator

5. Initiate bonding activities

o —
v

£

by March 1983 Conclude bonding - construction funds
are on hand

Design and construction under way
mid - 1985 start-up and performance testing

early 1986 project 1h operation

IV Resource Recovery

- The Solid Waste Advisory Council developed a Waste Reduction
Program which was adopted after being heard at a formal public
hearing. This program has a County-wide objective of 40% reduction
of solid wastes, to be achieved via ongoing programs involving:

1) A Resource Recovery Coordinator position to be established
" .to assist in development and impTementation of waste reduc-
tion program.

Marion County has employed Terry Fristad,; in the Solid Waste
Department, to provide those services listed in the adopted
policy.

2) A Resource Reduction Council to guide, review, and report
on waste reduction activities.

SWAC developed, in its implementation phase, further outlines
of this Council. Terry Fristad has served as project manager in
this endeavor, Several very competent and knowledgeable Tleaders
have been contacted and found willing to serve.

It is important to realize that this Council must seek to develop
and foster waste reduction in 18 communities (Salem is to develop
its -own program) as well as provide for rural programs. As perhaps
85% .of waste 1is produced 1inside corporate limits, it is readily
apparent that the Council must be effective inside those limits.

Marion County will implement the Council, with official city
representatives included, along with a technical advisory group.
[t is expected that this Council may be functioning by fall of 198%.

XX X X X
Dana Al
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To sum up, Marion County intends to have & new landfill in
service by July 1983. It is also our intent to pursue an energy
recovery process, first as to feasibility, and then to follow through
with funding, construction, and operation, if found feasible. Simul-
taneously, and at a secondary priority level {(the above pursuits
are primary} we will pursue waste reduction at the source.

Taken all-in-all, Marion County is pursuing a complete program
for .its citizens, one that the cities, the citizens, and the State
of Oregon can be proud of. :

Polk County wastes, as currently received, are planned to be
accomodated in the program set forth in the foregoing pages.

Larry E. TrumbulT, Director
Marion County Solid Waste Department

Mayor Kent Aldrich, City of Salem

Chairman Ben Magill, Polk County

Senator L. B. Day B

Darrell Ralls, Department of General Services
Representative Peter Courtney

-

Page 5



ATTACHMENT &

Marion Gounty. Oregon

PROPOSAL

" Planning Study for a Solid Waste

Cogeneration Project for Marion County
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ABSTRACT

The public agencies of the Salem subregion are planning

solutions: for so0lid waste disposal. One possible solution is to
minimize disposal by using solid waste as a fuel in a cogeneration
facility. This grant application is a request for partial funding

of a prefeasibility cogeneration study.

Marion County, through its Board of Commissioners, is the
applicant. The proposed project includes the work tasks necessary
to identify and roughly develop the sites, technologies, insti-
tutions, and economics for a facility that will receive solid
wastes, burn those wastes, and use the heat to develop steam. The
steam could either be routed first into steam turbine generators
and then to a second use as steam or heat for building spaces or
processes or be routed directly to the second use. Other agencies
participating in the project are Polk County, the cities of Marion
County, the State of Oregon, and ‘the Portland General Electric
Company .

This prefeasibility study is one element of comprehensive
planning activity. The principal study objectives are as follows:

1. - To look at municipal solid waste characteristics {gquality,
quantity, availability).

2. To look at cogeneration technologies.

3. To look at the requirements of potential steam markets and
determine if waste heat from the plant can meet them.

4. To look at environmental concerns surrounding waste
transportation to the plant site and operation of the
cogeneration plant.

5. To look at potential plant siting probklems.
6. To look at the rough project economics

The study will be completed by a combinaticon of local agency
staff work and contracted assistance from consultants. The work
can be completed in 6 months from the time of grant award. Total
costs are estimated to be $98,300, of which $58,100 is requested as
a grant and $40,200 is to be provided as in-kind services.

The contact person for Marion County is Walter Kluver.
Inguiries and other requests should be directed to him.
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SECTION 1

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY

This section summarizes the proposed activity of performing a
planning study to evaluate the resources available for a solid-

waste-fueled cogeneration facility.. The order of presentation in
this section follows the order set forth in Section A~l-(c) of
the program solicitation. References are made in the following

summaries +to subsequent sections of this proposal that contain
detailed supporting information.

Proposed Activity and Need for the Activity

The proposed activity involves the evaluation of resources

available for a solid-waste-fueled cogeneration project. Elec-
tricity and steam/heat are the expected energy products. Steam
markets are known but electricity use is unknown. TwWwo Or more

state institutions {(Oregon State Hospital and Oregon State Pene-
tentiary) located in the Salem area might use steam and electricity
and the Portland General Electric Company (PGE) grid might receive
electricity. Other electrical energy users might be identified if
there is .enough so0lid waste fuel in the Salem subregion to supply
them. '

The project will help’ plan solutions to several- pressing needs
of the area:

1. Problem--Impending Closure of Existing Landfill. The
Commissioners of Marion County are faced with an emergency
situaticon regarding disposal of sclid waste generated
within the county because of impending closure of an
existing major landfill, the greatly increased costs for
replacement site development, social barriers to siting new
landfills, and rapidly escalating cogts of solid waste
transportation and landfill disposal operations.

Need~-Planning to Show Costs of Alternatives to Landfill.
Revenue from waste-to-energy facilities may be one of the
best alternatives for controlling the spiraling costs of
solid waste management.

2. Problem—--Aging Boilers and High Energy Costs at Some State
of Oregon Institutions. The State of Oregon operates
several major institutions in Marion County. Steam
-boilers now in place are old, and energy costs are rapidly
escalating.




Need--~Planning to Show Costs of New Boilers Versus New
Fuels. Replacement of the existing steam production
facilities may be beneficial; steam sale to the State of
Oregon might reduce the cost of electricity to meet firm
load obligations. Also, a cogeneration plant at or near

.state institutions might provide electricity to meet

institutional loadings.

~Problem-—-Insufficient Data on Waste Quantity and Heat

Value. Major landfills in Marion County do not weigh the
solid wastes. Accurate weight data are not available to
develop alternatives and plan future facilities.

Need--Planning That Includes an Assessment of Waste
Quantities and Composition. Data to satisfy the accuracy
of planning are needed. Waste quantity and heat value data
will help define the amount of energy output available in
planning the project. It may be possible to expand co-
generation sites and supply energy to more users if
sufficient solid waste fuel is available.

Objectives and FExpected Benefits of Proposed Activity

The specific objectives. of the proposed solid-waste-fueled
cogeneration project resources planning are listed below:

1.

Determine the state institution steam and electricity

market that can Pe served by a cogeneration project pro-
cessing an estimated 180,000 tons of sclid waste per year
{1986 gquantity) and generating steam and electricity.

4 N
Identify and evaluate use conditions for other users of

"energy products from a cogeneration project.

Select and evaluate sites for the waste receiving and
processing facility and the cogeneration facility.

Refine so0lid waste quantity and heat wvalue projections.

List the two or three most viable options along with the
economic and environmental data for each option. Develop
criteria for determining project feasibility and an
implementation plan for further actions if one or more of -
the options is selected.

Expected benefits of the proposed cogeneration project follow:

1.

~Assist BPA in meeting its firm load obligation by providing

an average electrical output of 6.5 MW (56 million kwhr

-per year) over a 20-year operating period,. Start-up

could be as early as the first or second quarter of 1986.




2. Meet steam demands of state institutions and other
potential users.

3. If delivery to the state is the selected option, it would
reduce the State of Oregon's reliance on fossil fuels by
"replacing 85 percent of the projected fuel use at the
Oregon State Penitentiary and the Oregon State Hospital
.with cogenerated steam (replace 300 trillion Btu per year
fuel use).

4, Provide new steam generating capacity for state
institutions and eliminate the need for boiler replacement
over the life of the project.

5. Reduce the gquantity of solid waste requiring landfilling.
Unverified guantities of up to 180,000 tons per year might
be available for fuel, thereby reducing the amount of land
needed for landfills.

6. Reduce fuel use that would be required for transporting
solid waste for disposal outside the Salem area by
providing a waste receiving/processing facility near the
center of solid waste generation.

The possibility of this leading to an implementable project is
exceptlonally good because of the urgent need for a long-term
solution to Marion County's solid waste disposal problem, the. legal
ability of the county to control the waste stream and serve as
project proponent, the commitment from the state to find the most
cost—effective fuel, and the interest of PGE in increasing its
power basé. -

Coordination Activities

As explained in Section 2, numerous individuals and entities
have provided assistance in planning the Marion County resource
recovery program to date. Statements of support from the following
agencies are included at the end of this section.

Portland General Electric Company
State of Oregon Governor's Office
Polk County Board of Commissioners

Section 5 describes the present formation of a Joint Powers
Agreement (JPA). JPA members and others will be active in
development of the proposed project. Project coordination during
planning will be accomplished by periocdic review meetings as
described in Section 3.



Marion County has taken the lead in developing this proposal.
Proposal input has been received from the Department of Human
Resources, DEQ, Oregon Department of Energy, and PGE.

Program Approach and Methodology

Because ©f the emergency situation existing within Marion
County with regard to waste management, an early decision about the
feasibility and implementation of new facilities is urgently
needed. The planning decisions will provide the direction of waste
management in Marion County for many years. Grossly simplified,
planning must establish the economic basis and timing for a choice
between resource recovery and landfill disposal.

The approach to be used is oriented to the primary objective of
providing project definition sufficient to serve as the basis for a
decision to proceed with determination of feasibility. The program
builds on the data base from other recently completed investi-
gations, which also serve as a basis for life-cycle economic
comparisons between project alternatives. The proposed work scope
is presented in more detail in Section 3. Prior work on which it
is based is described in Section 2. Existing information and data
are updated where possible to minimize duplication of effort. The
quality and level of development of new work is commensurate with
the comparison and decision-making objectives.

Because the project involves a large number of possible sites,

processes, and facility- configurations, a cogeneration project
in the Salem area could take many forms. Planning of the many
possible alternatives is very costly in both time and money. The

methodology to be used recognizes both the urgency of the needed
decisions and the limited funds available.

The methodology used in this program employs step~-by-step
decision making and progressive project definition. The work ig
divided into discrete elements (tasks and subtasks) integrated in
time to provide the necessary information when and as needed

for later tasks. Within tasks where numerous options must be
considered, preliminary screening analysis 1is completed to
eliminate less desirable alternatives. Work efforts can then

focus on alternatives which offer greater potential for economic
viability. 1In the use of screening, the alternatives are evaluated
using several criteria which ultimately result in a comparison of
energy output and economics. Only the best alternatives are
selected for additional planning.

Project milestones are listed in Table 1-1 to show the
progressive definition of the project leading to the objective of a
go/no-go decision regarding proceeding with project feasibility and
implementation.



Table 1-1 Project Milestone Schedule

0 T TR A Al e i T e AR T .

Milestone Time
No. - Description {months)

1 Preliminary Project Description and

: Site Selection 2.5
2 Completion of Waste Quantity and

Characterization 3
3 ‘Identification of Alternative Plans 3.5
4 Selection of a Preferred Plan 4
5 Results and Recommended Actions (Report) 5
6 Decision on Implementation 6




The work program will be completed in a 6-month period. In
accordance with provisions of the program solicitation, two
quarterly progress reports will be submitted. The first quarterly

report, presented to BPA at the end of the third month, will occur
shortly after the preliminary project definition milestone and will
be a timely, midproject summary of progress. The second quarterly
report will summarize the completed project and discuss achievement
of objectives and plans for project implementation. In addition to
these formal progress reports, BPA will be advised of and invited
to attend major proiject review meetings scheduled by Marion
County.

Project Funding

Proposed funding sources for the planning activities during the
6-month project pericd are summarized in Table 1-2. Expenditures
projected during the 6-month project period are $98,300. 0Of this
amount, $58,100 (59 percent) 1is requested as a grant from BPA,.

Assuming a positive decision‘ to proceed with feasibility
evaluation and implementation of the solid-waste-fueled cogenera-~
tion facility, feasibility and implementation costs will be funded
from a combination of the following sources:

1. Monies from participants of JPA.

2. Solid Waste Department surcharge on franchisees (increased
tipping fees). ’ :

3. In-kind effort of project participants.
. ‘ :
4, 7FedErhl grant (s).

Funding of the costs for design and construction of the project
could come from the following:

. Complete private financing.
Project-backed revenue bonds.
Partial state funding.
Partial PGE funding.

. BPA grants or loan.

o W



Table 1-2 Project Cost and Funding
) {Six~Month Prodgect Period),
Dollars
Marion State
Cost category County . of a PGE Contractors

and cities Oregon
Labor 29,700 6,100 1,200 -
Direct expenses 3,200 -— - -

b

Contracts —= - -- 58,100
Total 32,900 6,100 1,200 58,100

8 In-kind effort.

bBPA grant.
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MARION COUNTY OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
S04RD OF CONMISSONERS S e

August 12,. 1981

John Merrill
Bonneville Power Administration

Lloyd Center Tower
825 NE Multnomah St
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Mr. Merrill:

I am writing regarding the Marion County proposal to study opportunities
for using electricity produced from municipal solid waste in a proposed
cogeneration plant in Salem. The alternatives this offers to the State
institutions in terms of less expensive resources for space heating, and
to BPA for reducing its firm Joad electrical requirements makes the
project very exciting.

State agénciés have been working with the County in project planning to
date and the next step will.allow all parties to evaluate more fully the
constraints and activities remaining for completion of the project.

I am pleased to recommend this project for your approval.

Singerely, -

Governor

VA:kg



Portland General Electric Company

August 12, 1981

Commissioner Randall Franke
Marion County Courthouse
Salem, OR 97301

Dear Commissioner Franke:

We are very pleased to know that Marion County plans to submit a
grant application to the Bonneville Power Administration to fund a
review of a solid waste cogeneration project. The proposed
project has merit; its success could encourage many other communi-
_ties to consider similar alternatives.

The critical problem of locating landfill areas for refuse disposal
is shared with many othgr communities. Coupled with the need to
utilize every form of energy source available, the alternative of
burning our waste materials to provide electricity and steam for
space heating is most appealing, and we encourage you in your
efforts.’ -

Solid waste disposal problems are one of the most serious and
complex dilemmas that confront local jurisdiction today. An
early solution which involves the substantial benefit of reduced
reiiance on imported oil and natural gas must be considered.

We look forward to working with you on this planning project.
Please Tet me know if we can be of assistance.

Sincerely,

R. E. Dyer
Manager, Resource Planning

REB/SA/1smbAZ9

121 SwW Salvion Slreel, Portland, Oregon 97204



POLK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

HENRY A {HANK) DOUGHERTY LYN HARDY BENJ F, MAGILL

COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER
Room 104
] COUNTY COURTHOUSE
TELEPHONE: 623-8171. EXTENSION 221 DALLAS. OREGON 97338
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MARION COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

August 13, 1981

Commissioner Randall- Franke
Marion County Courthouse‘“
220 High Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 87301

o Re: Bonneville Power Administration
. - Resource Development Grant
Dear Commissioner Franke:

The Polk Ceuﬂfy Board of Commissioners appreciate your
efforts to so]ve the press1ng solid waste disposal prob]em
confronting you L i

T prbaect Therefore,
“from- thethnnev1]1e

thA. ' i-canpot commitvadditional financial assist-

ance to ‘conduct further studies. However, depending on workloads
in the Environmental Health Division, one or two personnel could

be committed for short-time periods for waste quantity and comp-

osition studies or similar work as needed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your appli-
cation and we urge approval! by Bonneville Power Administration.




Commissioner Randall Ranke
Page 2
August 13, 1981

If we can be of further assistance do not hesitate to
contact us and, we will provide what support we can.

Sincerely,

POLK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

. :\, , /?./--
— ; /-’/
Henr . (Hank) Doug erty

V1gé~Cha1rman

HD:GC:s]



SECTION 2

HISTORY OF SUPPORTING PRIOR WORK

A substantial amount of current and prior work done by Marion
County and others provides the basis for the proposed activities.
Work done directly by county staff or by consulting engineers and
other private contractors includes numerous solid waste management
and resource recovery investigations, ranging from initial planning
studies in 1974  through a proposal for construction in 1980. This
work is supplemented by the efforts of the Oregon State Departments
of Energy, Environmental Quality, Human Resources, and General
Services, provided in support of Marion County as the lead agency.
The counties have alsc benefited from extensive original work and
review effort provided by a Solid Waste Advisory Council (SWAC),
which widely represents the total community and includes members
from most city, -county, and state agencies; numercus local private
industries and community groups: and many interested private
citizens.

The production of steam or electrical energy, ©or cogeneration
of both, has been considered since 1979. At that time, a number of
individuals and agencies were interested in resource recovery as a
viable and responsible long-term solution to the county's waste

management needs. Numerous specific factors contributed to this
interest:
1. Growing public concern about loss of resources and the

potential for pollution from landfilling of refuse.

2. Decreasing capacity in existing landfills and the
escalating costs and problems associated with the
development and operation of replacement sites, usually
with greater transportation distances.

3. Growing public interest in conservation of energy resources
and diversification of the energy production base.

4. Incentives from recent statutes and resulting requlations,
some of which have the effect of further escalating land-
fill costs while others increase the marketability of and
revenues from electrical power generation.

Increasing concerns on the part of the county supervisors about
waste management issues and increased interest in resource recovery
by both the public and local and state agencies led Marion County
to create the Solid Waste Advisory Council (SWAC) in 1979. SWAC
receives direct support and supervision of staff from the. Marion
County Solid Waste Department. SWAC undertocok the task of
examining current waste management issues, developing and reviewing
alternatives, and providing recommendations for future waste
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management planning. Reviews of prior studies and numerous new
investigations by SWAC, supported by staff from Marion County and
several agencies of the State of Oregon, resulted in the following:

l. Waste gquantity and composition base data compiled from
.existing records, local surveys, and comparisons with
information from other Oregon communities.

2. "Identification of a number of private steam users in the
Salem area as potential markets for energy.

3. Preliminary indication of interest by the State of Oregon
for purchase of refuse derived fuel (RDF) or steam to
supply energy to major facilitles operated by several state
agencies in Salem.

4. Preliminary quantification of the energy market represented
by the state institutions.

5. Identification of several facility configqurations and
possible site locations for resource recovery.

6. Commitment to resource recovery as the preferred direction
0of long-term waste management and 9general consensus
- concerning the criteria for planning its development.

On the basis of this.lnitial work by SWAC, contracts were made
with several consultants for performance of specific planning work
tasks. These included the following:

. :
1. John Matthews, evaluation of materials. recoverable from a
solid waste center and projection of potential revenues

resulting from their sale.

2. Trans-Energy Systems, a preliminary feasibility analysis of
the resource recovery alternatives.

After evaluation of the results of this work by SWAC and the
county, a final report was prepared by Trans-Energy Systems which
incorporated the three preliminary documents and included planning
details for a central receiving and processing facility providing
extensive materials recovery, production and storage of densified
refuse derived fuel (d-RDF), and new fluidized bed boilers for
d-RDF-fired steam generation located at each of four major state
institutions. This facility configuration was chosen for develop-
ment primarily because of the lack of a sufficiently large com-—
mitted steam market serviceable from a central steam generating
facility, the significant interest in purchasing steam for its
institutions indicated by the State of Oregon and insufficient
revenues for a central electricity-generating facility due to low
purchase prices prevailing during major parts of the year.



Based on the initial planning, the county continued step-by-
step planning to develop and implement a project. Marion County
requested review of the report by the Oregon DEQ, which provided
review comments and also arranged for outside review of the report
through the USEPA's Technical Assistance Program. In February
1981, Marion County engaged Brown and Caldwell to provide planning
assistance and Merrill Lynch to provide financial evaluation and
arrangement of financing.

