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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
June 11, 1982

ldth Floor Conference Room
Department of Environmental Quality
522 §. W. Pifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon
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9:00 am CONSENT ITEMS

These routine items are usually acted on without public discussion. If any
item is of special interest to the Commission or sufficient need for public
comment 1s indicated, the Chairman may hold any item over for discussion.
A. Minutes of the Aprili 16, 1982, EQC meeting.

B. Monthly Activity Reports for Marxch and April, 1982.

C. Tax Credits.

9:05 am D. PUBLIC FORUM

This is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission on environmental
issues and concerns not a part of this scheduled meeting. The Commission may
discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an exceptionally large

number of speakers wish to appear.

HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS

E. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on:

(a) Amending OAR 340-71-4601(&),-Clatsop Plains moratorlum area rule
(septic tank construction moratorlum),

{b) Adoption of proposed Clatsop Plaing Aquifer Geographic Rule,
(OAR 340-71-400(5); and

{c) Adoption of Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan as a revision
to the Statewide Water Quality Management Plan for the Noxrth
Coast—--Lower Columbia Basin.

ACTION AND INFORMATICONAL ITEMS

Public testimony will be accepted on the following except items for which
a public hearing has previcusly been held. Testimony will not be taken on
items marked with an asterisk (*). However, the Commission may choose to
guestion interested parties present at the meeting.

F. Request for a variance from OAR 340-25-315(2) and approval of compliance'
schedule for particulate matter emissions from Weyerhaeuser Company

North Bend Plywood Mill.

G. Request by Lake County for extension of variances from rules prohibiting
open burning dumps, OAR 340~-61-040(2).

(MORE)
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H. Request by the City of Paisley for extension of variance from rules
" prohibiting open burning dumps, OAR 340-61-040({2).

I. Mr. and Mrs. Leonard Silverwood: Appeal of a variance officer’s
decision to grant a hardship variance from the On-Site Sewage’
Disposal Rules with a condition that limits the number of permanent
residents using the sewage disposal system.

J. Certification of plans for sewerage system as adequate to alleviate
health hazard, ORS 222.898~-certain territory contiguous to the
City of Tillamook.

K. Compliance schedule status report for wecod dryers at particlebeoard
plants in Medford AQMA.

L. Informational report: Rock Mesa mining claims in the Three Sisters
Wilderness.

* M. Proposed adeoption of Gravel-less Disposal Trench Alternative
On-Site System Rules, OAR 340-71-355 and QAR 340-~73-060(2) {f).

* N. Adoption of specific air pollution control rules for Benton, Linn,
Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties, OAR 340-29-00l to 340-29~010.

* 0. Adoption of proposed revisions to Primary Aluminum Plant Regulatiens,
OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285,

WORK. SESSION

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further consideration
of any item on the agenda.
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Because of the uncertain length of time needed, the Commission may deal with any item at any
time in the meeting except those set for a specific time. Anyone wishing to be heard on any
item not having a set time should arrive at 9:00 am to avoid missing any item of interest.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Portland Motor Hotel, 1414 S. W. Sixth Avenue,
Portland; and will lunch at DEQ Headquarters, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland.

at the conclusion of the Commission's regularly scheduled agenda, they will_continue in.
work session to discuss possible legislatien for the 1983 Oregon Legislative Session.
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THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL, APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORTIETH MEETING
CF THE
OREGON ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
June 11, 1982

On Friday, June 11, 1982, the one hundred fortieth meeting of the

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of
Envirormental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission members
Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; Mr. Ronald M. Somers;
Mr. Wallace B. Brill; and Mrs. Mary V. Bishop. Present on behalf of the
Department were its Director, William H, Young, and several members of
the Department staff. Commissioner-elect James Petersen was also present.

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

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel

in Portland. Commissioners Richards, Somers, Brill, Burgess and Bishop

and Commissioner-elect Petersen were present, as were several members of
the pepartment staff,

The following items were discussed:

1. Modification of Civil Penalties by Hearings QOfficer: Linda Zucker,
FQC Hearing Officer, asked the Commission whether she could share
the responsibility for modifying civil penalties in the Hearing
Officer's Order, thereby reducing the number of contested cases
brought before the Commission. The Commission agreed to this
procedure for the time being.

2. Pield Burning Update: Sean 0'Connell, Field Burning Manager, reviewed
the current status of the field burning program, including predictions
of acreage to be burned this year and a description of some new
methods for forecasting weather conditions,

3. Budget Status: The Director reviewed for the Commission the
forthcoming proposed budget cuts and salary reductions which could
come out of the Special Session to be held on June 14,

DOK106.2 -]~



FORMAL: MERTTNG

Commissioners Richards, Somers, Burgess, Bishop, and Brill and
Commissioner-elect Petersen were present for the formal meeting.

AGENDA ITEM A — MINUTES OF THE APRIL 16, 1982 MEETING.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Somers, and
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as submitted.

AGENDA ITEM B ~ MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORTS FOR MARCH AND APRIL, 198Z.

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

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDITS.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved,
including the withdrawal of applications T-1142 and T-1172 for Time 0Qil

Company.

AGENDA TTEM D - PUBLIC FORUM.

Terry Morgan, attorney representing Happy Valley Landowners Committee,
appeared and reported that the Happy Valley will appeal a recent LCDC
Order. He requested that the matter be put on the agenda for the July
EQC meeting to require the City to construct a sewer system to alleviate
the problem of the 150 failing septic tanks in Happy Valley.

The Commission asked that the Director bring this issue before the
Commission at an appropriate time in the future,

AGENDA ITEM E - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING ON:

(A) AMENDING OAR 340-71-460(6) ;

(B) PROPOSED CLATSOP PLAINS AQUIFER GEOGRAPHIC RULE,
OBR 340-71-400 (5); and

(C) ADOPTION OF THE CLATSOP PIATNS GROUNDWATER PROTECTION
PLAN AS A REVISION TO THE STATEWILE WATER QUALITY
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE NORTH COAST-IOWER COLUMBIA
BASIS.

Clatsop Plains groundwater protection has been a concern of the Commission
since 1970 when the initial resolution was passed discouraging the
installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems. During the past two
years, Clatsop County has been completing an extensive Section 208 planning
project in Clatsop Plains in order to develop a comprehensive groundwater
protection plan. The project was completed in March of this year.

DOK106. 2 o



The Clatsop County Board of Commissioners has adopted the project's final
report, "Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan,™ as their management
policy through county resolution.

Subsequently, the County has requested that the Commission remove the
existing moratorium and utilize the final protection plan and its
recommendations to develop an appropriate geograghic rule.

Staff have developed a proposed Clatsop Plains Aquifer Geographic Rule
(Attachment A of Agenda Item No. E) to address the County's request.

This agenda item requests Commission authorization to conduct a public
hearing on:

(a) Amending the existing moratorium rule;
(b) The proposed new geographic rule; and

(¢} Adopting the County plan as part of the Statewide Water Quality
Management Plan.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to be held in Gearhart to take testimony

on the question of amending the moratorium areas rule (OAR 340-71-460)
by deleting subsection (6) (e) and Appendix 1 (the Clatsop Plains
moratorium area); amending the geographic Area Special Consideration
Rule, (CAR 340-71-400}) by adding a new subsection (5), (Clatscp Plains
Aquifer, Clatsop County), as presented in Attachment "A"; the adoption
of the "Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan" as a revision

to the Statewide Water Quality management Plan.

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

AGENDA ITEM F — REQUEST FCR A VARIANCE FROM OAR 340-25-315(2), PARTICULATE
MATTER EMISSIONS, FROM WEYERHAFUSER COMPANY, NORTH BEND
PLYWOOD MILL,

Oregon Administrative Rule 340-25-315(2) limits particulate emissions from
plywood and veneer mill sources (other than the veneer dryers, fuel burning
equipment, and refuse burning equipment) to one pound per 1000 square feet
of plywood or veneer production on a 3/8-inch basis. As a result of
changing the product line which requires finish sanding of more of the
plant-produced plywood, Weyerhaeuser Company's North Bend plant has been
unable to comply with the limit.

The Company has requested a variance fram the mass rate particulate
emissions rule for a period of one year beyond the compliance schedule

in the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. The Company cites the
negative cash flow from this facility due to the extremely depressed wood
products market as justification for the extended compliance schedule,

DOK106.2 -3~



Director's Recommendation

Based on sulmitted facts and existing conditions, the Director is
recommending that the Commission grant the variance and extend the
conpliance schedule.

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

Agenda Items G and H both deal with solid waste digposal sites in Lake
County. The County and City of Paisley have requested extensions of
variances to allow continued open burning of refuse at several rural
locations., :

The Department agrees that the upgrading of these sites would require an
expenditure of resources that is not warranted at this time and therefore

supports both requests.

These matters are being dealt with in two separate agenda items, since
Lake County is not responsible for the operation of the Paisley Disposal
Site.

AGENDA ITEM G ~ REQUEST BY TAKE COUNTY FOR EXTENSION OF VARIANCES FROM
RULES PROHIBITING CPEN BURNING DUMPS, OAR 340-61--040(2).

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(2), until
July 1, 1985, for Lake County disposal sites at Christmas Valley,
Fort Rock, Silver Iake and Summer Lake.

AGENDA ITEM H - REQUEST BY THE CITY OF PATSLEY FOR EXTENSION OF VARTANCE
FRCOM RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS,
OAR 340-61-040 (2).

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant an extension of the variance to OAR 340-61-040(2),
until July 1, 1985, for the City of Paisley's solid waste disposal
site,

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, ahd
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendations in Agenda Items
G and H, above, be approved.

AGENDA ITEM I - MR. & MRS, LFONARD SILVERWOOD — APPEAL OF A VARIANCE
OFFICER'S DECISICN TO GRANT A HARDSHIP VARTANCE FROM
THE ON~SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES, WITH A CONDITION THAT
LIMITS THE NUMBER OF PERMANENT RESIDENTS USING THE SEWAGE
DISPOSAL SYSTEM.

DOK106.2 e



Mr. and Mrs. Silverwood applied for a variance from the on-site sewage
disposal rules to allow Washington County to issue a permit to repair their
failing drainfield. Washington County was prevented by rule from issuing

a permit because a public sewerage system was both physically and legally
available, After conducting an information-gathering hearing, a Department
variance officer, Sherman Olson, granted a hardship variance and imposed

a condition that limits the number of permanent residents using the system
to two persons. Mr. and Mrs. Silverwood are appealing this condition.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended the Commission adopt the
findings of the variance officer as the Coamissicon's findings, and
affirm his decision to approve the variance with such conditions as
specified in the April 13, 1982 approval letter.

Leonard Silverwood, appellant, requested that the Commission alter the
variance conditions to allow more than two regidents to use the system,
The Commission agreed to that change on the condition that the Silverwoods
agreed to include that variance information on their deed record. The
appellants chose to withdraw their appeal.

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

AGENDA ITEM J — CERTIFICATICN OF PLANS FOR SEWERAGE SYSTEMS AS ADEQUATE TO
ALLEVIATE HEAITH HAZARD, ORS 222.898 ~ CERTAIN TERRITORY
CONTIGUCUS TO CITY OF TILLAMOOK.

The State Health Division has certified a health hazard to exist as a result
of inadequate sewage disposal in an area north of the City of Tillamook.
Pursuant to statute, the City is required to develop pilans and a time
schedule for alleviation of the hazard and submit them to the EQC for review
and certification of adequacy. Upon EQC certification of adequacy, the City
is required by law to annex the area and construct the facility.

The staff has reviewed the plans and time schedule and recommends
certification of approval.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon our findings in the summation, it is recommended that the

Commission approve the proposal of the City of Tillamook and certify
said approval to the City.

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

AGENDA TTEM K - STATUS REPORT ON PARTICLE DRYER COMPLIANCE WITH EMISSION
LIMITS IN THE MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA.

DOK106. 2 -5-



At its April 24, 1981, meeting, the Commission adopted amendments to rules
for wood particle dryers and hardboard plants in the Medford AQMA. These

amendments modified emission limits and extended compliance schedules for

dryers at particleboard plants., They also established plant site emission
limits for hardboard manufacturing plants,

The Department now considers it appropriate to inform the Commission as to
the status of those facilities subject to these rules.

Medford Corporation, a hardboard manufacturer, was in compliance at the time
the rules were amended and remains in that status,

The particleboard facilities are operated by Timber Products Co. and Down
River Forest Products, Inc.

Timber Products is proceeding with an approved compliance schedule with the
expectation that egquipment installation will be completed in the latter part
of 1982, and compliance will be demonstrated by June 30, 1983, as required
by the rule. Equipment fabrication is underway, and funding arrangements
will be completed about July 15, 1982.

Down River Forest Products announced in late April, 1982, its intent to
cease operations in White City on or before the date control equipment
must be installed. The Department has been working with the Company with
the intent of taking appropriate permit action when adeqguate information
on the shutdown becomes available.

This is an information Item and no Commission action is necessary.
The Commission accepted the report and took no action.

AGENDA TTEM L - INFORMATIONAL REPORT: ROCK MESA MINING CIAIMS IN THE
THREE SISTERS WILDERNESS

This relates to possible mining on the rock mesa in the Three Sisters
wilderness area.

A letter was received from a group of Central Oregon citizens and supported
by the City of Bend who requested that the Commission be brought up to

date on the mining issues and pending legal action on the mining claims.

In 1972 the Commission adopted very strict rules to maintain envirormental
quality for wilderness areas. Currently, no permit applications have been
submitted to the Department for any type of activity.

It is the Department's intent to discuss the rock mesa mining issue with
the Governor's office to determine if and how the State of Oregon should
be involved in this matter,

The Department asks that the Commission concur with this course of action.

The Coammission concurred.

DOK106. 2 o



AGENDA ITEM M - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF GRAVEL-LESS DISPOSAL TRENCH

ALTERNATIVE ON-SITE SYSTEMS RULES, QAR 340-71-355 AND
OAR 340-73-060(2) (f).

At the March 5, 1982, meeting, the Commission was provided a staff report
requesting adoption of a number of proposed rule amendments. During
discussion, some issues were raised with respect to a proposed new
alternative called the gravel-less disposal trench system. The Commission
decided to defer action on the proposed gravel-less disposal trench
alternative system rule and the corresponding gravel-less pipe
specification, while adopting the other proposed rule amendments, Staff
were directed to reexamine the gravel-less disposal trench concept,
including the pipe specification, and provide a report and recommendation
to the Commission at the April meeting., However, at the April meeting

the Commission set over consideration of the proposed rule amendments until
this meeting.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended the Commission adopt
the proposed gravel-less disposal trench alternative on-site systems
rules, OAR 340-71-355 and OAR 340-73-060(2) (f)}, as set forth in
Attachment "E".

It was MOVED by Commissioner Sm1eks, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

POLLUTTION CONTROL RULES FOR BENTON, LINN, MARION, POLK
AND YAMHILL COUNTIES, OAR 340-29-001 TO 340-29-010, TO
RETAIN THE ODOR, NUISANCE AND PARTICLE FALLOUT RULES AND
TO REDEAL, CERTAIN ROULES CONSIDERED OBSOLETE OR REDUNDANT.

In July of 1975, the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWCAPA)
ceased to exist., The Department assumed administration of the program

in this area and had the Secretary of State publish all the Mid-Willamette
Rules as Oregon Administrative Rules (0OAR), effective July 2, 1975, The
Department, since that time, has had a low-priority task to integrate
appropriate Mid-Willamette rules into Oregon Administrative Rules. We are
now proposing to complete this task.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission repeal
OAR 340 Division 29 and replace it with the attached three state CAR's
on odors, nuisance, and large particle fallout; and remove the present
Division 29 from the Oregon Clean Air State Implementation Plan.

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

DOK106. 2 —7-



AGENDA ITEM O — ADOPTION OF PROPOSED. MODIFICATIONS. TO. PRIMARY ALUMINDM o
PLANT REGULATIONS, OAR 340-25-255 THROUGH 340-25-285.

Pursuant to authorization by the Commission, the Department held a public
hearing on May 14, 1982, on proposed modifications to the primary aluminum
plant regulation, OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285 that:

{a) Delete requirements for "existing plants" to comply with
"new plant" limits; :

(b) Do not change either emission limits for "new plants" or
fluoride and opacity limits for "existing plants";

(c} Apply present particulate mass emission rates to existing
vertical stud Soderburg plants (Martin Marietta);

(d) Establish revised particulate mass emission rates for
existing pre-bake plants (Reynolds Metals); and

(@) Specify applicable source test methods.
The hearing officer's report is attached to the staff report.
Since the hearing, the Department has made one significant change in the
propcsed rule modifications. The proposed monthly and annual particulate
emission limits for prebake facilities were increased by 0.5 1b/ton Al
produced. This was done to reflect the contribution of minor sources which
the Department had inadvertently overlooked in its original proposal.

The Department recommends that the Commission adopt these rule
modifications as now proposed.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt
the proposed rule changes as set forth herein as Attachment II and
direct the Department to submit the modified rule to EPA as amendment
to the State Implementation Plan,

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

There being no further businegs on the formal agenda, the meeting was
recessed for lunch, to be reconvened for the purpose of a legislative
concepts discussion to take place throughout the afternoon. Minutes of
that session follow this document.

Respectfully submitted,

Jan Shaw
Commission Assistant



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED THIRTY-NINTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
April 16, 1982

On Friday, April 16, 1982, the one hundred thirty-ninth meeting of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of
Envirommental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Comission members
Mr. Joe B, Richards, Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; Mr. Ronald M. Samers;
Mr. Wallace B. Brill; and Mrs. Mary V. Bishop. Present on behalf of the
Department were its Director, William H. Young, and several members of
the Department staff.

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recammendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Qffice of
the Director of the Department of Envirormental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information submitted at this meeting
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

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

The following items were discussed:

1. Medford Clean Air Plan Status Report: John Kowalczyk, Air Quality
Division, distributed and summarized written reports on CO and TSP.
He told the Commission that these items should be ready for hearings
in September, 1982.

2, Pollution Control Bond FPund: Fergus QO'Donnell, Business Manager,
reviewed the status of the bond fund, including the balance remaining
for loans and projected demand. He said it was possible that we would
go to market with a sale in the reasonably near future and said that
we are exploring commitments from local govermments prior to that
time.

3. Legislative process/concepts: Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director,
provided the Commission two written reports, one on a process for
developing proposed legislation and the other summarizing legislative
concepts that have bheen develcoped so far. He summarized the reports
and invited the Commission to submit its concepts and concerns to
staff. Chairman Richards proposed meeting with staff in June to
discuss legislative concepts and suggested doing that before or after
the June 11 regular EQC meeting.

DOHA422 . P



4. Rock Mesa: The Director reviewed a discussion he had with a group
which 1s opposed to mining in the Rock Mesa area and submitted a
letter to the Commission from that group. The Commission asked staff
to report further on that issue at the next meeting.

FORMAL MEETING

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

AGENDA ITEM A -~ MINUTES OF THE MARCH 5, 1982 MEETING.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as submitted.

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY, 1982,

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

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDITS.

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

AGENCA ITEM D -~ PUBLIC FORUM,

No cne chose to appear.

Chairman Richards read a letter submitted to the Commission from a
concerned group regarding mining in the Rock Mesa area. He requested staff
to return to the next regular EQC meeting on June 11 with a further report
on this matter.

AGENDA ITEM E - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON
THE CONSTRUCTICON GRANTS PRIORITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND
LIST FOR FY 83

This item is a request for authorization to hold a public hearing on the
sewerage works construction grants priority list and minor revisions to
the management system for Pederal Fiscal Year 1983, The federal program
underwent significant changes when the Construction Grant Amendments to
the Clean Water Act were passed in December 1981. As we begin this year's
process to set the FY 83 priority list for grants, we are revising our
existing rules to conform with changed aspects of the federal program;
however, we also begin with the knowledge that new federal regulations
expected before mid-summer may alter the final product before we return

to the Commission for final action.
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Director's Recomendation

Based on the Summation, the director recommends the following:

1. The Commission authorize a hearing before a hearings officer
on the FY 83 priority management system and priority list, to
be held on June 3, 1982. All testimony entered into the record
by the close of the hearing will be considered by the Cammission.

2. The Department inform and update the Commission, as necessary,
on new developments regarding this process.

AGENDA ITEM F -~ REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON
PROPOSED HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENTS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLE
EMISSION CONTROL INSPECTION TEST CRITERIA, METHODS AND
STANDARDS CAR 340-24-300 THROUGH 24-350

The Commission is being asked to authorize a public hearing to consider
proposed housekeeping amendments to the vehicle inspection program rules.
Highlights of these proposed changes include deletion of the definition

for non-complying import cars, a change in the test procedure, and a change
in the policy on engine changes. An additional highlight of the proposed
public hearing will be the opportunity for public comment on all aspects

of the rules, not just the proposed amendments.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the public hearing
be authorized.

AGENDA ITEM G(l), (2), and (3) =

ITEM G(1): REQUEST FOR AUTHCRIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPCSED
REVISIONS TO THE STATE AIR QUALITY IMPTEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE
PORTTAND-VANCOUVER, INTERSTATE ACOMA (OREGON PORTION) REGARDING
OZONE CONTROL STRATEGIES.

Agenda Item G(l) is a hearing authorization report for proposed revisions
to the State Implementation Plan regarding a detailed ozone control
strategy for the Portland Metropolitan area. Attainment is predicted by
the statutory federal deadline of December 31, 1987, The plan basically
relies on existing controls such as the Oregon biennial auto inspection
maintenance program and the previocusly adopted VOC rules which apply to
certain industrial and commercial operations. The proposed amendment to
the plan, which establishes a growth cushion policy to replace the offset
program, has not been agreed to by the state of Washington, but we are
hopeful Washington will develop a campatible SIP which EPA can approve.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, the Director recommends that the EQC
authorize a public hearing to consider public testimony on the
proposed 1982 Ozone SIP Revision for the Portland-vancouver Interstate

ACMA.
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ITEM G(2): REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED
REVISIONS TO THE STATE AIR QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR
THE PORTLAND-VANCOUVER INTERSTATE AQMA (OREGCN PORTICN)
REGARDING CARBON MONOXIDE CONTROL STRATEGIES.

Agenda Item G(2) is a hearing authorization report for proposed revisions
to the State Implementation Plan regarding a detailed carbon monoxide
control strategy for the Portland metropolitan area. Attainment is
predicted by 1985 with existing controls such as the biennial auto
inspection maintenance program and the City of Portland's parking
management. program with a ceiling on downtown parking spaces. The plan
has been endorsed by the Portland City Council as well as the METRO
Council.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Sumation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize
a public hearing to consider public testimony on the proposed Carbon
Monoxide SIP revision for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA
(Oregon portion).

ITEM G(3): REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING ON
REVISING THE STATE JMPLEMENTATION PLAN REGARDING RULES FOR
EQUIPMENT BURNING SALT LADEN WOOD WASTE FROM LOGS STORED IN
SALT WATER, OAR 340-21-020(2).

Weverhaeuser has petitioned for permanent exemption of salt from rules
for their stack plume on Coos Bay. Department review of the situation
indicates that the salt impacts from the boiler are small in comparison
to natural sea salt impacts. While the area caters to tourists, the
industrial area around the mill is recognized as heavy-industrial zoned,
and neither the company's file nor recent hearings have received any
complaints about the heavy white opacity of Weyerhaeuser's stack. The
Department has visited out-of-state mills where the salt is being
captured, and Weyerhaeuser has estimated a capture cost for this stack;
the consensus is that the cost and corrosion involved may not be worth
the aesthetic and minimal environmental benefit. Therefore, the Department
recognized a need to have the Commission consider converting rule
340-21-020(2) , expiration date January 1, 1984, to a permanent exemption.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to revise OAR 340-21-020(2) concerning
boilers out of compliance because of salt and to consider the proposed
amended rules for adoption as a revision to the State Implementation
Plan,

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Burgess,
and passed unanimcously that the Director's Recommendations in Items E,
F, and G(1), (2), and (3) be approved.
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AGENDA ITEM H - EOC REVIEW OF PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLIANT REGULATIONS PURSUANT

TO OAR 340-25-265(5) AND REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION 1O HOLD
K PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED REVISIONS 10 OAR 340-25-255

THROUGH 340-25-285.

Oregon Administrative Rule 340-25-265(5) requires that the Commission
review the feasibility of applying new aluminum plant emission limits OAR
340~-25-265(1}) to existing aluminum plants. A hearing was held on
MNovember 9, 1982 to obtain an informational base for the Commission's
review,

Martin Marietta, Reynolds Metals Co., and others testified that requiring
existing plants to comply with new plant limits is neither practicable

or necessary., In addition, Reynolds formally indicated a need for a
revision of particulate emission limits as applied to their plant. Ambient
air impacts of present emission rates at Reynolds were analyzed. The
results indicate that ambient standards would not be violated,

Based on the hearing record, the Department is recommending that the
Commission find that applying "new plant" limits to existing plants is
not feasible and authorize the Department to hold a public hearing on
proposed changes to the Primary Aluminum Plant requlations as set forth
in Attachment II of the staff report. The proposed changes would delete
requirements for existing plants to camply with new plant limits and
establish particulate emission limits specific to vertical stud Soderberg
and prebake facilities.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission £ind
that applying QAR 340-25-265{4) {(b) is not feasible and authorize the
Department to hold a public hearing on the proposed rule changes set
forth herein as Attachment II.

Bill Sheridan, Wasoo County Fruit and Produce League, sulmitted copies

of a letter sent on December 21, 1981, to the EQC hearing officer. He
asked that it be made a part of the record before the time of the hearing
on May 14. He urged that stricter standards be applied to Martin-Marietta
because of past and future damage to crops fram fluoride emigsions and
suggested a case~by-case approach, rather than lumping industries under
the same standards.

Joe Byrne, Martin Marietta, complained that it was unfair to reopen
testimeny on this item after a hearing had already been held, He also
found fault with the subject of the public hearing on May 14,

It was MOVED by Commissioner Samers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.
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AGENDA ITEM I - REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF A VARTANCE BY MAZAMA PLYWOOD
COMPANY , SUTHERLIN, FROM OAR 340-25-315(1) (D), VENEER
DRYER EMISSION LIMITS.

Bgenda Item I is a request by Mt. Mazama Plywood Company for a six-month
extension of a variance for there veneer dryers which they opgrate in
Sutherlin., The current variance authorizes the company to exceed the
Department's opacity limits for veneer dryers and requires demonstration
of compliance by July 1, 1983. The company did submit a control strategy
which was approved by the Department. However, detailed plans were not
submitted and purchase orders have not been 1ssued as required by the
compliance schedule.

The Department is recommending that the company be allowed additional time
to submit detailed plans and issue purchase orders and be required to meet
existing construction and compliance demonstration dates.

Director's Recamendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that conditions 1 and
2 of the variance granted by the EQC on July 17, 1981, be amended as
follows:

1. By July 1, 1982, sulmit to the Department approvable detailed
plans and specifications for control of the veneer dryer
emissions.

2. By Septamber 1, 1982, issue purchase orders for the necessary
control equimment and affirm maintenance of schedule increments
3, 4, and 5 of the July 17, 1981 variance.

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

AGENDA ITEM K - REQUEST FOR VARIANCE FROM OAR 340-25-315() (b) VENEER DRYER
EMISSION LIMITS, FOR CHAMPION INTERNATIONALL CORPORATION,
LEBANON PLYWOOD DIVISION, STEAM HEATED DRYERS 1-6.

The Cammission is being asked to consider a variance request fram

Champion International Corporation-Lebanon to allow bypass of a portion

of their veneer dryer emission control system in vioclation of the
Department's opacity regulations. Due to an industry-wide shortage of
hogged fuel, the Company has been forced to reduce the steaming rate of
their boilers., This, in turn, has limited the volume of veneer dryer gases
which can be controlled by incineration. The Company maintains that this
condition is caused by circumstances beyond their control and asks the
Commission to consider the econcmic and employment impacts strict
compliance with the Department's regulations would impose.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
variance from CAR 340-25-315(1) {(b), Vencer Drver Emission Limits,
be granted to Champion International Corporation, Lebanon Plywood
Division, for operation of up to three steam heated vencer dryers
in violation of the Department's emission limits, subject to the
following conditions:

1. The veneer dryer control system (hogged fuel boiler incineration)
will be operated at maximum efficiency, consistent with fuel
availability and quality, to accommodate the most dryers
possible.

2, Quarterly reports will ke sulmitted to the Department detailing
fuel availability and costs, steaming rates, number of dryers,
aborted and forecast for the next quarter.

3. If the Department determines that the veneer dryer emissions
cause significant adverse impact on the airshed, this variance
may be revised or revoked.

4. This variance shall expire July 1, 1983.

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

AGENDA ITEM L - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGFMENT RULE, OAR 340-63-125.

At the December 4, 1981, Commission meeting, the staff proposed amendments
to portions of the hazardous waste management rules dealing with waste
pesticides and empty (hazardous material) containers. Although the
majority of the proposed rule changes were adopted, the proposed design
guidelines for use in approving plans for waste pesticide management
facilities were not,

Subsequent to the December 4, 1981, Commission meeting, the staff met with
representatives of the Department of Transportation-Division of Aeronautics
and the Oregon Agricultural Aviator Association on January 14, 1982. Then
on March 18, 1982, the staff held the authorized public hearing in Room 1400
- of DEQ's office in Portland, Oregon. It was again concluded that generalized
performance standards would provide specific enough design objectives while
retaining flexibility to account for specific site condition. No major
objections were raised to the staff's current proposal.

The staff is now requesting the Envirormental Quality Cammission to adopt
the proposed amendment to Hazardous Waste Management Rule OAR 340-63-125
"Appendix: A Performance Standards for Waste Pesticide Management
Systems."
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt
the proposed amendments to the Department's Hazardous Waste Management
Rule OAR 340-63~-125.

Paul Burkett, Administrator, Aeronautics Division of ODOT, appeared to
say that he was comfortable with the staff proposal.

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Somers, seoonded by Commissioner Burdgess,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recx‘mnendatlon be approved.

AGENDA ITEM M - PUBLIC HEARING ON QUESTION OF EXTENDING DATE ON
: PROHTIBITION OF CESSPOOLS TO SERVE NEW CONSTRUCTION,
OAR 340-71-335,

This item is a public hearing on the question of extending the date on
prohibition of cesspools to serve new construction. At the last meeting,
the EQC adopted a second temporary rule extending the prohibition date

to today, at the request of the Homebuilders Association and Multnamah
County. The Hamebuilders indicated a desire to initiate a county systems
development charge ordinance and to investigate the possibility of a users
fee for existing cesspools, as a condition for. extending the prohibition
date. ‘

The proposed rule amendments would extend the October 1, 1981, prohibition
date for cesspools to January 1, 1985, provided Multnamah County adopts
a systems development charge ordinance by October 1st of this year.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, after public hearing, it is recommended
that the Commission amend the permanent rule, OAR 340-71-355, as set
forth in Attachment "A", extending the cesspool prohibition date,
tlge rule amendments to be effective upon filing with the Secretary
of State.

Burke Raymond, Multnomah County, reported on the accomplishments since
the last meeting regarding a systems development charge process and said
he was in favor of the proposed proposed action.

Kevin Hanway, attorney representing Oregon Homebuilders Association,
described the proposed method for levying assessments and service charges
which will be in effect by October 1.

Chairman Richards propoéed an amendment to be made to the proposed rule,
OAR 340-71-335(2) (b), as follows:

"... shall not later than July 1, 1983, submit to the Department an
assessment of the feasibility of imposing user fees on existing
cesspools and appropriate exemptions therefrom, and by

July 1, 1984 ,.."

[Underlined language to be added.]

DOH422 -8-



It was MOVED by Cammissioner Samers, seconded by Cammissioner Burgess,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation, as amended,
be approved.

AGENDA ITEM N - INFORMATIONAL REPORT - DEQ ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING FEDERAL
REQUIREMENTS TO PROTECT VISIBILITY IN CLASS I AREAS.

Congress, and subsequently EPA, prcmulgated requirements to protect
vigibility in Class I Areas. States were required to incorporate
visibility protection for Class I Areas into their State Implementation
Plan.

While the Department has drafted a visibility protection plan, EPA and
Congress have given indication they may consider changes to the visibility
plan requirements. As a result, the Department, Oregon industries, and
affected govermment agencies favor not adopting a visibility plan until
the final federal direction is clear. However, there is widespread support
to implement an adequate monitoring program.

Instead of spending limited staff and Commission time trying to adopt the
draft plan, the Depariment proposes to:

1. Use limited EPA special funds to conduct monitoring;

2. Use the recammendations of a special visibility monitoring task force
to help design a more adequate program, and

3. Suspend adoption of a final vieibility plan until potentlal changes
are resolved.

Director's Recomnendation

This is an informational report and no formal action by the Commission
is necessary. However, it is recommended that the Commission confirm
the Department's proposed position on this matter, namely:

1. Some limited effort should be directed toward preserving,
protecting and enhancing the air quality in Oregon's 12 Class I
areas, considering their importance to the state's tourist
industry and their value as a nearhy recreational resource to
the inhabitants of the state of Oregon.

2.. Adoption of a complete visibility plan to meet existing federal
rules should be suspended until petitions to EPA and the Clean
Air Act reauthorization are resolved.

3. Develomment and implementation of a baseline visibility
monitoring program be immediately pursued with priority given
to monitoring in the vicinity of the Mt. Hood, Mt. Jefferson/
Three Sisters, and Wallowa wilderness area and Crater Lake
National Park.

Chairman Richards suggested removing the word "limited" fram Paragraph #1
of the Director's Recoammendation.
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The following language was also proposed at the end of Paragraph #2 of the
Director's Recammendation:

"... are resolved, or until June 1, 1983, whichever shall first
oceur "

[Underlined languag:e to be added.]

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Samers, seconded by Cammissioner Bishop, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation, as amended, be
approved,

AGENDA ITEM O -~ CITY OF COTTAGE GROVE: SEWERAGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
- PROGRAM

Cottage Grove has had difficulty complying with conditions of their NPDES
Permit and Consent Agreement., Department staff have been working closely
with the City since 1978 to solve the problems. The City has repeatedly
been just beyond those eligible for Step III sewerage construction grants,
Cottage Grove has proposed a phased construction program based upon local
funds and use of the relatively inexpensive money in the Pollution Control
Bond Fund. The proposal is similar to Seaside. Staff recommends EQC
concurrence with Cottage Grove's phased compliance program.

Director's Recamendation

1. Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
approve, in concept, the alternative sewerage system improvement
pregram proposed by the City of Cottage Grove.

2. Direct the Department to enter into a revised Stipulated Agreement
and its attendant negotiations after the May 18 election to
reflect details of this program or an appropriate alternative.

Bill whiteman, Cottage Grove mayor, answered questions from the Commission
regarding the bond issue.

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

AGENDA ITEM P - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF GRAVEL~LESS DISPOSAL TRENCH
ALTERNATIVE ON-SITE SYSTEMS RULES, OAR 340-71-355 AND
OBR 340-73-060 (2) ().

At the March 5, 1982, meeting, the Commission was provided a staff report
requesting adoption of a number of proposed rule amendments. During
discussion, sane issues were raised with respect to a proposed new
alternative called the gravel-less disposal trench system, The Commission
decided to defer action on the proposed gravel-less disposal trench
alternative system rule and the corresponding gravel-less pipe
specification, while adopting the other proposed rule amendments. Staff
were directed to reexamine the gravel-less disposal trench concept,
including the pipe specification, and provide a report and recommendation
to the Commission at this meeting.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended the Commission adopt the
proposed gravel-less disposal trench alternative on-site systems
rules, OAR 340-71-355 and OAR 340-~73-060(2) {£), as set forth in
Attachment "E",

It was MOVED by commissioner Samers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
passed unanimougly to delay action on this matter until the next regular
BEQC meeting on June 11, 1982,

AGENCA ITEM Q - REQUEST BY CITY OF PORTLAND TO AMEND REVENUE BOND PURCHASE
AGREEMENT (ITEM H, DECEMBER 4, 1981 FOC AGENDA), INCLUDING
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY BOND COUNSEL ON THE FORM OF
AGREEMENT USED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

The City of Portland reguested that we amend some language in the bond
purchase agreement approved at the December 4, 1981, EQC meeting.

The one important issue concerns the addition of the words, "if the
Department deems itself insecure or..." to the section establishing
criteria for the Department to specify actions to prevent defaults,

Tt appears that this could inhibit future bond sales by the city and we
are therefore recommending that the phrase be deleted.

The staff report also contains responses to other questions raised by the
Commission,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is the Director's recommendation that
the revenue bond purchase agreement with the City of Portland be
amended to delete the words "if the Department deems itself insecure
or..." in Part A Section II A 13(ii).

Mark Gardner, City of Portland Financial Manager, and Harvey Rogers, bond
counsel, appeared and answered questions from the Commission regarding
the Department's security in the revenue bond purchase.

it was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Burgess,
and passed that the Director's Recommendation be approved. Commissioner
Scmers voted no.

AGENDA ITEM R - REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE: PURCHASE OF YAMHILIL COUNTY
REVENUE BONDS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF SANITARY LANDFILL.

Following the October 9 preliminary proposal, we have worked out the
details of the loan arrangement with the County and the operator.

The only item of the many covered in the Staff Report which has not been
resolved is Item No. 5. The operator does not feel it is practical or
indeed necessary to obtain either the bond insurance or a 20-year letter
of credit, requested by the Department as the ultimate security.
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After a review of the other safeguards and guarantees included in the
document, we have concluded that even without a letter of credit this loan
represents an acceptable risk in furtherance of a worthwhile pollution
control effort and therefore recammend it for EQC concurrence.

Director's Recomnendation

Based on the Summation, it is the Director's recommendation that the
Cammission concur in the purchase of Yamhill County Pollution Control
Revenue Bonds 1982 series A in the amount of $475,000.

Chairman Richards asked if the personal and related party guarantees were
adequate in amount to cover the loan. This was confirmed by the
Department's Business Manager, The Chairman emphasized that the Commission
would expect similar evidence of adeguate financial backing and appropriate
guarantees if other counties applied for loans using the same revenue bond
arrangement to finance independent landfill operations,

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

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

LUNCH MEETING

1. Visibility: Ann Batson, Air Quality Division, presented a slide
show on v151b111ty and the Agency's program for monltorlng visibility
impaimment in Class I areas.

2. Groundwater: Mark Fritzler, Water Quality Public Participation
Representative, presented a slide show on the groundwater program
of the agency.

Respectfully subnltted,

Shaw
Comm1581on Assistant
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VIGTOR ATIYER
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Comm/ission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 228-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Enwironmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting
March and April, 1982 Program Activity Reports

Discussion

Attached are the March and April, 1982 Program Activity Reports.

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

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

The purposes of this report are:

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

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

specifications; and

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

Recommendation

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

William H. Young
Director

M. Downs:k

229-6485

May 19, 1982

Attachments
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

March and April, 1982

Table of Contents

March April

Air Quality Division Page Page

Summary Of Plan ACtiONS ..iicecnsvesssscansacnscsesnrsnaas 1 30

Ligting of Plan Actions Completed ...civeessosrecnanenas 2 31

Summary of Permit ACEIONS ..ueevveeraconsenassvonnssnases 4 33

Listing of Permit Actions Completed ....ccievenccsnnssna 5 35
Water Quality Division

Summary Of Plan Actions ..i.ecvevecvesnassnsssanccnnrssanas 1 30

Listing of Plan Actions Completed ...vcssotcascosnsaanae 11 41

Summary of Permit ACLIONS ..vevisrasrossassansoncnsacans 14 44

Listing of Permit Actions Completed ..ccicevevrsivancrnss 15 45
Solid Wastes Management Division

Summary of Plan ACTIORS .cvicessssssancscncrrscsccsncasas 1 30

Summary of Solid and Hazardous Waste Permit Actionsg .... 19 49

Listing of 8o0lid Waste Permit Actions Completed ........ 20 50

Listing of Hazardous Waste Disposal RequUestsS s..evsssesne 21 51
Noigse Control Section

Summary of Noise Control ACtionsS ..eessessvsorracascssan 24 53

Listing of Noise Control Actions Completed ....coneensss 25 54
Enforcement Section

Civil Penalties ASSeSSEd cuseectonecsavsssvssnconcansnns 26 55
Hearings Section

Contested Case LOG v.ecracessorsnnnsnsssnsossnsenanannss 27 56

MK367 (2)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WO, SW Divisions

{Reporting Unit)

Plans
Received

Month By
Air
Direct Sources 6 59
Small Gasoline 0 0

Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls

Total 6 59
Water
Municipal 15 208
Industrial 4 37
Total 1g 245
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 3 34
Demolition 1 7
Iindustrial 1 4
Sludge 0 3
Total 5 48
Hazardous
Wastes 0 0
GRAND TOTAL 30 352
MAR.2 (1/82) MK940 (2)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

March 1982

Plans
Approved
Month PY
6 79
0 0
6 79
16 181
4 44
20 225
0 30
1 7
0 11
0 3
1 51
0 0
27 355

-1 -

{Month and Year)

Plans
bisapproved
Month FY

0 i
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 1
¢ 0
0 1
0 0
1 2
0 0
1 2

Plans
Pending

26
0

26

18

26

59



DEPATIMENT OF EBENVIBONMENTAL QUALYTY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY

REPORT

CIRECT SOURCES
PLAN RCTIONS COMPLETED

DATE OF
COUNTY NUMBER SOUGRCE TROCESS DESCRIPTICN ACTION ACZTION
JACKSON 703 TUNITED PIPE & SUPPLY YARRD PAVING 01721782 APPROVED
{COLUMBLA 773 OMENS~CORNING FIBERGLAS {2y DUCON SCRUBBERS G3/10/82 APPROVED
INULTNOMAK 211 E£5¢0 (ORPORATION PLANT 1 SAND HANDLING DUST COLLECTOR Q3/15782 APPROVED
LINN 813 TELEDBYHE HWAH CHANG FPANGIORMN HY-PULSE COLLECTOR (03/18/732 APPROVEDR
LT ) 517 DURAFLAKE €O BAGHOUSE 03/704/82 APPROVED
MUL THOMAH 213 MARTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM  LUNLGADING FACILITY 03715782 APPROVED
‘TOTAL NUMBER QUICK

IR

LoOX REPORT LIMNES &



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY T
AIR QUALTTY DIVISION

HONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT sQUBRCES
PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

COUNTY NUMBER SOURCE PROCESS DESCRIFTION DATE STATUS ASSIGNED
Trackson 7 394 7777 pHZveen USA The. T T BuLx PlLany VDU TONTRALT T TR4/30/779 RECEIVED Po "
(JALKSON 593 TEXACO INC. BULK PLANT VOC CONTROL 05/G2/7%9 RECEIVED PO
|MULTNDMAK 598 POWELL DISTRIBUTING CO.  BULK PLANT VOC CONTHOL a5/04/77 RECEIVED PO
TWASHINGTON 534 7 YALLEY PETROLEUM INC " VAPOR RETURM ST T T 12742179 RECEIVED L3
| CLACKAMAS 523 GREGON PORTLAMND CEMENT EXTEND KILN & STACK 50 £7T. 0S/30/80 RECEIVED RO
ILANE &35 TREE PRODUCTS HARDWOODS WELLONS SOILER, NC 8Y LRAPA G&67/18/8B0 RECEIVED PO
MmULTNOMAHT 7157 T TTTTCARSON OIL TALT T T T varowr AEfovEaY $YSTERM T T TTH7/28/80 RECEIVED PO
CLACKAMAS 653 CLACKAMAS COUNTY GRANGE YLK PLNT & SERVICE STATION (0B8/29/80 RECEIVED PQ
JRCKSCON 660 ENERGY COOPERATION INC EXP ALCOHOL FUEL PLARNT 0%/16/30 RECETIVED PO
MULTHONAK 77 Tdg7 CUCONTINENTAL LIME INE 777 TSTCRPAGESTRANSFER FACILITY " 10/27/B0 ROST AD INFO RO
JACKSON 718 EABNEST ORCHARDS % PACK DYERTREE SPRINKLER SYSTEH 01714781 ROST AD INFO PO
CLACKAMAS 729 CLACXAMAS COUNTY GRANGE YOC VAPOR RECOVERY SYSTEM 02/05/81 RECEIVED PO
CLAEKARMAS ™7 7784 7 7TTUELGRE UNIGN-CARBY TTUUTTTTUUBULTING FOR VENT OF FTACKERY 0OS5/11/6%1 REfEIVED [:44]
MULTNOMAH 752 ESCO CORFPORATION PLANT 3 SAGHOUSE INSTALLATION 0S5/11/81 RECEIVED RO
JACKSOHN 776 KOGAP HANUFACTURING BURLEY SCPUB3ER 07/16/81 RQST AD INFQ RO
MALHEUR ¥ A7 77 OoNTARIG RENDERING €8 7 TEXIST. WATER SCRUZBER INSTAL 0B/0&/81 RUST AD INFO PO
[ CLACKAMAS 805 OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CLINKER UNLOAD FACILITY 11/25/81 RECEIVED CRe
LANE 808 WEYERHAEUSER Q. PPAGRED M QPALITY MONITORS 12/18/781 RECTIVED RO
PMULTNDOMAH Bgoe- ESCO CORPORATYION PUANT 17 ADBTL HOGDING "2 (ONTYITSYS ™ 12/247B1 RAST AD IHNFD RO
MULTNOMAH 810 PRECISION CAST PARTS FOUNMDRY EXPANSIOM 01/08/82 RECEIVED RO
MULTHOMAH 812 UMIVERSITY HOSPITAL NORTH INCIN SEMI-AUTO FEED SYS5. 01715782 RECEIVED R0
MULTNOMAH  "B16 O CONTINENMTAL CAN CO USA 7 WASTE SOLVEMNT FLASH VAPORIIE 02/22/82 RECEIVED RO

YAMHILL 818 PUBLISHERS FAPER CO COOLING VENTURT RECONSTRUCT 03/03/82 RECEIVED RO
LANE 820 WEYERMAEUSER 0. PPABAD M 2ND STAGE BLOW HEAT CONDENSR 03/14/82 RECEIVED RO,
LINN 7 TR T T U UTELEDYHE WAR T CHANG T T TTELECTROSTATIC PRECIPITATOR ™™ 03716782 RECEIVED RO |
. UMATILLA 521 TRUMBULL ORCHARDS WIND MACHINE 03/17782 RECEIVED PO !

TOTAL HUMBER GUICK LOOK REPORT "LINES T4




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

March, 1982
{Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Pernit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Recelived Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month FY  Mognth FY Pending Permits Permits
Direct Sourges
New 0 26 5 20 15
Existing 0 15 2 18 17
Renewals 7 96 10 81 &2
Modifications 32 _1s 8 29 1g
Total 10 152 25 148 104 1873 1905
Indirect Sources
New 1 9 0 9 3
Bxisting 0 it 0 0 it
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications o 3 g 0
Total 1 12 0 12 3 199 202
GRAND TOTALS 11 164 25 160 107 2072 2107
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
12 To be drafted by Northwest Region
10 To be drafted by Willamette Valley Regilon
3 To he drafted by Southwest Region
4 To be drafted by Central Region
2 To be drafted by Eastern Region
11 To be drafted by Program Planning Division
38 To be drafted by Program Operations
11 Awalting Public Notice
13 Awaiting the end of the 30«day periocd
104 TOTAL
MAR.5 (B/79) AR1556 (1)(a)

-



DEPARTHMENT OF CERNVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY

AIR QUALLTY DIVISION

MONTILY ACTIVITY REFORT

DIRECT S0URCES
PERMITS ISSUED

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE OF
ATY SOURCE NUMBER EECEIVED STRTUS ACHIEVED  APPLICATION
LalkaMas 4T VIEW LUTIZTR CORPAYVY 13 1774 QZ/1¢/8%2 PEPMIT ISSUED Q2725782 MO ’
R¥QOK TILE TGOK U7 DmIanTIY o OAIN 26 GNS% Q9729721 PER™IT [53UED G2/725782 RNU
N TH 2afw SHINGLE €D Tz 3008 DE/AS/LZ PERMIY ISSUED GZ/247582 MOD
B ) FEDIAT MO i D02 DA701/81 PIAMIT ISSUSE 03701762 RHNW
TN Wi METYZ BOOF § WMFG 24 0222 11725721 PEFEMIT ISSUED O3/70%1732 GHW
ioN WISTWOOD FRODUCTS LA ST7A 11728 /81 FTaMIT ISSULD 03701738 RuY
D FILE CRO0M COULLEEE OF EDUC 27 S0&% 1T1/78S73% PERRIT I35U%D QXr01/782 FHM
PUMATILLA TELPEIL INDYST=IES 33 Q0T DI7297321 PERMIT ISSUZID 037/01/32 MEW
CURmATIOLA HEFMYISTON RIZapy 11X 30 DO%S 01709727 PEANMIT ISSUED 03/01722 Miw
UMATILLA HEEMTRTON 224Dy MY T3 036 C1/98721 FLANIT ISSUED O3701/82 NEW
AAEL0 FOCRLINE 1ng 35 0028 CO/TE/Y PERNIT ISSUED TI/0%/82 MEW
TaMHiLL DRETI Seny &RT GEAVEL L 33 201G 2%/10/%1 PERMIT ISSUED S 03701/82 PHu
MALHEUR INTAFIO LGPH. 3 COMCL INC 23 0314 22/085/82 PERMIT I3SUSD J2/04752 mOD
SAKECR SETLIN PRATLANG [EMINT PR Q070 01/08/52 PERWIT ISSUED 03715/82 %09
{095 ALMT WOCD FED T3 L 05 GN1S 12429731 FPEAMIT I§SULD 337187582 RNU
HARTON POSTLAND GE! L ZLECTFIC Za& EI13 QT /A15722 2ERIMIT ISSUEC 0371578 ™obD
FARICON CITY wizZw CEYINTZAY gL 4716 12714781 PERMIT ISSUED 0X/373/782 PNM
HARIGYH DATGLN STATE CAPTTQL MapLl 24 S13T 09/30731 pEemiT ISSUED 03/315782 RANW
BULTHOMAH 20w FETD CCMFANY cd A7 0Z2/15/32 PZEMIT ISSUED 033/15/82 Mop
YL THOMAR COLUMEIA GEaIn, THNL. 24 JEQV CYIS2I/2Y PEERMIT OISSUED 03735732 #OD
SULTHIMAH COFFZE 3EAN DIST. INC s TG DFL1ESEY meRMIT ISSUED 03/15/82 £
UMaTILLA L o= VAIL (2 i 057 10724781 PERMIT ISSUED 03/157832 X7
FOAT.SOURCE  PETER KITWIT 3248'% (0 I7 Q0%% 10/1%/81 PEARMIT 13SUED 02/15/782 RNY
PIART.SSURL:E JGH B0 PR3OULTS INC I7 a2c1 12/87V721 PEAMIT ISSVUED 03/15/782 ANV
PART.LLOURCE 224 SHOEOSUNDATICN InNTL 37 0223 D1/07/52 7eaMIT 1S5SUED 03715782 MNEW
TCTAL NUF2E2 QUILY LOCX RERPTAT LINES 25




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Adr Quality Division March, 1982

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

Indirect Sourcs

#  County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Action %

# /Site and Type of Same ¥ jcotion B #
% & # # #
MAR.6 (5/79) AMT55T (1)(a)

—B—



DEFPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY
AIR QUALLTY DIVISION

MONTILY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SQURCES
PERMITS PENDING

PERMIT APPL. . DATE TYPE OF
 COUNTY SOURCE 1 RECEIVED STnTur MCHIEVED APPLICATION .
[ sENT2 T-G LUMZES (QMPANY : 11705787 apa 568 ro 7 4 Tweo -
JENTOT CSU VETERIMATY DIAC LAS c2 2524 11725/52 PMT DRFTD-NPHN 03724782 RNM
| CLACRANAS SALVASE SMILTERS - 03 24462 Q1/07/32 PMT DRFTD=HPN 037246782 aNd
CLACKANAS METRCPOLITAN 3E&, DISTRIC 03 2647 06/0BfE1 LPPL SUS~ POZDA P NEW
CoLumaTA AGIIT CASCADE PAPERS o3 1249 05/27/81 APPL sUZ- PPEDA 10/1%/871 MOD
COLUMEIA NIEODEFMEYER-MapTIN CO., 05 257% 12/19/8Q APPL SyB~ RO P 4 NEW
toos DAYENFORT (OMCRETE Q¢ Q034 02722782 PUD NOT IS3UEDP O3I/17/762 EXT
CESCHUTES WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIZS a3 0002 QI/0IZ/E2 APPL SURB- RO VA SNV
HOCD PIVER CASCADE LOCKS LYUMBER CO. 14 G005 Q1/18/32 aPPRL sugz- RO P ANW
[ JACKSON MEGFOID CORP. 15 0014 09711721 APPL SuS~ PO 10715781 ®OD
j JACKEON A3155 CAZCADE CORP 13 G023 11701781 PU% NOT ISSUECP 12/15/81 RHW
¢ JALKSON DOWN PIVER FOSIST PRODUCT 15 0027 D2722782 APPL sUB- RD it RN
PUACKION MINNES2TE NG 2 MFG 15 0027 11716/81 APPL SUB=~ PPEZDA ;7 RNW
}JECKSDH REICHEALY CHEMICALS 15 00¢t 06711/7% PUE HOT 13SUEDP 08/01/81 &AW
i JACKSON MEDFQED (CORP 13 0048 D4&r70°731 APPL sUZ~ RO T RNy
S FACKION SRANGE COOF SUPPLY ASSH 13 Q166 09722457 APPL $W3I~- PO it HEW -
| JALKSON HaWs OTL CoMEany i3 0171 09710787 APPL SUS~ PO P § NEW
P JOSERPHINE MILLER RIDWOOD (0. 17 0073 Q1713782 APPL 3UB- RO / / RNW
KLABATH WEYEFRASUSER (OMPANY 13 0013 06/30/81 APPL SUE- RO P RN
L LARE LCUISIANA PACIFIC CORP 19 0002 10727781 PMT DAFTO-HPN 2722782 PHW
S LTHN R.vEaL 3 oM ¢2 1305 V1716781 EPPL SUB- RO S PN
%LINN WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES Zz SZN8 12/08/781 PMT DRFTD-NPN 01705782 RuW
] LENN LYZNS VENEE? 22 4009 09731781 PU2 KOT ISSUERP 10715787 MEW
iﬂARIGN HATIANAL woOD [HOUSTRIZS 74 0023 01/2%/82 APPL 5UD- RQ I PNy
CHARLON . STAYTON CLexnING ¢0 24 1013 19/,22/81 APPL SUS- RO P SN
P MARIOHN STAYTON CLHNING CGOF hirs 1013 10/22/78% APFL gt03- %gQ PR 4 AMu
| MARION HUMANT SOCTIETY 24 2227 10722781 ApPlL sUR- RE A N
P MARLON SALZM HOSFITAL GENERAL UM 24 2331 12722/F1 AFFL SUS- RO Poof RNH
CHaRION MENNIS 0OIL €2 IWNC i 4734 D9/29781 aPPL 5UB- PO T NEW
MARION MEROITT yLsx 1L L0 24 3323 03/147B1 APFL SUB- PO P RHW
MARION 3 NoR GRISL HOSPITAL 24 5404 12722/%1 APPL SU3~ KO I / PMu
MARION nFe TZ DFAF SCHOGL 24 5508 C5/30/81 AFPL 3UE~ RD P RNW
MARIOH . JVERHTAD DOOF (ORPOIATION 24 $921 11/725/81 ARPL SUS- RO FA PHW
MARION - STAYTOMN CEnNnNING ERA TAET 10722181 PMYT DEFTO-NPN 03/7Q273¢ ENW
MULTHOMAH TRUMBULL ASPHALTY T4 1215 03/04732 APPL 5UP~ RO ros RN W
MULTNONAH OREGON STTEL MILLS 75 1245 09/229/91 APPL SUE- PO /7 #mob
MULTHOMAH OwENS-TLLINSIS 4 1376 0&/10/7%1 PUS NCGT ISSUEOP 10702731 'MW
| MULTHOMAY SAXRITI OF PACIFIC YW, IM 2& TSLT Q1/28/32 ATRL SUR- RO VAR 4 EXT
MULTHOMAH %4T3CAR CEMENT CLnp 2% 19353 D2/1878¢ APPL SUB- RO LA MEW
MUL THOMAH CARZILL (O INC 24 2009 OV/08/81 PMT DAFTD-NPN 13/18/32 RNW
MULTHOMAR UNTON QTL OF CALIFORNIA 2& . 2024 024067282 APPL SU3~ PO L EXT
MULTNOMAH SHMELL OlL COMPANY 24 2025 D1/727/782 sPPL suU%~- PPLDA io7 NEW
MULTNOMAH MOFIL OIL (OFP 24 2029 Q2/17481 APPu SUS- pPri0A 01713782 NEW
MULTHOMAH OWENS-CIRNING FIBERILAS Ay 20446 $3/02782~AFFL SU3~ RO Ff ANW
MULTROMAH FREIGHTLINIR LORP 25 7197 12721731 APPL 3SUB~- PPEDA P MO
MULTHOMAH CONTINENTAL C£&N O USA 24 2312 T0/19/31 APPL SUS- PPRIDA £ EXT
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DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIROL FTAT QUALITY
ARIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SOQURCES
PERMITS PENOING

PERMIT APPL . 4 DATE TYRPE QF

COUNTY SOURCE ‘Ul’LEr_.R R..C:IVED STATIS ?\CHIE\’EIJ APPLICATION |
MULTHOMAN PORTLAND WILLAMETTE G 24 2435 03703783 APAL sus- PEADA £ 7 wmon
BULTNOMAH VILNEY FELY MILLS 2 2672 12730781 ARFL 3U3- RO A ANY
MULTNCMAY FORTLAND WIRE 3 IAON WKS 724 e8¢ GE/0T/81 APPL SUB~ FO PN EXT
MULTMOMAH W P GRACE £ £O CONSTP D1V 24 2510 117Z0/8%1 FHT DRFTD-MPH 01718782 ®0D

MULTNGOMAR RETIMANN LND MCCEMNEY 1HC 24 2577 O9/18/%1 APFL sug~ PO VA BNy
I'IUL1“€C r-H NZATHWESY MARIHI IROH WKS 74 2558 03722732 PMT DRETD=-HPN fF7 MOD
HMULTHOMA DINGHAM-YILLAMETTE 9 26 27L9 10720/31 APPL suz~ FO PR BOD
HULTHOHAH CROMN YTILUEXRGACH PEG OIV 04 2777 CV/14/81 APEL sy~ PPIDA A EXT
MULTNOMAH FMC CORF MARTHE AND QfIL. 26 T944 DIF13/82 APPL Sup- PO !l EXT
MULTHOMAH PORTLAMD TERMIMALS, IHC. 26 IF4¢ 12/21/87 APPL SUE- PPEDA ' RHW
MULTNOMAKR SIRKERWALD SYSTEMS INC 26 I030.-09/22/781 APFL SUS- PO ;i EXT
MULTROMAH MEYERS DRUM COMPANY z5 1075 13/27/81 APPL SUB- PO P EXT
MULTNOMAR  AMCOQT 2 3034 05F20/81 APPL SUB= PO Lo EXT
MULTHOMAHK WAGNER MINTIMG EXUIFMENT 24 1039 07/09/81 &PFL SU3- RO PR EXT
FULTNOMAH MARTIN MARIZTTE ALUMINUM 24 I0&T DO0/0Q/00 PUB HOT ISSUEDP 10/02/8% NEW
MULTKROMAH  OLUMFIC PIFS LINT COMPANY 7 3072 12/31/E1 PUS NOT ISSUEDP 03/17/82 NEY
MULTROMAH CAR30H Q1L CO 24 3079 11714731 APFL Sys=- £0 poos EXT
MULTNOM&H MIYERS GPUN COMERRY 24 3093 10/I7FEY APPL 3y~ PO P EXT
POLE MT FIR LUMBIY €O 7 4020 Q2F285/82 APRL SYB- R0 Q3715782 PHW
POLK AGRIPAC INC 27 2002 12/27/81 FET DRFTD-HPHN G3/09/32 RNW
uHLON FEALOLK LUM3ER L0, 1 0005 01727782 AFPL SUB- RO P RNY
UNION HOFF-2AKNDE VALLEY LUMBER 31 0013 12714781 aPPL sU3~- EG [ LI
WASLD JH BAXTER & €D 13 0003 D1/718/82 APPL SUS- RO F RNY
AASCO THE DALLES GSEINERAL HOSPT 13 0021 02/0%/52 PUE NCOT ISSUEGLP DI/17782 RNY
WASHINGTON JREION RICSES. INC 1 2533 11/1&/81 AFPL SUB=- RO r7 RN
ARSHINGTON TIKTACNIY INC T4 2433 OZ/033/22 APPL SUE- FOQ ;oo RO
AASHIKGTOM SREGON ROSER 14 Z4LT 11/706/81 APPL SUR~ RO VR RHW
HASHIHGTON J FETERKQEP 3% LD T4 2ALL QT/123/52 APPL SUB~ RO PR ANy
GASHINGTON COAST VEINMOTNG MACHIME 0. 3& 2445 O3/14/22 APFL SUG- RO !f ANY
WASHIMGTON BRETTHAUER CIL {0, (UNION) 34 2652 12/31/7/81 aPPL SUGB- PPLDA ;o EXT
WASHINGTON METRG WEST GIL [HC 34 2555 190/22/581 aPPL SUR- PO P MEW
WASHINGTON WEDE MANUFACTURING (D 34 2457 OS/1E/SY APPL SUZ- FO ;7 EXT
WASHINGTON LEAR STEGLER PIERLESS DIV 34 24T 0%710781 ABPL Sys- FO ro7 EXY
WASHINGTOM PACIFIC FIPIPLACE FURNISH 34 ZH7SE Te/s05731 APPL SUB~ PO P EXT
YARHILL CRL4OTREE ROLY C0 T4 I07% 02/0%/52 PUB MOT ISSUELP 03/17/82 &NY
YAMHILL C.C. WEISZL {2 INC Ié 50328 19737/87 PMT ORFTD-MFN 117230787 RNW
PORT.SOURCE  WILDISH REDFORD (D. 37 0910 D3/03752 APPL SUS- PO VR aNW
PORT.SOUXCE BAKER SEQI-MTX. INC . 17 B3&0 11718781 APPL sSU3- fO I RN
SORT.SQURCE DEISCHUTES FI&DY MIY & 2 6 37 Q028 DIF13722 ARPPL SUA~ FO -f s RNY
PORT.SOURCE  TILLAMOQOX CNTY FD DPF 7 0734 1G/27/481 APPL Sun=- PO I AN
PORT.SOURCE NESTEPN SUPFAlTHG., IMC. 17 o047 12714721 PHT DEFTD-NPN 03715752 puy
PORT.SOURCE TIDEWATER CONTRACTCRS IMC 37 2053 11/7167/3% AFPUL SUa- PO F A RMW
POAT.SOURLE  AMERPICAN ASPHALT PAVIHG 37 CO78 117%6/81 APPL Sus~ PO i RNV
PORT.SOUARCE  OQREGON STATE HWY DIVISION I7 BRSS 10727431 APPFL SUSB- RO A AW
PORT.SOURCE GRANT 1 IH&2® (2 17 Q09 12705780 -APFL SU3~ PO PR EFTRN]
PORT.SOURCE KINCHELIS B $OMS INC 37 014¢ 1271467421 APPL SUB- PO P AN
TPORT.SOUACE 3AKER COUNTY 3040 DEFT. 17 Q132 Q1727762 ARPPL Suz— PO A AN
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISICHN

HMONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SQURCES

FERMITS PENDING

PERMIT RPPL. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY SOUPCE NUMB"’R RECEIVED ST:«’}"US f\CHIE\r D ‘"‘"LICATION
PORT.SOURCE SUPEPICR ASPHALT 3 Cowlee 37 01‘5 u1fD?/Ec APFL SU?‘ Pe / f RNU
PORTLSOUARCE 0 € COMPTON €0 7 Q173 10/19/81 APPL 3US- RO F RHNW
PORT.SCURCE RTID-WOLF INC 37 GTE3 11/30/781 &PPL SUB- PO /o RNW
PORT.SOURCE  QUALITY ASPHALT PAVING 7. 0195 12/30/8%1 AFPL SUB- PO P RNW
PORT.S5OURCE  R.L. COATS 37 0207 C1/13/82 APFL SUB- PO [ RHW
PORT.SAURCE DESC“hT‘S READY MIX 5 & ¢ 37 G2¢0 01713782 aAPPL SUB- PO /7 PN
PORT.S0URCE  WILDISH MEDFORD 5 & G CO. 27 0750 10722721 PUS NOT ISSUCDP Q1704782 BNW
PORT.S0URCE TIDEHLT"D CONTRACTORS IwmT I7 D277 Q2/19/232 PUB HQT ISSugoP ror RNW
FORT.SQURCEZ SOUTKERN OREuON CONZRETE 37 02846 01713722 a#PL SUB- PO i THEW
PORT.SCOURCE  CARZON CRUSHING £23 | i ¢ 02722/82 PU9 NOT ISSUEDR D3/7/17/82 NiW
FORY . SOURCE  AMEADA MINING ,_ONST‘CO.E 37 G226 02/17/22 PUB WOT ISSUEDP 03/17/82 HEW
TOTAL MUMSER GUICK LJIOK REFORT LINES 104



DEPARTMENT COF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quallty Divisicn

March, 1982

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

(Month and Year)

#  County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Date of #  Type #
% % /8ite and Type of Same #* Initial ¥ Completed * of Action %
# f ¥ potion ® Action ¥ and Status ¥
% ) 7 % i #
Indirect Sources
Marion Douglas MecKay High 01/01/78 Additional
School, 342 Spaces Information
File No. 24-8001 Requested
Multnomah Columbia Square 06/07/77 bddditional
O0ffice Complex Information
240 Spaces Requested
File No. 26=~7018
Washington Main Street 03/05/82 03/25/82 Proposed
990 Spaces Peprmit
File No. 34-8202 Isaued

MAR.T {5/79)

AR1558 (1){a)

-10-



# County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division
(Reporting Unit)}

March 1982
{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 20

¥ Name of Source/Project

/Site and Type of Same

Date of % Action ®

Action ¥
¥ *

e

MUNTICIPAL WASTE SOURCES 16

Clackamas

Linn

Washington

Washington

Lincoln

Klamath

Columbia

Polk

Marion

Benton

MAR.3 (5/79)

Internal Sealing of
Sanitary Sewers
Molalla

Draperville Sanitary
Sewage Collections
Albany

Hillsboro West WWTP
Expansion
Hillsboro

Rock Creek Trunk
Sanitary Sewer

S.W. Hurbert Sewer
Separation
Newport

Chiloquin 2nd Addition
Sanitary Sewers
Chiloquin

Cooley Moorage

Septic Tank, Dosing Tank
Dosing Siphons, Low
Pressure Distribution
Drainfield

West Salem Sewage
Pump Station

West Salem Force Main

Riverview Heights
Outfall Relocation

=11~

3/4/82 P.A.
3/4/82 P.A.
3/9/82 P.A,

3/9/82 P.4.

3/9/82 P.A.
3/9/82 P.A.

3/9/82 P.A.

3/10/82 P.A,

3/10/82 P.A.

3/16/82 P.A.

WL1533



Wate

uali ivision

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

March 1982

(Reporting Unit)

t County
%

%
#
*®

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 20

Name of Source/Project % Date of

/Site and Type of Same ¥ Action
*

L4
#
¥

Action

0

Douglas

Clackamas

Deschutes

Malheur

Malheur

Mul tnomah

MAR.3 (5/79)

Cliff Bryden Sewer 3/10/82
Extension
Green S.D.

Edwards Business 3/10/82
Industrial Park No. 3
Wilsonville

Mountainback Town Homes 3/10/82
Sunriver

L.I.D. YNo. 36 3/10/82
Sewerage System
Ontario

L.I.D. No. 38 3/10/82
Sewerage System '
Ontario

Sanitary Sewer 3/12/82
Construction

Assessment

District ®wITW®

]2
WL1533

P.A.

P.A.

B.A,

P.A,

P.A.

P.A.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March 1982
' (Reporting Unit) _ (Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 20

¥ County * Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Action
& # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action ¥ ¥
% * % *
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOQURCES L
Clackamas Omark Industries 3-12-82 Approved

New Pretreatment systenm
for Metals Removal

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang 3-17-82 Approved
Modifications to
Dechlorination System

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang 3~-18-82 Approved
Concrete Pit with Epoxy
Coating, Pump and Piping

Linn Oregon Metalurgical §-2-82 Approved

Storm Drain and Process
Drain Segregation Project

MAR.3 (5/79) ' WL1542

-] 3



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

Municipal

New

Existing
ﬁenewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Agricultural
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

(Repo

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

March 1982

rting Unit)

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources
Received Completed Actions Under
Month Fis.¥r. Month Fis.Y¥r. Pending Permits
B /RE K /%E /KB K JEE "BNIL T
o /1 1 /12 0 /1 y /11 /9
0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 /0 ¢ /0
2 /0 41 /2 5 /7T 37 /15 29 / 8
4 /0 2 /0 2 /0 7T /1 0 /0
3 /1 50 /33 7 /8 48 27 29 /17 238/105
0 /2 /T 1 /1 5 /14 /15
0 /0 /0 0 /0 /0 /1
3 /1 56 /21 3 /1 26 /19 b1 /18
6 /0 10 /0 1 /0 12 /2 1 /70
3 /3 70 /28 5 /2 43 /35 by /34 368/175
atcheries, Dairiea, etec,
0o /0 1 /0 0 /0 0 /0 1 /0
o /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0
0 /0 1 /0 1 /0 2 /0 0 /0
0 /0 0 /0 ¢ /0 o /0 0 /0
0 /0 2 /0 1 /0 2 /0 1 /0 53/19
6 /4 122 /61 13 /710 93 /62 T4 /51 659/299

% NPDES Permits
¥% State Permits

14 General Permits Issues in March 1982
202 General Permits (Exclusive of Portable Suction Types) Issued this Fiscal Year
24 of above were for Sewer Systems.

