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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

July 16, 1982 

14th Floor Conference Room 
Department of Environmental Quality 

522 s. W. Fifth Avenue 
·Portland, Oregon 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

9:00 am 

AGENDA 

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 is indicated, the Chairman may hold any item over for discussion. 

APPROVED A. Minutes of the June 11, 1982, EQC meeting. 

APPROVED B. Monthly Activity Report for May, 1982. 

* APPROVED C. Tax credits. [*Time Oil applications T-1142 and T-1172 were approved at 20%.] 

9: 05 am 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 

ro1ricions to Qrogrw;;i :Pdmi12is .... rati1ro Pn 1os, "bapt'iilr 21 0, 5 ta'-Q FjiiiJF'ii41l 

;ils;s;is~aRco to Pub 1is .'Pi.3'QiRli'irae fer PellwtdcB 'b@Pl:;Srel Fasi 1i6ies. 

WITHDRAWN 

APPROVED E. Request for authorization to conduct public hearings on amendments 
to rules governing on-site sewage disposal, fees for Multnomah County, 
OAR 340-72-070; and fees for Jackson County, OAR 340-72-080. 

ACTION AND INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

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

SET OVER F. Mr. John Mullivan: Appeal of variance denial. 
to 8/27 

Ga £f.F. ElS.ee Wfiiesses. Me~ese fer rrariaB98 frgm 9R sitg ggzx290 Qj cposaJ POSTPONED 
r·1lee 

APPROVED H. Stipulated Compliance Orders for Water Pollution Sources--Status Report 
and proposed action. 

(MORE) 
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APPROVED I. Request by the Town of Butte Falls for a variance from rules .prohibiting 
open burning dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2). 

APPROVEDJ. Informational report: Waste reduction program acceptances (Lincoln 
RULE PREP.* County, METRO, Yamhill County) . [*Deferred acceptance of Plan by EQC until 

after discussion w/METRO of Cond. 4, 5 & 7.] 
APPROVEDK. Request for the Commission to (1) adopt revisions to administrative 

rules 340-53-005 through 53-035, Development and Management of the 
Statewide Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List; and (2) 

• 

approve the FY 83 Construction Grant Priority List developed in accordance 
with the aforementioned rules . 

WITHDRAWN 

(a) Ges,11apl1ic !tl!e:a: Rule zoz Llze Cla!!::sop Flai110 azea, CAR 3 19 71 199 (5). 
Ce) P!!t!e:siffleft-': ?es 9 1 aess~ Plait1s :1eia'eal!·~, O?tR 319 7 1 1€i9(G). 
(s) Glaiess!J P13iAs GrewH9.1·3:telf nrstss-eisB Plaa as a re:-isisn 1ss 'E:Bs 

&'-'-ate19··iQs 1i'1a1iia"iS' 522elali ..... y D4a:aa'°Sli18FJ'e I?laR .e-83f tehe ~Ts3fteR Ss3S"i: Ls·,e£ 
Q 8 l 1 3lil!B ia 3 i a r; iA 

APPROVED M. Proposed adoption of revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation 
Plan for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA (Oregon portion) regarding 
ozone control strategies. 

APPROVED N. Proposed adoption of revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation 
Plan for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA (Oregon portion) regarding 
carbon monoxide ·control strategies. 

APPROVED o. Pl:oposedadoption of amendments to Noise Control Regulations for the sale 
of new school buses, OAR 340-35-025. 

APPROVED P. Proposed adoption of amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission Control 
Test Criteria Methods and Standards, OAR 340-24-300 through 25-350. 

ACCEPTED Q. Commission review of FY 83 State/EPA Agreement and opportunity for 
public comment. 

WORK SESSION 

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further consideration of 
any item on the agenda. 

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. 
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

CONSENT ITEMS 

July 16, 1982 

14th Floor Conference Room 
Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S. W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

AGENDA 

These routine items are usually acted on without public discussion. If any 
item is of special interest to the Commission or sufficient need for publtc 
comment is indicated, the chairman may hold any item over for discussion. 

A. Minutes of the June 11, 1982, EQC meeting. 

B. Monthly Activity Report for May, 1982. 

C. Tax Credits. 

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 

ro1 ricions to Qro3on A;imi~istrati-iro Pu 10 c, Chapter 2 1 0, Stadig Fiil?iR9ial 
?'sci iiita;igo 1;.g Pnl.?li c ?39RGi ee ;fo;i; Ps 1 l\ilti '21' QGP!-1il.;e=e1 .Faeilii;iee. 

E. Request for authorization to conduct public heari.ngs on amendments 
to rules governing on_-si te sewage disposal, fees for Multnomah County / 
OAR 340-72-070; and fees for Jackson County, OAR 340-72-080. 

ACTION AND INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

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

F. Mr. John Mullivan: Appeal of variance denial. 

WITHDRAWN 

G: P1F: El8.ss ':PhiesseB. ReEfaest. fer variaBee freFEl ea si+g se··wgo a; aposaJ POSTPONED 
l°\iJ.9il I 

H. Stipulated Compliance Orders for water Pollution Sources--Status Report 
and proposed action. 

(MORE) 
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I. Request by the Town of Butte Falls for a variance from rules prohibiting 
open burning dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2). 

J. Informational report: 
County, METRO, Yamhill 

Waste reducti6n 
County). 

program acceptances (Lincoln 

* K. Request for the Conunission to (1) adopt revisions to administrative 
rules 340-53-005 through 53-035, Development and Management of the 
Statewide Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List; and (2) 

t 

* 

* 

* 

* 

approve the FY 83 Cdnstruction 'Grant Priority List developed in accordance 
with the aforementioned rules. 

Ei. Pre13ee1ea ael:s13i!is:a ef. WITHDRAWN 

(a) Gee~taJShic }tJ:ca Rule fa± the Clatsop Flai1ts al!ea; SAR 318 71 188 (5). 
(~) JlH!eFJ:Hefl°S "Ee Cla-'s:ss~ Plains 11erai!al!il'Hl; 8!1R ~ 49 71 1€9 (G) . 
( e) Sla-Sss~ Pl:a.4Be i;'.rsw.B9:;·a-Esif' Pretieeteiss Plan as a: re1 :isisn "Ee t.Re 

£l!!!iieil·ri9:e 47a:teisr Q eliie:y ~4afHl§"S*'!8Pl#e I?lafl fs3!' @~ 8 lTeEtih 9eeisi!: l!.e11eif' 

Qel·un~;j a 'Q;ei:R: 

M. Proposed adoption of revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation 
Plan for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA (Oregon portion) regarding 
ozone control strategies. 

N. Proposed adoption of revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation 
Plan for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA (Oregon portion) regarding 
carbon monoxide control strategies. 

o. Proposed adoption of amendments to Noise Control Regulations for the sale 
of new school buses, OAR 340-35-025. 

P. Proposed adoption of amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission Control 
Test Criteria Methods and Standards, OAR 340-24-300 through 25-350. 

Q. Commission review of FY 83 State/EPA Agreement and opportunity for 
public comment. 

WORK SESSION 

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further consideration of 
any item on the agenda. 

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. 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

DEQ-1 

Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: William H. Young~ 
Date: July 16, 1982 

The Oregon Job Climate Task Force made four recommendations concerning environ
mental regulations and their impact on the Oregon job climate. These four 
recommendations refer specifically to air quality requirements that apply to 
new and existing air pollution sources wishing to expand or locate in Oregon. 
The specific recommendations and the Department's responses are as follows: 

Recommendation #3 - State Rules Should Be More Consistent With Federal Rules 

This is done to the extent possible and where applicable. Verbatrnn adoption is 
generally precluded because: 

Attorney General's office has advised Federal rules cannot be adopted by 
reference and difference in Federal and OAR format necessitates some 
changes. 

Federal requirements sometimes include items not applicable to Oregon or 
they are general with options between which the States must choose. 

State problems and conditions sometimes dictate more stringent requirements. 
Notably, smaller new source ·review cut-off sizes in 5% of the State's land 
area exceeding air quality standards are justified-because of existence of 
much poorer ventilation than other areas of the country. 

Recommentaion #4 - Department Should Consider Economic Effects Of Rules 

The Department analyzes economic impact of all rules pursuant to ORS require
ments and considers cost-effectiveness in adopting control strategies. 

The Department's air quality rules contain all of the latest Federal regulatory 
reform provisions such as "bubbling" and "banking" which are intended· to give 
industries the maximrnn amount of flexibility in selecting control options to 
have the least economic impact. Oregon has been in the forefront in adopting 
these reforms and many other States (including California and Washington) are 
beginning to consider these measures. 

Recommendation #5 - Department Rules Should Be Reasonably Uniform With Neighbor
ing States 

The Department believes it has reasonable uniformity and in many cases is less 
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stringent, for example: 

Fifty percent (50%) of California land area is designated nonattainment 
and subject to stringent control requirements like offsets in contrast 
to 5% of the land area in Oregon. 

California requires high cost, low sulfur fuel oil (less than . 5%) in 
many parts of the State in contrast to Oregon's 1.75% maximum sulfur 
content requirement. 

California has a tighter ozone standard of .1 ppm versus Oregon's .12 
and also has visibility and sulfate ambient air standards, which Oregon 
does not have. 

Washington administers an offset requirement for new and expanding sources 
of VOC in their portion of the Portland-Vancouver airshed, while Oregon 
worked hard to establish a growth cushion to relieve industry from the 
financial and time burden of obtaining off sets. 

Washington requires a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement for 
major sources which includes significant administrative processing time. 
Oregon has no such requirement. 

Other rules are generally similar to Washington and California require
ments with exception that Oregon operates an indirect source permit 
program. The I/S program has been revamped several times to minimize 
burden to new development. 

The Department's Plant Site Emission Limit rule does not require any new 
control on existing sour·ces nor restrict their growth if airshed capa
city is available. Such a rule is necessary to implement pro.grams like 
"Banking" and "Bubbling." Other States will have to adopt something 
equivalent to implement such programs. 

Recommendation #6 - DEQ Should Reduce Impacts From Non-Traditional Sources To 
Minimize Further Constraints On Industry 

DEQ is working hard to develop control programs, but little success has been 
achieved other than with Portland• s I/M program because of lack of political 
support, legal authority, and public support. 

Regulation of backyard burning was restricted by 1981 Legislature. 

Grass field burning acreage was increased by 1979 Legislature. 

Wood stove and slash burning control by DEQ is precluded by ORS. 

DEQ has pursued reducing impacts from these sources through: 

Better defining of the problem through state-of-the-art monitoring 
programs. 

Improved smoke management programs. 

Projects to develop alternatives to open burning. 

Extensive public information/education on wood heating. 

Development of potential legislation on wood heating. 

MORE 
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It does not appear, though, that any substantive control program for non-tradi
tional sources such as backyard burning and wood stoves can be launched without 
stronger support from the industrial and political communities. 

/ahe 

cc: Governor's Office 

• 
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-VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVl!RNOR 

June 7, 1982 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
'STATE CAPITOL 

SALEM. OREGON 97310 

Richard F. Olson, Chairman 
Oregon Job C'iimate Task Force . . 

P 0 Box 12519 
Salem, OR 97 440 

Dear Dick·: 

Please accept my personal gratitude for the efforts given to accomplish this report of 
the Orev,on Job Climate Task Force. 

I heartily commend participating' organizations 1rnd individuals for their efforts to help 
restore the state's economic vitality. The work of this Tasl< Force is another example of 
the enthusiastic volunteerism that has served the best interest of Oregonians 
traditionally. 

The gathering together of diverse interests to find common solutions to mutual problems 
does much to guarantee the high standards of Oregonians. · 

Atiyeh 
Governor 

VA/sb 
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P U R P 0 S E 

Basic purpose of this report is to 
improve Oregon's job climate. 

Efforts were made to examine both 
present strengths and weaknesses. 
Identifying strengths and emphasizing 
them is the first step toward creating 
a more positive attitude about the job 
climate. 

Identifying weaknesses and recommending 
practical solutions is the second step 
toward lasting improvement. 

Some solutions depend upon legislative 
action. Some may be accomplished by 
order of the Governor or by administra
tive action by state agencies. Every 
effort was made to specify appropriate 
action for each recommendation. 

Although extensive, this report does not 
purport to be a l'l -inclusive. Rather, it 
is designed to blend with and complement 
additional activities in many areas of 
concern. 

Voluntary time and expertise to complete 
this report were fneely given by all 
participants in the spirit of cooperation 
and dedication to the task. 

-v-

Richard F. Olson 
Chairman 
Oregon Job Climate Task Force 

'I 
! 



R E C 0 M M E N D A T I 0 N S 

NOTE: The following are not necessarily consensus recommendation~ 
nor do they represent policy of participating organizations until 
or unless adopted by those organizations. 

ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & TRANSPORTATION 

l. The Governor undertake a study to determine if repealing the Jones 
Act would materially benef"it Oregon industries. If study reveals 
repeal of the Act would be beneficial, the Governor is urged to make 
the results known to the Oregon Congressional Delegation. Further, the 
Oregon Legislature is urged to memorialize Congress to repeal the 
Jones Act, based on results of the gubernatorial study. (See page 4). 

2. The Governor instruct Oregon's representatives on the Northwest 
Regional Energy Council that in their work on the Commission they 
insure, wherever possible, that Council decisions reflect certainty 
of the future supply of electrical energy. (See page l) 

3. The Department of Environmental Quality and the Environmental Quality 
Commission reduce the uncertainty about the meaning of Oregon environ
menta·1 rules and their interpretations by utilizing adopted federal 
rules wherever possible. (See page 2) 

4. The Governor discuss with the Environmental Quality Commission and 
department director the need for their attention and conce~n in the 
adoption of rules to the economic effect of such adoption upon 
permittees, potential permittees and the DEQ itself. (See page 3) 

5. Th~ Governor discuss with the EQC and department director the desir
ability in rulemaking of attempting to achieve reasonable uniformity 
of rules witli our neighboring states most likely to compete with 
Oregon for new busfness and jobs. (See page 2) 

6. The Governor discuss with the EQC and the department director what spe
cific plans they have to reduce the impact of non-traditional area 
sources which are substantially, causally related to our air quality 
non-attainment status, and which impose difficulties on the location 

7. 

of industry in the major urban areas of this state. (See page 4) 

Seek legislation which will require the Energy Facility Siting Council 
to site the disposal of low level radioactive wastes generated in this 
state for whi~h no other site is available for its disposal. (See page 4) 

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

l. The Governor must be Oregon's "Number One" salesman with cooperation 
and assistance from the Legislature. (See page 5) 

2. Move the Department of Economic Development permanently under control 
of the Governor's office with the Di rector a sen-i or member of' the 
Governor's staff, reporting directly to the Governor. (See page 8) 

-vi-

j] 
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3. The Department of Economic Development sho~ld maintain development 
. assistance facilities in the Portland metropolitan area. (See page 6) 

4. Banks, utilities, transportation firms and others working with new 
business prospects should be allowed to expand development departments. 
(See page 6) · 

5. Increase selective trade show participation by state and local govern
ments and private sector firms. (See page 5) 

6. Department of Economic Development should rely on private sector for· 
current information about availability of industrial sites instead of 
attempting a continuin'g state-wide land inventory. (See page 8) 

7. Attempts to market Oregon industrial sites should be based on strengths 
and aimed at diverse industries. (See page 9) 

8. The Travel Information Section of the Department of Transportation should 
be transferred to the Governor's Office under the Department of Economic 
Development. · (See page 8) 

9. Oregon should make a permanent commitment to support an office to 
facilitate motion picture, television, theatrical and commercial pro
ductions. (See page 8) 

10. Long-term leases of some state ·park land to the private sector 
be considered for campgroup and tourist/convention facilities. 
page 8) 

should 
(See· 

11. Develop marketing logo and slogan to sell Oregon to targeted audiences, 
combining tourist and industrial promotion where possible. (See page 6) 

12. Attract more promotional money by establishing matching funds for 
tourist-industrial advertising to assist local communities, Chambers of 
Commerce and others. (See page 8) 

13. The Legislature should consider adequate funding and a joint state
private sector subsistence effort for International Trade Division of 
Department of Economic Development. (See page 7) 

14. Enlist news media support in achieving wider public economic under
standing. (See page 5) 

15. Establish a gubernatorial task force to determine· feasibility of con
ducting a 1992 Bicentennial Exposition celebrating discovery of the 
Columbia River. (See page 9) 

16. Amend Urban Renewal Statute (ORS 457) to eliminate blighted area require
ment for construction of major public improvements in industrial areas. 
(See page 6) 

17. Amend ORS 457.420 to permit property owners and local taxing bodies to 
negotiate terms of tax increment financing for major public improvement· 
construction. (See page 6) · 

-vii-



18. Amend ORS 198, 199, 451 to allow formation of special service districts 
in industrial areas based on assessed value instead of registered voters 
but 1vithout encumbering residential property. (See page 6) · 

19. Industria·1 Revenue Bonds should be continued as a capital formation tool. 
(See page 7) 

20. County Development Revolving Fund should be continued and increased. 
(See page 7) 

21. Seek tax reform instead of tax incentiv~s to. stimulate industrial 
development. (See page 7) 

22. Comprehensive, national and regional, business climate studies should be 
carefully evaluated by the Legislature and state agencies, because they 
are a factor utilized by those involved in new business .location 
activities. (See page 9) 

23. Achieve more emphasis on basic education, good work habits and discipline 
in public schools and initiate minimum proficiency testing of primary 
and secondary students and teachers. (See page 7) 

24. Community colleges should place more emphasis on those vocational and 
technical courses necessary to support existing or anticipated job 
opportunities.· (See page 7) 

25. The Board of Higher Education should establish funding priorities to meet 
perceived occupational needs. (See page 7) 

26. Limit higher education construction to actual, individual campus needs. 
(See page 7) 

27. Or,egon institutions of higher education must pay market rates to attract 
and hold quality faculties. (See page 7) 

28. A continuing inventory of employment needs would provide schools with a 
better base for effective education. (See page 8) 

29. High technology instruction capability should be upgraded. (See page 8) 

LABOR LAWS 

Workers' Compensation 

l. Redefine the definition of accidental inJury so it would include only 
those injuries which truly arise out of and in the course of employ
ment., (See page 11) 

2. Redefine the occupational 
a disease or infection be 
the place of-employment. 

disease section of the law to require that 
originally caused by work exposure unique to 
(See page 11 ) 

-viii -
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3. Strengthen current law with a definition that would make mental illness 
compensable only when the claimant can establish that unexpected, 
unusual and extraordinary job-related stress caused the illness. (See 
page 11) 

4. Modify law pertaining to temporary total disability to reflect an 
historical wage approach, averaging wages received over the last year 
versus the current two-thirds of the wages at the time of injury. (See 
page 11 ) 

5. Permanent total disability benefit offset be extended to include general 
social security retirement benefits. Also, the offset should be expanded 
to include the public employe retirement system and private disability 
plan benefits. (See page ii') 

6. Serious consideration be given to adopting the "wage loss" concept to 
permanent partial disability. (See page 12) 

7. Review of Workers' Compensation Board decisions be changed to"''sub
stantial evidence'' approach at the Court of Appeals level. (See 
page 12) · 

8. Current law permitting an insurer.or self-insured employer to close a 
claim that is nondisabling or is disabling but without a permanent 
disability be expanded to include claims involving permanent partial 
disability. (See page 12) · 

9. Remove prohibition of "compromise and release" which now exists except 
in claims where there is a bona fide dispute over compensability" 
(See page 12) 

10. Consider "shared funding" of workers' compensation medical benefits 
by both employers and workers. (See page 12) 

Unemployment Insurance 

l. Modify law so benefits paid to an individual in any quarter of the 
individual's benefit year do not exceed the total wages paid to the 
individual during the corresponding quarter of the individual's wage 
base year. (See page 13) 

2. Support Governor Atiyeh's program which· suggests three major changes 
in the funding system to_bring control back to the states: 

a. Congress should eliminate that part of FUTA which funds state 
administration. States would then have the flexibility to use 
their unemployment insurance trust fund accounts for admini
stration of the program as well as payment of benefits. The 
states could determine tax levels commensurate with their indivi-
dual needs, levels of benefits, greater enforcement or expanded 
job placement activities. (See page 14) 
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b. These same state trust funds should be removed from the federal 
unified budget, where they give a false impression of surplus 
or def"icit. This can be accomplished by Presidential Order. 
(See page 14) 

c. Federal law should be revised to provide only mfoimal conformity 
requirements to address national goals, maintain order in the 
system, and protect interstate workers. (See page 14) 

Wage and Hour Legislation 
-

l. Legislature take no .action to move Oregon's minimum wage rates out of 
their current middle-of-the-road posture into a forerunner's position. 
(See page 14 ) 

2. Determine the "tru~" prevailing wage rates within the state instead 
of accepting the highest as its minimum in administering Oregon's 
"Little Davis-Bacon Act''. (See page 15) 

Civil Rights 
, 

1. Legislature should be urged to reject ''comparable worth'' legislation 
for either the public or private sectors in the State. (See page 16) 

Occupational Safety and Health 

l. We strongly endorse. the continued administration of this important 
area of industrial law at the state level. Our only recommendation is 
that the state not carry its standards beyond ·those required at the 
federal level . (See page 17) 

LAND USE PLANNING (See page 17 - 21) 

l. Decentralize ultimate decisions regarding land use planning from 
.the state. level and place them at an appropriate local level that 
is responsive to the particular characteristics of the different 
areas of the state. 

2. Change mandatory state land use goals to advisory guidellnes, to be 
flexibly applied in response to local circumstances and market demands. 

3. Mak~ the function of the state Land Consefvation and Development 
Commission anil Department advisory, providing needed information and 
te.chnical assistance to serve loca·l land use planning efforts. 

I 
4 .1 Remove Land Use Board of Appeals and LCDC from the appeals process 

and establish a court-based system of appeals. Limit the ability to 
challenge local land ·use.decisions (standing) from its present scope 
to those persons whose rights or substantial interests are actually 
affected by the decision. Require that.the issues raised on appeal 
be realistically related to those affecting the appellant's r·ights or 
interests. St~eamline time fr~mes and procedures for review of land 
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use decisions. Make appellants of a local land use decision liable 
for the applicant's costs incurred by the delay of an appeal when the 
appeal is found to be without merit, such as through the posting of a 
bond when the appeal is filed. 

STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS 

1. Evaluate the effectiveness of Oregon's Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
ORS 183.310, 183,335, 183.540 to 183:~50, to ~ssure that state 
agenc-ies are complying with its require.ments. Additionally, 
evaluate the positive effett of increasing the scope of the Act. 
(See pag~ 23) · 

2. Seek legislation to make Oregon's "one-stop" permit program effective. 
(See page 24) 

3. Executive Department conduct a study to determine if statutory. time 
requirements for issuance of permits are being complied with by state 
agencies. (See page 25) 

4. Investigate methods to reduce state bu1lding code and Jocal planning 
code restrittions which increas~ costs and deter construction of all 
forms of building, residential, and commercial. (See page 25) 

5. Study methods to reduce the .front-end investment costs imposed by 
system development charges. (See page 26) 

6. Explore methods to modify local government arch.itectural regulations 
and esthetic controls. (See page 27) 

TAXATION 

1. Cut state personal and corporate income tax.in half and reduce property 
taxes by one-third. In place of these reduced taxes, a general retail 
sales tax of approximately 4 to 5% should be adopted. The 'revenue genera
ted by a sales tax to be used entirely to offset the reductions in the 

. income taxes and the property tax. Sales tax to provide for a collection 
offset for retailers to cover their collection expenses. (See page 27) 

2. Reduce personal income tax by widening the .brackets and reducing the top 
rate. Make provisions for adjustments in the income tax rates or brackets 
to eliminate the effects of inflation on personal incomes. (See page 28) 

3. Place on the ballot for approval by the voters a constitutional expendi
ture limitation on the state and all units of local governments in Oregon. 
Adopt procedures to ensure a more accurate reflection of voter attitude 
on property tax levies. (See page 28) · . 

4. Eliminate the 30% property.tax relief program and return the 
property taxation to 100% of market value as it was in 1979. 
page 28) . 
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ENERGY 

ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

The subcommittee held its organizational meeting on 
March 4, 1982. The following preliminary determina
tions were made on the subjects to be considered. 

The subcommittee recognized fully the effects.of cost and availability 
of energy on jobs and job formation. The subcommittee, however, reached 
no firm conclusion for action that would affect these energy issues, 
except for a si ngu 1 a r recommendation to the Governor. The reason for what 
may appear to be indecision on the.part of the subcommittee is dictated 
by the following: 

a. Oregon is almost totally dependent for its su~plies of oil and 
natural gas from sources outside the State of Oregon, thus, 
Oregon industry has little,·if any, opportunity to control either 
the price or availability of such energy sources. 

b .. Electrical energy cost and availability have been among Oregpn's 
most fa vorab 1 e economic factors for increased jobs. The advent 
of the Northwest Regional Power legislation and the deteriorating 
situation of the Washington Public Power Supply ,System has 
created a situation of severe uncertainty of price to participat
ing public owned entities. 

In view of the above, the subcommittee did not feel adequately informed to 
make recommendations for action, particularly when the fundamental answers 
will not be made by Oregon legislative or administrative bodies. 

Even more important ·in the long term is the issue of availability. There 
'is an uncertainty which no industry can independently d.eal with adequately 
and which will negatively impact our job climate, even in so-called ''high 
tech'' industries, and even though our electric rates are projected to 
remain below the national average. 

The subcommittee, therefore, requests the Governor to become fully aware of 
the serious concern of many Oregon industries regarding future electrical 
energy availability which vitally affects their planning for the future. 

Recommendation 

Availability of el'ectrical energy is essential to the future .economic 
hea 1th of Oregon and the Northwest. The subcommittee recommends that the 
Governor instruct Oregon's representatives on the Northwest Regional 
Energy Council that in the1r work on the Commission they insure, wherever 
possible, that Council decisions reflect certainty of the future supply of 
electrical energy. 

ENVIRONMENT 

The subcommittee reviewed those en vi ronmenta 1 a re as for which Oregon 
has established programs to determine if those programs had had a deter
rent effect on the creation of jobs in Oregon. They included water 
quality, hazardous waste, solid waste, low-level radioactive wastes and 
air quality. 
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In general, Oregon appears t6 have substantially similar laws to those of 
other states in the fields of air and water quality and solid and hazardous 
waste due to preemption of those fields by the federal government through 
the En vi ronmenta 1 Protection Agency. Those same preemptive 1 aws al so., 
on each of those environmental issues, provide authority for each state to 
administer. its own program if the state has: 

a. Law that provides substantially similar authority as federal law. 

b. Has adopted administrative rules to carry out state law which 
will enable the state to meet federal regulatory requirements. 

c. Has provided adequate budget and manpower to administer and 
enforce the state law and rules.· 

d. Has provided substantially similar enforcement authority and 
penalties as provided by federal law. 