During the period from February through April 1981, Brown and
Caldwell reviewed the planning of the proposed 4d-RDF project,
including an analysis of economic and technical risks and con-
straints, a review of data on waste guantities and steam markets,
and an assessment of planning cost estimates. Based on this work,
Merrill Lynch and Brown and Caldwell prepared a planning report
assessing the economic viability of the proposed d-~RDF project.
This preliminary assessment indicated a need for better definition
of the market for 4-RDF at the state institutions.

Marion County and the state agencies were also busy during this
period. At the request of Marion County, and the Marion County
SWAC, the Oregon State Legislative Assembly enacted a bill
authorizing the county commissioners to enter into long-term
contracts related to waste disposal and broadening their powers
with regard to waste control and required use of county facilities.
This 1legislation, enacted as Senate Bill 479, also allows state
agencies to enter into long-term purchase agreements for alterna-
tive fuels including but not limited to fuels derived from solid
wastes. The term of contracts allowed by SB 479 can be for any
periocd not exceeding 20 years.

, ,

Also at the reguest of Marion County, considerable effort was
made by the State of Oregon to more accurately forecast the energy
needs of the various state institutions. 1In cooperation with
several other state agencies, the Oregon State DEQ compiled energy
use records and operational commentary on the existing boiler
facilities at five major institutions in and around Salem. The
resulting report included monthly and quarterly summaries of fuel
use for the 2-year period through 1980, and average energy use
projections including various scenarios for planned conservation.

This more detailed study of the energy needs of the state
institutions showed a considerably smaller market for fuel from the
proposed project. A revised planning report was prepared by Merrill
Lynch and Brown and Caldwell, and presented to Marion County and
representatives of the variocus city, county, and state agencies on
July 29, 1981, )

On the basis of the projected lower guantities needed for fuel
from wastes at the selected state institutions, the project costs
considerably exceed the economic criteria of the plan. The next
step in planning is to identify the options for using more wastes



to0 develop more energy. The potential of the project to provide
cogeneration of electrical power to Portland General Electric
Company (PGE), while continuing to supply steam to two or more of
the larger state institutions, represents the most feasible option
now available to the county.



SECTION 3

SCOPFE OF WORK

The detailed work plan is presented in the following work

tasks.

The tasks include all in-kind as well as grant—-funded work.

Please note that the level of work is at a preliminary or prefeasi-
bility stage. The workhours and direct costs for each tasks are
presented in Section 4.

Task 1--Refine Waste Quantity Information

1.1

Update from previous planning the waste guantity and
population information.

Conduct a weighing program to refine quantities.
Conduct a waste charactérization study.

Identify and quantify potentially available wastes from
commercial sources.

Project processable solid waste quantities (tonnage)
and heat wvalue.

o

Task 2--Develop Energy Markets/Users

2.7

Refine previous data on steam demand at state

" institutions.

Investigate supplemental steam markets.

Evaluate existing boiler systems for energy conserva-
tion possibilities, backup use, or retrofit.

Determine energy market considerations for electricity

sales to PGE.
Select and evaluate options for cogeneration.

Determine and develop best options for meeting criteria
of energy output and economics.

Sclicit letters of intent from energy users.

Task 3—--Select and Evaluate Sites

3.1

Identify sites for receiving and cogeneration facili-
ties. Screen sites for ownership and availability.




3.2 Review land use and environmental factors for site use.

3.3 Evaluate and rank sites.

Task 4--Define Regulatory Requirements

4.1 Identify responslble agencies and their permit
requirements. :
4.2 Define regulatory requirements for air emissions.

Task 5--Develop Cogeneration Facility Concepts

5.1 Prepare preliminary alternatives and costs for the
following:

A. Single semisuspension fired boiler and turbo-
generator.

B. Two smaller rsemisuspension fired boilers with
single turbogenerator.

C. Multiple fluidized-bed Dboilers with single
turbogenerator.

D. Mass-fired boilers with single turbogenerator.

5.2 , Combine Task 2.5 options with Task 5.1 to compare
cogeneration facilities.

5.3 _ Prepare process schematic and mass and energy balances
for best two alternatives

5.4 Prepare conceptual type capital cost estimates.

Task 6--Evaluate the Use of Transfer Stations

6.1 Determine transport requirements for fuel delivery and
residue disposal,

6.2 Conceptually develop waste transfer facilities.
6.3 Prepare conceptual type capltal and operating cost
estimates.

Task 7--Evalute Institutional Arrangements

7.1 Define participant involvement and interests.



Evaluate legal requirements and constraints (including
SB479 as it relates to the state contracting for fuel
but not steam).

Review financing alternatives and the reole of each
participant.

Evaluate ownership of facilities.
Evaluate procurement options.

Select preferred institutional arrangements for project

development and implementation.

Task 8--Perform Planning Level Economic Analysis of Selected
Options

Select project alternatives for analysis and determine
total capital requirements.

Project annualized operations and maintenance costs.
Project annualized revenues.
Prepare sensitivity analysis for important parameters.

Summarize prodect(s) viability and compare with land-
fill alternatives.

Task 9—fDevélbp Future Action Needs

9.1 .

Identify further requirements for feasibility
assessment and project implementation. .

Scope major work items necessary to establish project
feasibility.

Prgpareﬁpreliminary plan for feasibility assessment and
implementation of project.

Task l0--Prepare Study Report

10.1

10.2

Prepare initial chapters for input to selection of
institutional arrangements.

Prepare final report including conclusions and
recommendations.



Task 1ll1--Project Management

v

Project management functions during the project will include
the following activities:

fan

Maintain liaison with the BPA project manager and state
and local agencies.

Prepare and maintain project schedule.

Maintain project technical quality and control.

Prepare progress reports for submittal to BPA, as

required.
Prepare and coordinate presentation of results.

Maintain budget control and approve all project
invoices.

Supervise the mobilization and assignment of staff
resources for each project task and coordinate team
work efforts to meet schedule and scope demands.



SECTION 4

LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST ESTIMATE

Part I1 of Standard Form 424 (Table 4-1) includes a summary
of the cost estimate for performing the proposed scope of work

described in Section 3. Detailed cost estimate breakdowns are
included in Table 4-2. Level of effort estimates are listed in -
Table 4-3. Detailed direct cost estimates are presented in Table

a4-4.



Table 4-1

[
Ol RO EO-ME I8

" APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTAMNCE (Short Form)

PART Il - BUDGET DATA

DE-RP79-81BP29202

'o';..s'«'c-f... Cospmise Corrony A-T-;vd W cu—..-l:;q—--u e n..l..;.... Bordyat
o x
1 Pmma 37’000
2. Fringe Bef!hlsb ——
L Travel 700
4. Equipmen 1,500
5. Suophes l,OOOl
6. Comactual 58,100
1. Consiructs. . none -
3. Other none —
9. Towa! Duect Charges 98,300
10. tnduwect Charges” -
1. TOTAL 98,300
12. Federa Share/ BPA 58,100
13. Nondfederal Share / in kind 40,200
M, ‘Prograrn Incnme- NA -

Detail o0 hducz! Casts: Included

Type of Rate (Man ore box)

Rate . % Saw$

in 1:and 6 above.

3 Provisionat

] Final

Telal Amoont §

[ Pradetenmined

D Fue

aIncludes labor for

all participants except the contractors.

b34 percent for personnel; included in 1.

“Indirect chafges are included in 1. Personnel and

6. Contractual.



Table 4-2 Detailed Cost Estimate, Dollars

Agency Contractors
Task Marion County State Brown and r Dena
number gng cities of Oregon PGE Caldwell Sweeney Total
Labor Direct Labor Labor Labor Direct Labor
costs 7 costs
1 11,700 1,500 1,000 - 1,600 - - 15,800
2 800 -— 500 600 10,600 600 - 13,100
3 2,200 - -- -- 500 — 600 3,300
4 200 -- 500 -- 1,000 - - 2,400
5 ' 700 - i,zoo 600 4,600 - - 7,100
6 800 - 200 —— 4,400 100 —— 5,500
7‘ '3f400 .- 500 ) -- 2,400 500 1,200 8,000
8 200 - 1,?00 - 5,200 -- - 7,100
9 4,400 - 500 - 7,900 § 500 - 13,300
10 1,160' d 1,700 - -- 7,300 - - 10,100
11 3,500 - -- - 7,700 {1,400 -- 12,600
Total ' | 98,300-

Note: See Table 4-3 breakdown of work hours. Labor costs were calculated
using an avérage hourly cost for each labor category: professional,
legal, technical, and clerical. The detailed direct costs are
presented in Table 4-4.




Table 4-3

JPA Members and Consultants--Estimated Level of Effort

} \"Workhoﬁrs
Agency Contractors
Task Marion Countf/cities PGE State '} Brown and Caldwell pena
number . of Oregon’ Sweeney | Total
JPa/ . , .
Prof. Tech. Legal [ Clerical| Prof. Prof, Prof. | Tech. | Clerical
1 120 400 — 990 -— 40 30 - 10 - 690
2 40 -— -— - 20 26 160 70 70 - 380
3 40 40 20 10 - -— 10 -- - 40 160
4 20 20 - 10 - 20 20 - -— -- 90
5 30 - -= 10 20 50 60 50 20 - 240
6 20 20 -— - - 10 90 - 20 - . 160
7 30 120 10 - - 20 50 - 10 80 320
8 10 -— - - -— 70 100 10 20 - 210
9 20 180 - 20 - 20 140 40 20 -- 440
liO 30 20 - 10 - -— 80 70 90 ~— 300
11 160 ) oo [T 0. = SRS SEL- UM S SRRV S 380
Total 520 800 . 30 180 40 250 900 240 290 120 3,370




Table 4-4 Breakdown of Direct Costs

- Task

Cost, dollars

10

11

Agencies--equipment for waste weighing
and characterization. Scale rental,
purchase of gloves, bags, shovels, etc.

Contractor--four round trips by car
from Eugene, Oregon, to Salem, Oregon.
4 @ 140 miles = 560 miles @ $.25/mile
1 round trip airfare from Walnut Creek,
California, to Salem, Oregon, @ $300
Subsistence for 3 days € $50/day

Contractor--two round trips by car from
Eugene, Oregon, to Salem, Oregon.
2 @ 140 miles = 280 miles & $.25/mile

140

300
150

Contractor--one round trip airfare from Walnut

Creek, California, to Salem, Oregon.
1 @ $300 p
Subsistence for 4 ‘days € $50/day

300
. 200

Contractor--one round trip airfare from Walnut

Creek, California, to Salem, Oregon.
1 @ $300
Subsistence for 4 days € $50/day

Agencies—-two round trip airfares from Salem,
Oregeon, to San Francisco.
2 @ $300
Subsistance for 2 days @ $70/day
Printing final report

Contractor—--two round trip airfares from
Walnut Creek, California, to Salem, QOregon.
2 @ $300
Subsistence for 6 days @ $50/day

Miscellaneous contractor costs
Printing of progress reports,
communications, etc.

300
200

600
140
1,000

600
300

1,500

590

70

500

500

1,740

900

500




SECTION 5

PROJECT ORGANIZATION AND KEY PERSONNEL

This 'section describes the organization proposed for the
project and identifies key personnel who will be responsibile for
major project activities.

Project Organization

The board of county commissioners of Marion County through the
Marion County Solid Waste Department has responsibility for
franchising so0lid waste disposal operations in the county. The
S0lid Waste Department also franchises solid waste collecticon in
tHe unincorporated areas of the county. Incorporated municipali-
ties franchise solid waste collection operations within their
respective Jjurisdictions. The recently enacted Senate Bill 479
expands’ the powers of the board of county commissioners of Marion
County by granting them the authority to designate the site
for depositing collected solid waste.

Implementation of sclid waste energy recovery reguires an

assured source o©of solid waste and guaranteed energy sales. In
Marion County this involves various entities, each necessary for an
implementable project. In recognition of this, a Joint Powers

Agreement (JPA) is presently being formulated.

The JPA is being formulated with representation from each major
entity of,state and local governments anticipated to be a partici-
pant in the solid-waste-fueled cogeneration project. These include
the following:

1. Marion County Board of Commissioners. To serve as theé lead

agency and administrator during project development and as
the project proponent for project implementation.

2. sState of Oregon, Department of Human Resources. (The
department ‘administers the correcticnal institutions in
Oregord.} To provide a member to the JPA committee and
to provide assistance in additional definition of the steam
demand at the institutions and site investigation for
the cogeneration facility if on state land. To aid in
seeking amendment of SB 479 in relation to purchasing steam
as well as fuel from resource recovery projects during
project development. To lease the site(s) to the project

.and purchase steam if the planning results are favorable.



3. Municipalities (Salem and others). To provide members to
the JPA committee and provide assistance in establishing
contract principles for their respective collector

franchises to control the flow of solid waste. To
guarantee delivery of solid waste and payment of tipping

- fees,

In addition to the JPA member participants, Portland General
Electric Company (PGE) and Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) will participate in the project activities.

PGE will actively participate in planning by defining their
electricity (or steam) purchase requirements and prices and by
evaluating institutional options, including PGE ownership of
the electric generating equipment, during project development.

DEQ will actively participate during planning by providing
review of plans for the sclid waste inventory and the report, and
by providing interpretation of environmental issues, especially air
emission control requirements. Project participant roles are
summarized in Table 5-1.

Marion County presently has agreements with Merrill Lynch,
White Weld for bond under¥riting (financial assistance), and with
Brown and Caldwell for technical consultatation. These agreements
will be expanded to include the performance of work necessary for
the proposed project activities.

Kl

Personnel

The people who will work on the project will come from several
agencies and two contractors (consultants). All assignments will
be coordinated by the JPA coordinator. The key personnel and their
percent time commitment to the cogeneration project are listed in
this section.

Randall Franke. Marion County Commissioner authorized to sign
the grant application. He has no work assignment, but he will
follow the progress of work closely.

Walter Kluver. Mr. Kluver is the JPA coordinator and manager
of this project. He is a full-time employee of the Marion County
Buildings Department. Mr. Kluver will be working on the project

about 15 percent of his time.

Jerry Carter. Mr. Carter is the Solid Waste Coordinator for
Marion County. He has been intimately involved in guiding and
working. on past resource recivery and waste management activities
in the Salem area. Mr. Carter will be working on the project about
20 percent of his time.




Table

Organization/Role Matrix

Participant

Role during planning/implementation

JPA participants

Marion County

Polk County

{if part.)
:Major cities
Statei'of Oregon

Department of
Human Resocources

A
»

Other‘participants

PGE .

State of Oregon
DEQ '

Serve as lead agency

Provide JPA ccordinator
Provide JPA committee member
Retain consultants

Provide funding

Provide legal staff

JPA committee member
funding

Provide
Provide

Same as Polk County

Same as Polk County

”

steam or fuel market
site alternatives

Provide
Provide

Participate in planning
Provide energy market

Provide advice

AT




Robert Cannon. Mr. Cannon is legal counsel for Marion County.
He will guide and participate in legal matters. Mr. Cannon will be
working on the project on an as—needed basis.

Timothy Davison. Mr. Davison is a resource recovery specialist
with the State of Oregon Department of Envirommental Quality. He
has first-hand knowledge of waste management in Oregon with an
emphasls on waste-to-energy activities. Mr. Davison will assist in
waste characterization studies and in the evaluation of cogener-
ation facilities, perticularly air emissions. He will be working
on the project about 5 percent of his time.

Hilary Theisen. Mr. Theisen is the principal-in-charge of

Brown and Caldwell work. He will ensure the assignment of staff as
well as serve as an adviser and reviewer for work activities. His

extensive waste management and resource recovery eXxperience in-
cludes first~hand work on the past Marion County resource recovery
program. Mr. Theisen will be working on the project about 5
percent of his time.

Ervin Nesheim. Mr., Nesheim is a supervising engineer with
Brown and Caldwell. He is the project manager for all Brown and
Caldwell _work. In addition to management, he will draw upon an
extensive resource recovery -experience to complete much of the
work.  He is intimately familar with past Marion County resource
recovery work and state—-of-the—-art resource recovery technology.
Mr. Nesheim will be working on the project about 40 percent of his
time. . C- '

Bill Meloy. Mr. Meloy is a principal engineer with Brown and
Caldwell.» He has extensive experience in industrial boiler and
heat use and first-hand knowledge of the Maricen County resource

recovery programs. His responsibility on this project will be in
cogeneration siting and technology evaluation and in coordination
of work with Portland General Electric. Mr. Meloy will be working

on the project about 20 percent of his time.

Patrick Maroney. Mr. Maroney is a senior engineer with Brown
and Caldwell. He has extensive power plant and resource recovery
experience. He is available to this project as a reviewer and
adviser. Mr. Maroney will be working on the project on an as-
needed basis.

Dena Sweeney. Ms. Sweeney is a legislative consultant in
Salem. She has worked extensively on previous Marion County
resource recovery programs. Her work will center on institutional
and public roles during the planning pericd. Ms. Sweeney will be

working on the preoject about 5 percent of her time.

Others. Additional personnel will be assigned as necessary.
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CAREER-RESUME
Commissioner Randall Franke

Date of birth: November 25, 1946
Wife: Jacqueline (Jackie) -
Children: Two daughters, Coral (7 years); Amber {16 months)

Residence: 4472 Hayesville Drive NE, Salem

Grew up on family farm in MarioniCounty apnroximately 10 miles north of
Salem, -Attended and graduated from Gervais Union High School. Graduated
in 1969 from University of Oregon with B.S. in General Social Science. .
Served in U.S. Navy flight program at rank of Lieutenant j.g.; received

Honorable -Discharge.

Attended Oregon College of Education Graduate School and received Masters
Degree in Corrections, 1973. Served as Marion County Safety Officer from
February 1973 to December 1978. FElected to office of Marion County Com-

missioner in November 1978; assumed office in January 1979.

Solid Waste Commitiee Assignments:

Chairman, Marion County Solid Waste Action Committee - 1981
Chairman, Chemeketa Regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee, 1979-81

Chairman, Marijon County Solid Waste Advisory Committee, 1979 {disbanded)
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Commissioner Randall Franke
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In addition to representing the Marion County Board of Commissioners on the
varibué solid waste committees, Commissioner Franke has attended several

EPA sponsored solid waste seminars and conferences, as well as traveling

to New York in March 1981 to review solid waste treatment facilities located

in Albany and Rochester, New York.

Commissioner Franke has also served as the Board of Commissioners' liajson
with the citizens advisory committee (SWAC), attending many of their meetings
and special events. Further, he participated in the development of SB 479

as well as testifying on it before the Oregon State Legislature. Commis-
sioner Franke will be the MarionlCounty Board of Commissioners' representative
on the -joint coordinating comittee to oversee the implementation of the

eventual energy program.



FESIME' & Walter H. Kluver

EDUCATION: University of Maryland/M.T.T. 1952
S B.S. FEngineering/Fngineering Economics

University of Maryland 1963
Economics/Statistical Analysis

1953 - 1974

Project Fngineer - Coordimator for the Vorld Health Organization and the
United Nations Commission for Puman Development projects. Projects included
but were not limited to plamming, development and implementation of World
Health needs such as hospitals, clinics;, relocation of villages and towms
from high pestilence areas. The Commission for Human Development projects
were designed primarily as self-help projects and included planning and
implementation of projects, utilizing local area resources in developing
an agricultural and industrial base that would result in the elevation of
the standard of living for the local inhabitants. These projects were
usually handled in conjunction with the World Health projects and required
a very high level of coordinating efforts, with the use of imovative plan-
ning and procedures due to-the unique resource problems and human elements
cormon to the African Continent.

1974 - 1976 -

Proj ect Coordinator for ALCOA Alumimm. Duties included coordinating ef-
forts of ALCOA staff, Consultants, Mumnicipal Building Departments, Architects
and Fngineers on the use and acceptance of alumirum structural components.