MAR.5W (8/79)

W

L1511

-14

Sources
Reqr'g
Permits
L

238/114

370/191

54719

662/324



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Water OQuality Division March 1982

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
ERM CTIONS COMPLETED

# County * Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of * Action
: : /Site and Type of Same *® Action :
*

MUNICTIPAI. AND INDUSTRIAI, SOURCES - NPDES PERMITS (10)

Umatilla Athena 3/5/82 Permit Renewed
STP

Lane Georgia Pacific Corp. 3/5/82 " "
Irving Rd. - Eugene

Coos Lakeside 3/5/82 " "
STP

Lane Oregon Aqua Foods 3/5/82 " "
Springfield Salmon BHatchery

Columbia Owens Corning Fiberglass 3/5/82 " "
St. Helens

Marion Aumsville 3/10/82 " "
STF

Klamath Chiloguin 3/10/82 " "
STP

Coos Georgia Pacific Corp. 3/10/82 Permit Issued
Catalyst - Coos Bay

Columbisa Reichhold Chemical Inc, 3/10/82 Permit Renewed
St. Helens

Yamhill Sheridan 3/10/82 Permit Renewed
STP

MONICTPAL AND INDUSTRIA URCES -~ STATE PERMITS (10)

Umatilla Hill Meat Co. 3/10/82 Permit Issued
Pendleton

Malheur Adrian 3/22/82 Permit Renewed
STP

Grant Seneca 3/22/82 " "
STP

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1511.A
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Water Quality Division

March 1982

(Reporting Unit)
PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

# County * Name of Source/Project  ¥® Date of ¥ Action &

& # /Site and Type of Same # Action % ¥

& * * #

MUNICIPAL AND TNDUSTRIAL SOURCES =~ ATE PERM (Continued)

Umatilla Ukiah 3/22/82 Permit Renewed
STP

Jacksen Jackson County Parks 3-22-82 " "
Emigrant Lake, STP

Jackson Jackson County Parks 3/22/82 " "
Howard Prairie, STP

Lane Lane County Parks 3/22/82 " "
Richardscon Park, STP

Marion St. Paul 3/22/82  Permit Issued
STP

Marion Desert Seed Co. 3/22/82 Permit Renewed
Brooks

Marion Willamette Lutheran Home 3/22/82 " "
Salem STP

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES . MODIFICATIONS (3)

Lincoln Georgia~Pacific Corp. 3/20/82 Addendum No. 1
Toledo Paper Division

Linn Lebanon 3/10/82 Schedule C
STP by letter

Lincoln Inn at Otter Crest 3/29/82 Addendum No. 1
STP

MUNTCIPAL AND TNDUSTRIAL SOURCES - GENERAL .PERMITS {(14)

Cooling Water Permit O Jd, Fi {2)

Marion Dick Kirk, Heat Pump, 3/25/82 G. P. Issued
St. Paul

Mul tnomah FMC Corp. 3/30/82 G. P. I=sued
Portland

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1511.4
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division March 1982
{(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTTONS COMPI,

# County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Action
% ¥ /3ite and Type of Same ¥ Action #

L * * *

E 3

MUNICIPAF, AND USTRIAI, SQURCES - GENERAL PERMIT {Continued)

Fish Preduction = Permit 0300 J, File 32542  (3)

Clackanmas U.S. Dept. of Interior 3/12/82 Transferred
Eagle Creek to G. P.
Estacada Fish Hatchery
3382 J/91035

Linn Ron Scott 3/16/82 G. P. Issued
Fish Hatchery
Sweet Home

Lane Domsea Farms Inc. 3/30/82 Transferred
Florence to G. P.
2776 J/24595

Portable Suction Dredges - Permit 0700 J, File 34547 {(1)

Thousand Oaks Richard York 3/16/82 G. P. Issued
California E" Suction

Seafood Processing - Permi 00 J ile (6)

Clatsop Alaska Packers Assoc, 3/16/82 Transferred
Hammond to G. P.
2710 471078

Lincoln Depoe Bay Fish Co. 3/5/82 Transferred
Newport to G. P,
2569 J//24106

Curry Bureka Fisheries Inc, 3/25/82 Transferred
Brookings to G. P.
2987 J/28400

Clatsop Snow Mist Seafoods | 3/2/82 Transferred
Warrenton to G. P.
2704 J/43693

Lincoln Snow Mist Seafoods 3/2/82 Transferred
Newport to G. P.

2628 J/43692

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1511.4
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Water Quality Division March 1982

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
" PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLET
# County % Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of * Letion
* ¥ /Site and Type of Same * Action ¥ *
# * * *

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - GENERAL PERMITS (Continued)

Seafood Processing - Permit 0900 J, File 32585 (Continued)

Tillamook Hoy Bros. Fish and Crab Co. 3/29/82 Transferred
Garibaldi
2598 J/40416

Gravel (Mining - Permit 0, File (2)

Douglas Ralf N. Hakanson 3/29/82 Transferred
Oakland to G. P.
2488/36106

Linn Hub City Concrete Co. 3/9/82 Transferred
Albany
3331/40479

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1511.4
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid-Waste Division — - -~ .- - March 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
SUMMARY -OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE-PERMIT ACTIONS
Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions linder Reqr'g

Month FY Month - F¥ Pending Permits Permits

General Refuse

New 2 18 - 11 T

Existing - 2 - 5 -

Renewals - 81 2 73 15

Modifications - 10 1 24 1

Total 2 111 3 113 23 166 166
Demolition

New - i - 8 -

Existing - 2 - ~ -

Renewals - 5 2 T 2

Modifications - 2 - y -

Total - 13 2 19 2 21 21
Industrial

New 1 17 - 17 3

Existing - T - - -

Renewals 4 39 2 7 11

Modifications - y - 5 -

Total 5 67 2 69 14 101 101
Sludge Disposal

New - 5 - 6 -

Existing - - - 1 -

Renewals - 6 1 5 1

Modifications - 1 - 2 -

Total - 12 1 14 1 15 15
Hazardous Waste

New 49 725 41 725 -

Authorizations - - - - -

Renewals - - - ~ -

Medifications - - - - -

Total 41 725 41 725 - 1 1
GRAND TQOTALS 48 g28 kg 940 40 304 304
SC368.4A

MAR.5S (4/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

_.---Solid Waste Division - .~ .- March 1982 - - -
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)
PERMIT ACTIGNS COMPLETED
# County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action
® %# /Site and Type of Same ¥ fAction ¥
Multnomah LaVelle - 82nd Ave. 3/1/82 Permit Renewed

Existing Site

Washington Lakezside Reclamation 3/18/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

Clackamas PGE ~ Faraday 3/18/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

Yamhill Newberg 3/18/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

Douglas Lookingglass Transfer Sta. 3/18/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

Crook Hudspeth Lumber 3/18/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

Clackamas Roasman's 3/19/82 Pernit Amended
Existing Site

Linn Cox Lagoon 3/29/82 Permit Renewed
Existing Site

SC368.D
MAR.6 (5/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

oo March 1982 _
(Month and Year)

~Solid-Waste Division - -
(Reporting Unit)

BAZARDOUS -WASTE DISPOSAIL REQUESTS

CHEM-SECURITY- SYSTEMS, TNC, ., GILLTAM CO.

WASTE - DESCRIPTION

% £ % ¥ Quantity

# Date # Type ® Source Present Future

5o 1* e LR A o .

DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (41)

OREGON (9)

3/1 PCB.transformers Indus, gases O 750 gal.

3/3 PCB capacitors Screen wire 0 2 drums

products

3/3 Aluminum nitrate Research lab 4 drums 0

3/3 Fluosilicic acid Research lab 2 drums 0

3/3 Phenol formaldehyde Plywood mill O 26 tons
resin

3/3 PCB transformers Wood products 0 141 gal.

3/15 Chromic acid plating Chain saw 0 1650 gal.
solution

3/15 Extrusion sludge with Zirconium 30 drums 60 drums
lead and trace amounts metal
of 1,1,1=-trichloro-
ethane

3/17 PCB transformers Al. smelting 15,000 lb. 0

WASHINGTON (24)

3/3 Various laboratory Research lab 0 18 drums
solvents

3/3 Carbon tetrachloride Paper mill 0 220 gal.

SC368.E

MAR.15 (1/82)

21~



¥ & ¥ ¥ Quantity

% Date ® Type b Source # Present ¥ Future

3/3 Phenol-contaminated Paper mill 0 550 gal.
soil ‘

3/3 Mercury-contaminated Paper mill 0 150 gal.
laboratory acid

3/3 1,1,1-trichlorocethane Paper mill 1 drum 4]

3/3 Mercury-contaminated Paper mill 80 drums 0
brine sludge

3/3 1,4=diethylene dioxide Paper mill 1 drum 0

3/3 PCB-contaminated Paper mill 0 10 drunms
debris

3/9 Trichloroethane, IPA, Electronic 0 50 drums
toluene, Freon products

3/9 Toluene, enamel paint, Electronic 0 100 gal.
formulated resins, products
etc.

3/15 Pyrophosphate copper Electro~ 770 gal. 300 gal.
solution plating

3715 Electroless copper Electro- 385 gal. 100 gal.
solution plating

3/15 Methyl ethyl ketone & Metal shop 0 30 drums
epoxy thinner (ethy-
lene glycol/ethylene
ether)

3/15 PCB containing devices Fed. agency o 5,000 cu.ft.

3/16 Chlorinated organics- Chemical co. 40 cu.ft. 0
contaminated soil

3/18 Sulfated lime baghouse Al., smelting O 8,000 tons
dust

3/18 Cellosolve acetate Foundry 0 60 drums

3/18 Trichlorcethylene Acid pickling © 32 drums
gtill bottoms

3/18 Hydrofluoric/nitric Acid pickling O 72,000 gal.
acid solution

SC368.E

MAR.15 (1/82)
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MAR.15 (1/82)

-3

¥ # # Quantity
¥ Date ¥ Type # Source Present #* Future
% - % P I e . % - o
3/18 Alkaline cleaning Shipyard 0 10,000 gal.
solution with hexa-
valent chrome
3/18 Acid cleaning solution Shipyard 0 10,000 gal.
with hexavalent chrome
3/18 PCB liquid Railroad co, 0 6 drums
3/18 Methylene chloride- Polyurethane 0 20 drums
soaked polyurethane foam products
f'oam
3/18 Methyl ethyl ketone & Electronic 7 drums 0
chlorcethane mixture co,
OTHER STATES (8)
3/3 PCB transformers/ Electric 0 700 cu.ft.
contaminated debris utility
{Idaho)
3/16 Soil contaminated Wood preserv., 0 10 drums
pentachlorophenol
solution {Hawaii)
3/15 Stencil cleaning Lumber mill 2 drums 12 drums
residue with petroleum
distillate, xylene,
toluene, methanol (B.C.)
3/17 PCB transformers Fed, agency 2,251 cu,ft, 0
(Idaho)
3717 PCB-contaminated Fed. agency 20 drums 0
materials (Idaho)
3/16 PCB-contaminated oil Electric 400 gal, 0
(N. Dakota) utility
3/16 PCB-~contaminated rags, Electric 2 drums 0
ete. (N. Dakota) utility
3/16 PCB o0il and capacitors Electric 400 gal. 0
(N. Dakota) utility
‘SC368.E



DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program March, 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Montlh: and Year)

SUMMARY OF NOLSE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions Actions
Initiated Completed rending

Source
Category Mo ke Mo FY Mo Last Mo
Industrial/ g 2B 0 10 a5 87
Commercial
rirports 0 0 0 ] 1 1
Total 8 28 0 19 96 88

—24—



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noige Control Program March, 1982

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

None

-



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1981

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF MARCH, 1982:

Name and Location
of Violation -

Cazse No. & Type

of Violation

Arthur Pullen dba/Foley
Lakes Mobile Home Park
Wasco County

William Elliot
Benton County

Griffith Polymers, Inec.
Washington County

Gary Eastwood
Multnomah County

Douglas Anderson
Washington County

G0892

WQ-CR-82-16

Failure to construct
sewer line & connect
to City of The Dalles
severage system, in

vielation of a
Commission Order.

AQOB-WVR=82-20

Open burned a large
pile of trash within

a special control
area.

AQOB~NWR-82-21

Open burned materials

which emit dense
smoke,

AQOB-NWR-82-18
Open burned wire
insulation,

AQOB-NWR-82-23
Open burned land

clearing debris and

commercial wastes.

-26—

3-1-82

3~9-82

3~9-82

3-16-82

3-22-82

Date Issued Amount

$4,500

($50 per
day for
90 days)

$ 150

$ %00

$ 300

Status

Filed hearing
request and
answer on
3-22-82

Awaiting response
to notice.

Paid 3-16-82,

Awaiting response
to notice,

Awaiting response
to notice.



- LAST

ACTIONS MONTH PRESENT
Preliminary Issues 5 4
Discovery 1 0
Settlement Action 3 4
Hearing to bhe scheduled 7 8
Hearing scheduled 2 2
HO's Decision Due 2 1
Briefing 0 0
Inactive 2 2
SUBTOTAL of Active Files 22 21
HO's Decision Qut/Option for EQC Appeal 0 3
Appealed to EQC 0 0
BEQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 0 1
Court Review Option Pending or Taken 1 1
Case Closed - 1 0
TOTAL Cases 24 26

15-A0-NWR~76~178 15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region

*qJurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforcement action in

ACDP Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit

AQ Air Quality

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

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ER Fastern Region

Fld Brn Field Burning incident

RLE Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Hrngs Hearings Section

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

VAK Van Kollias, Enforcement Section

LMS Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

MWR Midwest Reglon {now WVR)

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

FRO Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

0ss On-Site Sewage

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Qrder Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

SW So0lid Waste Division

SHR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

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

WVR Willamette Valley Region

WQ Water Quality Division

CONTES.B (2)

Northwest Reglon in 1976.

27—



March 1982

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst RErrl Atty Date Code Type & No. Status
POWELL, Ronald 11/77 1./771 RLH 01/23/80 Resp $10,000 F1d Brn Decision issued 3/16/82.
12-AQ-MWR-T7=241
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLE Prtys 18-P-HO-WVR~=78-2849~T Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 64,/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 08-pP-WQ-WVR~78-2012~T Current pérmit in
NEDES Permit forge. Hearing
Modification deferred.
M/V TCYQOThA MARU 12/10/79 12/12/%9 RIH Hrgs 17-WO-NWR~T79~127 Ruling dee on requests
No. 10 0il spill Civil Penalty for partial summary
of $5,000 judgnent.
LAND RECLAMATION, 12/12/79 12/14/79 FWO 05/16/80 Rasp 19«p-8H~329-NWR-79 Permit denial affirmed
INC., et al Parmit Denial by Ck, of A. 3/11/82.
MEDFORD 02/25/80  02/29/80 05/16/80 Resp 07~AQ-5WR~80 Request Issue appears mook.
CORPORATION for Declaratory Ruling Resp. ko request with-
drawal of petition for
declaration.
MORRIS, Robart 11/10/80 11/14/80 RLH BPreys 31-35-Cr-80 Inquiry on informal
Permit revocation regsolation progress
issued 4/8/82.
HAYWORTH, John W, 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 24/28/81 Hrgs 33-AR-WVR~B0-187 pecision due.
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Field burning civil
INC. penalty of $4,660
HOPPER, Harold 12/09/8¢0 12/89/80 RLH Resp 36-85~NWR-80-197 Dept. filed objections
Permit revocation to amended notice 3/4/82.
JENSEN, Carl F. 12/19/80 12/24/80 CLR 04/16/81 Resp 37—AQ~WV§—BO«181 Ct. of Appeals review
dha/JENSEN SEED Field burning civil optien expires 5/10/82.
& GRAIN INC. penalty of $4,000
CURL, James H., 02/08/81 02/12/81 Prtys 07-85~-CR-81 Deadline for informal
et al Reguest for reselution astablished.
Declaratory Ruling
ORBA3ON SHORES 02/11/8% 03/09/81 RLH Hrgs 09-WO-NWR-81 H.Q. Order of Dismissal
ASSCCIATES,LTD. issued 3/19/82.
MAIN ROCK 03/11/81 03/16/81 CLR Prtys 10-WQ—-SWR—81-16 Settlement effort
PRODUCTS, TNC Water Quality civil continues, reselution
peralty of $6,000 anticipated shortly.
MEAD, Mel 04/04/81  04/08/8L LMS Prtys 13-55=-5WR—81~ 25 H.Q. Order of Dismissal
14-33~5WR-81-26 issued 3/22/82.
Subsurface sewage
permit denial
PULLEN, Arthur W, 27/15/81 07/i5/81 CLR Hrgs 16-WQ-CR-81=60 To be zcheduled.
dba/Lakes Mobile
Home Park
WESTERN SURFACING, 09/0%/81L  09/09/81 IMS 5/25/82 Prtys 18-AQ-¥WR-81-79 Hearing scheduled
INC, 5/25/82,
FRANK, victor 09/23/81 09/23/81 CLR Hrgs 19-30-FB-81~-05 To be scheduled.
FB civil penalty
of $1,0G0
GATES, Clifford 10/06/81 CLR Hras 21~55-5WR=-81~99 To be scheduled.
LANGDON, George 10/13/81 CLR Hrgs 22-AQ0-FB-81-04 Tg be scheduled.
SPERLING, Wendell 11/25/81 11/25/81 CLR Hrgs 23-AQ~FB~81-15 To be scheduled.
dba/Sperling Farms FB Civil Penalty
of $3,000
DeRAEVE, Marvin 12/11/81  12/10/81 LMS Prtys 25~AQ-FB-81~17 To be scheduled.
FB Civil Penalty
of 43,000,
NOPZIGER, Leo 12/15/81 0L/06/82 LMS Hegs 26-AQ-FB-81-18 Te be scheduled.
FB Civil Penalty
of $1,500.
QLD MILL MARINA 03/04/82 LMS Hrgs 27~A00B-NWR~82-01 To be scheduled.

My Y

Open Burning Civil
Penalty

egen e




March 1982

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp 2rng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Casea
Name Rgst gfrrl atty bate Code Tvpa & No. Status - -
GREEN, Douglas 09/28/81  10/07/81 LMsS 4/13/82 Prtys 20~AQ-FB~81-03 Hearing scheduled
FB Civil Penalty 4/13/82.,
of $1,000
PULLEN, Arthur 03/16,/82 Mg Prtys 28-Wo-CR-82-18§ Preliminary issues.
ANDERSON, Douglas 04/03/82 Prtys 29~ AQ0B-NWR~82-23 Request for hearing

filed 4/3/82.

CONTES.T (k) (2) -2 - Apr. 8, l3g2

EAS
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WO, SW Division

(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

April 1982

=30~

Plans Plans
Received Approved

Month Y Month FY
Air
Direct Sources 6 65 4 83
Small Gasoline 0 0 0 0

Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls

Total 6 65 4 83
Water
Municipal 17 225 15 197
Industrial 8 45 3 47
Total 25 270 19 244
50lid Waste
Gen. Refuse 1 34 0 30
Demolition 1 7 0 7
Industrial 1 4 2 11
Sludge 0 3 0 3
Total 3 48 2 51
Hazardous
Wastesg 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL 34 383 25 378
MAR.2 (1/82) MEK940 (2)

(Month and Year)

Plans
Disapproved
month  FY
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
¢ 1
0 0
0 1
0 0
0 2
0 0
0 2

Plans

Pending

28
0

28

21
13
34

80



COUNTY NUMBER

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

HONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SOURCES
PLAM ACTIONS COMPLETED

PROCESS DESCRIFTION

DMTE OF
ACTION

ACTION
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DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIROHMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
HONTHLY ACTIVITY REPQRT

DIRECT SOURCES
PLAM ACTIONS PENDING

COUNTY HUMBER SOURCE PROCESS DHESCRIFPTION DATE STATUS ASSIGNED
f1aCRSoN 338 CHTVEIYN U3A IC. CYL% PLENT Y2C CONTROL 04730779 RECEIVED Po
GJACKIGN 593 TEXALO INT. TULK PLANT MOC CONMTROL Q5/0L/75 RECEIVED PO
MULTHOMAH 522 TTREOWEILL BISTRIIUTING €4, EULE FLANT VOL CONTROL Q3 /04/s798 seguvEDd Y
CWATHINITON 834 VALLEY EETagLLyM INC VASIE 9ITyin 12/12/79 RECEIVED PO
! £ GRISSN PTRATLAKD CTIWINT 0 ZATIND RILK & 573X 03730730 PEICEIVER RO

538 TREZI PACDUCTS HARGWONDS AELLOMS SOILER. NC 3 T0e/13/50 RECEINID PO
PHULTNAMAR 715 CARSON OIL CD. YARD3 PECOVERY SY3 G7/25/80 SECEIVED ER
[CLACKAmAs 455 _LCLATRAMLS TODUNTY SRANGE  BULYX PULNT % SIAVILE _O%725/80 RECEIVED PO
FJATKSON nbL ENIRIY (COPZSATION INC T¥P ALCORSL FUSL FrawT’ 03/716/30 RECEIVED TTeg
LMULTNONAR 637 CONTINTNTAL LIPE ¢ STORAGT/TRENSFES FACILITY 10/27/3%0 REST a4b INFD 29
ACKSON 713 EATNEST GRCHA3INS 3 PACK  OYVESTSEL SPAINKLER SYSTEM 31 /14/37 RIST &0 INFC PO
LATKRENAS Tew CLACK COUNTY ANGE V0oL ViPOR QVERY sYSTEM Q3703737 BT Y ED PQ
ACKAYAS 734 GLOE IN-CENDY DUCTING FOR YENT GF STACXERS 05/11/73% RE VEID R
LTNO™AR 752 =%l ZRATION BLANT T FAGHIUSE IKSTALLeTION . 0S5/11/31 RECEIvES RO
cwson TS KOG UFACTURING SUELTY SCRUREER ' a7 718/81 RT 4D INEQ RO
LHELS TAHT ONT TnpcRING SXIST. WATIR 3LR NE/GESBY RO Ap INTO PO
SCRAMAS 235 03 o _Cf CLINTED UNLCAD F 11723781 RECIIVEE 8O
N i0¢ WE g, B 3PECITY ¥oNITCRE 12793731 3z VED 8o
L MULTNOMAH 23% £3 o oF LADTL HO0DING & 12724781 529 a9 INFO 20
PMULTHRMAK P R FAz FOUNDARY EXPOENSION e OT/OT/EY PECEIVED RO
THULTHOM AR 814 BT e WARITE SOLVEINT FLASH VAPQETI€ 05/22/22 ascrivid a0
fLane ] WEY . P WD STLET 3L0W HEAT (ONCENSR 01/14/52 PECLIVED 20
fLIim 322 i HANG ILECTAGSTATS TFITATLR 33/14752 IVEpR
fuﬁnf:LLA 221 Tau Boz TTTTUIND MAnHL T TR AV /3 RECEIVED
;JACKSOA 523 501 1% Corp gEet EXIST D3/25/532 RECEIVED
PLANE CEIS w3 33 00y €3 WEIT SCPURZER 06701732 RECITVEDR.
PLIHN 724 Wit TT USTRIES FECIACULATION 04707753 Rcst i3
I PORT.SCUSCE  1ié WES 3 NG, InC. SPREAY (HM29, 04/16/32 FECEIVED
|
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

Direct Souprces
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Indirect Sources

Kew

Existing
Renewals
Modificationa
Total

GRAND TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

13

3

1

3

1

22
26
18

20

107

MAR.5 (8/79)

April,

1982

SOMMARY OF ATR PERMIT ACTIONS

{Month and Year)

Awaiting Public Notice

Awaiting the end of the 30~day perilod

TO

TAL

AA1556 (1) (a)

-33-

Permit Permit
Acotions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Recelved Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month EY Month FY Pending Permits  Permits
1 27 0 20 16
0 15 0 18 16
2 98 1 82 &4
A 19 5 34 At
7 159 6 154 107 1873 1905
1 i0 1 10 3
0 ¢ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
-9 3 0 -3 -0
1 13 1 13 3 200 203
8 172 7 167 110 2073 2108
Comments
To be drafted by Northwest Reglon
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region
To be drafted by Southwest Region
To be drafted by Central Region
To be drafted by Eastern Regiocn
To be drafted by Program Planning Division
To be drafted by Program Operations
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DFPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT
DIRECT SCOURCES
PERMITS ISSULD

PERMIT APFL. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY SQURCE NUMBER RECEIVEDR STATUS ACHIEVEDﬁV A??LIC%T?QS‘
[ROUTHIMEH . WORTHWEST MAPINT IEON WKS 26 2572 D3/22/82 PERMIT 1SSUED  03/30/8% Moo
LINN - CREMET e 82 U325 00/0G/DQ PERNIT ISSUED  06/01/82 MOD -
CUREKEON BCISE CASCADE clRP 15 0025 11701781 PERMIT I3SUsp  0LF0978% Ruw
COUGLAS MT. MAZAMA PLYWOOD 13 0022 04/01/82 SERMIT ISSUED 04720782 MOD
SULTHOMAR PACIFIC STEEL FOUKDRY €0 264  12¢4 99/30/00 PERMIT I3SUED  04/20/82 ¥0D
BOUELAS TORENIA INC DRAIN PLYWOOD 10 004 CC/CT/0C FEAviT 1SSUED . 04/722/82 BOD
: TOTAL NUMEEP QUICK LOOK REPCST LINES . 5



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division

April, 1982

(Reporting Unit)

Indirect Source

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

County ¥ Name of Source/Project % Date of # Action #
# # /Site and Type of Same % Action % #
% # # # %
Washington Main Street Ok /22782 Final
390 Spaces FPermit
File NC. 33-8202 Issued

MAR.6 (5/79)

AATEBT (1) (a)

—35-



_..95_

DEPARTMENT CF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIRECT SOURCES —~ PERMIT APPLICATIONS PENDING SECTION

STATUS ABBREVIATIONS

APPL SUB ~ RO - Application Submitted to Regional Office for Permit Drafting.

APPL SUB ~ PO - Application Submitted to Program Operations for Permit Drafting.

APPI. SUB - PP & DA

PMT DRFTD -~ NPN

Application Submitted to Program Planning and Development for Permit Drafting.

Permit Drafted - Waiting for Next Public Notice Issue.

PUB NOT ISSUED - Proposed Permit on Public Notice and Applicant Review.
TYPE OF APPLICATION ABRBREVIATIONS

EXT - Existing Source

NEW -~ New Source

RNW - Renewal Source

MOD

i

Modified Source
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SOURCES
PERMITS PENDING

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE OF
SOURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STP.’I‘US ACHIEVED APPLICATICN .
RINARY DIAG LAS 02 2524 11725762 PT DRFTO-NPN  O3/24782 RNM o o0
_SALVAGE "SMELTERS : 03 2652 DA/0T7/82 PMT DRETD~NPN  03/24/82 RRW T
METRGFCLITAN SER, DISTRIC 03 24&Y DEjOEJE] LFPL SUS~ PPIDA V] NEW
55I5% CASCADE PAPZaS 65 1349 OE/27/81 APPL SUR~ PP3DA 10G/19/81 MOD
NIEDERMEYES~MARTIN €O, 0s 2579 12/19/80 APPL suUm~ RO /7 MEW
DAVENPCRT CONCRETE 04 GOZ4 Q0c/2z/7%2 PUZ NOT ISSUEDP O3/i7/82 EXT .|
TEPA INC. 0é 0100 Q3/26/22 APPL SUB- RO VAN | RHMW “hl
CMILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES 0% 0002 03/G3/782 APFL SUB~ RO /4 BRNW
CR LA E T LCeKs LU ER a4 T TGaEs AT TETEY AR R USYTRD iTT7 ANW
MEDFORD CORP. 15 0014 03/11/81 apPL SUS~ PO 10715781 HMOD
MINNESOTA MMG 9 MFG 13 0029 11776781 APPL SUB- PPLDA i RNW
THFSLE FH:MILALS 13 OCST Ga737779 PUS NOYT ISSUEDP Q8707737 RAW
'NEDFOra CGRP 15 . 0G&8 D4/0P/81 PMT DIFTD-NPH 03/29/82 RNW
GRANGE Q0P SUDPLY ASSN,‘ 15 0156 09722731 APPL -SUB— PO P NEW
HEWR 0IL COAFENY : 13 TP o977 APBLSUS<TFD 7 HEW
MILLER REOWODD CO. 17 0023 01713782 PHT DRFTD-NPN 03730782 PNY
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY 13 0013 04/30/31 APPL SUB- RO T RNW
LCUISTARA FACTFIT TOEF 717 OO T 77T BRY DA e TOSNEN U2 FEIT BT TR
DREMET . T 2R Y 0228 04701/82 PMT DRFTD-NPN 04a/12482 MoD -
BLVEAL L $ON '_ : LT T2E 1306116146751 APRL SUB~ RO A RNW
TTTTRIILUARMETYTE UINDUSTRY e g 2z SO TA YT TR TRy PUSTNGT I SE U P 05/ 01782 ERY
LYONS VEINEER 22 £008 09/31/89 PU3 NOT ISSUEDP 10/16/81 NEW
MATIONAL WODD INDUSTRIES 24 G023 01/29/F2 PMT DRFTD-NPN 03/08/82 RNW
TYEYTON TERNNING LU 2% ToT T V072271 BRT GRFTE-HEN UE7TITE oUW
STAYTON CANNING COOP 24 1311 10722781 £MT DRFTID~NEN 04713782 RANW
HUMANE SOCIETY 24 2327 10722751 PMT DRFTD-NFH 0L/05/82 RN ‘
THALEFTWOEFYITVAU GENTRALTUNT 2% SRR e ST FUSTNOT ISEUEDE UL OITEY T RNY
MENNIS OIL €D INC E2A 4LORYL DF/29/E1 APFL SUB- PO I MEW
MZRRITT TRUAX OIL 0 24 S3E3 QR/14/731 APFL SUB- PO P BNV
R EEW PEROETAL NS BITAL AT BN Y2 IR REELUSUSE RO 77 ANW
OREGAN STATE DEAF SCHOOL 24 . 3502 06730791 PFT DRFTD-NFPH 04713782 ENW
SYERHEARD D0JR COKEPORATION 24 5881 11/25/21 APPL SUZ= RO i 7 ENW
TETAYTON TCRMVINGS A PO N0 IR PUS TRAT IS UEDE ROV EBITRNGT T T
ULTHGMAK TIME 2IL £0. 28 1656 D3I/E2%/%2 APSL SUS~ RO P NEW
MULTHOMAH TRUMIULL ASFHALT 26 1815 03704782 APPL SUB- RO 7 PNY
HULTNENEH JREGOVETETT WILLS 25 1EoS O /ZY7E{TABBL SUE= PFLEDA 7T RUT
UL TNIMAH CWENS~ILLINOIS 28 1376 D&/10781 PUS NOT ISSUEDP 10/02/81 RNW
: SAKPETE OF PACIFILC HW. IN 28 1947 D1722/7%2 APPL SUZ- /0 P EXT
TURRISERTTERENT TIRF PR 1998 BZ71a792 PETTOREYS-HAN U9 FIT ONLW T
CARGILL {0 INC 26 ZA09 07/0E/8% PU2 NOT ISSUEDP 04/01/82 RHMW
UNIGN OIL OF CALIFORNIA 24 2026 02/0GF82 FNMT ORFTD-NPHN 03731782 EXT
CHEVRZN USA,INTT : LS 2OZT D&TIETae AP SUE=PFSDA 7 k)
SHELL OIL COMPANY 2 2078 01/27/82 ArPPL SUS~ PPLDA /o HEW
MO53IL OIL CORP 26 2023 02/17/73%1 apel SuU3- FPIDA 01713782 NEW
T GLEHECEORNING FIEECGLAS IS T UEOLA TR EE T AeRLTRUs-TRG T Y TR T
FREIGHTLINZR (O&P 24 2137 12721/81 AFERL SuU3- PPIDA A Mab
2332 10715751 RPPL SUB- PFLDA ;7 EXT

CONTINENTAL CAN 0 USE 25
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMFENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SQURCES
PERMITS FENDING

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE OF
COUNTY . SOURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STATUS ACHIEVED _ APPLICATION .
3 FERTANS SHILLAMETTE CG 25 F433 03s0z78l RpPL Sud- PPEDA 4 4 MDD N
VOLNEY FELT ®ILLS 26 2a72 12/20/81 AFpPL SUS- A0 7 RNW
;ULTL?ﬁnﬁ TR RRTUAND WISt 5 IRON w<§ 26  LBE CEVITFE{TAPBEL syz- BFITA FAR EXT
MULTNIMAN W R GPACE % (O CONSTR DIV 4 2330 11720787 PHT DRFTD-NPN 01718782 mop
MULTHOMAH QEIMaNY AND MCKENNIY IN( 7 2572 D%/15/31 APPL SU3— PPADA /ot RN
TAULThOMEH SINGHAM-~WILLAKETIE €O 7 IFEE V0725787 arr [ SUE- PPADA ;7 MGD
 MULTNONAH CROWN ZELLERSACH F¥G DIV 25 2777 0%/14/51 BT DRFETD-NFN Q4215732 uod
MULTNOMAH FRC CORP MAEINE AND RAIL  7é 2944 D1/12752 APPL sue- PPSDA i f EXT
CHULTN PR ATLUAHMETTE WESTIRV CORP X TEEE DRFIT/EF FRe[ TRUBYTRD 77 Ria
MULTNOMAR ORTLAHD TEE¥INALS, INC. I8 2956 12/21/81 APPL SUZ- PR&DA P RN
MULTNOMAH BIRKENWALL SYSTEAZ INC 26 3030 0F/22/81 APSL Sug~ PFEDA i EXT
(AJLTHOWAH MEYEEE pRUF CoMPANY 25 3035 1077/ 5Y AFPL SUES PREDA 7 EXT . -
P AULTNOMAM -0 ARCORT : 26 3036 05729487 aPPL SUS— PPRDA - 7.0 EXT.C
 MULTNOMAY EﬁﬁﬁEirﬂ%ElE_~EE§££:EEJ“__§?W_M§§33 Q7/0%/781 APPL SUB- RO { ot EXT. |
MULTHAMAH MA&RTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM 26 3067 COF00/0G PUS WOY ISSUEDP 10/D2/61 NEW
 RULTHNOMAH OLYMPIC PIPE LINE (O Z6 I072 12721471 PUS NOT ISSUED? Q3/17/62 NEW
HULTNONAH CARSON OIL CQ 25 307% 11713731 AFPL SU3~ PO /o EXT
 MULTHORAR WEYERS DRUM TOMPANY 3 THFY AG/27787 ABPL SUS= PFRADA - 7 J LEXT- -
POLK MT FIPR LUNMBEE (O - 27 4020 02/28/82 PUS NOT ISSUEDP 04701782 RNW .0
L POLK _AGRIPAL INC - 27 500% 12407781 PUS_NOT ISSUEDF G4/D1/852 RHNW . 00
UNIoN PEACICK LUMEER (D. 31 G005 01727/92 TAFFL SUB< RO 77 ANW
UNIOY HOFF-RONDE VALLEY LU™BER 1 5313 12714781 PET DRETD-NPN Q4701782 RNW
WASCD JH BAXTER 2 €0 T3 0902 01/15/82 FNT DRFTD~NEN Q4701782 RNW
FASCO ‘ THE BALLES SENERAL HOSPT 33 G321 B2/035/82 FUS NOT TSSUFDP D3/17782 RNU
CWASHINGTON. QREGON ROSES, INC T4 253% 11/714/31 APPL SuU=2= RO A ANy
(AASHINGTON TEKTRONIX INC. ) T4 2633 02/03/%2 4®PL_SUI=- RO/ 4 Mop .
WASHINGTON OREGQN RD5E3 . 14 2641 11704787 tpPL S0~ RO 7 ANW
 WASHINGTCN J PITERKORP % €D T4 2444 T1/13/52 LPFL SUS- RO VY RNW
| WASHINGTON COLST VEMDING NMACHIKE C5. 34 2545 C3/1€/97 APPL SUS- RO i RNV
WASHINGTON  SRETTHAUSR OIL {0.(UNIONI =4 2652 12721751 A¥PL SUc- P93 i EXT
FWASHINGTON METRD WEST QIL INC 34 2653 10/22/31 APPL Sus= PO TR NEW
MASHINGTON ”Au“AﬂiﬁUFSETUB}ﬁ}AEQn__NW‘ﬂnmmiééz 09718723 Apol Sus- PRADA /7 ”’*T
 WASHINGTON TLIAR SIEZGLER PE:ZPLE33 DIV 2670 09710781 APPL Suz- PFEDA PN E
AASHINGTON PACIFIC FIREPLACE FURNISH 34 2675 Ta/05/31 APPL SUe— PE3IDA P EXT
YAYYILL CRAGTREE ROCK L3 36 3001 02739732 PUg NOT ISSUEDP C3/17/82 RNYW
YARRI(L C.C. MEIZEL €O INE 5 SRR IGFETF/T PV T DRETDCNEN 1750781 RNY
 PORT.SOURCE WILDISH MEIDFOAD €O, F37 G100 D3/3/82 APEL SUB- PO £ 4 RNW
PORT.SCURCE BAKER ZEPI-YMIX. INC, 37 0027 11/18/81 APPL su3- PO /1 RHu
PORT.SOURCE T DISCHUTES RIARY WIX 3 276 377772034 1 TFRE Repl sUESTRETTT T T RN
PCORT.SCUSRCE TILLAMOCYK CNTY 3D DP 27 GGT4 12/27/81 RPPL SUE- PO P RNW
PORT.SOURCE  WESTZRN SURFACING, INC. 37 0047 1Z/16/81 FMT DRFTD-NPY D3/15782 "MW
PORTVECURCE T TISEWATER "TORTRATTCES INT 3¢ 70052 t171&7E1TiePL U3~ PO 77 AN
PORT.SDURCE AMERICAN ﬁ:”HhLT PaVING. 37 037% 117%8/81 A°PL SUB- PO . 4/ TNy
PORT.SOURCE FETER XIZWIT SON'S £O 37 02%5 10/19/81 PU3 NOT ISSUEDP D2/15/32 EBNW
PORT.SCURCE TORESOH 5T'AT":"“HDY‘"‘SI'JI‘S'I'GFI I7 TGN AN /27 %Y ApPRL SEE- CAQ T TTTTTTTITTUTTTANW T
PORT.SOURCE GRANT I SHARP (2 37 389 12/05/S0 APPL SU%~ PO 77 FHW

PORT.SOURCE KINCHILOSL 2 $0ON3 INC 27 0145 12/?5/7“7?"1 'DFL ’fU"— PG /f RNW

B
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTRLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SOURCES
PERMITS PENDING

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE OF

COUNTY SCURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STATUS ACHIEVED APPLICATION
rPé'%T;'seLsRCE RAKER COUNTY FDAD DEPT. 7 G152 Q1727792 apel Sy~ PC P RNW

| PORT,SQIURCE SUPERINP ASPHELT & CONCAE 37 D166 01/07/52 RPPL_SU3-_PO o d L BNW i
POAT.SCURCE J € COMBTON (2 37 G173 1371%761 aRpL sug- po . F 7 BNW
PORT.SOLRLE REID~WOLF INC 37 DT2% 11730751 APRL §U3~ PO ) RNW
PORT.SCUARCE  QUALITY &3PHALT 2AVING 17 019% 12/303/81 APPL sUs- PO /7 RHY
“PORT.SCURCE  JOWWNSGN 90CK PRODUCTS INC 37 0201 12/07/8&1 PUZ NOT ISSUEDP D27157/82 RNW .
PORT.IDURCE. "B.L. COATS ° 37 0207 01/13782 APpL §Uz- PO P PNW
PORT.SOURCE - DESCHUTES READY MIX § £°6 37 G2eQ Ci/13/82 APPL SUB- PQ WA RN
PORT.SOURLE WILDISH MIDFORD 5 & 5 Co. 37 G250 10/22/81 PUs NOT ISSUEDP 01/04/732 RHW

{ PORT.SOURCE TIOEWATER CONTRACTCRS INC 37 0277 D2/15/B2 RUS NOT [SSUEDP ¢/ RNW

{ PORT.SOURCE SOUTHERN BRIGIN CONCRETE 37 0Z34 01/13/82 APFL SUE- PO /. F NEM

j PORT.SOUURCE TCARSON CAUSWING €G . . 27  D02FS D2/z2782 PUS NOT ISSUELP 03717733 NEW
:PORTLSOURCE  AMEADAE MINING BCOMST C0IS 37 D296 G2/17/32 PUB NOT ISSUEDP 03/17/82 NEW
;T Y OYAL NUMAER GUTCK LUDK REPORT LINES o T

{ e, - —— -
£ _ e e S N e - -




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division

April, 1982

{(Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING

# County *# Name of Source/Project # Date of # Date of # Type #
# ¥ /Site and Type of Same # Initial & Completed #* of Action *
& # # pAction #  Action ®# and Status *#
# # # # 8 #
Indirect Sources
Marion Douglas MecKay High 01/01/78 Additional
School, 342 Spaces Information
File No. 24-8001 Requested
Multnomah Columbia Square 09/07/7T Additional
Cffice Complex Information
240 Spaces Requested
File No. 26-7018 '
Marion Village Fast Shopping oL/01/82 oW/ 20/82 Proposed
Center Permit
995 Spaces Issued

MAR.T (5/79)

File No. 24-8203

AA1558 {(1){a)

~A0~



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS PLET, 19
¥ County % Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Aetion
b ¥ /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action ¥ ¥
% * % %

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES 3

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang w182 Approved
Computer to Integrate
Waste Treatment Plant
Operations

Clackamas Western Surfacing 4.26-82 Approved
Brightwood, Modifying
Settling/Recirculation
Pond

Wasco Stadelman Fruit §-p9-82 Approved
The Dalles, Modifications
to Treatment System
(Curtains, Neutralization,
and Water Recycle)

MAR.3 (5/79) WL1542

-] -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1682
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETE 19

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

L ¥ /3ite and Type of Same #* Action ¥ ¥
% #* % *

MUN L. WAS SOURCES -~ 16

Lane City of Springfield y.7-82 PA

Commercial Park
Sanitary Pump Station

Marion Forest Glen RV Park y.13.82 PA
Septic tank construction
and installation plans

Benton North Monroe Health Jo14-82 PA
Hazard Area

Benton Monroe Sewers 41482 PA

Replacement and Lining
Mul tnomah Columbia 205 Comm. Parks 4.15.82 PA

Pump station plans
Tillamook Burton's Imn Motel h-06-82 Verbal Comments

Sisters to CRO
Clackamas Molalla Bypass Pump Sta. 42682 Review Comments

to N.W. Region

Benton Sanitary Sewer y-27-82 PA

Corvallis

MAR.3 (5/79) WG1556

[ o



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division April, 1982
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

AN ACTIONS COMPLETED 19

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

e

MUNICIPAL, WASTE SOURCES (cont'd.)

Crook Hanne Street San. Sewer 4.30-82 PA
Prineville
Clackamas City of Lake Oswegc 4.30-82 PA

LID 204 Chander PL
Sanitary Sewer Imp.

Clackamas Patrol Street Extension 4.30-82 PA
Molalla
Jackson Sausage Plant Extension §-30-82 PA
Cave Junction
Wasco 1982 Street & Sewer 5-03-82 PA
Project No. 1
The Dalles
Wasco 0ld Dufer Rd. SS Project 5-03-82 PA
The Dalles
Wasco Lorenzen St. - 5-03~-82 PA
Westerly from West 10th
The Dalles
Clackamas Timberline Rim Connection 5-03-82 PA

Hoodland Service District

PAL = Provisional Approval

MAR.3 (5/79) WG1556

=3



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

April 1982

(Reporting Unit)

S

Permitv Actions

Yy O

TER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions

(Month and Year)

Permit Sources sources
Actions Under Reqr'g
Pendin Permits Permits
T £ /RN LY
e/ N
0/ ©
29 / 6
1/ 0
30 / 17 238/106 238/117
2/ 13
¢/ 1
41 s/ 18
2/ 0
45 7 32 369/177 371/191
17 0
0/ 0
0/ O
g/ 0
1/ 0 53/19 54/19
T6 / 49 660/302 663/327

NPDES (R) transferred to WPCF.

Received Completed
onth Fis,¥r Month Fis,¥r
¥ R K /KR T TN

Municipal

New 0/ 3 T/ 15 o/ 1 y /12
Existing o0/ 0 0/ 0O 0/ 0 6/ O
Renewals 570 582/ 21 B/ 2 42/ 17
Modifications 1/0 3/ © 0/0 T/ 1
Total 6 /3 56/ 36 5/3 53/ 30
Industrial

. 2/
New 1/ 0 5/ 6 1/ 2 5/ 16
Existing 0/ 0 0/ 0 0/ 90 ¢/ 0
1/

Renewals 172 56/ 24 1 /2 27/ 21
Modifications /20 14/ 0 3/0 15/ 2
Total 6/72 175/ 30 5/ 4 48/ 39
Agricultu Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.

New /0 1/ 0 0/ 0 0/ O
Existing 0/ 0 o/ 0 0/0 0/ O
Renewals 0/ 0 T/ 0 0/ 0 2/ 0
Modifications 0/ 0 o0/ 0 0/ 0 g0/ O
Total c/ 0 2/ 0 0/ 0 2/ 0
GRAND TOTALS 12 /5 133 / 66 10/ 7 103 / 69

NOTE: 1/ One Ind.
2/ One Ind.

¥ NPDES Permita
¥¥ State Permits

MAR.5W (8/79)

WPCF (N) Issued a General Permit

20 General Permits Issued this April 1982
222 General Permits Issued this Fiscal Year.

WL1599

=44 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

April, 1982

{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

¥ County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Action #
¥ ¥ /S8ite and Type of Same *# Action ¥ ¥
# * * * *
UNICIPAL AND USTRIAL SOURCES - NPDES PERMITS (7

Yamhiil Dundee y/28/82
STP

Marion Gervais 472782
STP

Lane Pier Point Inn hy2/82
STp

Umatiila Union Pacific RR 4/2/82
Hinkle

Jackson Gold Hill /16782
STP

Baker United Nuclear Corp. 4/16/82
UNC Mining

Marion Woodburn b/16/82
STP

MUNICTPAL AN NDUSTRIAL SOURCES = STATE iTs

Yamhill Our Lady of Guadalupe 4/2/82
Trappist Abbey, STP
Carlton

Deschutes Septic Tanks r2s82
Bend

Grant William A. Bowes, Inc. 4/16/82
Cougar Mine, (Granite

Marion Donald 4716/ 82
STF

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1596.4

B

Permit Renewed

" "

" "

Permit Issued

Permit Renewed

(7)

Permit Renewed

" "

" "

Permit Issued



Water Quality Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

April, 1982

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PERMT CTIONS COMPLETED
% County * Name of Source/Project ® Date of Action ®
* ¥ /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action ®
# % * )
MUNTCIPAL AND INDUSTRIAI. SOURCES -~ STATE PERMITS {Continued)

Jackson

Mul tnomah

Baker

Valley View Vineyard L/16/82
Jacksonville

Allied Plating, Ine. 4s23/82
Portland

DEKA, Ltd. 4/23/82

Premet Mining Co.

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES ~ MODIFICATIONS

Linn

Linn

Linn

Willamette Industries 4/12/82
Foster Division

Willamette Industries 4/12/82
Griggs Division

Willamette Industries ys12/82

Sweet Home Division

UNICTPAL AND INDUS I. SOURCES - GENERAL PERMITS
Cooling Water Permit 0100-J, File 32539 (5)
Washington Tektronix Ine. bh/14/82
Beaverton

Washington Tektronix, Inc. L/14/82
Walker Road

Clackamas Tektronix, Inc. B/14/82
Wilsonville

Linn Myrlin Deveraux h/19/82
Albany

Coos Tepa, Inc. 4/21/82
Charieston

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1599.A

- 46

Permit HRenewed

Permit Issued

n n

(3)

Schedule B
Change by Letter

(20)

Issued Geheral
Permit

" "

n "

" L



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality Division April, 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

ERMIT ACTIONS COMPLET

& County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of ¥ Action %
% ¥ /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action # ¥
# % * * %
UNICIPAL AND TNDUST LSO - GENERA RM {Continued)
Filter Backwash Permit No. 0200-J, File No. 32540 (1)
Clackamas Lake Oswego WTP 4/6/82 Transferred to

26 85-J/ 58480 General Permit

Aguatic Animal Production « Permit No., 0300-J, File No., 32560 (6)

Multnomah Oregon Dept. of F & W h/714/82 Transferred to
Bonnevilie General Permit

3195-J/6 4425

Benton Oregon Dept. of F & W B/21/82 " "
Alsea
3208-J/64400

Jackson Oregon Dept. of F & W h/21/82 " "
Cole River
3333-J/64445

Lane Oregon Dept. of F & W 4/21/82 Transferred to
Leaburg General Permit
3135-d/64490

Linn Oregon Dept. of F & W h/21/82 " "
Stayton
3201=-J/64565

Mul tnomah Oregon Dept. of F & W §/21/82 " "
Wahkeena
3192~J/64575

Small Mines -~ Permit N ile No. 3% (3)

Josephine Eureka Mining 4/6/82 Transferred to
Cave Junction General Permit
2618/28410

MAR.6 (5/79) WL1599.4

-47-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

_April, 1982

(Reporting Unit)

RMI CTIONS COMPI,

(Month and Year)

#  County %¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of Action #
b %¥ /Site and Type of Same * Action \d
# * ¥ *
UNICTPA D INDUSTRIA OURCES — GENERAL PERMITS (Continued)
mall Mines - Permit No, 0600, File No. (Continued)
Josephine Ordel Ltd., Sucker Creek L/6/82 Issued
Cave Junction General Permit
Josephine Ray Wolf, Sucker Creek h/13/82 Transferred to
Cave Junction General Permit
3137/98666

Portable Suction Dredges - Permit No 00-J, File No

Jackson Larry Gunn 3/31/82
Medford
8" Suction Dredge

Seafood Processing - Permi ~J, File (3)

Lincoln Alaska Packers Assoc. 4/5/82
Newport
3177-d/1083

Lincoln Oregon Coast Seafoods, Ine. 4/7/82
Newport
3446-J/12170

Coos International Multifoods 4/13/82
Bandon
26T79~J/ 42000

ravel Mining - Permit ile (1)
Marion Abiqua Rock Products Co. 412782
Mt. Angel
MAR.6 (5/79) WL1599.4A
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division April 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS
Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g

Month FY Month FY Pending - - Permits Permits

General Refuse
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

19 1 12 4
2 - 5 -
83 - 73 15
11 - 2l 1
115 1 114 20 166 166

Ay

Demolition
New - Yy 8
Existing - 2 -

Renewals - 5 - 7 -
Modifications - 2 y

Total - 13 9 2 21 21
Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

PRI -
F—
o
I
3
-3
—_
o

5
69 - 69 17 101 101

Sludge Disposal
New - 5
Existing - -
Renewals - 6 -
1
2

Modifications -
Total - 1

LA T s O0
- 1 - 1

15 15

Hazardous Waste
New 32 757 32 757 -

Authorizations - - - - -
Renewals -~ - - - -

Modifications - - -
Total 32 757 32 757 - 1 1

GRAND LS 38 966 33 973 40 304 304

SCL62.A
MAR.58 (4/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

_Solid Waste Division _ L April 1982

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

# County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of % Action
¥ # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action ¥
% #% . . £ . .. P O
Grant Dayville h/r/82 Permit Issued
New Site
SCu62.D

MAR.6 (5/79)

—~50—-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Solid Waste Division

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

April 1982

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAI, REQUESTS

CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS, INC., GILLIAM CO,

WASTE DESCRIPTION

¥ ® # & Quantity
# Date # Type # Source ¥ Present % Future
Ll _ ¥ * ¥ (Annual)
DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (32)
OREGON (11)
3/25 | Ferrous sulfide sludge Airplane mfg. 0 2000 cu.yd.
3/30 Mixed ignitable Electronics 0 30,000 gal.
solvents
3/30 PCB capacitors Utility 0 804 1b.
L/6 Battery acid Battery 0 1.5 wil. gal.
reclamation
/8 Paint State agency 0 56 drums
h/8 Caustic liquid Asphalt mfg. 0 6 drums
y/12 Reactive salts Metal reductn. 0 750 cu.yd.
4/13 Reactive sludge Metal reduectn. 0 120 tons
L/16 Ignitable solvents Truck mfg. 0 300 gal.
4716 Ignitable solvents Transfrn. mfg. 13 drums 13 drums
4728 Acid-impregnated wood Construction 30 cu.yd. 0
debris
WASHINGTON (11)
3/30 T&luene diisocyanate Chemical mfg. 3 drums 0
3/30 Asbestos/paint Foundry 0 24 druns
SCU62.E

MAR.15 (1/82)
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¥ # Quantity #
£ Date # Type Source # Present # TFuture &
¥ * o *® (Annual) *
3/30 PCB-contam, concrete Foundry 2 drums 0
st PCB liguid Utility 0 1000 gal.
4/8 Resin solids Plastic 0 160 drums
equip. mfg.
478 Paint sludge Paint mfg. 0 1800 gal.
4/8 Still bottoms Ammonia mfg. O 50 drums
bh/8 Caustic cleaning solu, Shipbuilder 0 18,000 gal.
h/28 Still bottoms Petrochemical 0 160 drums
L/28 Mise. chemicals Shipyard 41 drums 2100 drums
L/28 PCB capacitors Electrical 0 600 1b.
contractor
OTHER STATES (10)
3/25 PCB liquid (ID) Paper mill 0 500 gal.
3/30 Arsenic-contaminated Electronics 0 Y drums
materials (ID)
3/30 PCB-contaminated Chemical mfg. O 25 drums
debris (UT)
/1 PCB equipment and Fed. agency 0 520,000 1b,
contaminated material
(several NW states)
/1 PCB equipment and Fed. agency 154,000 1b, 0
contaminated material
(ND & SD)
L7 Gas tank bottoms 0il co. 7 drums 0
sludge (AK)
h/8 Organochloride solids Chemical mfg. O 200 drums
(UT)
/8 Organochloride liquids Chemical mfg. 0 78 drums
(uT)
4/16 Hypochlorite cleaning Chemical mfg. 12 drums ¥ drums
liguid (WY)
k727 Mise. herbicides (Sask) Plant closure 655 drums 0
SCh62.E

MAR.15 (1/82)

R -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Nolse Controcl Program i April, 1982

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions Actions
Initiated Completed Pending

Source ]
Categoxry Mo Y Mo FY Mo Last Mo
Industrial/ B 36 3 13 100 95
Commercial
Alrports 0 0 2 11 1 1
Total 8 36 5 24 101 96

! -53-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program April, 1982

' (Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action
Malheur Holten Airstrip 04/22/82 Boundary
. Approved
Klamath Juniper Hills Airport 05/06/82 poundary
' Lpproved

=54~



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT
1982 -

CIVIL, PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF APRIL, 1982:

Name and Location Case No. & Type
of Violation - of Violaticn Date Issued Amocunt - Status
MeInnis Enterprises, Ltd. AQOB-NWR-82-2l 4.7-82 $100 Defaul ted.
dba/Shultz Sanitation Open burned
Multnomah County comercial waste
and prohibited
materials.
G0940
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LAST

ACTIONS MONTH PRESENT
Preliminary Issues 4 3
Discovery 0 0
Settlement Action 4 0
Hearing to be scheduled 8 7
Hearing scheduled 2 3
HO's Decision Due 1 2
Briefing 0 0
Inactive 2 2
SUBTOTAL of Active Files 21 17
HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal 3 3
Appealed to EQC -0 1
EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 1 0
Court Review Option Pending or Taken 1 0
Case Closed 4] 5
TOTAL Cases 26 26

15-A0-NWR-76-178 15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AQ Alr Quality

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

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ER Eastern Region

Fld Brn Field Burning incident

RLH Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Hrngs Hearings Section

Hrng Rfrl Date when Enforcement Section reguests Hearing

: Section schedule a hearing

VAK Van Kollias, Enforcement Section

LMS Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

MWR Midwest Reglion (now WVR)

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wagstewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

FWO Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

0S8Ss On-Site Sewage _

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order :

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

SW Solid Waste Division

SWR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

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

WVR Willamette Valley Region

WO Water Quality Division

CONTES.B {2)

Quality Division wviolation in Northwest Region-
jurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforcement action
Northwest Region in 1976.

56
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April 1932

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resn Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rast Rfrel Atty Date Code Type & No. Status
POWELL, Ronald 11/77 11/71 RLH 01/23/80 Resp $10,4900 Fla Brn Deadline for £ill
- 12-AQ-MWR~77-241 exeptions & brief for
EQC review extarded
El to 6/7/B2,
WAH CHANG 04/78 -94/78 RLH Priys 16~P-WQ=-WVR~ 78 2843-T Current permit in
NEDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLE Prtys 08=P=WO-WVR-78=2012-J Current permit in
WPDES Permit forge., Hearing
Medification deferred.
M/Y TOYOTA MARD 12/10/71% 12/12/79 RLE Hrgs 17-WO-NWR~79-127 Ruling due on requestsa
No. 10 0il spill Civil Penaity for partial summary
of $5,000 judgment.
LAND RECLAMATION, 12/12/79 12/14/79 FWO 05/165/80 - Resp 19~P-5W=329~NWR-79 Permit denial affirmed
INC., et al Permii Denial by Ct. of A. 3/11/82.
MEDFORD 02/25/89  02/29/80 05/16/80 Resp G7-AQ-SWR-B0 Requeat Bearing Offiver's order
CORPORATION for Declaratory Ruling of dismissal issued
41’15£32.
MORRIS, Robert 11/16/80  11/14/30 RLE Prtys 31-88-CR-30 Hearing Officer's order
Permit revocakion of dismissal issued
4719782,
HAYWORTH, John W. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 94/28/81 Rrgs 33-80-WVR-B0-187 Decision due.
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS Field burning civil
INC. penalty of $4,660
HOPPER, Rarold 12/09/80° 12/09/80 RLH Resp 36-5S~-NWR-80~197 Dept, Filed objections
Permit revocation to amended notice 3/4/82.
FENSENy~Jard~Fs 13739488 13247488 GER B4416,482 Reap 3F-AG-WWR-86-182 No-eoust—appeal—-Casa
abea/TENSEN-SEEB ’ Pield-busning-eivil etesed——S4308 83w -
S—GRAIN-ENET penaliy—of-$4,000
CURL, James H., 02/09/81  02/12/81 Prtys 07-8S5-CR-81 Hearlny Officer's orderx
et al Reguest for of dismissal issued
Declaratory Ruling 4/27/82.
SREGON-BHORES 827433783 93709493 REH Heas B9-Ho-HWR-83 No-appeal € toged
MATN~ROCR 8373382 8373682 VAR Preys 16-WO-EWR-81-16 Bispisged-by—adiputatad
FROPUETSyINE - : Waser-Qualiby-eiyil oxdexy-4y16/ 92~
penaley—of-§67308
MEABy~Mek 04704783 Q408,82 EMB Préys 13~35~6WR-91-235 Ne—appeair--Sagt-aioaads
14-56-5WR-83-26
Bubaurfsce-sevage
permik~deniad
PULLEN, Arthur W. 07/15/81 07/15/81 RLH Hrys 16=WQO=-CR~B1~60 To be scheduled.
dba/Lakes Mobile
Home Park
WESTERN SURFACING, 09/09/81 09/09/81 IMS 05/25/82 Prtys 18-AQ-NWR-81-79 Hearing scheduled
me. - 5/25/82.
FHRANR, victor 09/23/81  09/23/81 LMS 06/08/82 Priys 19-a0-FB~81-05 Hearing scheduled.
FB civil penalty
of $1, 600
GRE=EN, Douglas 09/28/81  10/07/B1 LMS 04/13/82 Brgs 20-AQ~FB-81-03 Post _hearing argument
FB Civil Penalty 4/23/82.
of $1,000
GATES, Clifford 10/06/81 M3 Hrgs 21-S5=-SWR~-81-90 To be scheduled.
LANGDOM, George 10/13/91 VAR 08/0%/82 Preys 22-A0~FB~81-04 Bearing scheduled.
SPERLING,. Wendell 11/25/81 11/25/81 IMS firgs 23-A0-FB-83-15 To be scheduled.
dba/Speriing Farms FB Civil Penalty
of $3,000
DeRAEVE, Marvin 12/11/81 12/10/81 IMS Prtys 25-AQ-FB=-81-17 To be scheduled.

FB Civil Penalty
of $3,000.

—5—




April 1982

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Lag

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgut Rfrrl Atty  Date Code Type & No. Status
NOFZIGER, Leo 12/15/8% 01/06/82 LMS Brgs 26=-AQ~FB-~81-18 To be scheduled.

. FB Civil Penalty .

- of $1,500.
OLD MILL MARINA 03/04/82 LMS Hrgs 27-AQOB-NWR-82-01 To be scheduled,

_ Open Burning Civil
Penalty

PULLEN, Arthur 03/16/82 REH Prtys 28-WQ~CR~82~16 Preliminary issues.
ANDERSON, Douglas 04/03/82 VAR Prtys 25-AC0B-NWR-82-23 To be scheduled.
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Environmental Quality Cormmissior

Maiting Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207
VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

GOVERNOR

. MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Ttem C, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

TAYX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the Commission take the following actions:

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to:

Appl

No. Applicant Facility

T-1463 Chembond Corporation Storage tank manway and assoclated
equipment

T~1474 #1 Boardman Station Boiler bottom ash handling facility

T-1503 International Paper Co. Rader Sandair filter and associated
equipment

T-1506 Southwest Forest Ind., Inc. Wet scrubber system

T-1507 Southwest Forest Ind., Inc. Wet scrubber system

T-1508 Southwest Forest Ind., Inc. Wet scrubber system

T-1509 Southwest Forest Ind., Inc. Wet scrubber system

T=1510 Southwest Forest Ind., Inc. Wet scrubber system

T-1516 Reynolds Metals Company 0il/water separation facility

T-1526 Weyerhaeuser Company 2 Floating aerators and electrical

supply lines

2. Deny Pollution Control Facility Certificates to Time 0il Company, applications
T-1142 and T-1172 (see attached review reports).

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate T-1317 issued to Columbia
Plywood Corporation in the amount of $1,272,924.72 and reissue in in the
amount of $1,438,037.46 to reflect a change in certified costs {see attached
review report).

4. Revoke 27 Pollution Control Facility Certificates issued to Menasha Corporation
and reissue them to Weyerhaeuser West Coast Inc. {see attached review report}.

g ev

{é‘% William H. Young
CASplettstaszer

Contains _
thw 229-6484

‘Matarials 5/29/82

DEQ6 Attachments



PROPOSED JUNE 1982 TOTALS

Air Quality _ $ 3,038,222
Water Quality 6,981,070
Solid/Hazardous Waste 3,636
Noise -0-

510,022,928

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE

Air Quality $ 2,905,109
Water Quality 35,969,625
Solid/Hazardous Waste 82,049
Noisze 40,216

$38,996,999



Application No. T=-1463

State of Oregon
Departnent of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Chembond Corporaticn
475 North 28th Street
P.0. Box 270
Springfield, OR OT47T

The applicant owns and operates a synthetic resin for plywood and
particle board adhesives plant at Springfield, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility deseribed in this application consists of a storage tank
manway, a Mixmor Model HVS-5 agitator and the associated electrical
equipment. This installation included a manway into the storage tank.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on April 10,
1981, and approved on July 30, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on June 8, 1981,
completed on September 24, 1981, and the facility was placed into
operation on September 24, 1981.

Facility Cost: $3,636.81 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The facility consists of an agitator which is used to prevent the
formation of a precipitate in the storage tank., This installation
eliminated a requirement to landfill approximately 72,000 pounds of
solid wastes annually. The solid precipitate is now held in suspension
and becomes part of the urea«formaldehyde resin product. The

recovered annual income from this facility is $3,200.00 less $363.68
annual operating costs. The resultant annual profit before taxes of
$2,836.32 provides a return on investment of 78%.

k, Summation

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



Application No. T-1463
Page 2

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

{1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste, by mechanical
process} to prevent loss as a precipitate.

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

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable
source of power, 1ls competitive with an end product produced
in another state; and

(4) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at
least substantially equivalent to the federal law.

o, In addition, the Commission finds that:

{1) the Department has recommended the facility as the most
efficient method of solid waste, hazardous waste, used oil
control;

(2) the Department has recommended the facility as the most
environmentally sound method of solid waste, hazardous

waste, used c¢il control,

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Dased upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $3,636.81
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1LA3,

R. L. Brown:o
(503} 229-5157
May 17, 1982
50958



Application No. T-14TH

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

Applicant

Number One Boardman Station
121 S.¥W. Salmon Street
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates a coal-burning steam electric
generating facility at Boardman,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a boiler bottom ash
handling facility consisting of two dewatering tanks, a surge tank, a
settling tank, sumps, and pumps.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

November 22, 1976. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility
April 1978, completed April 1980, and the facility was placed into
operation April 1980. Although the request for preliminary
certification was submitted as required, the Department did not act
upon it due to an oversight.

Facility Cost: $6,936,586 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Boiler bottom ash is mixed with water in hoppers and slurried to a
sump where is is pumped to one of two dewatering tanks. Water
separated from the ash then flows to a settling tank for
clarification. The clarified water is stored in a slurry tank where
it is metered back teo the ash hoppers for slurrying. This project not
only reduces water consumption, buf also minimizes the potential for
groundwater contamination by dewatering the ash prior to disposal.
Neone of the equipment necessary to remove bottom ash from the boiler
has been claimed in this application., There is no return on
investment from this project.



Application No. T-14734
Page 2

B, Summation

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $6,936,586
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1474.

CKA:g
(503) 229-5325
WG1133



Application No. T-1503

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1-

2-

Applicant

International Paper Company
Gardiner Plant

P.0. Box U3

Gardiner, OR 9OT4M1

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant at
Gardiner.

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

Deseription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Rader SandAir filter
and associated equipment to reduce particulate air contaminant
emissions from three veneer dryers at International Paper Company's
Gardiner plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 22, 1979, and approved on April 3, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the eclaimed facility in April 1979,
completed in June 1979, and the facility was placed into operation in
June 1979,

Facility Cost: $403,515.66 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Applica n

The applicant's Air Contaminant Discharge permit required the source
to meet air discharge emission standards for veneer dryers by no later
than June 30, 1979.

The utilization of a wet sand filter for controlling particulate
emissions from veneer dryers has been demonstrated as one of the

effective viable techniques available. The installation has
demonstrated compliance with two dryers on line. Because of temporary

plant shut-down and required changes on the third dryer, the staff has

not had an opportunity to observe the SandAir filter controlling
emissions from all three dryers.



Application No, T-1503

Page 2

The primary purpose of the project is to accomplish air pollution
control and there is no significant economic advantage, therefore, 80%
or more of the cost is allocable to pollution control.

4, Summztion
a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements

b.

of ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $%03,515.66

with

80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1503,

F.A. Skirvin:a

AA1990 (1)

(503) 229-

March 29,

6414
1982



Application No. T=1506

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. A icant

Southwest Forest Industries, Inc.
Pacific Northwest Division

P.0. Box 82

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing facility
(South Mill No. 1) at Albany.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The faecility described in this application is an ionic¢ wet scrubber
(Ceilcote IWS 500) system to control air emissions from veneer dryers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February 2, 1980 and approved on March 7, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 5, 1981,
completed on August 15, 1981 and the facility was placed into
operation on August 15, 1981.

Facility Cost: $591,134.30 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
3. Evaluation of jcation

Southwest Forest Industries operate two veneer dryers at their South
Mill No. 1 plywood manufacturing plant located at Albany.

The dryers are direct wood fire heated., To achieve compliance with
the State emission standards, the Company elected to install Ceilcote
ionic wet scrubbers (IWS). Pilot testing had demonstrated that these
units were capable of controlling both visible and mass emissions to
the required standard. Other emission control sytems were evaluated
by the Company but were not considered as effective as the Ceilcote
IWS on wood fired veneer dryers,

The control system (IWS) consists of a prescrubber, an ioinizer, a
charged particle scrubber, a fan and an exhaust stack, A
recirculation tank with a residue skimmer supplies water to the



Application No. T-1506
Page 2

sarubbers, Metal insulated ducting connects the venheer dryers to the
Ius,

The dryers have been source tested and demonstrated compliance with
State emission standards.

There are no economic benefits from operation of the emission control
system; The primary purpose of the project was to accomplish air
pollution contrel, therefore 80% or more of the cost is allocable to
pollution control.

4, Summation

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $591,134.30
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T~1506.

F.A, Skirvin:a
AA2093 (1)
(503) 229-6414
MaY b ’ 1982



Application No. T-1507

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1-

3.

Applicant

Southwest Forest Industries, Inc.
Pacific Northwest Division

P.0. Box 82

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and coperates a plywood manufacturing facility
(North Mill No. 2) at Albany.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an ionic wet scrubber
system (Ceilcote IWS 500) to control air emissions from veneer dryers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
July 3, 1979 and approved on July 13, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 5, 1981,
completed on June 30, 1981 and was placed into operation on June 30,
1981.

Facility Cost: $528,546.62 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Southwest Forest Industries operate two veneer dryers at their North
Mill No. 2 plywood manufacturing plant located at Albany.

The dryers are direct wood fire heated. To achieve compliance with
the State emission standards, the Company elected to install Ceilcote
ionie wet scrubbers (IWS). Pilot testing had demonstrated that these
units were capable of controlling both visible and mass emissions to
the required standard. Other emission control sytems were evaluated
by the Company but were not considered as effective as the Ceilcote
IWS on wood fired veneer dryers.