Thus, since each state must meet the above standards there should not be 
significant differences from ~tate to state in the basic laws and 'regula
tions affecting those environmental issues. However, closer examination · 
suggests that Oregon air quality rules may have become somewhat more dif
ficult for companies seeki~g· to locate or expand in Oregon because the agency 
has elected in many instances to: 

a. Rewrite the federal rules in a manner the Department of Environ- . 
menta 1 Qua 1 ity be 1 i eves is more unders tahdabl e and more concise · · 
than the federal rules. The difficulty with this approach is 
that such a company seeking to locate in Oregon must familiarize 
itself with the Oregon 'rules and their interpretations which may 
vary somewhat from the federal rules and their interpretations. 
This is both time consuming, expensive and allows for some un
certainty with regard to Oregon requirements. 

b. Utilize the provision in federal law that state laws and regula
tions may be more stringent than federal rules. Recently the 
state adopted new source rules which provide that new sources 
or major modifications of existing sources with emissions, after 
control, of greater than 25 tons of particulate and are in or 
impact a non-attainment area are subject to these rules .. A 
major modification even in an attainment area with no impact is 
also subject. These new source rules may require extensive 
computer modeling and ambient air monitoring prior to construc
tion if adequate existing data is not ·available. This require
ment may cause ·significant added expense and delays of more than 
one year in securing needed permits. Federal rules do not require 
such review unless the source exceeds 100 ton's per year.· The 
potential costs .and delays pose significant difficulty, but do 
not change the requirement that best available control technology 
(BACT) or lowest' achievable emission rate (LAER) controls be 
insta 11 ed. 

The problem for jobs is that the delay and cost that may be occasioned by 
Oregon rules is not requi·red by the State of Washington, which is following 
the federal rule, even in a shared a i rshed (Vancouver-Portland AQMA) .. · 
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In addition, .in the air quality field the Department of Environmental 
Quality recently adopted a unique rule for plant site emission limits 
(PSEL). This means that each existing industry, subject to limited adjust
ments, will have a PSEL assigned which initially limits its air emissions 
to the emissions of 1977 o.r "1978 or some earlier year if that year had a 
more representative operating rate. The 1977-78 period is the baseline 
from which growth in industrial .emissions is to be measured. AOI and its 
Air Quality Committee took strong exception to the rule when it was pro
posed in late 1980 and due to those objections the rule was modified and 
adoption was delayed from January until August of 1981. 

As adopted the rule may still affect job formation because: 

a. It i.s significantly more difficult to comply with than the 
federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration rules which 
do not require industrial permits to show a plant site emis
sion Jirnit. 

b. The PSEL not only limits emissions, it has the effect of 
limiting production because the emissions are denominated 
against units or tons, etc. of production. If you want to 
grow you must make application for additional use of the 
airshed and at ~orne time, theoretically, there will. be no more 
room, hence no more growth. 

c. If the firm with the PSEL was utilizing natural gas dur~ng 
1977-78 and now, for economic reasons, needs to burn oil, the 
firm may not. be able to switch fue 1 s. 

d. This type of limitation is not now being utilized by the 
State of Washington, hence that state presents fewer location 
concerns for a new industry.· 

. ! 

The subcommittee believes our environmental ~agencies may not recognize 
fully the effects of agency actions: 

, 
a. Which delay the decision-making process; 

b. That result in uncertainty on the part of applicants for 
permits as to the intentions of the agency; 

c. That are more restrictive than required by other states 
in which 'location is also feasible; 

, 

d. Which add s·ignificant cost without clear environmental benefit; 

e. Which cause administrative encurnberances on both the perrnittee 
and the agency without a clear environmental benefit. 

While the above criticisms are difficult to quantify, the subcommittee 
believes there is sufficient substance to them to br'ing them to the attention 
of the Governor. It appears to the subcommittee that newly created posi
tions in the Governor's office for persons to assist appl 'icants in expedit-

, ing their permit applications will be helpful in resolving some of these 
issues. 
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These recommendations are not suggested with any other intention than for 
our environmental agencies to do a better job, and are not intended to reduce 
the environmental achievements of Oregon. 

To complete this part of the report the subcommittee notes the following: 
a. The Environmental Quality Commission has within the past year. 

acted to modify a rule that was more stringent than federal 
standards. This action was the adoption of federal EPA .12 
ozone standard as the 9nly ozone standard in Oregon. 

b. The DEQ and EQC have been very responsible in their attitude 
toward the imposition of civil penalties. 

c. The areas of water quality, solid and hazardous waste regulation and 
administration' appear to the subcommittee to approximate federal law 
and standards and do not appear to adversely influence job formation. 

d. At present, the non-attainment of ambient air quality standards .(l'p
pears more influenced by non-traditional area sources than by 
industrial sources. There is little or no statutory authority that 
addresses this issue, nor does it.appear that the public is 
adequately informed of this development which has on·ly been identified 
and evaluated within the last three years. 

With regard to the issue of low-level radioactive waste, the Legislature has 
considered this matter for the last two sessions but has failed to fully 
resolve the issue. 

Until the 1981 session, low-level radioactive wastes could not be disposed of 
in Oregon. The 1981 session made provisions for the Energy Facility Siting 
Council (EFSC) to site such wastes generated prior to July l, 1981. 

The problem that remains is that Oregon law and rules place the threshold for 
what is low-level waste lower than that recognized by other states, particu
larly the State of Washington. Washington has one of only three sites in the 
United States for disposal of this material and it is reluctant to accept 
material below its higher threshold and has refused to accept large quanitites 
of such material because it utilizes too much space in its disposal area. 
Oregon industries which may have to utilize such materials in their processes 
may not be able to dispose of such material ·under present circumstances. 
Oregon should assume the responsibility for determining the disposition of 
such wastes created in this state, and not assume that other states will assume 
that responsibility. 

TRANSPORT A TI ON 

Increasing transportation costs have had an adverse impact on Ore·gon jobs, par
ticularly for those industries which have lost a significant part of their 
market due to ever-increasing costs of freight shipment which has limited their 
ability to compete. Oregon industries so impacted are our lumber, plywood and 
food products industries. Further complicating the sit~ation is the Jones Act 
which requires goods shipped from one American port to another be shipped on 
.U.S. flag vessels. Our major lumber competitors are the Canadians who hav~ no 
such re~trictions. The subcommittee, with the exception of the Jones Act, 
concluded that there were few significant issues that could be resolved.by 
the Oregon Legislature or administrative agencies because the issue is pri
marily one of an interstate nature and subject to federal jurisdiction. 
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

OREGON'S BUSINESS CLIMATE 

Oregon's business image is generally considered in negative terms rather 
than positive and friendly, both inside the state and nationally. Oregon 
must significantly improve its image if it hopes to attract new businesses 
to locate here. This also applies to expansion of existing 'Oregon firms. 

The state has to make a long-term commitment to accomplish this change which 
must come from all elected officials, both state and local. 

The "image'' change must be reinforced with positive changes in the legis
lative arena that have created -0ur ''anti-business, anti~growth'' reputation. 
Changes must be made in our taxing structure, land use laws, regulation 
and permit delays, labor laws, etc., which adversely affect business and 
industry i.n Oregon. 

We must recognize also that Or~gon has certain disadvantages that cannot be 
changed, such as geographi ca 1 location, market proximity and transportation 
problems. 

On the other hand, Oregon has some positive advantages such as livability, 
mild climate, generally recognized good education systems and research 
facilfties, recreation opportunities and others. 

Sales efforts for Oregon should emphasize the positive factors and discuss 
the negative factors in the light that our political leadership at all 
levels recognizes our non-competitive areas and are addressing changes 
necessary to improve our job climate. 

Recommendation 

The news media, through its trade associations, should be enlisted to assist 
in achieving public economic understanding. News media also can do much to 
create improved economic conditions here by reporting problem-solving 
methods utilized in other areas of the nation. 

MARKETING OREGON 

The State of Oregon has a limited marketing strategy at present. If we 
assume structural changes are made within the state to make it more ''attrac
tive" to inaustry, then the state, in conjunction with local communities and 
private enterprise, .should expand marketing and advertising efforts. It 
must 5e emphasized that this will be effective only over the Tong term. 

Recommendation 

1. Increase participation in .selective trade shows by state and local 
governments and private industry. 

2. The Governor must be Oregon's Number One salesman and actively parti
cipate in recruiting industry. The Governor should travel in and out 
of the state to ''sell'' Oregon as a place to locate or expand. The 
Legislature must cooperate and assist the Governor. 
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3. The Department of Economic Development should establish a business 
development office in the metropolitan Portland area. The office would 
add to the effectiveness in working with prospective clients, as well 
as other professionals involved in the ''siting'' of industries. DED 
offices must coordinate and provide usable, up-to~date data for local 
communities, Chambers of Commerce, private sector developers and eco
nomic development specialists. Information useful in working with pros
pective industrial firms is not .currently available at DED offices or 
any other centralized lcic,ation. A "clearinghouse" is required to pro
vide needed information quickly and avoid duplication. 

4. Private sector firms that work with ~ompanies interested in locating or 
expanding in Oregon should be encouraged to expand their economic
industrial development activities. Regulatea entities, such as public 
utilities, should be allowed to include the cost of sue~ operations in 
their rate bases, fee schedules, etc. 

5. Develop a marketing logo and 
to reach desired audiences. 
advertisements for industry. 

slog.an to sell Oregon. Target advertising 
Combine tourist promotion with subtle 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 

It is necessary for the state, county and local communities to assist indus
try in funding, public improvements such as roads, storm drainage systems, 
sanitary sewers, etc. The idea that an industry must ·pay for large dollar 
off-site improvements to "buy in" the community, without weighing the positive 
economic impact that industry would have on the community, is not realistic. 

Recommendations 

1. The urban renewal statute (ORS 457) should be amended to allow for set
ting up districts in. industrial areas for the purpose of constructing 
major public improvements (streets, storm drainage, sanitary sew(!r, etc.) 
without the ''blighted area'' requirement. This would only apply to those 
projects that are of general benefit to large industrial areas (major 
collector streets, storm and sanitary sewer mains, etc.). It would not 
apply to "normal" development requirements for industrial subdivisions. 

2. 

3. 

Tax increment financing should be used as a method for funding these 
"major" public improvements. A portion of the ihcreased taxes collected 
(as a result of increased assessed valuation from new development) would 
assist in paying for the improvements necessary for orderly industrial 
development. ORS 457 .420 should be amended to allow for a "split" in 
the tax increment which would allow the Urban Renewal Agency (property 
owners) to "negotiate" with the governmental taxing bodies affected by 
the tax increment financing. This would generally make tax increment 
financing more palatable to each of the individual taxing bodies. 

It would also be helpful if special service districts in industrial 
areas could be set up based on assessed value, and not registered voters 
(allowing for exclusion of assessment or taxation of dwelling units). 
This is needed because industrial property owners usually are not 
registered voters within the. industrial areas where their property is 
located, yet would pay for all of the improvements through assessments or 
taxes. (ORS 198, 199 & 451.) 
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CAPITAL FORMATION & TAX INCENTIVES RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Industrial Revenue Bonds are now being used in a limited way in Oregon 
and should continue as a tool for capital formation. Because of the 
.cost of issuing bonds, they are not economically feasible for amounts 
less than $500,000. Also, the financial strength of the company pro
vides the collateral, which tends to eliminate new business ventures 
from qualifying for IRB sales. 

Equity fund organ·\zations, to provide small businesses with funding and 
long-term capital, should be encouraged. A study done in 1980 indi
cated about one-third of the small businesses contacted had to abandon 
or postpone expansion plans for lack of capital. 

2. County Deve 1 opment Reva l vi ng Fund --. The continued and increased funding 
of this fund should be encouraged. 

3. Without question, tax reform would be much more effective in stimulating 
industrial development than would tax incentives. Companies become 
suspicious of an area that must offer tax incentives to attract industry. 
They also tend to be discriminatory toward existing industry. 

IMPORT /EXPORT RECOMMENDATION 

The Legislature should consider adequate funding and a joint state-private 
sector subsistence effort for International Trade Division of Department of 
Economic Development. 

EDUCATION -----
The public education system in Oregon has the potential to make a greater 
contribution to the economic vitality of the state. Changes are needed in 
educators' attitudes, dedication to quality of product and commitment to 
cost-effectiveness. · 

Recommendations 

1. Primary and Secondary' -- Comp.letion of secondary education is su-fficient 
for most jobs in business and industry. Oregon needs to emphasize .basic 
studies, good work habits and discipline at ail levels. Initiate 
minimum proficiency testing for primary and secondary school students 
and tea'chers. 

2·. Community Colleges should place more emphasis on those vocational and 
technical courses necessary to support existing or anticipated job 
opportunities. 

3. Colleges and Universities -- More direction is needed to control the 
college and university system. Multiple duplication of programs offered 
cannot be justified'at all .schools. The multiple offerings of education 
degrees is only the most obvious. One-ups-manship in building construc
tion must be halted. If there is a justifiable need to build one or more 
new buildings on one campus and none at another - so be it. Oregon insti
tutions must pay the market rate to attract quality professors in the 
system. 

-7-



4. More direct contact is needed between business and educators. A con
tinuing inventory of employment needs within our state would provide a 
better education base. Students should be educated for employment 
opportunities that actually exist or have good potential to exist in 
the future in Oregon. 

5. High-tech instruction capability should be upgraded in our educational 
system. In addition to classroom instruction at the major technical 
schools, specialized ,satellite centers could be located at other 
colleges, corrrnunity colleges, employment centers, etc., using video 
and.other electronic type means of communication. 

6. In the opinion of this committee, the above can be initiated without an 
'increase in educational expenditures beyond normal inflationary changes. 

TOURISM & MOTION PICTURE INDUSTRY 

The state must accept tourism as an Oregon industry, the same as wood pro
ducts, agricultural and other manufacturing and service facilities. We 
should encourage the development of tourist and convention facilities, as 
well as encourage the upgrading of some of the existing facilities. 

Recommendations 

l. The State. of Oregon should make a permanent commitment to support an 
office for motion picture, television, theatrical and commercial produc
tion. The office should provide professional liaison with the industry 
as well as the necessary advertising and promotion efforts vitally 
needed to succeed in this highly competitive field. 

2. The Tourist Information Section should be removed from ODOT's jurisdic
tion and become a part of the Governor's Office (OED). 

3. Consideration should be given to long-term leases of some state parks land 
to the private sector for campground and tourist/convention facilities. 

4. We recommend an advertising matching fund for out-of-state advertising be 
studied, and if feasible, be initiated to assist local communities, Cham
bers of Commerce, etc., to stretch the advertising dollars for Oregon. 

5. Additional funds may be considered for tourism promotion that would allow 
for special matching funds and more advertising at the state level. 

'' 6. A strong tourism campaign can be used for business image enhancement, as 
well as attracting tourists .. · 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

l. We strongly support the recent statutory change whereby the Department of 
Economic Development reports directly to and remains responsible to the 
Governor. The Director of the Department of Economic Development should 
be a senior member of the Governor's staff. 

2. A state-wide land inventory is not a good investment. 
expensive to complete and imposSTble to keep updated. 
rely on the private sector for current industrial site 
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3~· The Governor's Office should assess Oregon's major ~el ling points and 
encourage competent industries to locate in the state, i.e., sell on 
strength. We should not, however, limit our marketing~ to a 
select group of industries. It should be emphasized that Oregon is 
willing to discuss site locations with all industries. (This is not 
to say that any industdal plant by any company would necessarily be 
allowed to locate in any part of the state they desfred.) 

STUDIES ON OREGON'S BUSINESS.CLIMATE RECOMMENDATION 

Compre~ensive, national and regional, business climate studies should be 
carefully evaluated by the Legislature and state agencies, because they are 
a factor utili1zed by those involved in new business location activities. 

1992 BI-CENTENNIAL EXPOSITION 

The Lewis & Clark Exposition, Portland 1905, was first conceived 10 years 
earlier in 1895 (during depression) as a method by which to spur .the . 
regfon's depressed economy and usher a new era of development in the coming 
century (1900). The success of that World's Fair is neatly chronicled in a 
new booklet pub.lished by the Oregon Historical Society, called "The Great 
Extravaganza". ·The Lewis & Clark Exposition turned a profit financially for 
its thousands of investors -- much money was raised by popular subscription 
for sums as small as $2.00. 

Recommendation 

We recommend a study be launched (gubernatorial task force) to determine the 
feasibility of conducting a Bi-C~ntennial Exposition in 1992 celebrating the 
discovery of the Co ·1 umbi a River. 

Such an event would focus national and internat·ional attention on Oregon's 
friendly attitude toward creation of new employment opportunities. · 

LABOR LAW SU&COMMITTEE 

GENERAL FINDINGS 

In general, Oregon's Labor Laws do not have a major negative impact on the 
State's ability to attract and retain business and industry. With effective 
input from business, labor, and private individuals, in recent years the 
Legislature has made significant progress in streamlining administrative pro
cedures, reducing costs, and improving the.quality, equity, and effectiveness 
of the State's statutes in regulating labor and employment practices. We 
view this trend as positive; however, there still remains areas for improve
ment which, when implemented, would further enhance the climate for business 
and industry within Oregon. 

This report contains a comprehensive set of specific recommendations in the 
following areas: 

Workers' 
Wage and 

Compensation 
Hour Legislation 

Occupational Safety 
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Unemployment 
Civil Rights 
and Health 

Insurance 



The effective implementation of ,these recommendations would not only continue. 
the positive trend towards progressive labor legislation, but.would also help 
establish Oregon as a leader in employment practices, polici'es, and legislation 
which will significantly enhance the State's ability to attract new industry 
and would also revitalize the business climate for existing finns. 

WORKERS' COMPENSATION 

Six years ago Oregon had developed a deserved reputation of being one of 
the very highest cost states for Workers' Compensation. In the past years, 
due to a cooperative executive branch and an intelligent approach by a 
bipartisan legislative group aided and abetted by a strong tenacious business 
lobby, the 1977, 1979, and 1981 Legislatures changed the picture materially . 

. Today, the effective Workers' Compensation rates in the State of Oregon 
·are at least 50 percent below what they were prior to the 1977 Legislature. 

Listed below are some of the .legislated changes that have reduced costs 
appreciably. 

1. The Legislature changed the definition of permanent total disabili,ty, 
required annual financial statements, and biennial'physical exams on 
existing PTD awards which has virtually cut in half the number of 
potentially expensive claims in this area. 

2. The 1977 Legislature changed the law to permit insurance companies to 
deviate from previously mandated Workers' Compensation rates. Most 
insurance companies providing Workers'. Compensation Insurance in the 
State of Oregon deviate an average of 25'percent from the published 
rates. These deviatfons are over and above the 30 percent rate 
reductions in basic rates. 

3. The Legislature made administrative changes which included the 
elimination of the circuit court review, making the Board strictly 
a case review body, which has had a salutary effect.on costs. 

4. Offsets were required for disability payments reseived under Social 
Securi,ty. 

5. The competitive rating picture in Oregon is further enhanced by the 
liberal use of cash flow plans for premium payments. These plans are 
prohibited in some states, i.e. California. 

The above changes and other minor ones which are too numerous to list, have 
effectively reduced Workers' Compensation costs in Oregon as mentioned above 
by approximately 50 perc.ent and brings the Oregon v!orkers' Compensation costs 
into a more favorable comparison with other states. For example, a GUrrent 
comparison shows most v!orkers' Compensation effective rates by classification 
in Oregon are lower than California. We have made significant strides in 
correcting the Workers' Compensation costs in Oregon. It is impqrtant that 
we publicize this fa Ct as most of the country is still reviewing Workers' . 
Compensation costs in Oregon on the basis of national rating manuals which 
do not reflect the State's new posture and the true net costs that are 
resulting from the recent changes in the law. 
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There are four areas (i.e. high utilization, restructuring of entitel'ements, 
administratf~e procedures and funding) in which further changes are needed . 
to truly br·ing the Workers' Compensation picture 'in Oregon into a competitive 
posture. 

a. High Utilization 

(1) Oregon has an extremely liberal system regarding entry into 
it. What is construed as an accidental inJury or occupational 
disease in this state is often excluded fn other states. As a 
consequence, Oregon h.as a much higher utilization of its pro
gram - resulting in higher costs .. The Oregon law states1 that 
"An injury is accidental if the result is an accident, whether 
or not due to accident a 1 means." That is hardly cl ear and 
cone i se 1 anguage and has resulted in appe 11 ate court dee is ions 
that make it questionable that any "injury" could be excluded 
under the current law. We feel that the definition of 
accidental injury should be redefined so that it would include 
only those injuries which truly arise out of and in the course 
of employment. 

(2) Another factor contributing to the high utilization of our 
system is the definition of occupational disease. We suggest 
that this should be redefined to require that a disease or 
infection be originally caused by work exposu·re unique to 
th.e place of employment. 

(3) A third area where redefinition is desirab'le relates to mental 
i] l n.ess or menta 1 stress cases. There have been severa 1 
Appeals Court and Supreme Court decisions that .have affected 
this definition. We feel the current law should be further 
strengthened with a definition that would make mental ill
ness compensable only when the claimant can establish that 
unexpected, unusual, and extraordinary job-related stress 
caused the illness. 

\ 

Hopefully, the definitional cHanges suggested would convey to 
the Legislature that the Workers' Compensation system carinot 
accommodate every soci a 1 prob 1 em; the price is too great. 
Workers' Compensation.is merely an insurance system designed 
to protect· both employers and employees financially for acciden
tal injuries arising out of the workplace. It is a no-fault 
.system - nothing more, nothing less. 

b .. Restructuring of Entitlements 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

It is the suggestion of the ·Committee that the State of Oregon 
should return to a historical wage approach, averaging wages 

1 received over the last year versus the current two-thirds of 
viage rate in effect at the tim~ of injury. 

It ~as mentioned earlier that the State of Oregon did adopt 
an offset of social security disability payments against 
Workers' Compensation payments. It· is the recommendatiori of 
the Committee that general soci a 1 security retirement benefits 
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also be an offset to Workers.' Compensation costs. It was also 
discussed that possibly the offset should be expanded to 
include the public employee retirement system and also private 
disability pla~ beneffts. · .· 

. . ' 

(3) The Committee recommends that serious consideration be given to 
adopting the "wage loss concept" to permanent partial disability 
as enacted. in Florida in 1979.· The Florida system to this date 
has proven to be quite beneficial both to the injured worker 
ancl the employer. It removes litigation from the Workers' Com
pensation system (which was the original intent in establishing 
Workers' Compensation laws in the early part of this century). 

The "wage loss concept" has reduced Workers' Compensation rates 
in Florida, but maintains the integrity of delivering proper 
compensation to an injured employee. The states of Washington, 
Colorado, and California are among those that are considering 
this concept now and, of course, Oregon has considered it 
during the past two sessions when it was embodied in the Chrest 
Bi 11. It appears to the Committee that if this type of a pro
gram is embraced in the State of Oregon, we could further miti
gate our_ Workers' Compensation cost problems while preserving 
the integrity and equity of benefits for the injured workers. 

c. Administrative Procedures 

The Committee feels that several areas of administrative procedures 
could be corrected or changed to benefit the system. 

(l) A revision of the scope of review in Workers' Compensation cases, 
perhaps a ''substantial evidence'' approach rather than a ''de 
novo" review at .the Court of Appeals level. 

' 
(2) Expanding carrier closure of clafms cases involving perman-

ent partial disability. 

(3) Permitti~g compromise and rel~ase. 

d. Funding 

(1). In some jurisdictions, employee contributions are required for 
portions of the Workers' Compensation benefits (i.e. W~shington 
state employees pay one-half of medical costs.) 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 

In general, Oregon's approach to unemployment insurance does not differ much 
from the majority of other states. The costs, administrative procedures, 
and employer responsibilit~es are not perceived as deterrents to business 
and industrial development. On the other hand, Oregon's unemployment 
insurance law in many respects could be used as a model to attract out-of
state firms contemplating operat·ions in the state. 

For example, at least 14 other states are in debt to the federal government 
for 1 oans to pay benefits, whi 1 e Oregon's unerhp 1 oyment insurance trust fund 
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is solvent in spite of our state's high unemployment rate. Accordingly, there 
is stabi'lity and predictability in our taxing structure for the program. 
Oregon law contains stringent disqualifications .for persons involved in labor 
disputes. Due to changes in the law by the 1981 Legislature, persons who 
vo 1 untari ly quit or have been discharged with good cause can no ·longer co 11 ect 
benefits automatically after eight weeks. Additionally, Oregon has a strong 
and effective fraud control prrigram which returns thousands of dollars to 
the trust fund every year. 

Simply defined, unemployment insurance is a program of income maintenance 
for temporarily jobless workers whose unemployment is not of their own making. 
Its main function is to replace part of the unemployed person's lost wages 
and to tide the individual over until he/she finds a new job or is recalled 
to the old one. It is not intended to be a welfare program for the permanently 
unemployed, nor is it intended to subsidize the voluntary unemployed. 

In some areas, however, the law has departed from the ori gi na l concept of 
insurance and may be drifting into the welfare arena, or at least towards a 
salary supplement program. A good example is the payment of unemployment 
benefits to "secondary wage earners". This practice, coupled with no season
ality restrictions in the Oregon law, constitutes an annual drain on our 
trust funds. 

Secondly, there is room for improving the funding and administrative proced
ures. It is in these two areas that we feel the law can be strengthened. 

a. Seasonal Employment 

There are a significant number of individuals in the Willamette Valley 
who work during the sum'ller and early fall months in the packing and 
canning industry. Routinely, every year they establish eligibility 
by working 18 weeks and after the season they, just as routinely, 
apply for unemployment insurance and get it. Many, if not most of these 
individuals are secondary wage earners in their families. They 
are not the primary wage earner and are only working part .. time to supple
ment the family income. We question whether the unemployment insurance 
system should accommodate this predictable labor pattern. 

Although it does not generally involve secondary wage earners, a similar 
seasonal pattern of employment in the logging and construction industries 
can be documented. There is normally ten months of relatively steady 
employment and then two months of "vacation" with unemployment insurance 
benefits year after year. Again, it is questionable whether the system 
should accommodate this' type of labor pattern. It does, however, and is 
extremely costly. 

It is suggested that the Oregon law be modified to limit payments to 
workers involved in seasonal employment. One approach might be to 
limit payments to seasonal workers on the basis.of the historical labor 
pattern of that particular person or industry. Specifically, benefits 
paid to an individual in any quarter of the individual's benefit year 
should not exceed the total wages paid to the individual during the 
corresponding quarter of the individual's ~age base year. 