1976 - Present

Marion County. Duties include Building Administration, Project Engineer/ -
Coordinator and assigned tasks.



RESUME: Jerry E. Carter

Jerry E. Carter born 1937 in Northern Missouri, moved to Oregon in
1946 and graddated from Salem schools. Attended Oregon College of
Education (OCE) before beginning employment with Marion County Public
Works in July 1957. In February 1974 joined the Marion County Solid
Waste Division as a fuil time staff member, Presently serves as
Solid Waste Coordinator with responsibility for the Department of
Solid Waste.

Since 1977 has served as D{}ector of the Chemeketa Regional Solid
Waste Program, which invo]ves a five-county adopted solid waste plan.
Rece{ved additional cred;ts in Solid Waste Disposal Management from
the Undiversity of Wisconsin.

Comﬁunity activities include: serving as a Director from 1969-73
for £he Credit Union National Association (CUNA); past President
of the SESNA Neighborhood Association. Presently serves as Chafrman
of Mid-Willamette Yalley Community Action Agency and current Chairman
of the Governmental Refuse Coliection and Disposal Asscciation (GRCDA)

Oregon Chapter.



HILARY M., THEISEN

Education: '
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Minnesota, 1960
M.B.A., Business Administration, University of Santa Clara,
1973

Registration: -
Registered Civil Engineer 18711, California
Registered Professional Engineer 7682, Oregon
Registered Professional Engineer 03006, Hawaii
Registered Professional Engineer 13906, Washington

'Experience: .
- 1977—-Present

Joined Brown and Caldwell as a managing engineer. Appointed
vice president and manager of the Resource Recovery and Energy
Conservation Division in October 1978,

1974-1977
Employed by the County of Sacramento, Department of Public
Works, as chief of Solid Waste Management Division. The
position included full management responsibility for a 256-man
organization which provided solid waste collection, transfer,
recovery, and disposal services to an unincorporated area of
about. 400,000 people., Responsibilities included an annual
budget of about $8,000,000 and the construction of a

$1,000,000 transfer station. Typical activities covered
were:
. Two transfer stations handling 600 tons/day.
. Residential collection routes picking up 500 tons/day.
. Sanitary landfills receiving approximately 1,100 tons/
. day.
- Development of a solid waste management plan for

Sacramento County (population 700,000).

** Planning and implementation of waste newspaper
collection on all residential collection routes.

Coauthored a text on solid wastes which brings together a wide
body of knowledge concerning the rapidly changing and expanding
field of solid waste management. The book is organized
into three parts that deal with perspectives, engineering
principles, and management issues. It has already been adopted
by numerous colleges and universities around the world. It is
also intended to be used as a reference work for practicing
professionals in a variety of fields.

1965-1973
Employed by Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., consulting engineers,
Project director and manager responsible for the development of
solid waste management plans for the following communities:
. Region comprising Multnomah, Clackamus, Washington, and
Columbia counties, Oregon. ' '



HILARY M. THEISEN
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Anchorage, Alaska.

. Honolulu, Hawaii.

. Contra Costa County.

. San Francisco International Airport.
-+*. State of California.

Other solid wastes experience included work as a project
engineer on the development of operating plans for landfills in
Monterey County and the City of Antioch, California.

additionally, project manager for a study of water resources
for Atlantic Richfield Company o0il shale developments in
western Colorado. Project cost of about $400,000.

Other experience during this period included work as a project
engineer on sewerage and industrial waste system designs, water
system designs, and water resources planning.

1960-1964
Public works assignments as an officer with the U.S. Navy,
Civil Engineer Corps.

Membership:
American Society of Civil Engineers
American Public Works Association
California Water Pollution Control Association _
Governmental Refuse Collection and Disposal Association

Publications:
1. 8blid Wastes—Engineering Principles and Management Issues,
"with H.M. Tchobanoglous and R. Eliasser, McGraw-Hill,
New York, 1977.

2. "Solid Waste Management Planning: A Methodology," with
P.L. Maxfield, and G.E. Lynch, Journal of Environmental
Health, Vol. 38, No. 3, 1975. _

3. "Planning Solid Waste Systems - A Public Works Challenge or
Crisis," Proceedings, 27th California Transportation and
Public Works Conference, The Institute of Transportation
and Traffic Englneering, University of California, 1975.

4. "Hawaii's Environmental Planning Aims at Flexibility for
Solid Waste Management," with M. Brown Public Works,
Vol. 103, No. 9, 1972.

5. "Pragmatic Approaches to Regulation and Control,"”
Proceedings, 28th California Transportation and Public
Works Conference, 1976.




ERVIN E. NESHEIM

Education:
B.S., Mechanical Engineering, South Dakota School Of Mines and
Technology, 1967
M.S., Civil Engineering (Environmental Engineering and Water
Resources), South Dakota School of Mines and Technology,
1972

Registration:
Registered Civil Engineer 9137, Iowa
Registered Professional Engineer 2222, South Dakota
Registered Professional Engineer 42769, Ohio

Experience:
' 1979-Present 7
Joined Brown and Caldwell as a supervising engineer in the
Resource Recovery and Energy Conservation Division. Appointed
supervisor of the Resource Recovery/Solid Waste Management
Department in October 1980.

Presently project manager for the procurement of the San Juan
Metro waste-to-energy project, a 1,560-ton-per-day solid waste

mass—fired electrical generating facility. The project is
being. procured from full-service (design, construction, and
operation) firms. Revenue bond financing will be used.

Procurement activities include:

. Site evaluation, 1including preliminary geotechnical

investigations. :
Preparation of a preliminary management plan which
includes evaluations of management, institutional,
legal, and financial aspects of the project,

ﬁreparation of a permitting and approval plan.

Prequalifications of potential full-service
contractors,

. Contract preparation and negotiations, including
full-service contracts, waste delivery contracts, and
electricity sales contracts.

Served as technical coordinator for Phase 2 of the Hillsborough
County, Florida, rescurce recovery project development and
procurement planning. Activities included energy market
evaluations and preliminary engineering evaluations; cost
estimates, and economics evaluations of steam-producing
modular combustion units, conversion of an existing unit to an
electricity generating facility, and electricity-producing
facilities using semi-suspension and mass-fired waterwall
combustion units.

_ ‘ . - 1975-1979
Employed by Stanley Consultants, Inc., consulting engineers,
as technical manager and head of water and waste systems
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planning department. Responsible for a wide variety of solid
waste~related projects. Served as technical manager for:

Development of a solid waste resource recovery
implementation plan for Cuyahoga County (Cleveland
. area), Ohio,. The key facility in the plan is a
. 2,000 ton-per-day waterwall combustion unit for
producing steam from solid waste.

v bevelopment of Phase I (resource recovery) of the Ohio
Statewide Solid Waste Management Plan,

Study of intergovernmental cooperation in wastewater
sludge energy recovery and conservation for U, S. ERDA
(Department of Energy).

Lead engineer and consultant on various coal combustion residue
disposal projects including:

. Treatment, truck transportation, and landfill disposal
of combined fly ash and oxidized flue gas desulfuriza-
tion sludge and other ash from a 250-MW power plant in
Iowa.

. Rail transport and landfill disposal of combined fly
ash and unoxidized flue gas desulfurization sludge for
an 850-MW power plant in Kentucky.

o 1971-1975
Employed by Utilities Engineering Corporation, Consulting
Engineers. Project responsibilities included a 201 PFacilities

Plan for the Rapid City, South Dakota, wastewater treatment '
plant, a water pollution control plan for a cement manufac-
turing plant, and the development of basin water gquality
management plans.

1967-1970

Reactor engineer and reactor supervisor for Idaho Nuclear
Corporation, a contractor for operating Atomic Energy
Commission (Department of Energy) nuclear test reactors.

Membership:
National Society of Professional Engineers
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Water Pollution Control Federation

Publications: :
1. "“Resource Recovery from Municipal Solid Waste in OChio,"
Ohic Cities and Villages, 1978,
2. "Cuyahoga County Resource Recovery Implementation Plan

Development," with P. Holland and G.C. Stotler, Ohio
.Cities and Villages, 1978.

3. "Land Application of Wastewater Sludge," Public Works,
‘1978. |

4. Demonstration of a Nonaqueous Sewage Disposal System, with
F. Matthew, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1973.




BILL R. MELOY

Education:

B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Oregon State:University, 1963

Registration:
Registered Mechanical Engineer 6830, Oregon
Registered Mechanical Engineer 18794, Washington

Experience:

1977-Present

As project manager for industrial and energy conservation
services, directed the performance of the following projects:

Technical assistance audit for Tacoma Community
College, Tacoma, Washington; Clark College, Vancouver,
Washington; and City Hall, Medford, Oregon.

Preliminary enerqgy survey for a large petrochemical
plant in Texas.

Two studies of the fea51b111ty of using methane as
vehicle fuel, cogenerating it for electricity, or
selling it.

Analysis of uses of cogenerated steam for a large
winery.

Energy survey and audit for all Portland foundry
facilities of ESCO Corporation, a large steel-casting
firm.

Design of energy conservation projects involving .use of

waste heat from large heat~treating furnaces and other
proccesses.

Two energy surveys and audits for Naval Air Rework

- Facility, San Diego, California.,

Study of waste heat recovery and use for space heating
for a large forging shop.

Design of digester gas system for City of Portland,
Oregon, 100-mgd wastewater treatment plant.

1374-1977

Joined Brown and Caldwell as a project engineer. Principal
assignments have included the following:

Design of 5-mgd sewage pumping station with 4,000 feet
of force main.

Preparation of operation and maintenance manual for the
City of Grants Pass, Oregon, wastewater treatment
plant.

Supervision of design of mechanical systems for City of
Corvallis, Oregon, l0-mgd wastewater treatment plant.
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. Project manager for construction of the Corvallis
wastewater treatment plant. )

1966-1973
Employed by ESCO Corporation as plant engineer responsible for
the planning, design, specification, and construction of major
new air pollution control and plant improvement projects at the
company's main steel foundry in Portland, Oregon.

1963-1964 .
Employed by Keystone Machine Works, Inc., at Roseburg, Oregoen,
as designer of sawmill machinery.

Membership:
Professional Engineers of Oregon
Pacific Northwest Pollution Control Association
American Institute of Plant Engineers



PATRICK M. MARONEY

Education: :
B.A., Biology and Physics, University of California, 1972
M.S., Civil Engineering, University of California, 1973

Registration:
Registered Civil Engineer 28075, California

Experience:
1976-Present :
Joined Brown and Caldwell in November 1976. Has been assigned
major respomnsibilities in diverse water, wastewater, and solid
waste projects including the following:

Project manager on a treatment study of oil shale
wastewaters, Conducted a series of bench’ scale
tests to determine the effectiveness of wvarious unit
treatment processes.

Project engineer for the evaluation of a new treatment
process to remove trace soluble metals from power plant
waste streams.

Project manager for the preliminary design of three
-.resource recovery facilities in northern Santa Clara
County, California.-

*. -Project .manager for the Alameda County, California,
solid waste management plan.

. Project engineey for the Hillsborough County, Florida,
resource recovery feasibility study.

. Project engineer on a study to determine the

~feasibility of using reclaimed wastewater for cooling
tower makeup for a 400-MW combined cycle power plant at
three different sites in the San Francisco Bay Area.

" Project engineer for the preliminary design of the
treatment system for using reclaimed wastewater as
cooling tower makeup for the combined cycle plant.
Project engineer for the Alameda County, California,
médium— and long—-term solid waste facilities plan.
Project éengineer for the evaluation of alternative
sources of supply for process water for a gas turbine

power plant. Process water uses included combustion
cooling and NOy control. Plant sites were in the
San Joaquin Valley and San Francisco Bay Area. Report

was submitted to the California Energy Commission by
the client to satisfy NOI hearing requirements.

; 1974-1976
Project engineer, Kaiser Engineers, CQCakland, California.
Responsibilities included environmental and engineering studies
for a variety of projects. Principal assignments included:

. Project engineer .on a study of treatment processes for
waste streams at three electric power plants. The
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systems were designed to meet proposed USEPA effluent

guidelines and included provisions to treat low level

radiocoactive waste streams at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear

. - Power Plant.

*+ * Project engineer on an environmental impact assessment
of a surface coal mine on the North Slope of Alaska.

+  Project engineer on a preliminary environmental impact
assessment of a 3-million-ton-per-year surface coal
mine in British Columbia.

. Project engineer for selection of treatment process for

potable water system at a steel plant in California.

. Construction inspector of a 70-mgd stormwater pumping
station and storm drains, Vallejo, California.

Lead man for home office support for construction of a
12-mgd wastewater treatment plant, Vallejo, California.

1972-1973

Graduate student in M.S. program at University of California,
Berkeley. Assisted in studies of toxicity and biostimulation
of municipal wastes in San Francisco Bay, engaged in a
study to assess the toxicity of refinery effluents discharged
to San Francisco Bay, constructed a model of Truckee River to
investigate the effect of municipal waste discharged to an
alpine stream. -

Membership:
American Society of Civil Engineers
California Water Pollution Control Association

Publication:
"Incineration-Pyrolysis of Wastewater Treatment Plant Sludges,”
with R. B. Sieger, presented at Sludge Treatment and Disposal
Seminars sponsored by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.,
1977. Updated in 1978.



HRESUME: Dena E. Sweeney

Dena E. Sweeney, 41, serves as president of Lawrence Dean Ltd., a
public relations and public affairs company she reéstabiished in

1976 after a 9 year hiatus. The company specializes in consulting

in ihtérgovernmenta] relations, print and electronic media
communications, TJobbying, public re}ations and c¢itizen involvement
stradegy. Accounts include several mer{t shop construction trades,
the rental housing industry, a broadcaster association, an a}terna—
tive energy supplier, several solid waste projects and until recently
the hotel and resort industry. |

Selected by Oregon Magazine, June 1981, as one of "100 Most Powerful
Women in Oregon".

Formerly administered National ‘Model Project and served as consultant
to Mayor of Phoenix, Arizona on all matters relating to city policy
(iné]uding a major study on solid waste for the Public Works
Division.)

Served as_consu1tant to National Conference of State Legislatorg
and U.S.; Conferénce of Mayors in Washington, D.C. N

Other -‘experience includes Director of Public Affairs for Ada Council
of Governments, Boise, Idaho and Citizen Participation Consultant
for the State of Oregon, Dept. of Human Resources.

Founder and- publisher of _“Idaho Heritage, a 15,000 c¢ir. magazine.
President of CAMPRO, Capitol Area Media and Public Relations Organiza-
tion, member of Salem Conventiﬁn Boosters and Capitol Club. ({(lobby

organization).

Education 1includes: B.S., Journalism and Public Relations; M.I.S.,
Public Administration, Urban Planning and Political Science, Univer-

sity of Oregon.



Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item _ U , October 9, 1981 Environmental Quality
Commission Meeting. Informational Report: Marion County
Solid Waste Program.

Background

The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is the major regional site serving
the waste disposal needs of most Marion County residents, eastern Polk
County, and some portions of Linn County.

Marion County has been on notice to locate a new regional landfill since
January, 1974 when portions of Brown's Island washed out and when
monitoring data started to show groundwater degradation was occurxing
beyond the fill boundaries. At that time, Marion County had already
commenced an engineering study which proposed to burn refuse and sell
steam to Salem industries. In order to allow for completion of the
study, authorization to expand Brown's Island onto 21 acres of adjacent
county-owned land was granted.

While the study leoocked promising during the planning stages, it later
failed to identify a steam plant location, and no one expressed an
interest in contracting for steam purchase. When these findings came to
light, the Marion County Commissioners immediately launched an active
program to site a new landfill. They appointed a special "Site Search
Committee" comprised of representatives from USDA Soil Conservation
Service, State Water Resources Department, private landfill operators,
Marion County, and DEQ Solid Waste staff.

Based on soil, geology, and groundwater maps of the county, this

Committee field reviewed over 30 potential sites. The "Site Search
Committee” list was screened by the County Solid Waste Committee, and

the top three sites were listed for the County Commissioners. The
Commissioners directed a public meeting be held on these sites to assist
them in making a final selection. Public turnout was heavy with estimates
ranging from 900-1200 persons. Strong opposition was voiced because in-
depth studies were not .completed on each site, the land owners in

question {and their neighbors) were strongly opposed to forced condemnation
of property, and alternative methods for handling solid waste in Marion
County had not been adequately researched.
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In the face of such strong oppositicon, local interest in siting a new
landfill died, and the matter was brought before the Envirommental
Quality Commission at their April, 1978, meeting.

Upcn request by Marion County, the Commission authorized a 5-year
extension of the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill Permit. The purpose
in granting this extension was to provide Marion County ample time to
phase out Brown's Island in an orderly way, and implement a long-range
solid waste management program. As a condition for granting the 5-year
extension, the Commission directed Marion County to submit annual
reports to the Department so progress could be monitored.

Subsequent to the Commission's action, the site was inventoried in
accordance with EPA RCRA criteria. The site was found unsuitable for
continued operation as a sanitary landfill based on monitoring well data
which confirmed ground-water degradation was occurring beyond the fill
boundaries. Accordingly, the site was classified as an "open dump”, and
a July 1, 1983 closure date was established to complement previous ‘
Commissicn action. Since this year marks roughly the "halfway" point,
staff felt the Commission should be formally updated on the County's
actions and accomplishments.

Evaluation

Following the 19278 Commission action, Marion County took significant
steps to change and upgrade their solid waste program. These included:

1. Hiring a full time Solid Waste Director.

2. Creating a Solid Waste Department and staffing it with four
full-time positions.

3. Formation of the Marion County Solid Waste Advisory Council
{SWAC) .

4. Hiring qualified consulting firms (4) to develop programs and
plans recommended by SWAC.

5. Appointment of a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to review and
assist in development of proposals submitted by SWAC.

The ahove groups were very active, and citizen participation involved
over 250 persons during various planning stages. By September, 1980,
SWAC published their first report, "Putting The Pieces Together"
(Attachment 1).

This document recommended goals for Marion County and suggested methods
for attaining them. After acceptance of this report, Marion County
spent the remainder of 1980 and the first half of 1981 working with
engineering and consulting firms to develop implementation plans that
would reflect SWAC's recommendations.
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As recommended by SWAC, considerable time and emphasis was placed on
development of a densified refuse derived fuel (dRDF) facility that
would produce pelletized fuel for sale to State institutions in Salem.
During negotiations with the State and private industry, many technical
and administrative problems arose. To partially address these, Oregon
legislative action was required. |

Accordingly, Marion County authored and obtained passage'of SB479
(Attachment 2). This Bill has statewide impact and basically sets the
framework for Marion County to:

1. Enter into long-term contracts with the State for sales of
alternative fuels. {(The state can contract with anyone for
this purpose.)

2. Maintain and direct solid waste flow control.
3. Establish franchises and control fees.

After passage of SB479, the consulting firms of Merrill Lynch (finance)
and Brown and Caldwell (engineering) completed their research to determine
if the proposed dRDF project would be feasible and cost effective for
Marion County.

Their final report concluded the project would not be economically
competitive with conventional landfilling options for at least another
eight to ten years. As such, they recommended postponing the project
until the economic climate is more favorable and additional fuel markets
are developed. In the interim, they advised Marion County to obtain a
new landfill as soon as possible.

Though disappointed with the findings on the energy recovery optiocn,
Marion County had completed sufficient planning to implement siting of

a new landfill. Of twenty potential sites evaluated by SWAC and/or the
Marjon County Solid Waste Department, the selection process has now been
narrowed down to the top two sites, both located southeast of Salem.

The I-5 Landfill Site is a 467- acre parcel that private industry (Brown's
Island, Inc.) has obtained a long-term lease-option on. The site
received extensive review by DEQ, and a preliminary feasibility approval
has been issued. Final design plans and land use hearings are now
pending.