The control system (IWS) consists of a prescrubber, an ionizer, a
charged partiele scrubber, a fan and an exhaust stack., &
recirculation tank with a residue =kimmer supplies water to the



Application No. T-1507
Page 2

4,

5.

scrubbers, Metal insulated ducting connects the veneer dryers to the
Iws,.

The dryers have been source tested and demcnstrated compliance with
State emission standards.

There are nco economic benefits from operation of the emission control
system, The primary purpose of the project was to accomplish air
pollution control, therefore 80% or more of the cost is alloeable to
pellution control.

Summation

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

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

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

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

e, The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is B0% or more.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $528,546 .62
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Appliecation No. T=1507.

F,A, Skirvin:a
AA2095 (1)
(503) 220-6414
May 6, 1982



Application No. T-1508

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1-

2.

A icant

Southwest Forest Industries, Inc.
Pacific Northwest Division

P.0. Box 82

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing facility
(Plant No. 3) at Grants Pass,

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

Deseription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an ionic wet scrubber
system (Ceilcote IWS 500) to control air emissions from veneer dryers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
February T, 1980 and approved on February 22, 1980.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 5, 1981,
completed on October 2, 1981 and placed into operation on QOctober 2,
1981.

Facility Cost: $555,966.07 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of lication

Southwest Forest Industries operate two veneer dryers at their No 3
plywood manufacturing plant located at Grants Pass.

The dryers are dirsct wood fire heated. To achieve compliance with
the State emission standards, the Company elected to install Ceilcote
ionic wet scrubbers (IWS). Pilot testing had demonstrated that these
units were capable of controlling both visible and mass emissions to
the required standard. Other emission control sytems were evaluated
by the Company but were not considered as effective as the Ceilcote
IWS on wood fired veneer dryers.

The control system (IWS) consists of a prescrubber, an ionizer, a
charged particle scrubber, a fan and an exhaust stack, A
recirculation tank with a residue skimmer supplies water to the

.
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¥,

5.

scrubbers. Metal insulated ducting connects the veneer dryers to the
Tws.

The dryers have been source tested and demonstrated compliance with
State emission standards.

There are no economic benefits from operation of the emission control
system. The primary purpose of the project was to accomplish air
pollution control, therefore 80% or more of the cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS U468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter H68, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $555,996.07
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1508.

F.A, Skirvin:a
AA2096 (1)
(503) 229-6414
MaY 6 ’ 1982



Application No, T-1509

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Southwest Forest Industries, Inc.
Pacific Northwest Division

P.0. Box 82

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing facility
(Plant No. 6) at White City.

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

Description of Claimed Faecilit

The facility described in this application is an ionic wet scrubber
system (Ceilcote IWS 500) to control air emissions from veneer dryers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 19, 1978 and approved on March 19, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 9, 1980,
completed on October 15, 1980 and placed into operation on October 15,
1980.

Facility Cost: $430,577.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaiuation of A icatio

Southwest Forest Industries operate two veneer dryers at their No. 6
plywood manufacturing plant located at White City.

The dryers are direct wood fire heated. To achieve compliance with
the State emissjon standards, the Company elected to install Ceilcote
ionic wet scrubbers (IWS). Pilot testing had demonstrated that these
units were capable of controlling both visible and mass emissions to
the required standard., Other emission control sytems were evaluated
by the Company but were not considered as effective as the Ceilcote
IWS on wood fired veneer dryers.

The control system (IWS) consists of a prescrubber, an ionizer, a
charged partiecle scerubber, a fan and an exhaust stack, A
recirculation tank with a residue skimmer supplies water to the
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scrubbers. Metal insulated ducting connects the veneer dryers to the
Iws.

The dryers have heen source tested and demonstrated compliance with
State emission standards.

There are no economic benefits from operation of the emission control
system. The primary purpose of the project was to accomplish air
pollution control, therefore 80% or more of the cost is allocable to
pellution control,

Summation

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

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

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

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter U468, and the rules adopted under that chapter,

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $430,577.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1509.

F,A. Skirvin:a
AA2097 (1)
(503) 229-6414
May 6, 1982



Application No. T-1510

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

3.

A icant

Southwest Forest Industries, Inec,
Pacific Northwest Division

P.0. Box 82

Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing facility
(Plant No. 5) at White City.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an ionic wet scrubber
system (Ceilcote IWS 500) to control air emissions from veneer dryers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 18, 1978, and approved on March 21, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 9, 1980,
completed on December 1%, 1980 and placed into operation on
December 15, 1980.

Facility Cost: $528,454.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Fvaluation of Application

Southwest Forest Industries operate three veneer dryers at their No. §
plywood manufacturing plant located at White City.

The dryers are gas fire heated. To achieve compliance with

the State emission standards, the Company elected to install Ceilcote
ionic wet scrubbers (IWS). Pilot testing had demonstrated that these
units were capable of controlling both visible and mass emisaions to
the required standard. Other emission control sytems were evaluated
by the Company but were not considered as effective as the Ceilcote
IWS on wood fired veneer dryers. (They anticipated converting the
heat source on these dryers to direct wood fired at a future time).
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The control system (IWS) consists of a prescrubber, an ionizer, a
charged particle scrubber, a fan and an exhaust stack. A
recirculation tank with a residue skimmer supplies water to the
scrubbers. Metal insulated ducting connects the veneer dryers te the
IusS.

The dryers have been source tested and demonstrated compliance with
State emission standards.

There are no economic benefits from operation of the emission control
system., The primary purpcose of the project was to accéomplish air
pollution control, therefore B0% or more of the cost is allocable to
polluticn contreol.

4, Summation

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $528,454.00
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1510.

F.A. Skirvin:a

AR2098 (1)

(503) 229-6414

May 6 ’ 1982



Application No. T-1516

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Reynolds Metals Companhy
Troutdale Reduction
6601 West Broad St.
Richmond, VA 23261

The applicant owns and operates an aluminum reduction operation at
Troutdale,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an oil/water separation
faeility consisting of:

a. An aluminum baffle and underflow weir
b. Concrete foundation

c. An 0il Mop Model LUEE oil skimmer

d. An electrical supply line, and

e, 0il collection drums

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
October 9, 1980, and approved October 17, 1980. Construction

wasg initiated on the claimed facility January 8, 1981, completed
June 30, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation June 1981.

Facility Cost: $14,468.30 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Pricr to installation of the claimed facility, Reynolds Metals had no
means of retaining oils once they entered the effluent disposal ditch.
This ditch drains to the Columbia River. The aluminum baffle and
underflow weir directs waste water towards the oil skimmer where oils
are removed and conveyed to collection drums., The system does an
efficient job of removing floating oils. Waste oils are periodically
shipped to a disposal site. There is no return on investment from
this project.
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4, Summation

ae

b.

c.

e,

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $14,468.30
with 80 percent or more alloecated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1516.

CKA:l
WL16 41

(503) 229-5325
May 12, 1982



Application No. T-1526

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

3.

.

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Willamette Region - Paperboard Manufacturing
Tacoma, WA Q8477

The applicant owns and operates a facility that produces paper,
lumber, plywood and particleboard, at Springfield.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of two 75
horsepower floating aerators and the electrical supply lines.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
February 4, 1977, and approved February 4, 1977. Construction
was iritiated on the claimed facility February 1977, completed
March 1977, and the facility was placed into operation March 1977.

Facility Cost: $30,016 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Pricr to installation of the claimed facility dissolved oxygen levels
were found to be low around the inlet of the aerated stabilization
basin. One of the aerators was added at this point to increase the
available oxygen. The other aerator was purchased as a spare Lo be
available for quick installation whenever an aerator malfunctions.
The additional aerators have improved the overall BOD removal
efficiency of the basin, There is no return on investment from this
facility.

Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 368.175, regarding preliminary certification.

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1)(a).
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c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing
water pollution.

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

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

5. irector's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $30,016
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued

for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1526.

CKA:1
WL16 42

(503) 229-5325
May 12, 1982



Application No. T-1142

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

A icant

Time 0il Company

2737 West Commodore Way
Seattle, WA 98199

The applicant owns and operates a bulk petroleum storage terminal at
12005 North Burgard Road, Portland, OR,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of seven internal
floating tank covers for gasollne storage tanks.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 30, 1976, and approved on June 8, 1976.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility In March, 1979;
completed in July, 1979; and the facility was placed into operation in

July, 1979.
Faoility Cost: $199,229 (Accountant's Certification was provided) .,
Evaluation of A ication

The claimed facility was installed to bring the gasoline tanks into
compliance with the Department's Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
regulations,

The facility has been inspected by the Department and is operating
satisfactorily. It has reduced the VOU emisslons by an estimated 400
tons (131,417 gallons) per year.

At the time the decision to install the facility was made gasoline was
34.77 cents per gallon which would have resulted in a 17 percent
return on investment. The applicant claimed that a "substantial

purpose" of the facility was for air pollution control,
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The estimated value of gasoline recovered by the faciliiy during the
first year of operation, $116,6%6 (131,417 gallons € 88.76 cents per
gallon), provided a pre~tax rate of return on investment of greater
than 50 percent. This level of return is considered by the Department
to be sufficient incentive for the facility to have been installed
solely due to economic reasons, 3ince the facllity is so profitable,
the Department belleves that tax credit benefits are not warranted.

4. Summation

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

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

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

d. The pre~tax rate of return on investment for the facility during
the first year of operation was greater than 54%.

e, No portion of the facility cost is properly allocable to
pollution control,

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it 1s recommended that the
Commisaion issue an order denying a Pollution Control Facility
Certificate for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T~
1142,

FASkirvin;a
AR2155 (1)
(503} 229-6414
May 26, 1982



Application No. T-1172

State of QOregon
Department of Epvironmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Time 0il Company

2737 West Commodore Way
Seattle, WA 98199

The applicant owns and operates a bulk petroleum storage terminal at
9400 St. Helens Road, Portland, OR.

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

Description of Claimed Facllity

The facility described in this application consists of internal-
floating tank covers for four new gasoline storage tanks.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
January 6, 1979, and approved on February 3, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the c¢laimed facility In March, 19793
completed in September, 1979; and the faeildtly was placed into
operation in September, 1979.

Facility Cost: $163,805 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility was installed to assure that the new installed
tanks would meet the Department's Volatile Organiec Compounds (VOC)
regulations,

The facllity has been inspected by the Department and is operating
satisfactorily. It has reduced the VOC emissions by an estimated
233 tons (75,271 gallons) per year,

At the time the decision to install the facility was made gasoline was
40.26 cents per gallon which would have resulted in a 10 percent
return on investment. The appllecant claimed that a "aubstantial
purpose" of the faciliity was for air poliution control.
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The estimated value of gasoline recovered by the facility during the
first year of operation, $66,811 (75,271 gallons & 88.T6 cents per
gallon), provided a pre-~tax rate of return on investment of 38
percent. This level of return is considered by the Department to be
suf'ficient incentive for the facility to have been installed solely
due teo ecconomic reasons. Since the facility is so profitable, the
Department believes that tax credit benefits are not warranted.

y, Summation

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

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

c, The facility 1s necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

d. The pre-tax rate of return on investment for the facility during
the first year of cperation was 38%.

€. Ne portion of the facllity cost is properly allocable to
pollution control,

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission issue an order denying a Pollution Control Facility
Certificate for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No.
T-1172.

FASkirvin;a
AAZ2186 (1)
(503) 229-6414
May 26, 1982



Appl No. T-1317

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE CF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

1. Certificate Issued to:

Columbia Plywood Corporation
Kiamath Plyweood Division
2300 Southwest First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

The Certificate was issued for a solid waste control facility.
2. Summation

On December 19, 1980, Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 1194 was
issued to Columbia Plywcood Corporation for a wood waste receiving and processing
system at their plant south of Klamath Falls, Oregon.

By discussions with Robert Brown of the Department's Solid Waste Division,
and letter of February 23, 1982, Columbia Plywood Corporation informed
the department that the final costs of the certified project had changed
and asked that their Pollution Control Facility Certificate be revised

to include additional expenditures of $165,112.74 {(see attached itemized
list and accountant's certification).

3. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commisgion revoke Pollution Control Facility
Certificate No. 11%4 issued to Columbia Plywood Corporation in the
amount of $1,272,924.72 and reissue it in the amount of $1,438,037.46
to reflect a change in certified costs.

CaSplettastaszer
229-6484
5/20/82



Certificate No. . 1194

State of Oregon o . 12/19/80
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ate of Issue  12/19/8

Apptlication No. T=1317

POLLUTION CONMNTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: - Loeation of Pollution Control Facility:
Columbia Plywood Corporation

Klamath Pliywood Division Three miles south of Klamath Falls
2300 Southwest First Avenue on Highway 97

Portland, Oregon 97201

As: [ Lessee gj Owner

Description of Polluiion Control Facility:

A waste wood receiving and processing system, a pneumatic transfer system, a
storage bin and fuel metering system, a wet fuel furmace and ductwork to
transport hot cjases to the veneer dryers.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: [] Air [J Noise {J Water [@ Solid Waste {77 Hazardous Waste [ Used Qil

Date Pollution Control Facility 'was completed: Placed into operation:
July 28, 1980 July 28, 1980

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3 1.272,924.72
I I -

Percent of actual cost properily allocable to pollution controi:
10G%

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, censiructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preveniing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pellution or solid wasie,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Envircnmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpese of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pellution as indicaied above.

2, The Department of Environmenial Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and i, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible tc receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

Signed

Title . S0€ B. Rjérérds, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

19th December 80

the day of 18

DEQ. TC-6 10/79 SP*)7063-340



CORPORATION

2300 S.W. FIRST AVENUE/PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 /503 +224-5300

February 23, 1982

Mr. Robert L. Brown, Supervisor
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr Brown:

RE: Tax Credit Certificate T 1317
Certificate # 1194

Enclosed is a detailed Tist of expenditures in connection with our Heat
Cell Project along with the accountant's certification of these additional
costs.

If you need further detail or information, please advise. Can you give me
an indication of the date when approval will be forthcoming? I would like
to pass this information on to Arthur Andersen & Co. for their planning in
connection with our 1981 tax return.

Thanks.
Very truly yours,
COLUMBIA PLYWOOD CORPORATION
CCA A e A
s/) Shirley Warner
Exetutive Secretary
Smw
EncT.

Dept. of Envlronm Qua wy

[ELLD[?UWE
FEB 27 1QR9D



APPLICATION # T 1317
CERTIFICATE # 1194

COLUMBIA PLYWOOD CORPORATION HEAT CELL PROJECT
2300 S. W.First Avenue COLUMBIA PLYWOOD CORPGRATION
Portland, Oregon 97201 KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON 97601

HEAT CELL EXPENDITURES CONTEMPLATED BY CERTIFICATE #1194 $1,272,924.72
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES - 1981 165,112.74

TOTAL EXPENDITURES TO DATE $1,438,037.46

19871 Expenditures

Columbia Plywood Corporation Labor $ 18,842.00
Barron Industires #20324 5,000.00
Black Clawson 1,500.00
Electrical 1,100.00
Crane Cost 1,412.00
Fan halancing 4,835.00
Fan installation 2,500.00
F. Cook Consulting 2,000.00
J. Kather Consulting 610.00
Advanced Combustion 65,000.00
Advanced Combustion ' (115.35)
E. J. Bartells #21137 6,500.00
Advanced Combustion #20928 2,544.20
Barron Industries # 4564 3,500.00
J. Slowey #21527 720.00
P. DilNl #21607 320.00
R. McBride #21608 1,040.00
Medford Blower ‘ #21839 17,350.00
Coast Industrial Supply # 4396 136.80
Angelo Doveri 4403 949,00
Heaton Steel 4687 1,212.84
Angelo Doveri 605 1,768.00
Moore International 618 1,175.00
Cascade Industrial - 662 317.02
Barron Industries 17.,817.23
Columbia Internal Labor - June 4,046.00

July - 3,033.00

$ 165,112.74
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%M’@MTEM

2300 5.W. FIRST AVENUE/PORTLAND, OREGON 972017503 ¢224-5300

January 4, 1981

ARTHUR ANDERSEN & CQ.
111 S. W. Columbia
Portiand,OR 97201

Genf1emen:

The statement of cash disbursements furnished to you in connection
with costs incurred in the construction of the Heat Cell Project of
Columbia Plywood Corporation has been prepared from the Company's
books and records after making all necessary adjustments thereto
and it represents the final project costs for the period ended
December 31, 1981.

This is to certify that total cost for our project known as the
Heat Cell Project located at our facility at Klamath Falls, Oregon,
is shown on our general ledger to be $1,438,037.46 which includes
total 1981 additions of $165,112.74.

Very truly yours,

COLUMBIA PLY'OOD CORPORATICON

@42/ TS

E. C. Nekua |\
Vice President

ECN:smw

cc: Klamath Plywood Division
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ARTHUR ANDERSEN & Co.

PORTLAND, OREGON

To Columbia Plywood Corporation
a subsidiary of Columbia Forest Products, Inc.

We have examined the costs incurred in the construction of
the Heat Cell Proiject. OQur examination was made in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards and, accordingly, included
such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing
procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.

The following recaps total costs incurred in connection
with the Heat Cell Project:

Costs incurred through November 25, 1980 $1,272,924
Costs incurred from November 26, 1980

through December 31, 1981 165,113

Total costs through December 31, 1981 $1,438,037

We previously stated our opinion on the costs incurred
through November 25, 1980, in our report dated November 25, 1980. In
our opinion, total additional costs of $165,113, incurred from
November 26, 1280 through December 31, 1981, present fairly costs
incurred by Columbia Plywood Corporation in the construction of such
facility.

Portland, Oregon, éiZLiﬁéiéi/ dﬁz;“&%hAbgfu) gifkgé

January 4, 1882,



State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE OF POLLUTICN CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATES

Certificates Issued to:

Menasha Corporation
Paperboard Division

P. 0. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 97459

The Certificates were issued for air and water pollution control facilities.
Summation

Between March, 1973 and September 1980 the Commisgion issued 27 Pollution
Control Facility Certificates to Menasha Corporation for air and water
pellution control facilities at their plant in Norxrth Bend, Oregon.

By letters of March 22 and 23, 1982, the Department was informed that

the North Bend facility had changed names to Weyerhaeuser West Coast,

Inc. This action did not constitute a sale, exchange or other disposition

of the facility. See attached letters and summary of acguisition transactions.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the following Pollution Control Facility Certificates
issued to Menasha Corporation be revoked and reissued in the name of
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc.

Certificate No. Date Igsued Program
354 3/02/73 Water
383 5/29/73 Air
384 5/29/73 Air
400 7/26/73 Air
429 10/22/73 Water
495 6/21/74 Water
559 3/28/75 Water
608 9/26/75 Air
611 9/26/75 Aix
644 2/20/76 Water
652 3/12/76 Water
653 3/12/76 Water
654 3/12/76 Waterx
778 2/25/77 Water
781 4/01/77 Water
886 3/31/78 Water
887 3/31/78 Water
889 3/31/78 Water
924 7/28/78 Water
985 ' 6/29/79 Water
986 6/29/79 air

1081 6/20/80 Water
1134 9/19/80 Air

1135 9/19/80 Water
1136 9/19/80 Water

1172 12/19/80 Air



Weyerhaeuser Company

Tallobzna, Washington 98477
(206) 924-2345

March 23, 1982

Mr. Larry D. Patterson

State of Oregon

Envirommental Protection Agency
522 8.W. 5th

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Patterson:

In my letter of March 22, 1982, regarding the Menasha
Corporation transaction with Weyerhaeuser Company, I
promiged to send you a list of the pollution control
certificates for which Menasha has elected the income
tax offset. The list is asgs follows:

Certificate
Number Date
652 1/12/76° water
889 3/31/78 water
982 6/2%/79 water
1134 9/19/80 air
1172 12/:19/80 air
1136 9/19/80 water
985 6/29/79 water
986 6/29/79 alr
iosl 6/20/80 water
1135 9/19/80 water

If you have any questicns or need additional information,
please contact me,

Sincerely,

‘iii:\nk.\7g».ngm¢4u&«*~

Marland L. Larson
Manager, Property
Taxes — Plants

T mE BEIVE
@ MAR 2 5 198 .

Water Qisality Nivigl
slon
Dept. of Environ,, A Quality



Weyerhaeuser Company

Tacoma, Washington 98477
{208) 224-23486

March 22, 1982

Cinta of Orogon
BEPARTMENT OF ENVIROHMENTAL QUALITY

RELYE [

D
Mr. Larry D. Patterson h& [E -
State of Oregon AR 2 41982

Environmental Protection Agency
522 8SW 5th crp st - o
WATE Ty CLNTRE

Portland, OR 97204 WATER GUALITY €O vl

Dear Mr. Patterson:

When we discussed the transaction between Menasha Corporation and
Weyerhaeuser Company in regard to the North Bend paperbcoard mill
this morning, you asked me to give you a written explanation of
the transaction. I have enclosed a copy of such an explanation
prepared by one of our company lawyers. The same lawyer reviewed
ORS 307.405(4) and has informed me that in his opinion the trans-
action does not constitute a sale, exchange or other disposition
of a facility and, therefore, the pollution control certificates
held by Menasha Corporation shouldn't be revoked. I understand
that if you agree with our lawyer, you will reigsue the certificates
in the name of Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc.

In our discussion, you also asked me to list the certificates
involved and to indicate whether they pertained to air or water
pollution control. Following is the list of the certificates for
which Menasha has claimed the property tax exemption. As soon as
possible, I will send you the list of certificates for which they
claimed the income tax offset.

Certificate Number __Date Amount
354 Ocean Outfall 3/02/73 $1,330,422 water
383 Gas Emission Analyzer 5/29/73 3,569 airx
384 Stack Gas Testing Equip. 5/29/73 6,823 air
400 Combustion Controls /26773 5,704 air
429 Sewer Sampler l0/22/73 3,925 water
485 Qcean Outfall 6/21/74 249,284 water
558 SLI Plant (Partial) 3/28/75 3,058,849 water
608 Heog Fuel Boiler Fan 9/26/75 41,029 air
611 Hog Fuel Pollution Equip. 9/26/75 7,212 air
644 Secondary Fiber Screening

System 2/20/76 6,664 water
653 S1LI Plant (Complete) 3/12/76 62,387 water
654 Boiler House Effluent 3/12/76 64,197 water



Mr. Larrw.D. Patterson —2=

Certificate Number {Cont.)

778 Kason Screens

781 Press Washing 1976
Additions

886 Sulphur Line to SLI

887 Spill System SLI Venturi
Washing

924 Tertiary Cleaners Reject
Disposal System

Date

2/25/77

4/01/77
3/31/78

3/31/78

7/28/78

March 22, 1982

Amount

27,294

10,824
21,365

1,764

8,854

water

water
water

water

water

If vou have any guestions or need meore informaticn, please contact

me.

MLZL : mm

Enclosure

Sincerely,

Qifk¢K.\%L,f%£\quL&hﬂa

Marland L. Larson
Manager, Property
Taxes - Plants
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Weyerhaeuser Company

G ATER C;EUAUT\E' ﬁﬂi‘ﬁ”’fﬁ@?.. .
- January 29, 1982

Marland Larson -~ CH 2E29

- Re: Weyerhaeuser West Coast, In¢. —- Summary ' SET R
of Acquisition Transactions Co '

IAY DEPT

You have asked that I summarize the various legal entities in-
volved and corporate steps which were undeltakon in connectlon.
with the Menasha acqulaltlon.

First, some prior history.. Menasha Wooden Ware Companx was incor-
porated prior to the turn of the century and operated various busi-
‘nesses. In 1926 Menasha Wooden Ware Company set up a subsidiary
called "Menasha Wooden Ware Corporatlon" and transferred to the
subsidiary all of its operations. After that date Menasha Wooden
Ware Company became a holding company. In 1962 Menasha Wooden Ware
Corporation changed its name to "Menasha Corporation.” On September
30, 1980 Menasha Wooden Ware Company, the holding company, merged
into its sub51d1ary, Menasha Corporation, with Menasha Lorporatlon
being the surviving legal entity. : ‘

In the fall of 1980, Menasha Corporation established a new subsidiary

called "Menasha 1980 Corporation.” Each of Menasha Corporation and
Manasha 1980 Corporation were Wisconsin corporations. Weyerhaeuser
Company alsc established a subsidiary called “Weybuy,‘Inc.," also

a Wisconsin corporation. On March 25, 1981 two major transactions
took place: :

1. Menasha Corporation transferred to Menasha 1980 Corporation
approximately two-thirds of its assets, being all of the assets that
wa did not wish to obtain control of. These assets were transfer-—
red in exchange for stock of Menasha 1980 Corporation which stock
was then distributed to the shareholders of Menasha Lorporatlon.
This Lransactlon is referred to as the "spin-off. -

2. Weybuy, Inc. merged with and into Menasha Corporation with
Menasha Corporation, the corporation incorporated in 1926, being
the surviving legal entity. Pursuant to the terms of the merger,
each share of Menasha Corporation held by its approximately 90
shareholders, most of them located in Wisconsin, was converted into
either common or preference shares of Weyerhaeuser Company. Each
share of Weybuy, Inc. was converted into a share of Menasha Cor-
poration. This transaction is referred to as the “"Reorganization.”



¥

Marland Larson
January 2%, 1982
Page 2

The Reorganization qualified as a tax—free reorganization under

§ 368(a) (2) (E) of the Internal Revenue Code. As a result of the
Reorganization, the former Menasha shareholders became shareholders
of Weyerhaeuser Company and Weyerhaeuser Company became the sole
shareholder of Ménasha Corporation.

To further confuse matters, as I mentioned to you today, there were
also two name changes which took place coincident with or soon
after the Reorganization. First, Menasha Corporation, once again,
still the corporation incorporated in Wisconsin in 1926, changed
its name to Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Menasha 1980 Corporation,
the new Wisconsin corporation 1ncorporated in 1980, changed its

name to "Menasha Corporation.”

You also asked as to the status of Valley Crate Corporation, a
California corporation. Menasha Corporation, the corporation in-
corporated in Wisconsin in 1926, now known as Weyerhaeuser West
Coast, Inc., owned slightly over 50% of the stock of Valley Crate
Corporation. It continues to own the exact same shares that it
owned prior to the Reorganization.

Please let me know if I can further clarify any of the aspects of

this transaction.
é:;E;;ﬂ

Peter lLewlis S8ill
bf



STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

EoW QD

FROM:
SUBJECT: AQ - Time 01l Tax Credits T-1142 and T-1172

Nick Webex, Time 0il Company Seattle (Phone: {206) 285-2400), called me June 10, 1982 at
2 p.m. to tell me he had just learned of our decision to recommend against certifying their
projects for tax credit.

It appears the letter of proposed denial was sent to Abendroth and he has been out of the areq.
the last few weeks. In any event, they can't get down here tomorrow to appeal their case he-
fore the EQC.

He said they aren't about to drop thelr application after working on it 2-1/2 years with
Clinton, Potts, and gkirvin. He has a real horror story to tell about how the Department

has handled this matter.

In any event, I had Carcl revise the tax credit report to the EQC to postpone con51deratlon
of T-1142 and T-1172 until the July 1& EQC meeting.

told Mike Weber we would give him timely notice of the re-schedule details. Please follow
up on thisg.

ahe

cc: ChAgplettstaszer
HMP

&

81.f25.1387 Containg
Recyclad
aterinls



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNCR

DEQ-46

Environmenial Quality Commissiorn

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

MEMORANDUM

To:

From:

Environmental Quality Commission

Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

equest fo horization fo ct a Public i n:

{(a) Amending OAR 340.71-460(6):

b Proposed Clatso lains A e r ic Rule AR
340-T1=400(5); and

o] A tion of th latsop Plains Grou ter Protectio

Plan as revision to the ewide Water 1lit
Management Plan for the North Coast-Lower Columbia
Basin,

Background and Problem Statement

In April of 1970, the Commission resclved to discourage instaliation
of subsurface sewage disposal systems serving more than 5 families or
50 people resulting from future high-density development within the so-
called "Clatsop Plains"™ region. This resolution was based upon two
factors. First, a groundwater investigation conducted by F. J. Frank
of the U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) identified areas on the Plains
where substantial amounts of groundwater could be developed for
domestic use. Second, it was believed that development at urban level
densities utilizing septic tank disposal field systems may contribute
to the water gquality degradation of the aquifer.

Since the Department did not administer the subsurface program at this
time, the resolution reguested that the State Board of Health and
Clatsop County not approve subsurface sewage disposal systems serving
more than 5 families or 50 people.

The Department, subsequent to the work conducted by the USGS,
established and carried out a water quality monitoring program of both
groundwater and selected surface sites in Clatsop Plains from 1969 to
1976. The data showed that a few wells exceeded the U. S. Public
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Health Service drinking water allowable maximum concentration of
10 mg/l, nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N). It also showed a trend toward
increased NO3—N as housing densities dependent upon septic tank
disposal systems increased.

Based upon the water quality data collected by the Department from
1969 to 1976 and the lack of progress by local jurisdictions to
develop a solution to the problem, the Commission, on April 1, 1977
adopted OAR 3U40-71-020(7), the Clatsop Plains Moratorium. (In a
subsequent housekeeping action by the Commission this rule has been
renumbered OAR 340-T1«460(6)(e)}. The rule prohibits the issuance of
construction permits for new subsurface sewage disposal systems or
favorable reports of site suitability in unconsolidated sands or
unconsolidated loamy sands irn the Clatsop Plains.

The Commission also adopted at this April meeting an Intergovernmental
Directive, This directive identified the information a lcecal unit of
government would have to provide for the Commission to modify or
repeal the moratorium in a particular area.

Once the moratorium and directive were in place, Clatsop County hired
a private consultant to develop a report containing the information
identified in the intergovernmental directive. Their intent was to
provide the necessary technical material to remove Clatsop Plains from
Moratorium.

The Consultant's final report entitled "Carrying Capacity of the
Clatsop Plains Sand-Dune Aquifer" recommended that;

(a) Septic tank drainfield densities be limited to not more than one
per 1.2 acres; and

(b) A prime aquifer reserve of 1.6 sq. miles be set aside for future
domestic water supplies, preferably made up of several separate
areas,

It should be noted that the report covered only the unincorporated
areas under Clatsop County Jurisdiction and not the area within
incorporated city limits (Gearhart, Warrenton, Hammond). The county
utilized the report to request that the Commission modify the
moratorium. The county request:

(a) Identified three prime aquifer areas to be reserved for long-term
groundwater supply development;

(b) Identified five areas which would continue under moratorium until
such time as the county developed a program to handle septic tank
wastes;

{c) Requested that the moratorium be modified to allow one single
family flow equivalent per acre.
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On October 21, 1977 the Commission modified the moratorium to reflect
the County's request. The moratorium remained in effect for the three
incorporated areas of Gearhart, Hammond, and Warrenton.

The County, in the fall of 1978, submitted an application to the
Department requesting Section 208 planning grant funds to conduct an
intensive groundwater investigation on six areas still under
moratorium., This included the five areas remaining under moratorium
mentioned above and the City of Gearhart. The cities of Warrenton and
Hammond were by this time solving their problem through the
construction of sewers. The County grant application received funding
in the spring of 1979 and by November 1979 the Department and the
County entered into an agreement calling for the execution of the
groundwater study. The goals of the study were to identify existing
and potentizl problems and to develop a groundwater protection plan
for Clatsop Plains. The County subcontracted the study to a private
consulting firm in February 1980 and it was completed in March 1982.

The final report entitled "Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan"
finds that:

(a) The Warrenton Landfill leachate is causing high nitrogen levels
in the aquifer, as well as other pollution problems.

(b} The Camp Rilea wastewater effluent spray field was improperly
constructed, and because no plant growth is available to remove
nitrogen, it is contributing tc the nitrate-nitrogen
contamination of the aquifer,

(e¢) Based on current zoning densities and the Department guidelines
for wastewater disposal in rapidly draining soils, the projected
average nitrate nitrogen concentrations will exceed the
Department's planning limit of 5 mg/l in several areas of
Gearhart in the future.

{d) Based on the projected Year 2000 maximum development, current
zoning densities, and the Department's wastewater disposal
guidelines, the projected areawide average nitrate-nitrogen
concentrations will remain below the 5 mg/l planning limit in the
unincorporated areas of Clatsop Plains.

(e} Based on the projected Year 2000 maximum development densities
in seven sensitive areas, current zoning densities, and the
Department's wastewater disposal guidelines, the projected
areawide average hitrate-nitrogen concentration will exceed the
5 mg/l planning limit in several of the sensitive areas.

(f) The aquifer should be protected through the full implementation
of a groundwater protection plan and specifically through the
formal establishment of aquifer reserve areas,
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(g)

(h)

(1)

)

The surface water bodies do not appear to be significantly
impacted by nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in the groundwater
given their advanced state of biological productivity.

Fecal coliform contamination deoes not appear to be a major
concern in the majority of Clatsop Plains.

The trace organics laboratory analysis did not indicate =
significant problem.

The sands of the Clatsop Plains exhibit very rapid draining
characteristics, and thus would easily transmit to the aquifer
pellutants other than those specifically mentioned in this
report. Therefore, care should be taken when handling any
potentially environmentally hazardous material over the aquifer.
In addition, it is important to be certain that on-gite sewage
disposal systems remain free of unusual wastes or chemical
additives.

Based upon the findings of the study the consultant made the following
recommendations:

(a)

(b}

(e)

(a)

The groundwater protection strategy of this study should promote
the maximum present and future beneficial uses of the Clatsop
Plains aquifer. On-site wastewater disposal has been shown to be
a significant beneficial use of the aquifer and, thus, the
moratoriums should be lifted in all areas of the Clatsop Plains
study area.

The Camp Rilea wastewater spray irrigation field should be
rehabilitated with a cover material that is conducive to plant
growth. A suitable crop management plan should be developed so
that the selected crop can be periodically harvested to remove
the nutrients. The crop should be planted during March-April
1982, so that the spray irrigation field will be operable during
the heavy summer use period.

The Warrenton Landfill should be clozed through an approved
clesure plan as directed by DEQ. The closure plan should provide
for prohibition of further leachate contamination of the aquifer
and the necessary gas removal facilities.

The wastewater disposal recommendations for the unincorporated
Clatsop Plains are as follows:

(1} Continue with current zoning requiring a minimum of 1-acre
lot size and permit the use of a standard septic tank and
disposal field.
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(e)

(£)

(g)

(h)

(2) For lots of record between 1/2 acre and 1 acre, a septic
tank with a low pressure disposal fleld and/or sand filter
should be used.

(3) For lots of record between 10,000 square feet and 1/2 acre,
septic tank systems should use a sand filter with a low
pressure disposal field, if DEQ's regulations on house size,
setbacks, and system redundancy can be accommodated.

(4) Allow no septic systems on lot sizes smaller than 10,000
square feet.

All fubture development in Gearhart, in accordance with the
current Comprehensive Plan, should be required to use low
pressure disposal fields and/or sand filters to maximize nitrogen
removal in the system prior to disposal in the soil. DEQ should
be reguested to adopt a specilal geographic rule exempting the DEQ
house size regulations in Gearhart.

Wastewater disposal recommendations for the seven sensitive areas
are:

(1) Install low pressure distribution and/or sand filter systems
for all pew wastewater sources (including the aggregate of
one development) under 5,000 gallons per day.

(2) For all new wastewater sources exceeding 5,000 gallons per
day, construction of sewers and wastewater treatment
facilities using land disposal or other disposal techniques
acceptable to DEQ should be reguired.

(3) Present uses of the aguifer for wastewater disposal should
not be prohibited.

No action should be taken on surface water conditions at this
time.

Aquifer reserve areas should be maintained to protect the aquifer
a8 & possible future drinking water source through the following
measures:

(1) A minimum of 2.5 square miles of aguifer should be set aside
for water supply development, ineluding an area set aside by
the City of Warrenton, the area within the boundaries of
Camp Rilea, and the 40 acres of County-owned land at Del Rey
Beach.

(2) The County should preserve the necessary recharge areas
within Camp Rilea by developing an agreement with the Oregon
Department of Military within 6 months.
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(1)

(3) Additiomal areas for aquifer protection should be sought
through land use planning, and open space requirements,

(4) Land use in the reserve areas should be controlled so that
the potential for groundwater contamination from nitrogen
and other possible pollutants is kept to a minimum.

The groundwater monitoring program should be continued as part of
the DEQ Statewide monitoring program for the wells identified in
Section VII of the report with samples taken on a semi-annual
basis.

The County subsequently adopted the report in its entirety
(County Resolution #82-3-94) setting it forth as their policy
with regard to management of the Clatsop Plains Groundwater. The
County submitted the report to the Commission in April with a
request that the present moratorium be removed and that the
report and its recommendations be utilized to develcop the
appropriate geographie rule for the Clatsop Plains area.

Staff has reviewed the final Clatsop Plains Groundwater
Protection Plan and supporting technical reports. They believe
the reports contain the information needed to remove areas from
moratorium identified in the intergovernmental directive.

Staff has developed a proposed rule amendment (Attachment A)
which takes the findings and recommendations of the County study
and casts them in appropriate rule language.

In reviewing the Groundwater Protection Plan staff alsc believe
that the plan represents a detailed refinement of the
Department's existing Statewide Water Quality Management Plan for
the North Coast-Lower Columbiaz River Basin. It describes in
detail how groundwater quality will be protected in the Clatsop
Plains Area. Therefore staff believe it should be adopted as an
expanded component of the present Water Quality Management Plan
for the Basin.

t atives lu

1.

Deny request to remove moratorium and maintain present
moratoriunm.

Rescind present moratorium rule and implement a subsurface
program utilizing the Department's existing rules.

Rescind present moratorium rule and adopt County Groundwater
Protection Plan and proposed rule amendments as identified in
Attachment A.
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L, Rescind present moratorium rule and adopt County groundwater
Protection Plan as amended by County in the May 7, 1982
correspondence,

The first alternative calls for the Commission to deny the County's
request to remove the moratorium. In taking this action the
Commission would be stating that insufficient data and information has
been submitted in order %0 remove the moratorium. Staff do not
recommend this alternative. The County's Groundwater Protection Plan
and supporting technical reports provide the information identified
within the intergovernmental directive needed to remove areas from
moratoriums.

The second alternative calls for rescinding the present moratorium and
the issuing of subsurface permits in accordance with the Department's
existing subsurface rules. Staff do not recommend this alternative.
For scme areas it would require more stringent septic systems and
minimum lot sizes than are shown to be necessary by the data to
protect the groundwater. This would present an undue constraint and
hardship on some individuals who own land in these areas.

The third alternative rescinds the present moratorium and adopts the
County's Groundwater Protection Plan and the proposed rule amendment
jdentified in Attachment A, Staff is in favor of this recommendation
because it removes the present moratorium and provides the Department
with a comprehensive approach for protecting the groundwater. Staff
believes this alternative will allow issuance of subsurface permits
for lot sizes presently restricted for development while still
protecting the groundwater quality.

The fourth alternative would rescind the moratorium rule and adopt the
County Groundwater Protection Plan as amended by the County's letter
to the Department of May 7, 1982 (Attachment G). Staff do not
recommend this alternative. Two of the three changes requested by the
county in the May Tth correspondence are of housekeeping nature and
have been included in the proposed geographic rule shown in Attachment A.
The third requested change is directed towards the subsurface

sewage system requirements for planned developments or clustered-lot
subdivisions. Staff believes the technieal reports and final plan
(Alternative 3) expressly establish a minimum lot size necessary to
protect the aquifer. The County request to average lot sizes for
planned unit developments would result in cluster developments where
individual lot sizes are below the minimums identified in the report.
It is staff understanding that the minimum lot sizes were established
in order to distribute the NO3-N loading that each system discharges
to the aquifer over that minimum area. This would provide sufficient
NO3-N load attenuation to protect the aquifer. The cluster
developments on individual systems do not provide the same
distribution and attenuation. Therefore the aquifer downgradient of
such a development would be adversely affected.
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Summation

1.

ORS 454.685 provides for subsurface sewage system construction
moratorium to be adopted by rule of the Commission.

The Commission adopted on April 1, 1977, OAR 340-71-020(7), which
established a moratorium in a portion of Clatsop County known as
Clatsop Plains.

The Commission adopted an Interagency Directive identifying the
necessary materizal needed to remove an area from moratorium.

Clatsop County applied for and received Section 208 Water Quality
Management Planning Grant funds to complete an intensive groundwater
investigation of the areas remaining under moratorium.

Clatsop County completed the study and developed a groundwater
protection plan., The plan has been adopted through County Resclution
#82-3-94,

Clatsop County has formally requested that the Commission 1ift the
Clatsop Plains Moratorium Rule and that the findings and
recommendations of their groundwater protection plan and technical
reports be used to develop a geographic rule,

Department staff reviewed the Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection
Plan and supporting technical reports and find that they contain the
necessary material to remove all remaining areas from moratorium.

Department ataff have also determined that the Clatzop Plains
Groundwater Protection Plan represents a refinement of the existing
water quality management plan for the North Coast - Lower Columbia
Basin.

Staff have developed a proposed rule amendment (Attachment A) which
reflects the County Plan recommendations in the appropriate rule
language.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation it is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to be held in Gearhart, to take testimony
on the question of amending the moratorium areas rule (0AR 340-71-860)
by deleting subsection (6){e) and Appendix 1 (the Clatsop Plains
moratorium area); amending the Geographic Area Special Consideration
Rule, (OAR 340-71-800) by adding a new subsection {5), {Clatsop Plains
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Aquifer, Clatsop County), as presented in Attachment "A"™; the adoption of
the "Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Pian™ as a revision to the
Statewide Water Quality Management Plan.

William H. Young

TG1152
Attachments:

"A"  Proposed Rule Amendment

"B" Dpraft Hearing Notice

"C" Land Use Consistency Statement
"p"  Statement of Need

"E® Economic and Fiscal Impact

WEF'  County's April Letter

"g" County's May 7th Letter

Neil J. Mullane
226-6065
May 6, 1982



ATTACHMENT "waAm

Amend OAR 340-T71-U400 by adding a new section as follows:

Clatsop Plains A fer, C 3op Count

B t later tha anuar rauant to the Clats

Plains Ground Water Protection Plan prepared by R. W. Beck

nd Associates, Clatsop County sha identi an et _aside

aquifer reserve areas for futu ater su evelo L
containin inimum of two and one ha - uare
iles e reseryve are hall be contr ed so that th
otential for groundwater contamination fr itrogen and
other possible pollutan is kept to a minimum,

b)_ . Except as hibited by paragraph of this subsectio
th ent issue struction installation permits fo
ew on-site sewage disposal systems or rable reports o

site evaluation to construct on-gite systems, within the

are ener known as the tsop Plains ich is e
by the Columbia River to the North: the Pacific Ocean to the

yest; the Necanicum River, Neawanna Creek, and County Road

on the uth; and the Carnahan Ditch-Skipan River

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] materizl is deleted.

XG1123.B A-1



NOTE:

the foothills of the Coast Range to the east; excluding the

) described in subsection d) a e) of this

ule, under an the followin ircumstances:

A F a lot or el one ocre_or in size, the
ot or el complies Wi 33 e t the

time the permit or favorable report is issued.

B or t or r at least one half c in
size but less than one {1) acre:

i The lot or re co ies with all rules in
effect at the time the permit or faverable report
is issued; and

ii The on-si st is either sand filter syste

or g pressurized distribution system,

C F lot or cel of record prior Ju
bei at 1 an thous square feet in
size but less than e cre, the use of

sand filter t ay be allowed if:

Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ } material is deleted.

XG1123.B ‘ A-2



e £t o reel o ies Wi ules in

fect a e time the permit o orable report
is issued:; or
il e lot or r omplies with all rujeg i

effect at the time the permit_or favorable repo t
is issued except the projected maximum sewage

ading rate u exce the ratd f four

hu ift o)
e per d is situati he pr
maximum sewage flow shall be limited to not more
an ee hundred lo er da
D) F ots or parcels smaller than ten thousan
square f i ] shall not issue either
yor reports of site evaluation or construction
installation permits for new on-site sewage disposal
sys .
Within the area described in subsectio d) a
of thi
ermi or new gand filter systems, ne essurized
istributi syste or favorable reports of site

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

XG1123.B A-3



aluati to construct san te res ize

di ibution systems rovidin ne o he following can be

mekb:

The lot complies with a the rules in effect at the

tim he permit or favorable report is issuyed; or

For lots of reco rior to Ju 82, the lot
ith a es in effeot at the time the
rmit or favorable report is issue e that the
roject imum se e i te would excee
atio of four dred fift s e half
acre r da 8 situation the projec
aximum sewage flows s be limited to not more th
four hundred fifty (450) gallons per day,
d ub ion this rule sh to are
n of the Necanic iver, Neawanna Cree nd C
Road that are:
Ay _Withi he city limits of Gearhart;
B) Withi he Urban Growth Boun o Ci

Gear t: or

NOTE: Underlined _____ material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

XG1123.B A-Y



C Within the owth Boundar City of

Seaside,
e The following areas are biect to the restrictions se
orth in S ection c) of thi ule:
A Surf Pines Are That portion of Sections n
hi or e est i ette
Meridian, described as OHS:

Beginning at the northwest corner of the Philo

Callender DLC 39; thence north 89° 39' east a distance

of 280,6 feet more or less; thence south 6° 12' east

3730 feet more or less; thence south 89° 35' 10" west

to the mean lower low water line of the Pacific Ocean,

the true point of beginning. Thence north 89° 35' 10"

east the east line of Surf Pines Roa ight-of-ya

to_a point formed by the Upper Surf Pines Road

right-of-way east line, and a line extending south 89¢

54' west from the northwest corner of the John Thomas

DLC 433 thence west to the southeast corner of lot 7,

Strawberr ill subdivision a distance o eet more

or less; thence north 07° 12' 49" west 440.09 feet;

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] materiazl is deleted.
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thence north 89° 421 51" yest 398.96 feet; thence south

00° 04" 51" east, a distance of 439.39 feet; thence

est the mean lower lo ater line e
cean; then therly alon h oye 0 ater
ine e true int heginnin

B Suns eac est That portio Sections an

of Township 7 North, Range 10 West, Willamette
Meridian, described as follows:

Beginning at the northwest corper of the Cyrus Olney

DLC 42; thence south 00° 02' west 2479.8 feet; thence

north 89° 58' east 400 feet; thence north 00° 02' east

389.7 feet; thence south 89° 02' east 718.4 feet more

or less to the center line of Neacoxie lake; thence
northerly along the center line of Neacoxie Lake to a

oint formed e center line of Neacoxie Lake an
he north line of the James Ta C H ence west
long the no ine of the es Taylor DLC to
cent ine Ocean Vi ve, Sunset Beac
subdivision; thence southeast along the center line of
Taylor eet ¢ center line eyie enue;
NOTE: Underlined material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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thence sou the cente e akevie enue
to th th line the es Ta r c : ence

es the south lirne of the eg T O C

to the point of beginning.

C unset e Fast That portion of Sections
an 0 ownshi orth, Rarnge est, Wi ette
Meridi described as fo
Beginni the nort t corner of the Cyru [

DLC #42; thence north 00¢ 01! 48" west, a distance of

1007.3 feet more or less, to the true point of beginhing,

Thence south 11° 19! east, a distance of 430.2 feet;

thence south 84° 16' west a distance of 393 feet;

thence north 81° 33' west, a distance of 331.3 feet;

thence south 89° (2' west, a distance of 320.3 feet

more or less; thence south 07° 34' east, a distance of

572.2 feet; thence south 41° 241 west, a distance of

875.6 feet; thence north 83° 22' west, a distance of

197.9 feet; thence south 89° 26' west, to the center

ine of Neacoxi e: thence rther i e

center line of N je Lake t oi formed b ts

intersection with the genter line of Taylor Street,

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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Sunset Bea ubdi on; thence easterl e
center line of or Street to oint forme its
intersection with the gent line of Sunset Beach R
thence easterly along the center line of Sunset Beach
Road to its intersection with a northerly extension of

he east 1i of lot Country Club Estates; thence

south 11° 13' 43" east 1382.74 feet more or less to the

north line the Cyrus Olney DIC ;. _thence

point of beginning,

Smit ake st d west That rtion i a
of T shi rth n West illamette Meridia

described as f i

Beginni at the northwyest corner of the So Smi.

DLC #40; thence east along the north line of the Smith

C to the center line 0ld Oregon Coasst Highwa
ence u along the center line
Qregon Coast High o.a point formed the
intersection o enter line of Columbis Beach R
ce wester e center line Columbia Beac
Road to g point formed by the intersection of the
en ine of lake Drive; thence northerl
NOTE: Underlined material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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center line of Lake Drive to a point formed by the

intersection of the Davidson DIC #39; thence westerly along
the Davidson DLC #39 north line to a point formed by the

ntersecti of the center line of Fort Stevens~Ca Clatso

Road: thence north along the center line of Fort Stevens-
Camp Clatsop Road to a point formed by the intersection of

the north right-of-way line of Ocean Avenue, lake Park
ubdivision; thence east alo the north right-of- 1i
of an Aven gontinuing to the west shoreline of Smit

ake; thence t int of beginnin

E enwood Mobile Home Park That r n cti

Township 7 North, Range 10 West, Willamette Meridian,
described as follows:

Beginning at the northeast corner of the Hobson DIC

#44; thence south 89° 48' 45" east, to the east

ight—of- line the Burlington Northe e
SP&S and others) right-of- now abandoned) to the
true point of beginning. Thence southeast a distance
of 14 et more or less along the easterly line
the Burlington Northern right-of-way; thence north 89 ©

' " east, a distance of t e 0 H

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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t ce este ance o re o

less; thence north 89¢ 48' 45" west, a distance of 270

feet; thence north 0° 11' 15" east, a distance of 190

feet; thence south 89C 48' 45" east to the true point

of beginning,

Amend OAR 340-T71-460(6) as follows:

(6) Specific Moratorium Areas. Pursuant to ORS 454,685, the Agent
shall not issue sewage system construction installation permits
or approved site evaluation reports within the boundaries of the

following areas of the state:

(a) Benton County -- Kingston Heights Subdivision;

(b) Benton County -

Kingston Heights Subdivision, First

Addition;

(¢) Benton County Princeton Heights Subdivision;

(d) Benton County -

1

Princeton Helghts Subdivision, First
Addition;
[{e) Clatsop County -- Clatsop Plains, as set forth in Appendix

1]

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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[(£)] (e) Lane County -- Community of Dexter, as follows: the area
generally known as Dexter, and defined by the Boundary submitted
by the Board of County Commissioners for Lane, which is bounded
on the Northeast by Willamette Highway No. 58, and contains those
properties Southwesterly of Highway No. 58 in the following tax
assessment maps of Lane County: T 19 S, R 1 W, Section 16.2,
T19 S, R 1 W, Secticn 16.32, T 19 S, R 1 W, Section 16.31,

T19 S, R 1 W, Section 16.42, and T 19 S, R 1 W, Section 16 and

index located totally within Lane County.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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amend OAR 340-71-460 (6) (e) (Appendix 1)
' [ APPENDIX 1]
by deleting the entire appendix as follows:

[ CLATSOP PLAINS MORATORIUM AREA ]
(340-71-450(8) (e} ]

[ Pursuant to ORS 454.685, neither the Director nor
his authorized reprecentative shail issus either constucion
grmiuforncwwbmrfamscwagcdisposalsysum ar

vorable reports of evajuation of sitz swimbiliry within the
boundaries of the following geographic zress of Clatsop
County:
(A) That ares bounded on the South by the North line at
that certain right-of-way reserved by Frank L. Huribuzt, et al,
Inadesdto les V. Brown as recorded in Book 85, Page
527, Clatsop County Record of Deeds: Boundsd o the West
?}thc igh dde line of the Pacific Ocsan; Bounded on the
orth East by a line extending from the Pacific Cesan
Easiedy to the Scuthwest corper of that cortain tract conveyed
to the Starr of Oregon as recorded in Book 230, Page 485,
Clatsop County Record of Deeds; thener Easterly and
Southerty along the South line of said tact to the Scutheast
corper  thersof; thence ruming Easterly to the Westerdy
ight-of-way live of the Fort Stevens — Camp Clatsop
way, commonly referred o as “Ridge Read,” said point
being the Easterly terminns of the North boundary of wac
beremn  described; thence  Southerly along the Westerly
right-of-way line of said Ride= Road to its intersection with the
South tine of the Hobson D.L.C.; thener West zlong the Scuth
line of sald Hobsom D.L.C. to the Northwest cormer of that
cortain 0act conveyed o Stonlzy [ and Elvia M. Guild as
reeorded m Book 260, Page 18], %Rmrﬁ of
De=ds: thence Southerdy along the West line of the
said Guild tract and the extension thereof to the South
rightof-way line of County Reoad #34, commonly known as.
Delmna Beach Road; thenmcs East along the Scutherly
right-af- line of said County Road a distane= of 2275 more
o less w0 the Easterly dght-of-way line of Clark Boulevard as
lated in Delara Subdivision as platted I Secton 29,
%awmshio 8 North, Range 10 West, Willamens Meddian:
thence Scutheasterly along the Fasterly right-of-way line of
=2id Clark Boulevard to its imtarsection with the East bank of
the West branch of Nencoxds Creek; thencs Southerty along
the East back of the said West branch of Neacoxie Creek to an
mtacseciion with the South line of Neacoxiz Subdivision as
%em:d in Secdon 33, Towuship 8 North, Raoge 10 West,
Mamettz Meridian; thence East along the Scuth line of said
Neacoxe Subdivision w0 the Westerly rght-feway line of
aforesnid Ridge Rond; themcs South and Fast aiomg the
Wﬁ rght-cf-way lire of said Ridge Read o its intersec-
Hon with the West beni of the East branch of Neacoxis Cresk:
thenee Scurhesly alomg the West bank of the Fast braneh of
said Nescoxie Cresk o the Northeast corper of that certain
tract coaveyed 1o Ben D. and Muric! Hayes by deed recorded

Bracketed [ material is deleted.
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” _ , south of the north ricrh‘;—of—wav line of County Rocad Nc. 340 (Del Rev Beach Roadl,

in Book 213, Page 445, Clatsop County Record of Deads;
thence West along the North line of said Hayes property © the
Northwest comer thereof; thence South-easterly along- the
Westerly Hne of the said Hayes property to the Scuthwest
corper therenf, said point being the Morthwest corner of
property conveyed to Donald R. and Helen A. Falleur by deed
recorded in Book 304, Page 28233, Catsap Counly Record of
'De=ds; thence continuing Southcasm% aleng the Westarly line
of said Falleur progerty to the North Boundary line of the
Placted [vyloo Subdivision in Secdon 9, Township 7 Nerth,
Range 10 West, Willamens Meridian; thence West along the
Morth line of said Ivyloo Subdivision to the Northwest cormer
thereof; thence South 13° 32 East 2long the Westarly line of
-said Ivyloo Subdivision and the exiznsion thereof to the North
fine of tha! centain right-of-way ressrved by Frank L, Hurlburt

as aforesaid. s

(B) The Del Rey Beach Subdivision located tn Section 33,
Township 7 North, Rangs 10 West, Willametiz Meridian, =5
shown on Plate 7-10-33A, Clatsop County, Oregon.

(Q) That ares noing at the intersection of Clark
Boulevard with County Read #34 in Del aura Beach Subdivi-
sion as plafted in Secuon X9, Township § North, Range 10
West, Willamette Meridian, Clatsop County, State of Cregon;
thence Southerly along the center line of Clark Boulevard o
‘the Scuth right-of-way line of College Avenue; thence West
along the South right-oi-way line of s2id Collezs Avenuc to the
East bank of the West branch of Neacoxie Creek; thence
Southerly along the East tank of said ¢resk Lo the South line of
Neacoxie Subdivision as platied in Section 33, Township 8
North, Rang= 10 West. Willarmene Meridian; thence East along
the South line of said Neacoxis Sut<ivision and the extznsion
thereof 1o the West line of Ridge Road; thencs Southerly along
the West line of said Ridgs Road and East aleng the Scutherly
right-ofway line of Columbia Beach Road to Its intersection
vAth the East righii<cf-way line of Ovegen Coast Highway 101,
thencs South alang the East righr-of-way of said HBwy 101 to its
intersecuon with the North rightof-weay line of Perkins Road;
thence East along the North nght-of-way line of said Perkns
Road 1o its intersection with the West rght-of-way line of
Rodney Acres Road; thence Northerly alang the West tine of
Rodney Acres Road to the center line of Skipanon Cresk;
thence Northwesterly along the negdle of Skipanon Cresk o
the South line of Warrenton City limits; thences foflowing the
Warrenton City lmits boundary in 2 Notthwesterty direction to
the point of beginning.

{D) That area beginning at a point where the North line of
that certain tract canveyed to Michasl Palmer by dead
recorded in Book 400, Page 576-587, (latsop Counry Recard of
Desds, intersects the East fight-of-way lne of the Burlington
Northern Railroad in Sestion 9, Township 7 North, Rangs 10
West, Willamere Meridian, Clatsop County, State of Oregon;
thence East along the Norih line of the said Palmer tract 1o the
Northeast comer thereof; thencet South along the East
boundasy of said mact 10 the Southeast comer thereof ; thenes
West 2long the south boundary of said weet 0 its intersection
with the Ezst line of the Buringrost Northern Railroad tght-of-
way as aforesaid; thence North along the East line of said
righi-gf-way 1o the potnt of begnmpg. Said =] reing
located in Sectons 9 and 10, Township 7 Nortr, Range 10
West, Willamens Mzndian,

(E) That area peginning at ths Southwest comer of Ivyloo
Acres Subdivision as planied in Se<tion 9, Township 7 North,
Range 10 West, Willamettz Meridian, Clarsop Counry, State of
Oregon; thence South 13° 32’ Ezst a distancs of 370" more o
less to the North line of that certain fight-of-way reserved by
Frank L. Hurlben in nis conveyancs 1o Cparles V. Brown as
recorded in Book &3, Pags 527, said point being the Tus point
of beginning of parcsl hemin desCribed; thence contmung

South 13° 32° East 2 distancs of mare or less 0 its intersection

A-13

with the South line of the John Hobson D.L.C.; thence West
along the South line of said Hobson D.L.C. to the Eas: bank of-

- Neacaxie Cresk; thence Southerly zlong the East bank of said’

Neacozie Creek 1o the South right-of-way line of Sunset Beach
Reoad; thencs East along the Southerly right-of -way line of said
Sunset Beach Road to Northeast carner of Sunset Termacs
Subdivision 2s platied in Section 9 Township 7 North. Range
10 West, Willamatte Meridian: thence Southeastady aleng the
Easterly line of said Sunset Terrace and its extonsion thereof
to the North line of Loch Haven Hi Subdivision 2s
latted in Section 16, Township 7 North, Range 10 West,
llametts Meridian; thence East alopg the North line of said
Loch Haven Highlinds Subdivision to the Northeast corner
thereol; thence Southezstly to the Southeast comer thereot;
thence following the Loch Haven Highlands Subdivision
boundaries as platted Westarly, Southeriy, Southwestsrly, and
Westerly to where the South line of Loch Haven Highlands
Subdivisicn intersacts the East bank of Neacoxie Lake; thencs
Southerly along the East bank of said Neacoxie Lake 1o 5 point
East of tbe Southeast corner of that fract conveysd to Antheny
M. and Alberta M. Soamielio by deed recordsd in Bock 333,
Page 523; thence West 1o the Southesst corner of said Strarmiel-
lo mact; thence West along the South line of waid ractand the
extension thereof a distancs of 718.8" 1 a point; thenes Souay
389.7 0 a point; thencs West 40 t0 a2 poin:; thencs MNarth &F
02’ West 1o the Northwest corner of D.L.C. #42, said point
being In the South line of the Sunset Beach Subdivision, as
gljémd in Section 9, Township 7 North, thence West along the
th line of said subdivision to the Westarly rightofeway lins
of Columbia Bowevard in said subdivision; thence Northeriy
along the Westerly right-of-way fine of said Columbia Boule-
vard (o0 the North line of said Sunset Beach Sutdivision;
thencs West along the Norh line of said subdivision to the
Pacific Oczan; thence Norh aloag the Pusific Ocean to its
intersection with the North line of that esrain right-of-way
reserved by Frank L. Hurlburt as aforesaid; thencs Bast along
the North line of said right-of-way to the point of bexinning.
Excepting therefrom, however, the {ollowing described parcal.
Beginning at the Scuthwest corner of Ivyico Subdivision as
lated i Section %, Township 7 North, Range 10 West,
lamerte Meridian; thenes South 19 32 Fast a distancs of
375 more ar less 1o the Northerly line of that cerizin 60 soin
reserved as a rghtof-way by Frank L. Hurowrt i his
convevancs (o Charles ¥V, Brown and recorded in Book &5,
Page 577, C‘.e.rsog: County Rocord of Deeds; said point being
the oue point of teginning of Wa® berein descrived; thencs
West along the North line of said right-of-way 1o fi-P2CLic
Oczan; thence Scutherly along the high tde line of the 13aific
Ocean 12 an intersection with the South boundary line of Uf
John Hobson D.L.C. extended; thence East along the Soutn
beundary line of the said Hobson D.L.C. loa pownt 339.1° East
of the East bank of Neacoxie Lake; thence North 19° 32 Wcsi\
a distance of 1280" more or less to the poing of beraning.
(F) That area bounded on the North by the North line of
the Gearhait Donation Land Claim; bounded on the East by
Burlington Northern Railrcad: bounded on the South by the
North boundary of the Gearhart City limits: bounded on the
gﬁsﬁgﬁ% CCQTE %;Q?Pd:‘g therzfrom, however, the
0 SCTIRSG paresl. Beginning at the interzect f the
North line of the Gearhart Chy [imits with the %Jncizcriy
right-of-way ine of Marion Avenue; thence North and Fast
along the said Westerly right-of-way ta its intersestion wich the
East Boundary of the piatted Gearhert Green Subdivision;
thencs North along the East line of said suidivision and the
extension ther=of 0 the North boundary of the Gearhart
Donation Land Ciaim; thencs East along the North line of Said ——-
Donadon [L2nd Ciaim 0 the center line of Neacoxie Cresk:
thence Southerly along the needie of said creek w0 the North
line of the Gearhart Clty {imits; thencs West along the North
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£3 P Narth, Range 10 West

line of said «ry limits to the point of beginoing, All above
dascribed property bz:u‘x»gv in Sectons 3 and 4, Township 6

lamene Meridian, Ci.a:sop County,
State of Oregomn.

(G) That area bounded cn the West ard North by the

South boundary of the Gearhart C(iry limits; on the East by

Burlington Northern Railroad and on the South by Seasids City
Hmits.

(H) The Cities of -Gearhart, Hammord, and Warrenton
except 3s desen sed in subsecdon (g).

(T) Fort Stevens State Park,

{b) Purzsant o ORS 454,685, within the arsas set forth in
subsection {c) below, neither the Dr:r-‘mr por his suthorived

resentative shall issue cither construcdon permits {or new
misu. rface sewage dispesal systems or favorable reports of
evaluation of sitz suitability, excspt 1o construct systams to be
used under the following curcumstances:

(A) The system complies with all rules in effect at the tme
the permit is issued; and

(B)Thcsyswmmmuwbcmsmﬂcdmmnmyofdm
areas subject to the prohibition set forth in subsechon (a)
above; and

(C) The system is Loi*wm.suﬂcdon..nundmdcdwc:lcf
one acre of MOrT In sizz upon which the dwellings or buildings
to be scrved by the system are located and ich is owned
fully or fully subject to a contact of purchase by the same’
person or persons who owa or ars contact purchasers of the
dwellings or buildiegs to be served by the system; except that,
in a single planned unit development or single subdivision taet
havin.gcnchcdboundm:s_ndwzthomnspa&im*dowmdm
‘common by ail land owners, permits may be issued whaere the
lot area upon which a c‘.wd}ms is 10 be constucted is less than
one acre but where each gwrer helds an undivided interest, in
commen with all other owrers, in open space land of sufficient
.acreag= within the boundaries of the development so that the
¥ ' density of the entire 2| shall pot excesd ope dwelling per
acre when considared as a whols and where the requiraments
of subdivisioas (A}, (B), znd {C} of this subsection are met; and

(D) The dwellings or buildings to be copstucied or
existing on the land parcs! when fully occoumied or used aliow
for no more than the equivalent of sewags flow for one singie
family per acre of the land m.rc..i ard

No consmuction Egm shal] be issued under this subsec-
tion for any parcel of mr*tzm;a:txi'scrwcdmofau
existing parcel or parcels and where the creation of the new
parcst results in a reducdon of size of the parce! or
parcels to less than one acre and where the onginal parcst or

Is so reduced serve or are occupied by a dwelling unit or
gy dwelling univs or by any otber subsurface scwage grnerating
faciliry or thing.

(c) The minimum parca! size requirement of subsection (b).
above shall agply w all of the following areas (which ars not
subject to the compizte profubiton set forth in subsecton (a)
above) of (Clatsop Counry whers there are unconsofidated
loamy sands:

(A} All areas located scuth of the Colurrdia River, west of
the Skipanon River (or Skipanon Waterway), and porth of the
southeramost part of Cullaby Lake;

(B)Allar:asmnhmtb:Sbcr:hncEstamSammw
District; and

{C) AR arezs scuth of the s meofcm
Lake ard perth of the porthermmost part of
at s confhiencs with the Neomoksmm River, mave and cx:::-at
dsosem:ﬁsmcmmmhaﬁﬂﬂcdm:}iasthS Highway
101

(d) The rosmicdons szt focth in this rule are subject w0
modificaton or tepeal an an arca-by-arca basiy thoa petiton
by the auompnau locti agency of agerdes, Such petiticn
eitber shail provide reasoazble evidence (ot development
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Bracketed [ ] material

using subsurface sewage disposal systems in accordance with
single family unit equivalent deasities specified in the local
land use plan for the area will pot cause ugacceptable degrada-
ton of groundwater quality or surface water quality or shail
provide equally adequate evidence that degradation of
groundwater or aurfacs water quality will pot occur as a result
of such modification or repeal.

(¢) The resictions set forth in paragraphs (B) through (D)
of subsection (b) and in subsection (¢) above shall pot apply to
prohibit pexrnits for systems to serve one single family dwelling
per parcet of land of less then one acre if such parcal’s legal
description was ou file in Lbudczirc:omsOICthopCOLmr}’
prior to October 28, 1977, cither as a result of conveyancs or as
part of z platted subdivision.

(f) The restictions set forth in submectons (3), (b), and (<)
akbove shall not apply o any construction permmit application.
based on a favorable report of evaliztbon of sits suitability
issued by the Director or his awmhorized representative
pursuant to ORS 434,755 (1Xb) whers such report was issued
priar to the ffective date of this section (7). )

{0 Pursuant w ORS 454.693, the Director and his
authorized representative shafl [ssue consiouction permits for
new subsurface sewage disposal systzms or favorable reports
of evaluagion of site suimbdity, in accordancs with Qregon
Administrative Rules, Cbaptcr 340, Dividon 7 under the
following conditions: [n the City of Gearhard a maximum of 57
single family equivalent units shall be permined on subsirface
scwage disposal systems. The subsirface sewags disposal
pc:mmcrrtpomshaﬂbcissuuimmrdancymmprm

dures daveloped by the Clty of Gtaﬂ:zm: and the Department of
Enmmnnx:n&.l Quality.]

is deleted,
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ATTACHMENT "BV

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of Amending ) Notice of Proposed
OAR 380-T1-400 and ) Adoption of Amendment
OAR 340-71-460 ) to OAR 340-71-400 and
On-Site Sewage Disposal ) OAR 340-71-=460

) On-Site Sewage Disposal

1. A public hearing will be held at the location and date shown below
to consider the adoption of amendment to QAR 3U0~T1-400 and OAR
340-71-460, On-Site Sewage Disposal as it relates to the Clatsop
Plains.

Gearhart Gearhart City Hall
698 Pacific Way

10 a.m,, June 2%, 1982

2. The proposal is to adopt rule amendments to the present Clatsop
Plains Moratorium Area Rule and adopt a geographic area rule which
establishes the specific subsurface sewage disposal system
requirements for the Clatsop Plains Area.

3. The issue {0 be considered is the question of whether a moratorium
should be removed and a geographic rule amendment adopted.

4, Interested persons may present testimony orally or in writing at the
hearing and/or in writing to the Department of Environmental Quality,

Attention Mr. Sherman Olson, P.0. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207,
not later than June 21, 1982.

5. Citation of statutory authority, statement of need, principsal
documents relied upon, statement of fiscal impact and land uzse
consistency are filed with the Secretary of State.

6. A Department of Environmental Quality staff member or an Environmental
Quality Commission hearing officer will be named to preside over and

conduct the hearing.

7. Copies of the proposed rule amendment can be obtained by writing the
Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S.W. 5th Ave., P.0. Box 1760,

Portland, Oregon 97207, Attention Mr. Sherman Olson.

Dated: May 20, 1982
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
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ATTACHMENT ®C%

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Land Use
Consistency

In the Matter of
Amending

QAR 340-71-400 and

OAR 340-T71-450

On-Site Sewage Disrosal

Nt Sl N st Nt

The proposals described herein appear to be consistent with statewide
planning goals. These proposals appear to conform with Goal Number 6
(Air, Water and Land Resources Quality). The proposals do not relate

to Goal Number 11 (Public Facilities and Services). There is apparently
ne confliet with other goals.

With regard to Goal 6, the proposals provide for standards for
construction and installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems
consistent with public health and safety and protection of the waters
of the state, within Clatsop Plains area of Clatsop County.

Public comment on these proposals is invited.

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

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

Dated: May 20, 1982
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
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In the Matter of Amending

OAR 340-71-160

ATTACHMERT "D"

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Statutory Authority,

Principal Documents Relied Upon

)

OAR 340-71-400 and ) Statement of Need,
)
)

On-Site Sewage Disposal

1.

Citation of Statutory Authority: ORS U454.625, which requires the
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to
subsurface and alternative sewage disposal.