-13-



b. Funcfing and Administration 

One other area that should be looked at carefully is the funding 
for employment services and the unemployment insurance program. 
Currently, employers pay a tax (FUTA) to IRS for the administrative 
costs, both state and federal. Employers pay another tax through 
their state legislative structures, but indirectly into the federal 
budget, for the payment of jobless benefits. Thus, we have 
employers paying two taxes into two dedicated funds which reside in 
the federal budget as surplus or deficit. However, neither Congress 
nor the states' legislatures can make benefit adjustments to both 
funds based on the split of legislative taxing authority. 

·The States' employers pay for the system. The states should control 
the administration of the system through state legislative ~ction 
with direct employer input to state legislators. Only 'then Will 
the direction of a state's program meet the needs of any particular 
state. Governor Atiyeh suggests three major changes in the funding·· 
system to bring control back to· the states: 

( l ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

Congress should eliminate that part of FUTA which funds state 
administration. States would then have the flexibility to 
use their unemployment insurance trust fund accounts for admini
stration of the program as well as payment of benefits. The 
states could determine tax levels commensurate with their 
individual needs; levels of benefits, greater enforcement or 
expanded job placement activities. · 

These same state trust funds should be removed from the federal 
unified budget, where they ~ive a false impression of surplus 
or deficit. This can be accomplished by Presidential Order. 

Federal law should be revised to provide only minimal con
formity requirements to address ·national goals, maintain order 
in the system, and protect. interstate workers. 

WAGE AND HOUR LEGISLATION 

In this section, we will examine the impact of minimum wage laws and 
the State's ''Little'' Davis Bacon Act. 

a. Minimum Wage· Law 

Oregon's current minimum wage rate is $3. 10 per hour. At present, 
20 states have minimum wage rates lower than Oregon's rate, two 

. have the same rate, 19 have a higher rate and eight have no 
minimum wage rate at all. The Federal minimum wage rate is cur
rently $3.35 per hour. It.is the conclusion of this subcommittee 
that the pervasive coverage of the higher federal statute", coupled 
with the r~lative comparability of Oregon's rate, makes it 

, unlikely that Oregon's minimum wage law significantly deters the 
' attraction of business to Oregon. · · · 

It must, hov1ever, be noted that minimum wage laws have a high degree 
of visibility to business. Action by the Oregon legislature to 
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move Oregon's rates out 6f their current middle-of-the-road 
posture into a forerunner's position would signal the wrong message 
to business. The Oregon Legislature is to be commended for its 
passage of progressive sub-minimum wage provisions for student 
learners and handicapped persons. 

b. The "Little'' Davis Bacon Act 

Oregon's "little" Davis Bacon Act requires the payment of prevailing 
wages and fringe 'benefits to workers who are employed on contracted 
pub 1 i c works projects. I ts counterpart, the federal Davis Bacon 
Act, requires the same payments to workers employed in the construc
tion of federal buildings and projects. Currently, all but 12 
states have some form of "little" Davis Bacon leg,islation. 

"Prevailing Wage" laws ,have been the subject of considerable cri
ticism for much of their long history. Recently, however, the fervor 
to repeal the federal act has reached a high pitch. It has been 
the subject of numerous studies by both ·governmental agencies and 
outside researchers. Their findings have led to the uniform conclu
sion that prevailing wage ·laws are a highly inflationary vehicle 
which has outlived any possib"le purpose they may have once had and 
are, in fact, producing results which are the exact opposite of 
those intended by their originators. While the laws were intended 
to preserve local wage rates from roving contractors who would 
employ workers for less and thereby displace local employees, jt is 
now resulting in the importation of higher metropolitan wage rates 
and thus adding significantly to the cost of public construction 
projects. Largely, as a matter of government convenience, the 
highest uni on rate embodied in s ta tewi de or reg i ona 1 1 ab or agree
ment becomes the minimum wage rate even though it bears 1 ittl e 
relation to the true rate prevailing in a given area. The Economics 
of the Davis Bacon Act, Gould and Bittlingmayer; ''Davis Bacon Act," 
General Accounting Office; "The Effect of the Davis Bacon Act on 
Construction Costs in Non-Metropolitan Areas of the United States,'' 
O~egon State University, Fraundorf, Farrell and Mason; ''The Economics 
of the Davis Bacon Act", University' of Chicago, Gujarati; Davis 
Bacon Act, Thiebolt; American Enterprise Institute are among the 
important studies which have all concluded that the effect of the 
Davis Bacon Act is higher than necessary labor and construction costs. 

The same inequities which have led the press to describe the federal 
Davis Bacon Act as a fat, depression era relic which preserves 
artificially high wage rates in governmental construction jobs at a 
tremendous cost to the taxpayer, also apply to Oregon's little Davis 
Bacon Act. · 

Certainly, the effects of Oregon's Act on the attraction of industry 
to the state are less direct than its effects on the taxpayer. It does, 
however, appear that the introduction of inflated wage and benefit 
levels to localities may-, through competition for qualified employees, 
drive labor costs ur for both non-construction employers and construc
tion emr 1 oyers not directly i nvo 1 ved by attri,lcti ng workers away from 
those jobs thus forcing employers to pay higher wages to retain their 
employees. Moreover, concerns over the inflated costs of providing 
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governmental service buildings and facilities may tend to discourage 
the efforts of municipalities and other governmental entities to 
actively solicit new businesses because of the high cost of providing 
public facilities to accommodate the resultant growth. 

c. Repeal of Oregon's Davis Bacon Act 

While it ts not a strong likelihood that business will perceive 
these indirect.·effects and choose not to locate in Oregon because 
of them it is a strong,likelihood that repeal of the "little" Davis 
Bacon will contribute to the creation of a fair and favorable 
climate for business in Oregon. The inequities inherent in present 
prevailing legislation are becoming increasingly visible to the 
public through attacks on' the legislation by the press. Dissatis
faction with prevailing wage legislation is steadily increasing. 
The case for repeal is overwhelming. Inasmuch as prevailing wage 
laws are viewed very negatively by business, if Oregon were to join 
several other states in repealing its ''little'' Davis Bacon, we 
could significantly enhance our business image. Short of repealing 
the State's prevailing wage law, administratively the State could. 
significantly alter the negative and inflationary impact. 
This could be accomplished by determining .the ''true" prevailing 
wage rates within the state instead of accepting the highest as its 
minimum. This change alone would substantially reduce labor costs 
on state and municipal projects; and at the same time, reduce the 
pressure on other business and industry to raise its wages in 
attempting to retain their employees. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 

There is a significant overlap of protections under Oregon's Fair Em
ployment Practice Laws and their federal counterparts. Under both 
federal and state law, employers are 'prohibited from discriminating .on 
the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, religion, and 
physical and mental handicaps. In addition to Oregon, at least forty 
other states have similar statutes. 

a. Fair Employment Practices 

The protection of employees against discrimination is a·national stan
dard. Although Oregon recognizes a greater number of protected 
classes than are recognized under federal law or the laws in other 
states, the most important of those classes are also protected in 
other jurisdictions as well. Prospective employers are not likely 
to consider Oregon's Civil Rights statutes to be a deterrent to 
locating 1n Oregon and, therefore, little, if anything, could be 
done in this ar~a to improve our State's competitive posture. 

b. ~omparable Worth 

The Oregon Legislature showed extreme wisdom last session in its 
total rejection of the concept of comparable worth. The passage of 
comparable worth legislation would have a devastating effect on· 
the State's ability to attract new business not to mention the 
penalties it would impose on the State's current employers. The 
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issue of comparable worth ·is perl1aps the most highly controversial 
subject in the area of employment discrimination today. It ha.s, . 
as its basic tenet, the notion that men and women should receive 
not only equal pay for equal work and equal pay for comparable work, 
but also equal pay for work of comparable value. Proponents of the 
comparable worth doctrine urge its use to dissolve disparities in 
wage rates between totally different jobs populated predominately 
by women and by men. As a practical matter, passage of Comparable 
worth legislation necessitates substitution of the government's 
subjective judgment of the value of an employee for the objective 
determination of wage rates by an emp 1 oyer and the 1 ab or market. 
Attempts to pass comparable worth regulations within the framework 
established by Title VII have failed largely because of difficulties 
encountered in trying to draft legislation sufficient to give 
employers notice of what is needed to comply. Additionally, 
comparable worth, in its purest form, is predicated upon a total 
di sregarcl for market forces. This is true because it is market forces 
that have perpetuated the very wage disparities that proponents· 
are seeking to dissolve. Presumably, passage of comparable worth 
legislation would enable a secretary (predominantly female) to force 
comparison of the value of her job to that of a truck driver 
(predominantly male) employed by the same company without regard to 
what the going rate is for either job. Comparable worth is an 
extremely complicated doctrine with limitless application. It 
strikes fear in the hearts of employers. The passage of such legis
lation' for either the public or private sectors in the state would 
serfously impair efforts to attract business to the state. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 

Oregon's approach to occupational safety and health is both reasonable 
and positive. There is no harassment of business, yet the state 
competently and effectively administers the law, investigates employers 
with higher than normal accident frequencies, and generally remains 
responsible to its individual and business citizens. 

Most employers viewed the broad entrance by the Federal Government into 
the field of occupational safety and health with considerable appre
hension. Accordingly, the employer community supported the preparation 
of a state plan and actively lobbied during the 1973 Oregon Legislative 
Session for the successful passage of the Oregon Safe Employment Act. 
The vast majority of the state's employers felt that they could work 
with our state agency in a more effective and constructive manner than 
they could with a less responsive federal program. 

Today, we strongly endorse the continued administration of.this important 
area of industrial law at the state level. Our only recommendation is that 
the state not carry its standards beyond those required at the federal 
1 eve l . 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Jn short, the status of Labor Laws in Oregon does not place the state at 
a competitive disadvantage when competing for new prospective industry. 
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We have made great strides in the last three legislative sessions which 
has done much to improve the business climate in the state. What needs 
to be done now is to actively communicate inside and outside the state, 
the reasonableness and equity of our major labor legislation. 

Secondly, we need to act affirmatively on recommendations such as those 
we have proposed so as to continue the progressive trend that will 
ultimately put Oregon in a leadership position. It will, however, take 
both active selling and positive acHon to further enhance our competi
tive position~ 

LAND USE PLANNING SUBCOMMITTEE 
Problems, Premises, and Effects on Job-Producing Investment 

INFLEXIBILITY 

Statement of the 
Problem: 

The state's land use planning process is inflexible and 
unresponsive to the needs of the private sector in 
encouraging job-creating investments. 

Premises: A. Plans are approved on the basis of what economic develop
ment is assumed to be "needed" by the community. Fore
casts of industrial and commercial land needs are often 
mathematically determined on the basis of past trends and 
population projections. The plans are not based on what 
is "needed" by business and industry to locate. 

B. The needs of industry to locate are extremely diverse. 
Site preferences vary in terms of location, services, 
size, type, design, access, price, etc. The sites 
necessary to accommodate development cannot be categor
ized into a few basic types. In addition, other market 
factors determine site location, including proximity to 
resources, markets or other operations, labor pool, wages, 
conmunity size and amenities, complimentary or competing 
industries, etc. 

C. Since industrial development follows market forces, not 
community needs, simply zoning enough industrial land to 
meet a community's needs will not make that economic 
development occur. Because the market ultimately deter
mines site l oca ti on, in one area a 11 the land thought to 
be ''needed'' might lie idle, while in another area the 
demand for additional sites will far exceed what was 
assumed to be needed and was designated in the plan .. 
Plans that are inflexible and unresponsive to the diverse 
needs of industry are an obstacle to job-producing economic 
development. 

Effects on l. The inflexibility of the goals and resulting plans limits. 
the number of alternative sites from whi~h an industry Job-Producing 

Investment: can choose to locate or expand. With fewer sites to 
. choose from, there is less likelihood of finding a site 
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that ~eets all of the other locational factors needed by 
that industry. The l.ess flexibility in alternative sites 
to choose from, the less the 'likelihood is that industry 
will find a suitable site. 

2. Plans that lock up a few designated sites with features 
attractive to a few particular types of industry severely 
limit potential economic development. Many good job- . 
produ~ing enterprises may be lost while waiting for just 
the right industry that will fit the designated site. 
Furthermore, locking up specially designated sites creates 
an artificial monopoly that can diminish that site's 
attractiveness to potential industry. 

3. In seeking increased economic development, local govern
ments cannot freely balance among the competing interests 
that are of importance to the local community. Since 
plans must be based on justified ''needs,'' not local 
desires, even if local officials wanted to accorrmodate 
more industry, or provide more flexibility, they would 
be unable to do so under the state's requirements. 

Local officia\s are hampered in attracting and retaining 
industry. Even when a project is strongly supported 
locally, the local officials cannot guarantee ultimate 
approval if any land use action is required to secure 
the site. 

4. The sites (and areas) that are best suited for economic 
development based on market factors are not necessarily 
where that site can be ''justified'' or is ''needed'' under 
planning standards. 

For new development, the competition for economic 
development projects ·is fierce, the margin slim and 
time frames short. If industry cannot get the "best 
suited" site in Oregon, it wi 11 get it somewhere e 1 se 
where such sites are more readily made available for 
development. The private sector will not compromise 
optimum location to accommodate a land use plan so long 
as there are economic alternatives available in other 
states. 

As for expanding industries, at some point the dis
incentives for expanding in Oregon (a less than optimum 
site, or the time, expense and risk involved in obtaining 
approvals on the optimum site) can outweigh the advan
tages of continuing to invest in the.state. If expan
sions are made despite the disadvantages, ircreased costs 
will ultimately affect the economy of operations and, 
ultimat~ly, jobs. 

5. •Plans that are not responsive to change will be totally 
ineffective in accommodating economic development. 
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6. 

I 

Industries, evolve as resource bases, technologies and 
markets change. The locational factors' important to an 
industry today are constantly changing with the many 
variables of the market. Inflexible land use require
ments cannot accommodate these changing economic needs. 

Plans are only as good as the assumptions upon which 
they are based. Since economic development in the private 
sector depends on so many diverse and changing variables, 
it 1s risky to draw superficial conclusions for the pur
poses of land use planning. The less flexibility in the 
planning process, the·greater is the risk if those assump
tions prove to be inaccurate. By clinging to faulty 
assumptions, the inflexible requirements can prevent the 
job-p.roducing economic development that they were intended 
to encourage. 

TECHNICAL ASPECTS 

Statement of 
the Problem: 

Premises: A. 

The state's land use system is technically complex. 
The procedural requirements overshadow the merits of a 
development. The technical justification of a project 
(substantial evidence. and findings) has taken on 
more importance than the actual impacts or value of the 
project. The land use plan~ing system is not well
integrated with other state laws, being inconsistent 
with some and duplicative of others. Both substantive 
and procedural requirements of the land use planning 
system.are ambiguous. While stated generally, they are 
'interpreted very specifically on a case-by-case basis. 

Basic procedural requirements are necessary to assure due 
process of law. However, excessive requirements impose 
unnecessary delays and costs that create a disservice to 
the parties and to the public without adding any signifi
cant due process protections. These unnecessary technica·i 
requirements are a.significant disincentive to economic 
development and are the major source of delay in the process 

B. Policies and requirements.in land use planning develop 
case-by-case, based on specific fact sftuations. Lacking 
a clear articulation of objective standards, there is 
uncertainty over how the ambiguous requirements will be 
applied in the next specific fact situation. 

C. The complexity and ambiguity of the process is further 
complicated by its relationship to other state laws. 
Where there are inconsistencies or duplications with 
other state programs, the costs and uncertainty of the 
process are further increased. 

Effects on 1. Business and industry wil 1 not invest where it cannot 
quantify the risks.· The state's land use planning process 
contains so many variables (technical requirements with· 
ambiguous standards) that the likelihood of success, 
ultimate conditions of approval, and the end costs cannot 

Job-Producing 
Investment: 
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be determined in advance with any certainty. Rather than 
take a chance on the unknown, business and industry will 
locate where the costs and r·isks, if any, can be reasonably 
projected in advance. 

2. The multiplicity and complexity of requirements in justi
fying development costs time and money. All other factors 
being equal, if this time and expense.can be avoided by 
locating elsewhere, it will be. If, on the other hand, 
the commitment i.s made to expend that time and money, it 
is diverted from productive to nonproductive use. Either \ 
way, economic development in this state is discouraged. 

3. Because of the technical complexity and many procedural 
requirements for justifying a project under the land use 
planning process, projects are easily challenqed, delayed, 
and stopped on technical grounds that bear no relation
ship to the merits of the project. 

On appeal, the reviewing body is not to "substitute its 
judgment" for that of the local government. However, 
because the technical requirements for approving a project 
are so numerous, complex, and ambiguous, the reviewing 
body has many opportunities to reverse the local govern
ment's approval because of perceived technical imperfec
tions. Yet it is seldom shown what (or whose) substantial 
interest would be served by achieving technical perfection 
(more evidence on a point or differently-worded findings). 

4. The requirements of the l~nd use process are generally 
not related to the scale or impacts of the project. 
Whether large or small, great impacts or slight, for a 
given area, activity or type of action the technical 
requirements are es sen ti ally the same. This pl aces a 
particularly oner.ous burden in developing smaller projects 
where the costs and risks simply cannot be absorbed. 
Smaller scale economic development is discouraged. 

5. When major ·investment risks are no longer within the 
investor's control, investment will not continue. If. the 
future use of the 1 and (and therefore. its va 1 ue and utility) 
become uncertain due to land use planning restrictions, 
investment will not continue under unknown risks. ' 

6. Lenders who rely upon real property as collateral also 
take a risk of having the value of that collateral sig
nificantly dimini5hed due to land use planning restrictions. 
This uncertainty can discourage lending on certain lands 
and thereby inhibit economic development. 

PRESERVATION BIAS 

Statement of 
the Problem: 

The land use pl·anning program is preservation biased, 
in the law and in the administration of the law. The 
appeals system favors the preservation of the status quo 
at the expense of economic development. 
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I .. 
Premises: A. The majority of the state goals address the preservation 

of lands in a way that limits economic development. The 
preservation elements have received the most attention 
in the admini~tration of the program to the detriment of 
economic considerations. 

B. The preservation of resource lands is maxi mi zed. (The 
maximum quantity of· certain lands must be preserved 
with l i ttl.e regard for whether the lands are productive 
or are ''needed.'') Job-producing development is minimized. 
(The minimum housing, commercial, industrial development 
"needed" for the community is the maximum allowed, regard
less of whether more may be desirable). 

C. Taken together, the inflexibility, technical requirements 
and preservation bias of the process is advantageous to 
delaying or stopping job-producing development projects, 
regardless of the merits of the project or its real impact 
on the objectors. 

Effects on l. Urban growth boundaries are drawn to contain a minimum 
amount of developable land. Significant economic develop
ment outside of boundaries is all but impossible. The 
amount of land and alternative sites for economic develop
ment is limited. 

Job-Producing 
Investment: 

2. The preservation of agricultural lands bears little 
relationsh1p to the productivity of the land. This abso
lute preservation of marginal or nonproductive lands 
precludes a more economically productive use of the land. 

3. While forest lands must be conserved, the intensive 
management of commercial forest lands is not given priority 
over non-productive forest uses. In many instances, com
mercial management of forest lands is considered a con
flicting use with other resource values and must be 
special]y justified. Limits or uncertainty in forest 
management affecting supply affect the continued invest
ment of job-producing forest products industries. 

4. Since the process favors maximum preservation, the 
preservation of land in restrictive zones generally 
requires very little justification, evidence or findings.· 
However, any departure from preservation, usually for 
development or higher economic use, must be extensively 
justified. Thus lands can be easily removed from poten
tial econqmic (job-producing) use, but are extremely 
difficult to restore to economic use. 

5. The land use decision-making and appeals system favors 
opponents to economic development. The burden is on 
the applicant for a project to fully justify it with 
respect to every criteria applying to it. Objectors 
need only bring into question one technical deficiency 
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·(usually in ''substantial'' evidence or ''adequate'' find
ings) on one criterion to r~verse the project'~ local 
approva 1 . 

Access ("standing") to. appeal local decisions is very 
broad. An objector can raise virtually any technical. 
reason for reversing an _approval, regardless of whether 
it relates to how that person has actually been affected 
by the decision, or to the argument the person used to 
establish standing to bring the appeal. The process 
a 11 ows spurious appeals an.d appea 1 s for the purposes of 
delay. 

There ·is no liability placed on the objectors to pay the 
increased costs of such delays if the appeal .is unsuccess
ful. 

' ' 

The appeals process poses a significant uncalculable risk 
for the potential developer. Because land use planning 

·requirements are complex and ambiguous, and the burden is 
on the applicant to meet all of them, the potential for 
appeal is great. Again, time and money are a.dded to the 
costs of development. Potentially meritorious devel-0p
ment is denied on superfluous technical requirements. 
Attempting job-producing economic development projects 
is djscouraged from· the beginning because of the unknown 
risks that lie ahead. · 

STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

It was riot the intention of this subcommittee, 
nor is it the intention of this report, to deal 
wHh specific regulatory agencies addressed by 
other subcommittees of the task force. 

REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY 

Oregon has become famous for its business-chilling red tape. Multiple 
duplicati~g and .overlapping regulatfons have escalated the costs of doing 
business and of business investments. 

Oregon's lack of regulatory flexibility has diminished it's attractiveness 
to businesses from outside the state. ·It has also discouragedcthe expansion 
and growth of Oregon busfnesSes. 

The Governor should evaluate the positive effects of Chapter 755, Oregon ' 
Laws of 1981, which in part is based on The Federal Regulatory Flexibility 
Act to: 

l. Assure that state agencies are in the process of establishing 
procedures and time frames for the required review, and 

'-
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2. Determine if the scope of the Act should be broadened to 
include businesses larger than 50 employes, but still 
within federal definitions of small business to increase 
the scope of regulatory flexibility. 

ONE-STOP PERMIT 

The one-stop permit process has not been utilized and apparently does not 
work. 

The one-stop permit process does not provide any real time advantages 
because of the procedural requirements contained in the law and the failure 
of the law to limit the jurisdiction of the agencies involved. 

However, the one-stop format offers an opportunity for simplifying, accel
erating, and coordinating the permit issuance process. 

More importantly, a viable one-stop permit process would increase Oregon's 
attractiveness to outside industries. 

The Governor should study changing the one-stop permit law along the fol
lowing lines: 

l. That ORS 447 .800 to 447 .865 relating to Oregon's "one-stop" 
permit process be removed from that chapter (which also related 
to the plumbing code and building standards for accessibility 
of the handicapped) and placed in ifs own chapter in Title 36, 
Public Health and Safety. Such a change would increase the 
vis·ibil ity and accessibility of the law. 

2. The provisions of ORS 447.825 through 447.865, which relate to 
consolidated hearings by affected permit issuing agencies, should 
be modified to accomplish the following: 

(a) 

(b) 

( c) 

( d l 

The Executive Department or Department of Economic 
Development should be the· only agency that an applicant 
should have to deal. with. Therefore, the law would pro
vide that once an applicant meets the threshold for 
utilization of the "one-stop" process all permits would 
be issued by the Executive Department or D.E.D., utilizing 
the law, rules, and personnel of the affected agencies. 

ORS 447.820 (7) and (8), pertaining to applications for 
the issuance of necessary permits should be amended to 
provide that application forms are to be returned to the 
Executi've Department and not to an individual issuing 
agency. · The Executive Department would provide the agency 
with the applications specific to it. 

The law should provide the procedural requirements for 
permit issuance, contested cases, etc. 

Every agency which requires any approva1 prior to construc
tion or operation of a project should have its law amended 
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to specifically provide that when an application is made 
through the "one-stop'' process that agency has no further 
jurisdiction over the permit issuance and the procedural 
requirements of the "one-stop'' agency are to be used. 

(e) Study should also .be undertaken as to whether local govern
ments should also be made subject to the state ''one-stop'' 
permit process. 

(f) Finally,. studies should be undertaken to see if greater 
inter-governmental coordination between issuing agencies 
can take place. Such coordination cduld possibly decrease 
delays' because it would reduce conflicts between agencies. 

PERMIT 'DELAYS. 

The subcommittee did not have the time nor the resources to review the 
most pressing p·roblem of Oregon's State and Loca·1 Regulations - the cost 
of permit delays. 

Unquestionably, there appears to be permit delay at all levels of state and 
local governments. The primary cause of these delays appears to be that 
some agencies do not start the permit application process until they have 
received all the information the agency deems appropriate from the app 1 i cant. 

It appears to the subcommittee that most legislation which calls for a permit 
to be issued on a certain time line commences that time line at submission of 
the application. These requirements, though, appear to be honored by the 
agency only in the breach. 

I 
r 
[ 

The Governor should study this area and possibly suggest legislation [ 
or ruling that time lines commence at submission of application by applicant, 
or at a time that more nearly complies with legislative intent. Furthermore, 
these time 1 ines should be extended only by agreement of app 1 i cant and 
agency. 

BUILDING CODES 

Oregon's building codes a0e overly restrictive. The restrictions placed on 
residential, commercial, and industrial construction are deterring construction. I 
Hence, reform of code restri·ctions, state and local, should enhance construe• . 
tion employment and plant installation in Oregon. 

The Governor should investigate methods to reduce code restrictions on 
residential, commercial, and industrial construction. Suggested recommenda
tions are:' 

1. That conditional permitting be created in the State of Oregon. 
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2. Oregon:s building code {UBC) and many local planning codes are 
proving overly restr·ictive .. Where excessive restrictions are 
placed on building, commercial and industrial construction, 
construction is deterred.. · 

3. That particular attention be given to providing- code flexibility 
in commercial and industrial siting regulations. 

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 

System Development Charges (SDCs) are drastically adding to the costs of 
residential and building investment in Oregon. These costs, in turn, create 
an imbalance in Oregon's ability to compete with other areas for job pro
ducing industries. 

Oftentimes, these SDCs are not assessed for present improvement,. in 
which case the added cost of the SDC is not reflected by an increase in the 
investment's value. 

Moreover, the assessing bodies oftentimes do not establish that the improve
ment the SDC is assessed for will directly benefit the property it is assessed 
against. · 

The Governor should study methods to reduce up-front investment costs due to 
SDCs. Four possible solutions are: 

l. System development charges should be either waived or deferred. 
during bad economi_c times to spur development and reduce costs. 

2. In some instances, formation of local improvement districts 
may be a better alternative than the imposition of a systems 
development charge. 

3. In any event it would seem that systems development charges could 
be bonded and deferred payments made under the Bancroft bonding 
system, and in addition bancrofting should be made applicable 
to a wider range of public improvements. 

4. Finally, improvements for which SDCs are levied should be limited 
to those with a direct or immediate benefit to the property they 
are assessed against. 

ARCHITECTURAL REGULATION 

Architectural rules and regulations by state and local government agencies 
(such as local design review boards) are exceeding legitimate regulation. 
Increasingly, such regulations are being promulgated with the objective 
of esthetic control. 