The O-W Landfill Site is a 596 acre parcel that the County Solid Waste
Department is pursuing in cooperation with the property owner. Geotechnical
and engineering studies are in progress, but have not been forwarded to

DEQC for review as of this writing.

According to a revised time schedule released by the Marion County Board
of Commissioners on August 27, 1981 (Attachment 3), land use hearings
will be held on the above sites before November 1, 1981. Upon completion
of these hearings, Marion County will make a final site selection and
apply for a DEQ Solid Waste Permit on or before December 15, 1981. If
this schedule is maintained, the new landfill site should be operational
prior to the July 1, 1983 closure of Brown's Island.
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In conjunction with the landfill option, SWAC recommended establishment

of a central receiving facility so only large transfer vehicles would be
allowed access to the new landfill. Private industry does not concur

with this recommendation. Their proposal calls for establishment of a
smaller transfer station to serve the public, while private and commercial
haulers would be allowed direct access to the landfill. Locations have
been identified for these facilities; however, the County has not committed
to either recommendation at this time.

Several additional developments have occurred which deserve Commission
notice:

1. On July 22, 1981, SWAC presented their final report and
recommendations (Attachment 4) to the Marion County Board of
Commissioners and indicated they had completed all of their
assigned tasks. As such, the Board accepted their report and
officially disbanded SWAC. All actions toward implementation
of SWAC's recommendations are now vested with the Board.

2. Rather than just writing off the possibility for an energy
project, the Marion County Board of Commissioners has directed
their staff to actively pursue opportunities that may be
available under the recently passed Northwest Power Bill, The
need for additional sources of electrical energy has prompted
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to offer planning and
implementation grants for projects that could generxate
alternative sources of electricity. Marion County has filed
(with the personal endorsement of Governor Ativeh) an
application (Attachment 5) for funds to develop a co-generation
facility that would burn refuse to produce electricity and
steam. As proposed, electricity would be sold to BPA and
residual steam may be available for use by the State institutions.
As a point of information, DEQ has encouraged Marion County to
increase the scope of their energy proposal to include examination
of electrical power generation alone as contrasted to cogeneraticn
in case the rate of return might be more favorable. BPA has
not responded to Marion County's request as of this writing.

3. Staff has received informal inguiries regarding future use of
the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill. Due to reduced solid
waste volumes during the past 2 years and perhaps an "over-
design", the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill expansion area
will not be filled by July 1, 1983. Questions have been
raised regarding the potential to re-open this facility after
July 1, 1983 as a demolition landfill to facilitate proper
final closure. Staff feels it is premature to commit to any
future use of this site until a new regional facility has been
sited. After establishment of a new facility, if interests
are still expressed, the matter can then be brought before the
Commission for consideration.
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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 regienal landfill.

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

4. Give no consideration to potential future f£illing options

beyond July 1, 1983 at the Brown's Island Landfill until a new
regional landfill has been sited in Marion County.

William H. Young

Attachments:

1. September, 1980, SWAC Report.

2. SB479.

3. Marion County time schedule for siting a new landfill.

4. Final SWAC report.
5. August, 1981, BPA Grant Proposal.

Gary Messer:ts
378-8240
September 3, 1981



SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

P e

MARION COUNTY

September l} 1980
DISPOSAL

To;Phe Residents of Marion & Polk Counties:

This report has been prepared to outline the process
that was followed by the members of the Solid Waste Advisory
Council (SWAC) in arriving at the recommendations for the
proposed total solid waste system for Marion and parts of
Polk County.

An engineering report recommended a "lead time” of
three years and 10 months in order to have a landfill
"on line" by 1983, when Brown's Island is scheduled to be
closed permanently. Xeeping that in mind SWAC members
set a time frame which included realizing a solld waste
management proposal by August 1980.

. SWAC participants are to be commended for their unswerving
perserverance in meeting that time committment. These
citizens spent thousands of hours in weeklvy meetings over
the past year, refining the various aspects of managing
our garbage.

.The Solid Waste Advisory Council has been one of the
finest éxamples of citizen participation that I have ever
seen. The composition of the Council has afforded any
interested party an opportunity to represent "a point of
view". Our public information program has gone out into
the community to encourage participation. I want to thank
each and every one who has given time and attention to the
development of these proposed recommendations.

When I volunteered to serve on Marion County's SWAC
in June of 1979, I recognized that the task before us was
to develop for the Board of Commissioners, "recommendations
on the methods for an econocmical total system of solid
waste management." This report represents our best effort
to do just that.

Sincerely,

Lbonen I altend

Sharon Fatland

Chairman

Marion County Solid Waste
Advisory Council
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ABSTRACT

The public agencies of the Salem subregion are planning

solutions for solid waste disposal. One possible solution is to
minimize disposal by using solid waste as a fuel in a cogeneration
facility. This grant application is a request for partial funding

of a prefeasibility cogeneration study.

Marion County, through its Board of Commissioners, is the
applicant. The proposed project includes the work tasks necessary
to identify and roughly develop the sites, technologies, insti-
tutions, and eccnomics for a facility that will receive solid
wastes, burn those wastes, and use the heat to develop steam. The
steam could either be routed first into steam turbine generators
and then to a second use as steam or heat for building spaces or
processes or be routed directly to the second use. Other agencies
participating in the project are Polk County, the cities of Marien
County, the State of Oregon, and :-the Portland -General Electric

Company.

This prefeasibility study is one element of comprehensive
planning activity. The principal study objectives are as follows:

1. - To look at municipal solid waste characteristics (quality,
gquantity, availab;}ity).

2. To look at cogeneration technologies.

3. To lqok at the requirements of potential steam markets and
‘determine if waste heat from the plant can meet them.

4. To look at environmental concerns surrounding waste
transportation to the plant site and operation of the
cogeneration plant.

5. To look at potential plant siting problems.
6. To lock at the rough project economics
- The study will be completed by a combination of local agency
staff work and contracted assistance from consultants. The work
can be completed in 6 months from the time of grant award. Total
costs are estimated to be $98,300, of which $58,100 is requested as
a'grant and $40,200 is to be provided as in-kind services.

The contact person for Mariom County is Walter Kluver.
Inguiries and other regquests should be directed to him.

iii
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: Don Schofield 776-7235
COUNTY COURTHOUSE / MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 Pete Sage 776-7236

October 5, 1981

- State of Oregon

fr DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
EGE]VYE
William H. Young, Director DCT—S '35 1
Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 1760 OFEICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Agenda Item E, October 20,
1981, EQC Meeting.

Dear Bill:

As one of the fourteen or so people who presented oral testimony at
the August 22, 1980, hearing at Medford City Hall on retention of

0.08 standards for ozone, I am one of the people being kept up to
date on whether the state will adopt the 0.12 standard for ozone levels.

At the time I first made the testimony in August, 1980, I had no
affiliation other than that of a concerned citizen. As you know, I
was subsequently elected Jackson County Commissioner. I believe
there is basic community support for progress in cleaning up our air
in Jackson County. This belief is confirmed in recent polls taken in
Jackson County of 300 citizens. The poll was taken by the professional
polling firm Survey Research Institute in September, 1981, which
gquestioned the support of people on a variety.of subjects. One of
the questions asks: "As far as you are concerned, what are the two
or three most serious problems facing Jackson County today?" The
number one listed item mentioned by 47% of the people polled was air
pollution. The number two listed item mentioned by 46% of the people
was unemployment. All of the other potential issues and problems
were Iisted by relatively small numbers of people. Air quality and
unemployment stood way out above the rest.

As you know, the Jackson County Commissioners are now grappling with

two very difficult clean-up measures: mandatory weatherization prior

to wood stove installation as part of ocur efforts to reduce particulates,
and Inspection/Maintenance as part of the effort to clean-up carbon
monoxide and ozone levels. A key ingredient in Jackson County's ability
to make progress in implementing these measures will be a clear,
decisive, unwaivering support from the state and federal governments

in stating clean air requirements. We are hampered in this when the
federal and state governments fail to establish certain clean air
standards and present those as standards we must meet.




William H. Young
Octeober 5, 1981
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Also complicating the issue has been industry's very natural desire

to minimize clear strageties which add to the cost of doing business.
The result in Jackson County has been significant public question

and suspicion of the facts underlying air quality issues. Relatively
few people seem convinced that the solution to the problem is anyones
but industry's. Again and again, I hear citizens saying, "Why pick

on my car and why go after my wood stove? The whole problem is the
big poliuter, and if they didn't like what you recommend they will just
change the rules to suit themselves."

T would like, therefore, to .reiterate my support for Oregon keeping

the 0.08 standard. If we are to make progress here in Jackson County

in fulfilling the public's desire for clean air, it will be essential
that local government be supported by a statewide standard that confirms
the average citizen's observation: the yellow smog in the air is not
natural and is not safe.

If the EQC is to assist Jacksen County in helping us pull together the
community consensus necessary to implement clean-up measures, a vital
ingredient will be the State of Oregon holding the line in its definition
of what is clean air and what is not. What the state decides to do with
ozone standards will affect what the public can expect the state to

do on particulate pollution from woodstoves and CO pollution from
badly-tuned cars. I believe the public has a right to know that clean
air standards are real base lines with some margin of safety. And

they have a right to know standards won't bow to political pressure

of industry. ‘

Relaxing the ozone standard now to the 0.12 level will send a message
to Jackson County citizens that standards can indeed be moved when
implementation becomes difficult. How can we hope to gain public
support for I/M or woodstove controls within a context of relaxatlon
for ozone standards under the heavy lobbying of industry?

I urge the 0.08 standard be maintained. Its continuation will help
Jackson County implement a fair, balanced clean-up program that
involves all segments of the community, industry and private citizens,
with each bearing a fair part of the clean-up job.

I would like this letter to be made a part of the October 20, 1981,
EQC meeting record.

-

Sincerely,

s

Pet r Sage -

Cébmmissioner

db



Post Office Box 344
5820 Horseshoe Bar Road = Loomis, California 95650

RID-WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS INC. r
(916) 652-2700

October 9, 1981
TC: THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
RE: Appeal of Gary Hubbard (EQC Agenda Item No. 1)
Mr, Chairman and Members of the Commission:

This matter is again before you from your August 28,
1981 meeting, concerning the Tillamook County Property of
Mr. Gary Hubbard, et al, appealing from the denial of sewage
disposal permit for that property. The Director has recom-
mended that a variance be granted to allow the installation
of a system consisting of an aerobic treatment unit followed
by a pressurized distribution disposal system, contingent
upon compliance with remaining applicable experimental
system rules, and the approval of plans and specifications
by the Department.

Notwithstanding the Director's recommendation for
approval, the application for variance has not yet been
granted; as the appeal is therefore still being considered
by the EQC, the Commission is respectfully requested to
consider the following issues pertinent to that appeal:

1. PROCEDURE

Mr. Somers emphasized at the August 28, 1981
hearing of the EQC that these appeals are not hearings de
novo, but instead a review of the administrative record.

Upon that ground, the Department has failed to provide the
Commission with all of the evidence submitted to hearings,

with transcripts or tapes of the testimony, or otherwise to
provide the Commission with any basis to determine whether

the conclusions of the Hearing Officer supported by substan-
tial evidence. The Commission does not even have the benefit
of a formal decision by the Hearing Officer, but is only
presented with a Memorandum from the Director of the Department
and summarizing his impression of the recommendations of the
Hearing Officer.

2. ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION ON RID-WASTE TREATMENT UNIT

The Hearing Officer abused his discretion in
guestioning the adequacy of the testing of the Rid-Waste
Environmental Systems Treatment Unit, or its meeting all of
the Departments rules, in light of the uncontradicted evidence
presented at the hearing in the form ¢of the October 23, 1980
letter from the Department certifying that all of the Department's
rules had been met and that the Rid~Waste System was approved



for use in either underground or alternative disposal fields
in the State of Oregon. The law recognizes that a Hearing
Officer is not free to disreguard uncontradicted evidence,
and base his decision on some personal belief, prejudice or
preconception; for that reason, in the absence of any con-
tradictory evidence presented during the scope of the hearing,
or question about the validity of the Department's certifica-
tion of the Rid-Waste System, the determination of the
Hearing Officer that "information has not been supplied"
about hydraulic load ratings and other features of the
Rid-Waste System is not based on any substantial evidence:
that determination is therefore invalid.

3. INAPPLICABILITY OF RULES FOR PRESSURIZED

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM TO "ALTERNATIVE AND FILTER" DESIGN

The Hearing Officer determined that variances were
needed to OAR Sections 340-71-275(4){b)}{(C), and
340-71-275({5){a){A)(1i1). However the uncontradicted testi-
mony (reflected in Attachment I, Items No. 7 and 8) established
that the Hearing Officer inappropriately applied regulations
applying to "pressurized distribution systems® to a special
engineered design "Alternative Sand Filter". The Hearing
Officer abused his discretion in failing to accept the
uncontroverted evidence before the hearing that the engineer's
orientation of the orifices in the pipe and low pressure is
necessary to prevent erosion and displacement of the sand
filter, leading to a failure of the system. Because the
Hearing Officer was not an engineer, and did not have any
evidence presented during the hearing that was inconsistent
with the engineer's testimony, the Hearing Officer abused
his discretion in using inapplicable rules as a basis of
rejecting the proposed design, and his determination therefore
is not based upon any substantial evidence.

4, ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION REGARDING
SAND FILTER SYSTEMS

The Hearing Officer determined that "conventional
sand filters in Oregon have the following effluent quality:
BOD-5 of 3mg/L, suspended solids of 7mg/L and Fecal Coliform
count of 278 organisms per 100ml". No evidence of such
performance was introduced during the course of the hearing,
and is not a standard established by any Rule Regulation or
Ordinance. Furthermore, we have repeatedly requested that
the Department provide results of their half million dollar
"experimental program", for public analysis and use, without
a single document having been provided. Therefore, the only
evidence before the hearing was from the Federal Environmental
Protection Agency publication MCD-60, which establishes that
sand filters in conjunction with septic tanks are capable of
achieving 15mg/L of suspended solids and 15mg/L BOD-5; there
is no information in the Hearing Record to substantiate or
to validate the 500% increase in efficiency from "conventional
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sand filters" over EPA's testing. The Hearing Officer's
"information" was not presented during the hearing, was not
available prior to the hearing, and the Hearing Officer
therefore abused his discretion in considering such "evidence",
denying Appellant an opportunity to cross-examine or otherwise
test the wvalidity of that "evidence".

5, POTENTIAL NITRIFICATION IMPACT

The Hearing Officer abused his discretion in
ignoring the evidence submitted to hearing, including laboratory
testing, dealing with the nitrification gquestion. The
Hearing Officer's determination that "Mr. Hubbard did not
provide information to address the nitrate-nitrogen question..."
when Attachment I, Item 9 reflects such information was
submitted as evidence during the hearing is therefore a
misrepresentation of the record, and the determination is
therefore devoid of any evidentiary support.

6. STANDARD FOR DETERMINATION OF
"PERMANENT GROUND WATER"

The Director and the Hearing Officer both ignore
the definition of "permanent ground water table" established
by the Department's rule, Appendix A, No. 72 Onsite Sewage
Disposal Rules (OAR Chapter 340, Division 71, March 13, 1981
Rev.) Those Rules establish the following definition:
"permanent ground water table" means the upper serface of a
saturated zone that exists year-round. The thickness of the
saturated zone and, as a result the evaluation of the permanent
ground water table may fluctuate as much as twenty (20')
feet or more annually; but the saturated zone and assoicated
permanent ground water table will be present at some depth
between land surface throughout the year." (emphasis added)

The Hearing Officer referred to "permanent water
levels which rise as c¢lose as twenty-four (24") inches from
the ground surface." The "Directors Summation, Item No. 4"
notes that "the fluctuating permanent groundwater table...that
comes within thrity-six (36) inches of the ground surface
...(prevents) {(t)he installation of a sand filter system."

All of these interpretations however, completely ighore the
definition of "permanent ground water" established by the
Rules, which expressly provide that the permanent ground
water table is that level at which the water appears year round.
The uncontradicted evidence establishes that there was no
water observed in either of two seventy-seven (77") inch
deep pits dug on the property in 1980, and there is no
evidence that water has ever appeared in those pits, despite
the "mottling" observed. At this particular site and its
proximity to the ocean, mottling can be attributed to many
factors other than to a "fluctuating permanent ground water
table"; in the absence of some evidence of water being in
those seventy-seven (77") inch deep test pits, the Hearing
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Officer abused his discretion in conclusively presuming that
mottling establishes the presence of ground water. The law
establishes that a conclusive presumption cannot be validly
drawn from circumstantial evidence, unless the circumstances
"invariably, or universely, without exception" coincide with
the facts to be presumed to be true. The Hearing Officer's
determination of the existance of "fluctuating ground water
table" is therefore an abuse of discretion, since that
determination ignores the Department's Rules, and is not
based upon any substantial evidence,

7. INAPPLICABILITY OF NITRATE-NITROGEN TESTING REGULATION

The Hearing Officer abused his discretion in
determining that the provisions of OAR 340-71-290(3)(c}(C)
require a hydrogeological study.

1. The express provisions of the Rules specify
that:

"sand filters in areas with permanent ground water
tables shall not discharge more than four hundred
fifty (450) gallons of effluent per one-~half (1/2)
acre per day except where... (C) a detailed hydro-
geological study discloses loading rates exceeding
four hundred fifty (450) gallons per one-half

(1/2) acre per day would not increase nitrate-nitrogen
concentration in the ground water beneath the

site, or any down gradient location, above five

(5) miligrams per liter."

The Hearing Officer erroneously determined that his presumption
of the existance of the shallow "permanent water table"
conformed to the regulations, and that the above section was
therefore applicable. The record clearly establishes however
that the Hearing Officer's presumptions violate the Rules

and were not based upon any substantial evidence, and that

no "permanent water table™ in fact has been located at the
site. In such instance, the "detailed hydrogeoclogical

study" regulation is not even applicable.

2. The Hearing Officer further abused his discretion
in determining that "...Mr. Hubbard did not provide information
to address the nitrate-nitrogen question..." because detailed
evidence was submitted in the hearing, as established by
Attachment I, Item #9, which incorporates by reference
certalin documents and records providing that nitrate-nitrogen
information, which records are not provided to the Commission
as part of the Hearing record. Such documents include
certified testing from the treatment system of only .44 mg/1,
which is less than ten percent of the level referred to in
the Rules as "the threshold". Therefore, the Director's
summation is also incorrect, because detailed information was




provided to allow gualified Departmental Personnel to determine
what nitrate-nitrogen were to be introduced to the site.

The Commission is therefore being mislead both by the Hearing
Officer and by the Director, because their own Exhibit I
clearly establishes that detailed information was provided,

and is geing ignored by the Hearing Officer and Director,

and being withheld frm the Commission.

3. The Director's own formula "establishes" that
23.33 percent of the total nitrogen levels in septic tank
effluent is converted to nitrate-nitrogen leven in groundwater
{pages 8 and 9, Director's Memo) using the certified testing
of the Rid-Waste nitrate-nitrogen to establish that Rid-Waste
effluent content of nitrate-nitrogen is .44 mg/1l, the Director's
formula establishes that a .10266 mg/l increase in nitrate-
nitrogen levels in the groundwater could be expected. This
information was all available to the Hearing Officer and has
been in the Director's persconal possession since March 1980;
the information is also contained in the record of the
hearing, and includes copies of EPA publication 625/4-73-004A
("Nitrification and Denitrification Facilities Wastewater
Treatment") and portions of the textbook Industrial Water
Pollution Control (McGraw Hill, 1966) (written by W. Wesley
Eckenfelder, Jr., Ph.D, Professor of Civil Engineering,
University of Texas) which studied aerobic system's nitri-
fication. Pages 147 et seq establishe the reasons that
nitrification "...is rarely observed in aerobic systems...",
is due to the relatively short period of treatment retention
(less than five days) and dissolved oxygen of less than .5
mg/l in the effluent. Additionally, EPA publication
625/5-76-012 ("BEnvironmental Pollution Control Alternatives;
Municipal Wastewater") at pages 38 et seq provides further
amplification of the denitrification processes incorporated
into the Rid-Waste Treatment System. None of that portion
of the record is provided to the Commission, although it is
referred to by Attachment I, and was submitted as evidence
to the Hearing Officer, In the absence of any contrary
evidence, the Hearing Officer and Director have abused their
discretion in rejecting that evidence; their misrepresenta-
tions about the alleged "failure" to supply any information
clearly establishes their prejudice and bias against Mr.
Hubbard's application.