Need for Rule: The present moratorium rule prohibits the issuance of
subsurface system construction permits for several areas on Clatsop
Plains. Recent technical data and information shows that the rule is
unnecessarily restrictive to protect the groundwater aquifer. The
intent of the rule amendment is to rescind the present rule and amend
it with a geographic rule,

Documents relied upon in proposal of the rule:
a. Request from Clatsop County Commission dated April 2, 1982
b. Request from Clatsop County Commission dated May 2, 1982

c. Clatsop Plains Groundwabter Protection Plan Summary Report and
Environmental Assessment

d. Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Groundwater Evaluation
Report

Dated: May 20, 1982
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

TL1654.B



In the Matter of
Amending

OAR 340-71-400 and

CAR 3U40=-T1-460

On-Site Sewage Disposal

ATTACHMENT “E"

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Statement of Fiscal
and Economic Impact

Nl Nl St Nt

Implementation of the recommended alternative (groundwater protection plan)
is expected to have a positive economic impact on the resjidential and
commercial activities in the affected area. This positive economic impact
extends to small business firms which are prevalent throughout the Clatsop
Plains Area. Reasons for this positive impact are as follows:

1.

Removal of the moratorium and implementation of the groundwater
protection plan will remove uncertainties regarding development.
Developers, land use planners, and county administrators will be able
to approve and carry out projects in a systematic manner.

The groundwater protection plan does not conflict with established
zoning and land use policies. In fact, it complements them.

The recommended alternative is less expensive than a public sewer
system and treatment facilities. This cost savings should be
particularly beneficial to small businesses and small subdivision
developers.

The groundwater protection plan protects the water for the prime
beneficial use of drirking water. Adequate and reasonable drinking
water supplies are essential to future economic development of the
Clatsop Plains area.

Dated: May 20, 1982
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

TL1654.C
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Mr. Neil Mullane
Water Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality | anindh
P.0. Box 1760 ety O
Portland, Oregon 97207 EEATER

Re: Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan
Dear Mr. Mullane:

Enclosed is Resolution 82-3-94 adopting the Clatsop Plains Ground-
water Protection Plan together with the three (3) volumes of the study.

Clatsop County hereby requests that the Environmental Quality Com-
mission 1ift the Clatsop Plains Moratorium Rule on the Clatsop Plains
and that the findings and recommendations of the above study be used to
develop a geographic rule or other appropriate measure to be applied to
the Clatsop Plains area as soon as possible.

If you have any quest1ons regard1ng this matter please contact Curt
Schneider 325-8611.

Sincerely,

Sk BT

Bob Westerberg, Chairmén
Board of County Commissioners

Enclosures
{dS:ta

cc: Curt Schneider, Planning Director
City of Warrenton
City of Gearhart
Town of Hammond
Lee Fortier, R.W. Beck w/o attachments -
Randy Sweet, Sweet, Edwards & Associates w/o attachments
Public Involvement Committee members w/o attachments
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

FOR CLATSOP COUNTY, OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTION OF ) RESOLUTION & ORDER
THE CLATSOP PLAINS GROUNDWATER )
PROTECTION PLAN : ) NO., 82-3- 7 7/

NOW, BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTIY COMMISSIONERS sittimg for the trans-
action cu‘f~ county business on the 24 day of March, 1982, is the matter of the
adoption of the Clatscp Plains Groundwater Protection Plan; and

IT APPEARING to the Board that they have previously commissioned a
study concerning the supply and quality of groundwater in the Clatsop Plains areas,
and that said study, to wit: Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Summary
and Environmental Assessment, Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Monitoring
Data Base, and Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan and Groundwater Evaluation
Report, have been completed and reviewed by the Clatsop County Planning Staff and the
Planning Staff has advised the Board.

IT IS5 HEREBY RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the above study comprised
of the following documents:

Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Summary Report and Environ-

.mental Assessment, Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Monitoring Data Base

and Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan Groundwater Evaluation Reporf; and
their findings and recommendations are hereby adopted in their entirety, setting forth

our policy with regard to management of the Clatsop Plains Groundwater.

Dated this 2% day of March, 1982. BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR CLATSOP COUNTY, ORBCQN///

By /S /;/f;a{,éﬁﬁf/

ﬁﬁb Westerberg, Chairman
. <fq o)
\ipe) M?afwﬁ’ /

By
Roger/?ﬁgm W
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Liaté GF Oregon
pEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

EmEdl VE ATTACHMENT G

MAY 1 01982

WATER QUALITY CONTROL

ATSOP COUNTY

Courthouse . . . . Astoria, Oregon 97103
May 7, 1982 :

William Young, Director Joe Richards, Chairman

Department of Environmental Quality Environmental Quality Commission

P.0. Box 1760 : P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207 Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: C(latsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan
Dear Sir:

On April 2, 1982, we requested that the Environmental Quality Com-
mission (EQC) 1ift the Clatsop Plains Moratorium Rule on the Clatsop Plains
and that the findings and recommendations of the Clatsop Plains Groundwater
Protection Plan be used to develop a geographic rule or other appropriate
measure to be applied to the Clatsop Plains. We request that you consider
the following changes to that request.

On pages II-1 and II-2 under Recommendations we have noted two errors
that we wish to make corrections to. They are:

Recommendation d. (page II-2) reads: The wastewater disposal
recommendations for the unincorporated Clatsop Plains are as
follows: It should read: The wastewater disposal recommenda-
tions for the unincorporated Clatsop Plains, except for that
area within the Seaside-Gearhart Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB's)
are as follows:. Attached is a map showing the Gearhart UGB.

Recommendation e. (page II-3) reads: All future development

in Gearhart in accordance with the current Comprehensive Plan...
It should read: Al1 future development in Gearhart, including
the unincorporated areas within the Seaside and Gearhart Urban
-Growth Boundaries (UGB's), in accordance with...

We have also noted, following discussion with your staff a concern has
been raised as to which type of subsurface sewage system would be required
for a plannéd development é6r clustered-lot subdivision where the density of
the development is the equivalent of one acre Tots (e.g. 40 one acres Tots
vs. 40 one-half acre Tots and one 20 acre undevelopable lot in common owner-
ship) but the actual Tots would be less than the one-acre lot specified in
Recommendation d(1) on page 1I-2. Based on a literal reading of our recom-
mendation (vs. our intent) the system(s) specified in d(2) d?3) would be
required even though the density of the entire development would remain at
one dwelling unit per acre. We ask that the wording that exists in the present



moratoirum rule (0AR 340-71-460(6)(e)(b){c)) reqardqng pTanned developments
be retained. It is as follows:

"...in a single planned unit development or single subdivision
tract having enclosed boundaries and with open space land owned
in common by all land owners, permits may be issued where the
_whole lot area upon which a dwelling is to be constructed is
less than one acre but where each owner hold and undivided inter-
est, in common with all other owners, in open space land of suf-
ficent acreage within the boundaries of the development so that
the density of the entire parcel shall not exceed one dwelling
per acre when considered as a whole..."

and suggest that it be added to recommendation d, e and f on pages II-2 and
IT1-3.

We thank you for your consideration of these requests and hope that they
do not delay the overall request to 1ift the moratorium.

If you have any questions.on this matter please contact Curt Schneider
at 325-8611.

Sincerely,

ON BEHALF OF THE CLATSOP COUNTY
BOARD OF COMM

:CJdS:ta
Attachment

cc: Neil Mullane, Water Quality
John Smits, Sanitarian



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNCOR

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. F, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting
Request for ariance from 0AR 340-25- 2 rtic e
matter emissions, from Weverhaeuser Company, North Bend
ood mill

Background

Weyerhzaeuser Company owna and operates a plywood manufacturing plant at
North Bend. 1In 1979-80 Weyerhaeuser initiated a change in finished product
line which resulted in an increase in emissions as more of the plant-
produced plywood was sanded. Based on particulate source tests conducted
in February 1980, the mill is not in compliance with OAR 340-25-315(2)
which limits particulate matter from veneer and plywood mill sources {other
than veneer dryers, fuel burning equipment and refuse burning equipment) to
one pound per 1000 square feet of plywood or veneer production on a 3/8
inch basis.

A compliance attainment strategy which involves controlling emissions from
two plywood sanderdust cyclones was approved by the Department on

August 13, 1980. The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit has a four step
schedule which requires final compliance demonstration by no later than
July 15, 1982,

Weyerhaeuser Company has requested a variance from OAR 340-25-315(2) for a
period of one year beyond the compliance schedule in the Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit. They cite the company's efforts to reduce capital
expenditures during 1982 to an absolute minimum because of the extremely
depressed market conditions as the reason to delay installing emission
control devices to comply with the regulation., Losses at the North Bend
plywood plant for 1982 are expected to equal or exceed the 2 million
dollar losses reported for 1981.



EQC Agenda Ttem No. F
June 11, 1982
Page 2

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a specific variance
if it finds that strict compliance with the rule or standard is
inappropriate because, among other reasons:

Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the persons granted
sueh variance.

Alternatives and Evaluations

In 1980 Weyerhaeuser implemented a change in finished product line which
required running about 70% of plant produced plywood through the surface
sanding operation. In recent prior years only about 10% was sanded. This
resulted in a significant emission increase and the primary reason for non-
compliance. Based on the source test conducted in February 1980, mass
emissions rate exceeded the allowable of 40 1lbs, per hour 60% of the time.
During one operating period (consisting of 10% of the total time) emissions
exceeded the allowable emissions by 40% (56 lbs per hour). However, the
cyclones which are to be controlled are in compliance with the
concentration {grain loading) and opacity standards.

Pursuant to the Department's April 10, 1980 request for a proposed control
strategy and schedule, a final compliance demonstration date of

December 31, 1981 was set forth in the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit.,
The submitted strategy indicated a proposal to control particulate
emissions from the two sanderdust cyclones by means of a scrubber. This
was determined as the only feasible method of reducing emisaions to the
required level. Subsequently, at the company's request, the Department
extended the compliance demonstration six months (to July 15, 1982) to
allow the company time to evaluate another type of cyclone exhaust emission
control device.

After review of the alternative control hardware, Weyerhaeuser Company
confirmed their intent to proceed with the installaticn of the original
planned equipment, a Burley wet scrubber system. A purchase order was
issued for the scrubbers by the incremental deadline of November 1, 1981.
The purchase order was subsequently placed “on hold".

The cost of the proposed emission control project is estimated at

$250,000. The company indicated that they are not in a favorable cash flow
condition and have therefore reduced capital expenditures to an absolute
minimum. They reported a loss of more than 2 million dollars in calendar
year 1981 and are projecting similar or greater losses during 1982. The
existing economic conditions are considered to be beyond the control of
Weyerhaeuser,

No significant adverse impact on the community or the airshed from the two
sanderdust cyclones haz been identified.

Most plywood facilities in Oregon have controlled sanderdust cyclones with
proven emission collection devices,



EQC Agenda Item No, F
June 11, 1982
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Two primary options are available:

1. The company could immediately reinstate their purchase order for
the Burley scrubber control system and initiate construction.
By maintaining the existing increments of progress, compliance
would be achieved by February 15, 1983. To proceed at this time
would result in a capital investment during a pericd of negative
plant profitability.

2, Extend the compliance demonstration schedule for one year as
requested by the company. This additional time could result in
an improved cash flow position. The risk remains, however, that
the wood products industry will not recover within that time

frame,
Suymmation
1. As a result of increasing the volume of plywood sanded after the year

1979, particulate emissions from Weyerhaeuser's North Bend plywood

- manufacturing facility exceed the allowable mass emission rate based

on plywood or veneer production (OAR 340-25-315{2)). As independent
operating units, the cyclones to be controlled, are in compliance with
grain loading and opacity standards.

Schedule of compliance in the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
(ACDP) requires compliance demonstration by July 15, 1982.

The Department has approved a strategy to install wet scrubbers on two
sanderdust cyclones to achieve emission compliance. The estimated
coat of the project is $250,000.

Weyerhaeuser has requested a variance to OAR 340-25-315(2), process
mass emission rate limits, for a period of one year heyond the
compliance schedule in the ACDP (to July 15, 1983).

Weyerhaeuser cites the depressed wood products market, necessitating a
reduction of capital expenditures, as justification for the delay in
installing emission control equipment to achieve compliance. The
company projects that the North Bend plywood facility losses will be
greater than 2 million dollars in 1982. The existing adverse economic
conditions are considered to be beyond the control of Weyerhaeuser,

No immediate significant adverse air quality in the local community or
the airshed has been specifically attributed to the cyclone emission
pointa to be controlled.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a specific
variance if it finds that strict compliance with the rule or
standard is inappropriate because, asmong other reasons:

Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the
persons granted such variance.
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8. Primary options are:

a) Require immediate resumption of the schedule to install
control equipment with minimum delay. This would
necessitate Weyerhaeuser to make a capital expenditure
during a period of negative plant profitability.

b) Grant the variance to OAR 340-25-315(2) for a period of one
yvear beyond the current ACDP compliance schedule. The
company's cash flow position will continue to be dependent
on the wood products industry market.

Director's Recommendations

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant Weyerhaeuser a variance to OAR 340-25-315(2)} extending the
compliance one year with a compliance demonstration schedule as follows:

1.

By no later than November 2, 1982, the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work.

By no later than January 15, 1983, the permittee shall initiate
the installation of emission control equipment.

By no later than May 15, 1983, the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment.

By no later than July 15, 1983, the permittee shall demonstrate
copmpliance with OAR 340-25-315(2).

B/

William H. Young

Attachments: Attachment I Letter from Weyerhaeuser dated 12/04/81

Attachment IT Letter from Weyerhasuser dated 4/21/82
Attachment III Letter from Weyerhaeuser dated 5/18/82

F.A. Skirvin: a

AA2130 (1)

(503) 229-6414
May 18, 1982



ATTACHMENT NO. I

y,

Weyerhaeuser 6;)n1pany

P.C. Box 275
Springfield, Oregon 97477 *
A/C 503 - 746-2511

December 4, 1981

Mr. F'. A. Skirvin

Department of Environmental Quality
522 S.W. 5th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Skirvin:

This will confirm my recent discussions with both you and
Gary Grimes concerning Weyerhaeuser Company's compliance
schedule for the North Bend plywood plant. As you know, the
current schedule requires that equipment purchase orders were
to have been issued by November 1, 1981, and the project to be
completed by May 15, 1982.

Purchase orders were issued for the Burley wet scrubber
system by the November 1 deadline. However, following our
discussions in eariy November, a hold was placed on those
orders.

As you know, extremely depressed market conditions con-
Linue to exist for the wood products industry. Because of
this, Weyerhaeuser Company has reduced capital expenditures to
an absolute minimum. Even projects that have a significant

return on investment have been delayed until market conditions
improve.

The cost for the plywood plant emission compliance project
is approximately $250,000. This is a major capital investment
for our North Bend facility, particularly under the curvent
unfavorable econgmic conditions. We are, therefore, requesting
a one~year extension in the time schedule to achieve compliance
with the emission’limits. Both the current schedule and the
revised dates that we ave requesting are shown below.

Current Date Revised Date

1. Issue Purchase Orders Nov. 01, 1981 Nov. 02, 1982
2. Initiate Construction Jan. 15, 1982 Jan. 15, 1983
3. Complete Construction May 15, 1982 May 15, 1983
4. Demonstrate Compliance July 15, 1982 July 15, 1983



Mr.

F. A, Skirvin

December 4, 1981
Page 2

ments for this facility.

It is our full intent Lo meel Lhe environmental require-

IFor the reasons described above,

however, your favorable consideration of our request for a
one-year extension will be sincerely appreciated.

additional

Please contacl me should you have any questions or need

RJB: bh

cc:

Mr. Gary Grimes

information on this matter.

Sincerely,

Merry len
Oregon Public Affairs Manager

Department of Environmental Quality

201 West Main Street
Medford, OR 97501

Mr. Bruce Hammon

Department of Envivonmental Qualitly

490 N. Second Strect
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Mr. Dan Weybright
Weyerhaeuser Company

P.0. Box 389
North Bend, OR



ATTACHMENT NO. II

Weyerhaeuser Company

P.O. Box 275
Springfield, Oregon 97477
A/C B0O3 + 748-2511

April 21, 1982

. og s 0 QuAtitt
L,ﬁﬁe \} ‘\R{““\RF L

,Mmﬁm N “
Mr. F. A..Skir o @ T !
Department of EﬂVlronmen al Quality D ﬁasu
522 S.W. 5th Avenue &Pﬁ?
Portland, Oregon - 97204 Q@\“Qgﬂn
Dear Mr. Skirvin: AR Cﬁyﬂ%k

This will confirm our recent telephone discussion concern-
ing Weyerhaeuser Company's compliance status for the North Bend
plywood plant.

As you know, this facility currently exceeds the allowable
mass emission limit., Because of this, we are currently under
a compliance schedule to install emission controls on cyclone
sources P2 and P3. This schedule calls for project completion
by May 15, 1982, and compliance demonstration by July 15, 1982.

Our letter dated Ddcember 4, 1981, requested a one-year
extension of the compliance schedule. This request was based
on the extremely depressed market conditions that continue to
exist for the wood products industry. Because of this, Weyer-
haeuser Company has reduced capital expenditures during 1982 to
an absolute minimum,.

A copy of the December 4 letter is enclosed for your
reference.

During our recent discussion, you indicated thalt approval
of a compliance extension must be based on a formal variance
request., Therefore, the purpose of this letter is to request a
one-year variance from the air contamination rules in accor-
dance with ORS 468.345.

The cost for the plywood plant emission compliance project
is approximately $250,000. This is a significant capital
investment for our North Bend facility, particularly under the
current unfavorable economic conditions. We are therefore
asking that a one-year variance be granted and the following
amended compliance schedule be approved:



Mr. F. A. Skirvin
April 21, 1982
Page 2

Issue Purchase Orders —-—- Nov. 2, 1982
Initiate Construction ———- Jan. 15, 1983
3. Complete Construction -—-- May 15, 1983
4. Demonstrate Compliance ~~-— July 15, 1983

We fully intend to meet the environmental requirements for
this facility. For the reasons expressed above, however,
favorable action on our request will be appreciated.

Please contact me should you need additional information
on this matter.

Sincerely,

R. Jerry BoW¥len
Oregon Public Affairs Manager

RJIB:bh
Enclosure

cc:  Mr. Gary Grimes
Department of Environmental Quality
201 West Main Street
Medford, OR ©7501

Mr. Bruce Hammon .

Department of Environmental Quality
490 N. Second Street .
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Mr. Dan Weybright
Weyerhaeuser Company
P.0O. Box 389

North Bend, OR 97459
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Weyerhaeuser Company
AIR QUALITY CONTROL

P.O. Box 2756
Springfield, Oregon 97477
A/C BD3 «» 746-2511

May 18, 1982

Mr. f. A. Skirvin

Department of Environmental Quality
522, S.W. 5th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Skirvin:

~Our letter of April 21 requested a one-year variance
on the compliance schedule for Weyerhaeuser Company's
plywood plant at North Bend, Oregon. This request was
made in accordance with ORS 468.345, and was based on the
unfavorable economic conditions that currently exist.

The purpose of this letter is to provide additional
information in support of our request.

ORS 468.345 (a) is the basis of our request for a
variance. This provision specifies that the Environmental
Quality Commission may grant a variance if it finds that
strict compliance with the rule or standard is inappro-
priate because '"conditions exist that are beyond the
control of the persons granted such variance."

As you know, the wood products industry has been
severely depressed the past couple of years. Our plywood
plant at North Bend lost more than $2 million in 1981.
Midy=ar projections that were made in 1981 had indicated
that market conditions might -begin improving in 1982. To
date, however, this has not occurred. In fact, our situa-
tion during the first four months of this year deteriorated
as compared to 1981. If this trend continues, the economic
loss that will be realized from the continued operation
of our plywood plant at North Bend will substantially
exceed that which was experienced for 1981.

Because of the poor economic situation and the
depressed market conditions, we need the time extension to
achieve emission compliance and ask your favorable action
on our variance request. '

Yours very truly,

Oregon Public Affairs Manager

RJB: bh



Mr. F. A. Skirvin
May L8, 1982
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cgt  Mr, Don Neff
Department of Environmental Quality
522 S.W. 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Mr. Dan Weybright
Weyerhaecuser Company
P.0. Box 389

North Bend, Oregon 97459



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

DEQ-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. G , June 11, 1982 EQC Meeting

Request by Lake County for Extension of Variances from

Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2)

Background

A series of variances have been granted to disposal sites in Lake County to
allow continued operation of open burning dumps at Adel, Christmas Valley,
Fort Rock, Plush, Silver Lake and Summer Lake. The most recent variance
was granted in June 1980 (Attachment I), At that time, extensions were
granted to Adel and Plush until July 1, 1985, but the variances for
Christmas Valley, Fort Rock, Silver Lake and Summer Lake were limited to
July 1, 1982. It was hoped that these sites could be upgraded and that
open burning would not be necessary after July 1, 1982. The county has not
been able to set aside the necessary funds for this project. The county
is, therefore, now requesting that the variances for Christmas Valley, Fort
Rock, Silver Lake and Summer Lake alsc be extended until July 1, 1985. The
Commission may grant such variances in accordance with ORS %459,225(3).

Alternatives and Evaluation

The staff believes there are three alternatives which should be considered:
1. Deny the request.
2. Extend the variances as requested.
3. Extend the variances with some limitations.

To deny the variances would cause the sites to close. The county has
stated {(Attachment II) that it cannot afford the estimated $227,375 capital
costs and $84,080 annual operating costs required to bring the sites into
strict compliance with the regulations. There are no alternative landfills
available, The staff believes that the county probably could obtain
adequate used equipment for significantly less nmoney (perhaps 30% less);
however, this is still a substantial amcunt of money. Significant
expenditure of resources by the county or the Department does not{ appear
warranted at this time.
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The staff will continue to meet with the county periodically during the
variance period and keep informed of any developments which could affect
the county's ability to comply with the Department's regulations,

Summation

1. Variances granted in June 1980 to Lake County disposal sites at
Christmas Valley, Fort Rock, Silver Lake and Summer Lake expire
July 1, 1982.

2. Lake County continues to cite high ecapital and operational costs
as the primary reason for not complying with the Department's
rules prohibiting open burning of garbage.

3. Lake County has requested an extension of the variances until
July 1, 1985.

y, The Department finds that the applicant's request meets the
requirements of ORS 1459.225(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 solid 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 0AR 340-61-040(2), until
July 1, 1985, for Lake County disposal sites at Christmas Valley, Fort

Rock, Silver Lake and Summer lLake,

William H. Young
Attachments

I - Agenda Item No. M, June 20, 1980 EQC Meeting
II - Letter dated April 28, 1982, from Louis V. Lamb

W. H. Dana:c
SCut3
229-6266

May 18, 1982



-S— . . Attachment I
Agenda Item No. @
6/11/82 EQC Meeting

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

VIGTOR A e 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, CR 97204 PHONE (5083) 229-5686
s
MEMORARDUM
To: © Environmental Quality Commission
Froms - Director
Subject: Agenda Ttem No. M, June 20, 1980, EQC Meeting

Request by Lake County for Continuation of Variances from
Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps (OAR 340~61-040(2) (o)

gggggfound

On three occasions the BQC has granted variances to Lake County to continue
open burning at seven rural solid waste dispesal sites. Agenda Item Wo.
J(2y, April 27, 1979; Agendas—Titem-NeorH-{iiv—-June—2%r-1878sand Agenda.Iten
Hoo-September—21,—387%, are attached for reference.

Discussion

Department staff met with the bake County Commizsion on March 5, 1980, to
discuss the issues involved with continued open burning at the rural sites,
At that time the Lake County Commission asked that the City of Paisley site
be considered separately because the city ocwns and operates the site

independent of county control.
Ly

As a result of the meeting, Lake County has submitted a letter {copy
attached) reguesting continuation of the variances on Plush and Adel for
five years and Summer Lake, 8ilver Lake, Fort Rock, and Christmas valley
for two vears. County rationale for requesting the two-year variance on
the four sites is bhased on prohibitive costs, ($199,000 capital and $67,000
operational vs., present $23,000), rural location of the sites, and lack

of citizen concerns over the present program. No projections for upgrading
the sites at the end of the two-year period were provided.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Alternatives were discussed in the April 27, 1979, staff report.
Basically, they are: 1) deny the variance requests; and Z) approve the
variance requests for an indefinite period. an additional alternative

FAing
cycled
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would be to approve the present request with a requirement that during __
the twowyear period plans for upgrading would be developed by the county.

With the past history of negotiations with Lake County, it is staff opinion
that should the two-year varlance be granted without conditions, Lake
County would return with a regquest for variance extension at the end of
that time without having planned for any significant site upgrading.

In any case, if variances are granted, all the sites would be placed on
the RCRA open duwp list with a maximum of five years to close or upgrade.

This compliance schedule could be altered to reguire upgrading of the four
sites at the end of the two-year variance, The schedule .would become part
of the State Plan submitted to EPA as a RCRA reguirement. Progress reports
outlining efforts toward upgrading could be required at the end of the
first year and quarterly during the second year to assure efforts toward
compliance. A=z was noted in the previous staff reports, strict compliance
at this time would result in probable closure of the disposal sites with

no altegnative facility or method of solid waste disposal available.

Staff concurs with the request for a five-year variance on Plush and aAdel.
Surmation . (

1. Ag the variance request indicates, staff has been unable to negotiate
a schedule for upgrading the existing open burning dumps. Lake County
continues to cite high costs, rural location, and public support of
the present system. '

2. The county has requested a flve«year variance for Plush and Adel and a
two-year variance for Silver Lake, Summer Lake, Fort Rock, and
Christmas Valley.

3. No solution for upgrading the sites has been submitted. If a variance
is granted,; the county should be required to submit progress reports
leading to submission of a plan for upgrading the sites.

4, All open burning dumps must be placed on the RCRA open dump list with
a negotiated compliance schedule not to exceed five years.

5. Strict compliance at this time would result in probable clusure of
the digposal sites with no alternative facility or method of solid
waste disposal available.

Directors Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the
Environmental Quality Commission grant an extension of variances to OAR
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340-61~040(2) (¢) until July 1, 1985, for Plush and Adel, and until July 1,
1982, for Silver Lake, Summer Lake, Fort Rock, and Christmas Valley subject
t the followings

1. Progress reports toward upgrading of Silver Lake, Summer Lake, Fort
Rock, .and Christmas vValley be submitted by July 1, October 1, and
December 1, 1981, and February 1 and April 1, 1982.

2. The six sites be listed on the RCRA open dump list with compliance
dates consistent with expiration of the variances,

G0

WILLIAM H, YOUNG

Attachments: 1. Agenda Item H
2. Agenda Item J(2)
3. Agenda Iftem H(1)
4. Letter from Lake County Counsel

Bob Brown:np
228-5157
June 4, 1980
SN2 (L)
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April 28, 1982

Robert C. Brown

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 9720?

- RE:  LAKE COUNTY RURAL SOLID WASTE SITES~OPEN BURNING VARIANCES

Dear Mr. Brown:
The purpose of this letter is to request an extension of the following permits:

SW Permit No. 9 - Christmas Valley
SW Permit No. 276 - Fort Rock

SW Permit No. 184 - Silver Lake

SW Permit Mo. 183 - Summer Lake

We are requesting extending the date of authorized open burning from July 1, 1982
to July 1, 1985 on the above listed sites.

We have in the past cited high costs, rural locations and pubiic support of our
present system. We should include the down turn of the economy in North Lake
County area. We have not had the growith as expected at the time of the original
application and the use of the dump sites is less than anticipated.

Due to budget priorities and our financial situation, Lake County is unable to
upgrade the listed sites at this time. Due to uncertainties in funding, inflation
of cost on present programs and losses of revenues, our reauest is to extend the
varjances to 1985. E

We believe the cost to change to the modified ]andfi]] would be approximately
$311,455 for the first year. That would inciude $227,375 for capital expenditures
and approximately $84.,080 annual cost.

Gur present cost is approkimately $26,450 per year.

FIXED COST: Pickup $ 6,325
Low Boy 77,080
D6D Crawler & Ripper 144,000

Total $227,375



VARIABLE COST:

Labor $ 42,435
Fuel 13,225
Overhead 5,900
Equip./Depreciation 14,220
Repairs 2,300
Insurance 6,060

TOTAL § 84,080

Sincerely,

LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

>

(-’“""jf"r/;;‘{zi{«:"f 2 (ot
Louis V. Lamb, Commissioner

LyL:3lr
ce: Commission
Bi11l Hanlon



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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No, B , June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Request by the City of Paislev for Extension of Variance
from Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2).

Background and Problem Statement

A series of variances have been granted to the City of Paisley to allow
continued operation of its solid waste disposal site with open burning.
The most recent variance was issued in June 1980 (copy of staff report
attached). At that time it was hoped that the site could be upgraded and
that open burning would not be necessary after July 1, 1982. The City has
not been able to set aside the necessary funds for this project and is
requeating another extension of its variance (see attached letter). The
Commission may grant such variances in accordance with ORS 459.225(3).

Alternatives and Evaluation

The staff believes there are three alternatives which should be
considered:

1. Deny the request.
2. Extend the variance as requested.
3. Extend the variance with some limitations.

To deny the variance would cause the disposal site to close. There is
limited space at the site and it would rapidly be filled if wastes were not
burned. No alternative disposal sites are currently available,

Given the current state of the econcmy, it is probably unrealistic to
expect that the City's finaneial situation will significantly improve in
the near future. Significant expenditure of resources by the City or the
Department does nolt appear warranted at this time.

The City has not proposed a specific time period for the variance

extensjon. The staff recommends that the variance be extended until
July 1, 1985. This is about as long as we can currently authorize open

DEQ-46
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burning and still be in accord with federal landfill standards. Also, this
iz the date when similar variances for several other disposal sites in Lake
County will expire. There is no compelling reason to treat Paisley
different from the other similar disposal sites in Lake County.

Summation

1. A variance granted in June 1980 to allow open burning at the Paisley
© Disposal Site in Lake County expires July 1, 1982.

2. The.City of Paisley continues to cite high costs and lack of suitable
landfill space as reasons for not being able to comply with the
Departmentt's rules.

3. The City of Paisley requests that its variance be extended. Similar
disposal sites in Lake County have also requested extension to
July 1, 1985.

y, 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 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 solid 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 the variance to OAR 340-61-040(2), until
July t, 1985 for the City of Paisley's solid waste disposal site.

William H, Young

Attachments: 1. Agenda Item N, June 20, 1980 EQC Meeting
2. Letter dated May 7, 1982 from Calvin E. Young

W. H. Dana:o
2266266

May 19, 1982
50969
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VICTOR ATIVEH
GOVERNOR

Agenda Item No. H
6/11/82 EQC Meeting

Environmental Quality Cornmission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST &th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE {503} 229-56896
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. N, June 20, 1980, EQC Meeting

Request by the Cilty of Paisley for Continuation of variances
from Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps (OAR 340-51-040(2) (c}

, Background

on three occasions the EQC has granted variances to Paisley to continue
open burning at their city's solid waste disposal site. Agenda items
covering these variances are attached to Item M, today's meelting.

Department staff has contacted the mayor of Palsley to discuss continpued
open burning at the site. The maycr indicated he would again reguest a
continuation of the variance for Paisley. The city's ratlionale was based
on prohibitive costs and lack of concern about the need to change the
current operation, As a result of the meeting the city has requested a
variance extension of two vears. WNo projection for upgrading the site
was provided.

Alternatives and Evaluation

i. Deny the variance reguest.

R
.

Approve the varliance request for an indefinite period,

3. Approve the variance request for a specified period of time with the
stipuiation that during that perlod plans for upgrading would he
developed by the gity.

4. Approve the variance for a specified perliod with no conditions.

With the past history of negotiations with the City of paisley, it is staff
opinion that a specified period without conditions for future upgrading
would result in Paisley returning for another variance without significant
plans for site upgrading. Plans for upgrading during a specific length
variance should be required. Progrssg reports could be required during

the wvariance period.
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If a variance is approved, the site would be placed on the R.C.R.A. open
dump list with a maximum of five years to close or upgrade.

As was noted in previous staff reports, strict compliance at this time
would probably result in closure of the site with no alternative facility
or method of solid waste disposal available.

Summation

1. As the variance request indicates, staflf has been unable to negotiate
a schedule for upgrading the existing open burning dump. Paisley
still cites high cost, rural lecation, and local support of the
present sysieu.

2. The city has asked for a continued variance.
3. No solution for upgrading the site has been submitted, Progress
reports leading to submission of plans for upgrading should he

required.

4. All open burning dumps will be placed on the R.C.R.A. open dump list
with a maximom of five years for olosure or upgrading.

5.  Striect compliance at this time would result in probable closure of
rhe disposal site with no alternative facility for selid waste

available.

Director's Recommendabion

Rased upon the findingsin the summation, it ig recommended that the EQC
grant a varlance extension to OAR 340-61-040(2) (¢} until July 1, 1982 for
Paisley subject to the following conditions:

1. rrogress reports toward upgrading of Paisley be submitted on July 1,
1981, December 1, 1%81, and April 1, 1982.

2. The site will be listed on the R.C.R.A. open dump list with compliance
dates consistent with expiration of the variance,.

William H. Young
Attachment: Leitter -« City of raisley
Gil Hargreaves:be
884~2747

June 5, 1980

SB15



Attachment 2
Agenda Item No. H

CITY OF PAISLEY 6/11/82 EQC Meeting

P. O, Box 100
PAISLEY, OREGON 974634 jﬁz‘i?%

May 7, 1982

Solid ¥ s .
Dept. oanvkau. Luany

HE@EWEW

MAY 4 £ 19R7

Department of Frvironmental Quality
Central Region '

Klamath Falls Branch

F.0. Bor L

Gilbert Hargreaves, R.5.
Environmental Supervisor

RE: Paisley Open Burning
Variance

Dear Myr. Hargreaves:

In response to your letter of March 30, 1982, Open Burning Variance,
We are again asking for an exteaded variance,

We have not been able to ohtain the equipwment or finances for a
landfill project. We only have 80 acres and no further acreapge is
available for a2 landfill site.

However, we have been able to hire extra help to keep wire, car bodies
and other unmburnable junk separated from tree trimmings and brush,
Thus keeping a more managable site.

Burning is still our only recourse. We will need a new pit in the
near futuve. A ple lasts about a vesr when kept buruned out, This Is
the only way we can make the best use of our land.

Sincerely,

Calvin E. Young,
Mayor, City of Paisley



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

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting
M Mrs. Leonard Silverwood - Appeal of a Variance
Qfficer! ¢ision to Grant a Hardship Vari e from
th n-Site Sewage Dispos ules ith Condition

That lLimits the Number of Permanent Residents Using
the Sewsge Disposal System

Bagkground

The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A®,

Mr. & Mrs, Silverwood reside at 8635 S.W. Leahy Road, in Portland. Their
home is located on 1.26 acres of land within the bounds of the Unified
Sewerage Agency in Washington County. On February 26, 1982, Mr. Silverwood
submitted an application to Washington County for a permit to repair his
failing drainfield. Mr. Thomas McNerthney, a Sanitarian with the
Washington County Health Department, visited the property the same day

to determine the feasibility for making a repair. He found a repair could
reasonably be made on a sloping bench (slope of eighteen (18) percent)
below the house and above Leahy Road. The repair would need to be kept as
far upslope from the road cut as the bench would allow. Other areas of the
property were found unsuitable because of excess slope or high groundwater.
Mr. McNerthney indicated the repair system should contain as close to four
hundred fifty (#50) linear feet of disposal trench as could be installed.
However, Mr. McNerthney was obligated to deny the permit because a sewerage
system was both physically and legally available to provide service to the
property. A report to this effect was prepared on March ¥, 1982,

On March 12, 1982, an application for variance from the on-site sewage
disposal rules was received by the Department, found to be complete, and was
assigned to Mr. Sherman Olson, Variance Officer. On April 13, 1982, Mr.
Olson examined the proposed site and held a public information type hearing.
The property is within the Unified Sewerage Agency (USA) boundaries. A sewer
manhole in Leahy Road is approximately one hundred fifty (150) feet from the
southeast corner of the Silverwood property. Their home is about one hundred
thirty (130) feet into the property. U.S.A. expressed both a willingness and
an obligation to allow connection to their facilities. Mr. Olson determined
that the sewerage system is not under a Department connection permit
moratorium, and that there are no topographic limitations that would make a

DEQ-46
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connection physically impractical. The cost of installing a sewer pipe from
the manhole to the home was estimated at about ten thousand dollars
($10,000). The Silverwoods provided written testimony (Attachment "B")

that they are both retired and have health problems. The cost of connecting
to U.S.A. would pose severe financial hardship on them as they are unable to
work to earn money to pay for the connsction. They are the only occupants
of their small one-bedroom home. Mr. Silverwood also provided a statement
from his physician, Dr. Frank Fric, attesting to his current health
(Attachment "C"),

As an alternative to connection to the U.S.A. system, Mr. & Mrs. Silverwood
proposed Lo install a new septic tank and a new drainfield. The drainfield
would be placed on the bench located by Mr, McNerthney. In maintaining a ten
(10) foot separation to the northwest property line, and a forty (40) foot
setback from the road cut, the drainfield could not be sized larger than
about two hundred thirty-five (235) linear feet. The soil texture was found
to be silty clay loam over silty clay. Mottling, an indicator used to
predict seasonal water levels, was observed at twenty~four (24) inches below
ground surface.

After closing the hearing Mr., Olson evaluated the variance record. He found
that a sewerage system {(U.S.A.) was both physiecally and legally available to
serve the home. The Department's rule (OAR 340-T71-060(5)}(f)) requires a
permit be denied if a sewerage system is both physically and legally avail=-
able. Information was not provided to allow a finding that strict compliance
with the rule to be inappropriate, or that the property possessed special
physical conditions to render strict compliance unreasonable or impractical.
Mr. Olson determined hardship provisions allowed by ORS 454 .647(2) could be
applied in this situation. Variances may be granted from the rules in cases
of extreme hardship. The record documents the poor health of Mr. and Mra.
Silverwood. They are the only permanent residents in their one-bedroom
home., Their daily water usage within the home is expected to be to be lower
than a more active household. Even though the drainfield proposed to be
installed would not have the capacity for a typical one or two-bedroom
dwelling, Mr. Ol=on believed it would be adequate for the Silverwoods.
Allowing the failing system tc be repaired with an on-site system instead of
requiring connection to the sewerage system would have no adverse
environmental impact. Mr. Olson granted a variance to allow the issuance of
a permit to repair the system, with conditions. The number of permanent
residents was limited to two people because of the drainfield size, and
because the home contained only one bedroom. An increase in permanent
occupancy would result in a larger sewage flow, and would increase the
possibility of system failure. The home would be required to connect to the
U.S.A. system if the drainfield fails. Mr. Olson discussed the conditions
with Mr. Silverwood before the decision letter was mailed. Mr. Silverwood
wasg informed that if the conditions were not agreeable, the decision letter
prepared by Mr. Olson would not be mailed, Instead, Mr. Olson would prepare
a staff report, with a recommendation, to be presented to the Environmental
Quality Commission as an agenda item for the June 11, 1982 meeting. Mr.
Silverwood stated he would accept the conditions. A variance approval
letter, dated April 13, 1982, was mailed to Mr. Silverwood {Attachment "D"},
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On April 30, 1982, the Department received a letter from Mr. and Mrs.
Silverwood appealing the condition in the variance approval letter limiting
the number of permanent residents using the system (Attachment "E"). He
states this limitation places an unjustified burden upon himself and his
family because it would be difficult to sell or negotiate a loan on the
home. Also, he and his wife may be called upon to provide care and shelter
for their aged parents. The Silverwoods also point out that increases in
projected sewage flows above the design capacity are allowed by Department
rule, providing the applicable requirements are met. They contend their
repair system is designed for a two hundred thirty gallon per day flow, and
that potentially the flow could be increased to three hundred forty-five
(345) gallons per day and still comply with Department rules., They also
provided information from the Oregon State Extension Service that the
national daily average water use for a family of four (4) persons is two
hundred fifty-five (255) gallons. They feel this should justify allowing up
to five (5) permanent residents in their home. If the system were to fail,
then it would be reasonable to require connection to the public sewerage
system.

The Department provided notice to all concerned parties that an appeal had
been received, and indicated the matter would be brought before the
Commission on June 11, 1982.

Alternative d Evaluatio
The Commission appears to have the following alternatives:
1. Let the Variance Officer's decision stand without modification,

2. Modify the Variance Officer's decision by allowing more than two (2)
permanent residents to use the system.

3. Reverse the Variance Officer's decision by denying the variance request.

Mr. Olson examined Mr. Silverwood's property with respect to whether the
failing sewage disposal system could be corrected by requiring connection to
the public sewerage system in the street or repaired with a replacement
on-site sewer disposal system. He conducted a public information gathering
hearing on the variance request. After closing the hearing, Mr. Olson
evaluated the record. He determined that variance from the Department's rule
could not be granted on technical merits, but could be granted on the basis
of extreme hardship., Hardship variances allowed the imposition of specgific
conditions, such as limiting the number of permanent residents using the
system. In granting variance from the Department's rule because of hardship,
Mr. Olson considered the current health of both Mr. and Mrs. Silverwood, the
economic hardship they would suffer if forced to connect to the publie
system, that they are retired and unable to work, and that the environmental
impact in granting the variance would be insignificant. Because of the
limited area available to install a replacement on-site system he imposed a
condition that would insure a low sewage flow, the condition limiting the
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number of permanent residents to two (2). As a public sewerage system is
both physically and legally available, expansion of the home (increasing the
number of residents} or further development of the property could reasonably
be accomplished by using the public sewerage system. Staff supports
Alternative 1.

The Silverwoods contend their replacement system could accommodate up to five
(5) permanent occupants, based on a national average daily water usage of two
hundred fifty-five (255) gallons for a family of four (4). Individual
on-site systems are not designed for average daily flows, they are designed
for maximum projected daily sewage flows. An Environmental Protection Agency
atudy reports maximum flow=s within a single home have typically been found to
be three (3) times the average flow for the same home, with an occasional
flow of up to nine (9) timez that average. It also says that water usage
between households varies considerably. The Silverwood system will have a
higher risk of failure if the number of permanent residents is increased.

The possibility of system failure may also be greater with two (2) more
active people.

It is staff's opinion that Alternative 3 should be rejected because of the
severe hardship it would impose on Mr, and Mrs. Silverwcod.

Summation

1. The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "AMN,

2. Mr, Silverwood submitted an application for a permit to repair his
failing on-site sewage disposal system to Washington County on
February 26, 1982.

3. Washington County staff reviewed the property and determined that a
repair to the system was feasible, but because a public sewerage system
was both legally and physically available, a repair permit could not be
issued. Correction of the failure could be accomplished by connection
to the public sewerage system. Mr. Silverwood was informed of this in a
report prepared on March 4, 1982,

y, On March 23, 1982, the Department received a variance application from
Mr. Silverwood. It was assigned to Mr. Olscn for hearing.

5. Mr. Olson visited the property and conducted a public information
gathering hearing on April 13, 1982. After closing the hearing Mr.
Olson evaluated the variance record. He determined that a variance from
the Department's rule could not be granted on technical merits, but was
able to meke a finding of extreme hardship. Variance was granted from
OAR 340-T71-160(5)(c) on the basis of hardship, with conditions.
Washington County was authorized to issue a repair permit, subject to
those conditions, by letter dated April 13, 1982.
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6. Mr. and Mrs. Silverwood submitted a letter appealing the condition
limiting the number of permanent residents using the system.
requested the Commission amend the decision by allowing up to five (5)

permanent residents.

' The Department provided notice to all parties that an appeal had been
received and would be considered by the Commission on June 11, 1982.

irec

Based upon the summation, it is recommended the Commission adopt the findings
of the varjiance officer as the Commission's findings, and affirm his decision
to approve the variance with such conditions as specified in the April 13,

's Recommen

1982 approval letter.

A

William H. Young

Attachments: 5

nan
IIB"
ncn
HOw
“EII

S00:1
XL16 47
229-6443
5/17/82

Pertinent Legal Authorities
Testimony of Hardship
Documentation of Hardship
Variance Approval Letter
Letter of Appeal



ATTACHMENT "A"

Administrative rules governing subsurface sewage disposal are
provided for by Statute: ORS 454.625,

The Envirommental Quality Commission has been given statutory
authority to grant variances from the particular requirements

of any rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal
systems if after hearing, it finds that strict compliance with

the rule or standard is inappropriate for cause or because special
physical conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burden-
some or impractical: ORS 454,.657.

The Commission may grant variances from the rules or standards
pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems in cases of
extreme and unusual hardship. Consideration may be given to bad
health of the applicant, relative insignificance of the environ-
mental impact of granting a variance, and the need to care for
aged, incapacitated or disabled relatives. Variances granted due
to hardship may contain conditions such as limiting the number of
permanent residents using the subsurface system: ORS 454.657.

The Commission has been given statutory authority to delegate the
power to grant variances to apecial variance officers appointed
by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality:

ORS 454.660.

Mr., Olson was appointed as a variance officer pursuant to the
Oregon Administrative Rules: OAR 340-7t-425.

Decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may be
appealed to the Commission: ORS 45k.660.

The issuance of a permit is prohibilted if a community or area-wide
sewerage system is available which will satisfactorily accommcdate
the proposed sewage discharge: ORS 454.655(14).

After receipt of a complete application the Agent is directed to
deny the permit if a sewerage system which can serve the proposed
sewage flow is both legally and physically available. A sewerage
system is deemed physically available if its nearest conrnection
point from the property to be served is within three hundred (300)
feet., It is deemed legally available if the system is not under a
Department moratorium, and the sewerage system owner is willing or
obligated to provide sewer service: OAR 340-T1=-160(5).

XL164T . A
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LDiosABILITY i+ [0 WUINATION
RETLREMENT PROGRAMS

STATEMENT OF ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

ATTACHMENT "C"

MAIL COMPLETED FORM TO:

Tektronix, Inc.

Retirement Programs Office
P.0. Box 500 Y&-600
Beaverton, Or. 97077

Employee's Name
Leonard Silverwood, 81361

1. HISTORY

a. When did present illness
begin, or injury occur?

b. Date employee was obliged
to cease work?

Hospitalized at St. Vincent's Hosp, Jan., 8, 1981
for chest pain. The diagnostic studies showed co
Atherosclerosis with multiple stenotic areas of ti
coronary arteries. Triple coronary bypass was pe
¥ormed during this hospitalization. Patient also
has diabetes.

2. PRESENT CONDITION

a. Subjective symptoms

b. Objective findings:
Give report of X-rays,
FKG's, etec.

c. Is emplovee:
Ambulatory
Bed confined
House confined
Hospital confined

il

a-Chest pain on exertions and dizziness on minor
exertions such as walking distance of a block or 1
?- Coronary Atherosclerosis, Atheromatous Diseas
in the Intracranial Vasculature (byarteriogram).

v e
E

3. DIAGNOSIS

Coronary Atherosclerosis,

Hypertensive Cardiovascular disease,
H'i‘;f‘{'lt"‘y of Transient Lerebral Techemic ﬂtt&CkS,

4. TREATMENT

a. Date of first visit
1. Date of last wvisit
2. Frequency of visits
b. When did you last examine
employee?

Diabetes,

see above
a. Mo. Day Year

1. MO. i1n Day 192 Year g1
2. maonthly
b. Mo. 1n Pay 1oYear aj

5. PROGRESS: Recovered
Improved
Unimproved
Retrogressed

>

6. DEGREE OF DISABILITY

a. Has employee been able to
work? Yes No X
1f yes, from what date?

b. If not, when Approx. Date

do you think he {Indefinite |

At Regular Job? At Other Work?
Mo Day Yr Mo Day Yr

Mo Day Ir Mo Day Yr

he will be ever _x * | *All of Mr. Silverwood's illnesses are progressi‘;
able to work? | in nature. His symptoms will certainly increas: .
| with the time and an improvement is therefore ni
expected. . |
. * i -4--‘-—' "'2-\/\4./ ”-DDe e
Date: 10/14/81 Signed/Attending Physician f . Sff S
ER AT TG, Vi L _

Address 10220 SW Parkway Portland, Oregon 97225
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f ATTACHMENT "D"

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

VICTOR ATIVEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON $7207

GOVERMNOR

April 13, 1982

GERTIFIED MATL
® Mr, and Mrs. Leonard Silverwood
8635 S.¥W. Leahy Road
Portland, QR Q7225

Re: WQ-S35-Variance Approval
T. L. 100; Sec. 2;
T. 1 S.; R. 1 W., W.M.;
Washington County

Dear Mr. and Mrs., Silverwood:

This correspondence will serve to verify that your requested variance
hearing, as provided for in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Rule T71-430 was held beginning at 10:20 am on April 13, 1982, at your home.

The property currently has a home served by an existing on~site sewage
disposal system, The property is alsc served by public water. The
Washington County Department of Publice Health has determined that a permit
to repair the malfunctioning sewage disposal system cannot be issued
hecause a sewerage system (Unified Sewerage Agency) is both legally and
physically available. The nearest connection point is located '
approximately 150 feet from the property, and the property is within the
boundaries of the Unified Sewerapge Agency. Soils at the propased repair
site are marginal (mottled at twenty four inches and limited usable area
between the house and Leahy Road). The variance record does not contain
sufficient information to allow a finding that stricet compliance with
the rule pertaining to availabillity of sewer is inappropriate for cause.
Further, the property does not exhibit special physical conditions to
render strict compliance unreascnable or impractical. However, the
record contains decumentation of extreme hardship. The applicant is

in poor health and unable to work. Also, allowing the failing system

to be repaired is very unlikely to have an environmental impact with

the low sewage flows expected from the home. Therefore, pursuant to

ORS 454.657(2), variance from OAR 380~71-160(5)(f) is hereby granted,
providing the following:

1. The system is installed in accordance with the conditions within
Schedule A, ‘

2. The aumber of permanent residents using the system is iimited to
two people.



Mr. and Mrs, Leonard Silverwood
April 15, 18982
Page 2

3. If and when the repair system fails, the dwelling shall be
connected to the Unified Sewerage Agency sewage systen.

Pursuant to OAR 340~71-440, my decision to approve your varlance request
with such conditions may be appealed to the Envirommental Quality
‘Commission., Reguests for appeal must be made by letter, stating the
grounds . for appeal, and addressed to the Envircmmental Quality Commission
in care of Mr. William H. Young, Director, Department of Environmental
Quality, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, within twenty (20) days of

the date of the certifled mailing of this letter.

The Washington County Department of Public Health is authorized to iassue a
permit to repair your failing sewage disposal system, subject to all of the
above cconditions, upon their receipt of a complete application, including
the appropriate application fee. The permit may be issued by that office
after the twenty (20) day time span allowed for appeal has passed.

Plezse feel free to contact me at 229-6443 if you have questions regarding
this decision.

Sincerely,

) c:& ).

Sherman Q. Olson,

Assistant Supervisor

On-8ite Sewage Systems Section
Water Quality Division

S500:¢g
XG1104
Enclosures

ce: Northwest Regional Office, DEQ
Washington County



SCHEDULE A

A11 work done on this on-site sewage disposal system shall be done by
a person or business licensed through the Department of Environmental
Quality (hereafter referred to as "Depariment") in accordance to
Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 454.695.

Before starting with the actual construction of this on-site system,
the septic tank installer shall, through wyritten statement to the
Washington County Department of Publiec Health, acknowledge that he has
thoroughly reviewed the conditions of this varlance approval with
personnel from that office and that he understands and will comply
with all conditions amssociated with this permit authorization.

The installaticon of this on-zite system shall be complated within
fourteen (14} days after construction has begun, unless otherwise
authorized by Washington County.

The system authorized by this approval shall require the installation
of a2ll the following major compohents and assoclated materials:

a. A new 1,000 gallon septic tank.
b. A s0il absorption system,.

Washington County staff shall inspect the installation of this system
at those stages of construction they identify as appropriate to insure
proper installation.

Approximately 230 lineal feet of disposal trench shall be installed
within the area indicated in Schedule B. Each disposal trench shall
be dug to a depth of approximately twenty-four (24) inches into the
natural soil profile.

Following the pre-cover inspection, the trenches shall be backfilled
and the £ill shall be graded sco as to prevent the accumulation of
surface water.

Unless otherwise authorized, all requirements of the Oregon
Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, T1-100 through 71-600 shall be
met,

XG1104.4
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ATTACHMENT "E"

April 2¢, 1v82

Mr, William H. Youmng, Director, Re: WQ-SSS-Variance Approval
Department of Environmental Quality T. L. 1luu; Sec, 2

Box 17.u T. I 3.3 R. 1 W., W.M,;
Portland, Oregon, 97:07 Washington County

Dear Mr, Young:

This letter is a request for an appeal of the conditions that were attached
to the approval of my variance at the above referenced address,

The condition of the approval that I would like to appeal is Item 2: "The
number of permanent residents using the system is limited to two people."”
I feel that this places an unjustified burden on myself and my family for
the following reasons:

1. This home is our major source of investment. If, in the event of a med-
ical emergency or the need to relocate arises-—
(a; House would be very difficult to sell under such restriction,
The number of interested buyers would be minimal,

(b) Lending institutions would be hesitant in negotiating a loan
with such an emfumberance on the property.

2. Since we both have aged parents, we may be called upon for their
care and shelter,

{a) We have had to take care of them from time to time in our home
when they have been 111,

I would like to bring to your attention that in the current D,E, (., rules,
0.A.R. 346-71-205~(S) allows for changes in the use of a systei where the
projected daily sewage flow would be increased by not more than three hundred
(300; gallons beyond the degign capacity or by not more than fifty (30, percent
of the design capacity for the system, an authoriZation can be issued provided
requirements (a, through (d, are met, It is my contention that the septic
system design capacity, as designed according to schedule B is I3C gallons
per day, Also, if the septic system does fail, it will be necessary for
me ‘or future owners of the dwelling to counnect up to public sewer that is
both legally and physically available, In principle, it would be reasonable
and justified to accept the public sewer line as being an adequate 'repair"
should the system £ail.
5t of Uregen
ammmg,\&) Lgéesr:vmommrm GUALT

DEEREREN RUNE 1% ET
n ) REGELVE],
BRI APR 29 1982
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(2)

Again, in reference back to 0.A.R. 340~71-205 - (5;, it would be possible

to allow the increase in sewage flow provided those requirements are net,
While I do realize that this case is unique to the above, in the respect

that the repair of my subsurface sewage disposal system was based on tioe
approval of a variance and not on general D,E.Q, rules, My appeal to you is
that provided my septic system were approved under non-variance rules and

the sewer line was accepted in lieu of the required alternate repair area
0,A.R, 340-71-205-(5) would allow for the increase in sewage flow to a maximum
of 3435 gal. per day.

Mr, Young, we submit that a system with a poteniial authorization of to 345
gal. is more than adequate to handle only two persons., I am attaching fnfor-
mation that documents that a family of 4 uses only 255 gallons per day

{please see attached)., In light of the above, we hope that you could sece

fit to allow a total usage of the dwelling to exceed two (2) people. We

feel that a reasonable figure would be up to five (5) individuals to odcupy
the dwelling. Provided you do grant us approval to allow five (53) individuals
to occupy this dwelling, and, if under the circumstance the septic system does
fail, we would be required by law, to correct the health hazard by hooking

up to publlc sewer.,

Sincerely, |, a%ci,q’( /ﬂ (L‘@—HMT‘,‘C(/

Leonard Sllverwood

Z_{C/& e 4'/ Lz(—«_‘L/f.v‘wﬂ{-{Lf(f/

Edith M. Sllverwood

Address: 8635 5. W. Leahy Rd.
Portland, Oregon, 97225

cc: Sherman O, Olson, Jr., D,E.Q.
Tom P, McNerthney, Washington Sounty Health bept.

Incls: EM/77:9 form -
0.A.R. 340-71-205 (5) form



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . Water CQuality Program
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(4) If condition (a) or (b) of Section {3) of this rule cannot be
met, an Authorization Notice shall be withheld until such time as
the necessary alterations and/or repairs to the system are made.

{(5) For changes in the use of a system where projected daily sewage
' flow would be lncreased by not more than three hundred (300)
gallons beyond the design capacity or by not more than fifty
(50) percent of the design capacity for the system, whichever
is less; an Authorization Notice shall be issued 1f:

(a) The existing system is shown not to be failing; and

(b) All set-backs from the existing system can be maintained;
and

{e) Sufficient area exists so that a complete replacement area
meeting all requirements of these rules {except thaose
portions relating to soil conditions and groundwater) is
available; and

(d) In the opinion of the Agent the proposed inerease would
not c¢reate a public health hazard or water pollution.

{(6) Only one (1) Authorization Notice for an increase up to three
hundred (300) gallons beyond the design capacity, or increased by
not more than fifty (50) percent of the design capacity,
whichever is less, will be allowed per system.

(7) For changes in the use of a system where projected daily sewage
flows would be increased by more than three hundred (300) gallons
beyond the design capacity, or increased by more than fifty (50)
percent of the design capacity of the system, whichever is less,
an Alteration Permit shall be obtained. Such permit may be
issued only if the proposed Ilnstallation will be in full
compliance with these rules.

(8) Personal Hardship.

{a) The Agent may allow a mobile home to use an sxisting system
serving another dwelling, in order to provide housing for
& family member suffering hardship, by issuing an
Authorization Neétice, if:

(A) The Agent receives satisfactory evidence which
indicates that the family member is suffering physical
or mental impairment, infirmity, or is otherwise
disabled (a2 hardship approval iasuad under local
planning ordinances shall be accepted as satisfactory
evidence); and

/’”‘“ﬁ;\\
SSRULE (3-11-82) /) 71-36 Cn=-3ite Sewage Disposal
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Average Water Use

National averages show that a typical household of four persons uses water as
follows:

Use Gallons per day
Dishwashing ] 15
Cooking, drinking 12
Laundry 35
Bathing 80
Bathroom sink 8
Toilet 100
Utility sink . 5
Total family use 255 gallons or

34.09 cubic feet

How to Reduce Water Use

Changing household practices can reduce water use without posing a threat to
family health or comfort. Reduce the number of toilet flushes each day or install
water displacement devices in the toilet tank; brush teeth'dry or use water only
to rinse the brush; keep a covered container of drinking water in the refrigerator
rather than running the tap until water is cold. |

Bathing

‘A major source of excess water use is in the shower: People are inclined to
shower more freguently than necessary and to use the shower as a place to relax.
Showering saves water only when you limit the time. Two minutes or less is suffi-
cient to get ciean. A water saving way to shower is to get wet, turn off the water,
lather up, and wash, then turn the water back on to rinse. This could also be used
for shampooing your hair. As a general rule, only certain body parts, the axillary
region-underarms, pubic areas, feet, hands, and face require daily washing.

A shower can use from 5 to 15 gallons of water per minute. You can reduce
this to 3 gallons by installing a low-flow shower head or shower insert. If the
shower is in the tub, close the drain so all the water stays in the tub. This
water can be used to flush the toilet. A bathtub holds 25 to 30 galions when full.
Use as little as possible.

We don't need to bathe as often as most people do--2 or 3 times a week is ade-
quate; maintain personal cleanliness with soap and water washing; families can
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. J , June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting
ertificatio Plans for ) e Systems as Adequate f
Alleviate Heglt ORS ~ Certal erritor

ontiguous to City of Tillamook

Background

Pursuant to ORS 222,.850-915, the Administrator of the State Health
Division, on April 15, 1982, certified an area along Highway 101 north of
the City of Tillamook, to be a health hazard because of failing septic
tanks. The certification orders the area to be annexed to Tillamook. The
area requiring annexation to correct the health hazard is known as Highway
101 North Sanitary District. A copy of the annexation order was sent to
the City of Tillamocok. (Attachment 1)

The area was surveyed during April 7, 8 and 9, 1981. This area consists of
26 properties. Twenty four properties had inadequate sewage disposal,

The City has 90 days after receipt of a certified copy of the order to
prepare preliminary plans and specifications, together with a time schedule
for removing or alleviating the health hazard.

The Environmental Quality Commission has 60 days from time of receipt of
preliminary plans and other documents to determine them either adequate or
inadequate to remove or alleviate the dangerous conditions and to certify
same to the City.

Upon receipt of EQC certification, the City must adopt an ordinance in
accordance. with ORS 222.900 which includes annexation of the territory.
The City is then required to cause the necessary facilities tc be
constructed.



EQC Agenda Item No. J
June 11, 1982
Page 2

By letter received May 18, 1982, the City of Tillamook submitted to

DEQ a schedule for construction of sewers in the proposed annexation

area. (Attachment 2) Preliminary plans and specifications were received on
May 20, 1982.

Evaluation

The schedule proposed by the City calls for annexation of the territory
immediately following certification of plans, specifications and time
schedule by the EQC. A local improvement district would be formed,
construction bids called for, and all construction work completed by early
fall, 1982.

The preliminary plans and specifications require construction of low
pressure sewers and individual septic tank effluent pumping (STEP) systems
on each lot. This work will be an extension of existing STEP systems now
performing quite adequately immediately south of the proposed annexation
territory.

Treatment of collected sewage will be at the City's treatment plant which
has adequate capacity to do so.

The staff concludes from the Health Division findings and conclusions that
the health hazard in the area is a result of sewage at or on the surface of
the ground and disposal systems constructed within high groundwater areas.
Installation of a sewage collection system will prevent the discharge of
inadequately treated sewage to the ground surface and groundwater.

Thus, the staff concludes that installation of sewers in the area will
remove the health hazard.

Summation

1. Pursuant to the provisions of ORS 222.850 to 222.915, the State
Health Division issued an order adopting findings and conclusions
and certified a copy to the City of Tillamook.

2. The City has submitted a preliminary plan and standard
specifications, together with a time schedule to the DEQ for
review.

3. ORS 222.898(1) requires the Commission to review the preliminary
plans and other documents submitted to the City within 60 days of
receipt.

L, ORS 222.898(2) requires the Commission to certify to the City its
approval if it considers the proposed facilities and time
schedule adequate to remove or alleviate the dangerous
conditions.



EQC Agenda Item No. J
June 11, 1982
Page 3

5. The pressure sewer system proposed by plans and specifications
will remove the conditions dangerous to public health within the
area to be annexed. The proposed time schedule iz very good.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon our findings in the summation, it is recommended that the
Commission approve the proposal of the City of Tillamook and certify

said approval to the City.

William H. Young

Attachments:

1. Health Division Rulings, Findings, Conclusions of Law and Order
2. Time Schedule
3. Location Map

James L. Van Domelen:g
229-5310

May 20, 1982

WG1172



ATTACHMENT I

CERTIFICATE

I, Kristine Gebhie, Assistant Director for Health, Department of Human

Resources, Administrator of the State Health Division and Tegal custodian of the

records and Tiles of said Division, DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

That the attached copy of the RULINGS, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND

ORDER in the matter of the Annexation of Certain Territory commonly known

as Highway 101 North Sanitary District to the City of Tillamook, has been

I et s o Fene s T o TR

compared by me with the original thereof and said copy is a true, full and

correct transcript from and of the whole of said original as the same appears

in the records of the State Health Division in my custody.

Stata of Orogon
DEPRRIMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITV

BE@EDWE

APR 16 1982

WATER QUALITY CONTROL

In Testimony Whereof, I have hereunto

set my hand this JSTIZ;' day of

April, 1982.

s B Lol s

Kr1st1ne M. Gebbie ’
Assistant Director, Human Resources
Administrator, State Health Division




BEFORE THE HEALTH DIVISION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCES OF THE STATE OF OREGON
In the Matter of the Annexation of
Certain Tervritory Commonly Known
as Highway 101 North Sanitary EVIDENTIARY AND PROCEDURAL

Dlstrlct Area to the City 6f RULINGS, FINDINGS OF FACT,

)

) ASSISTANT DRIRECTOR'S

)

)

Tlllamook Tillamook County, ) ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT,

)

)

)

}

Oregon, pursuant to the provisions CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
of ORS 222.850 to 222.915 due to ORDER :
Conditions Causing a Danger to

Public Health.

A hearing on the question of the existence of a dangef to
public health in the territory proposed for annexation was held
before the appointed hearings officer of the Division on August 4,
1981 in the council chambers of the Tillamook City Hall,

Tillamook County, Oregon, a place near the area proposed to be
annexed. After having considered the evidence presented on
ibehalf of the State Health Division and affected persons, the
hearings officer made his EVIDENTIARY RULINGS, FINDINGS OF FACT,
ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT, AND RECOMMENDATION. Opportunity‘for
arguments and for petitioning for exclusion of property was
thereafter given by publication of notice as prescribed by rules
of the Division. No arguments were presented on tﬁe initial find-
ings but one PETITION FOR EXCLUSION OF TERRITORY was presented.
A hearing was held December 10, 1981 at the Tillamook City Hall;
'and after considering the evidence of the petitioner, the

- Division and the City of Tillamock, FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOM-
MENDATIONS wére made to the undersigned by the hearings officer.
The petitioner filed objections to such recommendation, and the
City of Tillamook filed a response to those obsections. Lastly,
1 - ASSTISTANT DIRECTOR'S EVIDENTIARY A&D bROCEDURRL RULINGS,

FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF
L.AW, AND ORDER



a copy of a SUPPLEMENTAL RESOLUTION of the Tillamook County Board
of Commissioners, "In the Maﬁter of Resetting the Boundary for
the Area to0 be Annexed to the City of Tillamook because a Danger
to Public Health Exists," adopted March 17, 1982, was received by
the Division on March 23, 1982. The Resolution recites that ORS
222.855 now requires that health annexations take place "within
the urban growth boundary of a city," and that the County
Ordinance No. 30 adopting the City of Tillamook Urban Gro#th
Boundary has been amended by County Ordinance No. 30-A to delete
certain described property set forth in the Resolution from the
urban growth boundary. The Supplemental Resoluéion requests that
as a result, the State Health Division consider only the newly-
amended area in this annexation proceeding, deleting the property
described in QOrdinance No. 30-A. |

’The Administrator, having considered the record, now makes
the following disposition of this matter. .

EVIDENTIARY AND PROCEDURAL RULINGS
At the August 4, l§81 hearing, objections were made by Diane

Spies, attorney representing Highway 101 Sanitary District, to
the presentation by a representative of the LCDC, in which was
offered as evidence a copy of the LCDC determination dated
September 22, 1980 pertaining to a ruling against the City of
Tillamook in its annexation of the area known as the Highway 101
North Sanitary District. The purpose of the Health Division
hearing is to determine whether a danger to the public health
exists due to conditions in the subject territory, pursuant o
2 —~ ASSISTANT DIRECTCR'S EVIDENTIARY AND fROCEDURAL RULINGS,

FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIORS
OF LAW, AND ORDER '



provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 222.850 to 222.915. The
contention was made that thé LCC document showed that the LCDC
considered health hazards in its decision to not allow annexation
of the area known as Highway 101 North Sanitary District to the

City of Tillamook. Westside Sanitary Pistrict v. LCDC, 289 Or

393 {1980) is controlling to the effect that land planning goals
are not pertinent to a aecision by the Health Division in a
health hazard annexation proceeding. The cffered evidencé is not
rélevan£~and the objection is sustained.

At the December 10, 1981 hearing, objection was made by Diane
Spies, attorney representing the Citylof Tillamook, to the presen-
tation of the LUBA and LCDC determination in the above-mentioned
matter. The objeétion is overruled inasmuch as the question of
land use goals is relevant to decisions on a petition for
excluéiOn, OBR 333-12-045{(2)(ad). Exhibit 10 is accepted in
evidence. |

Objection was made at the December 10, 1981 hearing to the
question of the dye test being negative. The results of the dye
tests were spoken to in previous testimony at length. The
question 1is redundent; the objection is sustained.

Objection.was made at the December 10, 1981 hearing to the
‘inclusion of the city's testimony regarding an area within the
city and west of the southside of the Trask River Road. While
the area testified to does not pertain to the matter at hand, the
city's testimony puts forth' a policy as to the extension of ser-
" vices and the establishment of a logical boundary for such ser-

3 -~ ASSISTANT DIRECTCOR'S EVIDENTIARY AND‘PROCEDURAL RULINGS,

FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW, AND ORDER



vices which would be analogous to the matter under discussion.
The testimony is relevant and will be allowed to stand.

The Assistant Director, after notice and opportunity £o
object to the City of Tillamook, the Highway 101 Sanitary
District and the petitioners for exclusion herein, through their
attorneys, rules that disposition of these proceedings herein
will proceed on the basis of the territory described in the
Amended Resolution of the_Tillamook County Board of Commissioners:
dated August 22, 1980, as amended by the éupplemental Resolution
_of the Board of County Commissioners dated March 17, 1882.

" FINDINGS OF FACT
I

By the order of the State Health Division dated July 24, 1981,
a hearing was ordered in the within ﬁatter for the purpose of
detefmining whether or not a danger to public health exists due
to qonditions existing in the £erritory proposed to be annexed
and being more particularly described in an amended Resoclution of
the Tillamook County Soard of Commissioners dated August 22, 1980,
a certified copy of which was received by the Division.

1T

Notice of the said order and resolutions of the Tillamook
Board of Commissioners in their capacity as the Tillamook County
Board of Health, dated July 16, 1980 angd August 22, 1980,
requesting the annexation proéeeding was thereupon immediately

given by the Division by publishing them once a week for two suc-

cessive weeks in the Highlight-Herald, a newspaper of general

4 - ASSISTANT DIRECTOR'S EVIDENTIARY AND PROCEDURAL RULINGS,
FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF PFACT, CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW, AND ORDER



circulation within the City of Tillamook and the territory pre-
posed to be annexed, and by posting copies of said order and
resolution in each of four public places within the territorvy
proposed to be annexed.
I1T
The residences and buildings in the territory are served

by individual subsurface sewage disposal facilities, as opposed

to a community collection system. There are 26 developed proper-

ties within the area, all dependent upon this means of waste
disposal.. On those properties, there are 24 inadeguate sewage
disposal facilities serving residences and commercial establish-
ments. Specifically, the following conditions existed on
properties within the area.during the courée of a survey con-

‘ducted April 7, 8 and 9 of 1981, and without evidence to the

contfary, except as stated regarding the property at Tax Lot

No. 1200, Tax Mép No. 181024D, identified as 1920 Highway 101

North, such conditions are presumed to continue to exist:

1. At Tax Lot No. 1800 on Tax Map 151024D, also identified as
1500 Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, inadequately
treated sewage was discharging down the bank into a slough.