Besides substantially infringing freedom of expression, such esthetic 
regulations ~re increasing the costs of plant installation in Oregon. In 
turn, thes~ costs diminish Oregon's attractiveness to businesses from out
side the state. 

-26-



The Governor should explore methods to modify architectura·1 regulations and 
esthetic controls. Two possible solutions mig,ht be to: 

\1. Establish workable guidelines limiting state and local architectural 
review; or in thi alternative, 

2. Establish an expeditious civil remedy for infringement of architec.
tural expression. 

TAXATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

Oreg'on' s tax structure, with heavy reliance on the income tax and transfers 
from income tax co 11 ections to property taxpayers, is not conducive to 
economic development because it penalizes the most productive individuals. 
In tax vernacular, thfs mea.ns "progressivity" -- the more you earn, the 
greater proportion of that income is taken through taxation. Oregon has 
the most "progressive" tax system in the nation. At lower income levels 
Oregon's tax burden is one of the lowest, at higher income levels, Oregon's 
tax burden is one of the highest. 

Both state and local level government spending in the past 10-15 years have 
exceeded the combination of both inflation and population growth. The 6% 
property tax limitation has not been an effective deterrent to excessnve 
government growth. 

The transfer of income tax dollars :to alleviate individual property taxes 
has not served to hold down the growth of property tax levies. In fact, 
the opposite has occurred. Tota·! levies grew by 41% over the first two 
years under the 30% homeowner tax relief program. 

The Legislature has not reduced personal income tax rates to account for 
inflation over the past several years and the result has been a 25% increase 
in income tax burden borne by Oregonians. 

The sp 1 it property tax ro 11 between resident i a 1 and business property 
adopted by the 1979 Legislature has damaged our jobs climate. 

Oregon's corporate income tax collections are 9th highest in the nation. 
It is too high and results in a diminished ability of bu$iness to expand 
and create jobs. 

Recommended Tax Structure Changes 

The subcommittee recommends the following ch.anges in Oregon's state and 
local tax structure: 

l. State personal and corporate income tax should be cut in half and 
property taxes should be reduced by one-third. In place of these 
reduced taxes, a general retail sales tax of approximately 4 to 5% 
should be adopted. The revenue generated by a sales tax must be 
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used entirely to offset the reductions in the income taxes and 
the property tax. The sales tax law must provide for a collection 
offset for retailers to cover their collection expenses. 

2. The personal income tax, should be reduced by widening the brackets 
and reducing the top rate. Provisions should then be made for 
adjustments in the income tax rates or brackets to eliminate the 
effects of inflation on personal incomes. 

3. A constitutional expenditure limitation on the state and all 
units of local governments in Oregon should be placed on the ballot 
for approval by the voters. Procedures to ensure a more accurate 

· reflection of voter attitude on property tax levies should be 
adopted. Possi'ble alternatives include a vote by .mail requirement, 
a minimum voter turnout requirement or a super majority 
approval requirement. 

4. The 30% property tax relief program should be eliminated and 
the basis of property taxation should be returned to 100% of 
market value as it was in 1979. 

-28-



10% 

9% 

8% 

?% 

6% 

5% 

3% 

2% 

1% 

OREGON STATE AND LOCAL TAX BURDEN 

AS PERCENT OF INCOME~1982 
(Joint Return~four exemptions) 

0 

$5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $JO,OOO 

Adjusted Gross Income 

-29-

Source: Income tax - Legislative 
Revenue Office 
Property tax - Associated 
Oregon Industries 

"r 



r 
Sluuy uy We:. Lem Ken lucky UJl'i ver~ i Ly 

:J !:JTIWIUT 100 O/f MA.JOI! !l~.ATil-L-OC.Al. 'l;.U liUIW!W!I !Ull .. <\:UVI: 'CO FOOL'( 

UlCOlm 3IU - 1976 
er"" !lu rd'""" •• rerccutaaoo of IncO<.l~) 
COMl'All.UCU !IT .DltCIWt 06 wtGllJl.'.lliIVllY 

AJJuetsiJ Gr-2..U.Jn.~~~~J..Y~~ Your ... _1.J_7_~------.. tn.tJcA Qt 
:..it.atw ~7-;)·00 ~10,000 31~.0QQ. ~17,500 ~l5,000 ~50,000 fi(larrer1vt~I 

Ail $teteo 9.8l. 9. l~ 1.n . 7.94 7 .61. 7. ::x. l.ll 

Al aUu.uw 'J •. :J U.4 7.0 7 .o 6.7 t.o J.. jj 
Art.a;;c,,oQ l0,6 9.5 7.7 7.6 7 .4 7. ) t .t.') 
Arkono.ao 8.4 7.7 6,6 6.6 6.6 ·1. l Liii 
jcu) i(ornl• 10 1 ~ -9,0 8,7 8.6 fi. 6 1n. 'i • .:S'.!:3 CQlv1.·aJu Y,6 U,9 7.2 /,J 1:-:i I. l 1 • >:, 

Con.nae t 1cuc 15.2 U,9 10.5 9,8 b.J I>. J 2 .4!. 
Dclavare 10.l 9 • ., D,D 9.J 9,8 U.J 0.89 
1' loL·tJ4 6.4 5.4 4,4 4,0 J.4 2,5 2. :;G 
~Ol"li10 9.~ u.c. 7.5 l. !i 1.5 7. {, 1.1 j 
lda.Uo 7.6 7.5 7.l 7 .4 7.0 tl,j O.!J~ 

Illtnule 10.7 9.6 8,4 8,0 7.2 6.t I • l:i 
lot.S Lal..L4Q. tl. l lO,i II, II 0,) ·1.1, v.~ L. ll .'• 
lovo 11.6 10,U 9,0 9.l u.u U,b 1 • .J~ 
K.aa..ooa 9,J lJ.:, 7. l 7.0 6 .6 6.5 L.4~ 
l<co tucky ll, 5 ll. l 9.5 9.5 9.2 ~.5 l.J5 

Loli lo 10.04 5.1 4.9 4.4 4.2 J, / ) . '• l.:.io 
Kaina ll. d 10,J 8. '} 8.7 8.6 9.1 t.<2 
HAryla.nd 12. 8 12. 7 10.8 to. 9 t0,1 L0.4 l ,2) 
KAo~4C4u:sctto 17.~ ti.. 0 14.2 lJ. 7 12. 7 1 t. '· l. ~,4 
Mkhi~<>n ll. 5 ll.6 9.6 ?.6 ~.3 9 .<, l . .Zo 

filnncauta. 6,J 9.3 8,5 9.l 10.1 11.4 o. :> ~J 
K1o"loolppl 9,4 O,J 6,4 7 .o. 6,6 " • z. l "~ . • .1 .. 

K.iouour1 10,9 9,0 8.6 8,5 8.2 7.6 l.4) 
Konta.n4 8.4 8. l 6,4 6.6 6. 'J (, . ') l.22 
Ncbrooka 10.2 9 .4 8,8 0.5 7. ') u.~ ~. llf 

Ncv4J4 7.J 6. ·'· 5.0 4,6 ),? 2.? , ., 
- • .J4, 

~~...:v llarupuh i ro 11.J ?.6 a.a 7,5 6.5 :..1 ~.22 
New Jor<!cy 14.8 l),) ll.6 ll. l 10,0 0,7 1.70 
Nev Hcxi.co 6. l 5.7 5,5 5.6 5.7 6.0 o.s-o 
N"'v York lJ,0 12. 5 ll. z ll,5 12. L L5.8 0,62 

North Carolin4 ') • 6 9,2 7.? 8.1 8,2 d.) l.l& 
Nocth D.:iko-:a <l, 0 7.3 6.4 6.7 7,J 7. "-' l,Ol 
Oh lo 9.4 8. '.1· 7.7 7,5 7,2 7 ,(J 1.)4 
OklnhorM 7. 2 6.) 5.3 S.3 5. 4 (1 .o t. 20 

! Oro>\Jln 5' 5 7' 2 7, B 8.7 9.0 10,Q 0, 1~21 

f'ennaylvnn1.A 14.8 l) .6 12.J ll. 9 ll. l ?,'J l.4? 
IU!odo lo lon<l 14,9 LJ .4 ll. 9 ll .J 10.< 9.7 l. s .. 
Sout)' Coro Hrui 9,0 8,L 7 .o 7. l 7,4 7.d l.15 
5outh"" Dakota l0,4 8.9 7.4 6,9 5.9 '~. :i 2. Jl 
Tenncoec0 7.8 6 • I. 5 .4 5 .o 4.2 J.l 2.52 

Tox44 7.2 6. l 4.9 4.5 3.7 2.7 2 ,6 7 

UtAh 9,0 8,) 7.l 7.2 7.2 (;. 7 i,J4 
v .. ['"tlX)Q t 7.7 8 • .S 9. 5. lO. l .9. 9 10.6 0. /) 
Vlrslala 9.3 8.5 7 .4 7.1 7. l 1.0· I. )l 

[V•ohfo~ton 8. I ~.B 3.~ z .. ~ 4.1l 1. it Qfl 

\loot V1r(ILQL<l 6.5 !) .. Q '"6 4.5 4,J 4,o t.41 
II 1o'°"" I.a 12,6 14.l u.a l,l,O 13,l l:l ,J 0.9l 
117=1".:I 

7 ·"' 
6.2 5.0 4 •. 6 ),t) 2.;) :1>64 

-30-



INCOME AND PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS 
PER $1,000 OF PERSONAL INCOME 

State 
Alaska 
Massachusetts 
New York 
OREGON 
Montana 
Wisconsin 
Vermont 
Minnesota 
Rhode Island 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
Maine 
Iowa 
Nebraska 
Utah 
Delaware 
Ari<1ona 
Maryland 
Hawaii 
Wyoming 
New Hampshire 
California 
Colorado 
Illinois 

·Kansas 
Idaho 
Virginia 
North Carolina 
Georgia 
Connecticut 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
Ohio 
North Dakota 
Missouri 
Indiana 
Arkansas 
Kentucky 
West Virginia 
Texas 
Mississippi 
Oklahoma 
Washington 
Florida 
Nevada 
Ok.l.ahoma 
New Mexico 
Tennessee 
Louisiana 

12.§.Q 

Amount 

$101 .09 
98.Jl 
90.70 
82.97 
81 .67 
78.0S 
76.JO 
71 .80 
68.99 
66 .41 
65.45 
65.02 
64.84 
6J.27 
61. 81 
61 .78 
60.25 
59.75 
59,56 
57,44 
57.44 
56.76 
55.88 
55.36 
54.85 
54. Lf4 
52.96 
52.74 
50.18 
49.SJ 
47.96 
47 .11. 
46.11 
4J.57 
42.3J 
41.37 
41 .18 
41.06 
38.44 
J7.50 
JJ ,31.j. 
3J.6J 
JJ.J2 
J1 .94 
28.85 
27.68 
26. ?'? 
24.69 
2J.45 
2J.4J 

Rank 
1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
JO 
31 
32 
JJ 
J4 
35 
J6 
J7 
JS 
J9 
40 
41 
Lf2 
LfJ 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

Source: Oregon Taxpayers Association 
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INCOME TAX LIABILITIES BY INCOME LEVEL IN OREGON: 
TAXABLE YEAR 1979 

Truces Paid 
Income Group Number of Percent as Percent 
~thousands) Returns of Total of Total 

$ 0- 10 4J1 • .541 42 .J% 6.6% 
10- 20 279,'_529 27 .4 21. 8 
20- JO 181 '0.59 17 .8 26.9 
JO- 40 74,746 7.J 17 .J 
40- 60 J2,806 J.2 11.9 
60-100 10' 748 1 .1 < 7 .4 

100+ 4,190 o.4 8.1 

Total 1. 021. 081 100.0 100.0 

Note: In 1979; 

30% of the taxpayers (those earning over $20,000) paid 72% of the total taxes 
12% of the taxpayers (those earning over $30,000) paid 45% of the total taxes 

Source: Oregon Department of Revenue 
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Ol<EGON PEJ(::;ON/\L I NC OIVIE '1' I\ XJ•;::; -1 ')'19 

AGI· ·AVERAGE AVE!{AGE 'rAX/ 
GROUP AGI TAX AGI 
{thousands) DUE 

$ 0- 2 $ 1, 105 $ 4 0.4% 
2- 4 2,972 J7 1.3 
4- 6· 4,974 106 2.1 

6-- 8 6,979 191, 2.8 
8- 10 8,981 297 J.4 

10- 12 10,980 J88 J.6 
12- 14 12,980 487 J.8 
14- 16 14,995 593 4.0 
16- 18 16,988 694 4 .1 

' 

18- 20 18,988 792 4.2 
20- 22 20,979 899 4.4 
22- 24 22,981 1. 017 4.5 
24- 26 24. 971 1,1J9 4.6 I 
26- 28 26,968 2,268 4.8 l 28- JO 28,968 1,389 4.9 
JO- 32 J0,972 1. 518 5.0 I 
32- 34 J2,967 1,647 5.1 I 

' J4:- J6 J4,965 . 1 • 776 5.1 I 
I 

J6- JS 36,963 
l 

1, 904 5.2 I 
38- 40 JB,950 2,047 5.3 l 40- 45 42,256 2,J07 5.5 
45- 50 l.j.? '291 2,724 5.8 I 

' 50- 55 52,299 J, 159 6.o I 
I 

55- 60 57,405 J,608 6.J I 
60- 70 64,523 4,242 6.5 I 70- 80 ?4,569 5, 130 6.8 
80- 90 84,552 6,087 7.1 
90-100 94,625 6,982 7.2 

100-125 110,954 8,496 7,5 
125-150 136,265 10,829 7.8 
150-200 171!17 5 . 11+' 101 7,9 
200-JOO 2J9 ,160 ·20,468 

r.;, 8.1 
J00-500 J75.75? 34, 832 8.4 
500+ 932,161 90,240 8.J 

Note: AGI is Adjusted Gross Income Source: Oregon Department of Revenue 
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THESE MINUTES ARE IDr FINAL UNrIL APPROVED BY THE EJ;;<:: 

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORI'Y-FIRST MEETIN; 

OF THE 

OREXm ENVIRONMENTAL QUl\.LITY CCMMISSION 

July 16, 1982 

On Friday, July 16, 1982, the one hundred forty-first meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Canmission convened at the Department of 
Environmental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Coranission members 
Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; Mr. James Petersen, 
Mr. Wallace B. Brill; and Mrs. Mary v. Bishop. Present on tehalf of the 
Department were its Director, William H. Young, and several members of 
the Deparbnent staff. 

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
reccmmendations 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 subnitted at this meeting 
is here!:¥ made a part of this record and is on file at the above address. 

BREAKFAST MEET]N; 

'l11e breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel 
in Portland. Coranissioners Richards, Petersen, Brill, Burgess and Bishop 
were present, as were several members of the Department staff. 

The following items were discussed: 

1. 83-85 budget preparation status: Mike Downs, Management Services 
Administrator, reviewed for the caranission the projected timetable 
and current status of the 83-85 budget for the Deparbnent. 

2. Job climate report: The Director reviewed for the Coranission a report 
describing four recommendations brought forth by the Oregon Job 
Climate Task Force in connection with air quality requirements in 
the state that apply to new and existing air pollution sources wishing 
to expand or locate in Oregon. 

3. The Canmission was asked and agreed to hear an additional unscheduled 
agenda item during the formal meeting. This was a request for 
authorization to conduct a public hearing on the Medford carbon 
monoxide portion of the State Implementation Plan. 
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FO™AL MEETI!'G 

Canrnissioners Richards, Petersen, Burgess, and Bishop were present for 
the formal meeting. Canrnissioner Brill was temporarily absent, arriving 
at the start of discussion on Item c . 

. AGENDA ITEM A - MINOTES OF THE JUNE 11, 1982 MEETI!'G 

It was MOllED by canrnissioner Bishop, seconded by canrnissioner Burgess, and 
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as subnitted. 
Canrnissioner Brill was temporarily absent. 

AGENDA ITEM B - 1'0Nl'HLY ACTIVITY REPORI'S FOR MAY, 1982 

It was MOllED by canrnissioner Burgess, seconded by canrnissioner Bishop, and 
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendations be approved. 
Canrnissioner Brill was temporarily absent. 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDITS 

Terrill Henderson, corporate counsel for Time Oil Co., argued against the 
proposed denial of Time Oil's tax credit applications T-1142 and T-1172 
and presented written testimony. 

It was MOllED by Camnissioner Petersen, seconded by Camnissioner Bisoop, 
and passed that the Director's Recanmendation be approved but granting tax 
credits to Time Oil Co. in the 20% range. [Canmissioner Brill was present; 
Canrnissioner Burgess voted no.] 

PUBLIC EDRDM: 

John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council, was concerned about spraying 
of the pesticide "Sevin" in Tillamook Bay. He asked the Department to 
assert sane jurisdiction on the issue and require the filing of a water 
quality permit application or sane similar action. 

Jim Johnson, Oregon City Camnissioner, requested the appointment of a 
Health Effects Advisory Panel, consisting of doctors and pollution 
scientists, to address the health effects of potential dangers fran garbage 
burners. The Canmission declined to insert themselves into the permitting 
process at this point. 

AGENDA ITEM E - REl;lUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION 'ID CONDUCT PUBLIC !iEARil'GS ON: 
AMENrMENTS 'ID RULES GOJERNING ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL; 
FEES EDR MULTIK:MAH COUNTY, OAR 340-72'"'.070, AND FEES EDR 
JACKSON COUNTY, OAR 340-72-080 

Agenda Item E is a request for authorization to conduct public hearings 
on the question of amending rules governing on-site fees to be charged 
by Jackson County and amending fee rules for Multromah County. 
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Director's Reccmmendation 

Based on the sumnation, it is recommended that the Ccmmission 
authorize public hearings to take testimony on the question of 
amending rules governing on-site fees to be charged by Jackson 
County OAR 340-72-080, and amending fee rules for Multnanah County, 
OAR 340-72-070. 

It was MCNED t:¥ Ccmmissioner Burgess, seconded t:¥ Ccmmissioner Petersen, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Reccmmendation be approved. 

UNSCHEDULED ITEM - REQUEST FOR A!JTHORIZATION 'ID CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARThG 
00 THE MEDFORD CARBOO MONOXIDE PORrIOO OF THE STATE 
IMPLEMENI'ATION PLAN 

Director's Reccmmendation 

Based upon the sumnation, it is recommended that the Canmission 
authorize a public hearing to take testimony on the Medford carl::on 
monoxide portion of the State Implementation Plan as soon as it is 
finalized by Jackson County. 

It was MCNED t:¥ Ccmmissioner Bishop, seconded t:¥ Ccmmissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Reccmmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM F - MR. JOHN MULLIVAN - APPEAL OF SUBSURFACE VARIAN'.:E DENIAL 

In a letter dated July 8, 1982, the appellant's attorney, Mr. Mark P. 
O'D:>nnell, requested that this matter be set over to the next regular EQ: 
meeting, August 27, 1982. 

It was MCNED t:¥ Ccmmissioner Burgess, seconded t:¥ Canmissioner Bishop, 
and passed unanimously that this matter be set over to the next meeting. 

AGENDA ITEM H - STIPUIATED CXMPLIAN:E ORDERS FOR WATER POLUJTION SOURCES-
STATUS REPORr AND PROPOSED ACTICN 

At the last Ccmmission meeting, the question was raised as to the status 
of the outstanding Stipulated Consent Orders in the Water Pollution Control 
Program. Agenda Item H presents a sumnary of the status of those orders. 
The oonsent Order has been a valuable tool in achieving ccmpliance and 
mast of them have achieved their goal. Of the 35 orders, only seven 
require additional follow-up. 

Director's Reccmmendation 

Based up:m the findings in the sumnation, it is recommended that the 
Camnission direct the staff to negotiate new ccmpliance schedules 
as appropriate, not oontingent on federal grants, for Coquille, Cannon 
Beach, Astoria, Happy Valley, Newport, and Silverton, and return to 
the Canmission for their approval at the October meeting. 
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It was MOJED by Camnissioner Burgess, seconded by Camnissioner Bishop, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM I - REQUEST BY. THE 'IUiVN OF BUTI'E FALIS FDR A Vl\RIAl'CE FRCM 
RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS, Ol\R 34o-61-o4o{2) 

The town of Butte Falls in rural Jackson County has requested a variance 
to allCM continued open burning of solid waste. The town has operated 
a disposal site for many years but could not previously apply for a permit 
or a variance since they did not have legal control of the property. 
Recently, the town obtained a lease and the Department has drafted a permit 
which will ultimately lead to upgrading or replacement of the site. A 
variance is row required to allow interim operation. 

Director's Reccmnendation 

Based upon the findings in the sunmation, it is reccmnended that the 
Canmission grant a variance fran OAR 340-61-040(2), until July 1, 
1985 to the town of Butte Falls. such a variance to be conditioned 
upon the sul:rnission of progress reports in July 1983 and July 1984. 

It was MOJED by Camnissioner Bishop, seconded by Canmissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM J - INroFMATIONAL REPORI': ACCEPTMCE OF WASTE REDUCTION 
PROO!WIS (LINCOLN COUNTY - ME1'RO - YAMHILL COUNTY) 

Senate Bill 925, passed by the 1979 Legislature, requires local governments 
to prepare waste reduction plans and implement programs under certain 
conditions. Several plans have been subnitted and three accepted by the 
Department. This informational item reports on the status of the programs 
and the direction staff 11Uuld like to proceed. 

Director's RecClllllendation 

It is reccmnended that the Camnission con= with staff's intention 
to prepare rule amendments clarifying the rules and requiring annual 
reporting on accepted waste reduction programs. It is further 
recanmended that the carmission concur in the direction the Department 
has taken regarding acceptance of waste reduction programs. 

Jim Johnson, Oregonians for Clean Air, canplained that ME1'RO provides no 
assistance in source separation and waste recycling problems to outlying 
areas, such as Oregon City. He noted that their solid waste program 
consisted al.moot entirely of fl<M control of solid waste instead of any 
control over volune of that waste stream. 

John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council, noted his objections to the 
staff recanmendation contained in the staff report and described several 
inconsistencies he claimed are listed in the Director's June 3, 1982, 
letter to METI'RO's Executive Director, Rick Gustafson. He suggested 
delaying acceptance of the Solid waste Plan until t.fie August 27 ~ 
meeting. 
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It was MOl7ED by Canmissioner Bishop, seconded by Canmissioner Burgess, and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Recamnendations regarding 
rulemaking preparation be approved; to invite METRO to meet with the 
Canmission to further define Conditions 4, 5 and 7 fran the Director's 
June 3 letter; and to defer a:incurrence in the direction the staff has 
taken in the acceptance of the Plan. 

AGENDA ITEM K - REQUEST FOR THE ca.lMISSION 'ID (1) ADOPT REVISIONS 'ID 
AI:MINISTRATIVE RULES 340-53-005 THROUGH 53-035, DEIJELOPMENl' 
AND MANAGEMENr OF THE STATEWIDE SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION 
GRANT PRIORITY LIST; AND (2) APPRCNE THE FYB3 CONSTRUCTICN 
GRl\Nr PRIORITY LIST DEllELOPED IN ACCORJJAN::E WITH THE 
AFOREMENTIONED RULES 

This item is the request that the Canmission adopt several rev1s1ons to 
the administrative rules governing the management of the sewage works 
a:instruction grants program and the prop:ised priority list for federal 
fiscal year 1983. The report on a public hearing held on June 3, 1982, 
on these subjects is included in the item. 

There are a few changes proposed to the Administrative Rules: the most 
notable is the creation of new special funds reserved for specific purp:ises 
required by the 1981 Clean Water Act l\mendments. The FY83 priority list 
itself is basically a a:intinuation of the FY82 list. There were a few 
new projects entered on the list and only a few priority rating changes. 

Despite the lack of FY82 appropriations during FY82, we have been able 
to rea:iver as carryover fran prior years enough funds to canplete several 
high-priority projects that will eliminate public health hazards. 
(Projects in Albany and Medford are JYM under a:instruction and two others, 
in Sheridan and Silverton, are expected to be funded before September 30, 
1982.) 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based upon the sunrnation, the Director reaJl!IIl\ends that the Canmission 
adopt the Administrative Rules regarding the developnent and 
management of the statewide priority list, OAR 340-53-005 through 
035 as revised, and the FY83 Construction Grants Priority List. 

It was MOl7ED by Canmissioner Burgess, seconded by Ccm.nissioner Bishop, 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recx:nmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEMS M AND N - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF: 
1) THE CARBON MONOXIDE CONI'ROL STRATFX;Y FOR THE 

PORI'LAND-VANCOOVER INTERSTATE A<;t!!A (OREGCN 
PORTION) AS A REVISION 'ID THE STATE 
IMPLEMENTATICN PLl\N 1 AND 

2) THE OZONE CONrROL STRAT&;Y FOR THE PORI'LAND
VANCOUVER INTERSTATE N;J_JJA (OREGCN PORl'ICN) AS 
A REVISION ro THE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLl\N 

Agenda Item M a:incerns adoption of the o:wne a:introl strategy for the 

OOK115. 3 -5-



Portland metroi;:olitan area. The oontrol strategy would be a revision to 
the State Implementation Plan and demonstrates attainment of the federal 

o?Dne standard~ 19S7. The majority of testimony fran the public hearing 
supi;:orted adoption of the plan. T'ne oontrol strategy needs to be 
immediately adopted to avoid i;:otential imposition of federal sanctions 
o:idified into the Federal Clean Air Act. 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based on the sunmation, the Director recommends that the EQ:: adopt 
the Portland-Vancouver A<;JAA (Oregon portion) o?Dne attainment strategy 
and direct the Department to forward it to EPA as a revision to the 
State Implementation Plan. 

Agenda Item N ooncerns adoption of the carbon monoxide oontrol strategy 
for the Portland metropolitan area which would also be a revision to the 
State Implementation Plan. Attainment of the CO standard is projected 
by 19S5. No adverse canments were received at the public hearing. The 
oontrol strategy needs to be inrnediately adopted to avoid i;:ossible federal 
eoonanic sanctions. 

Director's Recommentation 

Based on the sunmation, the Director recommends that the EQ:: adopt 
the carbon monoxide attainment strategy for the Portland-Vanoouver 
AQ'.-lA (Oregon i;:ortion) and direct the Department to forward it to EPA 
as a revision of the State Implementation Plan. 

It was MOllED by Canmissioner Bistop, seoonded ~ Canmissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendations for both 
Item M and Item N be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM 0 - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF .AMENCT<IENI'S 'ID NOISE CONTROL 
RmlIATICNS FOR THE SALE OF NEW SCHOOL BUSES, 
OAR 340-35-025 

General Motors Corporation has petitioned the Canmission to amend its noise 
standards for the sale of new school buses to reset the effective date 
for SO-decibel school buses to 19S6. Thus, school buses would revert to 
the S3-decibel standard until 19S6. 