SUMMARY

That portion of the record selectively supplied to the
Commission by the Director, by itself establishes that no
"hearing™ meeting the minimum Constitutional requirements
for due process has been provided. Furthermore, the record
establishes that neither the Director nor the Hearing Officer
have followed the rules established by the Commission for
evaluating projects, and have ignored uncontroverted evidence
establishing that, in fact, Mr. Hubbard's project does nmeet
all those regulations. Evidence will be introduced that

-5-—



establishes in fact that virtually identical installations
have been approved by

Regional DEQ, because of the conformity of this

design to the Regulations established by the Commission,
which the Department is charged merely to administer. The
inconsistancy between interpretation of these regulations,
the lack of objective standards contained within those
regulations, and the subjective opinions of the individuals
administering the program are all conclusive evidence of
poor management by the Department. However, the applicant-~
who has complied with those Regulations--is entitled to a
permit from the Department, regardless of incompetent
administration. The Commission is therefore respectfully
requested to order that a Permit be approved for the
construction of Mr. Hubbard's property in accordance with
the engineered design submitted on June 4, 1981 by James F.
Nims, Engineer, which was the subject of the "hearing" of
September 8, 1981.

NEB/ds



Department of Land Conservation and Development

VICTOR ATIYEH 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4926

QOVERNOR

October 8, 1981

Environmental Quality Commission
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Dear Commissioners:

Item I: Appeal of Subsurface Variance Denial: Mr. Gary Hubbard,
Ti1lamook County

Mr. Gary Hubbard's request for a subsurface rule variance has recently
come to our attention.

Although Tillamook County has reveiwed a septic permit request from Mr,
Hubbard, no building permit has been applied for. Consequently,
Tillamook County has not reviewed this development for compliance with
Goal 18, and Tocation of the dwellings and drainfield have not been
checked for Goal compliance.

This is especially important in this case for two reasons:

First, Mr. Hubbard's property is in an area of active foredunes and
subject to ocean flooding. Goal 18 prohibits new residential development
(including drainfields) in these areas.

Second, to approve Mr. Hubbard's development, Tillamook County may need
to take an exception to Goal 18's development prohibition. To justify an
exception, there must be no reasonable alternatives. In this case, there
are alternatives. Reducing the intensity of development (i.e., the
number of units), relocating the disposal system and the dwellings are
all reasonable alternatives that would reduce the extent of departure
from Goal 18's requirements. An experimental system variance would
1ikely not be needed if this were done. According to Mr. Smits' initial
denial, "...the area of high ground is currently acceptable for
installation of a standard subsurface system to serve a three (3) bedroom
dwelling" (letter to Hubbard, July 18, 1980).

Recommendation

If the Commission intends to act favorably on this request, the
Department recommends one of the following actions:

1. Continuance of consideration of this variance pending review of
Mr. Hubbard's development by Tillamook County for compliance with
Goal 18; or, -
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2.

Conditional approval of Mr., Hubbard's proposal subject to his
development being reviewed for and found compliant with Goal 18
requirements (including, if necessary, a GoaT except10n)

In either case, the Department recommends the f011ow1ng findings be added
to the Commission's record in this case:

1.

The affected property is located in an area of active toredunes,
according to the U.S. Soil Conservation Service's study, "Beaches and
Dunes of the Oregon Coast, March 1975.

Statewide Planning Goal 18, Beaches and Dunes, restricts building in
active and conditionally stable dunes and requires counties to review
developments for compliance with Goal 18 requirements. In addition,
the property may be subject to ocean flooding (Flood Insurance Rate
Maps for Tillamook County; Flood Insurance Administration; Department
of Housing and Urban Development, August 1978).

Further, Goal 18, Implementation Requirement 2, prohibits residential
developments on active foredunes, on other foredunes which are
conditionally stable and that are subject to wave overtopping or
ocean undercutting, and on deflation plains that are subject to ocean
flooding. To allow residential development in these areas, a Goal 18
exception would be required.

As of October 6, 1981, according to Paul Benson, County Planning
Director, Tillamook County had not received an application from

Mr. Hubbard for a building permit. Before a building permit is
issued, Tillamook County would require a site investigation report be
conducted. The purpose of this report would be to determine whether
Mr. Hubbard's development could be constructed in comptiance with
Statewide Planning Goal 18.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Cordially,

1rector

WJK:BC:kg
6875A/108

Attachment: A. Map, Beaches and Dunes of the Oregon Coast

cc:

B. Flood Insurance Rate Map for Tierra Del Mar Area
C. Letter from Paul Benson to William M. Young,
October &, 1981

Bi1l Young
Paul Benson
Gary T. Hubbard
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« APPROXIMATE SCALE

P14 peg— ———— 'JOOFEET

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

TILLAMOOK COUNTY,
OREGON
(UNINCORPORATED AREAS)

COMMUNITY-PANEL NUMBER
410136 0305 A

PAGE 305 OF 425

{SEE MAP INDEX FOR PAGES NOT PRINTED) -

EFFECTIVE
AUGUST 1, 1978

. 100-Yedr Flood Boundary

,500-Year Flood Boundary

U5 ULPFAIRIMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

FEDERAL INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION j

- KEY TO MAP
500-Year Fiood Boundary

100-Ycar Flood Boundary

Zoné Nesignations* With
Date of ldentilication
c.g., 1272774

Base Flood Elevation Line 513
With Elevation in Feet**

Base Flood Elevation in Feet {EL 9B7)
Where Uniform Within Zone**

Elevation Reference Mark RM7 »
River Mile s M1.5

#*Referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929

*EXPLANATION OF ZONE DESIGNATIONS

ZONE EXPLANATION

A Areas of 100-year flood; base Mood elevations and
} flood hazard factors not determined.,

AD Areas of 100-year shallow flooding where depths

are between one [1) and three {3} feet; average depihs
of inundation are shown, but no flood hazard laciors
are delermined.

AH Arcas of 100-year shallow flooding where deplhs
are between one (1) and three (3} feet; base flood
elevations are shown, but no lood hazard lactors
are determined.,

A1-A30 Areas of 100-year flood; base (lood elevations and
flood hazard factors determined.

A99 Arcas of 100-year lood to be protected by flood
prolection system under construction; base flood
clevations and flood hazard flaclors not determincd.

B Arcas between limits of the 100-year Mood and 300-
year bood; or cerlain arcas subject 1o {1 00-year-llood-
ing with average depihs less than one {1} foar or where
the contributing drainage arca is less than one square
mile; or areas protected by levees from the base flood.
{Medium shading)

c Arcas of minimal llooding. (No shading)
o] Areas of undetermined, but possible, flood hazards.
v Areas of 100-year coasial flood with velocity {wave

action); base fiood elevations and flood hazard factors
not determined.

V1-v30 Areas of 100-year coasial flood with velocity (wave
aclion); base flood clevations and flood hazard lacrors
determined.

NOTES TO USER

Cerlain arcas not in the special flood hazard areas {zones A and V|
may be protected by flood control structures.

This map is for flood insurance purposes only; it does not neces-
sarily show all areas subject to flooding in the community or
all planimelric features oulside special food harard areas.

For adjoining map pancls, see separately printed Index To Map
Panels. )

INITIAL IDENTIFICATION

ALIRUST 1 1978
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TILLAMOON, ORESEN $7140

DEPARTMENT OF
LAND CONSERVATIONM

TILLAMOOK COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION . AND DEVELOPMENT

October 6, 1981 GOT 7 398

Mr. William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quaiity
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Or. 97207

Dear Mr. Young,

At the request of Mr. Robert Cortright, North Coast Field Representative
for the Department of Land Conservation and Development, I am writing to
you concerning the development proposal in Tillamook County of Mr. Gary
Hubbard, your action item I. before the Environmental Quality Commission
on October 9, 1981.

Although Mr. Hubbard's proposal does meet present County Zoning regulations,
before a building permit could be issued it would also have to be found to
meet the requirements of the County's special ordinance number 27 which

has been enacted to ensure compliance with statewide planning goal number
18 for beaches and dunes as promulgated . by the Land Conservation and
Development Commission. Mr. Hubbard's site is in the active dune area

and under ordinance number 27 would require a dune site investigation re-
port before a building permit could be issued. The.purpose of the report
would be to determine where on the site construction cou]d take place
without be1ng in violation of goal-18.

Mr. Hubbard has not applied for a building permit so the site investigation
report has not been requested. However, it is felt that knowledge of this
requirement should be brought to your attention in case it could have a
bearing on the Commission's decision concerning Mr. Hubbard's variance
request.

Sincerely yours,

/é/,t( W

“ Paul T. Benson
Planning Director

cc: ‘Robert Cortright
Mr. Gary T. Hubbard



RID WASTE -- QUESTIONABLE INFORMATION

1. According to laws of physics, matter cannot be destroyed.

Rid-Waste representatives contend that the Rid-Waste sewage treatment
unit does not produce sludge. Neither is there a carry-over of
excessive suspended solids to the drainfield.

If this is true, this has to be the only treatment unit that accepts
solids, treats it and produces no residue. The system must be
completely unique in that it destroys matter.

TJdO:g
XG553 (1)



RID-WASTE-~POSSIBLE CONFLICTING INFORMATION

The Department has two laboratory reports regarding an analysis of
samples gathered from a plant serving a residence in Nevada County,
California.

One report signed by Harry H. Bailey, has July 20, 1979, as the date
reported. The second report is signed by Paul N. Wilcox, and has
July 26, 1979, as the date reported. The two reports are identical
except for the date and signature. (Pages 1 and 2). -

On September 8, 1981, at a variance hearing for Gary T. Hubbard, Mr.
Graham was asked what the hydraulic loading rate was for the Rid-Waste
System tested for six days at the Department's request. Mr. Graham
stated "That tank at that time was a year and a half old, is loaded at
a little better than 1400 gallons per day." The laboratory reports
for this particular system are dated October 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 14,
1980. The samples were identified as being from the Smith tank. Jack
Osborne and Fred Bolton visited this site with Tom Graham on March 26,
1981 and recall that the Smith tank serves a mobile home having two or
possibly three occupants. The loading rate of this system is unlikely
to exceed 300 gallons per day. (Pages 3, 4, 5, and 7.)

Dr. Keith Khutson reports the first Rid-Waste unit was installed and
tested in St. Cloud, Minnesota, in the fall of 1975 to July 1976.
Fall of 1975 was six years ago. Mr. Graham states in a letter dated
September 5, 1981, "In actual experience Rid-Waste Systems installed
and tested for over seven years have not accumulated enough solids to
be considered as excess." BAn information packet prepared by James F,
Nims, Civil Engineer, Advance Engineering, states under operating
characteristics, that Rid-Waste units have not needed pumping in

nine yvears. {Pages 8, 14, and 16.)

500:1
XL1125 (1)
10/2/81



PRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.

Consulting Enginecers _
{916) 2737284

LABORATORY REPORT

PsampLE IDENTIFICATION AW and processed DATE REPORTED __ July 20, 1979

water from Rid-Waste system DATE RECEIVED _—
el ' LAB. NO. ==~
' - ; {
Rid-Waste Environmental Systems, Ltd.
2515 Grass Valley Highway, Suite F - i P )
Auburn,- California 95603 0 _ -
Sample Location: Influent (T-1) ' ‘

Aerobic cell (T-2)
Effluent (7-3)

Sample Collection: By Ur. Keith Knutson, r1crob1o1og1st field testing consultant
: for Rid-Waste.

Sample Site: Rid-Waste system pilot plant for a private residence, Nevada County, Céiifornia
Installation: July, 1978; 1 year continuous operation

Analysis requested: )
- Aeration Nitrate Nitrogen as N, mg/]
Period
Lab # Date Tine mifi/hour (1) T-1 - T1-2 T-3
s978  7/9/79 0940 - 5L . 0.22 . een o1l DS
9988  7/10/79 08:50 .15 ' ' f020 o 0,22
91004  7/11/79  09:10 % 30 0200 0.2
91016  7/12/79 10:30 %0, I RIS ';Jo 13
. 91018 7/12/79 15530 0 SRR I B L
91020 7/13/79 84S 30 U L 0idg j"“ifl;;o,44j
91025  7/13/79  16:00 30. o o odB. 0.7
91032  7/16/79  09:00- TS 0.69
| 11:00.2) . e T
91032 7/16/79 1i:00- 467 . e . 0.4
| 13:00 (2) - o o o
- - ) . ) . '_2
vy 22 - Cewtiin D
Notes '

{1) Represents fu11 range of aeration sétt1ngs - a11 ce]is be1ng aerated L
(2 ) Aeration discontinued in'Tank 3. - . o i R !

'~1-.h"""

L S

LA ST L CRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.
@0 (a7 Prio o Y f 0
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K OFFJC:AL SEAL - ]
"\ ANDREW R. CASSANO

NOTARY FUMIC . CALII'O‘ENIA

PRINCIFAL OFFCE |N j
NEVADA COUMTY :

My Commission Erplied J‘M”'"V ].. lraa | '. ”,7‘:40’7‘? »

P«v-v- "'hh'v—\""v—ﬁ"r'ﬁ—*;-—b-b-"‘ -

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1 -
COUNTYOFuhﬁhdﬁébﬁ&24é4n_W

...... _/‘/ In ﬂlé yeur one thousand nine

é;efore i Aﬂfm)l/? ..... 5s00a,

: kndiun tb me la, be !he pmon whose name /5 subscribed to the within

............

Aot < -LA.M_..._M 4 “:nstmméntdnd acknowledged to me thal .....Re..... exectited the same.
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7 NOIARY PULIC . r\u OPNitA . ' qfﬂc:alsea! in the ........ 5‘3‘ ...... : Caunty of . LxEYava . the day and year
PR!'; UPAL OFFleE IN £ Afritien.: : L




CRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.

Consulting Engineers
i (916) 273—7284

. CA 95945 LABORATORY REPORT

TampLE IDENTIFICATION _ Raw and processed paTe REporTED July 26, 1979

_water from Rid-Waste system = DATE RECEIVED =~~~

R ) ' LAB. NO. __.

i
|

‘id-Waste Environmental Systems, Ltd.
515 Grass Valley Highway, Suite F /
uburn, California 95603

ample Location: Influent (T-1)
Aerobic celil (T-2)
Effluent (T-3)

ample Collection: By Ur. Keith Knutson, microbiologist, field testing consultant
for Rid-Waste.
ample Site: Rid-Waste system pilot plant for a private residence, Nevada County, California
nstallation: July, 1978; 1 year continuous operation
nalysis requested:

ﬁsi?ﬁéon Nitrate Nitrogen as N, mg/]
ib # Date Time min/hour (1) T-1 T-2 T-3
78 /979 09:40 15 0.22 - - 0.15
w8 7/10/79 08:50 15 o 0.23 0.20 0.22.
004 7/11/79  09;10 30 ' 0.23 0.20 0.26
016  7/12/79 10:30 30 0.15 0.14 0.13
M8 7/12/79  15:45 30 0.23 0.16 0.75
020  7/13/79  08:45 30 0.28 0.49 0.44
025  7/13/79  16:00 30 ‘ 0.13 0.48 0.27
032 7/16/79  09:00- 45 - - 0.69
11:00 (2)
032 7/16/79  11:00- 45 - - 0.44
13:00 (2)

tes

} Represents full range of aeration settings - all cells being aerated.
) Aeration discontinued in Tank 3.

= e y 11!
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CRANMER ENGCINEERING, INC.

Consulting Engineers
1188 EAST MAIN ST.

P.O. BOX 942
GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945

{916) 2737284

LABORATORY REPORT

sampLE 1DENTIFICATION _Smith Tank Effluent pATE REPORTED . October 21, 1980
sampled by N. Wilcox pATE receivep October 8, 9, 1980
’ - e LM sk k. S
LAB, NO. -=-

Rid-Waste Environmental Systems, Inc.
4005 Auburn-Folsom Road

Loomis, California 95650

ATTN: Mr. Tom Graham

Sample Identity

Lab #107849 Lab #101869
Parameter _10/8/80 _10/9/80
20°C BOs, mg/] - 13 13
.COD, mg/1 - 57 54
Suspended Solids, mg/1 16 16
Volatile Suspended Solids, mg/1 1N 12
settleable Solids, mi/1 0.7 . 0.7
Specific Conductivity, - 618 / 296

micromhos/cm at 25° C.

pH 7.4 7.6

CRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.

ﬁﬂﬂf;gg_ BY_biﬂﬂfoJ/%ﬂ;Lhﬁ o




" CRANMER EN/ INEERING, INC.

Consulting Engineers

Al

" 1188 EAST MAIN ST, : _
P.0. BOX 943 . _ | (916) 2737284

GRA 5 '
RASS VALLEY. CA 85945 LABORATORY REPORT

SaMpLE iDENTIFICATION . Sinith_Tank Effluent pate rReporTED _ October 21, 1980
sampled by N. Wilcox
. £

pATE Recervep _Qctober 710, 11, 1980

LAB. NO. w77

Rid-Waste Environmental Systems, Inc.
4005 Auburn-Folsom Road -

Loomis, California 95650

ATTN: Mr. Tom Graham

Sample Identity

: Lab #101882 Lab #101889
Parameter ‘ _ ' 10/10/80 _10/11/80
20°C BObg, mg/1 S | A 7 : T 9
COD, mg/1 | ‘ 43 ' 46
Suspended Solids, mg/1 | 7 g ' .]3
| Volatile Suspended Solids, mng/1 - 7 S 9
Settleable Solids, ml/1 < 0.1 . 0.2
specific Conductivity, | . 594 "s68
micromhos/cm at 25° C.

pH 7.9 7.5

CRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.

Py D laia,



CRANMER EN( INEERING, INC.
Consulting Engineers .

1188 EAST MAIN ST, : A
P.0O. BOX 943 . - 3 . (918) 2737284

GRASS V :
SS VALLEY, CA 95945 LABCRATORY REPORT

sampLE IDENTIFiCATIoN_Smith. Tank Effluent ' ‘ paTe RerorTED _October 21, 1980
: sampled by N. Wilcox ;

paTe RECefvep _October 12, 14, 1980

L AB. NO. ="

Rid-Waste Environmental Systems, Inc.
4005 Auburn-Folsom Road

Loomis, California 95650

ATTN: Mr. Tom Graham

Sample Identity

| Lab #101691 [ab #101896
Parameter - 10/12/80 10/14/80
20°C BODs, mg/1 10 .4
COD, mg/1 | % 41
Suspended Solids, mg/] 14 6
Volatile Suspended $Solids, mg/1 '. 10 ' 4
Settleable Solids, mi/1 0.1 : f 0.1
Specific Conductivity, _ - 560 - 585

micromhos/cm at 25° C.
pH 7.4 7.3

CRANMER ENGINEERING, INC.
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Partial Transcript from Gary T. Hubbard Variance Hearing

Mr. Olson:

Mr. Graham:

Mr. Olson:

Mr. Graham:

- Mr. Olson:

Mr, Graham:

Mr. Olson:

Mr. Graham:

Mr. Olson:

Mr. Graham:

Mr. Olson:

What is the hydraulic rating of this unit as it has been
tested previously?