A wastewaier (gray water) line was discharging above the
sloqgh;

2. At Tax Lot No. 1700 on Tax Map 1S1024D, also identified as
1550 Highway 101 Ndrth, occupled by a residence, inadequately
treated sewage was discharging into a slqugh.

3. ©On Tax Lot No. 1600 on Tax Map 181024D, also identified as
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1580 Highway lDl.North, occupied by a duplex, the septic tank
had a plywood 1lid allowing access to the sewage by insects
and other vecﬁors ér rodents. The septic tank was allowing

a direct flow through of sewage with the result of improper
treatment by the system and failure of the drainfield. Lush
green grass on portions of the drainfield was present, indica-
tive of sewage effluent rising to the surface of the_ground.
At Tax Lot No. 1501 on Tax Map 181024D, also identified as
1610 Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, lush green
grass was present in the drainfield area, indicative of sewage
effluent rising to the surface of the ground.

At Tax_Lot No. 1500 on Tax Map 151024D, aiso identified as
1640 Highway 101 North, occupled by a market, the drainfield
was located in an area subject to high water table.

At Tax Lot No. 1300 on Tax Map 151024D, also identified as
1680 Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, spongy
ground and lush green grass in the drainfield area was pre-
sent, indicative éf sewage effluent rising to the surface of
the ground.

At Tax Lot No. 1200 on Tax Map 181024D, also identified as
1920 High&ay 101 North, occupied by a commercial building,
inadequately treated sewage was discharged to the surface of
the ground. This system has since been repaired, but the
system is installed in an-area of high water table.

At Tax Lot No. 1000 on Tax Map 181024D, also identified as
1810 HBighway 101 North, occupled by a 24-unit motel, inade-
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1l.

12.

13.

guately treated sewage was discharging to the ground surface
in several locations.

At Tax Lot 200 on Tax Map 1S51024D, also identified as 1910
Highway 101 North, two systems are present - one serving 11l
units of a motel; the other‘serving 7 units of the motel and
a restaurant. Both systems were discharging inadequatelf
treated sewage to the surface of the ground. The area was
swampy with water ét ground surface.

At Tax Lots No. 400 and No. 401 on Tax Map 151024D, also
identified as 2020 Goodspeed Road, occupied by a residence,
inadequately treated sewage was discharging to the surface of
the ground. ILush green grass was present over the septic tank
system, indicative of sewage effluent rising to the surface
of the ground. A plywood 1lid was over the septic tank
éllowing access to sewage by vectors and rodenfs. )

On Tax Lot ﬁo. GOO‘On Tax Map 181024D, also identified as
1830 Goodspeed Road, occupied by a residence, inadeguately
treated sewége was discharged to the surface of the ground.
There was a heavy growth of lush green grass in the area of
the septic system, indicative of sewage effluent rising to
the surfgce of the‘ground.

At Tax Lot No. 300 on Tax Map 1S1024D, also known as 2060
Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, inadequately
treated sewage was surfacing in the backyard. The system was
in an area subject to high ground water table.

At Tax Lot No. 200 on Tax Map 151024D, also identified as
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14.

16.

17.

18.

2100 Highway 101 North{ occupied by a residence, inadeguately
treated sewage was surfacing in the backyard.
At Tax Lot No. 100 on Tax Map 151024D, also identified as
2150 Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, inadeqgately
treated sewage was surfacing in the rear yard. Lush green
grass was present over the drain line, indicative of sewége
effluent rising to the surface of the ground. The system is
also subject to water at the ground surface.
At Tax Lot No. 300 on Tax Map 151024D, alsc identified as
2340 Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, inadequately
treated sewage was discharged to the surface of the ground,
Lush green grass in the area of the septic tank and drain-
j

field was present, indicative of sewage effluent rising to

the surface of the ground. The area was also subject to a

water table at the ground surface.

At Tax Lot No. 700 on Tax Map 15919B, occuplied by a commer-
cial building, the drainfield is located in an area with
ground water to éround surface year round. Water ran very
slowly through the sewage system or not at all, indicative
cf an imprcoperly functioning sewage system.

At Tax Lét No. 100 on Tax Map 18919C, also known as 1875
Highway 101 North, occupied by a commercial building, the
sewage system was not working properly.

At Tax Lot No. 100 on Tax Map 18919C, also known as 1885
Highway 101 North, occupied by a commercial building, the
sewage system was located under the driveway and was not
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19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

working properly.

At Tax Lot No. 300 on Tax Map 15919C, alsc known as 2100
Larson Road; occupied by a residence, the drainfield svstem
is subiect to periods of high water due to the existence of
high ground water table in the area.

At Tax Lot No. 400.on Tax Map 185919C, also known as 2180-
Larson Road, occupied by a residence, the drainfield system
is located less than 50 feet from the bank of a slough and is
subject to periods of high water.

At Tax Lot No. 700 on Tax Map 18919C, also known as 1565
Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, the drainfield
system is located less than 24 feet from the bank of a slough

and is subject to periods of high water. The fixtures drain

very slowly during periods of high water, indicative of an

improperly functioning sewage system.

At Tax Lot No. 800 on Tax Map 18919C, also known as 1415
Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, the drainfield
system is located in an area of high ground water table.

At Tax Lot No. 900 on Tax Map 1S919C, also Xnown as 1405
Highway 101 North, occupied by a residence, water ponding was
observed in the area of the drainfield. The system is
located in an area where there is a high ground water table.
At Tax Lot No. 901 on Tax Map 18919C, also known as 2001 Blue
Heron Drive {The Blue Heron Cheese Factory), the drainfield
system is located in an area where there is a high ground
water table.
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Official notice is Eaken that "gray water" referred to in the
above items is sewage originating at any plumbing fixture other
than the toilet in a household, i.e., waste water from a kitchen
sink, laundry, or similar fixture.

The soggy and spongy soil and/or lush green growth of grass
over septic drainfields, as deécribed above, the undersigned
finds was caused by sewage effluént rising to the surface oflthe
ground.

Sewage discharged intoc subsurface sewage facilities to be
“adequately treated microbiclogically and rendered non-septic must
be retained in the soil. The treatment depends upon oxygen and
bacterial presence in the soil. Sewage effluent rising or
discharging to the ground surface from subsurface sewage disposal
facilities is inadequately tredated and essentially raw. If soil
and septic tank drainfield areas are flooded or saturated with
watér, there is no oxygen present to treat the sewage effluent
discharged to the area.

The sewage and sewage effluent which is discharging to
sloughs is carried through and beyond the area proposed for
ahnexation.

IV

Soilg in the area consist of Nehalem silt loam and Nestucca
silt loam. The Nestucca silt loam consists of somewhat poorly
drained soil. Permeability is relatively slow and is classified
for septic tank absorption fields as having severe restrictions
for the acceptance of septic tank effluent.. This soll covers
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most of the area west of Highway 101.

The Nehalem silt loam consists of well to moderately well
drained solls. Permeabllity is moderate. For use as septic tank
absorption fields, the rating is slight to moderate-severe for
absorption of effluent.

The soils in this area are subject to periodic flooding.

When drainfields are flooded, oxygen is cut off and ground &ater
rises to the surface carrying septic tank effluent with it. In
each case, adeguate treatment of the sepitic tank effluent cannot
‘Be accomplished. Some lateral movement of ground water may occur
during_flooding; allowing the sewage to enter into sloughs or
rivers.

v

Raw or inadequately treated sewage may contain communicable
or contagious disease, producihg organisms which cause physical
suffering or i;lness. When sewage containing such organisms is
permitted to discharge to the surface of the ground or to surface
water, there 1s possibility of transmission of disease to humans,
either by direct contact of the sewage or through the intervening
contact of the sewage by vectors, with the subseguent ingestion
of disease-producing organisms. The recipient's unsanitary hand-
washing practices can lead to further disease transmissions to
others iﬁéesting the indiscriminately spread organisms.

VI

In the subject area, the possibility of transmission of
disease through direct or indirect contact with raw or inade-
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guately treated sewage as aforementioned occurs due to: {1) The
normal day-to~day activities being carried on in and around the
resident living areas; (2} Children playing in the area; (3)
ﬁomastic animals, such as dogs and cats, found in the subject area
are possible vectors éf disease organisms to within and outside
the area; (4) Persons from outside, as well as inside, the area
are exposed due to Highway 101 passing through the area where
there are located a restaurant, two motels, a small retail store,
and other business facilities serving the general public - resiQ
-dents of the area must frequent shopping facilities, restaurants,
and public schools located outside the area within the City of
Tillamook; (5) Insects such as flies and mosguitoes are found in
areas where standing water and sewage 1s present on the surface
of the ground. Insects are possible vectors for transmission of
disease organisms to within and outside the area.

The presence of pathogens in the raw or inadequately treated
sewage to which the public is exposed in the area may be contri-
buted to by the incidence of travelers intoc the area.

Vil

By order of the State Health Division dated November 12, 1981,
a hearing was ordered in the within territory for the purpose
of considering the petition 0f Herbert Loule and Viola Marjorie
Christensen for exclusion of territory from the area proposed for
annexation as outlined under ORS 222.880(3) and {4}, and OAR
333-12-045{(1), (2) and (3). The property is located at 3005
Highway 101 North, Tillamook, Oregon, referred to as Tax Lot
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No. 400 on Tax Map 15%19B of the Tillamook County Assessor, more
particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point where the East boundary line of the
State Highway 101, intersects the centerline of the
Wilson River, in the Northwest quarter of the Northwest
gquarter of Section 19, Township 1 South, Range 9 West of
the Willamette Meridian, in Tillamcok Ccunty, Cregon;
thence Southerly, along the East houndary line of
Highway 101, a distance of 495 feet; thence Easterly, at
right angles to said East boundary line of Highway 101,
to the center of the Wilson River:; thence in a North-
westerly direction, along the center of said Wilson
River, to the point of beginning.

VIII
Notice of the said order was published November 18, 1981 in the

Headlight Herald, a newspaper of general circulation within the

City of Tillamook, Oregon and the territory proposed to be annexed.
IX
The property petitioned for exclusion is located on the
nortﬁerly corner of the territory proposed to be annexed to the
city and is at a higher elevation than properties remaining tc be
annexed. It adjoins the territory remaining to be annexed on
only two sides, the remaining sides being adjacent. to the Wilson
River. fThe properties adjacent in the territory remaining to be
annexed are constituted of vacant parcels (except for the presence
of Highway 101 separating the subject property and the remaining
property to the west). There is a single family residence and a
duplex on the subject property.
X
Sewage disposal and treatment within the property petitioned
for exclusion is by two individual septic tank and drainfield
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systems. OCne of the systems serves the duplex and the other
serves the single family residence.

The single residence system, constructed in 1944, consists of
a septic tank (1000 gallons) and a seepage bed of approximately
12 sguare feet. The seepage bed is less than 50 feet from the
Wilson River. The drainfield rock starts at 15 incheé below
ground surface. The septic tank is an average 16.5 inches below
ground surface. The bottom of the drain pipe from the-septic
tank is 26 inches below ground surface.

The soll in the drainfield area of the single residence is
silt loam - 0 to 6 inches from ground surféce, 6 to 64.66 inches
sandy 1oah. Soil in the area of the duplex system is 0.24 inéhes
0ld £ill and 24 to 66 inches sandy loam, which is very permeable
and rapid draining. These soils' characteristics are suitable to
operation of subsurface sewage-disposal systems.

- XTI

The water table in the property petitioned for exclusion
varies with the level of the water surface of the Wilson River.
On a survey of December 6, 1981 when the river surface level was
a 13.2 feet, the.water table was 16 inches pelow the surface of
the ground, subjecting thé drainfield area to saturation.

Periods of high river water of 13+ feet are occasional and not
longstanding. On November 20, 1981 and on December 10, 1981, the
water itable was below 64 inches. In 1977, 1979 and 1980, river
water in -excess of 13 feet occurred on 14 occasions. That the
periods of high water are not of a long-standing nature is evi-
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denced by the lack of mettling of the soils in the drainfield
area. This is confirmed by the river levels in 1977, 1979 and
1980 which were in excess of 13 feet, as above mentioned, having
remained at those levels for periods cver a day on only 4 occa-
sions, the longest of which was for a 4-day duration in December
1977.

That the drainfield area is subjected to saturation at times
of high water is demonstrated in the functioning of the plumbing
5§stem in the single family residence. During flooded
conditions, the system becomes sluggish; the downstairs fixtures
of the house have water up to the rim level, requiring the use of
the upstairs fixtures. This is-cauéed by the river level
changing the water gradient or level between the house fixtures
‘and the drainfield. Under these conditions, in theory, .as the
water seeks its own level, the sewage effluent in the drainfield
would be forced_through the soil to the river water. This
effluent would have little or no biclogical treatment since con-
ditions in the drainfield would become anaerobic, and effluent
treatment in the drainfield occurs only under aercobic conditions.
Further, depending upon temperature, adequate biological treat-
ment under aegobic conditions requires 30 to #0 days.

X111

The occasional periods of high water table on the subject
property petitioned for exclusion, being directly related to the
level of the Wilson River, also resgultsg in any effluent bheing
discharged to that body of water being highly diluted by the vast
15 - ASSISTANT DIRECTCOR'S EVIDENTIARY AKND PROCEDURAL RULINGS,

FINDINGS QF FACT, ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW, AND ORDER



amounts of water contributing to the high river flows. Though
contagious or disease-producing organisms could be transmitted
through inadequately treated sewage discharged from the property
to the river at these high flows, because of the corresponding
ﬁigh delution, the undersigned does not find that there exists
from such discharges a reasonably clear possibility that the
public generally is being exposed to disease-caused physical suf-
fering or illness. The undersigned therefore finds no danger to
public health as defined in ORS 222.850(4) on the property peti-
tioned for exclusion.
XITI

The undersigned further finds that the property petitiocned
for exciusion would not be surrounded by the territory remaining
to be annexed.

XIv

It is proposed in pians presented by the city that the'pro—
pergy petitioned for exclusion be served by a sanitary collection
system. The proposed.main line for the sewer is designed to
extend alcong the west side of Highway 101 to property on the
other side of the highway from the subﬁect property. To reach
the subject property would require construction of an approximate
300~-foot lateral exteﬂsion from the sewer main under Highway 101
to the east side of the highway, and then Jjogging to the north to
reach the petitioner's properfy. The undersigned finds that
under these circumstances, the property petitioned for exclusion
would not be directly served by the sanitary facilities necessary
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to remove or alleviate the danger to public health existing
within the territory remaining to be annexed; neither would the
exclusion of such propérty interfere with the removal or alle-
viation of the danger to public health in the area remaining to
be annexed.
XV

The property petitioned for exclusicon is situated at the
northerly corner of the territory proposed to be annexed to the
city. There is considerable undeveloped property between the
present city boundary and. this property at the end of the corri-
dor proposed to be anﬁexed. The City of Tillamook considers the
Wilson River, which is a natural boundary, the logical boundary
for the extension of its services -~ fire, police, water, sewage,
-etc. TIf the subject property were excluded, the remaining terri-
tory.west and south of the area would be subject to these city
services, even ﬁhough they would largely be irrelevant to the
present undeveloped property. There would not be a situation
presented by the exclusion of the petitioned property wherein a
checkerboard effect would arise, thereby creating undue confusion
as to where city boundaries ended and took up again. There is no
reason why under the circumstances the city woundary to the east
of Highway ‘101 could not be identified by signing or other arti-
ficial demarcation, as is the case with scores of other city
boundafies. The undersigned finds only that the Wilscn River
boundary is a convenient, natural boundary for the c¢ity. The
Assistant Director does not, however, find that the boundary
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‘which woﬁld result from the exclusion of the property petitiongd
for exclusion would be such, uﬁder present conditions, as to
create an illogical boundafy for the provision of city services.
Opinion: The AssistantlDirector does not view the fact of the
property petitioned for exclusion being within the city's urban
growth boundary as requiring the conclusion that exclusion of -
such property would create an illogical houndary for the provi-
sion of city services. The urban growth boundary is pros?ective.,
It does not necessarily réflect current conditions or the con-
figuration that city boundaries should presently take for the
.extension of city services., The Assistant Director believeé that
the discretion given by ORS 222.880(4) on this subject is for the
purpose of preventing an exclusion of property where it is
clearly shown by facts presented in the record that reduction of
the health hazard annexation boundary as presented in the first
iﬁstance would, under current conditions, present an illogical
resuit. Conversely, those reductions which do not under current
conditions lead to that result should be allowed and the boundary
qugétion remaining left to the usual and less extraordinary
annexation procedures of the statutes.

XVI

In the case of Tillamook Citizens for Responsible Development

v, City of Tillamook, LUBA 80-041, LCDC determination, 1980, it

was decided that the annexation by the City of Tillamook of the
properties which are also now the subject of this proceeding
{(including the property petitioned for‘exclusion) did not comply
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with statewide planning goals. Lacking a finding of a danger to
public health in the area petitioned for exclusion, Westside

Sanitary District v. LCDC, 289 Or 393 {1980), and in the absence

of evidence in this proceeding that the statewide goals would now
be complied with by annexing the property petitioned for exclu-
sicn intd the city, the Assistant Director relies upon the LCDC
éecision as a basis for £finding, and so finds, that a reduction
of boundaries to exclude the property petitioned for exclusion
would be in accordaﬁcé with the statewide planning goals for the
area established under ORS c¢h 197.
XVII

The remaining area proposed for annexation, as described in
the Amended County Resolution and as further amended by the
-County's Supplemental Resolution, is contiguous to the City of
Tillamook and is within the urban growth boundary of the city,
adopted by the éity and the County of Tillamook.

ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT

With the exception of the area petitioned for.exclusion, as
provided.in paragraphs VII to XVI above, a danger to public
health exists in that conditions.of inadequate installations for
the disposal énd treatment of sewage exist in the territory
legally described in the aforementioned amended Resolution of the
Tillamook County Board of Commissioners, as amended by the
éupplemental Resolution of said Commissioners, which are con-
ducive to the propagation of communicable or contagious disease-
producing organisms &and which present a reasonably clear possibi-
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lity that the public generally. is being exposed to disease-caused
suffering and illness.

The aforementioned territory, which pursuant to QRS 222.880(3)
{(boundaries of area as redﬁced) is described in the attached
Exhibit "A", made a part hereof, is contiguous to the City of
Tillamecok and is within the urban growth boundary of said city;

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A danger to public health, as defined in ORS 222.850(4), has
peen found as provided in ORS 222.850 to 222.915 to exist within
the territory described in the preceeding paragraph. Such area
is otherwise eligible for annexation to the City of Tillamook in
accordance with ORS 222.111 and is within the urban growth boun-
dary of the City of Tillamook.

ORDER

If IS ORDERED that a certified copy of these findings and
conclusions be filed with the City of Tillamook and with the
Environmental Quality Commission, and that upon their receipt of
such findings and conclusions, the City of Tillamook and the

Commission proceed in accordance with ORS 222.897 and 222.900.

Dated this '/S’(éday of /ip,.,,f ' , 1982.

—— ——

/
//L@/\E@%/aﬁ iy b /4}»&2 wt. Gelg .

KRISTINE M. GEBRBIE/ Assistant
Director, Human Resgurces
Administrator, Health Division

NOTICE: You are entitled to judicial review of this order.
Judicial review may be obtained by filing a petition for review
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within 60 days from the service of this order. Judicial review

is pursuant to the provisions of ORS 183.482.
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Beginning at a point where the Zast boundary line of the State High-
way 10l intersects the center line of the Wilson River in the North-
west quarter of the Forthwest quarter of Section 19 in Tewnship 1
South of Range 9 West of the Willamette Meridian, Tillamook County,
Oregon; and running thence South along said East boundary line of
Righway 101 for = distance of 420 feet; thence Easterly at right
angle to said East boundary line of Highway 101 to the center of the
Wilson River; thence in 2. Northwesterly directicon along the center of
said Wilson River to the ‘place of beginning. '

ALSO BEGINNING AT A POINT on the East line of Coast Highway 101 at the
Southwest corner of that certain tract of land conveyed to Herbert
Louie Christensen, et ux by Deed Recorded April 4, 1962 in Book 180,
page 120, Deed Records, Tillamock County, Oregon; thence Southerly
along the. East line of said Coast Highway 101, to an intersection
with the centerline of Dougherty Slough; thence Southeasterly along
said centerline of Dougherty Slough to a point which is East 500.
feet from the East line of said Cesst Highway 101 when measured
perpendicular thereto; thence North parallel to the Ezst line of
Highway 101 to an intersection with the Southeasterly line of that
certain tract of land described in Memorandum of Contract recorded
December 30, 1977 in Book 2534, page 464, Deed Records, Tillamook
County, Oregon between Eileen Palmer, vendor and Craig W. Hubler, et
ux, vendees; thence Northeasterly along the Southeasterly line of
said tract to the most Easterly corner thereof, andthe Southeasterly
corner of that certain tract of land conveyed Lo Roward L. Randall
by Deed Recorded February 9, 1978 in Book 255, page 64, Deed Records,
Tillamwook County, Oregon; thence North 20° 30" East 231 feet; thence
Korth 25° 22' East 189.37 feet to a point in the center of Hall
Slough; thence Rorth 25° 22' West 50 feet zlong the center line of
said Hall Slough; thence North 6° West 85 feet more or .less aloag
the centerline of said Hall Slough to the Southeast corner cf a
parcel conveyed to Edwin L, and Barbara H. Sorensen by Deed Recorded
February 6, 1959 in Deed Book 165, page 118, Deed Records, Tillemook
County, Oregon; thence North 8° 47' West 111.66 feet; thence North
6° West 126.06 feet to a point on the South line of that certain tract
of land conveyed to Cornet Stores by Deed Recorded May 17, 1971 in
Book 223, page 146, Deed Records, Tillameok County, Oregon; thence
Easterly along the South line of ssid tract to the Southeast corner
thereof thence North aleng the East line of said Cornet tract and
the Northerly extention therecf to an intersection with the South
bank of the Wilson River; thence Westerly and Northerly slong the
South bank of the Wilson River to its interscction with the South
line of the tract of land conveyed to Herbert Louie Christensen, et
ux as hercinabove ser forth; thence Westerly slong the South line of
said Christensen tract to the peint of beginning.
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ALSO Beginning at the Northeast corner of 1Lot: 5, Sectiom 24, Town-
ship 1 South, R2nge 10 West of the Willamette HMeridian in Tillamook
County, said point of beginning bei{ng the Northeast corner of that
certein tract of land conveyed to Stanley L. Decker, et ux by Deed
Recorded June 27, 1977 in Book 251, page 308; thence Southerly along
“the West line of Coast Highway 10l to a point of intersection.with
the center line of Dougherty Slough; thence Westerly zlong the said
centerline of Dougherty Slough to a point which is 500 feet West of
the West line of said Highway when measured perpendicular thereto;
thence North in & direct line to the Southwest corner of that tract
of land deseribed in PARTIAL RELEASE OF REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE recorded
December 29, 1978 in Book 260, page 862, Deed Records, Tillamook
County, Qregon; thence continuing Nerth along the West line of saijd
tract-to the Northwest corner therecf being at a point on the South
line of Makinster Road thence coantinuing Northerly to the North "line
of Makinster Road; thence Easterly along the North line of Makinster
Road to the Sou;hwest corner of that certzin tract of land conveyed
. to Michsel J. Hutchens, et ux by Deed Recorded, October 4, 1973 in
- Book 233, page 910, Deed Records, Tillamook'Cohnty, Oregon; thence
" Northerly along the West line of said Hutchens tract to the South

line of the Wilson River; thence Northezsterly along the South line
of the Wilson River and the North line of the Hutchens tract to the
Northeaskt.corner thereof; said point being the Horthwest corner of

that tract of land conveyed to Stanley Decker, et ux in Book 251,

pege 308, Deed Records Tillamook County, Oregon; thence Easterly

along the North line of said Decker trasct to the point of beginning.

SAVE AND EXCEFPT therefrom any portion thereof lying within the boundaries
of the following described tract, to-wit: .

Beginning at a point which is North 89° 537 West 398.77 feet from the
guarter section corner on the East line of Section 24, Township 1 South,
Range 10 West of the Willamette Meridisn, said point also being in the
center line of the Goodspeed County Rozd; thence North 89° 53' West

along the center of s4id road 428.93 feet; thence South 858 feet to the
center of Hall Slough; thence following center of Hall Slough South 69°
3¢ East 145 feet; thence South 44° 56' East 415 feet; thence Rorth 1198.2

feet to the place of beginning.
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ALSO SAVE AND EXCEPT therefrom sny portion thereof lying within the
boundaries of the following described tract, to-wit:

Beginning at 2 point on the South line of the Northeast guarter of Sec~
tion 24., Township 1 South, Range 10 West of the Willamette Meridian
which i& South 89° 46" West 527 feet distant from the quarter section
corner on the East side of said Section 243 thence North 0° 08' East,
119 feer; thence North 89° 46' East, 100 .feet; thence North 0° 08'

East 212.74 feet: thence West, 464 feet; thence North 65° West, 244.2
feet; thence North 43° 30' West, 396 feer to the center of s tide slough;
thence in 3 Westerly directicn (downstream) aleng the center of said

’ tide slough to the West line of the Northeast quarter of Section 24;

| ' thence Southerly to the Southwest corner of seid Northesst quarter of
Section 24; thence along the South line of said Northeesst quarter, East-
erly 2113 feet, more or less, to the point of beginning.

S iy e o e
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ALSO SAVE AND EXCEPT therefrom any portion thereof lying within
the boundaries of the following described tract, to-wit:

Beginning at a point where the East boundary line of the State
Highway 101, intersects the centerline of the Wilson River, in
the Northwest quarter of the Northwest guarter of Section 19,
Township 1 South, Range 9 West of the Willamette Meridian, in
Tillamook County, Oregon; thence Scutherly, along the East bhoun-
dary line of Highway 101, a distance of 495 feet; thence Rasterly,
at right angles to said East boundary line of Highway 101, to the
center of the Wilson River: thence in a Northwesterly direction,
a2long the center of said Wilson River, to the point of beginninc.

_ALSO SAVE AND EXCEPT:

Commencing at a point which is South 1070.71 feet and West 208.50
feet from the quarter corner on the East side of Section 24,

- Township 1 South, Range 10 West, W.M., thence North B9° 47 'West,
76.00 feet to the true point of beginning;

thence S. 89° 47' East 76.00 feet;

thence N. 0° 58' East B804.97 feet to the Northeast corner of
that tract conveyed to John and Bva Johnson in Book 184
at Page 313 Tillamook County Deed Records, Tillamook
County, Oregon;

thence South 8%° 47' West, 202.60 feet more or less, to the
East line of that tract conveyed to Gust and Helen
Johnson in Book 78 at Page 528, Tillamook County Deed
Records, Tillamook County, Oregon;

thence along the East line of said Gust Johnson tract, south
909.50 feet, more or less, to the centerline of Hall
Slough:

thence EBasterly along said centerline to a point that is
S, 5° 15' West, from the point of beginning:

thence North 5° 13' East 121.61 feet, more or less, to the
point of beginning.

3 -~ EXHIBIT "A"
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WATER QUALITY CONTROL

May 14, 1982

CRREROVEL
Mr. Jim Van Domlin Duis )
Dept. of Enwironmental Quality
P.0O. Box 1760
Portland, QR 97207

Dear Mr. Van Demlin:

This letter is meant to confirm the anticipated time schedule
for you and the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) in the
review of Tillamook City's sewer plans. The City's engineer,
CHZM Hill, has notified us that they will be presenting to the
EQC on June 1llth, our construction plans for the Highway 101

North sewer system. It is our understanding that you should

shortly be receiving the sewer plans from CH2M Hill.

We would like to provide the following time schedule in order

that you might share this with the EQC. On May 17th, the
Tillamook City Council will begin steps to create a Local Improve-
ment District (LID} for the construction of sewer services in the
Highway 101 North area. A remonstrance hearing on the plans,
specifications, and cost estimates will be heard by the City
Council on June 7th. An ordinance will be passed on June 14th
declaring the manner of construction for this LID and setting

the boundaries of the district. O©On July 15th, Tillamock City
anticipates advertising’ for bids on the construction of the systemn,
with the opening of bids and letting of contract on approximately
August 2nd. We anticipate construction to take approximately two
{2) months.

We hope that you will find the plans, as submitted by our engineer,

and the above time schedule acceptable. It is our understanding

that following the June 1lth EQC meeting, we shall receive State

certification of acceptance on both of these items.

If you have any guestions in these matters, please contact my office.
Sincerely,

4%2%§é/<a%§é§$¢v

Michael Mahoney
Public Works Director

jla
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DIRECTCR'S INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT
Re: Agenda Item No. K, June 11, 1982 EQC Meeting

Compliance Schedule Status Report for Weod Dryers at Particleboard
Plants in Medford AQMA.

The Commission may recall that at your April 24, 1981 meeting you
adopted amendements to rules for wood particie dryers and hardboard plants
in the Medford AQMA. These amendments modified emission limits and extended
compliance schedules for dryers at particleboard plants. They alsc estab-
lished plant site emission limits for hardboard manufacturing plants.

At this time, the Department considers it appropriate to inform the
Commission as to the status of those facilities subject to these rules.

Medford Corporation, a hardboard manufacturer, was in compliance at -
the time the rules were amended and remaing in that status.

The particleboard facilities are operated by Timber Products Co. and
Down River Forest Products, Inc.

Timber Preducts is proceeding with an approved coﬁpliance schedule with
the expectation that equipment installation will be completed in the latter
part of 1982 and compliance will be demonstrated by June 30, 1983 as required
by the rule. Equipment fabrication is underway and funding arrangements will
be completed about July 15, 1982,

Down River Forest Products anncunced in late April, 1982, its intent +o
cease operations in White City or or before the date control equipment must
be installed. The Department has been working with the Company with the
intent of taking appropriate permit action when adeguate information on the
shutdown becomes available.

Again, this is an information! item and no Commission action is necessary.

Fritz Skirvin, RAir Quality staff, is available to answer guesticns.

Note: Timber Products and Down River representatives are expected to be

present {Henry Rust, Timber Products, and Dewey Wilson, Down River).
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Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. K, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Status Report on Particle Drver Compliance with Emission
Limits in the Medford-Ashland AQMA

Background and Problem Statement

The Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) at its March 31, 1978 meeting
promulgated special emission limit standards for particulate emitting
sources in the Medford~Ashland AQMA, These rules are contained in OAR
Chapter 340, Division 30.

Wood Particle Dryers had been identified as being one of the larger sources
of particulate in the AQMA's airshed. Modeling predicted an annual average
reduction of 1.9 ug/m3 at the Medford Courthouse receptor and 3 ug/m3 at
the White City receptor following installation of control equipment on
Particle Dryers to meet the 0.35#/1000 sq.ft. 3/4" particle board dryer
emission limit contained in Division 30, Compliance was to be demonstrated
by January t, 1981.

The EQC recognized that the particle board dryer emission limit was
tfechnology forcing when it adopted Division 30. Language was placed in the
rule authorizing a public hearing to review the technical and economic
aspects of meeting these emission limits following pilot testing of various
control equipment by the companies involved.

In November of 1980 the EQC received a petition from Medeo, Timber Products
and Down River Forest Products, the three plants affected by the emission
limit rule. Medco's petition stated that 1) their process was
significantly different from the other two companies, and 2) that they had
already achieved a total plantsite control efficiency equivalent to
0.25#/1000 sq.ft. 1/8" basis. Medeco also requested that they be
re-classified as a hard board plant and subject to total plant site
enission limit of 0,25#/1000 sq.ft. 1/8" basis.

Timber Products and Down River stated that based upon pilot study tests and
¢claims by pollution control egquipment vendors, the 0.35#/1000 sq.ft. 3/4"
basis emission limit for particle dryers could not be consistently met.
Neither plant was in a position to meet the January 1, 1981 date for
compliance.



EQC Agenda Item No. x
June 11, 1982
Page 2

In December 1980 the EQC granted operating variances to the three companies
and authorized a hearing to receive further testimony on the matter. The
hearing was held in Medford on February 19, 1981 before the Department's
Hearings Officer.

April 24, 1981 the EQC considered Agenda Item K, Amendments to OAR
340~30-010 to 340~30-045, Wood Particle Dryer Rules for Medford Area. The
EQC affirmed Medcot's petition and adopted OAR 340-30-031 setting a total
plant site emission limit of 0.25#/1000 sq.ft. on a 1/8" basis of finished
product equivalent from the hard board plant in Medford. Medco was in
compliance as a result of and at the time of this EQC action.

Following testimony and presentations by Timber Products and Down River
Forest Products and lengthy deliberation with Department staff, the EQC
adopted a 0.40#/1000 sq.ft. 3/4" basis emission 1limit for particle dryers
in the Medford AQMA (340-30-030) and extended the date for demonstrated
compliance with this rule to June 30, 1983 (Table 1, 340-30-045),

Timber Products and Down River indicated to the EQC that their control
strategies would include replacing both burners and dryers prior to the
installation of polliution control equipment, per se. The logic presented
was that more efficient burners and dryers would be cheaper to ultimately
contrel, Modernization of burners and dryers with add-on emission control
equipment would cost essentially the same as add-on emission control
equipment only for the existing burners and dryers. This strategy still
prevails at Timber Products and prevailed at Down River Forest Products
until their announcement of April 29, 1982 that they were ceasing operation
of their White City facility.

On February 16, 1982, the Department sent Notices of Viclation to Down
River Forest Products for missing increments 1 and 2 of compliance
(submission of approvable plans and purchase order issuance) and to Timber
Products for missing increment 2 of compliance (purchase order issuance).

Timber Products had accepted a proposal from RADER Western, Inc. for
engineering and equipment installation to implement their strategy on
November 23, 1981. However, that agreement was based solely upon the
contingency of the sale of County sponsored tax exempt bonds for pollution
control and industrial development. Timber Products has since modified
their agreement with RADER Western, Inc. effective March 19, 1982 and the
project is now proceeding with internal financing. The Director concurred
that Timber Products had made satisfactory progress by letter to the
Company dated April 5, 1982.

Current Status

Timber Products submitted to the Director, on May 11, 1982, a status report
on their efforts towards achieving compliance (copy Attachment #1).
Representatives of Timber Products have indicated they would be present at
this June 11, 1982 EQC meeting should the Commission have any further
questions.
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Current Status (cont.)

April 28, 1982 Down River Forest Products President, William B. Sparks,
Jr,, met in Medford with Director Young and revealed in confidence the
decision to curtail White City operations. Expressed was Down River's
desire to phase out operations over the next few months,

April 29, 1982 Down River Forest Products announced to its employees and
publicly that it would cease operations at the White City plant. Mr.
Sparks issued a press release c¢iting pellution control costs and the
current economic climate as the major factors contributing to the closure
decision (copy Attachment #2),

There has been concern shown by the press, local legislators, employees of
Down River and the public over the Department's involvement in this matter.
Enclosed as Attachment #3 is a Department prepared chronology of more
significant events that have occurred since 1973 concerning this plant and
its interface with the Department., This chronology shows the cooperative
and conciliatory manner of the Department over a significant period of time
as progress was sought to bring the particle dryers into compliance.

Down River Forest Products, by letter dated March 13, 1982 (May 13, 1982
intended) elaborated upon the decision-making process of their intended
plant closure. The letter is attachment #3 of this staff report. There is
no clear indication of the manner in which they propose shutdown, only that
the manufacture of particle board will cease by January 1, 1983. Pollution
control equipment was to have been installed on the dryers by January 1,
1983,

Down River Forest Products' Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP 15-0027)
is in the process of being renewed. It is the Deparment's intent at this
time to accept shutdown in lieu of control and through permit language
terminate the particle board drying and manufacturing process permit
effective upon permanent shutdown or curtailment, or by no later than
January 1, 1983. Down River Forest Products could, at their option,
continue to operate portions of the plant that are in compliance, such as
the laminating line.

There is an indication that Down River Forest Products wants to sell this
plant as a going entity. A buyer for the facility after January 1, 1983
could not restart the plant until pollution control equipment was installed
and compliance demonstrated either upon start-up or by June 30, 1983,
whichever date is later. There are other possibilities, however, that the
facility could be purchased for external emission off'sets,

There are restrictions concerning the banking and use of emission offsets
that require Down River Forest Products to make decisions within a year of
closing for a contemporaneous external offset (sale to another source) or
restart of the plant. Otherwise, the emission reductions go to the State
for the Department's use in attaining and maintaining standards ~- OAR
340-20-265(4),
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Summary

1.

60

Particle board plants in the Medford-Ashland AQMA are to have their
wood particle dryers controlled to an emission standard of 0.4#/1000
sq.ft. of 3/4" equivalent particle board produced by January 1, 1983
and demonstrate achieving that standard by June 30, 1983 (OAR
340-30-045).,

Timber Products is committed to that schedule and proceeding to meet
the emission standard and deadline through purchase agreement and
commitment of funds to RADAR Western, Inc,

Down River Forest Products announced April 29, 1982 that they would
cease operations at their White City plant prior to January 1, 1983
rather than commit to meeting the standards.

Timber Products and Down River Forest Products have submitted reports

“to the Department (copies Attachments #1 and #1).

The Department, following the receipt of more detailed information
from Down River Forest Products, intends to reissue ACDP #15-0027 and
terminate emission authorization for non~complying sources at the
White City facility effective upon either permanent shutdown or
curtailment, or by January 1, 1983, whichever date 1s first.

Offsets and banking will be treated pursuant to the provisions of
CAR 340-20-26%

Director's Recommendations

This staff report has been prepared as an informational item. No
Commission action is required.

G2e??

William H. Young

Attachments 1) Timber Products May 11, 1982 Status Report

2) Press Release by Down River Forest Products
3) Chronology of Significant Events Concerning
Down River Forest Products
k) Down River Forest Products March 13, 1983 Status Report

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA2136 (1)
(503) 229-6414
May 19, 1982



ATTACHMENT #1

POST OFFICE BOX 269

TihEER PREODISETS 56, SPRINGFIELD, OREGON 97477

Exeeutive Office PHONE 503/747.3321
T0: William Young, Director DATE: May 11, 1982
Department of Environmental ﬂua11ty
FROM: J. H. Gonyea, Manager 275 . e
Timber Products Co. 7 7
RE: Status Report - Contrel of Particulate Emmissions

-——

Particlehoard Plant
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The following has been accomplished:

1.

Tests of Emissien Control Equipment

Timber Products Co. conducted tests on two types of emission control
equipment ~ an electro-static precipitator and a wet ionizing scrubber.
The cost of these tests was $20,000 each plus freight, transportation
anrd per diem Tor two tecaicians yrom eacn company.  The total cost

- for these tests was in excess of $50,000.

Employed David Junge, Director, Energy Reqedrch & Development as a
Lonsu1tant

His study indicated that the sanderdust, used as fuel, contained sodium
chloride (salt) which was the primery source of particulate poilution.
The company changed to a sali-free resin in the manufacture of particle-
board. Before and atter emission tests on the boiler indicated a reduc-
tion of €4% in particulate emissions. It must be assumed that a similar
reduction in particulale emissions resulted at the particTeboard piant
since sanderdust is the fuel vused in the dryers. Salt-free resins are
more expensive, increasing the (nmnany s production costs by $18,000 per
month, or $216,000 per year.

Notice of Intent to Construct

This was §ubmitted on July 29, 1981, meating the July 31, 1981, date
specified in our permit. '

Acceptance of Rader Western, Inc. Proposal

This was signed on MNovember 23, 1981, well ahead of the January 1, 1982,
date set for the issuance of purchase orders. The acceptance of proposal
is considered to be a binding contract, and in the view of our counsel
(Cass, Scott, VWoods & Smith) constitutes a purchase order.



William Young, Divector Page Two of Two
Department of Environmental Quality '
May 11, 1982

5, On-Site Construction

Rader Western, Inc. is currently completing the engineering

required for site preparation. The first stage of on-site

construction is scheduled to take place during the summer vacation.
shut-down at Timber Products Co. {June 27 - July 10). Foundations
and all other site preparations will be completed well before the
anticipated mid-September delivery of new equipment.

6. Fipancing - Pollution Contrel Bonds

A.  The law firm of Rankin, McMurry, VavRosky & Doherty has been
retained as bond counsel. It is their opinion that this pro-
Jject is qualified for financing through the issuance of tax
exempt bonds,

B. Jackson County Commissioners signed a resolution and meme of
agreement on MNovember 13, 1981, authorizing the sale of tax
exempt bonds,

-C. The U. S. National Bank of Oregon is processing the placing of
the bonds at a price and on terms acceptable to us.
JHG/ bw
cC: F. A, Skirvin
Gary Grimes
Alex Austin

Henry Rust
Bitl Coffindaffer



ATTACHMENT #2

PRESS RELEASE

Down River Forest Products, Inc., announced today that it
was going to cease production at its particleboard mill, located
in White City, Oregon, just outside of Medford. Citing
expenditures necessary to meet pollution control requirements
in the Medford airshed, William B. Sparks, Jr., Company President,
stated that the economics of the situation did not warrant an
investment which would be in excess of $1,000,000 and could
run as high as $2,000,000. Reduced operations and the poor
economic climate, when éombined with an expenditure requirement
of this magnitude led to tﬂe company's decision, Sparks said.

The actiqn will ultimately affect 118 hourly and salaried
employees at the facility, which contributes an annual payroll
of approximately $2,500,000 to the valley.

. The Company plans to phase down production over tﬁe next
several months as its customer base develops alternative
sources of supply. The Company manufactures a full line of
particleboard products but has specialized in the production of
thin board under %" used as a face for flush doors as well as
panels for sliding metal door frames.

The plant was designed and built by Forrest Industries on a
25 acre site north of Medford in 1964, to produce a variety
of particleboard products. It was purchased in 1968 by the

Permaneer Corporation, which operated the facility until it went



out of business in 1977. Down River Forest Products, Inc.,
purchased the plant and reopened it later that year, re-establishing
the employment base that had existed. Since that time, it has
added the capability to laminate the board with a vinyl or paper
ovarlay.

Headquartered in Sacrgmento, California, Down River has
6 other manufacturing plants and manufactures wood components
for doors, windows, and other millwork products. It also manufactures
corregated honey-comb products, used as the interior structure for
hollow-core flush doors and as a transit protection void filler
in rail cars.

Sparks, who came to Medford to make this announcement,
sald he was very disappo;nted that production could not be continued,
but stated his sincere appreciation to the company's many employees,
both past and present, for their efforts over the five years that

it has operated the plant.



ATTACHMENT #3

July Y74 (to)
e, Y74

hpr. 75
June 75

Sap. 78

June 76

Nov, * ‘fﬁ

Dac. '74

Dec. 76
Jan. Y77

Fab, '77
Apr. 77

apr. 77

May 77

Mar. 78

Audie V79

Pilant Shutdown

Variance Request
Plant Shutdown Indefinitely

Varlanoe Granted by BEOC.

Parmanesr ¥iles Bankruptey

wanaD indicaten interast in
Purmanesar — White City plant

Permit Applications by HARAD

Varilance Transfer Regqueshed
by NARAD

e Transfers Varlanos to
HARAD

MARAD Purchases Plant
Proposed Permil

ryiance Transfarred Frown
MARAD o Down River

Fermit Tssued

EQC Adopts Specific Medfeord
Particleboard Dyryer Rule

Parelt wmodlfled/renewed with
new rule, new PEEL

DOV RIVER AODP 15-00237 118 Faployees
Chronology : 165=170 Man.
DATE ACTION COMMENT

Gep. ‘73 Source Test on Peimanaax Several sources out of
compllianne with state
zules.

Doe. 73 Parmit Issued by DEQ With vosplinnoe schedules,

Apr., 74 Permit Addendum Compliance schedule

gxtendad to Sap. 74,

By Parmaneer.

Schedules oxtendsd, soms
souroes by Bap. Y6 -
other latgr -~ particle
deyer conbrale last, by
May, °81,

{HARAD iz oavent company
of Down River.)

similer compliance
sobadules.

(0,35 1h/1000 £52 by
Jan, Y8L, )

(PEEL of 70 ton/ye alfter
Jan. *8L.)



DATE - ACTION - COMMERTT

Ooct. 79 Pllot test of particle dryer
controls,

July ‘80 Another pllot test scheduled
but cancalled.

July '80 Variznce request by DR

Nov. *80 Supplementary Information
provided by DR

Nac. 'R0 EOC grants variance to DR {Until Jups "81 while
{also Pimber Producis) standaxd change is

conaidered.)

Fab, 81 Public Hearing in Medford on
rule change. ‘

Apr. *'8] ' BOC changes rule and schednle {(To (.40 Yh/1000 ftz by

June '83,)

July '8l DR mimses dua date for
submittal of planz

Aug. '8l DR, promises plans by Hov. ‘81

_ Nov. '8l DR meets with Grimesy no planz

vet ’

Jan. 82 DR misses due date for purchase
order iseuance

Feb. '8#2 DEQ imsues Notlce of Violation-

- fab. 182 ' DR submits plans

Mar. 82 " DR submits supplemsntary report

Mar. 'B2 DR meats with DEQ ({WiY, PMb, Stetus report to be
FAS, GLG) prepared for June '82

. BC.
Apr, '82 28th -~ Sparkes neceta w/ WHY

29¢hk ~— Sparkez makes announcamant.

MLHK : k
4/29/82
MR877 (2}

Y
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ATTACHMENT 4

P.0. BOX 152080-C « SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95851-1200

March 13, 1982

Mr, William H, Young

Department of Environmental Quality
522 3.W, Fifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

RE: Down River Forest Products, Inc., White City, Oregon
Your File No. 15-0027

Gentlemen:

This is to bring you up-to-date om the status of our operation
gsituated in the Industrial Park in White City, Jacksen County, Oregon.
This information confirms our discussion in Medford on April 29, 1982,

On April 30, 1982, after meeting with the employees of the company,
I announced publicly that our particleboard mill, located in White City,
would be phasing out of production. This operation would be reduced on
a graduzal basis, in order to glve ocur customers an opportunity to find
new sources of supply. The company manufactures a full line of particle-
board products, but has specialized in the production of thin board,
under 1/4", used as a face for flush doors, as well as panels for sliding
metal door frames.

The decision to phase out the production of particleboard at the
Down River Forest Products mill irn White City was not an easy one. It was
only after considerable circumspectien and thorough research that we con-
cluded that such action must be taken. As detailed below, an expenditure
in excess of $1 million was required to bring the plant in compliance with
the conditions contained in our Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 15-0027
Item No. 3 as scheduled in Item No. 11. As a result, our Board of Directors
concluded that the economics of the situation did not warrant such an invesgt-
ment. This was the case as a result of matching this investment requirement
against the general market for our product and the current and anticipated
gconomic environment as well as other investment requirements and several
other miscellaneous factors. w“”“

\\
Gtate of Qregon
\\ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

\;\\\ e EDELYE [

738 NORTH MARKET BOULEVARD = SACRAMENTO mumaa&xﬂih}owe (916 920-0200 MAY 14 1987
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In the event that some history on our past actions relative to the
pollution control of our dryers will be necessary for the Commission, I
have outlined below the events over the past several years.

As the Commission has previously been advised, we have been engaged
for approximately three years in extensive research and investigation in
determining the various means available to bring the particulate emission
from our plant, and particularly those from the dryers, intc conformity
with the requirements of the Commission.

When the rule was first established relative to particulate emlssions
from wood particle dryers, it was acknowledged by all persons concerned that
it was 'technologically forcing' which, in short, meant that there was no
known equipment readily available upon the market which could accomplish
the removal of particulates to the degree required by the rule.

Down River Forest Products undertook a pilot program of constructing
a filter system and, at a total cost of $30,000, tested it with another firm
in the Medford area, Timber Products Company. It was concluded that the -
filter system was not capable of controlling the particulate to the degree
required upon a long-term and sustained basis.

Thereafter, and upon our petition, as well as other wmanufacturers, the
Commission agreed to revige the rule to its present standard, which is that
the particulate emissions from all wood particle dryers shall not exceed
either:

(a) 0.40 1bs. per 1,000 square feet of board produced on a 3/4"
basis as an annual average.

(b)Y An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for
a period aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one
hour.

We went back to the drawing board and thoroughly investigated all known
commercial filter systems which might have a practical application to its
facilities. Tt was clear at that point that only if our wood particle dryers
were completely replaced and rebuilt would it be possible to install filters
which could effectively control the particulate emissions to the degree
required by the rule,

Down River thoroughly investigated the various filters manufactured by
others, including monitoring the experience of the operators of other mills
where these various filters were installed. It was concluded that none of
these systems were sufficlently reliable to justify their installation,
particularly in view of the fact that the cost would be in excess of
$1 million, when taking into account the rebuilding of the existing wood
particle dryers. Under the circumstances, we continued to investigate other
means of controlling particulate emissions. Ultimately, after an expenditure
of approximately $10,000.00 in engineering studies and approximately $5,000.00
in legal fees, a process was devised which we believed would be successful



and which was uaique. There presently is an application for patent pending
upon this process. Tt is, of course, unproven and not without some risk.
The expense of development and installation would approach $2 million.

As stated above, the Board of Directors concluded that the economics
of the situation did not warrant gsuch an investment. As such, it was
decided to phase out the operation. We have obviously been working with you
and your staff along the way., While we have not been able to comply with
the conditions contained in our Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No., 15-0027,
Item Nos. 3 and 11, on or about March 30, 1982, we did file a contrcl strategy
and it was planned, at that poiant in time, that purchase orders would be
issued on or about May 1, 1982, with the other aspects of Condition No. 11 to
follow., It was shortly after this polnt that the decision to cease production
was made.

At the present time, it is contemplated that the particleboard operation
will be phased out completely within the coming six months. In no event would
we anticipate production extending beyond the January 1, 1983, deadline for
installation of the pollution control equipment required by Permit No, 15-0027,
In fact, it could be sooner than that, depending upon several factors, not
the least of which is how long it will take our existing customers to find
alternative sources of supply. We do not plan to abandon those customers,
as that would, we believe, be irresponsible and would create even more wide~
spread unemployment and hardship than will flow from this immediate decision
which we have made. This phase-down will give an opportunity for the employees
of Down River Forest Products, over a period of time, to find employment else-
where and, to whatever extent possible, be absorbed into the labor force.

We would intend to make every effort te sell the plant as a going entity
enabling the plant to continue contributing to the economic base and employ-
ment of labor in the Medford area., Therefore, once we have ceased production,
it is essential that the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit attributable to this
plant be maintained and available for any prospective purchaser. We under-
stand that this 1s peossible for at least a period of one year after production
has ceased under the provisions of OAR 340-20-265.

We have worked with your staff on an ongoing basis in regard to this
matter and will keep you informed of cur future plans as they progress. We
appreciate your continued cocperation and assistance.

Sincerely,4ffl
= 7
3-::9"/- /
//}_4’/"' 25 -
/ William B.
WBS:mah President /

cec: Mr, Gary Grimes,
Southwest Region
Dept. of Environmental Quality
Mr. H. Dewey Wilson



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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATivEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. L , June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Informational Report: - Rock Mesa Mining Claims in the

Three Sisters Wilderness

Background

This informational report is submitted as a result of a letter dated

April 10, 1982, (Attached as Exhibit A) to the Commission concerning
possible mining on Rock Mesa in the Three Sisters Wilderness., The letter
was submitted by a group of Central Oregonians and the City of Bend who are
concerned about the impacts of mining in a pristine wilderness. They
requested that the EQC again become familiar with the issue.

In 1961 mining claims were filed on 1100 acres of volecanic flow called Rock
Mesa in the Three Sisters Wilderness. The claims involve the mining of
block pumice, The wilderness is about 25 miles west of Bend, Oregon, The
claims were later acquired by U.S3. Pumice Company, which filed an
application for a patent in September 1976. In 1977 the U.S. Department of
Agriculture contested the patent application and was later joined by the
Wilderness Society and other environmental groups as intervenors. On
September 29, 1981, U.S, Department of Interior, Administrative Law

Judge Swietzer ruled that 670 acres of mining claims were valid. This
ruling has been appealed by the intervenors to the Department of Interior's
Board of Land Appeal. The U.S. Forest Service chose not to appeal.

In order to patent a claim, the applicant must establish that a valuable
mineral deposit exists and that a prudent person would be justified in
spending time and money with a reascnable prospect of deriving a profit.
The intervenors believe the Administrative Law Judge erred in cconcluding
that the claims could be profitably mined. The intervenors' argument is
based, in part, on the insufficient evidence presented by the applicant on
the cost of complying with environmental regulations in wilderness areas.
They believe the costs of compliance would preclude anyone from mining the
claims profitably.
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In 1972 the Environmental Quality Commission adopted very strict
environmental regulations for wilderness areas (Chapter 340, Division 13,
attached as Exhibit B). The purpose of the rules is to maintain the
wilderness areas in essentially a pristine state and as free from air,
water and noise pollution as is practicably possible. In fact, these rules
were adopted in response to the possibilities of mining at Rock Mesa. The
rules do not carry provisions for granting a variance although Oregon State
Statutes governing noise and air pollution allow the Commission to grant
variances,

In making his decision, the Judge concluded that the applicant might be
able to obtain a variance from the Department's wllderness regulations.
The intervenors felt the Judge was unwarranted in making this assumption.

Discussion

If the Interior's Board of Land Appeals affirms the Administrative Law
Judge's ruling, and presuming there are no more appeals, the issue still
has several hurdles to clear. Title to the land would be transferred to
U.S. Pumice but there would probably be no obligation for them to begin
mining. The land would remain in the Three Sisters Wilderness. Any
activity on this land would require the U.S. Forest Service to prepare an
environmental assessment in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. Presumably, the assessment would deal with only the
company's access to the patented claims.

In addition to the environmental assessment by the U.S, Forest Service, if
the company were to mine or otherwise develop the patented claims, they
would have to obtain approval from the local land use jurisdictions,
Depending upon what the company wanted to deo, they would probably need to
cbtain a zone change or at least a conditional use permit. Also, before
mining could occur, the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries would
probably have to issue a permit.

If the company could not construct its facilities and operate them in
accordance with the Department's very strict regulations for wilderness
areas, they are required to apply for and obtain a permit as provided for
in Division 13. The application may be considered by the EQC at a public
hearing. While the permit could loosen environmental standards, the
requirements would still be fairly stringent. It is very likely opponents
to the mining would oppose the issuance of a permit.

Besides affirming the Judge's ruling, the Board of Land Appeals could
reverse it or remand it to the Judge for further investigation. Unless it
was appealed, a reversal would cancel the company's c¢laim., However, if it
was remanded, it is likely that the costs of meeting the environmental
regulations would be explored by the Judge.

At this point, Division 13 would come under scrutiny. Division 13 contains
a Statement of Policy, Emission Permit Requirements and Environmental
Standards for wilderness areas, A Department permit could allow air
contaminant emissions up to ten percent opacity and maximum noise levels up
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to 75 dB. The Department must consider the Statement of Policy when
approving or disapproving a permit.

It is possible that the Judge may ask the company to secure all applicable
permits before he decides on the costs of compliance with state and local
laws, This may be the best method to determine the costs of compliance
with Division 13. The Department probably will not be able to specify
which regulations of Division 13 apply to the proposed activity until the
company goes through the permit process. The Department believes that
Division 13 may ultimately decide if mining can be accomplished in an
economically feasible manner. Thus Divisicn 13 could decide the legitimacy
of the claims.

Finally, the Department believes that it may be in the State of Oregon's
interest to become involved in this matter before the patents are secured.
Unless the Commission directs otherwise, the Department intends to discuss
the matter with the Governor's office to determine if and how the State of
Oregon should involve itself. We will recommend that the State intervene
as a "friend of the agency," if possible, to suggest that U.S. Pumice be
required to obtain all necessary state and local permits, eto. before
determining whether a patent should issue.

Director's Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Commission concur with the course of action to
be pursued by the Department as outlined above.

William H., Young

Exhibit A
Exhibit B

Richard J. Nichols:o
388-6146

May 19, 1982

Go9T2



EXHIBIT A

April 10, 1982

Joe Richards, Chairman

Environmental Quality Commission

522 S. W. Fifth Avenue -
Portiand, Oregon 97207 B

Dear Chaivman Richards:

In 1971 and 1977, the question of whether pumice mining should occur
in the Rock Mesa 0rL1on of the Three Sisters Wilderness Area was
befare the Commission.

In 1971, the Commission declared that, “ . the policy and purpose
of the Department of Environmental Quality is to maintain the environ-
ment of wilderness areas essentially in a pristine state and as free
from air, water, and noise pollution as is practically possible and to
permit 1ts alteration oniy in a matter compatible with recreational
use and the enjoyment of the scenic beauty and spliendor of these lands
by the citizens of Oregon and of the United States.

In 1977, the Commission was asked to join in the Rock Mesa appeal. It
declined because the position of the Commission was determined to be
what was later articulated in a ietter to 0.5.P.R.1.G. by the Dirsctor
that, " . . . the integrity of the wilderness rule can better be main-
tained in a state admipistrative or court proceeding in which this
agency has full charge of the case. "

In both instances, the Commission's position was consistent with the
position universally taken in Central Orecgon, that Rock Mesa should
be Teft in its natural state.

During the eariy 1970's, individuals and groups with economic and
environmental interests banded together to protect this vital natural
resource.  The very viability of the tourism and recreation sector of
the Central Oregon economy was at stake and strong lobbying on the
part of the Bend Chamber of Commerce was crucial in bringing attention
to the issue.

Today, the facts in the case remain the same. The same coalition exists
and holds consistently to the position that Rock Mesa remain unmined.

The City of Bend joins with us, & loose coalition of very concerned
Central Oregon citizens, in requesting that the Environmental Quality
Commission again become familiar with the issue, The issue couid

again be before the Commission next fiscal year. The interests of

the people of Oregon would best be served by a Commission with advanced
information on a concern of such far-reaching economic and environ-
mental consequences.

f:Qc

-“’F’%@A

State of Qregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIY

fE@F‘\}’HﬁE

APR 1

I}L/

i

i

Aot ML THE DIRECTOIR
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Joe Richards

Thank you for your ongoing diligent work and service on behalf of the
cttizens of Oregon. Please let us know when we may be of any assistance.

Sincerely,

Biil Ellis, chairperson
61011 Chuckanut Drive
Bend , Oregon 97702

Patricia Porter, vice~chairperson
Julie Bourquin :
Roger Cantwell

Bruce Devlin

Don Gallagher

Dr. Jim Mahoney

Norm Schultz

George Spencer

Caryn Talbot

Rep. Tom Throop



EXHIBIT B

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 13 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIVISION 13

WILDERNESS, RECREATIONAL,
AND SCENIC AREA RULES

Environmental Standards for
Wilderness Areas

Statement of Policy

340-13-005 Wilderness areas represent a natural resource
of vnique imporiance. Congress has protected such areas by
enacting the Wilderness Act, P.L. 88-577, 16 U.5.C. Sec. 1131,
et seq. Those wilderness areas located within the peographical
limits of the state are a major part of the cultural heritage of
the citizens of Oregon and are a key element in developing and
maintaining tourism and recreation as a viable industry. Thus,
the environment of wilderness areas is deseérving of the highest
level of protection and safeguarding by the state in order to
preserve Oregon’s unique primitive and natural land areas. The
Wilderness Act allows certain activities in wilderness areas.
Most of these have minimal present impact on the environ-
ment. However, mining and some other activities allowed by
the Wilderness Act pose a serious threat of a substantial harm
to the unigue environment of wilderness areas.

Therefore, it is declared to be the policy and purpose of
the Department of Environmental Quality to maintain the
environment of wilderness areas essentially in a pristine state
and as free from air, water, and noise pollution as is practically
possible and to permit its alteration only in a manner compati-
ble with recreational use and the enjoyment of the scenic
beauty and splendor of these lands by the citizens of Oregon
and of the United States.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

Hist: DEQ 35, . 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72

Definitions

340-13-010 As used in these rules, unless otherwise
required by context:

(1) “Commission’’ means the Environmental Quality
Commission.

(2) “‘Pepartment’” means the Department of Environmen-
tal Quality,

(3) "'Opacity’” means the degree to which emissions
reduce the transmission of light or obscure the view of an
object in the background.

(4) ‘‘Wilderness Area’” means an area designated as
wilderness by the Congress of the United States pursuant to
Public Law 88577, 16 UU.S.C., Sec. 1131, et seq.

(5) ““Person” means the federal government, any state,
individual, public or private corporation, political subdivision,
govemmental agency, municipality, industry, co—partnersmp,
association, firm, trust, estate, or any other legal entity
whatsoever,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

I‘I‘E.ti DEQ 35f1. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1.72

Emission Permit Requirements

340-13-015 After the effective date of these rules:

(1) No person shall commence or initiate any activity other
than emergency or recreational in a wilderness area which
causes the emission of air contaminants, water pollutants or
noise in excess of the standards set forth in rule 340-13-020
section (1) of these rules without first applying for and
receiving a permit from the Department.

(2) The permit shall be in addition to and not in lieu of
other permit requirements of federal, state or local govern-

% ments.

1-Div. 13

(3) Application for the permit shall be made on forms
supplied by the Department. The application shall be made no
less than 90 days prior to the proposed date of commencing the
activity.

(4) An application for a permit may be considered at a
public hearing before the Commission or its authorized
representative, At least 20 days® notice of the hearing shalil be
provided to the applicant and to any other interested person
who has requested notice.

(5) The Commission shall consider the testimony, data and
views preserited at the public hearing and either approve or
disapprove a permit for the proposed activity according to its
evaluation of whether the air, water and noise emissions from
the activity are consistent with the policy and environmental
standards as set forth in rules 340-13-005 and 340-13-020.

(6) Any permit issued for an activity within a wilderness
shall be properly conditioned to achieve the policy objectives
and environmental standards of rules 340-13-005 and 340-13-
020 and may be modified by the Department after a hearing
before the Commission or its authorized representative.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

Hist: DEQ 35, £. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72

Environmental Standards

348-13.020 (1) Except as provided in section (2} of this
rule, no person engaged in an activity other than emergency or
recreational within a wildermess area shall:

(a) Cause, suffer, allow, or permit any emission of air
contaminants greater than 5 percent opacity.

(b) Discharge any waste into waters or conduct any
activity which causes or is likely to cause:

(A) Any measurable increase in color, turbidity, tempera-
ture, or bacterial contamination;

{B) Any measurable decrease in dissolved oxygen;

{C) Any change in hydrogen ion concentration (pH): or

(D) Any toxic effect on natural biota.

{c) Cause, suifer, allow or permit the emission of noise
from any source or sources which noise causes the maximum
ambient sound pressure level to exceed 50 dbA at any point at -
least 50 feet from any source.

(2) Subject to the permit requirements in mmle 340-13-015,
the Department may permit the emission of air contaminants
greater than 5 percent opacity, but not to exceed 10 percent
opacity and noise from any source or sources causing the
maximum ambient sound pressure level to exceed 50 dbA at
any point at least 50 feet from any source, but not to exceed 75

" dbA at such distance.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.
Hist: DEQ 35,f.2-15-72,ef. 3- 172

‘Penalties

. 340-13-025 In addition to and not in lieu of any other
judicial redress, a person violating these rules shall be subject
to criminal prosecution as provided by Oregon Law.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.

Hist: DEQ 35, f. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72

National Emergency
340-13-030 The Governor of Oregon may suspend these
rules for the duration of any national emergency.

Stat. Anth.: ORS Ch.
Hist: DEQ 35, f. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72

New Wilderness Areas

340-13-035 These rules shail not apply to any wilderness
area established after January 1, 1972, by the United States
until a public hearing on the possible application of these or

(10-1-79)
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other rules thereto shall have first been held by the Commis- © Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch,
sion. Hist: DEQ 35, 1. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72
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other rules thereto shall have first been held by the Commis- Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch.
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'Tﬁnless the Commission directs otherwise, the ent
will use DiVision 13 to guide its actlons in ock Mesa
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"Finally, the Department believes that it may be in the

State of Oregon's interest to become involved in this matter
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otherwise the Department intends to discuss the matter with
the Governor's office to determine if and how the State of
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PROPOSAL #1

Robert L. Haskins
Assistant Attorney General

May 25, 1982
"EQC Agenda Item No. L
"June 11, 1982
"Page 3

ok kR %

"[Unless the Commission directs otherwise, the Department
will use Division 13 to guide its actions in the Rock Mesa
matter. The Statement of Policy of Division 13 clearly
directs the Department in addressing wilderness activities.
The Department would not be inclined to grant a permit if
the proposed activity would exceed the standards of
OAR 340-13-020 or would compromise the policy statement of
Divigion 13.]

"[Finally, the Department believes that it may be in the
State of Oregon's interest to become involved in this matter
before the patents are secured. The Department intends to
discuss the matter with the Governor's office to determine
if and how the State of Oregon should involve itself. If
the issue is remanded to the Administrative Law Judge, the
Department plans to voluntarily report to the Administrative
Law Judge on Division 13 and its impact on mining. If the
appeal is denied, the Department will analyze the matter and
return to the Commission with the recommendation on how to
proceed. ]

"In 1977, in response to a request by OSPIRG you considered
whether or not the State should intervene 1n the pending
federal administrative proceeding. In making that decision
you followed the advice of legal counsel. As T stated in my
December 19, 1977 letter to OSPIRG, on your behalf:

"[The EQCl has concluded that the integrity of its

wilderness rule can be better maintained 1n a state
administrative or court proceeding in which this
agency has full charge of its side of the case, than
in a federal administrative proceeding in which a
federal agency l1ls the party in charge. 1Lf the state
is not a party to the federal administrative proceed-
ing, it would not be bound by the decision reached in
that case. It would thus be free to assert its pogition
in a case of its own choosing, notwithstanding the
outcome of the federal proceeding.,  The Commission
views its abstention from the federal proceeding as
being, in the total perspective, the best way to
support its wilderness rule."
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"Director's Recommendation:

"[It is recommended that the Commission concur with the
course of action to be pursued by the Department as outlined
above. ]

that we continue to monitor the federal proceeding and delay
action until we recelve an application.

"William H. Young

"Exhibit A
"Exhibit B

"Richard J. Nichols:o
"388-6146

"May 19, 1982

"Goo972"



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

DEQ-48

Environmenial Quality Commissiorn

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Gravel-less Disposal Trench
Alternative On-Site Systems Rules, OAR 340-71-355
and OAR 340-73=-060(23(F)

Backeround and Problem Statement

ORS 454,625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt rules
for on-site sewage disposal.

Department staff received a request from Mr. John R. Barnes, R.S.,
Consulting Sanitarian, Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc. (ADS), requesting
the Oregon Administrative Rules governing On-Site Sewage Disposal be
amended to allow the use of large diameter filter fabric wrapped
polyethylene pipe (SB2) as an alternative to a standard gravel-filled
trench (Attachment "A"). The Deparitment was supplied with several
documents, including a detailed report entitled "Evaluation of SB2
Wastewater Disposal Systems in Montgomery County, Texas," authored by

B. L. Carlile (visiting Soil Specialist, Texas A & M University) and D.
J. Osborne (Soil Scientist, North Carolina State University).
Discussions between staff and ADS representatives occurred, resulting in
ADS suggesting proposed rule language to amend the Oregon Administrative
Rules (Attachment "B"). Staff reviewed the proposed language, made some
revisions, and incorporated the revised language into the staff' report
{Agenda Item D) taken to the Commission on January 22, 1982.

Staff has looked at the question of whether a need exists for this type
of alternative aystem. A need would exist if drainfield-quality gravel
was not reasonably available. Some geographic areas of the state (such
as portions of Eastern Oregon) do not have gravel sources locally
available. The costs of transporting upwards of twenty-five or more
cubic yards of gravel over any great distance can cause the gravel to be
economically unfeasible. The same is true of potential sites that have
no reoad access. In staff's opinion, the need for a gravel-less
alternative system exists.
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At the January 22, 1982 meeting, the Commission authorized public
hearings to be held on many proposed rule amendments, including the
gravel-less disposal trench alternative system. Notice of publie
hearing was provided by publication of notice in the Secretary of
State's Bulletin, and mailing to: Publie Affairs statewide "Media®
list; the On-Site mailing list; all DEQ Regional, Branch, and Agreement
County offices; and the On-3ite Sewage Consultants list. Four publiec
hearings were held at various locations around the state (Portland,
Bend, Newport, and Medford).

At the March 5, 1982 meeting, the commission was provided a staff
report, Agenda Item N, requesting adoption of the proposed amendments.
Mr. Douglas Marshall, Senior Sanitarian with Tillamook County, expressed
his concerns to the Commission that the proposed gravel-less disposal
trench system rules contained language favoring one pipe manufacturer to
the exclusion of another, and that because the concept was new to this
state, installiation should be limited.

The Commission adopted the proposed rule amendment package except for
the proposed gravel—-less disposal trench alternative system language
(OAR 340-71-355) and the pipe specification (OAR 340-73-060(2)(f)). The
Commission deferred these two proposed amendments to their meeting on
April 16, 1982. On that date, at the request of Advanced Drainage
Systems, Inc., the Commission set over consideration of these amendments
te the June 11, 1982 meeting, and directed staff to receive and consider
additional written testimony.