As school buses are built on medium-duty tr1JCk chassis that are oontrolled 
under pre-emptive federal standards, ™ argues the Oregon school bus 
standard stould reflect the federal schedule due to their oanmon engine 
and chassis. 

™ has evaluated the oost to reduce noise fran the current school bus model 
that cannot be offered for sale under the SO-decibel standard. This model, 
i;:owered ~a naturally-aspirated diesel engine, would require an additional 
$1,000 of noise control package, and added maintenance would oost $200 
to $400 per year. 
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Staff review of school bus noise emission standards in other states has 
found that most have adopted schedules identical to the EPA truck schedule 
or are in the process of making such amendments. 

our recanmendation is to reset the 80-decibel effective date for school 
buses to 1986 as requested by the petitioner. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the sunmation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt 
rule amendments for the sale of new school buses as proposed by the 
petitioner to make them consistent with federal and other state's 
rules as described in Attachment A hereto as a pennanent rule to 
become eftective upon its pranpt filing with the Secretary of State. 

Keith ·d:lerne, General Motors, ans'Wered questions and claimed that GM had 
intentions of meeting the 80-decibel level by the January 1986 deadline. 

It was MO\IED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Canmissioner Bishop, and 
passed una:nimously that the Director's Recommendation be aH?roved. 

AGENDA ITEM P - PROPOSED ADOPTICN OF AMENJ:MENTS 'ID THE MO'IOR VEHICLE 
EMISSION CONrROL TEST CRITERIA Mfil'HODS AND STANDARDS 
OAR 340-24-300 THROOGH 24-350 

Agenda Item P requests the amendment of the inspection program rules. 
At the April 16, 1982, EQ::: meeting, authorization was given for a public 
hearing and the hearing was held June 2, 1982. Based on the comments 
received, the proposed rule revisions were finalized. The Commission is 
now being asked to adopt revisions to the inspection program rules. The 
proposed amendments would: 

l) Delete the definition for "non-complying imported vehicle." 

2) Increase the time that the steady state raised rpn portion of the 
test cycle is maintained. 

3) Allow a key off-restart retest provision for 1981 Ford vehicles that 
initially fail the emission test. 

4) Amend the engine exchange policy to preclude all pre-1970 vehicles. 

5) Make minor language changes in the data procedures and correctly cite 
a specific statute. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the sunmation, it is recommended that the proposed rule 
amendments as listed in Attachment 3 be adopted. 

It was MOilED by Commissioner Petersen, seconded by Commissioner Brill, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 
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AGENDA ITEM Q - INroRMATIONAL REPORI': REITIEW OF FY83 STATE/EPA AGREEMENl' 
AND OPPORI'UNITY FOR PUBLIC Ca.1MENT 

Each year, the Department and EPA negotiate an agreement whereby EPA 
provides basic program grant support in return for canmibnents fran the 
Department to perform planned work on environmental priorities of the state 
and federal government. 

The Canmission is asked at this time to provide an opp:irtunity for canment 
on the draft State/EPA Agreement. They are also asked to provide staff 
their canments on the policy implications of the draft agreement. 

Director's Reccmmendation 

It is reccmmended that the Canmission: 

1) Provide opportunity for i;:ublic ccrnnent at today's meeting on 
the draft State/EPA Agreement; and, 

2) Provide staff its canments on the policy implications of the 
draft agreement. 

Jim Jcimson, Oregon City Canmissioner, suggested that the Solid waste goal 
listed on Page 28 of the draft Agreement should read 11 

••• solid waste 
disposal, waste reduction and recycling. 11 [Underlined portion is suggested 
language.] 

The Canmission accepted the report. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully subnitted, 

J9,~xf~ 
Cannission Assistant 
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THESE MINUTES ARE IDT FINAL UNrIL APPROVED BY THE EQC 

MINUl'ES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORr:IEI'H MEETING 

OF THE 

ORffiON ENVIRCNMENTAL c;uALITY CXJMMISSION 

June 11, 1982 

on Friday, June 11, 1982, the one hundred fortieth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Ca:nrnission convened at the Department of 
Environmental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were canrnission members 
Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; Mr. ROnald M. Saners; 
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. Canrnissioner-elect James Petersen was also present. 

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
recarmendations 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 subnitted 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. Ccmnissioners Richards, Saners, Brill, Burgess and Bishop 
and Commissioner-elect Petersen were present, as were several members of 
the Department staff. 

The following items were discussed: 

1. Modification of Civil Penalties by Hearings Officer: Linda Zucker, 
EQC Hearing Officer, asked the canrnission 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 Ca:nrnission. The Commission agreed to this 
procedure for the time being. 

2. Field Burning Update: Sean O'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 sane new 
methods for forecasting weather conditions. 

3. Budget Status: The Director reviewed for the Commission the 
forthcaning proposed budget cuts and salary reductions which could 
cane out of the Special Session to be held on June 14. 
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FORMAL MEBI'ING 

Camnissioners Richards, Saners, Burges?, Bishop, and Brill and 
Camnissioner-elect Petersen were present for the formal meeting. 

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE APRIL 16, 1982 MEETIN3. 

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Bishop, seconded by Camnissioner Saners, and 
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as subnitted. 

AGENDA ITEM B - MJNI'HLY ACTIVITY REPORTS FOR MARCH AND APRIL, 1982. 

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Boners, seconded by Camnissioner Bishop, and 
passed unanimously that the Director's Recamnendations be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDITS. 

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Saners, seconded by Camnissioner Bishop, 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recannendation be approved, 
including the withdrawal of applications T-1142 and T-1172 for Time Oil 
Canpany. 

AGENDA ITEM D - PUBLIC FORUM. 

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

The Camnission asked that the Director bring this issue before the 
Camnission at an appropriate time in the future. 

AGENDA ITEM E - RID;)UEST FOR AUTHORIZATICN TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING CN: 
(A) AMENDIN3 OAR 340-71-460 (6) ; 
(B) PROPOSED CTATSOP PLAINS AQUIFER GEXJGRAPHIC RULE, 

OAR 340-71-400(5); and 
(C) ADOPTION OF THE CLATSOP PLAINS GRO!JID'IATER PROI'ECTION 

PLAN AS A REITISICN TO THE STATEWIDE WATER QUALITY 
MANAGEMENr PLAN FOR THE IDR'IH COAST-IDWER COWMBIA 
BASIS. 

Clatsop Plains groundwater protection has been a concern of the Camnission 
since 1970 when the initial resolution was passed discouraging the 
installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems. nuring the past two 
years, Clatsop county has been canpleting an extensive Section 208 planning 
project in Clatsop Plains in order to develop a CO!I\Prehensive groundwater 
protection plan. The project was canpleted in March of this year. 
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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 COrrrnission remove the 
existing moratorium and.utilize the final protection plan and its 
recommendations to develop an appropriate geographic 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 Cormnission authorization to conduct a public 
hearing on: 

(a) Amending the existing moratorium rule; 

(b) The proposed new geographic rule; and 

(c)• Adopting the County plan as part of the Statewide Water Quality 
Management Plan. 

Director's Recamnendation 

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Camnission 
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, (OAR 340-71-400) by adding a new subsection (5), (Clatsop 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 M'.JllED by O:Jmmissioner Burgess, seconded by Corrmissioner Saners, 
and.carried unanimously that the Director's Recamnendation be approved. 

AGENm ITEM F - REQUEST FDR A VARIANCE FOCM OAR 340-25-315 (2) , PARI'ICULATE 
MATTER EMISSIONS, FRCM WEYERHAEUSER a:MPANY, NORI'H BEND 
PLYWOOD MILL. 

Oregon Administrative Rule 340-25-315(2) limits particulate emissions fran 
plywood and veneer mill sources (other than the veneer dryers, fuel burning 
equiflllent, and refuse burning equiflllent) 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 Canpany has requested a variance fran the mass rate particulate 
emissions rule for a period of one year beyond the canpliance schedule 
in the current Air contaminant Discharge Permit. The Company cites the 
negative cash flow fran this facility due to the extremely depressed wood 
products market as justification for the extended compliance schedule. 
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Director's Recanmendation 

Based on sul:mitted facts and existing conditions, the Director is 
recarmending that the Commission grant the variance and extend the 
compliance 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 disposal 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 Ll\.KE COUNI'Y :FOR EXTENSION OF VARIANCES FRCM 
RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS, OAR 340-61--040(2). 

Director's Recarmendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is reccmmended 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 Lake and Slll!ltler Lake. 

AGENDA ITEM H - REQUEST BY THE CITY OF' PAISLEY :FOR EXTENSION OF VARIAOCE 
FRCM RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING OOMPS, 
OAR 340-61-040(2). 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recorrmended 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, and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendations in Agenda Items 
G and H, above, be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM I - MR. & MRS. LEDNARD SILVERl'lX)D - APPEAL OF A VARIAOCE 
OFFICER'S DEX::ISIOO TO GRANT A HARDSHIP VARIANCE FBCM 
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Mr. and Mrs. Silverwood applied for a variance frcrn 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 frcrn 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 Reccrnmendation 

Based upon the summation, it is recormnended the Ccrnmission adopt the 
findings of the variance officer as the Ccrnmission'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 Ccrnmission alter the 
variance conditions to allow more than two residents to use the system. 
The Ccrnmission 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 !IKJl/ED by Ccrnmissioner Scrners, seconded by Ccrnmissioner Bishop, 
and carrrecf"°unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM J - CERI'IFICATION OF PLl\NS FOR SEWERAGE SYSTEMS AS AD:El;)UATE TO 
ALLEVIATE HEALTH HAZARD, ORS 222.898 - CERI'AIN TERRITORY 
CONTIGUOUS TO CITY OF TILLl\t<KJOK. 

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 plans and a time 
schedule for alleviation of the hazard and sul:mit them to the EQ:: for review 
and certification of adequacy. upon EQ:: 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 Reccrnmendation 

Based upon our findings in the summation, it is reccrnmended that the 
Ccrnmission approve the proposal of the City of Tillamook and certify 
said approval to the City. 

It was !IKJl/ED by Commissioner Scrners, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Reoommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM K - STA'IUS REPORI' ON PARI'ICLE DRYER CCMPLIAOCE WITH EMISSION 
LIMITS IN THE MEDFORD-ASHLAND AWJA. 
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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 
limi~s for hardboard manufacturing plants. 

The Department now considers it appropriate to inform the Canmission 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 canpliance schedule with the 
expectation that equipnent installation will be completed in the latter part 
of 1982, and compliance will be demonstrated by June 30, 1983, as required 
by the rule. F.quipnent fabrication is underway, and funding arrangements 
will be completed about July 15, 1982. 

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

This is an information Itein and no Commission action is necessary. 

The Canmission accepted the report and took no action. 

AGENDA ITEM L - INEDRMATIONl\L REPORT: ROCK MF.SA MININ:> CTAIMS 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 Canmission be brought up to 
date on the mining issues and pending legal action on the mining claims. 

In 1972 the Canmission adopted very strict rules to maintain environmental 
quality for wilderness areas. currently, no permit applications have been 
subnitted 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 Canmission concurred. 
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AGENDA ITEM M - PROPOSED AOOPI'ION OF GRAVEL-LESS DIS:EQSAL TRENCH 
ALTERNATIVE ON-SITE SYSTEMS RULES, OAR 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. D..Jring 
discussion, sane issues were raised with respect to a proposed new 
alternative called the gravel-less disposal trench system. The CO!lllilission 
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 recorrrnendation 
to the CO!lllilission at the April meeting. However, at the April meeting 
the Commission set over consideration of the proposed rule amendments until 
this meeting. 

Director's Recarmendation 

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

It was MOVED by CO!lllilissioner Saners, seconded by CO!lllilissioner Bishop, and 
carried unan:i.rrPusly that the Director's Recannendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM N - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENJ:MENl'S TO THE SPECIFIC AIR 
POLLITTION CONTROL RULES FOR BEN'I'Ct'I, LINN, MARION, POLK 
AND YAMHILL COUNI'IE.S, OAR 340-29-001 TO 340-29-010, TO 
REI'AIN THE ODOR, NUISANCE AND PARI'ICLE FALLOUT RULES AND 
TO REPFJ\L CERTAIN RULES CONSIDERED OBSOLEI'E 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 (OAR), 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 canplete this task. 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the CO!lllilission repeal 
Ol\R 340 Division 29 and replace it with the attached three state Ol\R's 
on odors, nuisance, and large particle fallout; and remove the present 
Division 29 fran the Oregon Clean Air State Implementation Plan. 

It was MOVED by CO!lllilissioner Saners, seconded by CO!lllilissioner Bishop, and 
carried unanim:iusly that the Director's Recannendation be approved. 
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AGENDA ITEM 0 - AOOPTION OF PROPOSED MJDIFICATIONS 'IO PRIMARY AilJMINUM 
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 

(e) 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 particulate 
emission limits for prebake facilities were increased by 0.5 lb/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 reccmnends that the o:xnmission adopt these rule 
modifications as now proposed. 

Director's Recarnnendation 

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 sul:mit the modified rule to EPA as amendment 
to the State Implementation Plan. 

It was M:JVED by Commissioner Saner's, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recarnnendation be approved. 

There being no further business 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. 

~7£ 
Commission Assistant 
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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 objectives 
of the afternoon session: 1) gain familiarization with staff proposals; 
2) revise staff proposals; and 3) discuss Commission-initiated legislative 
concepts. The afternoon agenda and the overall legislative preparation 
schedule were reviewed. Two issues were identified as likely to dominate 
the 1983 regular 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 outlining 
two different legislative strategies: 1) high profile-inrx>vative; and 
2) low profile-protective. In 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 become 
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 
disapproval for rx>ise fees, however, the Commission voiced support for 
the addition of one General Funded position to the Noise 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 voiced 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. Weathersbee 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 system 
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installers and pumpers; 2) require recording notice of unusual on-site 
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 progrfu~S. 

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 pollution 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 Facility 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 expansions of existing facilities from qualifying for 
air, water, or noise tax relief. Torn Donaca, representing the Association 
of Oregon Industries, argued 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 continued. Mike Downs committed 
to further developnent 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 resolution 
of these differences. 
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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. 

Re~: ~ubrnitted, 

~'":S2tl.t1r' 
Stan Biles 
Assistant to Director 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
aove:R!-IOR 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

Fran: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

May, 1982 Program Activity Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the May, 1982 Program Activity Report. 

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

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

The purposes of this report are: 

l) 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. 

M. Downs:k 
229-6485 
May 19, 1982 
Attachments 
MK616 (2) 

William H. Young 
Director 
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DEPAR'.lMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

AQ, WQ, SW Divisions Ma:i!:, 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans Plans Plans 
Received Approved Disapproved Plans 

Month FY Month FY Month FY Pending 

Air 
Direct Sources 5 70 7 90 0 0 26 
Small Gasoline 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Storage Tanks 
Vapor Controls 

TOTAL 5 70 7 90 0 0 26 

Water 
Municipal 16 241 7 204 0 0 31 

Industrial 6 51 3 50 0 0 16 
TOTAL 22 292 10 254 0 0 47 

Solid Waste 
Gen. Refuse 3 37 2 32 0 1 13 
Demolition 0 7 0 7 0 0 3 
Industrial 2 6 1 12 0 1 4 
Sludge 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 
TOTAL 5 53 3 54 0 2 20 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 32 415 20 398 0 2 93 

MAR. 2 (l/82) MK1039 
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"' I 

COUNTY NUMBER 

DEPl\RTMl'::JT 0!' ENVTRf!tlMEtCT/\L (•\ll<LIT.i 

f,lF (lUt\LITY D1VISION 

SOURCE 

MONTHLY l\CTIVJTY Rf'.:PORT 

DIRECT S0\1RC'ES 

PL1\N J\('TJONS CQMrLETED 

?ROCESS DESCRIPTION 
D/\TE OF 

/\CT ION ACTION 

....... - ............... -........... -.......... - ........... -........ -............. --.............. . 
CLACKAMAS 623 Orl.EGON PORTLt.NO CEMENT EXTEND KIL!~ 4 ST~CK SD.Fi. 05/24/82 APPROVED 
JACKSOt-1 718 EARNEST ORCHARDS 0 PAC j( OVERTREE SPRINKLER STSTEM 05/11/82 APPROVED 
M~LHEUR 78 7 ONTARIO RENDERING co EXIST. WATER SCRUBBER !NSTAL 04/26/82 APPROVED 
MULTMOMAH 809 --- --- - ESCO CORPORATION PLANT. ADOTL HOODING_& CONT. SYS ___ 05/04/82.APPROVED 
JACKSON 823 BOISE CASCADE CORP REPL EXIST MECH CONVEY SYS 05/14/82 APPROVED 
LINN E24 'il'ILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES RECIRCULATION CHAMBER 05/07/82 APPROVED 
PORT.SOURCE 826 WESTERN SURFACING,. INC. _SPRAY CHMBR,. CYC .. WASH & FAN 04/26!82 APPROVED 

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 7 

·------- -----· --·--------------···--·-----



I 
w 
I 

DErl\RTMF.NT Of ~:NVIROJ~MF.NTAL QU!1LITY 

AIR QUJ"\.l.ITY DIVISION 

MONTHLY l\CTIVI'I'Y RF:PORT 

DIRECT SOURCES 

Pl.tlN ACTIONS P~:NOIN\, 

COUNTY NUMBER SOURCE PROCESS DSSCRii'TiOC< DATE 51'!'1.TUS ASSIGNED 

......................................................................... " ............................. . 
JACKSOti 
JACKSON 
MULTNOMAH 
'WASHINGTON .. 
LANE 
MULTNO .. "!AH 
CLACKAMAS 
JACKSON 
MULTNOMAH 
CLACKAMAS 

icLACKAMAS 
:MULTNOMAH 
iJACKSON 
!CLACKAMAS 
i LANE 
:MUL TNOr.AH 
jMUL TNOMAH 
! LANE 
iL INN. _ 
jUMATILLA 
iLAN E 

r~~~~SOP 
iMULTNOMAK 
!MULTNOMAH 
IUMATIL~A 

596 
593 

CHEVRON USA I!4C. BULK PLANT voe CONTROL 04/30/79 
TEXACO INC. OULK PLANT voe CONTROL 05/02/79 

598 POWELL DISTRIBUTING co. BULK PLANT voe CONTROL 05/0~/79 

S34 _______ .. VALLEY PETROLEUM INC VAPOR RETURN ____ -~-12/12/79 

635 TREE PRODU(TS HARD~OODS W~LLONS BOILER, NC Bl LRAPA 06/13/80 
715 CARSON OIL CO. VAPOR RECOVERY SYSTEM 07128180 
655 CLACKAMAS COUNTY GRANGE 9ULK PLNT & SERVICE STATION. 08129/80 
660 ~NERGY COJPERATION INC EXP ALCOHOL FUEL PLANT 09/16/80 
687 CONTINENTAL LIME INC STORAGE/TRANSFER FACILITY 10/27/80 
Z.29 ______ .CLACKAMAS COUNTY_,GRANGE ___ voe VAPOR"RECOVERY~SYSTEM.~ __ 02/05/31 
754 GLOBE UMION-CAN9Y DUCTING FOR VENT OF STACXERS 05/11/81 
752 ESCO CORPORATION PLANT 3 BAGHOUSE INSTALLATION 05/11/81 
776 KOGAP MANUFACTURiNG BURLEY SCRUBBER _ 07/16/81 
805 OREGON PORTLAND CE~ENT CLINKER UNLOAD FACILITY 11/25181 
808 WEYERHAEUSER CO. PPR9RO M OPACITY MONITORS 12/1G/81 
810 PRECISION CAST PARTS FOUNDRY EXPANSION 01/08/82 
s16-~--coNTINENrAL cAN co us·A-----·\.l.\sTE sOLvENT FL.1.S .. H .. VAP'ORIZE-021221a2 
820 
822 
321 
a25 
8 27 
828 
831 
830 
829 

YEYERH~EUSER CO. PPRBRD M 2ND STAGE BLOW HEAT CONDENSR 
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ELECTROSTATIC PRECIPITATOR 
TRUMBULL oqcHARDS 
~ESTRIDGE PLYWOOD CO 
KINGSFORD. COR~ORATIO~ 
CROWN ZELLERBACH COMPANY 
ESCO CORPORATION PLAN! 3 

WIND MACHINE 
WET SCRUSBER FOR VENEER DRY 

.. ROTARY DRYER_ 
BAGHOUSE !NSTAL 
SAND RECL DUST COLL UPGRADE 

WESTERN PACIFIC CNST MTLS REPLACE CONE & ROLL CRUSHERS 
BOISE CASCADE BULK LOADOUT W/BAGHOUSE 

03/16/82 
03/16/82 
03117/82 
04/01/82 
04127/82 
04128182 
04/28182 
05106182 
05/17/82 

~ .. T. o_I AL_ NUMBER __ Q u I c r: ·-LOOK_ REPORT_ LINE s __ --- --
! 

26 

RECEIVEO PO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED 
RECEIVED 
RECEIVED 

PO 
PO 
PO 

ROST AD INFO RO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 

ROST AD INFO RO 
RECEIVED R.O 
RECEIVED RO 
~ECEIVED RO. 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEIVED PO 
RECEiyED PO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 
RECEIVED RO 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI'l'Y 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division May, 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

Direct Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Indirect Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

Number of 
Pending Permits 

12 
4 
4 
3 
1 

23 
32 
17 
21 

117 

MAR.5 (8/79) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits --- ---

3 31 3 23 17 
0 15 l 14 15 

10 108 3 85 . 74 
1 20 1 35 11 

14 174 8 157 117 1877 1909 

2 
0 
0 
0 
2 

16 

12 1 11 4 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
3 0 3 0 

15 1 14 4 201 205 

189 9 171 121 2078 

Comments 

To be drafted by Northwest Region 
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region 
To be drafted by Southwest Region 
To be drafted by Central Region 
To be drafted by Eastern Region 
To be drafted by Program Planning Division 
To be drafted by Program Operations 
Awaiting Public Notice 
Awaiting the end of the 30-day period 
TOTAL 

2114 

AA2198 (1) 
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DEPARTMEN'l' OF ENVIRONMEN'l'AL QUALI'fY 

* 
• 
* 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 
Indirect Source 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 

* 
Marion 

* 
Village East Shopping Center 5/14/82 

995 Spaces 
File No. 24-8203 

• 

MAR.6 (5/79) AA2199 ( 1) 
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May, 1982 
(Mon th and Year) 

Action 

Final 
Permit 
Issued 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF E!TVIRONMENTAL 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. 

APPL SUB - PP & DA - Application Submitted to Program Planning and Development for Permit Drafting. 

PMT DRFTD - NPN - Permit Drafted - waiting for Next Public Notice Issue. 

PUB NOT ISSUED - Proposed Permit on Public Notice and Applicant Review. 

TYPE OF APPLICATION ABBREVIATIONS 

1 EXT - Existing Source .._, 
I 

NEW - New Source 

RNW - Renewal Source 

MOD - Modified Source 

TITLE DEFINITION 

PSEL - Plant Site Emission Limit 

Y - Yes 

Blank - No 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

May, 1982 
(Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING 

* County * Name of Source/Project * Date of * Date of * 
* * /Site and Type of Sarne * Initial * Completed * 
* * * Action * Action * 
* * 

Indirect Sources 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

MAR. 7 (5/79) 

Douglas McKay High 
School, 342 Spaces 
File No. 24-8001 

Columbia Square 
Off ice Complex 
240 Spaces 
File No. 26-7018 

Sunset Highway -
Vista Ridge Tunnel 
to Sylvan Intch. 

Grace Community 
598 Spaces 
File No. 34-8205 

AA2000 (1) 

* * • 

01/01/78 

09/07 /77 

05/21/82 

05/27/82 
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Type 
of Action 
and Status 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Additional 
Information 
Requested 

Application 
Received 

Application 
Received 

* 
* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

May, 1982 

* County 
* 
* 

(Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 10 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Action 

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES (7) 
Deschutes 

Wasco 

Douglas 

Burton's Inn & Motel 4-29-82 

Rajneesh 5-7-82 

Woodcrest, 1st Addition 5-10-82 
Tri-City Sanitary District 

P.A. 

P.A. 

P.A. 

* 
* * 

Tillamook Beaver Grocery & Deli 5-12-82 
Beaver 

Handwritten comments 
to Tillamook Co. 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Deschutes 

Canby Phase I 5-24-82 
STP Expansion 

Woahink Mobile Home Resort 5-25-82 
Large On-Site Sewage System 
Florence 

Sunriver 6-1-82 
WTP Expansion 

MAR.3 (5/79) WG1239 
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P.A. 

P.A. 

P.A. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division May. 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County 
* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 10 

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

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES 3 

Umatilla 

Polk 

Washington 

MAR.3 ( 5/79) 

Pendleton Grain Growers 
Pesticide Waste Water 

Evaporation Pond 

5-12-82 

Randolph Smith 5-18-82 
Manure Control System 

Tektronix, Forest Grove 6-4-82 
Metals Pretreatment System 

WG1255 
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Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Heter Quality ~ivisi2n May, 12a' 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

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

1:!2nth fis,Yr, !:!on th F;i;i,Yr. P1:n!:!ing Pgrmit§ Pgrmitii 
II !** * I** * !** * I** * I** * !** * !** 

1:!1mici11al 

New 1 /2 2 /17 0 /1 4 /13 1 /12 

Existing 0 10 0 /0 0 /0 0 10 0 10 

Renewals 7 /2 59 /23 2 /2 44 /19 34 /6 

Modifications 0 /1 3 /1 0 /1 7 /2 1 /0 

Total 8 /5 64 /41 2 /4 55 /34 36 /18 238/107 239/119 

Ingy§triel 

New 1 /1 6 17 0 10 5 /16 3 /14 

Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 10 0 /1 

Renewals 3 /2 59 /26 4 /2 31 /23 40 /18 

Modifications 1 /0 15 /0 1 10 16 /2 2 10 

Total 5 /3 80 /33 5 /2 52 /41 45 /33 369/177 372/192 

AgricuH11rel (Hatcherig;i, Dairie;i, gj;g.) 

New 0 /0 1 10 0 /0 0 10 10 

Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 10 0 /0 

Renewals 0 /0 1 /0 0 10 2 /0 0 /0 

Modifications 0 /0 0 10 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 

Total 0 /0 2 10 0 10 2 /0 1 10 53 /19 54 /19 

GRAND TOTALS 13 /8 146/74 7 /6 109175 82 /51 660/303 665/330 

* NPDES Permits 

** State Permits 

15 General Permits Issued - May 1982. 
238 General Permits Issued - Fiscal Year. 

MAR.5W (8179) WG1215 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 
* 
* 

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

MUNICIPAL AND IfillU~TRIAL ~QURCES - NP~ES 

Linn Halsey Pulp Co. 