1500 gallons in a 24-hour period.

The rules in effect at the time your unit was accepted by the
Department did address concurrence with the NSF Standard No.
40, would typically require testing pursuant to that

standard. Was your unit tested pursuant to NSF Standard No.40
for the minimum & month period at a loading rate of the
hydraulic capacity you claim?

Yes, it's certified by Dr. Keith Knudson, a professor of
microbioclogy at the University of Minnesota in St. Cloud, in
testing that I have given you.

It's been tested for a period of not less than 6 months at a
daily loading rate of 1500 gallons per day?

Not on the test data submitted to you, no.
What loading rate was it tested at for the 6 month period?

The 7 years of testing that was submitted to you varies from
52 gallons per person per day, which is half the loading rate,
that this state goes by, of 100 gallons per person per day.
Over a 7 year period some systems are still on test at this
time, maxing out on daily flows of up to 1500 gallons pex

day. The NSF test is 7 months long. It loading rates only
at 300 mg/l of suspended solids. Our loading rates are up to
2630 mg/1l. We do meet Class I effluent discharge requirement
on the testing data that you have, enclosed, under Standard 40
rules and regulations as stated by Dr. Knudson.

The testing material that I do have, and I will get to it in a
question, it is the last question that was enclosed with the
notification letter, goes into the fact that the test period
was for a period of approximately 6 days, not a 6 month period
of testing to gather certain information., Do you have
information which apparently I don't have, that would indicate
a 6 month period of testing?

We have gubmitted 7 vears of testing and the particular test
that was done for the State of Oregon on a 6 day period was
done at the request of your Department. That we were to show
a Class I effluent discharge. Length of test, hydraulic
loading aeration frequencies were not mentioned at that time,
only the things required under the Federal Law 92-500, which
is Suspended Solids, BOD removal and pH.

OK, now, the information then that you are referring to, what

was the hydraulic loading rate used within that system on a
per day amount?

PAs &



Mr. Graham:

S500:1
XL1125.A
10/2/81

that time was a year and a half old, is loaded at a little

On the particular test that I submitted to the State, it was

not submitted, it was not asked for. Loading rate was not the
issue, the issue was can you come to Class I. That tank at

batter than 1400 gallons per day. And the Doctor felt that

this was an adequate test, through his years of experience.



ST CLOUD STATE UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES

Department of Biological Sciences
St. Cloud, Minnesota 56301
(612) 255-2036 )

I. Hlstory-—ObJect1ves of R1d Waste Des1gn
> LOTY - ~YD

e e

A. The first unit was installed and tested in St. Cloud, Miﬁnesota, in the

falil of 1975if0 Ju1y ]976

197 5=
MA*-
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The unit was 1nsta11ed on private property to serve a new home with

five family members.
e

pemmme——]

A septic system permit was issued for the 1250 gallon tank Jan-—
uary 26, 1976, that was to operate aerobically.

Loading was measured by watermeter to be 52 gallons per person per
day. —_—

The tank was divided into three compartments, the first being to
receive influent, second to aerate influent waste water, and third
to clarify waste to be. pumped to drainfielid.. Air was added 15
minutes per hour except during heavy use. At breakfast and dinner
hours, it was 30 minutes per hour. Aijr was off from 10 p.m. to

5 a.m.

The field testing period covered seven months, and during that time
composite samplies were collected over a 24 hour period of raw in-

~fluent, aerated influent {mixed Tiquor) and clarified effluent.

Laboratory tests followed the Standard Methods, UPHS, and included
dissolved oxygen (DO), biochemical oxygen demand (BOD. at 20°C),
suspended solids, volatile suspended solids, pH, tempgrature,
Nitrates, phosphates, conductivity, total dissolved solids, chemical
oxygen demand, and fecal coliform test.

a. Effluent quality of the first unit over 7 months:

P Average  Best
BOD mg/1 : 69 60
Suspended Solids, mg/} 73 26

b. This unit under best operation met Class II NSF plant specifi-
cations, but under overall operation did not.

¢. Stress Testing was done to determine shock temperature effects
on the biota of the central aerobic chamber. Influent tempera-
ture ranged 10-30°C with a 10°C increase occurring on the
typical Monday(Torning wash day. Microscopic examination of

SUF Toge F
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biota indicated better growth (great density) with no reduction, . ¢
after the shock ioad. Frozen soil cooled the unit to 10°C sv
during winter months, reducing biota efficiency, making warm
water from household use a benefit to the system in cnld weather.
Average summer cenk temperature was 20°C. ~08°F

Field percolation rates were determined to 91 minutes/inch with a
field range of 18.5 to 240. 1200' of 1 inch perforated PVC was laid
in ditchwitch trenches with natural backfill and no rockbed. Sample
collection tubes were installed to extract percolated effluent and
soil. Fall and winter operation of the pressure desed Tield was good
with no surfacing of effluent.

B. The second unit was installed for a new home of an eleven member family in
D aro, T“r_e August, 1976. Testing lasted from November, 1876 to July, 1977.

1.

““““‘9‘L“'J7‘15 2.

-5712*34%/&u3,

3.

This unit was modified to include aeration of two chambers: 1) central
and 2) final effluent, to improve upon the BOD_ removal. Other design
and operation changes were minor but done to 1%prove upon operation

and maintenance. Aeration was set on 30 minutes per hour all day and
night. : ,

lLoading was measured to be 48 gallons per person per day.
The same tests were run on this sécond 1250 gallon unit.

a. Effluent quality of the second unit over nine months of testing:

Average Best
8005 mg/1 56 : 48
Suspended Solids mg/1 52 48

b. The second unit under best operation met Class II NSF plant
effluent specifications. Improvement was about 20% over unit
one, even though the BOD, Toading was 2.2x greater (1.87 1bs.
BODB/day, vs. 0.85 1bs. BODS/day for first unit.)

C. The third unit was installed on Juiy 28, 1978, at a family residence in
y Grass Valley, California.  After one year of operation it was tested in

N

wf“‘

_—-—-—’

<n July, 1979.

This unit served a three member family.

Several changes were made in the design to handle larger BOD and
hydraulic loading. Aeration was added to the influent chamber so
all three were aerated.

Testing of this unit yielded the answer to the final modification
needed to achieve a better effluent. Rather than modify this third
unit, several others were installed in the final and present Rid-
Waste unit. Several modifications needed were:

a. Add air to all chambers 24 hours per day.

P e
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b. Position perforated pipe air diffusers to cause greater air/
water exchange and double the number in central mixed liguor
Chamber.

c. -Increase the size bf the tank to 1500 gallons.

d. Add go-caich-it filter between ihe second and third chember to
return solids. and produce a clearer eiflvent.

D. The modified fTourth (Kusian) and Tifth (the current design Smith tank
[installed 9/10/79]) units were installed in the Nevada City and Placer-
ville, California, area. They were tested as indicated below:

1. Testing in August, 1930, on unit 4 with al}l modifications were:

Average Maximum Best
aoP BOD; mg/1 0 12 8
Suspended Solids mg/1 9 10 8

2. Tests fépeated in October, 1980, on unit 5, with six continuous
days of testing, 100 milliliter/20 minutes for 24 hours composit.

b—’\ X \ng ' Average Maximum Best
.0 BOD; mg/1 9.3 13 4
Suspended Solids mg/1 12.3 16

3. This testing program yielded results that meet Class I NSF plant
effluent specifications 100% of the time.

E. The testing program from 1975-1980 involved five field units and 534 samples
of weste water analyzed for BODS, suspended solids, plus other essential
chemistry to evaluate the units~performance.

1. The U.S. EPA, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program requires large municipal wastewater plants to test wastewater
dajly and report monthly. Smaller units in small communities test
weekly to monthly for reports. Our testing program integrated the
test frequency from monthly 24 hour composite samples to weekly or
continuous testing for a full week. NSF testing schedule is one
single unit for 5 days for 26 weeks, or 130 samples. Qur program ran
over & years, using 5 units and 534 samples.

2. Stress testing was done that parallels the NSF program. OQur testing

4§$9;E§:ﬁ5 was completed before NSF included stress in their program and was
Py completed under actual field conditions, not simulation.

a. Wash day effects of hot soapy water surging into the unit. Our
results: heat was beneficial (always less than 30°C) to organ-
ism growth, and did not affect efficiency of the mixed liguor
tank.

b. Working mother stress, or reduced loading 5 days/week from

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Our results showed no change in BOD
reduction or biota of mixed Tiquor tank.
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III.

Mater1a1s

A.

-

Fguipment or power Tailure. Qur Tirst unit in 1975 expericnoed
gir compressor and punp failure as well as avtonatic timer

failure. With timer oﬂd air conpressor failure the unit went
sentic but returne »d to aerobic ¢4 heurs after corrections.  Pump
screen clogging W1Lh hﬁ1r prevented discharge.  The effiuent
waste volume vose in Tluid tank and set off the alarm. The pump
was pulled, cleened, and wit hack in service that day. Conclu-
sions:  pumn giow utitized has 374" opening, net 1/8%. Compres-

sor could not be in tank.

Vacation effects on unit operation were evaluated when the
families using our first two tanks left for two weeks. Al
aerated tanks reached a state of uniform oxygen concentration,
7.5 mg/1 DO and suspended solids (bacteria celis). Upon their
return biota in mixed liquor (aerated chamber tank) increased
with increased loading. No affects were noted one or two weeks
after their return.

Design and Construction (See NSF standard 40 and literature
accompaning product specifications.)

Materials
Durability 3.1-3.6

Besign

Watertight 4.2
Soundness 4.3
Operation under Toad condition 4.5

Technical specification--size--volume compressor size for 1-2 families

size,

etc.

24 hour air operation. Llarger volume requires larger com-

pressor with increased air capabilities.

Service--Maintenance--Warranty

A.

Indication of failure 4.1
Inspection

Serviceability 4.6, 4.8
Energy requirements 4.7

Warranty 4.9, .10

B Y =

KEITH M. KNUTSON Ph.D.
Professor of Biology, Microbiologist,
Lake Hydrologist.




RID-WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS INC.

Post Office Box 344
5820 Horseshoe Bar Road « Loomis, California 95650
(916) 652-2700

REGEIVE)

SEP 8- 198

Watar Quality Divisin:
Doept. of Environm.atal Quality,
September 5, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
522 Southwest 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97207

Attention: Sherman 0. 0Olson, Jr.
Assistant Supervisor
On-Site Sewage Systems Section
Water Quality Division

Re: Gary T. Hubbard
Taiyo Corporation
WQ-SSS8-Variance

Dear Mr. Olson,

Pursuant to your inguiry dated September 2, 1981, we are confident that
the following material and enclosures, together with details of the
Rid-Waste Treatment System submitted to your Department prior to
October 23, 1980 and the information on the Hubbard application sub-
mitted to your Department June 4, 1981, and resubmitted on August 28,
1981, fully answer your concerns.,

The information supplied is submitted in sequence to your referenced
ingquiry.

1. ©No, the ownership of the entire property is held in one parcel.
2. All Rid-Waste Environmental Systems contain a Go-Catch-It filter.

3. Performance data - See attached specifications which were submitted
in March of 1980 to your Department.

4. Perhaps the difficulty of your interpretation of the plan is that
it attempts to categorize the design and to place it into one or
another "Square Hole", without reference to all of the character-
istics of design. Please note that the planddescribes the drain
field cross section as having the sand filtexr composed "trenches"
and having a sand absorption bed above and below the pressure
distribution system. The purpose of this design is to employ the
Rid-Waste treatment unit (whi&h incorporates extended areation as
only dne of its polyphasic treatment means) to provide an influent
to the sand filter certified to your Department, as meeting Class I
effluent standards. The design then evenlyiiy distributes this
Class I influent throughout at least 600 lineal feet of clean sand
in an 1,800 square foot bed at the rate of 900 gallons per day.
That clean sand completely surrounds each pressure dosing line to
provide a filter medium for .5 gallons per square foot per day.
Please note that this dosing rate is approximately 41% of the rate
prescribed in your regulation 340-71-295 (2} for septic tanks and

conventional sand filter.
Jitbe F2=2 /T
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RID-WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS INC.

Post Office Box 344
5820 Horseshoe Bar Road * Loomis, California 95650
(916} 652-2700

DEQ/0Olson/Hubbard
September 5, 1981
Page 2

In addition,”:~ your regulation 340-71-300 (1) prescribes that
effluent comparable to a conventional sand filter's quality
allows the use of alternative sand filter design. 2Although

your Department has not prescribed standards for your convent-—
ional sand filter performance, EPA publication MCD 60 figures

7 and 11 (copies enclosed)} documents that the "expected”

effluent quality from a sand filter of 15 mg/l BOD and Suspended
Solids is less clean than the influent quality from the Rid-Waste
treatment system alone. Please see attached testing which was
approved by your Department in October of 1980 which documents
that the influent quality in this design {(e.g. the effluent

from the Rid-Waste treatment unit is 12.3 mg/l Suspended Solids
and 9.3 mg/l BOD. C(Clearly, the additional filtration: provided
by this plan will produce a final effluent better than the 15 mg/1l
BOD and Suspended Solids to be produced from a conventional sand
filter.

In addition, the plan also incorporates a capping fill to insure
the native sand below thé design disposal field will be employed
as a bottomless sand filter on this particular site.

5. Enclosed please find your Department's letter of October 23,
1880 approving the Rid-Waste System for both subsurface and
alternative sewage disposal. In accordance with the other re-
guirements of 340-71-345, enclosed please f£ind the affidavit and
acknowledge of receipt of the Operation and Maintenance Manuels
previously submitted to your Department on June 4, 1981.

6. We agree that the projected sewage flow of 900 gallons per day
is correct and that that figure is reflected on the submitted
plans for an 1,800 square feet/600 lineal foot sand filter.

7. WNo plan revision is needed. This plan describes a pressurized
sand system employing "trenches" to evenly distribute the
effluent throughout the sand filter. The "trenches" exist only
to hold the pipe. Therefore, reference to Tables 4 and 5 of the
Department's rules, which illustrate standard trench construction
are Inappropriate to describe this sand filter.

8. Likewise, this designed system employes pressure distribution
to insure even distribution of influent throudghout the sand filter.
Therefore, reference 340~71-275 (3) (c) is inappropriate.

P 2= /2



RID-WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS INC,

Past Office Box 344
5820 Horseshoe Bar Road * L.oomis, California 95650 M
{916) 652-2700

DEQ/01lson/Hubbard
September 5, 1981
Page 3

9. Enclosed please find the documentation for the biochemistry
involved in nitrification control employed by the Rid-Waste
System. Enclosed also please find the Certified Testing of
Rid-Waste System's nitrogen effluent gquality which has been in
your Department's records since March of 1980. As you discussed
with the design engineer, James F., Nimg, P.E., by telephone on
Thursday, your Department has never required nor evaluated a
single "detail hydrogeological study". There is certainly no
information which would suggest the Rid-Waste System would have
any difficulty in preventing an increase in nitrate nitrogen
concentration above 5 mg/l. If anything, the additional water
produced by the design system might reasonably be expected to
dilute any native ground water having a nitrate nitrogen con-
centration appreoaching 5 mg/l. Therefore, full compliance with
your regulation 340-71-290 (3) (c) (C) is established by this
proposal employing the Rid-Waste treatment unit, because your
Department has already determined that this site is acceptable
for a septic tank and conventional sand filter for a single
family home without having done such a hydrogeological study.

10. Your request for certified laboratory records of the aeration
frequency and duration for the October 8-14, 1980 test period
is outside the parameters of the testing prescribed by your
Department and the testing done during that period. Therefore,
because your regulations do not provide any standards to be met
arid since your Department properly did not request that inform-
ation, no record was made to you. This request for information
is therefore outside the legitimate scope of any information
required to be evaluated by you. It‘'alsc appears to be irrelevant
to any standards which existss under your statutes, regulations
or rules. 1In regard to the "non-conventional" system, the in-
formation herewith answers all the data prescribed in Sectdon
340~71-300 (2) (a) (b) (c) (d) and (e). The operations and
maintenance details concerning the sand filter do not vary from
that of a conventional sand filter except that the Class T
influent eliminates the accumulation of solids which would occur
from a septic tank influent thereby eliminating the necessity
of the periodic removal of those accumulated solids. The
Rid-Waste System requires pumping of less fregquent intervals than
a conventional septic tank (which under section’ 340-71-305 (2)
must be done every 2 years) although section 340-71-345 (5} (d)
requires the removal of "excess sclids" from an aerobic system at
least once per year. In actual experience Rid-Waste Systems
installed and tested for over 7 vears have not accumulated enough

solids to be cOnsidered as excess.
Jadtatet :

Vda- -1
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Post Oflice Box 344
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September 5, 1981
Page 4

If I can be of any further assistance to you in this matter please
feel free to call on me.

Sincexely,
_(74;&/ / d/

Thomas S§. Graham
President

TSG/mj
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YOUR RED-WASTLE UNIT WILI, HANDLE:

. OVERATION - INFORMATION

Al]l waste water frpm your home and with a few exceptions, anything normally

disposed of by the home plumbing system, can be handled by your Rid-Waste

unit.

We do recommend the use of biodegradable detergents where ever possible to

insure plantﬁefficiency. Tor prober plant operation, keep the following

items out of your unit.
UNDI SPOSABLES

1) Plastic products-Rubber products-Towells and cloth okdécts-Banitary

napkins-Mop strings.

2) Grease-Pour grease into a container and throw it away when solidified.

1
Do not pour down sink,

'

3) Lint-Lint ffmn dryers should be disposed of in your trash. Not down the

sink.

4) Rags and scouring pads-Rags and scouring pads should be disposed of in
S '

trash. Not down the drain,

5) Disposable? Diapers-All diapers can be rinsed oqt in your toilet, however

do not flush regular or disposable diapers down the toilet.

- TO THE HOME OWNER

- End septic pollution & odors

— Raise heaith standards

- No hassle maintenance

" Rid-Waste over Septic

Operating Characteristics -

Rid-Waste Septic Tank

ODOR

NQ_ODOR EXTREMLY BAD ODOR

PUMPING QT NEE USUALLY 6-24 MO
GARBAGE DISPOSAL ' NO PROBLEM PROBLIMS —
DISHWASHER NO PROBLEM NEGATIVE EFFECT ?<
CLOTHES WASHER NO PROBLEM - NEGATIVE EFFECT X
STRESS LOADS - . NO PROBLRM -f- CAUSES PROBLEMS Y
EFFLUENT QUALITY Federal Rid-Waste ~ . Septic Tank

_ Standards - ' o
BoD (Reduction)}  85% Usually 90% Usually 10%

Suspended Solids  85%
PH - 6-9

© Usually 95%
Usually 7%

Usually 7%
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October 2, 1981 ‘ %

Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Richards:
SUBJECT: Proposed Adoption of Sewerage Works Planning and Construction Policy

This letter is to request that the EQC allow additional public comment on the
proposed policy OAR-340-41-034 at the EQC meeting on October 9.

The proposed policy, although not entirely unexpected, has been proposed, revised
and is scheduled for adoption in a total time period of less than three months
(July 17, 1981 - October 9, 1981). For a policy of lesser impact, this would be
quite acceptable; but it appears that the subject policy may have significant
impact on the course of sewerage facility planning and financing in our area and
the rest of the state. As such, the proposed policy represents a major EQC
statement and a change from the philosophy of the past and should receive a
thorough consideration from affected jurisdictions. Coming as it did in mid-
summer, we find that many of our member jurisdictions have not had adequate
opportunity to seriously consider the ramifications of this policy.