The Department received two letters addressing this subject. Under the
signature of Dennis Osborne, a letter from Carlile and Osborne restated
their findings and conclusions in their report, and added their comments
in support of gravel-less trench installations into sandy clay loam,
loam, and clay lcam soil textures, and well structured clay soils
(Attachment "F")}. Mr. Cal Sennett, representing Advanced Drainage
Systems, Inc., also provided a letter (dated May 10, 1982) stating that
since they have had an opportunity to talk with their technical
consultants, they now fully support the Director's recommendation
{Attachment "G"),

The "Statement of Need", "Statutory Authority", "Documents Relied Upon",
and "Statement of Fiscal Impact" are addressed within Attachment "C",

Al natives and Evaluatio

Staff have reexamined the proposed pipe specification (QOAR
340-73-060(2)(f)), and made some revisions, Language identifying

a specific filter fabric¢ wrap was replaced with general language
requiring the pipe be encased in a factory-installed filter fabric wrap
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acceptable to the Department. This would allow the Department to
exercise reasonable judgment in determining whether the filter fabric
will perform its purpose. Alsc, language similar to that found in other
pipe specifications was added, requiring that the pipe manufacturers
provide assurance they will conf'orm to the pipe standard. These changes
have been incorporated into Alternatives 1 and 2 following.

A detailed review of gravel-less trench literature, particularly the
Carlile-Osborne report, was also done. Based upon that review, staff
developed an alternative (Alternative 2, as specified in Attachment "EW)
to the siting proposal presented to the Commission on March 5, 1982.

The original siting proposal deferred at that meeting is presented again
as Alternative 1, as specified in Attachment "D". It appears the
Commission has three possible alternatives:

1. Adopt the proposed gravel-less disposal trench rule, including the
pipe materials standard, as specified in Attachment "DWw,

2. Adopt the proposed gravel-less disgpesal irench rule, including the
pipe materials standard, as specified in Attachment "EY,

3. Do not adopt rules that allow the use of the gravel-less disposal
trench.

Alternative 1, as specified in Attachment "D", would allow installation
of this proposed alternative system at any site where a standard system
could be installed. Soil textures could range from sand to c¢lay, and
the system size would be limited only as would be required for systems
with projected daily flows greater than 2,500 gallons. It is staff's
opinion that Alternative 1 may be too broad. The primary study sites
examined by Carlile and Osborne dealt almost entirely with systems
serving single-family dwellings, therefore use of this system for larger
flows may not be appropriate. In the primary study they examined 50
syatems, including 10 using conventional construction. Staff found 21
systems in this study used the gravel-less trench concept only, not
ineluding repaired systems, add-on systems, or mounds. Almost without
exception these systems were placed into soil textures of sandy loam,
loamy sand, and sand. Most of these systems were functioning properly
without failure. The few (5) failing systems were attributed to either
a high groundwater condition or improper installation (pipe placed
perpendicular to land contours) or both. The fabric-wrapped pipe was
not found to be a factor, The Carlile-Osborne study does not appear to
contain sufficient information to expand application of this concept in
fine textured soils, or flows from other than dwellings.
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Alternative 2, as specified in Attachment "E", would limit the use of
gravel-less disposal trench systems to single family dwellings, and
installation only at sites that fully qualify for standard system
installation, with =o0il textures of sandy loam, loamy sand, and sand.
The Carlile-Osborne study is sufficiently complete to justify imple-
mentation of their findings within this state. They looked at whether
the large diameter fabric-wrapped pipe would function differently than a
conventional system. They found no difference at the sites they
examined. Staff would expect a gravel-less disposal trench system to
function identically to a standard system using gravel-filled trenches,
installed the coarser scil textures, and recommends the Commission adopt
this alternative,

Adoption of Alternative 3 would eliminate the gravel-less disposal
trench option entirely. This is not suppoerted because of the discussion
above,

Summary

1. ORS 454,625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt
rules for on-site sewage disposal.

2. Staff received a request to amend the rules to allow installation
of gravel-less disposal trench systems.

3. On January 22, 1982, the Commission authorized public hearings to
be held on amendments to the rules, including proposed rules for
the gravel-less disposal trench alternative system.

b, After proper notice, four public hearings were held at various
locations around the state on February 2, 1982,

5. On March &, 1982, the Commission was presented with a staff report
recommending adoption of proposed amendments to the on-site sewage
disposal rules. The Commission deferred consideration of the
proposed gravel-less disposal trench rules to the April 16
neeting.

6. On April 16, 1982, the Commission set over consideration of this
report to June 11, 1982, and instructed staff to receive and
consider additional written testimony.

T Two letters were received, one from Carlile and Osborne, the other
from Mr. Sennett, representing Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc.
Advanced Drainage Systems, Ine. fully supports the Director's
recomnendation.



FQC Agenda Item No. M
June 11, 1982
Page §

Director's Rec tion
Based upon the Summation, it is recommended the Commission adopt the

proposed gravel-less disposal trench alternative on-site systems rules,
CAR 340-T1-355 and OAR 340-73-060(2)(f), as set forth in Attachment

ngpn .

William H. Young
Attachments: 7

A, Letter requesting rule amendment

E. Letter with proposed rule language
C. Statement of Need, Statutory Authority, Documents Relied Upon,
and Fiscal Impact
D. Proposed rule language for Alternative 1
E. Proposed rule language for Alternative 2
F. Letter from Carlile and Osborne
G. Letter from Cal Sennett, Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc.
S00:1
XL1645
229-6443

May 21, 1982
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ADVANCED DRAINAGE SYSTEMS, INC.

3300 RIVERSIDE DRIVE £. O, BOX 5807 COLUMBUS, OHIO 43221 (814} 457-3051 TELEX NO. 245-461

October 28, 1980

Mr. Mark P. Ronayne

Department of Environmental Quality

Alternative System Specialist

Subsurface and Alternative Sewage
Systems Section

Water Quality Division .

P.0. Box 17690

Portland, Cregon 97207

Dear Mr. Ronayne:

As per our telephone conversation of October 23, 1980, I
would like to provide you with the following information:

1. The SB2™ was designed as an alternative to
conventional gravel soil absorption systems.
We do not advocate its use in areas where
conventional systems are not allowed. The
SB2 can also be used to dispose of effluent
from aerobic treatment plants.

2. The 1l0-inch tubing used in the SB2Z is the
same tubing used for culverts, highway under-
drains, and storm sewers. In fact, our tubing
was recently approved by the F.A.A. for runway
underdrains. Also, in addition to approximately
30 state Department of Transportation approvals,
an ASTM specification covering our larger sizes
(10 inch through 15 inch) will be published in
the near future. Finally, I have enclosed a
copy of an SB2 test report from Wadsworth Testing
Laboratories for your use.

3. The Drain Guard protective wrap around the SB2 has
been successfully used in thousands of problem soil
conditions over the last eight or nine years. It is
a chemically-inert, spun bonded nylon fabric with a
pore size of approximately 100 microns. As you know,

BADs e
number 1 in the land.



the vast majority of the suspended solids
leaving the septic tank are smaller than 100
microns and, therefore, easily pass through
the Drain Guard into the soil. If the solids
build up faster than they can be broken down,
& bio-matt will form. Early indications are
that the bic-matt will form outside the Drain
Guard in the soil.

As you know, most conventional gravel leach

beds fail in stages. Because the first several
feet of each trench receive all of the effluent
that is channeied into that trench, the bio-matt

or slime layer forms in the beginning of the

trench first. OCnce this layer becomes relatively
impermeable, the effluent must move down to the
next portion of the trench and the slime layer
begins to build up again. For this reason, many
authorities are beginning to recognize the advan-
tages of equal effluent distribution throughout

the entire leachfield. Egqual distribution elimi-
nates the extremely heavy dosing in the first few
feet of each trench and allows the aerobic bacteria
throughout the entire leachfield to act on the sus-
pended solids. Because of the placement of the
drainholes, a level SB2 line must fill from one end
to the other before the effluent can spillover to
the soil interface. Since suspended solids in the
effluent tend to stay in suspension for several hours
it follows that equal effluent distribution will re-
sult in equal distribution of suspended solids.

Because of the placement of the drain holes in the
SB2, the 8B2 actually acts as an extension of the
septic tank. The SB2 allows for slow movement of
effluent (Because of large diameter), increased
retention time of effluent and promotes additional
settling of suspended solids prior to the effluent
reaching the soil interface. This results in a more
clarified effluent {suspended solids only)} reaching
the soil interface and the development of a thinner
and more permeable bico-matt,

Due to increased settling of suspended solids in the
SB2, nitrates reaching the water table should be re=-
duced since nitrates tend to be attached to suspended
solids.



10.

Installation procedures are the key to the
success of the SB2. In general, it can be
installed in any way that conventional systems
are currently installed -~ drop boxes, stepdown
system, etc. We are presently preparing a set
of comprehensive installation guidelines for the
SB2. We have enclosed a copy ©f the rough draft
for your use.

SB2 programs have been instituted in more than

25 states with meore to follow. To date, we have

not heard of any problems in any of these states.

We feel the level of success is directly attribut-
able to our insistance on approvals from the various
Health Departments and our strict control concerning
site conditions and soil permeability.

The SBZ comes prewrapped in Drain Guard Protective
Wrap and is encased in a black polyethylene bag
from the factory to prevent damage to the tubing.
It is currently sold in this form a $§2.10 per foot.

Several formal SB2 test programs have been initiated
in various parts of the country:

a. Dr. Roger Machmeier of the University of
Minnesota has installed a complex SB2
system near Anoka, Minnesota. This SB2
system includes Pumps and meters between
each 20 foot length of SB2. This system
has been monitored for more than two months
and preliminary indications are that the SB2
distributes effluent more effectively than we
are currently claiming. '

b. Another test installation has been made by
Noxrth Carolina State University. This system
employs a common tank and several different
types of leach bed designs installed in 200
minute per inch soil. This system will be
heavily dosed until failure of the wvarious
leach beds. This will provide invaluable
information concerning the effectiveness
of the SB2 when compared with other leach
bed designs in poor soil areas. This project
was begun under the guidance of Dr. Bob Carlile.

¢. Texas was the first state to formally accept
the SBZ2 for standard installation. For this
reason, our cldest systems are in Texas -- some
of which were installed in 1978. More than 1000
SB2 systems are now operating in Texas alone,.



With this in mind, ADS has chosen to £fund a
comprehensive review of 100 to 150 SB2 systems
in Montgomery County, Texas. This study is
being conducted by Manning Engineering of
Houston and Austin and by Dr. Bob Carlile

who is temporarily attached to Texas A & M
University. It includes all factors per-
taining to soil absorption system success - -
including percolation rates, soil analysis,
groundwater depth, etc.

We expect to have the results of these studies in the near
future and will forward them to you as they become available.

We hope the above information will help you in your review of
the SB2 concept. We would like to request a formal approval to
install the SB2 in the State of Oregon. We would be very happy
to discuss either this request or the SB2 design at any time should
you have any guestions.

Thank you for your interest in the SB2. We look forward to
hearing from you in the near future,

Sincerely,

ohn R. Barnes R.S.
Consulting Sanitarian
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ADVANCED DRAINAGE SYSTEMS, INC.

3300 RIVERSIDE DRIVE P. Q. BOX 21307  COLUMBUS, CHIQ 43221 {614) 457-3051 TELEX NQ. 245-461

December 9, 1981

Mr. Sherman 0. Olscon, Jr. R.S.
Subsurface-Sewage Systems Section
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Cregon 97207

Dear Mr. Olson:

Per our discussion, I have attached a covpy of our proposed
gravel-less subsurface disposal system regulations for vour
review. I hope that you will find this propeosed regulation to be
properly worded and structured. However, if any revisions are
required, I would be pleased to discuss them with you when we meet
in Chicago. :

We would like to take this opportunity to request that this
proposed regulation be adopted by the State of Oregon and be
included in Chapter 340--Division 71 of the Oregon Administrative
Rules.

We sincerely appreciate your cooperation concerning this
regquest.

Sincerely,
— i
et S

Timoth¥ AT.. Lang [
Product Manager ~

TJIL/dd
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program

340-71-355 Gravel-less Subsurface Disposal Systems.

(1) Gravel-less subsurface disgposal systems may be permitted
on any site meeting the requirements for installation of
standard subsurface systems, or other sites where this
methed of effluent distribution is desired. Gravel-less
subsurface disposal systems must be used in conjuntion
with septic tanks that meet the requirements of Section
340-71-355(4).

{2) Distribution lines for gravel-less subsurface disposal
systems shall conform to the regquirements in Appendix F,
Section II-A-6.

(3} Gravel-less subsurface disposal systems shall be designed
and sized on the information contained in Tables 4 and 5.

(4) (a) Gravel=-less leach bed disposal lines shall be constructed
in accordance with the standards listed in the following
table, unless otherwise allowed or required within a
specific rule of this division:

Maximum length of trench . . . . . . . . . . 125 feet
Minimum bottom width of trench . . . . . . . 18 inches
Minimum depth of trench, using: :
Equal or loop distribution . . . . . . . 18 inches
Serial distribution . . . . . . . . . . . 24 inches

Maximum depth of trench . . . . . . . . . . 36 inches

Minimum distance of undisturbed
earth between trenches s« « e« 2« e« 4+ . B feet

NOTE: Trench dimensions given are for the excavated
trench prior to installation of the gravel-less
“leach bed tubing and backfilling.

(b} Backfill shall be of native soil, free of large stcnes,
frozen clumps of earth, masonry, stumps, or waste
construction material, or other materials that could
damage the system. Gravel or crushed stone 1is not
required.

(c) Gravel-less leach bed lines shall be constructed in
accordance with Diagram 12. System layout shall vary
depending on site conditions, but may be laid out as
shown in Diagrams 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 11.

On-Site Sewage Disposal



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program

Appendix ¥, Section II-A-6

(6)

Gravel-less subsurface disposal systems shall be constructed
using corrugated polyethylene pipe meeting the requirements
of ASTM F 667. The pipe shall have two rows of holes spaced
approximately one hundred and twenty (120} degrees apart and
approximatly one hundred and twenty (120) degrees apart each
from the location stripe which shall be a contrasting color.
The drain holes shall be a minimum of one-half (%) inch
diameter. The minimum outlet area shall be one (1) square
inch per lineal foot of pipe. There shall be at least one
(1} drain hole present in the valley of each corrugation.

The gravel-less subsurface disposal pipe shall be encased
in a factory installed spun-bonded nylon £ilter fabric
meeting the following reguirements:

(1) Weight (oz. per sg. vd.)
Per ASTM F 1910 - 0.85 ounces (nominal)

(2) Fiber Size, Denier per Filament (dpf)
4.7 {nominal value)

Corrugated polyethylene pipe shall be installed in twenty
{20) foot sections or less and shall be connected with
peolyethylene fittings and couplings that comply with the
requirements of ASTM F 667.

On-Site Sewage Disposal
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340~71-415 Formal Variances.

{1) Variances from any standard contained in Rules 340-71-220
and 340-71-260 through 340-71-315, but including 340-71-355
may be granted to applicants for permits by special variance
officers appointed by the director.

On-Site Sewage Disposal



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ‘ Water Quality Program

TABLE 4

Minimum length of disposal trench or gravel-less subsurface disposal
line {linear feet) required per one hundred fifty (150) gallons
projected daily sewage flow determined from soil texture versus
effective soil depth.

OALZ24

EFFECTIVE tignt24%ess 125 150 175
SOIL iﬁ;nﬁgaﬁess 100 125 150
pEEEE ig;ntisﬁess 75 100 125
48" or-mofe 75 | 75 125

SOIL GROUP* A' B c

* Soil Group A - Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam

Soil Group B - Sandy Clay Loam, Leoam, S$Silt Loam, Silt, Clay
Loam

Soil Group C - Silty Clay Leoam, Sandy Clay, Silty Clay, Clay

(1) Table —. 4

oia

Z L

L0981

ety MALIVY UL TN

On-Site Sewage Disposal



TABLE 5

Minimum length of disposal trench or gravel-less subsurface disposal

line (linear feet)

required per one hundred fifty (150} gallons

projected daily sewage flow determined from soil texture versus
depth to temport groundwater.

DEPTH 24™ to less

than 48" 100 125 150
TO
TEMPORARY

48" or
GROUNDWATER | more 75 100 125
SOIL GROUP* A B c

* Soil Group A - Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam

Soil Group B - Sandy Clay Loam, Lcam, Silt Loam, Silt, Clay

Loam

Soilil Group C - Sitly Clay Loam,

Clay

OAL24 (1) Table - 5

Sandy Clay, Silty Clay,

On-Site Sewage Disposal
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In the Matter of the Proposed
Adoption of Gravel-less Disposal

Disposal System Rules,

Attachment "CM
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON
Statutory Authority,
Statement of Need,

Upon and Statement of

)
)
Trench Alternative On-Site Sewage } Prineipal Documents Relied
)
)

OAR 340-T71-355 and QAR 340-73-060(2)(f)

Fiscal Impact

Citation of Statutory Authority: ORS #454.625, which requires the

Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules for the purpose of
carrying out ORS 454.605 to 454.T745.

Need for Rule: A need would exist if drainfield-quality gravel was not

reasonably available. Some geographic areas of the state (such as
portions of Eastern Oregon) do not have gravel sources locally available.
The costs of transportiing upwards of twenty-five or more cubic yards of
gravel over any great distance can cause the gravel to be economically
unfeasible. The same is true of potential sites that have no road
aceess,

Documents, Reports, and Studies Relied Upon in Proposing the Rule:

Letter of QOctober 28, 1980, to Mark P. Ronayne (Department of Environ-
mental Quality) from John R. Barnes (Advanced Drainage Systems, Ine.)

Letter of December 9, 1981, to Sherman Q. Olson {Pepartment of Eaviron-
mental Quality) from Timothy J. Lang (Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc.)

Letter of December 16, 1981, to Sherman 0. Olson (Department of Environ-
mental Quality) from Timothy J. Lang (Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc.)

Report and Appendices, prepared by B. L. Carlile and D. J. Osborne,
entitled "Evaluation of 3SB2 Wastewater Disposal Systems in Montgomery
County, Texas," printed in May 1981.

The above documents are available for public inspection at the QOffice of
the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth Ave., Portland,

Oregon, during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through

Friday. :

Fiscal and Economic Impacts:

Adoption of the gravel-less disposal trench alternative system rule will
provide an alternative to a system using gravel-filled trenches. It will
not increase costs, and may be less expensive to install in areas where
the cost of gravel or its transport costs are high. It should have ne
economic impact upon small business in general. GCGravel suppliers may be
impacted if their cost of supplying gravel to building sites is high
enough to make the gravel-less disposal trench economically competitive.

IL1495



Attachment ®DY¥

Amend OAR 340 Division T1, by adding a new rule, OAR 340-71-355 as follows:

40-71- GRAVEI-LESS DISPOSAI, TRENCH SYSTEMS.
(1) _Gravel-less disposal trench systems may be permitted on any site
meeting the reguirements for installation of standard subsurface

systems,

2 Distribution pipes for gravel-less disposal trench systems shall

conform to the requirements in OAR 380-73-060(2)(f).

Gravel-less disposal trench systems shall be constructed pursuant

to the standards identified in CAR 340-71=-220,

Exceptions:

(a) The bottom trench width shall not be less than eighteen (18)

inches wide; and

b The provisions of QAR 340-71-220 e), (£}, and are not

applicable.



Amend OAR 340-73-060(2) by adding a new subsection (f) as follows:

f Gravel- 3 Spos nch systems shall be construc
usin r ted polyethvlene pipe, fittings and couplings
hat compl ith the reguirement ASTM F The pipe

shall have two rows of holes spaced approximately one

undred twent 0) degrees apart, and approximately one

hundred twentv {120) degrees apart each from the location

str hich shall be a contrasting colo The drain holes

shall be minimum of one-half inch diameter. The

minimum outlet area shall be one (1) square inch per lineal

foo i There shall be at leas ne drain hele

present in the vallevy of each corrugation, The gravel-less

05 trench pi Ve minimy nzide diameter of
ten inche e encased in a factory-instalied
il bric cceptabl the De tmen Each
naufactu of this pi ertify in writing to the

Department that the pipe and fitting to be distributed for

use in absorpti facilities within the State of O 111
com wit 1 of th equirement f is subsection.
NOTE: Underlined material is new

XL1489
3/26/82



ttachment "En
Amend OAR 340 Division 71, by'adding a new rule, OAR 340~T1-355 as follows:

340-71«355 GRAVEL-LESS DISPOSAL TRENCH SYSTEMS,

Gravel-less disposal trench systems may be permitted on any site

providing:

a The site fully complies with the criteria for installation

of a standard subsurface sewage disposal svstem, as

dentified in OAR 340-71- ; and
b The site has sandy loam sand r sand soil textures:
and

(e} It serves z single family dwelling,

Distribution pipes for gravel-less disposal trench systems shall

conform the requirements in 0AR 340-73= 2)(f

Gravel~less disposal trench system hall be constructe ursuant

to the standards identified in OAR 3U0-71-220.

Exceptions:

{a) The bottom trench width shall not be Lesé than eighteen (18)

inches wide; and

b he provisions of OAR 340~-T71- e £ angd re not

applicable,



D

Amend OAR 340-73-060{2) by adding a new subsection (f) as follows:

f Gravel~less dispos e gystems shall be nstructed
3 ugated lyeth ne pipe, fittings and couplings

hat compl ith the requirements of ASTM F . _The pipe

shall have two rows of holes spaced approximately one
undred twent degrees apart, and broximately one
hundred_ twent 0) degrees apart each from the location
stripe which shall be a contrasting coleor. The drain holes
hall be minimum of one~half n diamete The
inimum outlet shall b -e square inch per lineal
foot of pipe, There shall be at least { n_hole
resent, i he valley of each corrugation he gravel-less

disposal trench pipe shall have a minimum inside diameter of

ten noches d be encased i factory-installed

filter fabric wrap acceptable to the Department, Each

manufacuter of this pipe shall certifyv in writing to the

D riment tha e 1 ngs be distributed fo

use in absorption facilities within the State of Oregon will

comply with all requirements of this subsection.

NOTE: Underlined material is new

XL1390
3/26/82



Ma . ATTACHMENT "“p"
' , Associates, Inc.

402 WILLOWBRQOK DRIVE -1- CARY, N.C. 27511 -:- TELEPHONE (919) 467-7689

E%E@EHWED

April 28, 1982

Watar Quality Nivision
Dept. of Environr  +f Quality
Mr. Sherman Olson P

Department of Environmental Quality
Post Office Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Sherman,

Relative to our exchange about ADS, Inc.'s SBZ pipe and our recommendation
for its use in Oregon we submit the following for your review and use.

We understand ADS, Inc. desires permission to use the SB2 systems for home
appiications in Oregon. There are many situations where we believe this
system will work. In our report of May, 1981, to ADS, Inc., entitled
"Evaluation of SB2 Wastewater Disposal Systems in Montgomery County, Texas"
we detail a study which shows the analytic basis of this belief.

We could write texts about how waste systems function and why they fail,

but don't need to re-iterate the published work here. We would direct you
to our paper in the 1982 "Proceedings of the Third National Symposium on
Iindividual and Smail Community Sewage Treatment" published by American
Saciety of Agricultural Engineers. This is the symposium held at the
Palmer House, where you met with Bobby Carlile. In our paper in the above
publication we review some experiences with both SB2 pipe and other systems
devoid of gravel. This plus the report from Texas to ADS, Inc. detail only
some of our experience with the SB2 pipe, as we also have worked for several
years with the pipe in North Carolina.

Fundamental to proper functioning operation of an installed SBZ system are
site and installation concerns, as with a conventional system. We define
proper functioning to be the operation of receiving and discharging to the
soil absorber that quantity of Tiquid effluent coming from the daily flow
of the waste generator. Furthermore, the effluent will be absorbed and
treated by the soil environment in such fashion not to degrade surface or
ground water resources, not to pond for prolonged periods, and not to
release those quantities of chemical or bacterial contaminants to the
environment whose concentrations might be injurious to human health.

This 1is not an unachievable ideal. In Texas and North Caroiina the SB2
system does just this, and does it on a number of soils whose textural
class Ties in your "Class B" soils. Class B soils in your state are in
the sandy clay loam, loam, silt leam, silt, and clay loam textures. We
discussed why our report seemed to indicate the SB2 system functioned



2

properly only in your Class A soils: those in sand, loamy sand and sandy
Toam textural classes. The reason has to do with site and instailation
concerns. Following is the basis of why we beliéve many Class B Oregon
soils should be grouped with Class A for use of SBZ pipe.

Class B Soils and SB2 pipe: Soil, Site, and Installation Concerns
In our published work about SB2 pipe we consistently note we believe this

pipe will function satisfactorily anywhere a conventional system will
function satisfactorily -- as per the above definition of proper funtion.

We employ caveats in the Texas report to narrow the range of soil, site
and installation conditions we think this statement applies to. They are:

1.

Use subsurface SBZ as well as conventional systems only on those
sites where the seasonal high water tables remain 30 inches below
the soil surface.

Subsurface systems should always be installed as shallow as
possible and paraltel to any slope contour.

Loading rates should be carefully matched to soil conditions and_..
may vary from as low as 0.10 gpd/ft2 to a maximum of 0.8 gpd/ft2.

SB2 trench systems should not be backfilled with clay soil
material. Individual distribution lines whether SB2 or conventional
systems should be no longer than 70 feet.

Trenches installed on soils with "hardpans" should be placed
shallow to maintain a 1 foot separation between the trench bottom
and the hardpan. Systems installed on sloping sites in such
soils need an interceptor drain up-siope from the upper trench.

More emphasis should be placed on the "finishing steps" of system
installation. This includes rainwater and up-slope water diversion,
yard shaping, seeding or sodding over field area, and isolation
from all vehicle traffic.

Partial mound systems should be more extensively used in areas of
moderately high water tables. Trench design must be flexibie to
insure at least a 10 to 12 inch separation above the seasonal high
water table. Trench dimensions should be sized as for a subsurface
system and based on the percolation rate or permeability of the soil
at the depth of trench placement.

Continue research of SB2 system performance comparative to conven-
tional system performance including refinement of soil loading
rates, effects of soil conditions and effluent quality on system
clogging, shatlow ground water quality, particularly as related to
nitrate movement, and effects of enhanced air diffusion within

SB2 pipe. ﬁE@!EHWE@

Water Qualitv “ivision
Dept. of Envirom: d Quality
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These caveats narrow the range of soils in your Class B which we would
consider suitable for SB2 installation. We believe sites on slopes less
than 15 percent with water tables deeper than 30 inches below land surface
are imperative for success of the system. Furthermore, what is missing
from the Texas report is our emphatic belief that well and moderately-
well structured soils must be used. In the Texas study invariably we
found structure had been destroyed during system construction. More on
this point follows in this report.

The textural classes exhibiting the characteristics and subject to suc-
cessful use of both conventional land SB2 systems are only three of your
Class B: the sandy clay loam, loam, clay loam textures, plus well-structured
clay soils. We recognize two major problems in all soils with "siit" in
their name: 1. poor structure and 2. highly variable hydraulic properties
which result from construction traffic, to a much larger extent than the
other soils we favor use of from your Class B.

What we used in our Texas study were the worst conditions we could find.
This was a function of a 11m1t—sett1ng approach, and the fact that SBZ pipes
were routinely employed only in soils unsuited to conventional pipe, as
judged by sanitarians.

Qur experience with sandy clay loamy loam, clay loam, and well-structured
clays in Texas was that had the SBZ systems been installed properly, they
would have worked. In other work, where our brand of "proper installation”
was used, the system worked -- just as did conventional.

Proper Installation

As discussed on pp. 33 and 34 of the Texas report, we do not recommend back-
fi1ling around the SB2 pipe with clayey soil material. Where the trench is
excavated in clay soil, a coarser-textured material such as a clay loam,
sandy Tloam or sand should be used for backfilling. The excavated clay
material can be used to mound over the trench to shed rainfall and surface
water. We would recommend that the backfill be mounded 6 to 10 inches

above finished grade for all trenches in any type of material. This should
not be compacted with any heavy machinery but allowed to settle naturally

to a slight "turtleback" slope. The area over the trenches should be
mulched and seeded immediately after installation.

Since the major damage to a wet soil is done during the excavation of the
trench with a backhoe, the same soil moisture limitations for installation
of a conventional system would apply to the installation of an SB2 system.
What is this maximum moisture content allowing installation? This is a

more difficult question since it is a function of soil texture and structure.
Soils have a moisture content near 1/3 bar tension which is called "field
capacity" and which is the upper limit of moisture we feel should permit
installation. Field capacity is a qualitative term which denotes the . .

BEPEHWZED

Water Quality Tvision
Dept. of Environ! 1 Quality
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relative amount of water remaining in a soil several days following gravity
drainage of a saturating rainfall. Sandy soils will reach this moisture
content one or two days after the rain, loamy soils - 2 to 4 days, and
clayey soils - three days to a week depending on the soil structure., A
person experienced in this determination, such as a soil scientist, should
be employed to make this determination.

The discussion on p. 32 of the report and question 1 above adeguately
discusses the clogging aspects of the SB2 pipe. In summary, the signifi-
cant factors are: a) do not backfill with clayey soil material around the
pipe, b) keep the pipe at least 1 foot above the seasonal high water table,
and ¢} do not Toad the system in excess of the hydraulic capacity of the
soil in which instailed.

Loading rates are not a function of the moisture content of the soil but
a function of the wastewater characteristics, soil texture, macroporisity
produced by soil structural development, and method of dosing the system.
As such, loading rates are system/soil/waste-specific and these must be
known before final determinations are made.

Summary

We believe SB2 pipe will function satisfactorily for a home waste disposal
system discharging 500 or less gallons per day of wastewater. Further in:
all Class A, textures sandy clay loam, loam, and clay loam in Class B, and
well-structured clay soils in Oregon the SB2 system should function if prop-
erly installed, held to use on sites of less than 15 percent natural slope,
and where seasonal or permanent high water tables are more than 30 inches
below land surface. For example, no system will function (properly by our
stringent definition) even in sand if these conditions are not met -~ as on
a tidal marsh of sand, a flood plain of loamy sand 8 inches above river
level, etc. The SB2 system will work in many cases, not all, and is not
claimed to. There are many sites where problems other than waste disposal
become limiting to development. These sites fall outside the ranges we
specify. Natural conditions, not pipe should be the basis of wise land use.

If you need more information please contact us.

(jjiEEZiii:L»~<£:;Lﬂé%494uﬂ_{ﬁﬂﬁ

Dennis Osborne, MS
Bobby L. Carlile, Ph.D
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ATPACHMENT "G"

ADVANCED DRAINAGE SYSTEMS, INC.

627 SCUTH 37th STREET  WASHOUGAL, WASHINGTON 98671 (206) B35-8522

May 10, 1982

Mr, Sherman 0. Olsen, Jr., R.S.
Subsurface-Sewage Systems Section
Department of Environmental Quallty
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Dear Mr. Olsong

On April 16, 1982, at the request of A.D.S., Inc., the commission voted to
continue the decision on Gravel—less leachbed systems until June 11, 1982,
This was initiated because our company felt unprepared to support any of the
new options presented in the latest staff report. These options did not
include the proposal in its originmal form when presented on March 5, 1982,
Since that time, we (A.D.S.) have had an opportunity to consult with the
experts in the field of Gravel-less leachbed systems and the developers of
the 8B-2 systems in particular. '

It is mow our (A.D.S.) position to fully support Altermative 2, as specified
in Attachment "E" for the specification of materials and the limitation of
site application. We feel this is the best sclution available at this time
for implementation of this alternatlive system. It is our position to support
even limited use of this system; although we feel stromgly that it will func=
tion the same {or better) in all sites that a conventional gravel system would
perform in that same site. Through the variance process, these Gravel-less
leachbed systems will be installed in Oregon Class B soil textures. The per-
formance will be evaluated so that a future proposal can be submitted allowing
for broader appiication in Oregom.

It is our intention to work with the staff of D.E.Q. altermative systems and
soll scileatiste throughout Oregon and other states to develop convincing data
to support the use of Gravel-less leachbed systems anywhere the conventional
gravel system is acceptable,

Also, the gtaff of alternative systems have allowed a more general filter fabric
than was originally proposed by A.D.S., Inc. A fabric wrapped product would be
acceptable only after meeting the Department's approval. The staff assured
A.D.S, that not just any fabric would be aliowed; but only one that could provide
solid evidence including specifications and documented testing such as was re-
quired by A.D.S. to gain approval of Drainguard Nylon Filter Fabric.

BT eree
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Subsurface~Sewage Systems
Page 2

After several years of Intensive testing, A.D.S5. has determined that the
characteristics of the filter fabriec in this usage are extremely critical to
the proper funciioning and performance of this system,

Again, we emphasize we support Alternative 2 provided the wvariance process

is allowed and that another filter fabric submitted to the department be
tested extensively under similar conditions before acceptance. In additiom,
our product guarantees. are attached to add support to the Gravel-less leachbed
system known as SB-2,

Based on the above, A.D.S. requests that Alternative 2, as specified in
Attachment "E", be accepted by the commission.

Sincerel

Cal E. Sennett
Field Representative

CAS/bg
attachments
ce: Howard Reagan

Tim Lang
John Barnes



Advanced Dralnage Systems, Inc,

SB2 TUBING:TEST INSTALLATION GUARANTY

In addition to ADS' standard guavantee, a copy of which is
attached, ADS has chosen to guarantee the performance of the
leach field as installcd Ly kel {contractor) at ke2; kc3,
property owner,

This guarantee is intended to protect property owners on
whose property SB2 tubinyg test installations have been installed

by independent contruviors for the purpose of obtaining
statewide SB2 approvai.

ADS guarantecs, Lor the minimum period of time required
by applicable state ruquircments for testing septic systems,
that SB2 tubing used in the lecach £ield specified above, when
installed in accordance with installation instructions provided
by ADS, will perform in uuch a manner as to meet or exceed state
and local leach fleld ruoulrcuments,

This guaranty docs not cover failure due to the
installation instructions provided by ADS not being followed or
failure of the septic tenk(s) or any component of the outside of
the actual leach Eicld area. MilS GUARANTY IS IN LIEU OF AND,
EXCEPT FOR ADS' SUTANDARD GUARANTY, BEACLUDES ALL OTHER GUARANTELS
AND WARRANTIES, RXPRESS 0ok IMPLIED, INCLUDING THE WARRANTIES OF
VERCHANTABILITY AND IFlUNsuS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE.

1£ the SB2 %ubinq fails to perform as guaranteed, ADS will
pay to the installer thie original cost of the tubing which
failed, plus the oriyinal awount charged for installing it. Any
“'¢laim of defect or fallure of performance under this guaranty

must be made within 90 days after failure or defect is

discovered and notice should be sent to the Vice President of
Sales, Advanced Drainage Systewns, Ine., Post Office Box 21307,
Columbus, Qhio 43221, 'I'he liabilities of ADS are limited solely
and exclusively to payment 43 stated in this guaranty. ADS
shall not be liable for uny incidental, consequential or other
damages upon theories ol contract, negllgence or tort, NoO
yuaranty is given by ADS for any septic tank or any of the
components of the system outside the actual leach field area,

cpaccial Notes kel, ke and kgj are odes. They w;ll be replaced Ly the
names of the cortractor and property owner as well as the address of
the installation.

 —r————



ADVANCED DRAINAGE SYSTEMS, INC.

3300 Riverside Drive @ Columbus, Ohio 43221
STATEMENT OF PRODUCT GUARANTY
COVERAGE

Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc. ("ADS") corrugated polyethylene drainage tubing and fittings are guaranteed by ADS for a period of 20 years after sale fo
be free of defects in material ar factory workmanship and of defects or failures which mey be caused by (1) chemical decomposition resulting from any soil acids
or alkalies, including peats,mucks, acid sands or any ground waler of any nature whatsoever; and (2) actions of any fertilizers or other chemicals used in soil
treatment; and (3) deterioration resulting from freezing or thawing after installation.

This Guaranty is given only to buyers who buy (1) directly from ADS solely for resale or (2) for commercial or industrial use in the ordinary course of each
buyer's business (including the business or occupation of farming) and is not transferable. ADS makes no writien or other guaranty or any warranty to any
purchaser who purchases for personal, family.or household use and authorizes o.perso to make any uch guaranty its behalf. No salesman,
employee or agent of ADS' is authorized to vary the terms of this Guaranty,: i

This Guaranty is eﬁ'ecbve as of Jahuary 1, 1979, and, ad of thdt date, superséd j find to the same products. It
may be supplemented or éhanged from time to time, In the evenl thatahyprov:swn oﬂfus Guamnly ehoutd b éo, nnd/otunenforceable during the
guaranty period, the rerﬂaznmg terms and pro Ur.swns hereof shall contmue m fuii force and effect

EXCEPTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS }-

This Guaranty doés ndt eover detérioration or éollapse cau.?ed by prolonged explgsti tect st ‘ amages resulting firom
handling, placement or ladding, or any damage or defect caused by failure i folloiy bothADg instaliatioh procedures. A copy of
these installation procedures will be furnished without charge when request is md o7 ' bt Lo the extent that (1)
descriptions of size, quantity and type, which may appear on ADS ingvices-and ot Cue Ad (2] Blake ! ADS tubing and fittings
with specifications of ceftdin industry, goverimefté or professional organization sfandards;: hich mew‘ ibpp@ar P oitation disclosures in ADS
literature and docurmnents from time to lime may be construed as express warranties under applicable states laws, THIS GUARANTY IS IN LIEU OF AND
EXCLUDES ALL OTHER GUARANTIES AND WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR IMP&IED; INCLUDHW% Wi 'TIES OF MERCHANTARIL-
ITY AND FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. | -] {5 48 3§ P i B ; s

OBLIGATION

ADS will repair or replace, without charge, subsequent to its inspection and f.6.b. its nearest manufacturing plant, any portion of materials guaranteed
hereunder which does not conform to the characteristics specified under this Guaranty. ANY CLAIM OF DEFECT OR FAILURE OF PERFORMANCE
UNDER THIS GUARANTY MUST BE MADE WITHIN 90 DAYS AFTER FAILURE OR DEFECT IS DISCOVERED and should be direcled first to
the ADS representative from whom purchase was made and {(where that is not possible) second to ADS at its home office. The time for presenting any claim
relating to size, type, quantity, shipping damage and the like will be governed by the terms of the particular invoice or other documents under which shipmentis
made. THE LIABILITIES OF ADS ARE LIMITED SOLELY AND EXCLUSIVELY TO REPLACEMENTAS SETFORTHHEREINALONEAND
DONOT INCLUDE ANY LIABILITY FOR ANY INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL OR QTHER DAMAGES OF ANY KIND WHATSOEVER,
WHETHER ANY CLAIM IS BASED UPON THEORIES OF CONTRACT, WARRANTY, NEGLIGENCE OR TORT, and without any limitation do
not include shipping charges, labor, installation or any other losses or expenses incurred in operation or installation of any replaced tubing or fittings.

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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTILAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item Ko. N, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to the Specific Air
Pollution Control Rules for Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and
Yamhill Counties, OAR 340-29-001 to 340-29-010, to retain
the odo uisance and particle fallout rules and to repeal
certain rules conhside obsolete or redundant

Background and Problem Statement

Problem: In July of 1975, the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority (MWVAPA) ceased to exist. The Department assumed administration
of the program in this area and had the Secretary of State publish all the
Mid-Willametie rules as Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR), effective July
2, 1975. The Department, since that time, has had a low priority task to
integrate appropriate Mid-Willamette rules into Oregon Administrative
rules, We are now proposing to complete this task.

Authority to Act: The statutory authority is ORS 468.295(3) where the
Commission is authorized to establish different rules for different areas

of the state,

A "Statement of Need for Rulemaking! is Attachment 3 to this Memorandum.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Department had the option of retaining the entire MWVAPA rules. This
would leave the working staff with the problem of assessing source
compliance in the Mid-Willamette region by two sets of rules, and trying to
determine the most stringent. By deleting the obsolete and redundant
rules, the Commission would make air pollution work clearer and easier.

DEQ-46
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The Department could also retain everything different in the MWVAPA rules,
recommending only redundant rules for deletion. The staff recognized that
some non-redundant MWVAPA rules had fallen intoc disuse years ago, and that
current statewide rules are sufficient to address the air pollution
concerns, without these nonused MWVAPA rules, Therefore, nonused rules,
i,e.,, Ammonia, Chlorine, and Chloride Standards, are recommended for
deletion,

MWVYAPA rules for odor, nuisance, and 250 micron and larger particle
fallout, are recommended for conversion into Oregon Administrative Rule
numbers, They are not contained in State Rules and are needed fo cover
special problems in the densely populated Willamette Valley. Similar rules
were adopted for the Portland and Eugene areas (Attachment 5).

The MWVAPA rules are currently part of the Oregon State Implementation PFlan
(SIP)., It is proposed to remove these rules from the Oregon SIP as they
are ncot needed in the SIP to attain and maintain federal standards.

Hule Development Process: The staff has had the assignment since 1975 to
incorporate needed MWVAPA rules into OAR. An exchange of memos in 1980
between John Borden of the DEQ Salem office and E.J. Weathersbee of Air
Quality Division confirmed that only 3 rules needed to be retained. On
March 5, 1982, the Commission authorized an April 20, 1982 hearing.
Following the required legal notices and newspaper advertising, only one
person offered testimony.

The lack of input on these proposed rules was expected as this whole action
can be summarized as "housekeeping®™. No substantive changes are really
being proposed, just deletion of redundant and obsolete rules.

At the April 20 public hearing, the National Renderers! Association
testified, urging removal of the Scentometer from proposed odor control
rule 340-29-011. The Hearings Officer, in his response, conceded that the
scentometer has limitations and must be carefully used. The device is,
however, an available and inexpensive means to monitor odor levels. The
alternative would be an odor panel, which would be costly and time
consuming. Experience has shown that the Scentometer can be a useful tool,
in addition to nuisance odor reports from the publie, in abating odor
problems. Therefore, the Department proposes the rule for adoption with
the Scentometer included. The Hearings Officer Report is Attachment 4.

The Hearings Officer also explained a need to add the words "at least"
before the words "15 minutes" in proposed OAR 340-29-011(1)(a) to make the
rule more workable,
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The Proposed Rile: Division 29, as proposed for adoption, is an extract of
3 rules from the MWVAPA rules, with necessary definitions, and a customary
"Purposes and Applicatiion" first paragraph: see Attachment 1, the proposed
rules, These same rules are presently in force, by reference, through 0AR
340-29~010., Theprefore, the present Division 29 is proposed to be repealed,
in a concurrent action; see Attachment 2, the present Division 29 of
Chapter 340.

The first propésed rule "Odors 340-29-011", is the same as MWVAPA rule
31=-020. The rule prohibits emissions of odors to the extent of causing a
public nuisance.

The second proposed rule "Other Emissions 340~29-020" is the same as MWVAPA
rule 32-045. The rule prohibits emissions of air contaminanta which cause
a publie nuisance. The rule is particularly useful to abate obvious cases
of air pollution where it would be costly and time consuming for the staff
to prove a violation under another rule where a quantified limit must be
exceeded,

The third proposed rule "Emission Restrictions - Large Particulate Matter
340-29~-030" is the same as MWVAPA rule 32-080. The rule prohibits the
emission of particles 250 miorons and larger that fall out on other's
property.

Summation

1. In July 1975, the Mid<Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority ceased
to exist. The Department has been administering that Authority's
rules since that time.

2. MWVAPA Rules for odors, nuisance, and 250 micron and larger particle
fallout, are needed to cover special problems in the densely pocpulated
Willamette Valley area and are recommended to be kept in Division 29
of Chapter 340 of Oregon Administrative Rules, affecting the Mid-
Willamette counties of Benton (Corvallis), Linn (Albany), Marion
(Salem), Polk and Yamhill. The other Mid-Willamette Valley Air
Pollution Authority rules, presently in Division 29 by reference, are
recommended for deletion, because they are redundant or obsolete.

3. The Commission authorized an April 20, 1982 public hearing at its
March 1982 meeting. The only testimony was one request to delete the
Scentometer from the Odor rule. The staff replies that the
Scentomster is and will be a uszeful tool to help regulate odorous
sources; the Scentometer should be left in the rule as proposed.

L, The Mid-Willamette Valley rules do not need to be in the Oregon State
Implementation Plan because attainment and maintenance of federal
standards canh be achieved using other OAR's.
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Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission repeal

CAR 340 Division 29 and replace it with the attached three state OAR's on
odors, nuisance, and large particle fallout; and remove the present
Division 29 from the Oregon Clean Air State Implementation Plan.

William H., Young

Attachments 1. Proposed Rules 340-29-002 to 340-29-030

2. Present Rule 340-29-001 to 340-29~010 with MWVAPA
Rules Table of Contents

3. Statement of Need for Rulemaking

4,  Hearings Officer Report on April 20, 1982 Hearing
with comments on testimony attached.

5. Agenda Item E, March 5, 1982 EQC Meeting, Request
for Authorization to Hold a Hearing on Mid-
Willamette Rules.

JFK:a

AB2117 (1)
(503) 229-6459
May 18, 1982



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Attachment 1
DIVISION 29

Specific Air Pollution Control Rules
For
Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties

Purposes and Application

380-29=002 The rules in this subdivision shall apply in Benton, Linn,
Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties., The purposes of these rules are to deal
specifically with the air quality control needs of the five county area.
These rules shall apply in addition to all other rules of the Environmental
Quality Commission. The adoption of these rules shall not, in any way,
affect the applicability in the five county area of all other rules of the
Environmental Quality Commission and the latter shall remain in full force
and effect, except as expressly provided otherwise. In cases of apparent
duplication, the most stringent rule shall apply.

Definitions
340-29-006 As used in this Division

(1) "Air contaminant" means dust, fumes, mist, smoke, other particulate
matter, vapor, gas, odorous substance, or any combination thereof,

(2) "Emission" means the release into the outdoor atmosphere of air
contaminants,

(3) "odor" means that property of an air contaminant that affects the
sense of smell.

(4) "Particulate matter" means any matter, except uncombined water,
which existe as a sclid or liquid at standard conditions.

(5) "Person" or "Persons" means any individual, public or private
corporation, political subdivision, agency, board, department, or bureau of
the state, municipality, partnership, association, firm, trust, estate or
any other legal entity whatsoever which is recognized by law as the subject
of rights and duties.

Odors

340-29-011

(1) Unless otherwise regulated by specific odor regulation or standard,
no person shall cause or pernit the emission of odorous matter in such a
manner as to cause a public nuisance or:

(a) that occurs for sufficient duration or frequency so that two
measurements made within a period of one (1) hour, separated by at least 15
minutes, off the property surrounding the emission point, that is equal to
or greater than a Scentometer No., 0 or equivalent dilutions in areas used
for residential, recreational, educational, institutional, hotel, retail
sales or other similar purposes.



Attachment 1 (continued)

(2) 1In all land use areas other than (1) (a) above, release of odorous
matter shall be prohibited if equal to or greater than a Scentometer No, 2
odor strength, or equivalent dilutions,

Other Emissions

380-29-020 It shall be unlawful for any person to cause or permit the
emission of an air contaminant including an air contaminant or emission
that is not otherwise covered by these regulations, if the air contaminant
causes or tends to cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any
considerable number of people or to the public or which causes or has a
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property so as to
constitute a public nuisance.

Emission Restrictions - Large Particulate Matter

380-29-030 No person shall cause or permit the emission of any
particulate matter which is larger than 250 microns in size provided such
particulate matter does or will deposit upon real properiy or another
person,

AA1690.R (1)



ATTACEMENT 2

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 29 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIVISION 29

SPECIFIC AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
RULES FOR BENTON, LINN, MARION,
POLK, AND YAMHILL COUNTIES

Purposes and. Application

340-29-001 The rules in this division shail apply in Benton,
Linn, Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties. The purposes of
these open burning rules are (o provide ¢ontinuity of air quality
control program  previously administered by the Mid-
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority and to deal specifi-
cally with the air quality control needs of the five county area.
These rules shail apply in addition to all other ruies of the
Environmental Quality Commission. The adoption of these
- rules shall not, in any way, affect the applicabulity in the five
county area of all other rules of the Environmental Quality

" Comemission and the latter shall remain in full force and effect,
except as expressly provided otherwise. In cases of apparent

duplication, the most stringent rule shall appty.

Stat. Auth,; QRS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ {09, f. 3-15-76, ef. 3-25—76

Definitions

340-29-005 As used in thxs Division:

(I} "*Air contaminant’” means a dust, fume, gas, mist,
odor, smoke, vapor, pollen, soot, carbon, acid, or particulate
matter or any combination thereof.

(2) ““Air contamination source’ means any source at,
from, or by reason of which there is emitted into the atmo-
sphere any air contaminant, regardless of who the person may
be who owns cor opemates the building, premises, or other
property in, at, or on which such source is located, or the
facility, equipment, or other property by which the emission is
caused or from which the emission comes.

I« Div, 29

(3) “Domestic wasta’” means any nona-putrescible waste
consisting of combustible materials such as paper, cardboard,
vard clippings, wood, or similar materials generated in a
dwelling, including the real property on which it is situated,
containing four (4) living units or less,

(4) *Industrial waste" means. liquid or solid waste
resulting from any process or activity of industry or manufac-

(3} *‘Land clearing debris’’ means waste generated in
clearing any site.

(6) "*Mid-Willamette Valley area'’ means the five counties
of Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk, and Yambhill,

(7} **Open burning’’ means any burning conducted in such
a manner that combustion air is not effectively controlied and
that combustion products are not vented through a stack.or
chimney, including, but not limited 1o, burning ¢onducted in
open outdoor fires and backyard incinerators. -

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ 109, f. 3-15-76, ef. 3-25-76

Rules apd Regulations of the Mid-Willameite Valley Air
Polluztion Authority

" 340-29-010 The Department of Environmental Quality
adopts, by reference, the Rules and Reguiations of the Mid-
Willamette Valley Air Poilution Authority.

[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by
raference in this rule are available from the office of the Departnent of
Environmental Quality.]

Stat, Auth.; ORS Ch.
Hist: DEQ29-1979,f. & ef. 7-6-79

Open Burning
340-29-055 {DEQ 109, f. 3-15-76, ef. 3-25.76;

Repealed by DEQ 123,
{. & ef. 10-20-76]

(June, 1980}
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Attachment 3
Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the
intended action to amend a rule, namely OAR 340-29-001 to =010,

Legal Authority

The statutory authority is ORS 468.295(3) where the Commission is
authorized to establish different rules for different areas of the state.

Need for Rule

Mozt of the Mid-Willamette Valley APA rules are duplicated in the OARs and
only a few unique Mid-Willamette rules are needed and useful, As a
housekeeping measure, most of the Mid-Willametfe rules need to be repealed
and only those parts of the rules which are needed in the Mid-Willametie
counties above and beyond the generally applicable OARs should be
integrated into the OAR. This was done in the past when the Columbia-
Willamette Air Pollution Authority ceased to exist.

rincipal Documentis Relied Upon:

1. OAR 340 Division 29, Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for Benton,
Linn, Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties.

2. Rules and Regulations of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority, date of last revision, December 1974.

3. Interoffice Memos dated May 23, 1980 and September 19, 1980 between
E.dJ. Weathersbee and John E, Borden/David St. Louis on proposed MWVAPA
rules,

4., Hearings Officer Report to EQC, April 20, 1982 Hearing on MWVAPA
rules.

Fiscal and Economic I cts O a usiness and Other
There is negligible fiscal and economic impact. What is being considered

is the deletion of redundant rules or rules that are obsolete and no longer
needed.

PB:a
AR211T.1 (1)
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Hearings Officer o errm iR
8IR Q=

Subject: Hearing Report On Rewvisions To Specific Air Pollution

Control Rules For Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk And Yamhill
Counties, OAR 340-29-001 to 340-29-010 And Amending The
State Implementation Plan.

Summary of Procedure

Commencing at 3:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 20, 1982, a public hearing was
held on the proposed revisiong to specific air poliution control rules for
the Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill County area. The hearing was
pursuant to a notice issued March 12, 1982 and was in the conference room
of the Willamette Valley Region Office, 895 Summer St. N.E., Salem.

Seven perscons were present at the hearing. After the purpose of the hearing
and the proposed rule amendments were presented, cne person signed up to
testify, Mr. William H. Prokop, representing the National Renderers Asso-—
ciation and Eugene Chemical Works.

Others in attendance were: Thomas E. Nelson, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany;
Jeffrey C. Sprenger, OreMet, Albany; B.E. Mikulka, Evans Products Company,
Corvallis; John Demergasso and Tony Retton, Eugene Chemical Works, Harris-—
burg; and Alan S.'Crawford, U.S. Public Health Service, Salem.

The period for submittal of written comments was held cpen until 4:30 p.m.
on April 20, 1982,

Pergons Presenting Oral and Written Testimony

William H. Prokop, Directoxr of Engineering Services for the National Ren-
derers Association, introduced John Demergasso and Tony Retton, of Eugene
Chemical Works at Harrishurg, and presented a prepared statement. A summary
of the statement follows.




Mr. Prokop emphasized that Eugene Chemical Works provides a valuable sexvice
by rendering fallen animals, waste cooking oils, fish remains and otherxr
animal materials. The materials processed are cdorous; however, the render-—
ing is more envirommentally acceotable than landfilling and less energy in-
tensive than incineration. Therefore, odor rules must weigh adequate pro-
tection for the public against the practicalities of operating a rendering
plant.

Drawing on his experience as chairman of the Air Pecllution Control Associa-
tion's TT-4 Conmittee on odors and his knowledge of an EPA publicaticn,

Mr. Prokop gave the following reasons for considering the Scentometer un-
satisfactory for measuring odors:

1. The user is surrounded by an odorocus environment. When de-
sensitized, the user may find it difficult to detect differ-
ences in odor concentration.

2. Normally only one individual can use the unit; hence differ-
ences in sensory responses by different people or individual
differences day-to-day are not considered. Ewvidence shows a
ten-fold variation may exist among individuals.

3. Any leakage of air between the nasal passages and the device
can induce odorous air and affect the readings.

4. Several agencies have odor regulations which specify dilution-
to-threshold levels other than the specific levels obtailnable
using the Scentometer.

5. Finally, the Scentometer determines only odor detection and not
odor annoyance or nuisance.

In ¢losing, Mr. Prokop stated that the National Renderers Association
opposed the use of the Scentometer in odor control rules and asked that its
use not be specified in the rule.

Copies of Mr. Prokop's written statement and supporting documents are attached.
Following the testimony, the Hearings OCfficer read a change suggested by

Regional Staff to improve the odor standard, OAR 340-29-011. Staff recommends
that paragraph (1} (a) be modified to read as follows:

{a) that occurs for sufficient duration or frequency so that two
measurements made within a period of one (1) hour, separated by
at least 15 minutes, off the property.....

The addition of the phrase "at least” will avoid the logistics problem of

(2)



having to return to measurement points at exactly 15 minutes following the

first measurements and is consistent with the Portland area rule.

Persons Submitting Written Comments

No written comments were received.

Persons Contacting the Department for Informaticn

Tom Buglicne
Tom Amies

Mike Huddleston
Alan Burns
Kirby Numann
Helen Tyler
Alan Crawford
Jeffrey Sprenger
Hasso Herring

Councilman Steve Brown

Steve O'Hare
Dick Formhals
Ed Kirkpatrick
Heidi Schultez
Alison Harwood

David St. Louis
378-8240
April 20, 1982

Attachment

Willamette Industries, Duraflake, Albany
Northwest Natural Gas, Portland

Asphalt Pavement Assn. of Oregon, Salem
Sierra Club

Polk County Itemizer, Dallas

Eugene

U.S. Public Health Service, Salem

Oregon Metallurgical Corporation, Albany
Albany Democrat Herald, Albany

City of Jefferson

Albany Research Center, Albany
Caterpillar Lift Trucks, Dallas

Western Kraft, Paper Group, Albany

NW Pulp and Paper Assn., Bellevue, WA

5 & FA Reporting Services, Washington, D.C.
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Department Comments on Testimony Received at the
Public Hearing on April 20, 1982, Concerning the
Proposed Revisions to Specific Air Pollution Control
Rules for Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill
Counties and Amending the State Implementation Plan.

The only testimony received was in regard to weighing odor protection for
the public against the practicalities of a rendering operation and was in
opposition to the use of the Scentometer for measuring odors. Department
responses to the testimony are summarized below:

Comment: Odor regulations must be carefully considered not only to
establish protection for the public, but alsc to provide
a practical operating environment for the operation of
a rendering plant.

Response: The Department is aware of the impact of the odor regulation
on cdorous industries. The rule, which contains both public
nuisance and Scentometer odor limits, has been in effect
gsince 1968 in the mid-Valley area. The rule has been used
to abate odors from rendering, rare metals and vegetable
packing facilities, without closure or curtailment of
operations.

The rendering plant in question, Eugene Chemical Works,
located 1 mile south of Harrisburg, generated numerous

odor complaints until a control system was installed in
1973, Until this year, only occasional odor complaints
have been received. An increage in complaints in February,
1982, prompted a Scentometer odor survey and the plant was
found in violation. The Company was asked to inspect the
control system and repair it if necessary. Since that time,
no complaints have been received.

In nearly every application in the mid-Valley, numercus
complaints have confirmed a public nuisance to exist before
actual Scentometer odor levels were determined.

Comment: The user is surrounded by an odorous enviromment. When
desensitized, the user may find it difficult to detect
differences in odor concentration.

Response: The Department agrees that a Scentometer user can become
desensitized by con-going exposure to strong odeors. This
desensitization can be mitigated to a fair degree by
breathing "clean" air from the filtered portion of the
Scentometer for several minutes, before admitting the



Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Regsponse:

odorous ambient air. From a regulatory standpoint, once de-
sensitized, the user is less likely to detect the odor through
the Scentometer; hence less likely to find a violation.

Normally, only one individual can use the unit; hence differ-
ences 1n sensory responges by different people or individual

differences day-to-day are not considered. Evidence shows a

10-fold variation may exist among indiwviduals.

For sanitary reasons, the Scentometer is normally used by

only one individual. Scentometer surveys in the mid-Willamette
Valley area have generally been augmented by a simultaneous
ranking of odor intensities by an observer not uging the unit.
The levels measured with the Scentometer can then be compared
to the relative odor intensities judged by the cbserver.
Further, repeat surveys over several days are generally con-
ducted on "problem" scurces, using different individuals

for the Scentometer measurements.

Any leakage of air between the nasal passages and the device
can induce odorous air and affect readings.

The Scentometer user must properly adjust the nose pieces to
assure a good fit to nasal passages. If used hastily and not
properly adjusted, leakage can occur and readings will be
affected.

Several agencieg have odor regulations which specify dilution-
to-threshold levels other than the specific dilutions obtainable
using the Scentometer.

The Department staff agrees that dilution-to-threshold levels
are fixed by the 4 or 6 odor ports on the Scentometer. The
Oregon rule, however, is based upon detection of the odor
through the Scentometer at the available, fixed, dilution-to-
threshoid levels,

The Scentometer determines only odor detection and not odor
annoyance or nulsance.

The Department agrees that the Scentometer can be used only to
determine odor detection at specific dilutions., The
detections are, however, ralated to odor strength or

intensity and therefore must also be related to the

likelihood of annoyance or nuisance.

Scentometer odor surveys are generally not conducted
unless a number of odor complalnts are received. The
Scentometer can then be used as a tocol in addition to
public nuisance to help abate the odor problem.



In summary, the Department concurs that the Scentometer has limitations
and must be carefully used. The device is, however, an available and
inexpensive means to menitor odor levels., The alternative would be an
odor panel, which would be costly and time consuming. Experience has
shown that the Scentometer can be a useful toel in addition to public
nuisance in abating odor problems.

(3}



VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR
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ATTACHMENT 5

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. E (1), March 5, 1982, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization To Hold A Hearing On Revisions To
Specific Air Poilution Control Rules For Benton, Linn,
Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties, QAR 340-29-001 to

30=-29-010, and Amending the State Implementation Plan
Background

In July of 1975, the Mid-Wiliamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA)
ceased to exist. The Department assumed administration of the program in
this area and had the Secretary of State publish all the Mid-Willamette
rules as Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), effective July 2, 1975. The
Department, since that time, has had a low priority task to integrate, as
appropriate, appropriate Mid-Willamette rules into Oregon Administrative
rules. We are now proposing to complete this task,

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Most of the Mid-Willamette Valley APA rules are duplicated in the QARs and
only a few unigue Mid-Willamette rules are needed and useful. As a
housekeeping measure, most of the Mid-Willamette rules need to be repealed
and only those parts of the rules which are needed in the Mid-Willamette
counties above and beyond the generally applicable OARs should be
integrated into the QAR. This was done in the past when the Columbia-
Willamette Air Pollution Authority ceased to exist.

Statutory Authority

The statutory authority is ORS 468.295(3) where the Commission is
authorized to establish different rules for different areas of the state.

Principal Documents Relied Upon:

1. OAR 340 Division 29, Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for Benton,
Linn, Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties.



Agenda Item No. E, March 5, 1982, EQC Meeting
March 5, 1982

Page 2

2. Rules and Regulatlons of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority, date of last revision, December 1974,

3. Intercoffice Memos dated May 23, 1980 and September 19, 1980 between
E.J. Weathersbee and John E. Borden/David St. Louis on proposed MWVAPA
rules,

Fiscal and Foonomie Impacts On Small Business and Others

There is negligible fiscal and economic impact. What is being
considered is the deletion of redundant rules or rules that are
obsolete and no longer needed.

Land Use Compatability

Not applicable as this is partly houszsekeeping and partly a simplification
of air contaminant rules,

Alternatives and Evaluation

These are the only three Mid-Willamette Valley APA rules recommended for

separate incorporatlion in OAR Chapter 340, Division 29. They are odor,
nuisance, and large particulate fallout rules. Note that the following
matrix shows the same type of rules in place for the Portland and Eugene
areas; people have historically desired and needed the protection afforded
by these kinds of administrative rules in the densely populated counties of
the Willamette Valley.

Comparison of Administrative Rules rea
Subject

Ares . QOdor Nuisance 250 Fallout
Portland Area Counties 340-28-~090 None 340-28-080
Mid-Willamette Counties
MWVAPA Rule 31-020 . 32045 32-080
Eugene (Lane County)
LBAPA Rules 31-020 2-9990 32=055
Proposed OAR 350-29-011 340-29-020 _3%0-27-030

Odor The alternative of having no odor rules in the Mid-Willamette area
would be to try and control odor problems from certain industries like Wah
Chang in Millersburg, vegetable processing plants in Woodburn, and
rendering plants in Harrisburg and Donald with persuasion instead of
quantifiable performance standards.
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Nuisance The alternative of having no nuisance rule would be to rely on
specific source rules which in some cases may not exist for all the types

of operations in an urban area. Nuisance rules can be used to abate
semicommercial fish-smokehouses in residential neighborhoods, to pave truck
haul roads where it is impractical to gather particle fallout data, to
control restaurant kitchen smoke being vented toward apartment house
windows, etc.

Large Particle Fallout The alternative of having no 250 micron fallout
rule would be to rely on existing conceniration and mass emission rules.
There are instances where sources may meet these limits but still have

large particle fallout problems which can cause a nulsance., This rule also
provides a much quicker and simpler method of enforcement.

Board Plants

Mid-Willamette process weight rate rule was used on plywood and
particleboard plants., The DEQ board products plant rule has been found to
be more stringent and has been incorporated into the plants' Air
Contaminant Discharge Permits, and the plants are meeting these limits.
Therefore, the Mid-Willamette rule is not needed because existing permits
and the Department's new plant site emission limit rule require and will
maintain the needed control level.

bient mmonia, Chlorine and Chloride Standards : These unique Mid-
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority rules are ambient air standards
setting allowable levels of ammonia, chlorine, and chlorides (31-050, 31-
055, 31-060). They were meant as regulatory tools for such unique Mid-
Willamette Valley sources as zircenium, titanium, and other exotic metal
plants. Onfortunately, they have been useless tools to solve problems as

the standards were met but other contaminants were found to cause
problems, and these problems are belng addressed thru specific permit

conditions.

State Implementation Plan

These rules are currently part of the Oregon 3tate Implementation Plan

(SIP). If and when these rules are adopted, the Oregon SIP would be
revised to remove these rules from the SIP as they are not needed in the
SIP to attain and maintain federal standards.

Summarization

1. Almost all of the former Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
rules in Chapter 340 Division 29 are duplicated elsewhere in Chapter

340. They need to be repealed to reduce the bulk of Chapter 340 and o
eliminate confusion on which rules (State or MWVAPA) may apply to

Iources.
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2. Rules for odors, nuisance, and 250 micron and larger particle fallout,
are needed to cover special problems in the densly populated Willamette

Valley area and are recommended to be kept in place in the

Mid-Willamette counties of Benton {Corvallis), Linn (Albany), Marion
(Salem), Polk and Yamhill.

3. Other unique Mid-Willamette rules need not be continued because of
obsolescence or non-use or non-applicability.

4, The Mid-Willamette Valley rules do not need to be in the Oregon State
Implementation Plan as attainment and maintenance of federal standards
can be achieved using existing CAR's,

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commizsion authorize the Department to hold a
hearing to repeal QAR 340 Division 29 and replace it with the attached

three state QAR's on odors, nuisance, and large particle fallout. The
repealed Division 29 would be removed from the Oregon Clean Air State

Implementation Plan,

William H. Young

Attachments: 1. Proposed Rules 340-29-002 to 340-29-030
2. Present Rule 340-29-001 to 340-29-010 for deletion

3. Table of Contents of Mid~Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority rules

4, Notice of Public Hearing
JFK:a

AA1690 (1)

(503) 229-6459
February 11, 1982



DIRECTOR'S INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

Re: Agenda Item No. O, June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Adoption of Proposed Revisilons to Primary Aluminum Plant Regulations,

OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285

Pursuant to authorization by the Commission, the Department held a

public hearing on May 14, 1982 on proposed modifications to the primary

aluminum plant regulation, OAR 3H0-25-55 through 340-25-285 that:

a.

e,

Delete requirements for "existing plants” to comply with

"new plant" limits.

Do not change either emission limits for "new plants" or fluoride
and opacity limits for "existing plants”®,

Apply present particulate mass emission rates to existing vertical
stud Soderburg plants (Martin Marietta) ,

Establish revised particulate mass emission rates for existing pre-

bake plants (Reynolds Metals), and

Specify applicable source test methods.

The hearing officer's report is attached to the staff report.

Since the hearing, the Department has made one significant change

in the proposed rule modifications. The proposed monthly and annual partic-

ulate emissien limits for prebake facilities were increased by 0.5 1lb/ton Al

produced.

This was done to reflect the contribution of mincgr sources which

the Department had inadvertently overlocked in its original proposal.

I am recommending that the Commission adopt these rule modifications

as now propoged.

Prit g Skirvin, Air Quality staff, is available to answer any Commission

questions.



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. O , June 11, 1982, EQC Meeting

Adoption of Proposed Modifications to Primary Aluminum
Plant Regulations., QAR 340-25-255 through 340-25=285,

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission, at its April 16, 1982 meeting,
authorized the Department to hold a public hearing on proposed
modifications to the primary aluminum plant regulation that:

a. Delete requirements for "existing plants® te comply with
Ynew plant" limits,

b. Do not change either emission limits for M"new plants" or
fluoride and opacity limits for "existing plantsV,

e, Apply present particulate mass emission rates to existing
vertical stud Soderburg plants (Martin Marietta),

d. Establish revised particulate mass emission rates for existing
prebake plants (Reynolds Metals), and

€. Specifiles applicable source test methods,

A hearing officer report summarizing testimony resulting from the May 14,
1982 hearing is included herein as Attachment I.

After reviewing the testimony, the Department revised some of the initially
proposed modifications, The revised modifications as set forth in
Attachment II are being provided for Commission review and consideration
for adoption.

DEQ-46
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Discussion and Evaluation

The following describes the Department's review and responses to testimony
resulting from the May 14, 1982 hearing.

Reynolds Metals Company (RMC) testified that the proposed monthly and
annual particulate emission limits for existing prebake facilities needed
to be increased by 0.5 lb/ton Al if the limitations were to be applied to
31l sources", A review of BMC's emission data supported this contention
so the Department has revised the initially proposed limits. These changes
are not expected to cause any significant ambient alr impacts,

Reynolds also submitted editorial changes to the proposed modifications,
Sixty-eight degrees Fairenheit is now being proposed as the reference
temperature for emission test results as suggested by RMC. The Department
has inserted the word "representative" into the definiticon of "monthly
average" and into 340-25-280(1) in lieu of RMC's proposed "valid", BRMC has
indicated that "representative" is acceptable to them. The typographic
errors were corrected,

The Department has not made any significant changes in the proposed rule
modifications other than increasing the limits for existing prebake
facilities previcusly discussed.

Martin Marietta contended that the record does not justify different
limitations for vertieal stud Soderberg plants and prebake plants, and that
without a firm technical basis, the proposed rule is unlawfully
digcriminatory. The Department's position is that the record does

contain an adequate technical basis for the proposed modifications,
Further, Oregon Revised Statutes 468.295(3) does provide that the
Commission may establish emission standards which differentiate between air
contamination sources or classes thereof.

The Wasco County Fruit and Produce League indicated a concern that
emissions at Martin Marietta not be allowed to increase fo regulatory
limits, Routine plant site inapections and reviews of monthly monitoring
data are made by the Department to ensure that highest and best control
equipment performance is maintained.

Testimony from the Mid-Ceclumbia Economic Development District indicates
total support for regulating aluminum plant emissions (fluorides,
particulates and sulfur dioxide) to maintain the quality of life in The
Dalles area and protect the economic interests of the cherry industry and a
concern that proposed modifications may afford an economic advantage to
Reynolds. The Department does not believe that the proposed rules will
provide any significant economic imbalance which might impair the viability
of Martin Marietta,
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In accordance with the hearing notice and procedures, after adoption by the
Commission, the Department intends to submit the modified rule to EPA as
part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan., This submitial will
include a request for an equivalency determination so the Commission will
not have to adopt the EPA New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for
Primary Aluminum Plants. The Department will contend that the modified
rule as adopted and applicable to new sources is as stringent or more
stringent than the Federal NSPS. The rule will also be used to satisfy the
requirements of 111{(d) of the Clean Air Act, i.e., when EPA promulgates a
NSPS which includes a noncriteria pollutant (fluorides) the state must
adopt a rule which requires reasonable control technology for existing
sources emitting that pollutant or in that specific source category.