Jackson City cf Medford 
STP 

Clackamas Government Camp S.D. 
STP 

Lane International Paper 
Vaughn Branch 

Josephine George & Harvey Smith 
Placer Mine 

Multnomah Texaco, Inc. 
Portland Terminal 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

PEl!MII~ (6) 

5-3-82 

5-20-82 

5-20-82 

5-20-82 

5-20-82 

5-20-82 

May. 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

MUNICIPAL AN~ INDUSTRIAL SQUl!CES - ~TAIE PERMIT~ ( 5) 

Lane Westridge Plywood 5-3-82 Permit Renewed 
Westfir 

Wasco Rajneesh Neo Sannyas 5-3-82 Permit Issued 
International Commune, STP 
Antelope Area 

Yamhill Knudsen - Erath Winery 5-20-82 Permit Renewed 

Coos Ore. Dept. of Trans. 5-20-82 Permit Renewed 
Parks & Rec. Div. 
Bullards Beach State Park, STP 

Washington Laurel wood Adventist Academy 5-20-82 Permit Renewed 
STP 

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSIRIAL SOURCES - MODIEICATION~ (2) 

Wasco Sportsman's Park #3 and i/4 4-28-82 Addendum #1 
Tygh Valley 

Linn Champion International 4-30-82 Changed Sch. B, 
Lebanon 1 a Condition 1 

Letter 

MAR.6 (5/79) WG1209 
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by 

* * 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Hater Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 
* 
* 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

May, 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES -GENERAL PERMITS (15) 

Cooling Hater Permit 0100-J. File 32539 (6) 

Linn Harold Berra 
Albany 

Hood River Stadelman Fruit, Inc. 
Hood River 

Marion 

Benton 

Clackamas 

LQg Pond 

Lane 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Josephine 

Por:table 

Homedale 
Idaho 

Green Veneer, Inc. 
Mill City 

Greg Merten 
Corvallis 

Crown Zellerbach 
Estacada 

P§r:mu Q4QQ-J, File 3~54!1 ( 4) 

Seneca Sawmill 
Eugene 

Green Veneer, Inc. 
Mill City 

Crown Zellerbach 
Estacada 

Southern Oregon Plywood 
Grants Pass 

Sugt~on Dr:edges Permit OZQQ-J, 

Ellis Matherly 
(Operates in Owyhee River) 

4-29-82 

4-30-82 

5-19-82 

5-21-82 

5-26-82 

5-18-82 

5-19-82 

5-21-82 

5-26-82 

File 3!1547 

4-30-82 

SeafQQd Pr:Qcessing Permit Q9QO-J. File 32585 (3) 

Coos 

Coos 

Oregon Aqua Foods, Inc. 
Coos Bay 

Anadromous Inc, 
Coos Bay Operations 

MAR.6 (5/79) WG1209 
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4-30-82 

5-18-82 

Issued General 
Permit 

Issued General 
Permits for Odel 
and Hood River 
Plants 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Issued General 
Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

( 1 ) 

Issued General 
Permit 

Issued General 
Permit 

Issued General 
Permit 

II 
If 

* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 
* * 

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

11 Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

May. 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

Seafood Processing Permit 0900-J. File 32585 Cont'd. 

Douglas Reedsport Seafood, Inc. 
Reedsport 

Gravel Mining Permit 1000. File 32565 (1) 

Columbia Scappoose Sand & Gravel 
Scappoose 

MAR.6 (5/79) WG1209 
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5-21-82 

5-10-82 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Issued General 
Permit 

* * 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

~Solid Waste DivisiQn May: 19~~ 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

General Refuse 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Industrial 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Sludge DisQosal 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

!Jazardous Waste 
New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

SC513.A 
MAR.5S (4/79) 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Month FY 

2 21 
1 3 
1 84 

11 
4 119 

4 
2 
5 
2 

13 

19 
7 

41 
4 

2 71 

5 

6 
1 

12 

53 810 

53 810 

59 1025 

Permit 
Actions Permit Sites 
Completed Actions Under 

Month FY Pending Permits 

1 13 5 
5 1 

4 77 12 
1 25 
6 120 18 167 

1 9 1 

7 
4 

1 20 22 

3 20 3 

5 52 8 
5 

8 77 11 104 

6 
1 
5 
2 

14 15 

53 810 

53 810 1 

68 1041 31 309 

-18-

Sites 
Reqr•g 
Permits 

167 

22 

104 

15 

1 

309 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

* County 

* 
* 
Tillamook 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Malheur 

Baker 

Deschutes 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Josephine 

Linn 

Multnomah 

Lane 

SC513.D 
MAR.6 (5/79) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 
* 
L & H Dairy 
New Wood Waste Site 

Publishers Paper 
Molalla Pit 
Existing Site 

C & D Lumber 
Existing Site 

Adrian Landfill 
Existing Site 

Unity Landfill 
New Site 

Negus Landfill 
Existing Site 

P & M Lumber Co. 
New Site 

Medford Corp. 
Existing Site 

s. Stage Landfill 
Existing Site 

Mark Axtell 
New Demolition Waste Site 

Ron Norris 
New Wood Waste Site 

ESCO Corp. 
Existing Site 

Westfir Land Co. 
Existing Wood Waste Site 

-19-

* Date of 
* Action 

* 
5/14/82 

5/17 /82 

5/17 /82 

5/17 /82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/19/82 

5/20/82 

May 1982 
(Month and Year) 

* Action * 
* * 
* * 

Letter Authorization 
Issued 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Issued 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Issued 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 



* County 

* 
* 
Wasco 

Lincoln 

SC513.D 
MAR.6 ( 5/79) 

* Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action * 
* /Site and Type of Same * Action * * 
* * * * 
N. Wasco Landfill 5/20/82 Permit Amended 
Existing Site 

Agate Beach Landfill 5/24/82 Permit Renewed 
Existing Site 

-20-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division May 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS 

CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS. INC., GILLIAM CO. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

* * * Date * * 
* 
* 

* Quantity 
Type Source * Present * Future 

* * * * 
DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (53) 

OREGON ( 17) 

5/3 

5/4 

5/6 

5/10 

5/10 

5/14 

5/26 

5/26 

5/26 

5/27 

5/27 

5/27 

5/27 

5/27 

PCB transformers 

Mixed insecticide 

Cadmium-contaminated 
soil and debris 

Mixed ink solvent 

PCB coupling device 

8% caustic solution 

PCB transformers 

Contaminated 
transformers 

PCB-contaminated 
solids 

Govt. facil. 6 units 

Pest. formul. 0 

Aerospace co. 300 cu.ft, 

Printing ind, 2200 lb. 

Elec. utility 0 

Galvanizing 5000 gal. 

Paper co. 0 

Paper co. 0 

Paper co. 0 

PCB oil Indus. park 0 

PCB-contaminated oil Indus. park 0 

Contaminated waste oil Indus. park 0 

Heavy metals-contami- Electronic co. 0 
nated filter cartridges 

Methylene chloride Electronic co. 0 

SC513.E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

-21-

0 

5000 lb. 

0 

2200 lb. 

30 units 

5000 gal. 

2800 gal. 

130 gal. 

7 drums 

3 drums 

11 drums 

18 drums 

4 drums 

12 drums 

* 
* 
* 



* * * Date * * 
* 
* 

* Quantity 
Type Source * Present * Future 

* * * * 
5/27 

6/1 

6/ 1 

Solder stripping 
solution with lead, 
tin & fluorides 

PCB capacitors 

PCB-contaminated 
materials 

Electronic co. 0 

Smelting co. 0 

Smelting co. 0 

WASHINGTON ( 23) 

5/3 

5/6 

5/6 

5/10 

5/10 

5/10 

5/10 

5/18 

5/18 

5/18 

5/18 

5/18 

5/18 

5/11 

5/18 

Calcium fluoride salt Resrch. facil. 0 

Old paint and thinner Paint manuf. 150 gal. 

Cleaning liquid - Paper co. 0 
20% NaOH, 8% TCP, water 

PCB transformers/capa- Elec. utility 0 
citors 

PCB liquid 

Noxtane 55-1, PCP 

PCB-contaminated 
solids 

Steel mill 2 drums 

Wood treat. 0 

Paper co. 0 

Acid copper plating Electronic co. 0 
dragout 

Tin/lead plating Electronic co. 0 
dragout 

Cuposit stripping Electronic co. 0 
solution (80-90% HN03) 

Copper plating dragout Electronic co. 0 

Spent copper etch 
solution 

Copper sulfate 
crystals 

Paints, solvents, 
oils, etc. 

Electronic co. 0 

Electronic co. o 

Warehouse 
fire 

645 drums 

Pickling acid solution Acid pickling 0 

SC513.E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 
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6 drums 

50 cu.ft. 

1 drum 

2000 tons 

300 gal. 

15,900 gal. 

16 units 

4 drums 

3800 gal. 

9 drums 

550 gal. 

250 gal. 

550 gal. 

550 gal. 

50 drums 

10 drums 

0 

70 ,ooo gal. 

* 
* 
* 



* * * Date * Type 
* 
* 
* 

* Quantity 
Source * Present * Future 

* * * * 
5/25 

5/25 

5/25 

5/25 

5/25 

5/26 

6/1 

6/4 

PCB transformers Elec. utility 0 750 cu.ft. 

PCB capacitors Elec. utility O 1000 cu.ft. 

PCB capacitors Al. smelting 440 cu.ft. 220 cu. ft. 

Weed killer (Chem-Hoe) Pest. formul. 0 630 gal. 

Belt press sludge Waste 0 300 tons 
(mostly lime, oil & treatment 
grease) 

Cyanide plating cake Aerospace 20 drums 50 drums 

Various previously 
authorized wastes such 
as alkaline cleaner, 
coal tar, etc. 

(This request was submitted only 
to reflect the change in the 
disposal procedures) 

Various pesticides Resrch. facil. 0 8 drums 

OTHER STATES (13) 

5/6 

5/6 

5/6 

5/6 

5/10 

5/10 

5/4 

5/13 

PCB transformers (ID) 

Cadmium-contaminated 
material/mercury-conta
minated sludge (ID) 

Pelletized vanadium 
pentoxide (ID) 

Heat exchangers conta-
minated with mercury 
(ID) 

PCB transformers 

PCB materials 

25% caustic sln. 

Mixed pesticides 
(Alberta) 

(ID) 

(B.C.) 

Smelting co. 25, 000 gal. o 

Smelting co. 3000 tons 0 

Smelting co. 300 tons 0 

Smelting co. 200 tons 0 

Elec. utility 0 15 units 

Elec. utility 0 20 drums 

Transpor. co. 1500 gal. 5400 gal. 

Govt. agency 15 drums 15 drums 

5/13 Electroplating 
chemicals (B.C.) 

Electronic co. 66 drums 10 ,000 gal. 

6/1 Phenolic resin sludge Resin plant 
(B.C.) 

SC513.E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

-23-

90 drums 400 drums 

* 
!I 

* 



* * 
*Date II Type 

* * 
6/1 Paint sludge ( B. C.) 

6/1 Paint sludge ( B. C.) 

6/4 Ink sludge (B.C.) 

SC513 .E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

* 
* Source 
* 
Auto shop 

Auto painting 

Printing co. 

-24-

* Quantity * 
* Present * Future * 
* * * 

240 gal. 6 drums 

240 gal. 200 gal. 

108 cu.ft. 648 cu.ft. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise ~ontrol Program 
(Reporting Unit) 

SUMMARY OF 

New Actions 
Initiated 

Source 
Category Mo FY 

Industrial/ 1 37 

Conunercial 

Airports 0 0 

Total 1 37 

NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS 

Final Actions 
Completed 

Mo FY 

2 15 

1 12 

3 27 

-25-

Ma 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Actions 
Pending 

Mo Last Mo 

99 100 

1 1 

100 101 



DEPAR'rMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Control Program_ 
(Reporting Unit) 

* 
County * 

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source and Location 
* 
* Date -----

DESCHUTES 

CLACKAMAS 

MULTNOMAH 

THE CITADEL AIRPORT 

GAGE INDUSTRIES 

KOLDKIST-BEVERAGE ICE COMPANY 

-26-

05/82 

05/82 

05/82 

May, 1982 ----
(Month and Year) 

* ,, Action 

BOUNDARY 
APPROVED 

IN COMPLIANCE 

IN COMPLIANCE 



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1982 

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF MAY, 1982: 

Name and Location 
of Violation 

Bowers Excavating and 
Fencing, Inc. 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

Michael & Susan Collatt 
dba/Dexter Septic
Rooter Service 

Coos Bay, Oregon 

Wilhelm Truck Leasing, 
Co. 

Portland, Oregon 

Dexter Fairbank III 
Portland, Oregon 

William Kinnear dba/ 
Kinnear Specialties 
Co. and Jack Gordon 

Portland, Oregon 

GB1033 

Case No. & Type 
of Violation Date Issued Amount Status 

SW-CR-82-34 5-4-82 $1,000 Filed hearing 
Used sewage pumping 
equipment to pump 
chemical wastes; 
disposal of such at 
unauthorized site. 

WQ-SWR-82-36 5-13-82 
Employee pumped 
holding tank wastes 
into public waters. 

AQOB-NWR-82-43 5-13-82 
Open burned demoli-
tion (land cleanup) 
waste. 

AQOB-NWR-82-46 5-26-82 
Open burned demoli-
tion (cardboard and 
lumber scraps) waste 
at home remodeling 
project. 

AQOB-NWR-82-48 5-26-82 
Open burned demolition 
(land cleanup) waste. 

=27-

request and 
answer on 
5-24-82. 

$ 500 Paid on 5-24-82. 

$ 50 Paid on 6-1-82. 

$ 50 Awaiting response 
to notice. 

$ 50 Awaiting response 
to notice. 



LAST 
ACTIONS MON'I'H PRESENT 

Preliminary Issues 
Discovery 
Settlement Action 
Hearing to be scheduled 
Hearing scheduled 
HO's Decision Due 
Briefing 
Inactive 

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer. 

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal 
Appealed to EQC 
EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 
Court Review Option Pending or •raken 
Case Closed 

TOTAL Cases 

3 2 
0 0 
0 0 
7 4 
3 2 
2 2 
0 1 
2 2 

17 13 

3 l 
l 1 
0 0 
0 0 

5 5 

26 20 

15-AQ-NWR-76-178 15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air 
Quality Di vision violation in Northwest Region 
jurisdiction in 1976; l 78th enforcement action in 
Northwest Region in 1976. 

ACDP 
AQ 
DEC Date 

$ 
ER 
Fld Brn 
RLH 
Hrngs 
Hrng Rfrl 

VAK 
LMS 
MWR 
NP 
NPDES 

NWR 
FWO 
ass 
p 

Prtys 
Rem Order 
Resp Code 
SW 
SWR 
T 
Transcr 
Underlini1"!9 

WVR 
WQ 

CON'rES. B ( 2) 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Air Quality 
Date of either a proposed decision of hearings 
officer or a decision by Commission 
Civil Penalty Amount 
Eastern Region 
Field Burning incident 
Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General 
Hearings Section 
Date when Enforcement Section requests Hearing 
Section schedule a hearing 
Van Kollias, Enforcement Section 
Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section 
Midwest Region (now WVR) 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
wastewater discharge permit. 
Northwest Region 
Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General 
On-Site Sewage 
Litigation over permit or its conditions 
All parties involved 
Remedial Action Order 
Source of next expected activity in case 
Solid Waste Division 
Southwest Region 
Litigation over tax credit matter 
Transcript being made of case 
New status or new case si nee last month's contested 
case log 
Willamette Valley Region 
Water Quality Division 

-28-



May 1982 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

Pet/Resp Hrng Brng DEQ Brng Resp Case Case 
Name Rqst Rfrrl Atty Date Code 'I"fpe & No, Status 

POWELL, Ronald 11/77 11/77 RLH 01/23/80 Prtys $10,000 Fld Brn Stipulated settlement 
12-AQ-MWR-77-241 12roposal to be drafted 

for presentation to 

~ 

WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 16-P-WQ-WVR-78-2849-J current permit.in 
NPDES Permit force. Bearing 
Modification deferred. 

Wl\H CHANG 04/78 04/70 RLH Prtys 00-P-WQ-WVR-70-2012-J current permit in 
NPDES Permit force. Hearing 
Modification deferred. 

M/V TOYOTA MARU 12/10/79 12/12/79 RLH Hr gs 17-WQ-NWR-79-127 Ruling due on requests 
No. 10 Oil Spill Civil Penalty for partial s\Bllmary 

of $5,000 judgment. 

f:.ANB-RE€fn\M1'.~i8N7 ii!fii!f::r-9 li!fi'4f9-9 PW9 esfi6fae Ree['! l9-P-6i'i'-3i!9-NWR-~9 Ne-£1!-!'-Efte£-a!!ea'1-~a*en, 
fHS,..7-e~-e,l Pe:Es4:•-eeMal 

MEB!?8RB ai!fi!5fee ai!fi!9fee e5fi6fee .... &!t-AQ-BWR-Se-Reqttes~ Hea:Eift~-Qiiiee:E~e-e:Edef 

eeRPeRA'HeN !e:E-Beeia:Ea~ery-Rtt!ift~ ef-64emiee1".-ieel!e4 
4f;!,5f8i! .... 

H8RRi:S7-Re&tt't iif.J.efee -iif'i-4fee ... Prtys 31-ss-ea-aa Hea:Eift~-Qiiiee:E~e-e:Ede:E 

Pe:Emit-reveeatiet'I e£-6iemieea},-iesQeQ 
-4fi9r'8i! .... 

HAYWORTH, John W. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 04/28/01 Hrgs 33-AQ-WVR-00-187 Decision due. 
dba/HAYWORTB FARMS Field burning civil 
INC. penalty of $4,660 

HQPPER..,-HaEelti ±i!f99f8G ii!f 99f89 """ Reep 3-6-SS-NWR-9-0-i-9"1 &i8mis8ed-bz-8ti2ttlatee 
Pe:Emi•-:Eeveeatieri. erde~-Ma?-i~7-i98~. 

SBRb7-JaJ11.es-ff77 ei!f'e9f.£H. ei!fii!f ai P~~ys a!1-SB-€R-al Hea:E~ft~-Q£€~ee£is-eE6eE 
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PULLEN, Arthur W. 07/15/81 07 /15/81 RLH Hr gs 16-WQ-CR-81-60 TO be scheduled. 
dba/Lakes Mobile 
Home Park 

WES!FERN-BYRFASiNG.., G9fG9f8± '99fG9fa± .... G6fi!i!T8i! ...,.. 18-AQ-NWR-Si-~9 f'e-naitz-mitisated-bt 
iN€ .... sti~iatio-n-te-~see. 

€-Ase-eies-ed7 

FRANK, Victor 09/23/81 09/23/81 LMS 06/08/82 Prtys 19-AQ-FB-81-05 Post heari!!;I arsument 
FB civil penalty scheduled 6/29/82. 
of $1,000 

GREEN, Douglas 09/28/81 10/07/81 LMS 04/13/82 Hr gs 20-AQ-FB-81-03 Decision drafted. 
FB Civil Penalty 
of $1,000 

GATES, Clifford 10/06/81 LMS Hr gs 21-SS-SWR-81-90 To be scheduled, 
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"'=..., 
SPERLING, Wendell 11/25/81 11/25/81 !!!§. Hr gs 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-01-17 To be scheduled, 
FB Civil Penalty 
of $3,000. 

NOFZIGER, Leo 12/15/81 01/06/82 LMS 06/29L02 Prtys 26-AQ-FB-01-18 Heari!!l scheduled. 
FB Civil Penalty 
of $1,500. 

OLD MILL MARINA 03/04/82 LMS Hr gs 27-AQOB-NWR-82-01 TO be scheduled, 
Open Burning Civil 
Penalty 

PULLEN, Arthur 03/16/82 RLH Prtys 28-WQ-CR-82-16 Preliminary issues. 

ANDERSON. Douglas 04/03/82 VAK 06/24/82 Prtys 29-AQOB-NWR-82-23 Hear ins scheduled. 

'•r 

-29- (>i 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOO 

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

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Corrunission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recorrunended the Corrunission take .the following actions: 

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to: 

Appl. 
No. 

T-1232 
T-1489 
T-1502 
T-1505 
T-1513 
T-1515 
T-1517 
T-1518 
T-1519 
T-1521 
T-1527 
T-1535 
T-1536 
T-1538 

Applicant 

Hearin Forest Products·, Inc. 
Roseburg Paving, Inc. 
Premier Manufacturing Co. 
ESCO Corporation 
International Paper Co. 
Reynolds Metals co. 
Gilsonite, Inc. 
International Paper Co. 
Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
International Paper Co. 
Weyerhaeuser Company 
U & R Express, Inc. 
Mike's Exxon Products, Inc. 
Olumpic Pipe Line Company 

Facility 

Asphalt paving 
Venturi wet scrubber 
Bag filter dust collection system 
Bag house 
Suspended solids removal system 
Baghouse 
Baghouse 
Asphalt pad and curbing 
Baghouse 
Electrostatic precipitator 
Black liquor surge tank liner 
Runoff separation system 
Vapor recovery system 
Floating roofs to control vapor loss 

2. Deny Pollution Control Facility Certificates to Time Oil Company, applications 
T-1142 and T-1172 (see attached review reports). This item was postponed 
from the last meeting. 

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 737 issued to Weyerhaeuser 
Company and 1214 issued to Tektronix, because the certified facilities 
are no longer in service (see attached review reports). 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
6/24/82 

Attachments 

William H. Young 



PROPOSED JULY 1982 TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid/Hazardous Waste 
Noise 

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid/Hazardous Waste 
Noise 

$ 2,363,240 
27,598 

572,636 
-0-

$ 2,963,474 

$ 5,843,331 
42,850,695 

85,685 
40,216 

$49,019,927 



Application No. T-1232 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Hearin Forest Products, Inc. 
P.O. Box 25387 
Portland, OR 97225 

The applicant owns and operates a kiln and planing mill at 3290 West 
First Street, Eugene, Oregon. 

Application was made for tax credit for an ~ir pollution control 
facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of 26,000 square 
feet of asphalt paving. 

Plans and specifications were reviewed and approved by Lane Regional 
Air Pollution Authority. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
May 24, 1979 and approved on October 9, 1979. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on June 5, 1979, 
completed on July 3, 1979, and the facility was placed into operation 
on July 3, 1979. 

Facility Cost: $33,870.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has paved approximately 26,000 square feet of the plant 
grounds at this planing mill and kiln. An inspection by Lane Regional 
Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) revealed that the areas paved are 
those used exclusively by lumber moving equipment. The entire area is 
eligible for tax credit consideration in accordance with the paving 
project guidelines; the facility is located in a particulate AQMA 
which has a dust control element in the EQC approved attainment 
strategy and the area paved is heavily travelled. 

Prior to paving, these areas were sources of fugitive dust emissions 
from this and other plants. LRAPA has indicated that a substantial 
reduction of fugitive emissions has resulted from the project and that 
they support the 50% tax benefit requested by the applicant. 
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Economic benefits estimated by Hearin Forest Products include reduced 
equipment maintenance, elimination of the oiling and smoothing which 
costs $900.00 annually. Since the benefits estimated by the company 
are $2,000 less than the annual cost to maintain the paving, there is 
no return on investment in the paving. Therefore, since the claimed 
50% is within the guidelines.on cost allocation, 40% or more but less 
than 60% of the facility cost is allocable to polluton control. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 40% or more but less than 60%. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Polluti.on Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $33,870.00 
with 40% or more but less than 60% allocated to pollution control, be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1232. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 10, 1982 
AA2211 (1) 



Application No. T-1489 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Roseburg Paving Inc. 
P.O. Box 1427 
Roseburg, OR 97470 

The applicant owns and operates an asphalt paving plant at Roseburg, 
Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a Venturi type wet 
scrubber on a new asphalt paving plant which replaced an old plant. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
March 9, 1979, and approved on March 30, 1979. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in May 1979, 
completed in June 1979, and the facility was placed into operation in 
June 1979. 

Facility Cost: $84,884 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3, Evaluation of Application 

The applicant installed a new asphaltic concrete plant to replace an 
old plant. The emissions are controlled by a commercially made 
Venturi wet scrubber which passed a source test to verify compliance 
with the New Source Performance Standard for asphalt plants. 

The cost of the control system is: 

Model VS40 Venturi system 
with pump 

Electrical equipment 
Knock-out box - additional cost to 

accommodate the pollution control 
equipment 

Freight 
Installation 

Total 

$66,211 

6,500 

5,500 
3,227 
3.446 

$84,884 
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Since this equipment serves no other purpose than pollution control, 80 
percent or more of the cost is allocated to pollution control. 

The application was received on January 21, 1982, additional information 
was received on June 14, 1982, and the application was considered complete 
on June 14, 1982. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 80 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 $84,884 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1489. 

F. A. Skirvin:b 
(503) 229-6414 
June 18, 1982 
AB1070 



Application No. T-1502 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Premier Manufacturing Co. 
William Blacklaw - President 
4434 S.E. 25th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97202 

The applicant owns and operates a truck/trailer coupling equipment 
manufacturing plant at 4434 S.E. 25th Ave., Portland, OR. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a bag filter 
dust collection system. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
November 10, 1981, and approved on January 11, 1982. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on January 13, 
1982, completed on January 15, 1982, and the facility was placed into 
operation on January 15, 1982. 

Facility Cost: $13,593.95. (Copies of invoices, cancelled checks, 
etc., were provided). 

3. Eyaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a C.P. Inc. pulse jet baghouse replacing a 
cyclone to control smoke and fine particulate emissions from various 
grinding operations. The facility which was not required by the 
Department was installed to reduce complaints received by Premier 
Manufacturing Company, to prevent deposition of the fine 
particulate material on employees• vehicles and to reduce opacity 
below violation levels. 

The installation has been inspected by the Department and has been 
found to be operating in compliance with Department regulations. In 
addition, no further complaints have been received by the company. 
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All material collected by the facility is disposed of at a landfill. 
Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the facility and in 
accordance with the guidelines on cost alloation, 80% or more of the 
facility cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468.175 1 regarding preliminary certification. 

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommeru!ation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $13,593.95 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1502. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
( 503) 229-6414 
June 17, 1982 
AA2234 ( 1) 



Application No. T-1505 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

ESCO Corporation 
Manufacturing Division 
2141 N.W. 25th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

The applicant owns and operates a steel foundry located at 2141 N.W. 
25th Avenue, Portland, OR. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a baghouse 
installation to control emissions from the modernized molding 
facility. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
March 12, 1980, and approved on April 22, 1980. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on May 1, 1980, 
completed on August 30, 1980, and the facility was placed into 
operation on August 30, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $172,220.63 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a dust collection system employing a Type 
7, Zone 96, Fuller plenum pulse baghouse to control silica dust 
emissions on the modernized molding facility at the new mold dump 
station and over the casting vibrator transfer conveyors. This 
installation was required with the modernization of the facility 
because of a change in the handling of poured molds. 