Since it does not appear that there is an urgent need to adopt this policy on a
tight time schedule, we would respectfully request that your Commission postpone
adoption of the policy for 30 days; or, if that is not feasible, at least consider
additional testimony that may be available at the October 9 meeting. '

Sincerely,

Emily Schue, Chairman
L-COG Board of Directors

ES:GR:GK; jt/db/Th3
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September 29, 1981

Mr. Fred J. Burgess
Environmental Quality Commission
c/o Dean's Office

Engineering Department

Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331

Dear Mr. Burgess:
RE: Eugene-Springfield Wastewater Treatment Facility

We wish to express our concern for the changes being proposed by the Department of
Environmental Quality regarding funding and priorities for wastewater treatment
projects. We request the Eugene-Springfield regional facility be kept at the top
of the list to complete this partially finished plant in a timely manner.

Several years ago, the citizens of the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area
recognized this area's existing plants would not be able to treat sewage flows in
a manner which would adequately protect water quality in the Willamette River in
accordance with Federal and State water quality standards., Subsequently, the
community chose to support a regional system. This was based on the promise that
the federal government would fund 75 percent of the total project cost. To date,
local voters have kept our part of the understanding by passing a $29.5 million
general obligation bond.

As the citizens' advisory group responsible for the metropolitan area's
comprehensive land use plan, we are keenly aware of the ramifications which will
occur should completion of this plant be delayed indefinitely. We are alsc aware
of the frustrations asscociated with developing a plan in the face of a myriad of
changing circumstances. Because the treatment facility is such an integral part
of maintaining both the economic viability and general environmental quality of
this community, we request the Department of Environmental Quality and
Environmental Quality Commission not create another drastic change which a
reduction in funding or change in priorities would cause.

Your consideration of this request is appreciated.

Respectfully,

Charles Cole

Chairperson MAPAC

CC:58G:db
cc: MWMC

SERVING CITIZENS OF LANE COUNTY FOR MORE THAN A QUARTER OF A CENTURY



WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORP & DENNETT, P.C.
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William Wiswall 644 North A Street G. David Jewett
John L. Svohoda Springfield, Oregon 97477 Robert A. Thrall
Laurence E. Thorp (503) 747-3354 James M. O’Kief
Douglas J. Dennett Karen Hendricks
Dwight G. Purdy Jeffrey D. Herman
Jll E. Golden - .
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Scott M. Galenbeck June 17, 1981 Jack B, Lively

(1923-1979)

Mr. Fred J. Burgess

c/o Dean's Office
Engineering Department
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Re: Oregon's FY82 Priority List/OAR 340-53-015(5)/ :
Operational Interdependence of MWMC's Project Components

Dear Mr. Burgess:

On March 13, 1981, I appeared before the Environmental
Quality Commission on behalf of the Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commission with respect to the proposed adoption of
three administrative rules as part of the criteria in Oregon's
EPA mandated priority system. This system provides the basis for
establishing the relative importance of Oregon's various sewage
treatment works construction projects for purposes of allocating
federal grant funds. One of the rules then under consideration
pertains to whether separate priority rankings should be given to
individual components of projects as opposed to simply assigning
one ranking to each project as a whole. As you will recall, the
EQC adopted that rule in part because of the exception contained
therein with respect to projects in which the components are
operationally interdependent. At that time, the Commission
suggested that MWMC and other concerned projects present to EQC
and DEQ the facts which are felt justify the invocation . of the
interdependence exception.

Since the March EQC meeting, representatives of MWMC have met
personally with members of the DEQ staff and representatives of
EPA regarding this issue. A by-product of that meeting was the
development of a written report, together with background infor-
mation which, in our opinion, establish that the components of
MWMC's project are operationally interdependent within the
meanhing of CAR 340-53-015(5). This report and supporting data



June 17, 1981
Page 2

have now been transmitted to DEQ for use in developing the draft
FY82 Priority List.

For your information, I am including herewith a copy of my
letter to Director Young and a copy of that report. I have,
however, excluded the background data as it is rather voluminous.
This letter is merely intended to keep you apprised of MWMC's
continuing interest in this matter.

We will, of course, promptly respond to any questions or con-
cerns raised by the DEQ. Moreover, we plan to appear at the
public hearing on the priority list and will also be prepared to
appear before EQC when it subsequently considers this matter. In
the meantime, I would simply like to express my appreciation on
behalf of MWMC for your continuing concern.

Very truly yours,

WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORP
& DENNETT, P.C.

.«{i{ég‘aijZQ“QTt-—qﬁh

G. David Jewett

GDJ : mm
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Joe Richards
Mr. Ronald Somers
Ms. Mary Bishop
Mr. William V. Pye
BCS Project Managers
Mr. William H. Young
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FOREWORD

On April 20, 1981 Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC) Staff
and its consultants met with staff of Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in Portland to discuss
preliminary information to be used by DEQ in preparing its fiscal year 1982
Priority List. This report summarizes information presented at that meeting
and presents additional supporting material.



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

In April 1977, the 208 Plan for the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area was
submitted to DEQ by CH2M Hil1l and subsequently approved. The 208 Plan called
for regionalization of sewage treatment with separate off-site facilities for
seasonal industrial waste (Agripac) and sludge disposal. The plan also called
for cost-effective inflow/infiltration (I/I) removal from which ultimate plant
hydraulic loadings were based,. :

Present Situation

Regulations mandate that individual states must prepare a priority list. for
&ll projects requesting Federal funds. The preparation of the list is the
state's responsibility but must be approved by the EPA. Regulations state
further that projects receiving grants must be funded for at least 75 percent
of the eligible costs. With the advent of Federal budget cuts many states
have found themselves in a financial shortfall,

Purposé of Study

Due to the projected financial shortfall and a statewide need for Federal
funds, DEQ has divided some projects, including MWMC's into segments having on
the priority list. However, only the segments of MWMC's project were assigned
separate ratings. This difference in rating subsequently places elements of a
single project in different funding years. In fact the present rating system
places various components of MWMC's overall system in fiscal year 1985 and
beyond.

The project component criteria presently adopted by DEQ does not prohibit
combining of components where they are needed to provide an operable facility.
OAR 340-53-015(5) states that ". . . When determining the treatment works
components or segment to be included in a singie project, the Department will
consider, . . (b) The operational dependency of other components or segments
on the components or segments being considered. . .* Interdependent
components of a single system could then receive the same priority score and
would thus occur together on the priority list even though not combined.
Present DEQ policy provides there were "a community can substantiate that
components are interrelated and are therefore needed to achieve any water
quality benefits the ranking of those components will be modified accord1ng1y
by DEQ." DEQ Interoffice Memo of October 30, 1980, page four.

MWMC does not consider it wise to segment the system because water quality
improvements will not be realized until the entire system is brought on-
line. The purpose of this study is to examine the impacts of segmental
construction of various plant elements as they relate to the achievement of
water quality objectives.
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CHAPTER 2 - APPROVED REGIONAL SYSTEM

DEQ certified the Eugene-Springfield Area 208 Plan which recommended the
regionalization of sewage treatment at the site of the existing Eugene Sewage
Treatment Plant as the most cost-effective method of treating Metro Area
wastes. The plan further recommended the use of separate off-site facilities
for seasonal industrial waste treatment and sludge disposal,

Sewer system evaluation surveys were conducted for the cities of Eugene and
Springfield and cost-effective I/l removals were determined. Hydraulic
loadings to the system pump stations, East Bank Interceptor and treatment
plant were subsequently determined by the various design consultants.

Several in-depth reports on process selection, sludge management, seasonal
industrial waste and other system aspects have been prepared by various
consultants and agencies which have resulted in specific recommendations for
treatment methods and system component design.

The Commission has run a full scale public participation process throughout
the planning process.

Figure 1 shows the regional system as proposed in the 208 Plan.

Discharge Permit

DEQ has set the following effluent discharge limits for the Eugene and
Springfield treatment plants. It would appear, since an NPDES has not been
issued, that the same effluent criteria will be imposed on the new regional
plant.

BOD (mg/1) SS (mg/])
Summer 10 10
Winter 30 30

(or 85% Removal) (or 85% Removal)

On the winter limit, the most stringent condition shall apply. However,
current legislation may remove the “or 85%".

Furthermore, the DEQ has mandated land disposal or equivalent treatment for
the Agripac seasonal industrial waste flow. In discussion with DEQ staff,
equivalent treatment has been further outlined as:

No discharge of Agripac's waste to the municipal wastewater treatment
plant during the low flow period from June 1 through October 31,

No discharge of Agripac's waste to surface waters during the low-flow
period from June 1 through October 31.
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Treatment of any wastes which are discharged to surface waters to a
level at least equal to current best practical treatment (BPT). By
1983, best available treatment (BAT) will be required.

Wastewater Treatment Plant

The new treatment plant design provides secondary treatment utilizing the
activated sludge process. Influent will be preaerated, comminuted, degritted
and sent to four circular clarifiers for primary treatment. After primary
clarification, sewage flow less than 103 mgd is routed to eight square
aeration basins utilizing coarse bubble aerator mechanisms. Flows in excess
of 103 mgd can be diverted around secondary treatment prior to final
treatment, Design peak plant flow is 175 mgd. The plant was designed based
on exclusion of waste from Agripac and exclusion of excessive I/I.

Sludge Management Program

Sludge produced at the plant will be stabilized by digestion in three
anaerobic digesters. Digested sludge will then be pumped off-site to
facultative storage lagoons SFSL's) where it will underge further volatile
solids reduction. The stabilized sludge will be removed from the FSL's by a
dredge, whence it can be air-dried for application to agricultural or
silvicultural lands or applied in a liquid form. The dried sludge can be
given away to local farmers or disposed of in the Lane County Landfill (Short
Mountain).

MWMC will operate a fleet of sludge haul trucks and sludge equipment.
Spreading equipment will be capable of handling liquid or air-dried sludge.

Seasonal Industrial Waste (Agripac)

The 208 Plan and further related studies have identified that the Agripac
process wastewater should be Tland treated to cost-effectively comply with DEQ

discharge requirements. The recommended system developed by Brown and
Caldwell is described. '

After screening at the cannery, Agripac's waste will be pumped via dual 10-
inch force main to an off-site treatment facility northeast of Eugene, The
treatment system will consist of a two-cell, aerated storage lagoon and a
spray irrigation system. The storage lagoon provides initial waste reduction
prior to discharge to the spray irrigation system. Chlorine and caustic can
be added at the cannery to prevent slime buildups in the pipeline and
objectionable odors at the lagoon. The aerated waste is pumped to a 220 acre
spray irrigation system. Major crops will be grass and corn. There is no
discharge to surface waters with this system.
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Willakenzie Pump Station

The Willakenzie Pump Station will pump all wastewater flows from the northeast
bank of the Willamette River to the top of the pretreatment structure on the
southwest bank of the river. Major flows will originate from the East Bank
Interceptor, which carries the entire flow from the City of Springfield, and
the Willakenzie area of Eugene. The station is being designed for an
hydraulic peak of 125 mgd. This component and the river crossing is essential
to the regional treatment concept.

West Irwin Pump Station

The West Irwin Pump Station is located in west Eugene and pumps via forcemain,
wastewater flows from that area. Capacity of the existing pump and forcemain
will be impacted adversely by the change in hydraulics at the new ptant
headworks. The station must be redesigned to pump to the top of the plant
headworks and will have a hydraulic capacity of 25 mgd. CH2M Hill performed a
cost-effective analysis of pumping to the top or the bottom of the new
pretreatment structure. The analysis showed that it was more cost-effective
pumping to the top of the new structure,

There is a considerable amount of I/l that flows to the West Irwin Pump
Station. CH2M Hill's SSES report determined that it was more cost-effective
to transport and treat all flows rather than removing it from the system. A
cost analysis was also performed to determine advantages of flow equalization
at the pump station. The study determined that it was cost-effective to size
the pumps to handle the peaks.

East Bank Interceptor

The East Bank Interceptor will carry flows that are presently discharged to
the Springfield sewage treatment plant along the northeast bank of the
Willamette River to the Willakenzie Pump Station. Capacities are 90 mgd at
the Springfield end and 106 mgd at the Willakenzie Pump Station. This
pipeline is the link used in regionalizing sewage treatment in the Eugene-
Springfield area.

Sewer Rehabilitation - Eugene and Springfield

Approximately 126 mgd of 1/I was determined to be the cost-effective removal
in SSES reports prepared for the cities of Eugene and Springfield. According
to studies by CHZM Hil1l, most of the cost-effective removal is rainfall
related as opposed to high groundwater related. The repairs to be made
consist mainly of disconnecting catch basins and roof drains and raising
manhole rims. The rehabilitation does not call for a major grouting program
of lateral sewers. -
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CHAPTER 3 - SYSTEM AS PRESENTLY FUNDED

Figure 2 shows schematically the regional system as funded through fiscal year
1981, The outfall and final treatment contracts are considered part of the
wastewater treatment plant and will therefore probably maintain their high
position on the Priority List. The Willakenzie Pump Station has a design
grant but not a construction grant. The West Irwin Pump Station, Permanent
Sludge Facilities, Seasonal Industrial Waste (Agripac) Facilities and Sewer
Rehabilitation do not have design grants.

The operational interdependence of the regional system is best described
through an analysis of three parameters:

Seasonal Industrial Waste {Agripac) Loading
Hydraulic Loading on Treatment Plant and Collection System
Sludge Loading on Interim System

Seasonal Industrial Waste (Agripac)

The 208 Plan determined that the Agripac waste was most cost-effectively
treated at a separate facility because of the nature of the waste and the
rates at which it is generated. The waste is generated primarily during a 6
month period with daily BOD peaks that are highly variable and range from
about 12,000 1bs/day in July to greater than 55,000 ibs/day in mid-

September. The Process Selection Study prepared by CH2M Hill determined that
the waste is also very soluble and conventional primary treatment removes only
about 2 percent of the BOD. The regional wastewater treatment facility is
therefore designed with the assumption of exclusion of Agripac's wastes from
plant influent.

On the other hand, if the Agripac waste is not separately treated substantial
treatment capacity will be used up during the canning season. This would cause
overloading of the aeration capacity of the activated sludge system during
peak loading even during the first years of plant operation,

In an effort to determine how much capacity is used up in aeration system,
CH2M Hi11 forwarded their design criteria for oxygen requirements. MWMC has
used this information to calculate actual field oxygen requirements versus
availability as shown in Appendix A. The analysis shows an inability to
maintain a desired minimum of 1 mg/1 average D.0. in the aeration basins
during peak 6 hour BOD loadings in 1982 if Agripac remains on line, Inability
to maintain an adequate D.0. can cause large scale operational problems such
as sludge bulking, development of anaerobic conditions in portions of the
unit, and possibly failure of the biological system.

It is the opinion of MWMC that the plant would not be able to maintain
effluent quality and may experience periods of complete system upset if
Agripac's waste is not removed from the plant influent.
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Hydrualie Loading on Collection System and Treatment Plant

Figure 3 shows schematically the various hydraulic elements of the regional
system. Peak flows depicted are based on 1982 sanitary flows and the 5-year
2-hour storm as reported in the Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES). Cost-
effective I/1 removals predicted a system peak of 139 mgd in 1978. However,
without rehabilitation, 264 mgd is the anticipated 5-year peak; 310 mgd in
year 2000. If the I/I rewmoval program is not initiated this overload will
result in various overflows as shown.

West Irwin Pump Station

The West Irwin Pump Station presently has a capacity of approximately 16 mgd.
However, when the new treatment plant is commissioned with its elevated
pretreatment structure, capacity will be reduced to about 12.8 mgd. Peak
flows to the station are 21 mgd. Overflows presently occur during peak storm
events and would be expected to increase in frequency and duration after
construction of the new pretreatment structure if station capacity is not
increased to the proposed 25 mgd.

East Bank Interceptor (EBI)

If I/1 reduction measures are not completed in Springfield, during the 5-year,
2-hour storm, the East Bank Interceptor would be surcharged and overflows
would occur. However, the Willakenzie Pump Station will Tikely be throttled
due to lack of sufficient hydraulic capacity at the treatment plant. This
throttling will accentuate the surcharge and increase the frequency and
magnitude of overflows.

Willakenzie Pump Station

The Willakenzie Pump Station has an existing capacity of 26 mgd and a proposed
design capacity of 125 mgd. Without sewer rehabilitation, the 5-year, 2-hour
design flow in 1982 is 111 mgd which exceeds the existing capacity. The new
design will have the required capacity but as stated above, there will be

instances where throttling will be required to prevent flooding.the treatment
plant.

Treatment Plant

The E/SMWTP has a design wet weather capacity of 175 mgd. The original design
called for bypassing flow in excess of 103 mgd around secondary treatment
prior to final treatment. MWMC and CH2M Hill later performed an analysis to
determine the impact of putting all flows through secondary treatment. The
studies showed that a better effluent may be obtained by use of complete
secondary treatment without bypass. The plant will probably be operated in
this non-bypass mode.
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Figure 3 shows schematically the various hydraulic elements of the regional
system. Peak flows depicted are based on 1982 sanitary flows and the 5-year
2-hour storm as reported in the Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES). Cost-
effective I/I removals predicted a system peak of 139 mgd in 1978. However,
without rehabilitation, 264 mgd is the anticipated 5-year peak; 310 mgd in
year 2000. If the I/I removal program is not initiated this overload will
result in various overflows as shown.

West Irwin Pump Station

The West Irwin Pump Station presently has a capacity of approximately 16 mgd.
However, when the new treatment plant is commissioned with its elevated
pretreatment structure, capacity will be reduced to about 12.8 mgd. Peak
flows to the station are 21 mgd. Overflows presently occur during peak storm
events and would be expected to increase in frequency and duration after
construction of the new pretreatment structure if station capacity is not
increased to the proposed 25 mgd.

East Bank Interceptor (EBI)

If I/I reduction measures are not completed in Springfield, during the 5-year,
2-hour storm, the East Bank Interceptor would be surcharged and overflows
would occur. However, the Willakenzie Pump Station will likely be throttled
due to lack of sufficient hydraulic capacity at the treatment plant. This
throttling will accentuate the surcharge and increase the frequency and
magnitude of overflows.

Willakenzie Pump Station

The Willakenzie Pump Station has an existing capacity of 26 mgd and a proposed
design capacity of 125 mgd. Without sewer rehabilitation, the 5-year, 2-hour
design flow in 1982 is 111 mgd which exceeds the existing capacity. The new
design will have the required capacity but as stated above, there will be
i?stgnces where throttling will be required to prevent flooding.the treatment
plant.

Treatment Plant

The E/SMWTP has a design wet weather capacity of 175 mgd. The original design
called for bypassing flow in excess of 103 mgd around secondary treatment
prior to final treatment. MWMC and CH2M Hil1l later performed an analysis to
determine the impact of putting all flows through secondary treatment. The
studies showed that a better effluent may be obtained by use of complete
secondary treatment without bypass. The plant will probably be operated in
this non-bypass mode.
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Total Effect

The basic operational parameter is where to bypass during the 5-year, 2-hour
storm. As stated earlier, during this peak period, between 80* and 90 mgd
will need to be bypassed to prevent flooding the treatment plant,

Wastewater from the downtown Eugene area flows by gravity to the lower portion
of the pretreatment structure and is subsequently pumped to the top of the
pretreatment structure where it is mixed with flows from the Willakenzie and
West Irwin Pump Stations. The pumps in the lower part of the structure have a
capacity of 86 mgd while the peak flow from downtown Eugene is 132 mgd. This
means at least 46 mgd will overflow at and/or upstream of the raw sewage pumps
if downtown Eugene's sewers are not rehabilitated.

The West Irwin Pump Station has a pre-modification capacity of 12.8 mgd and a
peak flow of 21 mgd. The proposed design capacity is 25 mgd which will handle
the flow but without the design modifications, approximately 8 mgd will
overflow at and/or upstream of the pump station.