Summation

1. Pursuant to authorization by the Commission, the Department held a
publie hearing on May 14, 1982 on proposed modifications to the
primary aluminum plant regulation, OAR 340-25-255 through
340-25-285 that:

a. Delete requirements for "existing plants" to comply with
"new plant" limits,

b. Do not change either emission limits for "new plants" or
fluoride and opacity limits for "existing plants®,

c. Apply present particulate mass emission rates to existihg
vertical stud Soderburg plants (Martin Marietta),

d, Establish revised particulate mass emission rates for
existing prebake plants (Reynolds Metals), and

e, Specify applicable source test methods.

2. Reynolds Metals Company testified that the initially proposed monthly
and annual particulate emission limits needed to be increased by 0.5
lb/ton Al in order to accomodate their current total particulate
enission rates from "all sourceaV,

3. Martin Marietta Aluminum contended that the record does not support
the proposed modifications, therefore, they are unlawfully
discriminatory.

4, The Department, after reviewing the testimony, revised the proposed
modifications to incorporate Reynolds' requested increase, Some
editorial changes were also made by the Department which does not
change the effectiveness of this rule.

5. The Department considers the record to contain sufficient technical
information to support the now proposed modifications and therefore
disagrees with Martin Marietta's contention.
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6. The Department will submit the modified rule to EPA as an Amendment to
the State Implementation Plan, The adopted rule will also be
submitted to meet the NSPS requirements and those of Section 111{(d) of
the Clean Air Act.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed rule changes as set forth herein as Attachment II and direct the
Department to submit the modified rule to EPA as amendment to the State

Implementation Plan,

William H. Young

Attachments: Attachment I  Hearing Officer Report
Attachment II Proposed Rule Changes
Attachment III Testimony Resulting From May 14, 1982 Hearing

F.A. Skirvin:a
AA2137 (1)
(503) 229-6414
May 20, 1982
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission
PROM: Linda K. Zucker, %earings Officer
SUBJECT: Public hearing report on proposed changes to state

primary aluminum plant emission rules.

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURE

Pursuant to notice a public hearing was convened at the DEQ offices in
Portland, Oregon at 10:00 a.m. on May 14, 1982, The purpose of the hearing
was to receive public comment on proposed changes to agency rules,

OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285. A related hearing had been conducted

on November 9, 1981, Considerable testimony from diverse constituencies
regarding aluminum plant emissions had been provided to the Commission

-at the earlier hearing.

DEQ-46

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Bill Sheridan, attorney for the Wasco County Fruit and Produce League,
stated his understanding of the proposed rules as they affect emissions
from the Martin Marietta plant near The bDalles. He reported that the fact
that there is no increase in the proposed emission levels for the Martin
Marietta plant "is of some solace" to the growers. The proposed rules
meet a long~held League view that existing plants be treated on an
individual basis with best available control technology setting the
standard for each plant.

Sheridan noted that present emissions from the Martin Marietta plant are
very close to new plant standards. Retention of emission limits at levels
above achievable limits should not tempt Martin Marietta to increase its
emissions to the regulatory limit. The League intends to remain vigilant
in protecting its economic interests.

ATTACHMENT I - Hearing Officer
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Joseph Byrne, Manager of Environmental Control for Martin Marietta
Aluminum, commented briefly on the proposed rule revigions. His testimony
was supplemented by a written statement from Lars Ryssdal, General Manager
of the company.

According to Martin Marietta, the record before the Environmental Quality
Commission contains little technical support for distinguishing vertical
stud soderberg from prebake plants with respect to particulate. Martin
Marietta does not oppose the modified particulate standard so long as it
is applied to all aluminum reduction facilities. 'The company writes:

"The argument against such an across the board reduction seems
to be that Martin Marietta can meet the current standard while
Reynolds cannot. Thus, only Reynolds needs the less stringent
standards. This argument, however, ignores the fundamental
guestion of equity involved in the setting of standards. In
esgsence, the selective amendment of the applicable particulate
standards discriminates against Martin Marietta because its
environmental program succeeded.

Martin Marietta contends that the record does not provide
technical justification for discriminating between VS8 and
prebake plants., Without such a firm technical basis, the
proposed rule is unlawfully discriminatory. We are, therefore,
opposed to the proposal as currently drafted."”

Earl W. Anderson, Environmental Control Superintendent at Reynolds

Metals Company's Troutdale plant presented that company's position. First,
Reynolds believes that separate emisgion standards for new and existing
plants are justified., Second, state-of-the-art technology does not enable
Reynolds to comply with the current emissions particulate standard. The
current standard was developed from only primary and secondary sources

as a base, while Reynolds is now regquired to report particulate emissions
from these along with anode baking and miscellaneous sources. An "all
sources" limit should reflect this comprehensive measurement. Reynolds
proposes an "all sources” particulate limit of 15.6 pounds per ton of
aluminum (1lbs/TAP) as a monthly average and 13.5 lbs/TAP as an annual
average for the Troutdale reduction plant. Reynolds submits that
monitoring data show that the current "all sources" particulate emissions
at the Troutdale plant are 15.6 lbs/TAP on a monthly average and 13.5
lbs/TAP on an annual average, as opposed to the DEQ proposal of 15.1 and
13.0 lbs/TAP, respectively. 'The Reynolds' proposal would establish current
rates as allowable rates.

Anderson requested that Reynolds' written submittals dated November 9,
1981, November 19, 1981, and May 14, 1982 be included as part of the
hearing record. In its detailed May, 1982 statement, Reynolds provides
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some history. Between 1975 and 1977 Reynclds installed state-of-the-art
pollution control equipment at ilts Troutdale plant at a cost of over $31
million. This equipment consists of extremely efficient cell hooding and

a modern dry scrubbing facility. WNo other feasible technology exists which
would enable an existing plant like the Troutdale reduction plant to reduce
its present emissions to the point where it could comply with Oregon's

new plant standards, This equipment has produced significant emissions
reductions as reflected by the measured improvements in ambient air guality
levels in the vicinity of the plant. The ambient air quality data which
have been collected indicate no detrimental envirommental impact occurs

in the plant vicinity.

From time to time Reynolds is unable to comply with the current emission
standards. These standards were based solely on predicted performance.
Actual emission data was not available for a plant of the age of the
Troutdale plant and which employed dry scrubbing control technology.
Reynolds' proposed revisions are based on actual plant-wide data. Ambient
air quality monitoring results, DEQ modeling and an atmosphere dispersion
modeling analysis submitted to the DEQ by Reynolds all show that the
ambient air guality standards will continue to be protected by the
particulate matter emissions limits proposed by Reynolds.

Reynolds also submitted editorial changes to the proposed regulations.
They are as follows:

" OAR 340-25-260(13): 'Monthly Average'
The word 'valid' should be inserted before the phrase
‘test results' to cover unusual or uncontrollable
situations which could adversely affect the
determination of the monthly average.

OAR 340-25-260{20): 'Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas'
The staff report specified that a standard dry cubic
foot of gas be measured at 60°F. Reynolds believes that
this should actually be 68°F since the DEQ in the past
has specified 68°F as standard temperature.

QAR 340~25-265(1) (b) (B): Typographical Error
The annual average standard stated as 3.0 pounds of
particulate per ton of aluminum should actually read
5.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum.

OAR 340-25-265(3) {c) {(A): Typographical Error
Misspelled ‘'monthly.' "
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Rosemary Garrett, thirteen years old, lives close to the Martin Marietta
plant and near a freeway. 8She finds car emissions more offensive than
pollution from the plant. She writes, "Right now we need the jobs more
than clean air, and a little pollution never hurt anybody."

Alan Warman, Executive Director of the Mid-Columbia Economic Development
District, agrees with regulations limiting emissions of fluorides,
particulates, and sulfur dioxide to maintain the quality of life in The
Dalles area and protect the economic interests of the cherry industry.

The concept that existing aluminum plants not be required to meet emission
limits for new plants is supported. Continuation of current emission
limits at the Martin Marietta plant permits continued coexistence of needed
economic resources in the community. Establishing emission rates at the
Reynolds Metals plant near Troutdale which are higher (allow more
emissions/unit of production) than those set for the Martin Marietta plant
is questioned. As a policy the proposed action appears to provide Reynolds
with a competitive advantage, as more stringent control levels tend to
produce higher compliance and production costs. Any action by a state
agency which provides one firm with a competitive advantage over another

is inappropriate.

Martin Marietta, the largest employer and industrial base of The Dalles,
is experiencing production cutbacks and layoffs. The District asks DEQ

to show clearly and definitely on the record that the proposed action does
not set a precedent or establish a policy of showing preferential treatment
or convey a competitive advantage and that no preferential consideration
will be given in the future by DEQ. The District asks that emission
limits not be modified to allow emissions in excess of standards currently
set for the Reynolds plant. Rather, the plant should continue to

operate through a “"temporary® or "interim" type of variance from emission
standards for existing plants until such time as it is financially and
technically able to meet the same standards now exacted of Martin
Marietta.

LKZ:k
HKD9232
229-5383
5/19/82



Attachment IY - Proposed Rule Changes
Primary Aluminum Plants

Statement of Purpose

380-25-255 In furtherance of the public policy of the state as set
forth in ORS [U449,765], 468,280 it is hereby declared to be the purpose of
the Commission in adopting the following regulations to:

(1) Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for
each operating primary aluminum plant, the highest and best practicable
collection, treatment, and control of atmospheric pollutantz emitted from
primary aluminum plants through the utilization of technically feasible
equipment, devices and procedures necessary to attain and maintain
desired air quality.

(2) Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, ambient
air levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage, and other pertinent
data, The Department will use these data, in conjunction with observation
of conditions in the surrounding areas, to develop emission and ambient air
standards and to determine compliance therewith.

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research
and technological development program desighed to reduce emissions, in
accordance with a definite program, including specified objectives and time
schedulses,

(4) Establish standards which, based upon presently available
technology, are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the
standards as needed when new information and better technology are
developed.

Definitions

380-25-260 (1) "All Sources" means sources including, but not limited
to, the reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode baking plant,
cast house, and collection, treatment, and recovery systems.

(2) "Ambient Air". The air that surrounds the earth, excluding the
general volume of gases contained within any building or structure,

(3) "Annual Average" means the arithmetic average of the [twelve most
recent concecutive] monthly averages reported to the Department during the
twelve most recent consecutive months,

(4) "Anode Baking Plant" means the heating and sintering of pressed
anode biocks in oven-like devices, including the loading and unlocading of
the oven-like devices.

(5) "Anode Plant" means all operations directly associated with the
preparation of anode carbon except the anode baking operation.

(6) "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission. :

(T7) "Cured Forage" means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is
intended to be consumed by livestock.

(8) "Department® means Department of Environmental Quality.
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(9) "Emission" means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air
contaminants.

(10) "Emission Standards" means the limitation on the release of a
contaminant or multiple contaminants to the ambient air.

(11) "Fluorides" means matter containing fluoride ion.

(12) "Forage" means grasses, pasture, and other vegetation that is
consumed or is intended to be consumed by livestock.

(13) "Monthly Average® means the summation of the arithmetic average
of [three] all representative test results obtained during any calendar
month [, utilizing test methods and procedures approved by the
Department] and the emission rates established for sources not subject to
routine testing,

(14) "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces
transmission of light or obscures the view of an object in the background.
(15) "Particulate Matter™ means a small discrete mass of solid or

liquid matter, but not including uncombined water.

(16) "Primary Aluminum Plant" means those plants which will or do
operate for the purpose of, or related to, producing aluminum metal from
aluminum oxide (alumina).

(17) "Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systems™ means the system
which collects and removes contaminants prior to the emission point. If
there is more than one such system, the primary system is that system which
is most directly related to the aluminum reduction cell.

(18) "Regularly Scheduled Monitoring" means sampling and analyses in
compliance with a program and schedule approved pursuant to rule
OAR 340-25-280.

(19) "Ringlemann Smoke Chart" means the Ringlemann Smoke Chart with
instructions for use as published in May, 1967, by the U.S. Department of
Interior, Bureau of Mines,

(20) "Standard Dry Cubic [Root] Foot of Gas" means that amount of the
gas which would occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot on each side,
if the gas were free of water vapor at a pressure of 14,7 P.S.I.A, and a
temperature of [60] 68°F.

Enissions Standards

340-25-265(1) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant
constructed [on or] after January 1, 1973, shall be collected and treated
as necessary so as not to exceed the following minimum requirements:

{a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(A) A monthly average of 1.3 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of
aluminum produced; and

(B) An annual average of 1.0 pound of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum
produced; and

(C) 12.5 tons of fiuoride ion per month from any single aluminum plant
without prior written approval by the Department.

{(b) The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions
from all sources shall not exceed:

(A) A monthly average of 7.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced; and .
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(B) An annuzl average of 5.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced.

(e¢) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed ten (10) per-
cent opacity or 0.5 on the Ringlemann Smoke Chart at any time.

(2) Each primary aluminum plant constructed and operated after
January 1, 1973, shall be in full compliance with these regulations no
later than 180 days after completing potroom start-up and shall maintain
full compliance thereafter,

(3) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant constructed on
or before Janaury 1, 1973, shall be collected and treated as necessary so
as not to exceed the following minimum requirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(A) A monthly average of 3.5 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of
aluminum produced; and

(B) An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of
ailuminum produced; and

(C) 22.0 tons of fluoride ion per month from any single aluminum plant
without prior written approval by the Department.

{b) The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions
from all sources at nt ng vertic atu derberg cells shall not
exceed:

{A) A monthly average of 13.0 pounds of particulate per ton of
aluminum preoduced; and

{B) An annual average of 10.0 pounds of particulate per ton of
aluminum produced,

(c) Ihe total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions
from all sources a lants usin rebake ¢ 8 shall not exceed:

{(A) A monthly average of 15.6 pounds of particulate per ton of

in roduced; and

B) An annual average of unds of particulate per ton of
aluminum produced,

[(e¢)] (d} Visible emissions form any source shall not exceed twenty
(20) percent opacity or 1.0 on the Ringlemann Smoke Chart at any time.

(4) Bach existing primary aluminum plant shall [proceed promptly with
a program to] comply [as soon as practicable] with these regulations upon
adoption . [A proposed program and implementation plan shall be submitted
by each plant to the Department not later than 180 days after the effective
date of these amended regulations.]

[The Department shall establish a schedule of compliance for each
existing primary aluminum plant. Each schedule shall include the dates by
which compliance shall be achieved, but in no case, shall full compliance
be later than the following dates:

{a) Existing plants shall comply with emission standards in section
340-25-265(3) by January 1, 1977;

{(b) Existing plant shall comply with emission standards in section
340-25-265(1) by no later than January 1, 1986, pending a review by the
Commission as described in section 2340-25-265(5).]

[(5) The Commission shall review, by no later than December 31, 1981,
the feasibility of applying subsection 340-25-265(4)(b) based on the
conclusions regarding:
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{a) The then current state of the art of controlling emissions from
primary aluminum plants;

(b) The progress in controlling and reducing emissions exhibited at
that time by then existing aluminum plants;

(c) The need for further emissions control at those facilities based
on discernible environmental impact of emissions up to that time.]

Special Problem Areas

340-25-2T0. The Department may require more restrictive emission limits -
than the numerical emission standards contained in rule 340-25-265 for an
individual plant upon a finding by the Commission that the individual plant
is located, or is proposed to be located, in a special problem area. Such
more restrictive emission limits for special problem areas may be
established on the basis of allowable emissions per ton of aluminum
produced or total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a
combination thereof, and may be applied on a seasonal or year-round basis.

Highesat and Best Practicable Treatment and Control Requirement

340-25-275 1In order to maintain the lowest possible emissions of
air contaminants, the highest and best practicable treatment and control
currently available shall in every case be provided, but this section shall
not be construed to allow emissions to exceed the specific emission limits
set forth in [rule] Section 340-25-265,

Monitoring

340-25-280(1) Each primary aluminum plant constructed and operated on

or before January 1, 1973, shall submit and conduct [within sixty (60) days
after the effective date of these amended regulations] a detailed,
effective monitoring program. The program shall include regularly
scheduled monitoring and testing by the plant of emissions of gaseous and
particulate fluorides and total particulates, [The plant shall take and
test a minimum of three (3) representative emisson samples each calendar
month.] ZXach plant shall test emissions om_each operati tline once

er calendar month A minimum of thre representative tests shall be

taken each month, All such testing shall include simultaneouys sampling of
gontrol system{s) and/or roof vents, Anode bake oven control systems shall

be tested at least once per month., [The samples] All tests shall be taken
[at,] on prespecified [intervals} dates. A schedule for measurement of

fluoride levels in forage and ambient air shall be submitted. The
Department shall establish a monitoring program for [the] each plant which
shall be placed in effective operation within niney (90) days after written
notice to the plant by the Department of the established monitoring
progranm,

(2) Each primary aluminum plant proposed to be constructed and
operated after January 1, 1973, shall submit a detailed preconstruction
[of] and post-construction monitoring program as a part of the air
contaminant discharge permit application.
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(3) All monitoring methods used to demonstrate compliance with these

ule including sampling and analytica rocedurer st be file it d
approved by the Department. Where applicable, methods in the Department
ource Test Manu ine i but t limited to Methods nd for
particulates and Methods 134 or 13B for fluorides, shall be used,
Reporting

340-25-285(1) Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the
Department, data for each scurce and station inec in the
monitoring program shall be reported by each primary aluminum plant within
thirty (30) days of the end of each calendar month [for each source and
station included in the approved monitoring program] as follows:

(a) Ambient air: Twelve-hour concentrations of gaseous fluoride in
ambient air expressed in micrograms per cubic meter of air, and in parts
per billion (ppb); also 28-day test results using calcium formate ("limed")
paper expressed in micrograms of flucride per centimeter squared per cubic
meter (ug/-cm2m3).

{b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage expressed in parts
per million (ppm) of fluoride on a dried weight basis.

(e} Particulate emissions: Results of all emission sampling conducted
during the month for particulates, expressed in grains per standard dry
cubie foot, in pounds per day, and in pounds per ton of aluminum produced.
The method of calculating pounds per ton shall be as specified in the
approved monitoring programs. Particulate data shall be reporied as total
particulates and percentage of fluoride ion contained therein.

(d) Gaseous emissions: Results of all sampling conducted during the
month for gaseous fluorides., All results shall be expressed as [hydrogen]
fluoride ion in micrograms per cubic meter and pounds per day of [hydrogen]
fluoride ion , and in pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced.

{(e) Other emissions and ambient air data as specified in the approved
monitoring program.

(f) Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection
or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes.

(2) Bach primary aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the
Department, such other data as the Department may require to evaluate the
plant's emission contreol program. EBach primary aluminum plant shall report
the value of each emission test performed during that reporting period, and
shall alsc immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in
increased emission of alr contaminants,

(3) No person shall construct, install, establish, or operate a
primary aluminum plant without first applying for and obtaining an air
contaminant discharge permit from the Department. Addition to, or
enlargement or replacement of, a primary aluminum plant or any major
alteration thereof shall be construed as construction, installation, or
establishment.

AR1989.1 (1) -5 -



ATTACHMENT III - Testimony Resulting
From May 14, 1982

Hearing

MARTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM RESUCTION DIVISION
POST OFFICE BOX 711

THE DALLES, CREGON 97058
TELEPHONE (503} 2966161

State of Cregon
May 18, 13BRrvMenT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RE BEIVE
MAY 1 9 1937

' N AR QUALITY CONTROL
Mr. Fred Skirvin ,
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon %7207

Dear Sir:

Martin Marietta Aluminum hereby submits these
comments in response to the proposal of the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality to amend its regulations
as they apply to the particulate emissions of aluminum
reduction facilities. As proposed, VSS plants would
be reguired to meet existing standards (13# Fl/ton Al
monthly maximum and 104 Fl/ton Al rolling 12 month
average) . Prebake plants would be required to meet
a less stringent 15.1%# Fl/ton Al monthly maximum and
13.04 Fl/ton Al rolling 12 month average.

The regulation, as proposed, would impose
different standards on Martin Marietta's The Dalles
plant and Reynold's Troutdale plant. This follows
from the fact the Reynolds' Troutdale plant is a pre-
bake plant while Martin Marietta's The Dalles plant
is a V88 plant. The record contains little technical
support for distinguishing a VSS from a prebake plant
with regpect to their particulate emissions.

Martin Marietta does not oppose the change in
the particulate standard so long as it applies to all
aluminum reduction facilities. The argument against
such an across the board reduction seems to be that
Martin Marietta can meet the current standard while
Reynolds cannot. Thus, only Reynolds needs the less
stringent standards. This argument, however, ignores
the fundamental qguestion of equity involved in the
setting of standards. 1In essence, the selective
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Page 2

amendment of the applicable particulate standards
discriminates against Martin Marietta because its
environmental program succeeded.

Martin Marietta contends that the record does
not provide technical justification for discriminating
between VS5 and prebake plants. Without such a firm
technical basis, the proposed rule is unlawfully dis-
criminatory. We are, therefore, opposed to the proposal
as currently drafted.

Sincerely,

Lards Ryssdal
General Manager

LR:mk



ORAL STATEMENT OF

EARL W. ANDERSON

My name is Earl W. Anderson and I am the Environmental Control
Superintendent at Reynolds Metals Company's Troutdale Reduction
Plant. It is my pleasure to appear at today's hearing on behalf

of Reynolds Metals Company.

In the notice for this hearing, The Department of Environmental
Quality announced that it is proposing revisions to air pollution
rules for existing primary aluminum plants. Among the revisions
proposed, are two of vital concern to Reynolds Metals Company, as
follows:

(a) The Department bf Environmental Quality will continue its
practice of enforcing separate emission standards for new

and existing primary aluminum plants.

{b} Particulate emission limits based on current emission rates
will be established for the Reynolds Metals Company plant

near Troutdale,

Reynolds Metals Company has thoroughly reviewed these matters. A
detailed statement in support of the Company's positions has been
prepared and we request that it be made a formal part of the record
for this hearing. Additionally, we requegt that Reynolds' two

previous submittals concerning these regulations dated November 9,



1981 and November 19, 1981 be made part of the formal hearing

record.

In the interests of brevity I will not take the time to read
our detailed, written statement, but will instead provide a short

summary.

First, Reynolds believes that the facts support separate
emission standards for new and existing aluminum plants. Our
November 9, 1981 statement points out the numerous differences
between new and existing plants and the infeasibility of applying
new source standards to plants like the Troutdale Reduction Plant.
An evidentiary hearing on this question was held on November 9,
1981. Based on the record in that hearing and the recommendation
of the DEQ staff, the EQC found on April 14, 1982 that it was not

feasible to apply new plant standards to existing plants.

Second, Reynolds believes that new particulate emission
standards should be promulgated for the Troutdale Reduction
Plant. The Troutdale Reduction Plant has installed state-of-
the-art pollution control equipment, in compliance with the
environmental laws. Even with this state-of-the~art technology
Reynolds has been unable to comply at all times with the current
particulate standard. The present standard was based on emis-
sions from only primary and secondary sources, whereas Reynolds
is now required to report emissions from all sources. The pro-

posed standard is based on emissionsg from primary, secondary and



anode baking plant sources. In addition to these, miscellaneous
sources add a total of about .5 lbs/TAP to our emissions.

Reynolds believes that since the DEQ intends to limit emissions
from Troutdale Reduction Plant on an "all sources" basis the
emission limits should include a 0.5 1b/TAP allcowance for the
numerous miscellaneous sources at the plant site. Thus, Reynolds
believes the proper "all sources" particulate limit for the
Troutdale Reduction Plant should be 15.6 1b/TAP as a monthly
average and 13,5 lb/TAP as an annhual average. Reynolds has also
suggested in its full submittal several minor changes to the ruleg

to alleviate posgible sourceg of ambiguity and misinterpretations.

In summary, Reynolds Metals Company supports the DEQ's actions

proposed today with a few minor modifications. We are, of course,

available to answer any guestions you may have.

Thank you,.
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Statement of Reynolds Metals Company
At the State of Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality Public Hearing
Concerning Proposgsed Changesgs of Rules Pertaining
to Primary Aluminum Plants

* * * %

INTRODUCTION

Reynolds Metals Company owns and operates one of the two
existing aluminum plants in Oregon. Reynolds' Troutdale Reduction
Plant was designed and built by the United States government in
1942, Reynolds acquired the plant by lease in 1946 and purchased
it in 1950. The Plant originally had four potlines, all of which
are available for use today. The Company added a fifth potline
in 1970. Each of these potlines consists of 140 pots, or cells,
for a total of 700. State-of-the-art air pollution control tech-
nology was installed on these potlines in 1977. 1In addition to
the potlines and the buildings they occupy, the Plant consists of
a casthouse, carbon plant, and numerous other support buildings

and equipment, almost all of which are part of the original plant.

The revisions to the air pollution rules for existing pri-
mary aluminum plants which are the subject of today's public hear-
ing are of vital importance to the Reynolds' Troutdale Reduction
Plant. Two issues are of particular concern to Reynolds Metals

Company. These are:



(1) The DEQ's proposal to establish different emission standards
for existing and new primary aluminum plants, respectively,

and

{(2) The DEQ's proposal to establish new particulate emission
standards for existing primary aluminum plants employing

ptebake cell technology.

Reynolds, as is delineated in the full text of this state-
ment, believes the DEQ proposals are necessary and their need is
fully supported by the record of the 1981 November 09 informa-

tional hearing concerning these same standards.

Reynolds hereby reguests that its 1981 November 09 statement
and its subsequent supplemental submission dated 1981 November 19
be made part of the official record of today's proceedings. These
documents address specifically the two aforementioned issues of
primary concern to the Troutdale Reduction Plant and provide sound

technical support and data on the need for the proposed rule changes.

Reynolds believes a careful review of the facts will support
the DEQ proposal to establish separate emission standards for new
and existing primary aluminum plants. Reynolds further believes
that a careful examination of the data will show that the proper
particulate emission limit for "all sources” at the Troutdale

Reduction Plant is 15.6 pounds per ton of aluminum produced



(lbs/TAP) on a monthly average and 13.5 1lbs/TAP on an annual aver-~
age, as opposed to the DEQ proposal of 15.1 and 13.0 1bs/TAP,

respectively.

Reynolds is additionally proposing today a few minor changes
to the primary aluminum plant rules which are discussed fully in
a separate section of this submission. These changes are not
intended to alter the substance of the rules, but rather are
intended to remove any ambiguity or potential for misinterpreta-

tion of the proposed rules.

THE NEED FOR SEPARATE EMISSION STANDARDS FOR EXISTING

AND NEW PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

On 1981 November 9, Reynolds Metals Company submitted a
detailed written statement to the State of Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality in support of the need to continue the
present scheme of having separate emission standards for existing
primary aluminum plants and new primary aluminum plants. That
statement pointed out that state-of-the-art pollution control
equipment for primary aluminum plants is currently employed at
the Troutdale Plant. This equipment, which cost the Company over
31 million dollars between 1975 and 1977, consists of extremely
efficient cell hooding and a modern dry scrubbing facility.
Reynolds firmly believes that this pollution control system
represents state-of-the-art technology and that no other feasible

technology exists which would enable an existing plant like the



Troutdale Reduction Plant to reduce its present emissions to the
point where it could comply with Oregon's new plant standards.
Reynolds also believes that it has never been the intention of
the State of Oregon to impose unattainable standards on the
Troutdale Reduction Plant. Given the fact that state-of-the-art
pollution control technology is in operation at the Plant, it is
not reasonable to expect that a more stringent standard could be
achieved (indeed as noted later in this text, Reynolds believes

the current standard to be in need of modification).

Reynolds' previous statement also points out the signifi-
cant emission reductions which have been achieved since 1977 as a
result of the modern pollution control system at the Troutdale
Plant. These reductions are further reflected by the measured
improvements in ambient air quality levels in the Plant vicinity.
The ambient air quality data which have been collected indicate
that no detrimental environmental impact occurs in the plant
vicinity as a result of the present emission levels at the

Troutdale Plant.

This fact has been further supported since the November sub-
mittal by air quality modeling of the existing plant emissions.
The modeling results show that no discernible adverse impacts
occur as a result of existing plant emissions. The local com-
munity has testified to the fact that Reynolds operates in har-
mony with local land use patterns. Given this situation and the

support the Company has received from local farmers and citizens,



Reynolds believes that there is no need for applying the more
stringent new source standards to existing plants like the

Troutdale Plant.

The November 9 statement points out the fact that the
Troutdale Reduction Plant is forty vears old, and was not de-
signed with today's environmental standards in mind. As a
result, controlling emissions from the Troutdale Reduction Plant
is more difficult than controlling emissions from a plant de-
signed with stringent new source standards in mind. The premise
that older plants are not capable of achieving the same low
levels of emissions as new plants is recognized by the Federal
government, other nations, and states (including Oregon), through
the existence of separate emission standards for existing and new
sources. A separate standard which reflects separate emission
limits for existing primary aluminum plants and for new plants
is necessary to account for the differences in plant design,

construction and operation.

The Environmental Quality Commission recognized this at its
BApril 14, 1982 meeting, at which it found that it was not feasible

to apply new plant standards to existing plant.

In summary, Reynolds Metals Company believes that it is not
technically feasible to attain the new plant standards in a plant
the age of Troutdale Plant. The available data and atmospheric

dispersicn modeling results support the fact that there is no



need for further emission reductions at the Plant. For these
reasons, the Company supports continuing the practice of maintain-
ing separate emission standards for existing and new primary alum-

inum plants in Oregon.

The Appropriate Emission Standard for

"All Sources" at the Troutdale Reduction Plant

On 1982 November 19, Reynolds provided a supplemental state-
ment to the Environmental Quality Commission concerning the need
for revisions to the existing particulate matter emission limit
applicable to the Troutdale Reduction Plant. Reynolds believes
that the current particulate matter standard of 13.0 lbs/TAP
monthly average and 10.0 lbs/TAP annual average are based on a
flawed analysis. Reynolds, despite the expenditure of 31 million
dollars for state~of~the-art emission control eguipment, is unable

from time to time to comply with the current emission standard.

As is delineated in the November 19 statement, Reynolds anal-
yzed recent emission data from the Troutdale Reduction Plant in a
manner essentially the same as that employed by the DEQ when it
promulgated the existing primary aluminum plant standards. These
standards were based solely on the predicted performance of a new
emission control system. This was necessary because actual emis-
sion data was not available for a plant of the age of the Troutdale
Plant and which employed dry scrubbing control technology. The

proposed regulatory revisions are based on actual plant-wide data



collected at Troutdale from 1981 August to 1980 January. The DEQ
staff and Environmental Protection Agency have both reviewed
Reynolds'! analysis and agree, for the most part,

with the results. It is Reynolds' understanding that the revi-
sions proposed today result, in part, from Reynolds analysis of

the recent emission history of the Troutdale Plant.

The DEQ is proposing the following particulate matter emis-

sions limit:

The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emis-
sions from all sources at plants using prebake cells shall not

exceed:

(A) A monthly average of 15.1 pounds of particulate per ton of

aluminum produced; and

(B} An annual average of 13.0 pounds of particulate per ton of

aluminum produced.

Reynolds believes that these proposed emission limits are
appropriate for limiting emissions from the traditional prebake
primary alumium plant emission sources, which consist of potroom
primary, secondary, and anocde bake plant exhaust streams. The
Department's development of the proposed rule appears to be based
upon actual emission data derived exclusively from these tradi-

tional emission points. Accordingly, the proposed emission



limits include no allowance for the numerous miscellaneous
particulate emission sources which are part of the Troutdale
Reduction Plant. Table 1 provides a representative, although not
all inclusive, list of the miscellaneous emission sources 1in

operation at the Troutdale Reduction Plant.

Reynolds believes that a reasonable particulate matter
emission allowance for these numerous miscellaneous emission
sources is 0.5 1b/TAP. Accordingly, Reynolds recommends as the
appropriate "all socources" or plant site emission limit for the

Troutdale Reduction Plant the following rule:

The total of organic and inorganic matter emissions from all

sourceg at plants using prebake cells shall not exceed:

{A) A monthly average of 15.6 pounds of particulate per ton of

aluminum produced; and

(B) An annual average of 13.5 pounds of particulate per ton of

aluminum produced.

Ambient air quality monitoring results, DEQ modeling and an
atmospheric dispersion modeling analysis submitted to the DEQ by
Reynolds all show that the ambient air quality standards will
ﬁcontinue to be protected by the particulate matter emission limits

proposed by Reynolds.
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TABLE 1

REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLES OF "OTHER" SOURCES

AT THE TROUTDALE REDUCTION PLANT

Casthouse

Green Mill

Carbon Unloading

Butt Crushing

Carbon Cleaning Blasting Cabinet
Rodding Room

Cast Iron Tumble Mill
Steel Buffing Cabinet
Fresh Ore Delivery

Ore Recycling Airlifts
Cathode Lining

Alumina Transfer to Potrooms

41:E/9



Editorial Changes to Proposed Regulations

OAR 340-25-260(13): "Monthly Average"

The word "valid" should be inserted before the phrase "test
regults® to cover unusual or uncontreollable situations which could

adversely affect the determination of the monthly average.

OAR 340-25-260(20): "Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas"

The staff report specified that a standard dry cubic foot of
gas be measured at 60°F. Reynolds believes that this should
actually be 68°F since the DEQ in the past has specified 68°F as

standard temperature.

OAR 340-25-265(1) (b) (B): Typographical Error

The annual average standard stated as 3.0 pounds of partic-
ulate per ton of aluminum should actually read 5.0 pounds of par-

ticulate per ton of aluminum.

OAR 340-25-265(3) (c) (A): Typographical Error

Misgpelled "monthly."

-10-



CONCLUSION

Reynolds Metals Company whole-heartedly supports many of the
revisions being proposed by the DEQ for the primary aluminum plant
rules, The facts support separate and different emission standards
for existing and new primary aluminum plants. The proposed partic-
ulate matter eission limits of 15.1 lbs/TAP monthly average and
13.0 lbs/TAP annual average are reascnable limits for potroom
primary, secondary, and anode bake emission sources. However,
since the emission limit igs intended to apply to "all sources” at
the Troutdale Reduction Plant site, Reynolds believes a 0.5 1b/TAP
allowance needs to be included in the emission limit for the many
miscellaneous sources that are part of the Troutdale Reduction
Plant. Therefore, Reynolds recommends that the Department adopt
particulate matter emission limits of 15.6 1lbs/TAP monthly average

and 13.5 1lbs/TAP annual average for the Troutdale Reduction Plant.

Reynolds believes that the changes proposed by the DEQ for
the primary aluminum plant rules along with the changes Reynolds
is proposing today meet the intent of the Oregon air gquality laws
and rules. The adoption of these revisions will ensure that the
Troutdale Reduction Plant will continue to operate with no signif-
icant adverse impact upon the environment as one of the best con-
trolled primary aluminum plants in the world. The evidence pro-
vided by Reynolds in its two previous suabmittals clearly shows

that the DEQ actions proposed today are proper and necessary.

41+E

-11-



U
ks

~ . .V_\ 7-\ i ". Fad r
G'% G feS WA 4

O&QQ\ e, %\ quatend Ihe 334‘!,0_%0 ,CLX%G%, :};L{;‘;
Sy la 0

527 g\ bl -
522 ¢\ b q%g‘\@w

Deon s,
Jorm 13 yeana oy and & nwad The O tend odsoudt
D Doaden Uhaonleds”s N bl thoek YJWJM
e LYt oy, Orind e W st L Decanse oot G\-%MU
0 A7y | F
léﬁ_oN) QUDJ{) 0\33:\.0{1‘7’*\0\(\.&/«8 LU'L\VD\DMGY\ f{&mw—-ﬂ
7'\43 w W N Aove *-f‘E.AmJ 4 Moo LNV, SV
TUNGw, DPraTRy (O A, betiee a
g & fesde o Hhra Plaad amd we st
TRAL QA 8D Mazndl M RN 0oy Pudalon
y Ny torée 'i'\LQ\ ’ TN\ R VN ’}%w 4«{;\/
O o @L&x&w«\m drasnd comny Jraday
(),.uﬁ( Loty oF Bwm amglon oty Maw Gt
m%m wioaY X T™Mukde Q..go-[.fj N okeut Phe Dulles
m\\&%}dw B RIN we Naed e s Thay
6 boly Dpending Hpree o Pudun L
whim voe retd Bl ol Wua,f‘.gr}(:vo,
%@44’“«0)3 et Dol 0 Keevasoenn Lok
io DJ\NL\?U'D v o »-L;v\ A C.&S\rm"f"ls’»w‘ﬁlg) Clﬂﬂ,g.:\

o4 QDWJM/MVU w’m J\.s-%)./\,,’(‘ z&@-}ﬂq Wg R
PARTRENT i v viaiit s 1AL,

AIR QUALITY COMTROL



MID-COLUMBIA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

WASCO COUNTY COURTHOUSE ANNEX B 502 EAST FIFTH STREET
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058 TELEPHONE 503 «~ 296-2266

April 27, 1982

Or .
uate of OFCE N QUALLTY
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Department of Environmental Quality T | coONTROL
Air Quality Division AR QUALR
P. 0. Box 1760 '
Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Skirvin:
RE: COMMENT ON PROPOSED CHANGES OF RULES PERTAINING
TO PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

Our comments here concern proposed rules changes pertaining to primary
aluminum plants.

Comments:

1. We agree with regulations 1imiting emissions of fluorides, particulates
and sulphur dioxide. We need to maintain the quality of Tife in The Dalles
area and protect the economic interests of the cherry industry.

2. Further we find support in the concept existing aluminum plants not be
required to meet emission limits for new plants.

3. Allowing emission Timits to remain the same for the Martin Marietta
plant permits continued coexistence of needed economic resources in the
community.

4, Establishing emission rates at the Reynolds Metals plant near Troutdale
which are higher (allow more emissions/unit of production) than those set
for the Martin Marietta plant is questioned. As a policy the proposed action
appears to provide Reynolds Metals with a competitive advantage over the
Martin Marietta plant by permitting Reynolds standards which are not as
stringent and associated with Tower costs of compliance and lower costs of
production. We strongly believe any action by a state agency which provides
one firm with a competitive advantage over another firm is inappropriate
and should be avoided.

Martin Marietta, the largest employer and industrial base of The Dalles, is
experiencing production cutbacks and layoffs. Your proposed action should not
be detrimental to our area by contributing to a competitive advantage. We ask
DEQ to show clearly and definitely in the record the proposed action does not
set a precedent or establish a policy of showing preferential treatment nor does
it encourage a competitive advantage and no such preferential consideration will
be given in the future by DEQ. We ask that emission limits not be modified to



Fredric A. Skirvin
April 27, 1982
Page Two

allow emissions in excess of standards for the Reynolds Metals plant. The plant
could continue to operate through a "temporary" or "interim" type of variance
from emission standards for existing plants until such time as the Reynolds
plant is financially and technically able to meet standards Martin Marietta now
meets.

We recognize your ultimate concern for fairness and provide continued support
to your environmental protection efforts.

Regards,

AE?an Warman

Executive Director

AW:ph



EQC Legislative Discussion
June 11, 1982

All Commission members plus Commissioner-elect Jim Petersen were in
attendance. :

Introduction

Stan Biles introduced the discussion by identifying the three ohjectives
of the afternoon session: 1) gain familiarization with staff proposals;
2) revise staff proposals; and 3) discuss Commission-initiated legislative
concepts. The afternocn agenda and the overall legislative preparation
schedule were reviewed. Twe issues were identified as likely to dominate
the 1983 reqular legislative session: 1} the state economy; and 2) the
state General Fund budget. "Environmentalism™ will probably not be a major
concern of the session. Biles concluded the introduction by cutlining

two different legislative strategies: 1) high profile~inpovative; and

2) low profile-protective. 1In either instance, it is recommended that

the Department focus its legislative resources on a small number of high
priority bills., Commissioner Somers urged each Commissioner to beccme
personally involved in the legislative process.

Next, the Commission began consideration of the Divisions' legislative
proposals.

Air Quality

Jack Weathersbee described the legislative concepts offered by the Air
Quality Division. Limited discussion resulting in tentative approval being
given to the field burning and Medford I/M proposals. Chairman Richards
and Commissioner Somers suggested that the field burning registration fee
concept might be handled administratively. The Commission expressed
digsapproval for moise fees, however, the Commission voiced support for
the addition of one General Funded position to the Nolse program. Most
discussion centered upon proposed legislation for woodstoves,
Commissioners Burgess and Brill expressed concern that the proposed
voluntary measures would accomplish little. Commissioners Somers and
Richards wvoiced support for the staff suggestions in addition to a
mandatory certification program. Commissioner Bishop expressed a desire
for additional public awareness and education efforts by the Department
but was interested in seeing more information regarding certification and
tax credits., Commissioner—elect Petersen also asked for more information
on the effectiveness of tax credits as a catalyst for individual behavior
modification. Weathergbee agreed to refine the woodstove concepts and
organize additional information prior to the Commission's August meeting.

Water Quality

Hal Sawyer presented the legislative concepts recommended by the Water
Quality Division. The Commission did not indicate concern with proposals
to: 1) increase the bond coverage for subsurface sewage disposal systen

MH462 -1-



installers and pumpers; 2) require recording notice of unusual omsite
sewage disposal systems; and 3) extend duration of wastewater discharge
permits to ten years. Water Quality staff will continue to develop and
refine these proposals.

Solid Waste

Ernie Schmidt introduced the legislative concepts recommended by the Solid
Waste Division. Considerable discussion of alternative means to reduce
solid waste prefaced comments on the proposed legislative concepts. While
indicating that increased regulation would produce beneficial results
including greater recycling, the Commission agreed that greater regulation
at this time would not be well received by the public. No major opposition
was voiced regarding any of the solid waste legislative concepts. Schmidt
agreed to continue to work on the proposals with emphasis upon expanding
solid and hazardous waste fees to support those programs.

Tax Credits

Mike Downs introduced five proposals to revise the tax credit statutes,
Chairman Richards voiced strong support for continuing the tax credit
program as a means to achieve compliance by industries without overburdening
them with expensive installation costs. General support was expressed for
four of the proposals including: 1) narrowing the range of percentages
allocable to peollution control; 2) changes in the requirement for
preliminary certification for tax relief; 3) elimination of the notice of
election requirement for recipients of Pollution Control FPacility tax credit
certificates; and 4) change in tax credit statutes to narrow the definition
of "substantial purpose." The Commission disapproved a concept to exclude
new facilities and expanslons of existing facilities from qualifying for
air, water, or moise tax relief. Tom Donaca, representing the Association
of Oregon Industries, arqued support for the current program suggesting

that tax credits have prompted compliance from businesses while also serving
as an incentive for economic growth. 'The Commission indicated general
agreement with these two conclusions and decided that current provisions

for new and expanding facilities should be contimued. Mike Downs committed
to further development of the concepts approved by the Commission with
particular attention given to alternative methods to narrow the definition
of "substantial purpose.”

Agency Management

The Commission heard three proposals from both the enforcement section
and the agency's legal counsel. Although discussion was brief, the
Commission did not express opposition to any of the six proposals.
Alternative interpretations of ORS 468.300 {regarding air pollution
enforcement} were offered by staff. The Commission encouraged resclution
of these differences.

MH462 -2-



Conclusion

Stan Biles summarized the results of the meeting and indicated that staff
would follow up on those proposals tentatively approved by the Commission.
Additional legislative suggestions from Commission members or the staff
were encouraged. The Commission asked that the Director prioritize the
final recommended legislative package before submittal to the Commission
in August.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Stan Biles
Assistant to Director

MH462 =3



VICTOR ATiYEH
GOVERNGR

DEQ-1

Department of Environmental Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

June 11, 1982

TO: ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
FROM: Stan Biles )()

SUBJECT: Iegislative Concepts

As staff prepared Legislative concepts for the
Commission's review, contributions were solicited from
variocus individuals and organizations. During the past

week, three entities (State Forestry Department, Associated
Oregon Industries, and the Bomeville Power Administration)

provided written comments on portions of the staff's initial
legislative ideas. Their observations are attached as a

supplement to your packet materials.



'quesfry Department
OFFICE OF STATE FORESTER @‘—\T(/j;;\/m/\m%ﬁ

o 2600 STATE STREET, SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-2560 == |
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May 26, 1982

Mr. Bi1l Young, Director

Department of Environmental Quality

P.C. Box 1700

Portland, Oregon 97207

subject: Legislative Concepts for Residential Wood Heating.
Dear Bill:

Our staff has reviewed your "DEQ Lag1s]at1ve Concepts for Residential

Wood Heating". MWe found nothing in your recommendation or alternatives
that would be in conflict with Forestry Department programs and objectives.
Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposal.

Very tru]y yours,

<;;iégﬁ Miller

State Forester
MM 3p

State of Orego
Stale of Ore gon
UEPARTMEN1‘oscu»iRGHMENTALQUALJT* DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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NEDYASE MAY 28 198y
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ASSOQOCIATED OREGON INDUSTRIES

P.O. Box 1006 . Tualatin, Oregon 97062 . (503) 620-4407
Ivan Congleton, president
3. June 1982 Manogemant Services Div,
Dept. of Environmental Quality
Mr. William H. Young, Director D [E M E W E o
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY I ' l J
ToJuN g g 1Y

P.0. Box 1760,
Portland OR 87207

RE: PROPOSALS FOR MODIFICATION OF THE POLLUTION TAX CREDIT LAW

Dear Bill,

We appreciated the opportunity to meet with you and your staff regarding the
Department's preliminary proposals for modification of the tax credit program.
There has been a limited time available to discuss these proposals with other
affected parties or to have a formal meeting of our members. Thus our comments
must be those of the writer alone and are not to be considered the official
position of the association.

Proposal: Eliminate Notice of Election requirement for recipients of Pollution |
Control Facility Tax Credit Certificates.

Comment: This section of the statute (ORS 468.170(5)) should be repealed

because no ad valorem relief will be available to any person who could claim

a tax credit after December:31, 1982, For purposes of your records you might
want to reguest of any applicant if he qualifies under ORS Chapter 61 or 62 .
for ad valorem relief under ORS 307.405. This question could be in the appli- . -
cation form and need not be in the statute. :

Proposal: Change in tax credit statute regarding ''substantial purpose."

Comment: The Staff Recommendation appears to have merit. We suggest that the:
recommendation be modified by eliminating the second and third sentences.,

We suggest this because "upgrading' has a public benefit, and there is a
practical limitation on how far an applicant will proceed beyond adopted
regulatory requirements.

If your staff recommendation is adopted it will automatically eliminate those
facilities where the applicant's primary purpose was really something other
than pollution control, but now perhaps also falls within the substantial
purpose rule. Therefore, you need not embelish it in the recommendation.

If you are concerned about process equipment being treated too liberally under
present law, deal with the problem directly by eliminating process changes
unless they meet the proposed substantial purpose test or are the pollution
control activity being substituted for usual pollution controls (i.e. electric
melting vs. air quality contrels on a cupola in a foundry}. Such changes also
usually show up in the Return on Investment and tend to reduce the credits

available. State of Cregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[%E@EHWE

JUN & 1987
QFSICE ©F THE DIRECTOR



Mr. William H. Young, Dept. of Environmental Quality Page Two
3. June 1982

Finally, if you adopt this approach you can eliminate consideration of the
proposed changes in preliminary certification. ORS 468.175 could be repealed
as totally unnecessary because adoption of the substantial purpose rule
virtually obviates the need for such certification. In order to maintain
some limitation on time for filing, ORS 468.165 could be amended to provide
that to be valid a filing for tax credit be made within 120 days of
completion of the facility. The applicant would then have up to one year
from the completion of the facility to file a completed application, which
could be extended for good cause by the DEQ. You would have to keep the
existing statute in place for ocutstanding facilities under construction

who could not comply with this proposed change, but that is easily accom-
plished if you so advise legislative counsel.

Proposal: Eliminate the range of percentages allocable to pollution control.

Comment: Preliminarily the staff recommendation appears to have merit

because it would provide more focus to the program. However, unless ORS
316.097 and 317.072 relating to personal and corporate taxes can be sub-
stantially amended to provide that the commission's determination of the
credit is controlling, it would be a difficult chore to amend those laws.

If you procoed, we would suggest that narrowed ranges of percentages be used
to avoid any conflicts that may arise. As an alternative you might want to
consider giving the Commission authority to adopt such a range of percentages
by rule. The statute would provide as a standard that the EQC substantially
meet the requirements now provided by ORS 468.190. In this case, they should
be required to set the amount of credit granted and amend ORS 316 and 317

to reflect that, but still there are problems in ORS 316 and 317 such as
those relating to facilities with a useful 1ife of less than 10 years.

Proposal: Exclude new facilities and expansions of existing facilities from
qualifying for air, water or noise tax relief.

Comment: Most commentators who have reviewed the Oregon program have indicated
that the Pollution Tax Credit program has played a major role in Oregon's
environmental achievements. Today, most solid waste facilities have already
been eliminated, and to remove the air, water and noise tax credits from

new and modified existing facilities would effectively reduce the value of

the program to a bare minimum. The air and water control programs are fairly
mature and few existing industries would receive any significant, or now

known, assistance in the future. Additionally, this program is helpful from
an industrial location standpoint, and this proposal would remove a saleable
program from our limited arsenal of Oregon attractions.

Sincerely,

R

Thomas €. Donaca, General Counsel
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Bonneville Power Administration ‘R,Cl
P.O. Box 3621 .
Portland, Ofegon 97208

JUN 2 1982

In reply refer to: EPC

Mr. W. H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Young:

Your May 6, 1982, letter to BPA Administrator Peter Johnson has been referred
to this Division for response.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your department's preliminary
proposals for new leglslation deallng with wood stoves and the reduction of
outdoor pollutant emissions. It is only through this type of interactlon that
complex issues such as this can be effectively resolved,

As you have indicated, wood stoves are used quite extemsively in Oregon, and
in fact, throughout the Paciflc Northwest region. They provide a source of
residential heat which displaces many conventional sources of heat, including
electriclity. For many people, wood heating is a cost-effective choice over
other fuel types. Wood is plentiful in this area and is often availlable at a
low cost. However, as you have indlcated, heavy wood stove use in populated
areas can have a slgnificant impact on the outdoor alr quality. In addition,
continued growth of wood stove use may begin to impact our forested areas due
te overcutting, In spite of these problems, 1t is unllkely that individuals
will choose to stop burning wood. Therefore, we must assume wood burning will
continue and the development of programs thaft encourage the use of more
efficient, less polluting stoves 1s a worthwhile objective. We feel your
proposals are directed at this problem and would, in time, result in better
outdoor alr quality for Orgeon. We support your recommendation and encourage
you to present it to your legislature.

To help in your consideration of this issue, we have provided below some
general comments relative to wood burning from BPA's perspective. Our
perspective regarding wood burning is based more on an electric energy
congervation emphasis rather than one of outdoor air quality. These comments
indicate our current position on residential wood burning as it relates to
energy conservation. While our comments specifically address electrical
conservation, they should generally apply to fossil fuel conservation as well.

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Wood burning, and in particular, a BPA sponsored program that provides a
financial incentive for the installatlon of a wood stove has been suggested by
many people as an effective energy conservation technique. The Tennessee
Valley Authority operates a program iike this in rural areas with success in
their service area. However, we do not belleve that such a program would
provide significant electrical comservation in our region. In addition to the
outdoor air quality problem, which you have indicated, a number of other
problems arise concerning thils type of program. They ineclude 1) the lack of
significant additional electrical energy savings, 2) the potential for
worsening Indoor alr quality and other environmental impacts, and 3) the high
market penetration of wood stoves in the region. These lssues are discussed
in more detail below.

Under a wood stove Incentive program, electrical energy savings would he
realized only through the installatlion of stoves in houses which do not
already contain one. Since the penetration of wood stove use is already high
throughout the region, we belleve that there is very limited additional
opportunities in other homes and therefore limited energy savings potential
for such a program. Such a program would have to be avallable to gveryone in
the reglon; therefore, (almost certainly a majority) of the stoves installed
would bhe replacement stoves. From all Indications we have, such replacements,
even 1f highly efficient, would not change the homeowners pattern of use for
that stove. Thus very little, if any, electrical energy savings would be
obtained., A more efficient stove would probably reduce the amount of wood
burned, however.

Indoor air quality 1s another problem as you have noted, Studies completed to
date indicate that wood buraing and stove use can cause an increase in indoor
air pollution under various circumstances. Unfortunately, not enough research
has been completed to fully characterize the scope of the problem or ildentify
effectlive mitigations. BPA, as a Federal agency, 1s required by the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) to examine the environmental consegquences
of any action which would be consldered a major Federal action, 1f

undertaken, This examipation would Involve all environmental i1mpacts
including indoor alr quality and others such as outdoor alr quality and
socloeconomic concerns., If the development of a wood stove Incentive program
was undertaken, these impacts would have to be reviewed and a decision as to
the best course of action made., Although we can not definitively conclude
without some type of environmental review, we belleve that such a review would
indicate that a program should not be justified.

The last problematic issue, from our prospective, for wood stoves is the
current widespread use of stoves in the region. Homeowners realized the
abundance of wood in the Pacific Northwest years ago and began using wood
stoves then. Rapid increases in the price of all conventiomal fuels in the
last 10 years has greatly accelerated this process. We believe no further
incentive from us 1s necessary to encourage more installation of wood stoves
to recover the energy savings available.



If a BPA incentive program were considered, it would probably have to be
limited to the rural areas of the reglon as TVA's program has been. This is
s0 because of a number of concerns including: 1) outdoor air quality, 2) rural
areas usually have an abundance of wood at low or no cost, 3) the
councentration of stoves would be less and, 4) their alr shed is probably
baetter able to handle the emlssions from all stoves. However, rural areas
represent a small proportion of electrical energy consumption and already have
a high percentage of homes with operating wood stoves. Thus, from a utility
conservation prospective, the program potential seems limited.

We are willling to provide testimony in support of your propesal 1f you feel it
justified based on our comments. However, we believe that from a state
environmental prospective, your analysis of the problem and the identifiecation
of possible remedies are correct. BPA would be unable to provide any new or
unustial inslpghts to the problem over the understanding you already have as
indicated by the attachment to your letter. Please let us know if we can
assist you further in this matter.

Sincerely,

Walter E. Myers, Difyjector
Division of Resource Engineering



Oregon Lung Association inc. siNce 91

319 S.W. Washington, Suite 520 Portiand, Oregon 97204 (508) 224-5145

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
Testimony on Proposed Ozone S.I.P. May 26, 1982

{
I am asking the commission to examine one aspect of the ozone - Lﬁgﬁ
S.T.P. with a critical eye. g

By 1987, Portland, is expected to achieve attainment for ozone,
BY A VERY SMALL MARGIN, 1% or 2% of the total reduction required.
This margin is so small that even a minimal modeling error could
throw predicted attainment date off by years. Before you is a
proposal to treat this PREDICTED MARGIN AS IF IT EXISTED NOW and
allow growth in hydrocarbon emissions.

Information presented to the Portland Air Quality Advisory Com-—
mittee regarding hydrocarbon emissions indicated that D.E.Q.
projections over the past 3 years HAVE BEEN WRONG. Predicted
reductions were not attained and initial estimates that ozone
had been reduced were withdrawn and altered to state that no
change had taken place in ozone levels.

Given this history of ozone related errors, it would seem
prudent to treat the predicted attainment surplus as a safety
margin and NOT AS A GROWTH MARGIN,

I request that you reject the S.1.P. as proposed and require
that an offset policy be instituted to deal with future hydro-
carbon emission requests.

Submitted by Joe Weller
Regional Director, Oregon Lung Association



MINU'I'ES OF THE'. PORTLAND ATR QUALITY ADVISORY CDMMITI‘EE
December 15, 1981

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Dan Bracken. A quorum was
establlshed

1.

PUBLIC FORUM

No comments were made by the public., Dan Bracken welcomed new nembers
Joe Weller of the Oregon Lung Association and Barbara Beasley of the
League of Wamen Voters.

Richard Brandman reviewed the results of two Ozone Subcommittee
meetings. A key issue was whether or not to recognize a growth
cushion in the ozone strategy. The proposed strateqy would reduce
hydrocarbon emissions about 1800 kilograms per day (kg/d) or 1.2%
below the emissions level needed to meet the federal ozone standard
(235 ug/m3 or 0.12 ppm) by 1987. Brandman indicated that it was the
consensus of the subcommittee that the 1800 kg/d not be considered a
growth cushion since it was within the error range (& 10%) of the
ozone model, The subcommittee also recommended that transportation
projects now committed be included in the Qzone SIP but that the
emission reductions from these projects not be allowed to be used for
offsets by new or expanded sources.

Ted Spence questioned the purpose of providing a growth cushion that
would not be available for use. Carl Halvorscn indicated that a
growth cushion is an important factor in getting industry to seriously
congider potential expansion or location in the area. He indicated
that it is important for public perception and attraction of desirable
industry to have an available growth cushion. Ted Spence opined that
the growth cushion should be available if it is there, especially
since hydrocarbon emissions should continue to drop after 1987. Ann
Batson indicated that the hydrocarbon emissions in the year 2000 are
projected to be 4% less than in 1987.

" Joe Weller and Denis Heidtmann questioned the use of an 1800 kg/d

cushion which is within the error range of the model. Heidtmann

indicated his concern on the projected growth cushion based on past

history of emission projection accuracy. Weller opined that

the assumption should be the worst case, i.e., 110% of estimated

hydrocarbon emissions. Amn Batson said that this worst case would

;g;ul;/xn a third highest modeled ozone value of 256 ug/m3 instead of
u

John Kowalczyk indicated that DEQ is hesitant to lock up the growth
cushion. Andy Cotugno suggested an annual limit on the available
growth cushion.
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In response to a gquestion from Bracken regarding what impact loss of
the Indirect Source Program would have on the ozone strateqgy, John
Kowalczyk indicated that the indirect scurce rule is not considered an
ozone control measure,

Regional VMT projections are not affected by the indirect source
rule, The primary purpose of the indirect source rule has been to
prevent "hot spot™ carbon monoxide problems.

There was some concern that Clark County Washington could use the
entire 1800 kg/d growth cushion., Brandman indicated that the growth
cushion is based on a 1600 kg/d Oregon portion and a 200 kg/d Clark
County portion. Andy Cotugno indicated that the Oregon and Washington
SIPs must be compatible to be approved by EPA (i.e., a 200 kg/d growth
cushion for Washington and a 1600 kg/d growth cushion for Oregon}.

Joe Weller asked what would be the impact if the EQC adopted or
maintained a state ozone standard lower than the federal ozone
standard, Kowalczyk indicated that the current EQC direction is to
attain the federal standard first, then evaluate potential strategies
to comply with the state standard by 1992. The EQC will reevaluate
the state ozone standard at its January 1982 meeting. Kowalczyk felt
the BQC was leaning toward adoption of the federal standard.

Brandman indicated that the PAQAC recommendations on this issue would
be forwarded to both DEQ and Metro. If there are differences, DE{ and
Metro will try to resolve these with PAQAC. Metro's first priority is
the airshed, but its second priority is to allow growth and to make
the area attractive for new development,

A motion to endorse the Ozone Subcommittee recommendation to not

recognize the 1800 kg/d growth cushion failed 5-6.. Ted Spence then
moved and Tom Donaca seconded the following motion:

" "DEQ should administer an 1800 kg/d hydrocarbon growth cushion
and METRO should incorporate all committed transportation
projects into the ozone SIP."

Trygve Steen questioned if a growth cushion was appropriate while the
area was still an ozone nonattainment area. Heidtmann questioned if
the available growth cushion would be Reasonable Further Progress and
consistent with the Clean Air Act, Xowalczyk indicated that growth
cushions based on projected emission reductions can be administered in
nonattaimment areas and be consistent with Reasonable Further Progress
and the Clean Air Act. The above motion passed 8-4.

HOODSTOVE SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT
Denis Heidtmann reviewed recent discussions of the Woodstove

Subcommittee. The subcommittee is now evaluating several background
documents provided by Barbara Tombleson of DEQ. Heidtmann distributed
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About the Cover

The artist for the cover is Diane Schatz, a free-lance graphic
designer who specializes in environmental themes. She designed the fact
sheets and seven full-color posters for DEQ that illustrate solid waste
issues. The original artwork of the posters iz displayed throughout Oregon

every year. An illustration from one poster was used for the 1980 annual
report Cover. :

The theme for this cover was selected because of the emphasis on
proper hazardous waste management in 1981. DEQ’s hazardous waste program
continues to grow as Oregon acguires the authority to manage hazardous
waste in the state. Many new activities in the state hazardous waste
program cccurred in 1981, which are described further in the report.
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INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes solid waste events and activities in Oregon for
1981. They are blended into a background narrative describing trends and

issues in solid waste management.

It was a year of change for the DEQ Solid Waste Program. Beginning in
July, a new two-year budget with less resourcea precipitated a tightening
of the organizational structure (Figure 1) and reprioritization of work in
the goals and objectives program planning process, Federal funding of
hazardous waste activities peaked while the Legislature approved a more
complete hazardous waste program for Oregon and the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) approved Phase-I Interim Authorization for Oregon.
Funding and leadership in the municipal waste management battle stalled at
the federal level (hopefully only temporarily), leaving the states to
continue their major role.

You will read how more Oregon communities became active in recycling
as a diversion to land disposal. Landfill capaclty continued to diminish
as some old sites closed and no ney sites were established, in spite of
identifying potentially acceptable sites by private operators, local
government, and the state,

Energy recovery opportunities remained attractive to the Portland
metropolitan areas,

Details about specific county or regional solid waste management
programs and our hazardous waste management activities are presented in the

Oregon Solid Waste Management Status Report 1979 and Oregon's Hazardous
Waste Management Status Report 1980, Other publications are available on

request as listed in the Additional Information™ Section, page 49.
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SIGNIFICANT EVENTS ~ 1981

Legislation

buring the 1981 Legislature, a majority of bills on hazardous waste
issues were successful. However, solid waste bills were not as success-
ful. Bills that passed concerned the management of hazardous waste,
disposal of low-level radiocactive waste, Interstate Compact (all hazardous
wastes), Pollution Control Bond Fund, tax credit application fees, Marion
County resource recovery, and tax credits for Metro's resource recovery
facility {(all solid wastes), Bills that were unsuccessful covered funding
waste reduction plans, financial assurance for landfill clesure, sludge
application authority, and permit fees.

The Legislative Task Force for the Solid Waste Division monitored the
progress of the bills throughout the Session. Another group, the Hazardous
Waste Task Force was instrumental in the passage of the hazardous waste
management bills,

Hazardous Waste

The biggest news came on July 16, 1981, when the EPA approved the
first phase of Oregon's hazardous waste program to operate in lieu of the
federal program. Tentative plans for application for the second phase is
June 1982 with final authorization application in 1983 or 1984. The main
areas yet to be authorized are permitting procedures and final standards
for disposal facilities (landfills, land treatment, and disposal surface
impoundments),

4 major achievement was the licensing of five facilities to treat
hazardous wastes and five facilities to temporarily store hazardous
wastes,

Another example of Oregon industry's commitment to environmental
protection is when 14 companies voluntarily agreed to pay for the removal
of 2,000 drums of hazardous waste from a treatment facility. The Caron
Chemical faecility in Monmouth, Oregon, was forced to close because the
operator had insufficient funds to pay for the proper management of the
remaining waste,

Solid Waste

Despite the depressed market conditions, material recovery prospered.
For example, with the aid of a tax credit, a facility was constructed in
Hermiston for recovery of cardboard and newsprint; Corvallis officials
maintained a city-wide, source-separation program through a private
collection firm; and the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) provided
$75,000 in grants to 17 firms for recyecling activities including support
for the Portland Recycling Team dropoff centers. Private collection firms
in the Portland metropolitan area offered home pickup service for source-
separated materials, and Washington County collectors began picking up

=3=



newspapers from customers every week. Another recycling event was the
tenth anniversary of the Cregon Bottle Bill in 1981.

Marion County continued to pursue studies on a possible energy
recovery program in the Salem area. In Lane County, tests conducted on
emissions from the University of Oregon's boilers were deemed successful
and the County is preparing to enter into a Phase~II study for use of the
material. Metro continued negotiations with Wheelabrator-Frye for
construction of an energy facility designed to burn garbage.

Fourteen tax credits for solid waste projects totaling $24 million
were granted during the year.

In August 1981, the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted
substantial amendments to the Department of Environmental Quality's (DEQ)
rules governing the establishment and operation of landfills. These were
the first amendments since original adoption in March 1972.

The Department evaluated proposals during 1981 for new major landfill
sites in Columbia, Clatsop, Marion, Multnomah, and Yamhill Counties. All
the landfills received preliminary approval except for the Ocaw Ranch (OW)
8ite in Marion County. No new landfillis were established during 1981,
however, and the total number of landfills decreased slightly. Several
marginal or substandard landfills were closed, including sites in Benton,
Hood River, Josephine, Klamath, and Linn Counties.

The Department completed the second year of its statewide evaluation
of 125 disposal sites according to the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) of 1976. Four landfills were removed from the 1980 Open-Dump
List and three sites were added in 1981 for a total of 30 facilities.

Program Support

The Regional Operations Division completed 1,903 solid waste actions,
including complaint investigations, permit and compliance field
inspections, source site evaluations, and compliance conferences.

The Laboratory and Applied Research Division analyzed 472 solid waszte
and hazardous waste samples, involving 20 landfills,

The major production of the public information staff was a hazardous
waste slide show.

Metro's acquisition of the Recycling Switchboard duties for the
Portland metropolitan area provided more time for DEG's Recycling
Information Service to give attention to the rest of the state and to
revitalize the waste oil program.

The publie participation program involved the Legislative Task Force
during the 1981 Legislature and the Task Force on Rules and Program
Direction in the fall 1981, The public alsc participated in the Division's
Goals and Objectives Planning Session in November.



LEGISLATIVE REPORT

Two major themes dominated the 1981 Legislative Session: (a) reduce
demand on the State General Fund and (b) reduce government interference
with citizens and local governments. But despite budget reductions, DEQ's
regulatory authority remained intact with increased authority in hazardous

waste management,
Agency bills that passed were:

o0 Sepate Bill (SB) 142, allowing the Pollution Control Bond Fund to
loan up to 100 percent (up from 70 percent) of the cost of an
eligible project and increasing the amount of outstanding bonds from

$160 to $260 million.

o House Bill (HB) 2288, allowing DEQ to charge a fee for processing of
tax credit applications,

o SB 146 _and HB 2301, giving the state additional regulatory authority
for improved management of hazardous waste, and placing the state on

a sound basis for full authorization to operate in lieu of a federal
waste management program.

Key issues of SB 146 and HB 2301 include: (a) allowing EQC to adopt
rules governing transportation of hazardous wastes by air and water,
and the Public Utility Commissioner (PUC) to adopt rules and
standards regulating transportation by rail, (b) requiring hazardous
waste collection and treatment facility operators to maintain a bond
that covers license conditions and costs of closing the facility,
(¢) increasing criminal penalty from $3,000 to $10,000 for each day
of violation, and (d) expanding civil penalty authority to cover any
violation of statute, rule, EQC order, or license condition, and
establishing maximum penalty of $10,000.

Other issues are: (a) requiring EQC to provide for highest and best
practicable disposal of hazardous wastes to minimize uncontrolled
releases and amount of land used, (b) requiring a report to the 1983
Legislature on consequences of and alternatives to burying
flammables and other hazardous wastes, and (c¢) allowing DEQ to
limit, prohibit, or otherwise restrict the disposal of certain
hazardous wastes to protect public health and safety or to prolong
the useful life of the site.

Bills introduced by others that received favorable consideration were:

o SB 108, allowing disposal of some naturally occurring low-level
radioactive wastes within the state, including small vials of waste
solvents containing radicactivity from medical laboratories. See
page 9, "Disposal," for more information on the impact of this
bill,

o SB 479, constituting a possible major step towards energy recovery.
Marion County may exercise control over all but source-~separated
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solid wastes. The bill allows authority over regulating, licensing,
franchising, and certifying of disposal, transfer, and resource
recovery facilities. The new statute also provides for the state to
enter into long-term contracts for purchase of scolid waste or fuel
derived from solid waste,

o HB 3220, allowing tax credit for resource recovery at full cost if
initiated before December 31, 1983, and allowing tax credit to be
shared among those with a financial interest (e.g., Metro's proposed
resource recovery facility).

Bills the Department actively advocated but were unsuccessful included:

o SB 138, allowing funding of waste reduction plans out of the
Pollution Bond Fund (perceived to be an expansion of the fund but
actually clarifies existing authority).

o SB 144, requiring performance bonds or other financial assurance
for the proper closure of landfills. But the bill was perceived to
be an increased cost to local government without a sfrong showing of
need, As more unanticipated closure problems with high costs occur,
the need for financial assurance will become more apparent. DEQ
continues to consider this requirement to be reasonable.

o SB 145, clarifying DEQ authority over sludge application. The bill
was intended to elarify the authority to regulate the agricultural
use of sludge. Since food processors wanted a special exclusion for
food wastes in the bill and the assigned legislative committee
became involved in land-use legislation, SB 14% never made it.
Because of the potential health hazards with improper agricultural
use of sludge, DEQ plans to present the idea again to the 1983
Legislature. (For more information, refer to "Sludge Management,"

page 39.)

o HB 2287, requiring permit fees. But local government and disposal
site operators opposed the bill and the House Environment and Energy
Committee tabled it with a 5 to 4 vote. Because retraction of
federal funding of state programs and the state General Fund
shortfalis are seriously threatening the environmental programs, the
Solid Waste Program is seeking other sources of funding from public
and private municipal and industrial waste operations that
correspond with similar activities in the program. The funding
issue must be resolved for the 1983-85 state budget.