The installation has been inspected by the Department and has been 
found to be operating in compliance with Department regulations and 
permit conditions, 

Since all material collected is disposed of at the Sauvie Island 
landfill and there is no other benefit to the applicant other than 
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pollution control there is no rate of return on the investment in the 
facility. Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on cost 
allocation, 80% or more of the facility cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $172,220.63 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1505. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 17, 1982 
AA2235 (1) 



Application No. T-1513 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 • Applicant 

International Paper Company 
Industrial Packaging 
P.O. Box 854 
Gardiner, OR 97441 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at Gardiner, 
Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a system to 
remove suspended solids from the paper mill whitewater system. Major 
components consist of the following: 

Foundation 
Equipment (Saveall, Saveall 

Chest Addition and Saveall 
Chute Downspout) 

Floors, walls, etc. 
Piping 
Electrical 
Instruments and controls 
Steel 
Sundry 
Labor, etc. 

Total 

$ 29,813.59 

191,254.89 
2,125.00 

44,355.60 
99,947.16 
4,928.10 
7' 120.74 

21,144.76 
171.946.44 

$572,636.28 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
July 24, 1978, and approved on August 30, 1978. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on September 9, 
1979, completed on February 1, 1980, and the facility was placed into 
operation on February 1, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $572,636.28 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 
3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility filters fines and fiber from the paper machine 
whitewater system. Prior to installation, 1,400 tons of fines and 
fiber were lost to the process and were either discharged or 
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landfilled. The reclaimed fiber enters the process which produces 
various grades of unbleached linerboard. 

Value of the reclaimed fiber is $166,434 annually. 

The Department would not recommend approval of this application under 
current policy (effective December 31, 1980). However, this facility 
was commenced before adoption of the present policy and is therefore 
eligible for considerat.ion. 

4. Summation 

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

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

(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize 
material that would otherwise be solid waste by mechanical 
process; through the production, processing, or use of 
materials which have useful chemical or physical properties; 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $572,636.28 
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1513. 

R. L. Brown:c 
SC533 
(503) 229-5157 
June 18, 1982 



Application No. T-1515 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Reynolds Metals Company 
Troutdale Reduction 
6601 Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23261 

The applicant owns and operates a primary aluminum reduction mill on 
N.E. Sun Dial Road at Troutdale, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a baghouse 
installation. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
September 26, 1977, and approved on September 27, 1977, 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on August 5, 1980, 
completed on April 24, 1981, and the facility was placed into 
operation on February 19, 1981. 

Facility Cost: $167,937.81 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a 30,000 scfm baghouse installation to 
control emissions from the Green Mill dust collection system. This 
installation replaces an electrostatic precipitator installation which 
had periodic violations of opacity due to rapping. All carbon 
material collected by the baghouse as well as the previous 
electrostatic precipitator is returned to a process stream, 

The baghouse installation has been inspected by Department personnel 
and has been found to be operating in compliance with Department 
regulations and permit conditions, Elimination of the periodic 
violations of opacity has also been verified, 

The additional small amount of carbon collected by the baghouse 
installation is estimated to be worth $391.00. Since the total annual 
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operating expenses of $28,550, before taxes, excluding depreciation, 
exceed the additional annual income of $391, there is no return on the 
investment in the facility. Therefore, in accordance with the 
guidelines on cost allocation, 80% or more of the claimed facility 
cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468,175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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

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

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

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

5, Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $167,937.81 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1515. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 22, 1982 
AA2250 (1) 



Application No. T-1517 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 • App lie ant 

Gilsonite, Inc. 
2946 N.E. Columbia 
P.O. Box 11242 
Portland, OR 97211 

The applicant owns and operates a roofing compound plant at 2946 N.E. 
Columbia Blvd., Portland, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a baghouse 
installation. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
January 22, 1981, and approved on January 30, 1981. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on February 17, 
1981, completed on February 20,1981, and the facility was placed into 
operation on February 20, 1981. 

Facility Cost: $10,022.14 (Complete Documentation by Copies of 
Invoices Was Provided) 

3. Eyaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a C.P. Inc. Model 49-8, "C" style, pulse 
jet baghouse replacing an existing cyclone and an existing bag filter 
dust collector to meet the NESHAPS criteria for asbestos and OSHA 
requirements. The previous bag filter system consisted of four large 
exposed bags and lacked the proper instrumentation and controls 
necessary to meet DEQ and OSHA requirements. 

The facility has been inspected by Department personnel and has been 
found to be operating in compliance with Department regulations. The 
material collected monthly consists of 5 to 10 pounds of asbestos dust 
and 10 to 40 pounds of calcium carbonate. This material is disposed 
of by adding to the standard asphalt products. 
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The annual value of the material collected varies from $12,00 to 
$48.00 depending upon production rate. The annual operating expenses 
before taxes, excluding depreciation, is approximately $310.00. 
Since the annual operating expenses exceed the value of the material 
recovered, there is no return on the investment in the facility. 
Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on cost allocation, 80% 
or more of the facility cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $10,022.14 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1517. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
( 503) 229-6414 
June 23 , 1982 
AA2256 ( 1) 



Application No. T-1518 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

International Paper Company 
Industrial Packaging 
P.O. Box 854 
Gardiner, OR 97 441 

The applicant owns operates a kraft pulp and paper mill at Gardiner. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a 16,000 square foot 
asphalt pad with concrete curbing and a 2 foot wide by 76 foot long 
concrete collection trench. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
January 6, 1978, and approved August 30, 1978. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facility March 1, 1979, completed April 1, 
1979, and the facility was placed into operation October 1979. 

Facility Cost: $20,067.15 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

The Accountant's certified facility cost was $24,633.95. After 
discussion with the applicant, it was agreed that several items should 
be deleted and the facility cost should be reduced to $20,067.15. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, lime mud slurry from 
the pulp mills recausticizing area occasionally spilled over to the 
sewer system. The mud has a very high pH and is also quite high in 
suspended solids. Spilled mud is now collected in the curbed area and 
periodically fed back into the recausticizing process. The collection 
system has eliminated the spikes of high pH previously experienced and 
has reduced the quantity of suspended solids in the sewer. Since lime 
mud is reclaimed for the process, there is a net annual profit of 
$8,138.33. This computes to a factor of internal rate of return of 
2.466, which equates to a return on investment of 40 percent. 
Table I in the Department's Tax Credit Guidance Handbook shows this 
corresponds to a percent of actual cost allocable to pollution control 
of less than 20 percent. 
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4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is less than 20 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $20,067.15 
with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1518. 

CKA:l 
WL 1623 
( 503) 229-53 25 
May 7, 1982 



Application No. T-1519 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
10425 N. Bloss Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 

The applicant owns and operates a steel foundry at 10425 N. Bloss 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a baghouse. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
September 25, 1979, and approved on November 28, 1979. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on April 15, 1980, 
completed on February 20, 1981, and the facility was placed into 
operation on February 28, 1981 

Facility Cost: $90,297.17 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a Fuller 3 Zone Model 96 bag type plenum 
dust collector to control emissions from the sand storage and sand 
preparation areas of the new and existing shakeout. 

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel and 
has been found to be operating in compliance with Department 
regulations and permit conditions. Source test results indicate an 
average emission rate of 0.006 gr/scf (0.984 #/hr). 

Material collected is conveyed from the collector hopper to a truck 
mounted mixer and mixed with water prior to disposal at the on-site 
company operated landfill. 

The annual operating expenses before taxes, excluding depreciation, 
are $29,500.00. Since there is no income from the facility there is 
no return on the investment in the facility. Therefore, in accordance 
with the guidelines on cost allocation, 80% or more of the facility 
cost is allocable to pollution control. 
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4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $90,297.17 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1519. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 23, 1982 
AA2255 (1) 



Application No. T-1521 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

International Paper Company 
Industrial Packaging Group 
P.O. Box 854 
Gardiner, OR 97441 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill utilizing the 
Kraft process at Gardiner, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of an 
electrostatic precipitator system modification and sluice tank. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
January 17, 1978, and approved on November 13, 1978. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on October 25, 
1979, completed on March 1, 1980, and the facility was placed into 
operation on March 1, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $1,723,524.13 (Accountant's Certification was 
provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has modified the existing electrostatic precipitator 
system by adding a new double chamber section with penthouse, 
transformer-rectifiers, dry scrapers with drives, rapper, heaters, 
ducting and sluice hoppers. In addition, a new sluice tank with pumps 
and controls were also added. These changes were required to control 
emissions from two recovery furnaces, one of which had replaced an 
obsolete third unit. 

The installation has been inspected by the Department and source tests 
have verified compliance with Department regulations and their air 
contaminant discharge permit requirements. 
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The salt cake collected is recovered back into the system. The annual 
value of this material is $28,540.87. The annual operating expenses 
before taxes, excluding depreciation, is $56,752.47. A breakdown of 
these expenses is as follows: 

Labor 
Utilities 
Maintenance 
Insurance 

$12,318.80 
33,789.69 
7,524.40 
3,119.58 

Since the annual operating expenses exceed the value of the salt cake 
collected, there is no return on the investment in the facility. 
Therefore, in accordance with the guidelines on cost allocation, 80% or 
more of the facility cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$1,723,524.13 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1521. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 22, 1982 
AA2253 (1) 



Application No. T-1527 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Willamette Region - Paperboard Manufacturing 
Tacoma, WA 98477 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill utilizing the 
Kraft process at Springfield, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a stainless 
steel black liquor surge tank liner. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
May 19, 1980, and approved on June 26, 1980. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility In May 1980, 
completed on June 27, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation 
on June 27, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $47,652 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant has installed a stainless steel liner in the black 
liquor surge tank. This facility was required to correct a corrosion 
problem caused by frequent intermittent wetting of the inside surface 
of the tank. This frequent surface wiping caused the tank to leak 
resulting in shutdown. The lining assures continued use of the surge 
tank providing a controlled flow through the black liquor oxidation 
system which is necessary to meet TRS emission limits from the No. 3 
recovery furnace. 

The installation has been inspected by Department personnel and has 
been found to be operating in compliance with Department regulations 
and permit conditions. Routine TRS monitoring of the No. 3 recovery 
furnace has verified that TRS emissions from the No. 3 recovery 
furnace are within permit limits. 



Application No. T-1527 
Page 2 

The facility cost of $47,652 represents the difference in cost for a 
stainless steel liner and the repair cost of the existing mill steel 
liner as noted below: 

Cost of stainless steel liner 
Repair cost of existing liner 

Facility Cost 

$71,952 
24 .300 

$47 ,652 

Since there is no income derived from the claimed facility there is no 
return on the investment in the facility. Therefore, in accordance 
with the guidelines on cost allocation, 80% or more of the claimed 
facility cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 46 8. 17 5, regarding preliminary certification. 

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

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $47,652 
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1527. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
( 503) 229-6414 
June 22 , 1982 
AA2254 ( 1) 



Application No. T-1535 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

U & R Express, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 2369 
White City, OR 97503 

The applicant leases and operates a truck parking and maintenance yard 
at Springfield. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a system to separate 
petroleum products from the parking lot yard runoff. The facility 
consists of: 

a. A rock base and a 25'x35'x3' concrete tank farm; 
b. 275 feet of concrete curbing; and 
c. Two 1200 gallon sumps. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 
September 9, 1981, and approved December 31, 1981. Construction was 
initiated on the claimed facility October 1981, completed November 
1981, and the facility was placed into operation November 1981. 

Facility Cost: $7,532.00 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to installation of the claimed facilities, petroleum products 
which had been spilled in the yard in the past years contaminated the 
yard runoff and entered a nearby drainage culvert. The concrete tank 
farm was installed to contain leaks and spills from a 10,000 gallon 
fuel storage tank. The 275 feet of curbing was installed to direct 
yard runoff to the two 1200 gallon sumps which serve as oil/water 
separators. Oils which are released from the rocked yard during rainy 
periods now flow to the 1200 gallon sumps where oils are skimmed and 
barreled. The barreled wastes are periodically hauled to an oil 
recycling plant for disposal. No income is generated from this 
facility. 
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4. Summation 

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

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 
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 

CKA:g 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $7,532.00 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1535. 

(503) 229-5325 
June 8, 1982 

WG1246 



Application No. T-1536 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Mike's Exxon Products, Inc. 
4655 s.w. Hall Blvd. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

The applicant owns and operates an Exxon gas station at 4655 s.w. Hall 
Blvd., Beaverton, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is the installation of 4 
gasoline vapor recovery fill tubes in buried gasoline storage tanks. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
5-11-79, and approved on 12-26-79. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 2-25-81, 
completed on 2-29-81, and the facility was placed into operation on 
2-29-81. 

Facility Cost: $1,850 (Paid invoice was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Gasoline vapor recovery fill tubes were installed in four buried 
gasoline storage tanks, The fill tubes are in compliance with 
Department rules for the control of volatile organic compounds, voe. 

Because the tanks had submerged fill tubes (as opposed to splash fill) 
prior to the installation of the vapor recovery tubes, the applicant 
does not receive a return on investment due to the control of the 
gasoline vapors. Eighty percent or more of the cost is therefore 
allocable to pollution control. 

4. Summation 

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



Application No, T-1536 
Page 2 

b, Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required 
by ORS 468,165(1)(a). 

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $1,850 with 
80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1536. 

F.A. Skirvin:a 
(503) 229-6414 
June 17, 1982 
AA2236 (1) 



Application No. T-1538 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Olympic Pipe Line Company 
P.O. Box 236 
Renton, WA 98057 

The applicant owns and operates a petroleum products pipe line 
terminal at 9420 N.W. St. Helens Road, Portland, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is two internal floating 
roofs which control vapor loss from two 2,000 barrow cone roof above 
ground storage tanks. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
August 3, 1981, and approved on August 7, 1981. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on March 25, 1982, 
completed on April 16, 1982, and the facility was placed into 
operation on April 19, 1982. 

Facility Cost: $17,391.50 (Complete documentation by copies of 
invoices was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The same pipe line is used to transport both gasoline and fuel oil. 
This necessitates dumping "interfaces" into storage tanks at the 
Portland terminal when switching product. The interface material is 
50 percent gasoline and 50 percent fuel oil and amounts to 400 to 800 
barrels per switch every seven days. The interface is blended and 
sold as regular gasoline. The claimed facility, two internal floating 
roofs, controls the vapor loss from the stored interface product in 
compliance with the Volatile Organic Compounds, voe, rules. 

The reduction in vapor loss from the fuel oil in the interface is 
considered insignificant. The reduction in gasoline vapor loss is 7,6 
tons per year. At 88 cents per gallon for pipe line regular gasoline 
in April 1981, this is worth $2,157 per year. The rate of return on 
investment is 9 percent when calculated per the Department's guidance 
manual. The percent of cost allocable to pollution control is 60 
percent or more but less than 80 percent. 
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The application was received on June 10, 1982, additional information 
was received on June 16, 1982, and the application was considered 
complete on June 16, 1982. 

4. Summation 

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 60 percent or more but less than 80 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $17,391.50 
with 60 percent or more but less than 80 percent allocated to 
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit 
Application No. T-1538. 

F. A. Skirvin:b 
(503) 229-6414 
June 18, 1982 
AB1072 



Application No. T-1142 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Time Oil 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. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of seven internal 
floating tank covers for gasoline 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. 

Facility Cost: $199,229 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

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 VOC emissions 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 facility during the 
first year of operation, $116,646 (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. Since the facility is so profitable, 
the Department believes that tax credit benefits are not warranted. 

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. 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 50%. 

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 is recommended that the 
Commission issue an order denying a Pollution Control Facility 
Certificate for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-
1142. 

FASkirvin;a 
AA2155 (1) 
(503) 229-6414 
May 26, 1982 



Application No. T-1172 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Time Oil 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. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

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 claimed facility In March, 1979; 
completed in September, 1979; and the facility was placed into 
operation in September, 1979. 

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

3. Evaluation of Application 

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

The facility has 
satisfactorily. 
233 tons (75,271 

been inspected by the Department and is operating 
It has reduced the voe emissions by an estimated 
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 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 facility during the 
first year of operation, $66,811 (75,271 gallons @ 88.76 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 
sufficient incentive for the facility to have been installed solely 
due to economic reasons. Since the facility is so profitable, the 
Department believes that tax credit benefits are not warranted. 

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. 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 38%. 

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 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 
AA2156 (1) 
(503) 229-6414 
May 26, 1982 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Revocation of Pollution Control Facility Certificate 

1. Certificate Issued to: 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
P. 0. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

The Certificate was issued for a water pollution control facility. 

2. Summa ti on 

On October 15, 1976, the Environmental Quality Commission issued Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate 737 to Weyerhaeuser Company for a 100,000 
gallon covered lagoon and related equipment at their plant in Cottage 
Grove. 

By letter dated April 16, 1982, Weyerhaeuser informed the Department 
·that the equipment certified in Certificate 737 was no longer in use. 

3. Director 1 s Reconunendation 

Pursuant to ORS 307.072(10), it is recommended that the Commission revoke 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate 737, issued in the amount of 
$56,032, as the facility is no longer in service. 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
6/23/82 

Attachments 



April 16, 1982 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Management Services Division 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland OR 97207 

Weyerhaeuser Company 

P.O. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 
A/O 503 • 746-2511 

Si:ntG of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUT'I 

[ffi~®~OW~[ID 
Al)R 1 9 198? 

RE: Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 737 

I have recently been informed by our Environmental Engineer 
in Cottage Grove that the recirculation system for veneer 
dryer washdown water is no longer in use. The need for this 
pollution control facility has been eliminated by the intro
duction of a high pressure cleaning system (Industrial Water 
Demon), which does not produce large quantities of caustic 
waste water. 

If you require further specific information, please contact 
Dan Morgan at 942-1254. 

/t(I,& ()(J~ ' 
A.D. Olsen 
Property Accountant 

ADO: jap 

cc: D.M. Morgan - Cottage Grove 
J.P. Dodson - CH 2E29 
G.L. Shearer 

Manngement Services Div. 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

~r01~nw~ 

JUN 14 1982 



l. 
Certificate No. 737 

State of Oregon • 10/15/76 
DEPAitTMENT OF ENVIItONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue ------ . 

Application No. T -812 

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

--------------·---------------------------------------·--Issued To: 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Division 
P. O. Box 275 

Location of Pdllution Control Facility:

Cottage Grove, Oregon 

Lane County 
___ s_p_r_ing fie Lcl,__Qr_Q9PJ:l 9 7 4 7u7.____ _____ 

1 

As: O Lessee AX Owner 

Description o:fPonUtion Control Facility: 

100,000 gallon, covered lagoon, pumps, piping, related controls for 
recirculating the veneer dryer washdo~m. 

Type of Pollution Control Facility: D Air XX Water O Solid VVaste 

·--------------- ------------- -·-----------1 
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: November 1974 Placed into operation: Movember 1974 

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 
$ 56 ,032 

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 

100% 
------------------------------~ 

In accordance \Vith the provisions of .ORS 4-GB.155 et seq., it is hereby certified th::it the facility described herein and 
in the application referenced above is a "Pollution Control Facility" \Vithin the definition of ORS 468.155 and that 
the air and water or solid waste facility -..vas erected, constructed or installed on or aftc1· January 1, 1967, or Janu
ary 1, 1973 respectively, and on or before Deccn1ber 31, 1980, and is designed for. and is being operated or -..viti operate 
to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, \Vatcr or solid waste pollution, and 
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there
under. 

Therefore, this Pollution Control facility Certificate is issued this dale subject to compliance with the statutes of the 
State of Oi·egon, the regulations of the'Departlnent of Environn1ental Quality and the following special conditions: 

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at 1naximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above. 

2. The Departinent of Environmental Quality shall be im1nediately notified of any proposed change in use or method 
of operation of the facility and if, 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 Environznental Quality shall be promptly pro
vided. 

_(kw~ 
Signed ------1.2 --------------
Title jl Chairm,=accn _____ . __ _ 

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on 

the _lith __ day of ____Qs:tobe_cr ______ , 191~ 
DEQ/TC-6 t-7/l 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Revocation of Pollution Control Facility Certificate 

1. Certificate Issued to: 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P. O. Box 500 
Beaverton, OR 97077 

The Certificate was issued for a water pollution control facility. 

2. Summation 

On March 13, 1981, the Environmental Quality -Commission issued Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate 1214 to Tektronix, Inc. for a reverse osmosis 
filtration system for filtering copper rinses at their plant in Beaverton. 

By letter dated June 4, 1982, Tektronix informed the Department that 
the equipment certified in.Certificate 1214 was no longer in use. 

3. Director 1 s Recommendation 

Pursuant to ORS 307.072(10), it is recommended that the Commission revoke 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1214 issued in the amount of 
$30,874.53, as the facility is no longer in use. 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
6/23/82 

Attachments 



COfv\J\<\1TTED TO EXOELLENCt 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Water Quality Division 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

ATTENTION: Larry Patterson 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

June 4, 1982 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P.O. Box 500 
Beaverton, Oregon 97077 

Phone: (503) 644-0161 
TWX: 910-467-8708 

Gtat,r..: I.Ji 1-Jrpgpn 
DEPARTMENT Of EN\llRONM£fufA1 l,IUAUT'I 

ffij ~ @ ~ D \Yl ill ill) 
,JUN 8 198,2 

Re: Baker Bros. Filtration System 
Tax Relief App. No. T-1329 
Certificate No. 1214 

The above referenced system which was certified for pollution 

tax credit on 3-13-81 has been removed from our industrial waste 

treatment plant and is no longer in use. 

PH/mb 

cc: Don Tackley 
Dave Shea 

Sincerely, 

1-1ttc... i/c,;:ti{JL. 
Patti Heard 
Corp. Environmental Management 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



Certifi~atE;., No. 1214 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Date of Issue 3/13/81 

POLLUTION CONTROL 

Issued To: 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P. o. Box 500 
Beaverton, Oregon 97077 

f----------------·-----·----------
As: O Lessee Q{ Owner 

Application No. T-13 2 9 

FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

Location of Pollution Control Facility: 

Tektronix Industrial Park 
Beaverton, Oregon 

'Description of Pollution Control FaciITiY:------·-~------------- ·--·---------·------------

The claimed facility consists of a reverse osmosis filtration 
system for filtering copper rinses. 

r-· ·-·----------
Type of Pollution Control Faci!ily: D Air O Noise ~ Waler O Solid Waste O Hazardous Waste O Used Oil 
Date Pollution -Control Facility -w··a_s_c_o_n_1_p_le-t-cd-: __ 8_/_3_4_/_7_9 _______ P_J_ac_e_d--in--to--o-p-e-ra_t_i_o1_1_: -8-/--]_4_/_7_9 ______ -

Act"Ua!CoStOf-POilUTIOOCO~FacTutY:·---$-~8-7 4 . 5 3 ------. ____ .. ___ ---~-----------

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution conl1:oJ: ________________ . ._ _______ -- ------~ 

80% or more 

Based upon the inforn1ation contained in the applicntion referenced above, the Environn-1ental Quality Co1nn1ission 
certifies that the facllity described herein \vas erected, conslruclcd or installcct in accordance \Vilh the reqtiircn1cnts 
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or \Vill operate to a 
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, \Vcitcr or noise pollulion or sol\d \v<1ste, 
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 4.59, 
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder. 

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject lo cotnpliance with the statutes of the 
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Departinent of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions: 

I. 1'hc facility shall be continuously operated at n1axin1u1n efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above. 

2. The Department of Environinental Quality shall be i1n1nediately notified of any proposed change in use or inethod 
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control 
purpose. 

3. Any reports or 1nonitoring data requested by the Depart1nent of Environmental Quality shall be pro1nptly provided. 

NOTE -The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation 
Facility under the provisions of C!1apter 512, Oregon J_,aw 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects 
to take the tax credit relief under OHS 316.097 or 317.072. 

Signed 
I 

Title __ Joe B. Ri ards, Chairman 

Approved by the Environn1ental Quality Con11nission on 

13th March 81 
the----- day of------------• 19 __ , 

DEQ;TC---6 10/7!1 SP•07063-:Mo 



VICTOA ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

DEQ-46 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. E , July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Conduct Public Hearings on 
Amendments to Rules Goyerning On-Site Sewage Disposal: 
Fees for Multnomah county, OAR 340-72-070, and Fees for 
Jackson County, OAR 340-72-080 

Background and Problem Statement 

ORS 454.745(4) provides that the Commission at the request of the Director 
or any Contract County may by rule increase fees above the maximum levels 
established in Subsection (1) of ORS 454.745. Fee increases permitted by 
the Commission shall be based upon actual costs for efficiently conducted 
minimum services as developed by the Director or Contract County. In 
addition, ORS 454.745(4) provides that a Contract County, with approval of 
the Commission, may adopt fee schedules for services related to this 
program that are not specifically listed in the statute. 

Jackson County has requested that some of the County's fees be increased 
above the maximum now established in ORS 454.745. With increasing program 
costs, the county feels that an increase is necessary in order to maintain 
an adequate level of service and to make their program more self
supporting. Jackson County has developed fee information upon which the 
proposal is based. That information is contained in Attachment A. 

Multnomah County has requested a rule amendment that would provide for a 
double fee where work is commenced on a system without first obtaining the 
proper permit. There is precedent for double fees in this situation. The 
Department of Commerce rules provide for double fees where building and 
plumbing permits are not obtained prior to start of work. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

Alternatives are: 

1. Continue fees for Jackson County at the present maximums established 
in ORS 454.745. 

2. Increase maximum fees above present levels as requested by Jackson 
County. 
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3. Deny Multnomah County's request for a double fee rule. 

4. Approve Multnomah County• s request for a double fee rule. 

In evaluating the two alternatives for Jackson County, the latter appears 
more appropriate. Program costs for Contract Counties and the Department 
have increased dramatically since present fees were established. In many 
cases, cost increases are a result of numerous inspection visits required 
for alternative system construction control. There is a general need to 
generate additional revenue to maintain an efficient level of program 
services. In addition, many programs are now required to be self
supporting due to the economic situation. 

Multnomah County believes that the requirement of a double permit fee for 
failure to obtain proper permits, prior to commencing work on a system, 
will deter such practices and avoid the time and expense for legal 
abatement of such conduct. 

Summation 

1. The Commission may by rule establish fees for a Contract County or 
increase maximum on-site fees established in ORS 454.745 at the 
request of the Director or any Contract County. 

2. Jackson County has requested that some of the maximum fee levels 
established in ORS 454.745 be increased for that county. 

3. Multnomah County has requested establishment of a double permit fee 
for failure to obtain a permit prior to commencing work on a system. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize 
public hearings to take testimony on the question of amending rules 
governing on-site fees to be charged by Jackson County OAR 340-72-080, 
and amending fee rules for Multnomah County, OAR 340-72-070. 