Now, if for example, all the pump station modifications are built and no
rehabilitation is performed, the maximum peak deliverable to the treatment
plant is 111 mgd + 86 mgd + 21 mgd or 218 mgd, which exceeds the plant
capacity of 175 mgd. System operators now have the choice of trying to force
all flow through the treatment plant or throttle the influent pumps and allow
the excess to overflow.

MWMC with CHZ2M Hill1 performed a hydraulic analysis of treatment efficiences at
high flows (See Appendix B). In the complete mix and non-bypass mode, the
weirs in the primary clarifiers are submerged at flows of 175 mgd. The
contract stabilization mode will, however, be in the unflooded condition at
175 mgd. If in fact, the high I/l is not removed from the system, and the
hydrauiic peaks can be expected on a regular basis, the contact stabilization
mode is desirable to use because it allows the plant operator to maintain a
high mass of microorganisms in the aeration system which helps prevent
“washout"” of the system during high flows. The major drawback with the
contact stabilization is that it does not deliver as good an effiuent as the
complete-mix mode on average basis. Therefore, plant operators will need to
weigh the advantages and disadvantages of either mode in maintaining effluent
quatity during average and peak periods. If the system was built as planned,
plant operators will not need to cause overflows to the Willamette River at
flows exceeding plant capacity.

Sludge Loading on Interim System

Due to construction of the new regional treatment facility, the sludge drying
beds at the existing Eugene STP were destroyed. The Eugene STP has instituted
an interim sludge management program to handle its digested sludge production
until completion of the regional facility. The program is based on lagoon

*Author's Note: 80 mgd is a flow rate.
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storage of digested sludge and agricultural application of sludge during the
dry weather months, The system basically consists of a 26 acre-feet (8.5
million gallon) sludge storage lagoon, two 6,000 gallon liquid sludge hauling
trucks, a 3,000 gallon sludge injection vehicle and a sludge sprinkling
system. The system is designed to handle the load from the Eugene Sewage
Treatment Plant alone, which in 1981-82 is expected to be about 36,000
gallons/day.

The anticipated digested sludge flow after startup of the regional facility is
148,000 gallon/day which is about four times the expected 1981 average. The
increased production is a result of:

Treating both city's waste,
Activated sludge yields more sludge than trickling filters,
Digesters will not be decanted to produce thicker sludge.

At the startup sludge production rate, the temporary lagoon has a holding
capacity of 57 days without decant. Decant pumps are available but it is not
expected that decanting would increase the holding capacity to more than about
4 months which will not allow enough storage for the wet weather period.

Also, the available liquid sludge haul trucks could not handle the high volume
of sludge produced. The trucks are expected to have a haul capacity to just
handle the Eugene sludge during the sludge spread season. In order to handle
the amount of sludge produced at start up of the regional facility, about four
times the number of trucks and associated spreading equipment would be needed
to keep up with production. The cost and public nuisance of such an operation
makes sludge disposal in this manner impractical.

No calculations were made as to the effect of having Agripac on-system on the

sludge production. The waste activated studge load would be increased and
would make a bad situation more unmanageable,
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CHAPTER 4 - SUMMARY

Due to the time constraints encountered in providing this information to DEQ
in a timely fashion, this report was basesd on information readily

available. It is an overview to demonstrate the difficulties which would be
encountered should a segmented construction program be adopted. Sufficient
information has been presented to demonstrate the operational interdependence
of the various system elements. Specifically, the following problems can be
expected to occur, should construction be undertaken segmentally over the next
few years:

Secondary treatment facilities at the regional plant will be
severely taxed and attainment of discharge requirements
would not be possible during the canning season. (July 1
through December 31).

Raw sewage overflows would occur at several points during
wet weather.

The interim sludge management system cannot cope with the
sludge load which would occur.

Continuous attainment of water quality objectives is not
possible until the entire system is operational.
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KEcEnED S/re/8(

ANALYSIS OF 02 REQUIREMENT AND AVAILABILITY

1982 BOD Loading

Municipal

1982 Avg. 24-hr. municipal BODs loading = 35,100 1b/day

Peak day factor = 1.25 (from existing plant data)

6-hr. peak factor = 1.33 (from literature sources)

Removal across primaries = 25%

1982 24-hr. peak municipal BOD5 Tloading to secondaries =
35,100 x 1.25 x .75 = 32,906 ibs/day

1982 6-hr. peak municipal BODg loading to secondaries =
35,100 x 1.25 x 1.33 x .75 = 43,765 lbs/day

Agripac

1982 peak week BOD5 Tloading = 46,000 1bs/day

Peak day factor = 2 mgd/1.6 mgd = 1.25 (EID)

Instantaneous peak factor = 2.3 mgd/1.6 mgd = 1,44 (EID)

Removal across primaries = 2%

1982 24-hr. peak Agripac BOD5 1loading to secondaries =
46,000 x 1.25 x .98 = 56,350 1bs/day

1982 Instantaneous peak Agripac BODs Tloading to secondaries =
46,000 x 1.44 x .98 = 64,803 1bs/day

Total Loading to Secondaries

1982 Peak 24-hr. municipal + peak 24-hr. Agripac
= 32,906 +56,350 = 89,260 1bs/day

1982 Peak 6-hr. municipal + peak instantaneous Agripac
= 43,765 + 64,803 = 108,568 1bs/day

Oxygen Required

From B10-TREAT CMAS Program (CH2M-Hi11)
89,260 1bs/day BODs requires 87,033 1bs/day Q2

Extrapolating from above,
108,568 1bs/day BODs requires 105,860 1bs/day 02

Blower Air Supply

Design blower flow rate at design discharge pressure
= 13,600 incfm at 100°F (38°C)
Correcting to scfm by temperature correction and ideal gas law,
Ty 273.15°420°
13,600 TT—= 13,600 553 15138

12,800 scfm



Assuming 5 blowers in operation, total air available
=5 x 12,800 = 64,000 scfm

Aerator 0o Supply

Sanitaire clean water 02 transfer efficiency = 9-10%

Standard Oz transfer rate = SOTR =

SCFM x transfer eff. x % 02 in air x 1bs air/ft3 x 1,440 min/day
= 64,000 x .095 x .23 x .0737 x 1,440
148,409 1bs/day

Actual field oxygen transfer rate = FOTR =

Z {Cwsat - Cmin.) T-20
SOTR x°° 9.17 1.024 (Metcalf & Eddy)
== ,85
A=.90
T = 22°C (summertime temp STP records)

Cwsat = 8.6 mg/1 at 22°C :
Cmin 2.0 mg/1 (need to keep avg. 2.0 - MOP11, WPCF)
22-20

FOTR = 148,409 x .85 '90(3'3 172-0) 1.024

= 148,409 x .58

= 86,000 1bs/day
Requirement vs. Availability
1982 Max 24-hr. 07 requirement = 87,033 1bs/day > 86,000 1bs/day

1982 Peak instantaneous 0 requirement = 105,860 1bs/day >>86,000 1bs/day
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Metropolitan Wastewater I\Yanagement Commission

(:: : MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 16, 1981
TO: Memo to File

FROM: Alan Perg Fﬁ ~ Environmental Engineer

SUBJECT: HYDRAULIC CAPACITY AND TREATMENT EFFICIENCY OF THE TREATMENT PLANT
(REVISION AND UPDATE OF DENNIS EARLY 1/30/80 REPORT)

The MWMC staff and its design consultants have performed analyses of the hydraulic
capacity and treatment efficiency of the Eugene/Springfield Metropolitan Wastewater
Treatment Plant  {ESMWTP) under high flow conditions in order to address questions
raised during EPA review of the plant design. The main questions addressed

center on the desirability or necessity of the proposed bypass of peak wet

weather flows (greater than 103 mgd) around the secondary treatment process

and the effect the bypass would have on overall plant treatment efficiencies

during high flow periods.

The Eugene/Springfield Plant is an activated sludge treatment plant designed

to accommodate the flows and loadings listed in Table 1. A peak flow bypass

was included in the plant design in an effort to avoid problems with washout

of the activated sludge system. With the bypass in effect, flows greater than
103 mgd would receive primary treatment, bypass secondary treatment, and be
recombined with the secondary treated wastewater for disinfection. Since the
design year maximum wet weather daily flow for the plant was estimated at 98
mgd, use of the bypass would be expected to occur infrequently during the design
1life of the plant.

In review of the plant design, EPA Region X expressed a concern that perhaps
a higher degree of treatment could be provided for peak flows if all flows up
to 175 mgd were passed through secondary treatment. They asked that this
possibility be investigated.

Subsequent to this, our design consultants CH2M Hill performed an analysis of

plant hydraulics under peak flow conditions (175 mgd) without bypass to investigate
the possibility of hydraulically accommodating this flow in the secondary units.
Analysis of the plant running at 175 mgd plus recycles shows the ability of

the plant to handie 175 mgd hydraulically in the contact stabilization mode.

The resuiting profile is shown in Figure 1. The hydraulic analysis for the

plant operating in the complete mix mode at 175 mgd (see Figure 2) showed that

the plant could handle the flow hydraulically in this mode if modifications

were made to the bypass weir to allow it to completely shut off bypass flow.
Without these modifications, the weir would bypass approximately 30 mgd at peak
flow even when in its highest position. Redesign and additional construction

costs for raising the weir have been estimated by the designers and are listed

in Table 2.- The primary clarifier weirs would be submerged by about four inches
with the plant at peak flow in the complete mix mode, but this should be acceptable.

Since the plant has been found to be able to hydraulically handle the peak flow

of 175 mgd in the C-S mode and also, with slight modification, in the C-M mode,
the questions revolve around what kind of treatment efficiency can be expected
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under these two modes of operation and how utilization of the bypass would
affect overall treatment efficiency. The ability of the plant to meet 85
percent average monthly removal requirements for BOD and SS during extreme wet
weather periods has also been investigated.

[NOTE: Meeting the 85 percent removal requirements at peak flow is made difficult
not only due to operational difficulties caused by shock hydraulics loading

and decreased settling basin efficiency but also because influent BOD and SS
concentrations are lowered during peak inflow-infiltration periods. With lower
influent concentrations, the required effluent concentration to meet 85 percent
removal requirements is also lowered. As an example, estimated BOD's and SS
influent concentrations at various flows are given below along with the required
effluent concentrations to meet 85 percent removal requirements.

Effluent Conc. at

Influent Conc. (mg/1) 85% Removal (mg/1)
Flow (mgd) BODS SS BODS SS
49 (avg. dry weather daily) 193 225 29 34
70 {avg. wet weather daily) 135 157 20 24
98 {max. wet weather daily) 96 112 14 17
103 {initiation of diversion) 92 107 14 16
175 {peak wet weather) 54 63 8 9

Thus, it can be seen that during times of peak infiltration/inflow and, presumably,
high river flows, the effluent requirements of 85 percent removal may actually
be more stringent than the summer 10/10 1imits.

The rest of this analysis will assume an 85 percent removal requirement, and
it will be seen that meeting the 30/30. 1imits would be much easier to_accomplish.]

In order to address questions regarding expected effluent quality with or without
use of the peak flow bypass, the MWMC staff has performed a mathematical analysis
of treatment efficiencies at various flow rates which may be encountered during
the wet weather period and with the plant operating in the complete mix mode.
Treatment efficiencies for the diurnal peak flow during the maximum wet weather
day (118 mgd) and the peak wet weather flow (175 mgd} have been calculated with
and without bypass of flows greater than 103 mgd for comparison purposes. The
results of these analyses are summarized in Table 3.

The methodology used in the above analysis is summarized below:
1. Suspended solids removal effic1ency across primary clarifiers was

estimated from information in Wastewater Eng1neer1ng, 2nd edition,
by Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

2. BOD removal efficiency of biological treatment system was estimated
using Monod Kinetics as presented by Christensen and McCarty in
"Biotreat: A Multi-Process Biological Treatment Model" (presented
at the Annual Conference of the Water Poliution Control Federation,

1974).
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3. Effluent suspended solids from secondary clarifiers was estimated using
AMathematical Model of a Final Clarifier (U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 1972). .

From examination of Table 3, it can be seen that the use of the secondary bypass
has an adverse effect on BOD removal efficiencies, whereas it may actually increase
~ suspended solids removal efficiencies at peak flows. This is due to the expected
improvement in settling of the mixed liquor suspended solids in the secondary
clarifiers with bypass of peak flows.

Theoretical treatment efficiencies of the secondary units running in the contact
stabilization mode should be equivalent to complete mix treatment if equivalent

sludge ages are maintained. In reality, treatment efficiencies reported for

the C-S process have been less than C-M operations (WPCF, MOP/8, 1977, pg. 268).
This may be due to incomplete biosorption of substrate during the contact period
or differences in floc settling characteristics. Therefore, it will be assumed

that at any given flow rate treatment efficiencies for the C-S process will

be less than or equal to efficiencies obtained using C-M treatment as analyzed

above.

The second part of the analysis of plant efficiencies builds on the above
estimates for various flow rates and superimposes a diurnal peaking factor to
analyze the average daily performance of the plant during extreme wet weather
conditions. Also, the effect of a peak flow was investigated. A diurnal peaking
factor of 1.2 was used which was derived from a review of Eugene's flow data
during the wet weather months of December 1977 and January-February 1978.

Overall plant efficiency was evaluated on a daily basis with and without use

of the secondary bypass. Several different assumed average daily flow conditions
were analyzed and the results are summarized in Table 4.

Item 1 of Table 4 shows overall treatment efficiencies for the plant assuming
an average daily flow equal to the estimated design year average wet weather
daily flow (70 mgd). Applying the 1.2 peaking factor, the diurnal peak flow
would equal 84 mgd and, therefore, no diversion would occur. Items 2 and 3

of Table 4 show treatment efficiencies for the plant assuming an average daily
flow equal to the design year maximum average daily flow of 98 mgd. The peak
diurnal flow equals 118 mgd, which implies a possibility of secondary bypass
and Items 2 and 3 show the calculated removal efficiencies with and without
use of the secondary bypass, respectively. Items 4 and 5 of Table 4 duplicate
the conditions of Items 2 and 3 but include a two-hour peak flow of 175 mgd
(maximum peak flow for two-hour, five-year storm).

Examination of data in Tables 3 and 4 shows that overall plant treatment
efficiencies would theoretically be higher without use of the secondary bypass.
It should be realized, however, that operational benefits of bypass use during
peak flow conditions may be found to be greater than as analyzed by steady-
state calculations such as above. The steady-state flow conditions assumed
here may be most nearly approximated in actual operation only if there are none
of the operational difficulties which are commonly encountered during peak
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flows. These problems include lagging response of sludge recycle rates, solids
build-up in the final settling tanks, and sludge bulking, all leading to an
inability to maintain sufficient solids in the aerators and keep efficient floc
settling characteristics. These problems will be minimized by automatic sensing
of sludge blanket levels and adjustment of sludge recycles and perhaps by use

of the C-S mode of operation, but they may become critical in true peak flow
sjtuations. Operational experience will ultimately determine the most efficient
method of treating peak flows.

Furthermore, as stated earlier, use of the bypass should be infrequent in any
case and should not significantly affect monthly average BOD and SS removals.
During the average wet weather period, the bypass would not be used even in
the design year.

Analysis of a worst case situation will show under what conditions bypass use
would contribute to a violation of 85 percent BOD and 5SS removal requirements.
A worst case situation can be described for the design year (2000) as one in
which all rain during a wet weather month falls during the most critical time
(peak diurnal wastewater flow, maximum infiltration, peak BOD and SS loading)
and in intensities and duration equal to the five-year, two-hour storm (0.46
inches/hour), thus creating two-hour peak fiows of 175 mgd. The performance
data suggest that even with secondary bypass, 15 days containing a two-hour
peak of 175 mgd (Item 4, Table 4) 1in conjunction with 15 days at the average
wet weather flow rate (Item 1, Table 4) would be required in order to violate
the 85 percent removal criterion for SS over the 30-day period. This would
amount to a total rainfall of 13.8 inches for one month,

In the past 75 years of record, there has been greater than 13.8 inches total
precipitation in only six months. This would lead to the conclusion that even
if the timing and intensity of rain during a wet month were "worst case" as
considered above, the effluent limits of monthly average BOD and SS would be
violated only about once or twice in the 20-year design period. The chance

of this occurrence is actually less than as determined above because the peak
flows will be less than design fiow initially and gradually build to design
flow.

The results of the analyses presented in this report support the conclusion
that maximum process flexibility is the best assurance of maximum treatment
efficiency. The ability to treat the peak flows by secondary treatment is
available in the present design in the C-S mode and is available in the C-M
at minimal additional cost. Operational experience will determine the best
mode of operation for peak flow treatment.

Attachments

AGP:mjb



Table 1

"ESMWTP Design Flows & Loadings

Design Flows MGD
Average Dry Weather Day _ 49
Maximum Dry Weather Day 68
Peak Dry Weather Flow 103
Average Wet Weather Day 70
Maximum Wet Weather Day 98

Peak Wet Weather Flow 175

Design Loadings Lb/Day
Average BODg - 66,000
Peak BODg 79,000
Average SS 71,600

Désign Year 2000



Plant influent flow =

175 mgd

FIGURE 1
HYDRAULIC PROFILE

Flow to receive secondary treatment is 175 mgd + RAS + miscellaneous recycles.
Operational mode is contact stabilization.
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HYDRAULIC PROFILE

Plant influent flow = 175 mgd
Flow to receive secondary treatment is 175 mgd + RAS + miscellaneous recycles.
Operational mode:is complete mix.
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Table 2
COST ESTIMATE
MODIFICATION OF BYPASS WIER

CONSTRUCTION $20,000
* REDESIGN 10,000
ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL & CONTINGENCIES 4,000

(20% of capital construction cost)

TOTAL* $34,000

*January 1980 dollars



Table 3
ESMWTP

EXPECTED EFFLUENT QUALITY

FOR CONSTANT FLOWS

Constant Parameter Waste Loading Effluent % Removal
Flow {mgd) : (1b/day) {1b/day) {mg/1)
70 BOD 79,000 4,000 7 95
SS 92,000 6,400 11 93
98 BOD 79,000 6,900 8 91
SS 92,000 13,000 16 86
103 BOD 79,000 7,300 9 91
SS 92,000 14,000 17 85
118-Blend BOD 79,000 17,000 18 78
Effluent SS 92,000 37,000 37 60
118* BOD - 79,000 12,000 12 85
SS 92,000 18,000 18 80
175-Blend BOD 79,000 30,000 21 62
Effluent SS 92,000 33,000 22 64
175* BOD 79,000 ‘17,000 12 78
SS 92,000 42,000 29 54

*Assumes entire plant flow receives secondary treatment.



Table 4

ESMWTP
EXPECTED EFFLUENT QUALITY
FOR DIURNAL FLOWS

ITEM AVERAGE DAILY FLOW PARAMETER WASTE LOADING EFFLUENT % REMOVAL
{mgd) (Lb/Day) (Lb/Day) (mg/1}

1 70 80D 79,000 4,000 8 94
SS 92,000 7,000 13 92
2 98* 'BOD © 79,000 8,000 10 90
) 92,000 13,000 16 85
3 gg** BOD 79,000 10,000 12 88
- : SS 92,000 20,000 24 79
4 ggHr* . BOD 79,000 12,000 14 85
S 92,000 21,000 26 77
5 gk - BOD 79,000 8,500 10 89
5S 92,000 14,000 17 85

Note: Diurnal peaking factor equals 1.2.

*A11 flows receive secondary treatment.
**Flows in excess of 103 mgd receive primary treatment and are blended with secondary effluent.

***Two-hour peak flow of 175 mgd, flows in excess of 103 mgd receive primary treatment and are blended with
secondary effluent.

****Tyo-hour peak flow of 175 mgd, all flows receive secondary treatment.
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