4 bill that passed but was opposed by the Department was SB 327,
prohibiting the EQC from banning backyard burning until mid-1982.

Advisory groups for the Solid Waste Program assisted DEQ in the
legislature process. The Hazardous Waste Task Force represented by Oregon
industries reviewed the need for additional regulatory authority and
explored the question of EPA or DEQ running Oregon's hazardous waste
program. Their assistance was very important for the passage of SB 146 and
HB 2301.



The Legislative Task Force made up of representatives of the solid and
hazardous waste industries, local government, recyclers, and the public met
weekly in Salem during the leglslative session to monitor legislative
progress and exchange views on bills of mutual interest. The open
comeunication was valuable in heading off unnecessary misunderstandings
over legislative intent. The Solid Waste Program intends to continue
the task force process for communication on and development of legislative
proposals for the 1983 Legislature., Refer to the "Public Participation,"
page 45, for more information on task forces.



HAZARDOUS WASTE

Hazardous waste is (a) useless, unwanted, or discarded pesticide
materials, (b) residues from any process of industry, manufacturing, trade,
business, or government that may cause or significantly contribute to
serious illness or death, or (c) empty containers for transport, storage,
or use for a material or waste classified as hazardous. A hazardous waste
requires extra careful management because of characteristics such as
ignitability, reactivity, corrosivity, or toxicity. Regardless of the
characteristic(s), all hazardous wastes have one of several things in
common: They may present a handling hazard, may pose an immediate hazard
to our health, or may disrupt the biological, physical, and chemiecal
threads that bind together the building blocks comprising the environment.

In 1981, an additional 39 Oregon firms registered as hazardous waste
generators, bringing the total to 191. Altogether, they generated 454,831
cubic feet of hazardous waste. An additional 73 hazardous waste trans-
porters registered with the PUC bringing the total to 156 (72 Oregon
haulers and 84 out-of-state haulers).

The generated waste was transported to treatment and collection sites
(52,963 cubic feet in Oregon) or disposal sites (306,980 cubic feet at the
Arlington Pollution Control Center in northeastern Oregon). (The amount of
hazardous waste treated in Oregon is based on data from the last two
quarters of 1681.) Also note that not all Oregon hazardous waste went to
treatment or disposal sites in Oregon; for example, 94,888 cubic feet was
disposed of in other states.

Refer to the following discussions on treatment, collection, and
disposal as well as Phase I-Interim Authorization, Superfund, and
rulemaking for a better understanding of the hazardcus waste program in
Oregon in 1981.

Treatment and Collection

Since adoption of treatment and collection rules in 1980, five
facilities were licensed in 1981 for treating hazardous waste: Sol-Pro,
Van Waters and Rogers, Tektronix, Baron Blakeslee, and Pacific Chemical
Laboratories. Tektronix treats only their own heavy metal and induatrial
solvent-contaminated wastes; the other four facilities treat a variety of
industrial solvents for recovery and reuse. Including Tektronix, 52,963
cubic feet of hazardous wastes were treated with 31,777 cuble feet of
usable product recovered. Unusable residues from the treatment processes
are hauled to an authorized disposal site.

Also, five facilities were licensed in 1981 for collecting hazardous
waste: Scl-Pro, Van Waters and Rogers, Chem-Security, Tektronix, and Barcon
Blakeslee. The coliection sitea handle primarily industrial quantities of
hazardous wastes, a service that provides a staging area for smaller
quantities of hazardous wastes for numerous companies. Once collected,
more efficient and economical transportation is arranged to authorized
treatment and disposal facilities,



Dispogal

As in 1979 and 1980, volumes of hazardous waste disposed of at the
Arlington Pollution Control Center (APCC) continued tc rise significantly
during 1981 (see Figure 2). This rise is largely the result of hazardous
waste programs implemented in Oregon and other states in the Pacific
Northwest. The APCC received and disposed of 306,980 cubic feet of Oregon-
generated waste, which is about 17 percent of the total waste volumes
received and disposed of.

As shown in Figure 3, wastes received at the APCC are managed through
various ways.

o Environmentally persistent or acutely toxic wastes are buried in six

specially designed dispogal trenches and covered daily with earth.
Incompatible wastes are separately handled in the trench.

o Liquid wastes that can be evaporated are placed in nine large
evaporation ponds with synthetic liners that prevent seepage into
the so0il. The ponds are surrounded by a fence to keep animals out,
and flags are strung across the ponds to frighten the birds so they
don't come near the ponds. '

o Certain wastes that require neutralizing or detoxifying (e.g., waste
acids, cyanide~containing plating waste) are piped to the treatment’
facility before burial.

o Liquid polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and PCB capacitors are
Placed in the special PCB storage area for eventual shipment to
authorized incinerators in Arkansas and Texas. The first two
shipments of liquid PCBs, approximately 7,000 gallons, were sent to
the Texas incinerator during 1981.

o Through land treatment, organic wastes that can be biologically
degraded (such as oil) are spread on and tilled into surface soil

for degradation by soil bacteria.

As a result of legislative action (SB 108), hazardous waste disposal
sites are now allowed to treat or dispose of medical, industrial, and
research laboratory wastes (i.e., small vials of wastes solvents and animal
carcasses) containing very low-level radiocactive materials. The Oregon
Legislature reached this decision after learning that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission removed these wastes from their list of radicactive
wastes. Also, low-level radicactive waste disposal sites (such as Hanford
in Washington) adopted policies prohibiting receipt of these materials
after December 31, 1982, With the cooperation of the State Health
Division, DEQ may take action through adoption of rules during 1982 to
allow the APCC to receive these legislatively authorized wastes.
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Phase JT-Interim Authorization

On July 16, 1981, the Oregon program got a psychological boost when
EPA granted Phase I-Interim Authorization to that portion of the state
program that was substantially equivalent to EPA's rules for general
" definitions, classifications of hazardous waste, generators, transporters,
and management facilities. Because of delays and uncertainties at the
federal level dealing with final standards for new and existing storage,
treatment, and disposal facilities, Oregon decided during late 1981 to
pursue Phase II-Interim Authorization for Component A (permitting
authority) and B (incinerator standards). A draft application will
probably be submitted in March 1982 and a formal application in June 1982.
With the current status of EPA's program, Final Authorization will be
applied for in 1984,

Superfund

In 1981, major federal implementation of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (Superfund)
also cccurred, Again, because of delays and uncertainties at the federal
level, Oregon's role was one of critiquing various drafts of the National
Contingency Plan and Degree-of-Hazard Ranking Model (prepared under
contract by the Mitre Corporation), In the meantime, DEQ made additional
efforts to complete investigations under the Uncontrolled (Abandoned)
Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Survey. Rhone-Poulenc and Stauffeur Chemical
began two major goundwater monitoring programs and Gould, Ine. proposed a
third for installation. All three companies are in the Portland area.
Industry was also cooperative in the cleanup of 2,000 drums of hazardous
waste at the Caron Chemical treatment faciiity in Monmouth, Oregon.
Through a voluntary agreement with the original generators of the waste,
all the waste was removed to an authorized disposal site without incident.
Groundwater monitoring of wells in the area showed that no additional
cleanup was needed. The speed with which agreement and cleanup was
achieved {less than two months) is yet another indication of Oregon
industry's willingness to solve existing or potential environmental
problems.

Knowing the amount of Oregon's hazardous waste produced, who produced
it, how it is transported, and how and where it is treated or disposed of,
is only part of the hazardous waste management story. The present and
future challenge is to reduce the hazardous waste production at the source,
and to recover and reuse the usable portion of the waste produced. As more
companies collect "dirty"™ solvents and recover materials for reuse like the
companies who are licensed to collect and treat hazardous wastes, the life
of our chemical waste landfill will be prolonged, and the high economic
burden=s associated with hazardous waste disposal will be partially
reduced.
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Rulemaking

The Solid Waste Division made extensive efforts during 1981 to involve
the public, regulated community, and other interested people in several
changes to the existing hazardcus waste rules, One of the changes gives
the Department authority to assess civil penalties up to $10,000 per day
for violation of any statute or rule., The other changes would eclarify
those rules dealing with management of pesticide wastes (e.g., excess spray
mixtures and equipment wash-down water) and empty pesticide containers,

EQC will probably consider both actions for adoption in early 1982.

In addition, the program prepared a schedule for major rule revisions
to enable Oregon to apply for Final Authorization. Expected to take 3
years, the proposed rule revisions are divided into eight subjects on
generators, permit issuance, air and water transportation, storage and
treatment standards, hazardous waste classification system, disposal site
standards, motor vehicle and rail transportation (to be handled by PUC),
and the total package incorporating all of the above. The strategy
reflects the anticipated order in which EPA may finally resclve similar
issues at the federal level. The first set of rules for generators was
distributed for comment in December 1981. The informational meetings
planned for each rule package will involve the public, regulated community,
and other interested people. The feedback received at the meetings will
help make the rules more understandable.
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SQLID WASTE

Solid waste is an unwanted, discarded material, such as garbage,
rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste paper, cardboard, sludge, abandoned vehicles
and home appliances, dead animals, and commercial, industrial, demolition,
and construction scrap. However, solid waste does not include materials
used for fertilizer or other productive purpeoses in agricultural
operations.

Managing solid waste covers two major areas: (a) reduction of the
amount of materials that become garbage during the manufacture,
distribution, and consumption of goods, and then recovery of the useful
materials or energy for reprocessing or reuse, and (b} storing, collecting,
transporting, treating, and disposing of the unwanted, discarded materials.

Solid waste begins with generation. In 1981, Oregonians generated
about 2 million tons of municipal solid waste, or about 1,500 pounds for
every person. (Municipal solid waste is produced in residential,
commercial, and institutional settings).

Table 1 shows that in 1981 approximately 1.1 million tons, or 55
percent of all waste was produced in the five major urban areas located
in the Willamette Valley. An additional 600,000 tons were generated by
the 694,000 residents in the remaining eight urban areas, and about 300,000
tons were produced by the 526,000 residents of rural Oregon.

TABLE 1. ESTIMATED AND MEASURED AMOUNT OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSED
OF IN FIVE URBAN AREAS OF OREGON IN 1981

Urban Area Population Tons/Year
Portland 998,000 784,0002
Salem 100,000 88,000b
Eugene-Springfield 180,000 147,000C
Corvallis-Albany~Lebanon 79,000 67,0004
Medford~Ashland 55,000 45,000€

Total: 1,412,000 1,131,000

a. Measured weight was estimated by Metro during their 1981 fisecal
year (July 1, 1980, to June 30, 19871).

b. DEQ estimate using 4.81 pounds per capita per day (PCD)
generation rate.

c¢. Measured weight according to Lane County Solid Waste Division.

d. DEQ estimate using 4.66 PCD generation rate.

e. DEQ estimate using 4.52 PCD generation rate.

Refer to the following discussions on waste reduction and disposal
for activities in these areas in 1981.
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Waste Reduction

Waste reduction is reducing the amount of materials that become
garbage during the manufacture, distribution, and consumption of goods.
Another part of waste reduction is recovering the useful materials or
energy for reprocessing or reuse. This section covers the status of waste
reduction plans, material recovery, energy recovery, used-oil recovery, and
tax credits.

tatus of Waste ductio lans

One effort to reduce Oregon's garbage was instituted by the 1979
Legizslature with the passage of SB 925. The bill says that before a local
government can get Pollution Control Bond Fund money or a permit for a
landfill in an exclusive farm-use zone, the local government must submit to
the DEQ a plan for reducing the local area's waste.

Six jurisdictions submitted waste reduction plans or drafts of plans
in 1981, and three have begun implementing them.

In order to be accepted, the plans have to fulfill criteria spelled
out in the Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340. The plans must
include (among other things):

o Commitment by the local jurisdiection to reduce waste volumes

o Description of the waste reduction techniques chosen by the
Jurisdiction

o Statement of the local rescurces committed to the waste reduction
program

o Timetables for implementing the program

o Cost effectiveness and energy efficiency analyses for the waste
reduction techniques chosen

0o Estimates of materials to be saved and pollution te be reduced by
the program

¢ Data about the volume and composition of waste in the area.

None of the plans submitted in 1981 were complete encugh or consistent
enough with the rules to warrant approval. However, some of the local
agencies have begun implementing their plans while preparing to submit
additional information to DEQ.

Fellowing is the current status of waste reduction plans:

Metro, which was required to develop a waste reduction plan when it
received $1.9 million from the DEQ for expanding the St. Johns Landfill,
has begun implementing a program. The Metro Council approved a four=part
plan that covers yard debris recovery, recycling, source separation
support, and packaging waste control,
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Out of some 25 key tasks outlined in the plan, Metro is currently
working on the following: educating citizens about home composting,
encouraging curbside collection programs, funding drop-off centers,
providing for recycling at Metro disposal sites, assisting with market
development for recyclables, continuing the Recyecling Switchboard,
providing promotional and educational materials, supporting office paper
recycling programsa, and distributing information about packaging waste to
consumers,

Lincoln County prepared and adopted a plan in anticipation of
receiving up to $180,000 for constructing a new sanitary landfill, The
first phase of the plan, maintaining the existing dropoff project in
Newport, is being carried out. The other elements of the plan--improving
public awareness about waste reduction, coordinating marketing activities
for county recyclers, and setting up recycling facilities at a new county
landfill with satellite depots in other parts of the county-~hinge upon
development of the new landfill,

Tillamock County submitted a draft plan to the DEQ in order to get
$257,000 for constructing a new sanitary landfill and z transfer station.
The County has begun a recycling project at the Tillamook Landfill, but the
rest of the plan is on hold pending Solid Waste Division assistance in
completing the plan.

Clatsop County's plan is not yet being implemented. Prompted by a
request for $33,874 for locating a new landfill, the plan calls for
recycling facilities at the new site, promotion of waste reduction,
development of procurement standards for the county government, and
reduction of fees for haulers providing multimaterial collection.

Elamath County submitted a draft plan when it requested $56,200 for
constructing a transfer station and for buying equipment. The County
requested Solid Waste Division assistance in completing a plan.

Columbia County gave the DEQ an outline for a plan and an agreement to
complete it by July 1982. The County is receiving $49,000 for studying the
feasibility of a =site and for designing a new landfill.

Lane County contracted for the development of a waste reduction plan,
even though it hasn't requested any money or support from the DEQ. The
County intends to incorporate the plan into its overall solid waste
management plan.

Material Recovery

Material recovery is the recovery of paper fibers, glass, ferrous and
nonferrous metals, and other valuable materials from the waste stream. The
financial status of material recovery in Oregon produced mixed signals in
1981. Oregon remained the national leader in recycling, and corrugated
cardboard, newspaper, and glass recycling plants in Oregon used out-of-
state sources for supplies. However, Oregon recyclers were not exempt from
the effects of the recessicn. Some areas of recycling suffered along with
the poor housing and construction markets, but other areas of recycling
stayed strong or continued to grow.
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Hardest hit areas were the traditionally active commodities of corru-
gated cardboard and waste (or secondary) aluminum. Demand and price
structures for these materials dropped dramatically. The result was the
curtailment of recycling of much corrugated cardboard and stockpiling of
large inventories. Aluminum recycling levels remained high but prices
dropped to basement levels, orders were cut, and inventory storage was

costly.

Glass and newspaper acted as stabilizers in 1981. Glass price and
demand remained constant. Oregon was fortunate to have developed a local
market for c¢ld newspaper for deinking, which kept the supply =ystem
active. Oregon recyclers were unhappy with the price level and the
occasional quota restrictions but were more fortunate than out-of-state
recyclers who saw the demand for their old newspaper dlsappear. Inter-
national demand for old newspaper and construction-related Oregon markets
were very weak in 1981.

In overview, recycling is alive in Oregcen. The portion of the system
that slowed down because of the poor economy is poised for a rallying
comeback. The portion that sustained a high level of recycling will grow
when the normal economy returns.

In 1981, Lane County recycled approximately 55,178 tons of material
that otherwise would have been disposed of. Table 2 shows the amounts
recycled according to the class of material in Lane County.

TABLE 2. AMOUNT OF MATERIAL RECYCLED IN LANE COUNTY IN 19812

Material Tons
Newsprint 8,640

Glass 1,690

Corrugated Paper 9,276

High~Crade Paper 1,440

Aluminum 1,436

Ferrous Scrap Metal 31,736

(including tin cans)

Other Nonferrous metal a2

Plastic _. 408

Total: 55,148

a, Lane County Recovered Materials Marketing Study, 1981, Resource

Conservation Consultants (Portland, OR), Pacific Economica (Salem, OR),
and Franklin Associates (Prairie Village, KS).
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East of the Cascades, in Hermiston (population 9,500), about 600 tons
of corrugated paper were recycled in 1981. Sanitary Disposal Ine.
headed up the recycling project with the financial assistance of a tax
credit provided by DEQ. The facility consists of an automatic feed baler
with preshredding. The corrugated paper is shipped over U400 miles to North
Bend. Working with local organizations that sponsor newspaper dropboxes,
the firm also recycles nearly 50 tons of newsprint per month.

In the Portland metropolitan area, over 20 garbage collectors provide
home pickup recycling services and 200 sites are available for people to
drop off their recyclables. In 1981, recyclers collected around 100,000
tons of recyclables that otherwise would have been disposed of in
landfills. According to the 1981 Metro waste reduction plan, 30 percent of
the approximately 800,000 tons of municipal solid waste disposed of in
Portland area landfills could have been recycled or reccvered.

Throughout the state, about 50 recycling companies serve more than 200
community and commercial recycling programs in 28 counties and 55 cities,
The recycling companies collected more than 400,000 tons of recyclables,
which included materials coming in from out of state (based on a 1978 DEQ
market survey). One recycled material is contaliner glass as shown in
Figure #. Although an apparent decrease in glass recycling was recorded,
an increase in the reuse of glass containers actually occurred. In fact,
reuse of glass containers has increased annually since 1975. (The 1980
recycling number reflects a beverage manufacturer's change from a process
that remelted and reshaped the containers to a process that reused the
contalner in its original shape.)

The Solid Waste Program actively supports the recycling concept.
Through recycling, material can be diverted from landfills for reuse or
reprocessing and Oregonians can save money. Even though recycling efforts
around the state were substantial in 1981, we estimate that 600,000 tons
more material could have been recycled {30 percent of the estimated 2
million tons disposed of). Every ton of recyeclable material discarded as
waste in 1981 cost Oregonians $59 to 379 for collection and disposal.d

Ener Recover

Energy recovery 1ls any process or technology that converts solid
wastes into a fuel to produce energy from the steam or hot water. Examples
of conversion technologies include mass burning and production of refuse-
derived fuel, methane, or alcohol.

No best technology exists that can be used everywhere to recover
energy from solid wastes. Factors that influence the selection of a

a. Calculated cost is based on the assumption that one can weighs 30 to 40
pounds, or 50 to 67 cana would equal one ton. The equation is 12.5 to
16.8 months (to collect one ton of garbage) X $4.70 (average collection
cost for one can) = $59 to $79. Monthly average collection cost for
one can of $4.70 in 91 Oregon cities is from Kathy Tri, Bureau of
Governmental Research, University of Oregon, 1982.
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The Amount of Glass Cullet Recycled in 1981

Decreased Slightly Compared to the
Previous Year

FIGURE
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| Year ! Tons l

1976 14,000

1977 22,000

1678 30,700

1979 34,800

1980 27,300

1981 26,100

Total 154,900




particular energy recovery technology for a specific location include the
amount and composition of the wastes, the type of energy market at that
location, and the amount of money needed to construct and operate the
recovery facility. Other factors that will influence this decision include
how well developed the recovery technology is and the amount of risk that
each party involved in the project is willing to assume.

In the early 1970s, EPA provided funds for constructing facilities
using a variety of approaches to the problem of recovering energy from
municipal solid wastes. In addition, the EPA began to fund studies to
increase knowledge about energy recovery from municipal solid waste and to
fund feasibility studies for 57 proposed projects. As part of this effort,
a management manual was developed to act as a guide through the complex
procedure of implementing energy recovery projects. This management model
provides step-by-step procedures for the process of converting a waste to
energy, from the initial idea into successful opsration,

As part of DEQ's effort to satisfy the legislatively mandated
requirement to provide techriical assistance to local governments, the Solid
Waste Division promoted the use of the EPA management model and worked with
local governments to develop economically viable and environmentally sound
energy recovery projects., The following discussions deseribe the progreas
made in four areas in Oregon to implement so0lid wastes-to-energy projects.

Marion County. Faced with the closure of the major landfill serving
the Salem area, Marion County officials began in 1978 to investigate
alternatives to the dependence on landfills for sclid waste disposal. The
County staff and several consultants started to develop a waste~to-energy
proposal. However, the passage of the Northwest Power Bill and the Public
Utilities Regulatory Policy Act and difficulties in negotiating contracts
with potential refuse-derived fuel customers influenced the County to
change the direction of the proposed project from preparation of a refuse-~
derived fuel to that of electrical generation.

Recognizing the need for accurate information on the amount and
composition of the available solid wastes to design an energy recovery
facility, Marion County began a garbage truck weighing program in the
summer 1981. The County also asked the DEQ Solid Waste Division to assist
in designing, conducting, and analyzing a study on the composition of
garbage. DEQ developed a method to acquire valid composition data for
wastes collected by commercial compacting trucks. This method was designed
to estimate the amount of various materials being disposed of in a landfill
that could otherwise be recovered for material recyecling and for recovery
of energy.

For 2 weeks, County and DEQ staff separated samples from 18 compacting
trucks into 16 categories. A statistical analysis of the samples provided
valid data on the amount of combustible material found in the solid waste
stream during a 2-week period. Predictions of the amounts of the other
categories (paper, glass, metals, etc.) could not be made with acceptable
accuracy due to the small sample size and the variations in the percent of
each category in the samples from the trucks., DEQ staff revised the
composition study methodology since the completion of the initial tests in
Marion County to reduce the npumber of categories, Future sampling in
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Marion County should produce accurate composition data on recyclable

materials in the wastes. (The County staff planned to conduct a second
weighing program in March 1982, providing waste generation data for the
winter. More information will be available in the 1982 annuzl report.)

Metro, Metro entered into negotiations with one of the vendors,
Wheelabrator-Frye, who responded to the 1980 request-for-proposal to
construct an energy recovery facility in Oregon City. The contract covered
design, construction, testing, and long-term operation of the facility by
the corporation. The facility is expected to burn up to 586,000 tons of
municipal solid waste each year, which is approximately two-thirds of the
projected amount of wastes generated within the Portland metropolitan
area. Steam produced in the facility would be sold tc Publishers Paper
Company for use in their plant in Oregon City, beginning in 1985. The
contract was signed in October 1980.

A $6.4 million grant and loan from the Pollution Control Bond Fund was
used to prepare the site for the proposed energy recovery facility and for
the proposed Clackamas Transfer and Recycling Center to be located nearby.

Lane County, After many attempts, Lane County reached agreement with
the University of Oregon to explore use of refuse-derived fuel from the
County's rescurce recovery facility in two types of boilers owned and
operated by the University.

As part of this effort, Lane County, University of Oregon, Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority, and DEQ Solid Waste Division staff
developed a test procedure that involved three distinet phases:

¢ Preparation of an improved quality, refuse-derived fuel, using
equipment designed to screen out noncombustible materials contained
in the processed refuse-derived fuel produced at the resource
recovery facility.

0 Processing of the screened refuse-derived fuel from the first phase
of the test program to produce a cubed or densified product.

¢ Use of the densified refuse~derived fuel obtained during phase two
as a partial replacement for the waste-wood fuel usually burned in
two different types of boilers at the University. This phase
included the collection of air pollutant emissions data and boiler
performance data.

During the course of the test program, several changes were made
because of equipment problems. The amount of noncombustible material in
the screened fuel was higher than expected because the refuse~derived fuel
produced at the resource recovery facility was not fed onto the screens the
way recommended by the screen manufacturer., The second phase of the test
program was terminated due to failures of the cuber machinery. The limited
amount of cubed refuse-derived fuel was used to substitute for some of the
waste-wood fuel in one boiler for part of a day at the University.

The remaining screened refused«derived fuel was then rescreened,
producing a product with less noncombustible material. The higher quality
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refuse-derived fuel was used to substitute for part of the waste-wood fuel
in the larger University boiler. Emission data, boiler performance data,
screen performance data, and data describing the characteristics of the
refuse=derived fuel was used to prepare a report submitted in January 1982
to the County Board of Commissioners and to the University administration.
The report recommended that the resource recovery facility and the
University boilers be modified to complete a functioning energy recovery
facility. A decision on the recommendations in the report will be made in
1982,

Douglas County. Douglas County completed the second phase of a report
reviewing alternatives to solid waste disposal using sanitary landfills.
County staff reviewed material and energy recovery technologies that are in
operation and developed projected construction, operation, and maintenance
coasts. The County found that present economic conditions eliminated the
available recovery technologies because of the lack of local markets for
fuel or energy.

Since one wood products company expressed interest in negotiating an
agreement, Douglas County plans to continue examining processing
technologies and to continue discussions with that interested company when
the economy improves. The process should reduce the time needed to
implement an energy recovery project when the economy improves,

Used~0il Recycling

The used-o0il recycling program boomed in Oregon in 1981. The amount
of oil recycled by the do~it-yourself oil changers almost tripled from 1980
to 1981. The 450 collection sites received 430,000 gallons in 1981 from
the do~it-yourself oil changers compared to 150,000 gallons the previocus
year.

Part of the credit goes to the DEQ Recyecling Information Service, who
distributed used-0il recycling signs to collection sites, updated and
distributed a brochure on used o0il, and answered phone inquiries (15 percent
of the total calls on recycling specifically related to used ¢il). DEQ
also personally contacted used-oil haulers and collection site operators,
public works directors, and government cofficials as interest in used-oil
recycling grew in Oregon.

Another part of the credit goes to the used-cil collection site
operators, who voluntarily participated in the program (e.g., service
stations, auto maintenance businesses, car dealerships, recycling centers,
retail stores with collectlion facilities, city maintenance yards, transfer
stations, and landfills). These sites have become an important community
contact for the recyecling of used oil.

In addition, the market value for used oll increased, providing an
incentive for used-oil collection site operators and haulers. The
competitive market for used oil allowed reprocessing to become a viable
alternative to the wasting of a valuable energy resource. In fact, 85
percent of the used 0il collected in Oregon was reprocessed for use as a
fuel cil.
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Note: The issue of classifying used oil as a hazardous waste has not

been resolved yet by federal regulations,

At this time, used o0il is not

clasaified as a hazardous waste in Oregon, and is not expected to be unless

federal regulations are enacted.

Tax Credits

Fourteen tax credits totaling over $24 million were issued in 1981.

See Table 3 for a list of tax credits approved by the EQC.

Alzo refer to

Figure 5 for a comparison of tax credits issued from 1975 to 1981.

TABLE 3.

TAX CREDITS GRANTED IN 1981

Company

Facility

Hilton Fuel
Smith & Hill
Blassen & Blassen

Lane Plywood
Ellingson Timber

Sanitary Services, Inc.

Roseburg Lumber
Roseburg Lumber
Diamond International

D & E Wood Products
Willamette Industries
Willamette Industries

Green Veneer
Publishers Paper Co.

Truck & Drop Boxes
Recycling Facilities
Wood Waste Boiler

Wood Waste Boiler
Wood Waste Storage
Newsaprint & Cardboard;
Shredder & Baler

Steam Generating Facility
Steam Generating Facility
Wood Waste Burner

Waste Wood Processing Plant
Whole Log Chipper
Wood Waste Boiler

Wood Waste Boiler
Electrical Generating System

Total:

Value

($)

90,767.87
39,485.00
265,644.79

T69,567.15
27,639.05
204,407 .00

1,939,328.00
1 ’633 ’u91 -00
3,808,000.00

75,085.98
2,883,395.86
1’103'710.01

607,903.70
10,768,882.00

24,217,307.41
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No. Certificates Issued

Cost of Fagcilities
($ millions)

35 $33,708,372

30

25 $24,217,307

20 $18,779,276

$14,402,536

15

$6,833,330 $7,040,082

Fewer Tax Credits were Granted in 1981

FiURE
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WAS SPOSAL

Amended Landfill Rules

In August 1981, EQC adopted a substantially amended version of the
Department's rules governing the establishment and operation of landfills.
The Department's previocus rules were adopted in March 1972 and no longer
accurately reflected philosophies and policies nor current state-of-the~art
in proper solid waste management.

The old rules were also not consistent with national landf'ill criteria
adopted by the EPA in September 1979, pursuant to the Resource Conaervation
and Recovery Act (RCRA). In January 1981, the Commission adopted a State
Solid Waste Management Plan, which the Department developed according to
RCRA requirements. The plan called for adoption of revised rules
consistent with EPA's landfill criteria.

The amended rules include the following major provisions:
0 An expanded list of definitions for the purpose of clarity,

¢ A more detailed explanation of the roles and responsibilities of
the Department and applicants in the permitting process.

0o An expanded description of the information to be included in a
permit application.

o A provision that the Department may waive the requirements for
detailed plans and specifications, a feasibility study report, and
construction certification for low=-volume, low-risk disposal
sites., Previous rules included no such provision.

¢ A provision that applications for new or expanded disposal sites
include evidence of need. Previous rules included no such
provision.

¢ A provision that the Department may require a certification of
proper completion from the permittee's engineer at major or
eritical construction projects at landfills. Previously, the
Department had sole responsibility for checking construction.

o The establishment of groundwater contamination limits for landfills
consistent with the Department's Groundwater Protection Policy
(essentially a federal standard). Previously there were no state
groundwater standards.

o A clarification of the Department's authority to require permittees
to collect and analyze samples of groundwater, surface water, and
landfill gases when deemed necessary and practicable. Previous
rules gave general authority to require reporting, but did not
apecifically address groundwater, surface water, or gas
monitoring.
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(o)

A provision that the Department may require the weighing of
incoming loads of refuse at a disposal site to facilitate planning
decisions related to resource recovery, transfer, and landfill
gsiting. Previous rules included no such provision.

A restriction on the types of waste that may be open burned at

a landfill to allow burning of only tree stumps and limbs, brush,
timbers, lumber, and other wood waste (federal standard). Previous
rules also allowed open burning of cardboard and other bulky
combustibles,

The establishment of standards for landfill operators pertaining
to protection of endangered species, control of landfill
decomposition gases, and the prevention of bird hazards to aircraft
{federal standards). Previously there were no state standards

in these areas.

Refer to "Additional Information," page 49, to order a copy of the
amended rules.

Statug of Existing Disposal Sites

During 1981, the total number of permitted solid waste disposal sites
in Oregon decreased from 293 in January to 277 in December.

Most disposal sites closed because they were full while others closed
because of economic conditions (e.g., industrial waste landfills). But a
few disposal sites closed for environmental quality reasons; refer fto the
following list:

0

o]

Benton County -~ The Monrce Disposal site was replaced. A
substandard landfill at the site was closed because of water
quality concerns and a transfer facility at the site was expanded
and improved. All wastes delivered to the site are now transferred
te a regional landfill, Coffin Butte, near Corvallis. The Monrce
Landfill was listed on the 1980 RCRA Open-Dump List.

Hood River County - The County's regional landfilil, located near
the city of Hood River, was closed on November 1, 1981. The site
reached approved final grades and the Department was concerned that
additional filling might aggravate existing water quality

problems. The site was listed on the 1980 RCRA Open-Dump List
because of drainage problems. Construction of a permanent transfer
station, which will replace the landfill, should be completed in
1982, In the meantime, a dropbox serves as a temporary transfer
station for the public. The commercilal refuse collectors are
transporting most of the County's waste to a regional landfill site
in northern Wasco County near The Dalles.

Josephine County - The Airport Industrial Waste Diaposal Site,
located near the Grants Pass Airport, closed. The facility
primarily received glue waste from plywood mills. Leaks plagued
the disposal site, which threatened nearby water resources. Most
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industries that previoualy used the disposal site found ways to
recycle their gilue. Now it appears there is no need to replace
this facility.

o Klamath County - The Bonanza Landfill, which served the small
community of Bonanza {population 270), closed and a transfer
station replaced it. Due to its relatively remote location, the
site was expensive to maintain and periodically experienced
some operational problems due to lack of proper attention. The
new transfer station will be more economical to operate and should
be relatively free of nuisances, Construction was aided with a
grant from the Pollution Control Bond Fund,

o Linn County - The Roche Road Demolition Waste Landfill, located
near Corvallis on the Linn-Benton County line, closed. Concerns
about the site included periodic severe odor problems and the
landfill's impact on groundwater. Wastes which had been going
to this site have been diverted to the Coffin Butte Landfill in
Benton County.

¢ Union County - The County's regional landfill at lLa Grande
underwent significant changes in 1981. Substantial improvements in
drainage control and overall site operation were made and the
County turned the operation over to a private firm. In addition,
experimental transfer stations were established in Elgin, North
Powder, and Union. These facilities are intended to replace open-
burning dumps that were closed in 1978. For the past few years,
citizens hauled wastes directly to La Grande, but problems with
promiscuous dumping and open burning at the old dump sites
oceurred. If the experiments are succeasful, the transfer stations
will remain open indefinitely.

For the number of disposal sites under permit in 1972, 1976, 1980, and
1981, refer to Figure 6. Also refer to Figure 7, which shows the location
of primary landfills as well as transfer stations, processing centers, and
incinerators in Oregon.
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The Number of Permitted Industrial Sites,
Landfills, and Open Dumps Decreased While the
Number of Transfer Stations Increased in 1981

FIGURE
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The relative size of municipal waste disposal sites in terms of
population served is displayed in Table 4. The population estimates are
suitable to illustrate that generally the heavily urbanized areas of the
state are served by a few larger disposal sites and that the rural areas
are served by many smaller facilities. The trend in Oregon over the past
few years has been a steady decrease in the number of small rural
landfills. As these sites have become full, many are elither replaced by
transfer stations or not replaced at all. Transfer stations are on the
inerease because they affect the environment less adversely, are more
acceptable to the publie, and are often less costly to operate than small,
rural landfills.

TABLE 4. POPULATION SERVED BY VARIOUS FACILITIES®

Serving Less Serving Serving Serving More

Facility than 5,000 5,000 to 10,000 to than

Typeb people 10,000 people 50,000 people K0,000 people Total
Landfills 58 12 23 T 100
Open Dumps 23 2 4 1 30
Transfer 39 3 2 1 45

Stations
Total: 120 T? 55 3' ??g

a. DEQ estimates.
b. Excludes industrial waste landfills,

Table 5 displays the relationships between the private and public
sectors, with respect to disposal site ownershlp, operation, and control
that existed in 1881. OFf the 175 municipal solid waste disposal site
permittees in Oregon, 139 (80 percent) are public bodies (primarily
counties)., Most municipal waste facilities are publicly owned and
operated. However, when industrial waste disposal sites are included,
public bodies comprise only about 52 percent, or 143 of the 277 total
number of permittees.



TABLE 5. PUBLIC VS. PRIVATE CONTROL OF SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITES

Facility Permittees Owners Operators
Type Public/Private Public/Private Public/Private

Landfills 76 2h T2 28 68 32
Open Dumps 23 1 22 8 21 9
Transfer

Stations 40 5 10 5 35 10
Industrial

Waste

Landfills 4 98 7 95 3 99
Total: 143 134 141 136 127 150

Table 6 displays landfill permit compliance as of December 31, 1981,
based on the most recent inspection for each facility. It is important to
note ‘that the data relates to permit compliance only and not to either
state or federal landfill standards, Specifically, a landfill that is T
classified as an open dump for failure to comply with state or federal )
standards, may nevertheless be in full compliance with its permit, The
permit may contain a compliance time schedule that provides for temporary
or short-term viclation of landfill standards while the facility is in the
process of upgrading or closing.

As Table 6 ilndicates, 93 of Oregon's 130 municipal solid waste
landfills (or approximately T2 percent) were considered to be substantially
in compliance with their permits at the end of 1981. Important to note is
that 13 of the 15 landfills reported to be out of compliance were small
sites serving less than 10,000 people. Also, 25 of Oregon's 30 open dumps
are sites serving less than 10,000 people. Therefore, it is apparent that =
the vast majority of municipal solid waste generated in Oregon was being
safely disposed during 1981.



a
TABLE 6. MUNICIPAL WASTE LANDFILL PERMIT COMPLIANCE STATUS

Sites Substantially Sites Out
Landfill Size in Compliance of Compliance Indeterminateb
Sites serving
less than
10,000 people 67 13 15
Sites serving
10,000 to 50,000
people 22 1 y
Sites serving
more than 50,000
people ' y 1 3
Total: §§ ?g EE

a. Effective December 31, 1981,
b. Sites were either not inspected during 1981 or additional information
is required.

New Disposal Sites

There were no new landfills established in Oregon in 1981, but a
permit was issued for the River Bend Landfill in Yamhill County, which is
expected to open in mid-1982. This landfill will replace the nearby
Whiteson Landfill, which was established in 1972 amid controversy and
public opposition. Once Whiteson was in operation, citizen complaints were
virtually nonexistent, and the landfill proved to be one of the best
operated sites in the state. We are confident that the new River Bend
Landfill, operated by the same people, will be even more environmentally
sound.

Several preliminary proposals to establish new major landfills were
submitted to the Department for evaluation in 1981. All but one were
granted preliminary approval (i.e., the proposal is technically feasible
and the proposed design appears to meet state pollution control standards;
however, preliminary approval does not guarantee that the final, more
detailed proposal will be approved). The applicants who received
preliminary approval are proceeding with land-use reviews by local agencies
and preparation of detailed final engineering plans for Department review.
Those sites are located in (a) southern Marion County to serve the Salem
metropolitan area, (b) northern Multnomah County to serve the Portland
metropolitan area ineluding parts of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington
Counties, {e¢) northern Yamhill County to serve Newberg and parts of the
Portland metropolitan area, {d) Clatsop County to serve the County, and
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(e) Columbia County to serve the St. Helens mill operated by Boise Cascade.
Only the proposed Ocaw Ranch (OW) site in Marion County was not granted
preliminary approval because it lacked sufficient detail.

RCRA Inventory Update

From October 1980 through September 1981 (federal fiscal year 1981),
the Department continued its evaluation of solid waste disposal sites
according to RCRA, Called the RCRA Inventory or Open-Dump List, the
evaluation was conceived by the U.S. Congress as a means to identify the
state-of-the-art of solid waste disposal activities nationally and to
establish a base from which states could build a solid waste management
program., Oregon's Solid Waste Program has been active for many years.
However, RCRA provided new criteria for evaluating disposal sites. Failure
to participate in the inventory could subject the state and some disposal
site operators to penalties under various provisions of the law (e.g.,
citizen suit, lack of federal financial assistance).

Since the inventory began in September 1979, 260 disposal sites have
been evaluated. During federal fiscal year 1981, 120 disposal sites were
evaluated inecluding 75 industrial waste landfills, 10 municipal waste
landfills, and 35 waste water impoundments (ponds and lagoons are
considered to be solid waste disposal sites under RCRA). The results of
the inventory are:

o No industrial waste sites were identified for placement on the
Open-Dump List, however, several require further study.

o Foeur munieclpal disposal sites were removed from the 1980 Open-~Dump
List because of closure or upgrading (Hood River Landfill, Monroe.
Demo Landfill, Adrian Landfill, and 01ld Pilot Rock Landfill).

0 Three municipal disposal sites were added to the Open-Dump List for
1981 (Jordan Valley Landfill, Mitechell Landfill, and Seneca

Landfill).

Refer to Table T for Oregon's RCRA Open-Dump List, effective
September 30, 1981. During federal fiscal year 1982 (October 1, 1981,
through September 30, 1982), we will continue to evaluate industrial waste
disposal sites and waste water impoundments.
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TABLE 7. RCRA OPEN-DUMP LIST FOR 1981

County Landfill Criteria Violation2
Clatsop Astoria 2
Clatsop Cannon Beach 1,2
Clatsop Elsie 1,2
Clatsop Seaside 12
Clatsop Warrenton 3,5
Columbia Santosh 3,5
Coos Powers 1
Grant Seneca 1,4
Jackson Butte Falls 1,2
Lake Adel 1
Lake Christmas Valley 1
Lake Fort Rock 1
Lake Paisley Landfill 1
Lake Plush Landfill 1
Lake Silver Lake 1
Lake Summer Lake 1
Lane Cottage Grove h
Lane Creswell 3
Lincoln Agate Beach 2,5
Lincoln North Lincoln 2
Lincoln Waldport~Yachats 2,5
Malheur Brogan~Jamieson 2,4
Malheur Harper Landfill 1,2,4
Malheur Jordan Yalley 1,2,4
Malheur Juntura 1,2,8
Malheur Willowereek 2,4
Marion Brown's Island 3,4
Polk Fowler's 3
Wheeler Fossil 1
Wheeler Mitchell 1,4
a. Key to c¢riteria violations:

1 - Open burning of garbage.

2 = Inadequate covering of refuse with earth.

3 = Contamination of groundwater,

} -~ Safety problems {(e.g., bird hazards to aircraft, inadequate control of
access, unsupervised open burning). '

5 = Contamination of surface water.
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Methane Gas Generation at Landfills

Some methane gas ls generated as a normal byproduet of organic
material decompesition at all landfilils in Oregon., The amount of methane
generated depends on the type of waste, moisture content, oxygen content of
the £ill pH, and other factors. Explosions, asphyxiaticn due to carbon
dioxide, and odors are the primary concerns with methane and other
decomposition gases at landfills:

Landfills located in clays tend to vent most gas upwards through the
landfil] surface because the small discontinuous pore spaces in the soils
restrict the lateral flow of gas, Gravels have relatively large,
continuous pore spaces that offer much less resistance {0 gas flow and
allow greater lateral movement. Sands have smaller pores than gravel but
larger pores than clay so their ability to transmit gas falls between the
two. Groundwater acts as a barrier, effectively preventing the flow of
gas.

Garbage and demolition landfills in Oregon have been evaluated during
the recent RCRA inventory process to determine the potential for methane to
build up in on-site structures or migrate beyond property lines in
concentrations greater than the lower explosive limit. Refer to Table 8
for the sites that were sampled for methane gas. Noteworthy is that the
table is the first time Iinformation on methane gas has been summarized and
presented.
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TABLE 8.

SITES SAMPLED FOR METHANE GAS

dfill/lLocation

Astoria/
Clatsop County

Bend Demolition/
Deschutes County

Brown's Island/
Marion County

Day Island/
Lane County

Type

Status of Waste
Active Household
site garbage
Active Demolition
site waste
Active Household
site garbage
Closed Household
site garbage

Soils/
_Geology

Silty soils
over marine
sedimente-
"Astoria
shale sand-
stone and
siltstone

Pumice

Gravel

Gravels

Methane
—Levels

Comments

Trace to 0.7%,
in manholes;

8% in small

hole in land-
fill surface

0% onsite

Up to 60%
(surface)
and 0 to
20% (inside
house)} on
site

Methane
found on-
site by
Lab staff
but not
recorded

Major concern was methane buildup

in on-site manholes. Dilution with
air keeps methane levels well below
the explosive range in the manholes.
Extensive surface and off-site sam-
pling was not conducted because gas
migration is unlikely in this geologic
setting and no nearby structures exist.

Dry climate-—apparently little methane
production.

Dead or stressed vegetation adjacent
to the landfill dike suggests gas
migration beyond the fill boundary.
Major concern is house located on
original gravels but surrounded by
fill. The poorly designed passive
gas venting system installed around
the house is not effective., Signifi-
cant levels of methane have been
detected entering the basement of the
house through small cracks, The landfill
cperator relies on ventilation of the
basement and crawl space to dilute
methane to below the explosive level,
The operator installed methane sensors
and alarm system for the cccupants.

Methane gas cannot migrate laterally due
to water around site. A passive venting
system has been installed to vent methane
from the fill surface. Tests have been
conducted by a private company about the
potential production of marketable
methane,



TABLE 8. (contirmued)
Type Soils/ Methane
Landfill/Location Status of Waste Geology Levels Comments
Hillsbhoro/ Active Demolition Silty soils 15 to 28% Testing showed no off-site methane
Washington County site waste over clay onsite; migrating towards nearby greenhouses.
0% off=- Additional testing to be done when the
site west side is filled next to other green-
houses.
Klamath Falls/ Active Household Silt or clay 7 to 60% A housing development that would
Klamath County gite garbage loam over onsite encircle the landfill was proposed. No
diatomite methane was found offsite.
Knott Pit/ Active Household Gravel 0% to trace Dry climate—apparently little methane
Deschutes County site garbage pit onsite production.
LaVellet's 82nd Street/ Active Democlition Loam topsoil Up to 53% Significant levels of methane were found
Mul tnomah County site waste over gravels onsite; up to 175 feet beyond the edge of the
0 to 47% f£ill in the residential area, showing the
offsite passive clay barrier and vent system were
inadequate. Off-site gas migration
occurred only where waste was filled to
final grade, not where an open vertical
pit wall existed above the waste level.
An active gas control system was
installed in April 1980 to control gas
migration.
LaVellets Johnson Closed Demolition Gravel 30 to 45% Neighbors report children have set fire
Creek/Clackamas site waste (methane to methane vent manholes on numerous
County vent man- occasions. No methane detected off-
hele) and site. Testing conducted because devel-
0 to 34% oper wanted to build commercial buildings
{surface) on old dump site.
onsite
LaVelle's King Road/ Closed Demolition Loamy topsoil Up to 65% Geology and waste are similar to
Clackamas County site waste over gravels onsite; LaVelle's 82nd Street Landfill. The
0 to 37% passive clay barrier and venting system
offsite is partially successful. But methane

was found across the street from the
site.
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TABLE 8. (continued)
Type Soils/ Methane
landfill/Location Status of Waste Geology Levels Comments
Obrist/ Currently Demolition Silty soil Up to 25% The develcoper of an adjacent subdivision
Multnomah County c¢losed but waste over sand onsite; sued the City of Troutdale and the former
opened dur- and gravel up to 12.5% landfill operator because of the potential
ing initial offsite in for methane migration and slope stability
methane gas monitoring problems caused by overexcavation. To
sampling pools near settle the case, the city bought 7 lots and
the property the former landfill operator bought the
line remaining 14 lots. Increased methane gas
migration could occur if the pit is filled
with waste to the elevation of the sur-
rounding land without installation of a
reliable gas control system.
Prospect/ Active Household Silty soils 0 to less No significant amounts of methane
Jackson County site garbage than 0.5% were found, probably because the very
onsite shallow depth of fill allows air to
enter, preventing methane formation.
Rossman's/ Active Household Silts and Up to 56% Major concern is odor control, not
Clackamas County site garbage clays onsite methane migration. An active landfill
gas extraction and flaring system is
operating. County studied the potential
of using landfill gas for fuel.
St. Johns/ Active Household Silts and Not tested The potential for commercial recovery
Multnomah County site and clay onsite of methane gas is being studied.
industrial
waste
Vance Pit/ Closed Demolition Gravels 15 to 64% The County built a new underground
Mul tnomah County site waste cnsite public works building at this old land-

fill. They excavated and relocated
250,000 cubic yards of refuse. The
wisdom of the project and the need to
provide a gas barrier and venting system
was discussed with the County and their
consulting engineer.




Sludge Management

Legislation was introduced by the Department during the 1981
Legislature to clarify our authority to regulate sludge (refer to
"Leglislative Report," page 5). The state law classifies all of the various
types of sludge as solid waste, but excludes them if the sludge is used in
agricultural operations for growing crops or raising animals. According to
the Department's legal counsel, the general water quality laws provide the
only authority to regulate the sludge, and these apply only to the
contamination or threatened contamination of surface or groundwater,

The Department actively promotes the agricultural use of sewage
treatment plant sludge, pulp-mill lime sludge, and other suitable sludges
where the fertilizer or soil-conditioner value can be used productively.
However, without proper precautions, the agricultural use of sludge can
cause the following adverse conditions, which the Departiment apparently
lacks the authority to regulate:

0 Sludge may be applied to areas used for growing root crops, or
other crops where direct contact with the sludge could result in
pathogen contamination (bacteria, virus). This is a particular
concern when the crop is not proceased, but is eaten raw. Pathogen
contamination could also affect dairy cows grazing on a pasture
that has recently been treated with sludge, or it could result from
the application of sludge in areas such as parks where there is
easy public access.

0 Sludge may be applied at rates that result in potentially toxic
heavy metals (e.g., cadmium, lead) entering the food chain and
concentrating in certaln crops such as leafy vegetables.
Restricting crop types and/or adding lime to the soil to help
adjust the pH (a term used universally to express the intensity of
the acid or alkaline condition of a sciution) may be necessary.

© Sludge may be applied at rates that result in certain heavy metals
(e.g., zinc and copper) becoming toxic to the crop itself.

o Odors, flies, and other nuisances from sludge being used in
agricultural operations may annoy nearby residents.

The ability of both the Department and local government to regulate
nuisance conditions resulting from sludge operations were further
restricted when the 1981 Legislature passed 3B 317, the "Right to Farm"
bill. This bill says that local government nuisance abatement ordinances
may no longer apply to "farm practices,™ which may include virtually
anything done during operation of a farm. Basically, the bill promotes the
state's goal of preserving agricultural land and its use for agricultural
purpcses. However, the bill is not limited to exclusive farm-use zones, so
that "farming practices"™ in any 2zone cannot be regulated under nuisance
abatement ordinances.



Other sludge-related activities which occcurred in 1981 include:

o The DEQ Water Quality Division revised and updated its Guidelines
for Application of Wastewater and Sludge, These guidelines, though
not enforceable, provide information on site evaluation and selec-
tion, monitoring, and application rates for sludge and treatment
plant effluent. The guidelines are for maximizing the beneflit of
the use of sludge in agriculture while minimizing adverse
environmental affects.

o Food processors in the Salem area, following the lead of the
Del Mente Corporation, refused to accept any crops that were
grown on sludge-amended fields., This action was taken because the
U.S8. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) did not set numerical
standards for acceptable levels of heavy metals in processed
foods. FDA and EPA signed a joint statement endorsing use of
sludge in growing food-chain crops under ccontrolled conditions and
according to RCRA criteria. However, the food processors
apparently felt that this is not a sufficient guarantee to
eliminate liability for their products. Salem has very low levels
of heavy metals in its sludge and the action has had a major
negative impact on Salem's sludge-use program.

0 High nitrate levels in the groundwater were found in the Mission
Bottom area near Salem., This is an area where sludge from the
Salem sewage treatment plant was used extensively in agriculture,
Initially, it was feared that the problem was caused by the sludge;
however, it was discovered that many parts of the Mission Bottom
area had very high nitrate levels and had never received sludge.
This indicated that the high nitrate levels most likely were caused
by excessive application of chemical fertilizers, a practice not
uncommen in Oregon. Though cleared as the primary cause of the
problen, sludge application has been diverted to areas with lower
groundwater nitrate levels. The result is increased hauling
distances and operational costs and further impacts on the sludge-
use program.

Yariance for Modu -Combusgti

buring October 1981, EQC granted Coos County a variance from the
Department's air quality rules to allow contimued operation of two (50 tons
per day) modular combustion units near Coos Bay. The facility serves the
majority of Coos County residents for the disposal of municipal solid
waste, NOTE: "Modular Combustion Unit" is the term applied to a variety
of small-scale combustors ranging up to 50 tons per day capacity. They are
generally installed in multiples, operated independently of one another-,
and attached with additional units when the amount of solid waste
increases,

Air contaminant tests were performed on a 50-tons-per-day unit and a
12.5-tons~per-day unit, which burned solid wastes. However, both modular
combustion units failed the tests, showing they could not comply with the
Department's air quality rules. The variance was given because the County
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could not afford additional air quality control devices. The County
reported that they were already paying $24 per ton to dispcose of waste at
the facility and the necessary control devices were estimated to cost
approximately $550,000.

This information is important since many people believe that modular
combustion units are a low cost and environmentally safe way to dispose of
solid waste. Planning for future facilities will need to include air
contaminant devices,
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PROGRAM SUPPORT

The Solid Waste Program depends on the Regional Operations Division
for implementation and enforcement of the program and the Laboratory and
Applied Research Division to provide the scientific data. Other support
activities that help carry ocut the philosophies of the program are public
education, recycling information, and public participation services.
Internal processes that are necessary for providing program direction are
the Goals and Objectives Planning Session and the State-EPA Agreement.

Regional Operations Division

In 1981, the five regions worked on 1,490 activities relating to solid
waste and 413 relating to hazardous waste, for a total of 1,903 activities
Refer to Table 9 for a breakdown on the different activities. One of the
major areas was the development of proposed resource recovery facilities
for the Portland metropolitan area and Marion County. For future ash
disposal and backup garbage disposal for the proposed resource recovery
facilities, regional operations ensured that adequate landfills were
maintained,

Other areas the regions provided assistance in was the closure of the
Hood River County Landfill, development of a mini-transfer system that
provided local pickup in Union County with disposal at the La Grande
Landfill, and resclution of seafood waste disposal at the Reedsport
Landfill.

TABLE 9. SOLID WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE ACTIVITIES IN THE REGIONS IN 1981

Permit, Com-

Complaint pliance Field Source Site Compliance

Investigations Inspections Evaluations Conferences Total

Region SH/HW SW/HUW SW/HW SW/HW SW/BW
Northwest 53/34 102749 52/29 24/10 231/122

Willamette 480/23

Valley 85/26 321/79 23/6 51/12

Southwest 50/14 150/51 4570 61/5 306/70

Central 3/5 112710 31/13 118/17 264/45
Eastern 16711 122/33 6/0 _ .65/9  _.209/53
Total: 207/90 807/ 222 157748 319/53 1,490/413

More information is available on solid waste activitiea at any of the
regional offices in Oregon,

Concerning enforcement, the regions issued 25 notices of vioclations and

four civil penalty warning notices for solid waste violations; of those,
one notice of violation and one civil penalty warning notice concerned
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."hazardous waste. {(The regions initiate a notice of viclation when a party
- does not voluntarily comply with rules or viclates a condition of a solid
* waste disposal permit. More formal enforcement measures are taken if the
.. violation continues, such as issuing an intent to assess a civil penalty if
= the violation continues or reoccurs five or more days following receipt of
. the motice.)

Laboratory and Applied Research Division

‘In 1981, the Laboratory and Applied Research Division structurally

- reorganized under functional rather than programmatic lines, Under the new
o --organization, the air, water, and solid waste sections of the Laboratory

" 'were combined to form an inorganic laboratory and an organic laboratory.

. "The air monitoring and water monitoring sections remained intact except

.. that the solid waste groundwater sampling is carried out by the water
. monitoring section. This functional structure greatly increased the

- efficiency of the Solid Waste Program by cutting duplication of effort and
. reducing the number of supervisors while still providing a total analytical

.~ support to DEQ.

| During 1981, a total of 472 samples were analyzed for the Solid Waste

. ‘Program: f{a) 250 were varying solid waste analyses of landfill leachate
--and groundwater monitoring, landfill methane production, incinerator ash
"7 metals, bacterial scans from septic sludge disposal sites, and combustion
" - analyses of refuse derived fuel, and (b) 222 were varying hazardous waste
~ -analyses (such as monitoring hazardous waste sites at Arlington and Alkali

- Lake), inspecting abandoned sites, examining transformer oil
. polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), confirming extraction protection (EP)
. toxieity, and determining biological strength of waste sludges.

' Refer to Table 10 for a list of landfills where groundwater and

iieachate were sampled.

Public Education

In 1981, the Solid Waste Program continued to provide the publie with

information about all aspects of solid waste management. As in the past,

‘the approach was two=-fold: to respond to requests for information from

~the public and to generate interest in and understanding about particular
~solid waste issues,

As national events made hazardous waste management a prominent lasue,

"the program felt it was necessary to explain Oregon's program to the
-~ -‘publie., A private firm produced a slide/tape presentation, Hazardous
. Maste,,.Yours, Mine Ours, Much staff time was devoted to writing and
" editing the script and working with the firm during production. The show
.. .received favorable comments from industry representatives and members of
‘the publiec.

The public education staff also published three fact sheets about

hazardous waste, Hazardous Waste: A Fact Sheet for Oregonians, Disposal of
Household Chemicals, and Hazardous Waste Disposal in Qregon
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TABLE 10. NUMBER OF GROUNDWATER AND LEACHATE SAMPLES COLLECTED BY THE
LABORATORY IN 1981

1st 2nd 3rd hth
Landfill Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter

Northwest Region
Nash Pit

Rossman's 6 6
Santosh 6

St. Johns

Tillamook 5

O RN

Willamette Valley
Brown's Island 19
Coffin Butte 13
Creswell
Day Island
Fowlers
L.ebanon
Newberg
River Bend T
Roche Road 6
Short Mountain 3
Woodburn 2

&= =

oo =
[,

Southwest Region
Merlin 10 2

Roseburg Y

Central Region
Hood River 5 y

Shields i}

The staff updated several brochures and fact sheets about other
aspects of solid waste management. Those included: How Lo Recycle,
Funding Scurces for Recycling Programs, Solid Waste Film Library,

Used 0il Recyecling, and Recycle Used Motor 0il, In all, the Division
handled approximately 2,981 requests for brochures, flyers, and fact

sheets,

Making use of the recyeling poster display produced in 1980, the staff
took information about recycling to the outlying areas of the State. The
display was set up for a month each at Cottage Grove, Gold Beach, Ashland,
John Day, Ontario, and Baker.

An ongolng education effort is the production of Beyond Waste, the
program's monthly newsletter. Beyond Waste is distributed to approximately
2,000 people from local governments, public interest groups, and solid
waste, hazardous waste, and recycling industries.
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Recycling Information Service

A major change in the public education efforts occurred in March 1981
when Metro took over the Portland portion of the Recycling Switchboard.

The move allowed the DEQ to concentrate on recycling efforts outside
the metropolitan area and on the used-oil recycling program (refer to "Used-
0il Recycling," page 22, for more information).

The staff answered 739 calls from outside the Portland area in 1981;
Metro answered 15,302 calls in Portland from March to the end of the year.
Both the statewide and Metro figures are equivalent to previous years!
totals.

The number of statewide calls to the DEQ steadlly increased throughout
the year as publicity efforts were stepped up. The staff took a display
to all end=s of the state, issued regular news releases about recycling,
and distributed a television public service announcement that publicized
the Hecycling Information Service's phone number.

The program changed the name of the Recycling Switchboard to Recycling
Information Service to better indicate that we provide extensive written
and techniecal information about recycling, as well as information about
the locations of recycling centers.

Public Participation

The Legislative Task Force formed in February and continued through
August during the 1981 Legislature, Members of the task force represented
recyclers, electronics industry, consulting firms, collectors, environ-
mentalists, enviromnmentalists, industry associations, county and city
government, and nonprofit groups. The major accomplishment was providing
an opportunity for DEQ to explore the issues around solid waste and
hazardous waste legislation before and during the hearings on the bills.
The group usually met weekly in Salem,

In October 1981, the Task Force on Rules and Program Direction formed
for a planned two-~year perliod. Representation includes all the above
groups plus representatives from universities, hazardous waste generators,
paper and pulp industry, and landfill operators. The general concept of
the task force is to: (a) provide community perapective on DEQ rules and
program direction, (b) represent a particular point of view, (c) provide
new ldeas, recommendations, or potential sources of information, (d) perform
technical reviews, (e) and explain rules and program direction to others,
advise DEQ of the reaction, and help educate the publiec about the program,

Projects for the Task Force in 1981 were reviewing and providing
recommendations on the Goals and Objectives Report, policy on disposal
of tires, budget reductions, and hazardous waste rules for generators.
Future topices for the Task Force will be other hazardous waste rules and
solid waste rules, waste reduction plans, State-EPA Agreement, grants/loans
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guidelines, and legislative concepts. A subcommittee on alternative
funding for the program is planned.

Mailing lists of 200 advisors have been maintained and are continually
updated (see "Additional Information," page 49). The advisors acted as a
sounding board for the Program on legislation, rules, goals and objectives, and
other items of general concern.

The public also participated in public hearings for pesticide rule
revisions and public meetings on hazardous waste treatment site operated
by Caron Chemical and the former hazardous waste disposal site at Alkali
Lake.

Program Planning

0als an ectives anni Sesaion

The 1981 Goals and Objectives Planning Session occurred in November.
The major focus was on updating and prioritizing the work from the 1979
Goals and Objectives Session. The main theme was assigning the highest
priorities to objectives and tasks in the case of a possible reduction
in staff caused by a predicted shortfall in the State General Fund and
reduced federal revenues. Highest priorities for 1982 through 1985 were
given to: ’

0 Maintaining the Recycling Information Service.
o Implementing statutory requirements for waste reduction plans,
¢ Making maximum use of the tax credit program for recyecling.

o Evaluating feasibility of mechanical and thermal processing of
sclid waste, maintaining expertise in processing techniques, and
promoting use of appropriate technology (except for technical
assistance program, which was given a lower priority).

o Ensuring that all major and minor landfills comply with statutes,
rules, and permits,

o Ensuring that all sludge disposal sites comply with statutes,
rules, and permits {except for updating the administrative rules,
which was given a lower priority).

0 Evaluating industrilal waste sites and impoundments and following
up as required,

o Conducting a groundwater protection program in conjunction with
the Department's groundwater protection policy (except for
routinely collecting and analyzing groundwater samples from
selected landfills, which was given a lower priority).
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¢ Ensuring that all hazardous waste treatment facilities are
licensed, and in compliance with licenses, plans, statutes, and
rules.

o Ensuring that all hazardous waste generators are in compliance
with statutes and rules (except for reviewing quarterly reports,
initiating compliance followup, and preparing a quarterly summary,
which were given a lower pricrity).

0 Ensuring that all hazardous waste disposal sites are in compliance
with procedural requirements, reviewing site operational plans,
and conducting monthly site compliance inspections.

o Assuming authority for Phase II and Final Authorization for the
state hazardous waste program.

o Providing adequate response for hazardous waste material/waste
spills or other emergencies.

¢ Implementing pesticide waste management program.
o Preparing a biennial budget.

o Securing alternative funding for the =solld waste disposal control
progranm,

o Developing a data base for geographic region for hazardous waste
for the identified urban areas.

¢ Developing Program-Regional Agreements.
o Administering Pollution Control Bond Fund.

o Carrying on a Division-wide public participation program for
hazardous waste.

0 EBEditing and publishing Bevond VWaste newsletter, anmual report,
and status report.

o Providing for staff training and development.

See "Additional Information," page 49, for obtaining a complete copy
of the Goals and Objectives Report.

= reemen

During the spring and summer months of 1981, the annual State-EPA
Agreement (SEA) was prepared. This agreement is the mechanism by which the
Department obtalns federal funding for specified work. A Solid Waste
Division five-year strategy, hazardous waste l1-year work plan and
integrated projects covering toxies and hazardous materials, Portland metro
resource recovery, and municipal sludge utilization and disposal were
provided by Division staff for the final document.
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LOOKING AHEAD IN 1982

Hazardous Waste

o Apply for Phase II-Interim Authorization.

o Complete uncontrolled (abandoned) disposal site survey.

o Complete industrial open=-dump inventory.

o License approximately 25 on~site storage and treatment
facilities.

o Develop proposed rules on generation, permit issuance, air
and water transportation, and storage and treatment.

o Prepare State-EPA Agreement for fiscal year 1983.

Solid Waste

o

Issue solid waste permit for Metro's resource recovery project with
final decision on construction made by Metro's Council.

Prepare State-EPA Agreement for fiscal year 1983.
Prepare 1983-85 biennium budget.

Accept four waste reduction programs: Metro, Lincoln County,
Tillamook County, and Clatsop County.

Place greater emphasis on the regulation of major solid waste
sites and less emphasis on minor sclid waste sites. '

Increase effort in the management of the groundwater monitoring
program by spending more time analyzing data and ensuring that
monitoring wells are properly installed and maintained.

Continue to work with the Task Force on Rules and Program
Direction. Form Legislative Subcommittee from Task Force prior to
1983 Legislature.

Draft new legislation for the 1983 Legislature and reintroduce

bills on funding mechanlisms and regulation of agricultural use of
sludge.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

For those people desiring additional information, check the line next to
the items you are interested in, cut out the marked page(s), and mail to:

DEQ Solid Waste Division
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. Note: These materials are
free in limited quantities to Oregonians. For people outside the state,
please contact the DEQ Solid Waste Division for price information,

(503) 229-5913.

Recyecling and Waste Reduction

__ How Do You Stack Up? (Fact Sheet)--One-page handout to help people
think about their contribution to the garbage problem.

— ¥Wasting [ess: A Consumer Process (Fact Sheet)——Relates garbage to

our consumer patterns,

Recyeling (Fact Sheet)--What is recycling, why reeycle, what hinders
recycling, and how to recycle,

How_to Recycle (Brochure)~=Brief guide to where, why, and how to
recycle paper, metals, glass, oil, ete. (large quantities available

in-state).

Operat a Recveld Program: A Citizen's Guide--An EPA
publication. Includes markets, models of operation, publicity and
education, funding and business, and handling, processing, equipment,
and labor.

ines fo cye Waste in Schools--Information on how to go
about setting up a recycling program in schools. Includes organizing
the program, education ideas, case studies, and resources.

Markets for Recvelables--An up-to-date list of known markets for

glass, paper, plastic, and metals in Oregon.

Composting (Fact Sheet)«-Describes one alternative to disposal.

Packaging (Fact Sheet)--Some facts and figures about packaging and
the waste stream,

lastics (Fact Sheet)--What it is and problems associated withrits
disposal.

Energy & Garbage (Fact Sheet)--A look at how energy conservation
relates to the things we buy and how we dispose of them.
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— Making Plain and Fancy Soap--How soap was made years ago and how it

can be made today from used oils and fats.

Make You n St ry--How to use scrap papeb to create stationery.
Buzz Board Design Plans-~Provides plans and sample questions fbr a

"buzz board" (a plywood board with multiple choice questions and a
doorbell-type buzzer for each answer that buzzes when the right answer
is pressed); can be used at fairs and schools.

Recvele Used Motor Qil (Brochure)--Brief statistics on oil recyclihé.

Used 0il Recycling (Fact Sheet)--General information about motor oil

recycling, including rerefining, reprocessing, and how and why to
recycle oil.

regon's 0il Hecycling Program Update--A survey conducteéd in 1981'
on used oil recycling in Oregon.

sed 0il Haulers--List of haulers'from all areas of Oregon.

Oregon's 1982 Bottle Bill Report--Summarizes bottle bill's effect,
energy savings, and popularity.

Rescurce Recovery and Youl=--Simplifies resource recovery; many

drawings. Non-DEQ publication.

Solid Waste Disposal

The Garbage Glossary (Fact Sheet)

here Does Your Garbage Go arbage Disposal i onI(Fact Sheet) ==
Gives overview of landfills, energy recovery, and source separation.
Includes "Your Trash Profile."

Sanitary Landfill Design & Operation

tion Control Facility Tax Relief i

Surfa oundmen gssessment for the te of Ore a

Oregon Solid Waste Management Status Report, 1979

Portland Metr tan Area Yar bris Surve

Alternatives to Open Burning of Domestic Yard Debris

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) information

Amended solid waste rules, 1981

Solid waste statutes
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Guidelines for obtaining a solid waste'permitt
EPA landfill guidelines

RCRA landfill criteria

Hazardous Waste Information

e 's zardous Waste Manageme tatus Re =-=Lists hazardous
waste volumes, major generator types listed. S

e ed (Abandone azardous Waste Dis ite | -
Progress report, November 1, 1981.

Everyb 's [ em: azardous Waste-~Gives overview of the national

hazardous waste problem. EPA publzcation

Hazardous Waste: A Fact Sheet for Oregog;ans--Gives overview of

hazardous waste management in Oregon.

Disposal of Household Chemicals (Fact Sheet)-«Recommends disposal

methods for small quantities of household chemicals,

ington Pollution Control Center (Fact Sheet)--Describes
prior approval process that hazardous waste generators must go through
to dispose of waste at Arlington site,

Transportation (Fact Sheet)--Explains registration of transporters,
manifest system, vehicle placards, and PUC inspections.

Collection Sites (Fact Sheet)--Describes state regulations of
collection sites.

— Treatment Facilities (Fact Sheet)--Deseribes types of facilities and
rules governing them,

— Geperators (Fact Sheet)--Lists types of generators and how they are
required to manage their waste.

List of hazardous waste generators, transporters, and licensed
management facilities

Hazardoua waste rules and statutes

Division-Wide Topics

1980 Accomplishments in Solid Waste Management (available for loan only

at the regional offices and headquarters)

- oals a ctives Re t for the Solid Waste n
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Audio-Visual
(Contact the Solid Waste Division, 229-5913, for loan or sale information.)

Garbage: A Closer Look--Slide/tape program explaining where garbage
comes from and disposal alternatives. Shown from perspective of one
Oregon family. Also available as filmstrip. Suitable for 5th graders
and older. 13 minutes.

Hazardous Wast .Yours, Mine, Ours--Explanation of "cradle to grave”
concept of hazardous waste management in Oregon. Presented in
nontechnical way. Suitable for junior high and older. 10 minutes,
Solid Waste Film Library--A list of films related to solid waste

that are available from the DEQ and other sources. Includes summaries
and ordering information.

Mailing Lists

(Your name can be placed on any of the following public participation
mailing lists for the Solid Waste Division.)

Hazardous Waste Rules Revisions
- Solid Waste ﬁuleslnevisions
__ HNotlce of Federal Regulations
— Legislation
___ Bow Federal Funds Affect the Program
___ Data Base Development Strategy
— Refiew of 1982 Solid Waste Management Annual Report

_ Meeting Notices and Minutes for Task Force on Rules and Program
Direction

Publie Education Projects

Aribrertrewn

Beyond Waste Newsletter

Public Hearing Notices
Press Releases

Additional Opportunities for Public Participation

S0641
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