{2;J2P 
William H. Young 

Attachments: 6 
"A" Jackson County's Analysis of Subsurface Fees 
"B" Multnomah County Memorandum Requesting EQC Action 
"C" Public Hearing Notice 
"D" Statement of Need 
"E" Proposed Rule for Jackson County 
"F" Proposed Rule for Multnomah County 

Sherman o. Olson, Jr. 
229-6443 
June 18, 1982 
XL1722 



June 11, 1982 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland OR 97207 

ATTACHMENT MAii 

State ct Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIOY 

oo~@~~~qra[ID 
JUN 1 ,, 'J:,;,( 

OFELCE Of Xlie DIRECTOR 

RE: Proposed Fee Increases for the Jackson County On-Site Sewage 
Disposal System Program 

Dear Mr. Young: 

In accordance with ORS 454.745 and OAR 340-71-140, I am submitting for EQC 
consideration a proposed fee schedule for the Jackson County On-Site Sewage 
Disposal Program. Commission review will be required because the proposed 
fees, in many cases, exceed the maximums presently established by the EQC. 
The intent of this new fee schedule is to bring the Jackson County septic 
program closer to a self-supporting position. 

Jackson County assumed responsibility for the septic program in 1974. 
Since that time, the costs of running the program have been offset by a 
combination of income from application fees and contributions from the 
county general fund. Until recently, general fund monies have provided 
approximately 50 percent of the Sanitation Division budget, exclusive of 
general administrative costs. This degree of county subsidy resulted from 
a belief by the Board of Commissioners that lower fees would encourage 
voluntary compliance with the septic system regulations. They also feel 
the county as a whole benefits from a properly conducted septic program in 
such areas as improved public health, enhanced water quality, and the 
prevention and abatement of nuisances. Currently, however, Jackson County 
is experiencing a fiscal crisis brought on by a depressed local economy and 
severe reductions in O & C timber receipts. This has forced a move toward 
greater fee support for this and many other county programs. Responding to 
this problem, the Board of Commissioners adopted, in November, 1981, a fee 
schedule designed to offset about 75 percent of the Sanitation Division 
budget, again, exclusive of general administrative costs. The proposed fee 
increases outlined herein would provide about 96 percent fee support of the 
division budget during an average year. 
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As in many other areas of Oregon, Jackson County is experiencing a sharp 
decline in building activity, particularly of single family dwellings. 
This had led to a similar decline in application rates for septic system 
services. There is every reason to believe that these trends will continue 
throughout the next year. As a result, there have been a series of 
personnel cuts in the septic system program. One field sanitarian was 
eliminated from the current budget and another sanitarian has been 
reassigned to other duties within the Planning Department. The budget for 
fiscal year 1982-83 includes a further cut of one field staff position. 
Additional staff reductions may become necessary depending upon application 
rates. Also, the amount of fees received will be closely monitored to 
ensure that fee income does not exceed costs of running the program. 

The proposed fee schedule is based largely on an analysis of our program to 
determine the amount of staff time required to perform each service. 
Responding to an application typically requires time in the field (by the 
sanitarian) and time in the office (both by the sanitarian and by the 
clerical support staff). Our field sanitarians work a 40-hour week (10 
hours a day, four days a week). Thus, a work year is: 

52 weeks x 40 hours/ week = 2,080 hours, or 
52 weeks x 4 days/week = 208 days. 

However, certain deductions must be made from the above figures. Thus, 

Vacation leave: 3 weeks @ 40 hours/week 
Holidays: 9 days @ 8 hours/day 
Sick leave: 6 days @ 10 hours/day 
Conferences/misc. 

= 120 hours (12 days)/year 
= 72 hours (9 days)/year 
= 60 hours (6 days)/year 

training: 3 days @ 10 hours/day = 30 hours (3 days)/year 
282 hours (30 days)/year Total = 

Therefore, net work days/year = 208 - 30 = 178 
net work hours/year = 2,080 - 282 = 1798 

Field sanitarians are assigned to office coverage on a rotating basis. 
This allows them to catch up on paperwork and provide technical assistance 
to the public after regular office hours. Sanitarians spend an average of 
three days per month (36 days/year) providing office coverage; the number 
of days each has available for field work is 178 - 36 = 142. 

However, each day available for field work is not spent entirely in the 
field. Office hours consume two and one-half hours, coffee breaks another 
one-half hour, and miscellaneous activities one-half hour. 
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Thus, 

Office hours: 
Coffee breaks: 
Miscellaneous: 

2~ hours/day 
~ hour/day x 
~ hour/day x 

so, the total number of nonfield hours 

x 142 days = 355 hours/year 
142 days = 71 hours/year 
142 days = 71 hours/year 

Total = 497 hours/year 

~r~u ~r sanitarian is 

Hours not worked (vacation, sick leave, etc.) = 282 
Office coverage (36 days @ 10 hours/day) = 360 
Office hours, coffee breaks, miscellaneous = 497 

Total = 1,139 hours 

And, the number of field hours available to each sanitarian ~r year is 

2,080 total hours 
- 1,139 nonfield hours 

941 hours/year 

This shows that each sanitarian spends about 45 percent of his time in the 
field. To put it another way, for each hour the sanitarian works in the 
field, he spends 1.2 hours away from the field. 

The cost of maintaining a sanitarian in the field is the sum of his or her 
base salary plus adjustments for nonfield time, division overhead, depart
ment overhead, and county overhead. The current average wage of a field 
sanitarian in Jackson County is $12.40/hour. This must be multiplied by 
2.2 to com~nsate for nonfield time. 

Division overhead includes employee benefits, secretarial and counter staff 
support, motor pool expenses, office supplies and equipment, postage, 
training, building utilities, and supervisory costs. These add up to 50.0 
percent of the 1982-83 budget; multiplying the sanitarian's hourly pay by 
2.0 is necessary to com~nsate for this overhead. 

Department overhead includes administrative and clerical support, telephone 
service, data and word processing, certain office and postage expenses, and 
outlay for travel and training. These add another 14.6 percent to the 
costs of providing septic program services. 

County overhead is for such items as general and administrative expenses, 
utilities, postage, data processing, centralized purchasing, and janitirial 
service. These increase our program costs by another 12.1 percent. If 
anything, department and county overhead expenses are understated since 
depreciation and building lease costs are not included. Therefore, a 
single hour of a sanitarian's time in the field costs Jackson County 
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Salary Nonfield 
Time 

$12.40 x 2.2 x 

Division 
Overhead 

2. 0 x 

Department 
Overhead 

1.146 x 

County 
Overhead 

1.121 = $70.09 

Most of the applications received by the Sanitation Division are for site 
evaluations, new construction permits, authorization notices, and repairs 
or alterations of existing systems. Together they comprise over 90 percent 
of the septic program workload. Following is a list of these various types 
of applications along with the average amount of field time required by 
each. Also shown is our current fee and the proposed fee. 

Amount of Field Current Proposed 
Application Time required (hrs} Fee Fee 

Site Evaluation 
(including re-evaluations} 2.2 $135 $175 

Preliminary Site Inspection 1. 0 50 75 
Alteration Permit 2.0 50 50 
Repair Perrni t 3.0 25 40 
Authorization Notice 0.8 25 40 
New Construction Permit 
Standard System 1. 2 50 80 
Aerobic Sys tern 3.0 90 130 
Capping Fill 3.0 90 130 
Evapotranspiration 

Absorption (ETA} 3.0 90 130 
Gray Water waste Disposal 

Sump 1.0 50 80 
Holding Tank 1.5 90 100 
Pressure Distribution 3.0 90 130 
Redundant 2.5 90 110 
Sand Filter 3.5 130 150 
Seepage Trench 1.2 50 80 
Steep Slope 1. 2 50 80 
Tile Dewatering 3.0 90 130 

The proposed fees do not correlate precisely with the amount of field time 
required. This is because fees for certain services (especially repair and 
alteration permits} are kept low to encourage applications. Also, we 
perf orrn certain services which are not fee supported, such as complaint 
investigations, health hazard surveys, and water table investigations. The 
proposed fees include an adjustment factor to partially offset the costs of 
providing nonfee-supported services. 
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A complete listing of Jackson County's proposed fee schedule is attached. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me or my supervising 
Sanitarian, Brad Prior, at 776-7554. 

SincerelJ ,- , -; 

7 ~/ '\' ' / 
:Zjf#()~lcc::r~ 

Ketry L. Lay / j 
9irector . V 

KLL:mkf 
Attachment 



Proposed Fee Schedule 

ON-SITE 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

(a) New Site Evaluation 

(A) Single Family Dwelling: 

(i) First Lot ••• 

PROPOSED 
FEES 

$175 

(ii) Each Additional Lot Evaluated During Initial Visit $160 

(B) Conunercial Facility System 

(i) For First 1,000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow $175 

(ii) Plus For Each 500 Gallons or Part Thereof Above 
1,000 Gallons $ 40 

(b) Preliminary Site Inspection $ 75 

This fee will be credited to the site evaluation fee if application 
for a site evaluation on the same property is made within 90 days. 

(c) Construction Installation Permit: 

(A) For First 1,000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow: 

(i) Standard On-Site System 

(ii) Alternative System: 

Aerobic System 
Capping Fill 
Cesspool 
Evapotranspiration-Absorption 
Gray water Waste Disposal Sump 
Holding Tank • • • • 
Pressure Distribution 
Redundant • 
Sand Filter • • 
Seepage Pit • • 
Seepage Trench 
Steep Slope • • 
Tile Dewatering 

$ 80 

$130 
$130 
$ 50 
$130 
$ 80 
$100 
$130 
$110 
$150 
$ 50 
$ 80 
$ 80 
$130 

(B) For systems with projected daily sewage flows greater than 1,000 
gallons, the construction installation permit fee shall be equal 
to the fee required in (c) (A), above, plus $10 for each 500 
gallons or part thereof above 1,000 gallons. 



(d) 

Note: Fees for construction permist for systems with projected 
daily sewage flows greater than 5,000 gallons shall be in 
accordance with the fee schedule for WPCF permits. 

(C) Construction-Installation Permit Renewal: 

(i) If Field Visit Required $ 50 

(ii) No Field Visit Required $ 10 

NOTE: Renewal of a permit may be granted to the original 
permittee if an application for permit renewal is filed prior to 
the original permit expiration date. 

Alteration Permit . . . . . . . . . . . $ 50 

(e) Repair Permit: 

Single Family Dwelling 

(B) Commercial Facility The appropriate fee identified 
in (c) (A) and (B) applies. 

(f) Authorization Notice: 

(g) 

If Field Visit Required 
No Field Visit Required 

Annual Evaluation of Alternative System 
(Where Required) • • • • 

(h) Annual Evaluation of Large System (2,501 to 5,000 GPD) 

(i) Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home 

(j) Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules 

(A) Site Evaluation . . . . . . 
NOTE: In the event there is on file a site evaluation report 
for that parcel that is less than ninety days old, the site 
evaluation fee shall be waived. 

(B) Construction Installation Permit ••• The appropriate fee 
identified in (c) applies. 

(k) Sewage Disposal Service: 

$ 40 

$ 40 
$ 0 

$ 25 

$ 50 

$ 25 

$175 

Pumper truck Inspection, Each Business Licensed • • • • • • • • $ 25 

-2-



ATTACHMENT 11B II 

mULTnomRH counTY OIREGOn 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES/PERMIT SECTION 
2115 SE MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 

lnspecl1on (503) 248·5272 Sewage 248-3671 
Building 248-3047 Right-of-Way Use 248-3582 
Plumbing 248-3668 

MEMORANDUM 

DONALD E. CLARK 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

May 14, 1982 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JACK OSBORNE, SUPERVISOR 

HARDING CHINN, MULTNOMAH COUNTY SANITARIAN~ 
ADDENDUM TO MULTNOMAH COUNTY FEE SCHECULE (340-72-070) 

JUSTIFICATION: 

Under current rules there are no penalties involved when a person 
obtains his permit after construction has begun on arry on-site 
sewage disposal system. Multnomah County believes that the re~ 
quirement of a double permit fee for such abuses may deter this 
practice in the future and avoid the time and expense for legal 
abatement of such conduct. 

The inclusion of a double fee penalty is consistent with both the 
St.ate Building and Plumbing Administrative Rules which already 
have a double fee inclusion. 

I submit the following rule for approval by the E.Q.C. as part of 
the Multnomah County Fee Schedule (340-72-070). 

"Arry person commencing work in violation of para (1) as described 
in Administrative Rule 340-71-160, if subsequently permitted to 
obtain a permit, shall pay double the fee fixed by this Sectinn". 

HC/bm 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



ATTACHMENT 11 C11 

BEFORE THE ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGCN 

In the Matter of the Adoption of ) 
Rule 340-72-080, and Amending ) 
Rule 340-72-070, Establishing a ) 
Fee Schedule for On-Site ) 
Sewage Disposal Permits and ) 
Services in Jackson County and ) 
Multnomah Counties ) 

Notice of Public Hearing 
on Adoption of Rule 
340-72-080 and Amending Rule 
340-72-070 On-Site Fees 
for Jackson and Multnomah 
Counties 

1. On August 2, 1982, at 10 a.m., a public hearing will be held at the 
following locations, to consider adoption by the Environmental Quality 
Commission of proposed rule 340-72-080, establishing a fee schedule 
for on-site sewage disposal permits and activities for Jackson County, 
and amending rule 340-72-070, Fees for Multnomah County. 

Second Floor Conference Room 
Park Place Building 
201 West Main St. 
Medford, Oregon 

EPA Conference Room 
Second Floor, Yeon Building 
522 S.W. Fifth Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 

2. Jackson County has proposed a new fee schedule for the on-site sewage 
disposal program to the Environmental Quality Commission. The 
proposed rule provides for a general increase of fees over those 
presently charged by Jackson County to reflect increased costs of 
program operation and to make the program more self-supporting. 

3. The main issue to be considered at the Medford hearing is whether the 
proposed fees reflect actual costs for efficiently conducted required 
program services, as developed by Jackson County. 

4. Multnomah County has requested that their fee schedule be amended to 
provide for double permit fees for failure to obtain proper permits 
prior to commencing work on sewage disposal systems. 

5. The main issue to be considered at the Portland hearing is whether it 
is in the best interests of the public and the County to have a double 
fee for violation of permit requirements. 

6. Any interested person may provide oral or written testimony at the 
hearings or written testimony to Sherman Olson, Department of 
Environmental Quality, P.O. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, by 
August 3, 1982 • 

7. Citation of Statutory Authority, Statement of Need, Principal 
Documents Relied upon, and Statement of Fiscal Impact, are filed 
with the Secretary of State. 

8. Land Use Consistency: This activity has been defined as "not 
affecting land use. 11 
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9. Department of Environmental Quality staff will be designated to 
preside over and conduct the hearings. 

10. Copies of the proposed Jackson County fee schedule and Multnomah 
County fee schedule amendment can be obtained by writing the 
Department of Environmental Quality, P.O. Box 1760, Portland, 
Oregon 97207, Attention Mr. Sherman Olson. 

Dated: July 15, 1982 

XL1722.A 

William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 



ATTACHMENT 11D11 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of the Adoption 
of Rule 340-72-080 and Amending 
Rule 340-72-070, Establishing 
a Fee Schedule for On-Site 
Sewage Disposal Permits and 
Services in Jackson and 
Multnomah Counties 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Statutory Authority, 
Statement of Need, 
Principal Documents Relied Upon, 
and Statement of Fiscal Impact 

1. Citation of Statutory Authority: ORS 454.625, which authorizes the 
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to on-site 
sewage disposal and ORS 454.745 which establishes fees to be charged 
for on-site sewage disposal permits and services. 

2. Need for Rule: Jackson County has experienced an increase in costs 
for providing services, issuing permits and general administration of 
the en-site sewage disposal program. In order to maintain the present 
level of service and to make the program more self-supporting, a 
general fee increase is necessary. The proposed fee increase will 
support approximately 90 percent of the on-site sewage disposal 
program. 

Under current rules there are no penalties when a person obtains a 
permit after starting construction of a sewage system, a violation of 
rules. Multnomah County believes that the requirement for a double 
permit fee for such abuses may deter this practice. 

3. Documents relied upon in proposal of the rule: 

a, Letter from Kerry L. Lay, Administrator, Jackson County 
Department of Planning & Development to the Environmental 
Quality Commission, dated June 11, 1982 

The above letter is available for public inspection at Jackson 
County Department of Planning & Development, 32 W. Sixth St., 
Medford, during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 

b. Memorandum from Harding Chinn, Multnomah County Sanitarian, to 
Jack Osborne of the Department of Environmental Quality, dated 
May 14, 1982. 

The above memorandum is available for public inspection at 
Multnomah County Department of Environmental Services, 2115 
S.E. Morrison, Portland, during the hours listed above. 
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4. Fiscal and Economic Impacts: Some fees are increased. The direct 
monetary impact will fall upon individual applicants for permits or 
services. A positive impact will be seen by increased County Revenues 
which will offset General Fund monies in the county's budget. There 
is no expected economic impact on small businesses. 

Dated: July 15, 1982 

XL1722.A 

William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
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Amend OAR 340 Division 72 by adding a new rule as follows: 

340-72-080 JACKSON COUNTY FEE SCHEDULE 

ON-SITE SEWAGE 
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

(1) New Site Evaluation 

(a) Single Family Dwelling: 

(A) First Lot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $175 

(B) Each Additional Lot Evaluated During Initial Visit $160 

(b) Commercial Facility System 

(A) For First 1,000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow •• $175 

(B) Plus For Each 500 Gallons or Part Thereof Above 
1 , 000 Gallons. • • 

(2) Preliminary Site Inspection 

$ 40 

$ 75 

This fee will be credited to the site evaluation fee if application 
for a site evaluation on the same property is made within 90 days. 

(3) Construction Installation Permit: 

(a) For First 1,000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow: 

(A) Standard On-Site System . . . . . . . . . . 
(B) Alternative System: 

Aerobic System • • • • • • • • 
Capping Fill • • • • • • . • • 
Evapotranspiration-Absorption. 
Gray Water Waste Disposal Sump 
Holding Tank • • • • • 
Pressure Distribution. 
Redundant 
Sand Filter 
Seepage Trench 
Steep Slope 
Tile Dewatering. 

. • • $ 80 

$130 
$130 
$130 
$ 80 
$100 
$130 
$110 
$150 
$ 80 
$ 80 
$130 

(b) For systems with projected daily sewage flows greater than 1,000 
gallons, the construction installation permit fee shall be equal 
to the fee required in subsection (3)(a) of this rule, plus $10 
for each 500 gallons or part thereof above 1,000 gallons. 

NOTE: Fees for construction permits for systems with projected 
daily sewage flows greater than 5,000 gallons shall be in 
accordance with the fee schedule for WPCF permits. 
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(c) Construction-Installation Permit Renewal: 

(A) If Field Visit Required 

(B) No Field Visit Required 

$ 50 

$ 10 

NOTE: Renewal of a permit may be granted to the original permittee 
if an application for permit renewal is filed prior to the original 
permit expiration date. 

(4) Alteration Permit $ 50 

( 5) Repair Permit: 

(a) Single Family Dwelling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 40 

(b) Commercial Facility • • The appropriate fee identified in 
subsections (3)(a) and (b) of this rule apply. 

( 6) Authorization Notice: 

If Field Visit Required $ 40 
No Field Visit Required $ 0 

(7) Annual Evaluation of Alternative System 
(Where Required) . . . . . . $ 25 

( 8) Annual Evaluation of Large System (2,501 to 5,000 GPD) $ 50 

( 9) Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home $ 25 

(10) Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules 

(a) Site Evaluation • • • • • • • • $17 5 

NOTE: In the event there is on file a site evaluation report 
for that parcel that is less than ninety days old, the site 
evaluation fee shall be waived. 

(b) Construction Installation Permit ••• The appropriate fee 
identified in Section (3) of this rule applies. 

( 11) Sewage Disposal Service: 

Pumper Truck Inspection, Each Business Licensed 

XL1722.B 
6/18/82 

$ 25 
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PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENT 

Amend OAR 340-72-070 by adding a new section (14) to read as follows: 

11 (14) Any person commencing work in violation of section 

340-71-160(1). if subsequently permitted to obtain a permit, 

shall pay double the fee established in this rule. 11 

XG1284 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

DE0-46 

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, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Mr. John Mullivan - Acpeal of Subsurface Variance Denial 

Background 

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

On December 11, 1981, a 11,250 square foot lot identified as tax lot 4700, 
in section 20 BP, township 2 north, range 10 west, Tillamook County, was 
evaluated for on-site sewage disposal by Ms. Kimberley Swift, Tillamook 
County Sanitarian. She characterized the property as having rapidly 
draining dune sands over a permanent groundwater aquifer. Because of the 
small lot size, rapidly drained soils, and permanent groundwater, she 
determined the property could be approved for a split waste system, using a 
gray-water seepage bed and a Department of Commerce approved non
discharging toilet. A full waste load system using either a sand filter or 
pressurized system could not be approved because the design flow would 
exceed the maximum loading rate ratio of 450 gallons per 1/2 acre per day 
allowed by rule. 

An application from Mr. Mullivan for variance from the on-site sewage 
disposal rules was received by the Department on January 23, 1982, found to 
be complete, and was assigned to Mr. Gregory Baesler, variance officer. 
Mr. Mullivan was notified of the assignment and provided a summary of the 
questions upon which the decision would be based (Attachment 11B11 ). On 
February 26, 1982, Mr. Baesler examined the proposed site and held a public 
information type hearing. He found the property to be located on a fore
dune and deflation plain of Nedonna Beach, with a soil profile consisting 
of rapidly draining unconsolidated dune sands overlaying a permanently 
perched water table. The City of Rockaway provides water to this area from 
two wells located approximately 1900 feet northeast of this property. The 
Rockaway wells draw stored groundwater from the Nedonna Beach aquifer. 
Mr. Mullivan proposed that a pressurized system (seepage bed), to treat and 
dispose of the full waste load from a three-bedroom home, would not result 
in an observable decrease in usability of the groundwater. The Oregon 
Department of Water Resources indicates that the groundwater gradient needs 
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to be established for this aquifer, and that the aquifer recharge area 
should not be further jeopardized by allowing the density of septic waste 
disposal systems to increase. After closing the hearing, Mr. Baesler 
evaluated the information provided by Mr. Mullivan and others. He 
determined that because the groundwater gradient had not been established, 
the impact of increased pollutant loading on the aquifer could not be 
made. The property was found by Tillamook County staff to be acceptable 
for a split waste gray water system, using a pressurized seepage bed and a 
Department of Commerce approved non-discharging toilet fixture. Mr. 
Baesler was unable to find that strict compliance with the rule limiting 
sewage flow loading rates in rapidly draining material was inappropriate 
for cause, or that the property possessed special physical conditions to 
render strict compliance unreasonable. Mr. Mullivan was notified of the 
variance denial by letter dated April 22, 1982 (Attachment 11 C11 ). 

On May 14, 1982, the Department received from Mr. Mullivan a letter 
(Attachment "D") appealing Mr. Baesler• s decision, listing the following 
particulars: 

1. The decision is not supported by substantial evidence. 

2. The decision is contrary to existing law. 

3. It is improperly construed implacable law. 

4. The decision reflects a failure to follow a procedure applicable 
to the matter. 

Evaluation 

Pursuant to ORS 454.660, decisions of the variance officer may be appealed 
to the Environmental Quality Commission. Mr. Mullivan made such an appeal. 
The Commission must determine if strict compliance with the rule or 
standard is inappropriate for cause, or that special physical conditions 
render strict compliance to be unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical. 

Upon the Department's receipt of the complete variance application, Mr. 
Mullivan was notified by letter of the time and location of the site visit 
and information gathering hearing. Information contained in the notice 
letter constitutes, for the record, a summary of the questions which would 
determine the matter. After evaluating the site and after holding an 
information gathering hearing to gather testimony relevant to the requested 
variance, Mr. Baesler was unable to determine that pollution of the Nedonna 
Beach aquifer would not occur if the proposed system was installed. He was 
unable to find that strict compliance with the Department's rule was 
inappropriate, or that special physical conditions render strict compliance 
to be unreasonable. 
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Summation 

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

2. Tillamook County staff evaluated the property for on-site sewage 
disposal and determined that because of the small lot size, rapidly 
draining soils, and presence of a permanent groundwater aquifer, the 
only system that can be approved for the property is a split waste 
system. 

3. Mr. Mullivan submitted a variance application to the Department. The 
application was assigned to Mr. Baesler. Mr. Mullivan was notified 
by letter of the time and place of the site visit and hearing. He was 
also provided a summary of the questions which would determine the 
matter. 

4. Mr. Baesler examined the property and conducted an information 
gathering hearing. After closing the hearing Mr. Baesler reviewed 
and evaluated the variance record. He found the testimony provided 
did not support a favorable decision. Although the variance request 
to install a full waste load system was denied, the split waste gray 
water system remains an option Mr. Mullivan could use. 

5. Mr. Mullivan filed for appeal of the decision by letter. 

Director's Recommendation 

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

William H. Young 

Attachments: 4 
Attachment "A" Pertinent Legal Authorities 
Attachment "B" Assignment Letter 
Attachment 11 C11 Variance Denial Letter 
Attachment 11D11 Letter of Appeal 

Sherman o. Olson, Jr:l 
229-6443 
June 24, 1982 
XL1728 



ATTACHMENT 11A11 

1. Administrative rules governing subsurface sewage disposal are 
provided for by Statute: ORS 454.625. 

2. The Environmental Quality Commission has been given statutory 
authority to grant variances from the particular requirements 
of any rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal 
systems if after hearing, it finds that strict compliance with 
the rule or standard is inappropriate for cause or special 
physical conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, 
burdensome or impractical: ORS 454.657. 

3. The Commission has been given statutory authority to delegate the 
power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed 
by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality: 
ORS 454.660. 

4. Mr. Baesler was appointed as a variance officer pursuant to the 
Oregon Administrative Rules: OAR 340-71-415. 

6. Decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may be 
appealed to the Commission: ORS 454.660. 

XL1728.A 
6/24/82 



ATTACHMENT "B" 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

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

0 
Jolm Nullivan 
3555 (,n3 JaGl-C.'lOn School Ticl \\ 
llilleboro, Oil 97123 

!?e: 1-tQ-SSS-Vt~r·ience 1\ssig.;:ment 
T, L. 11700; Seo, 20ED I 
l'. 2H; fi .. 10t~~ \1.f-1.; 
Tillam-;;ol: County 

Th<,i Doµartreent of B.mrii•o=antal Qunli ty ic in rrJceipt. of '~ ooi::pl1.>ted 
i;,ppliaation for varianooti frow Orot;on Adminiat.l'ativ'il llul'.;,, g;overnin[; 
uubsurfaco :;;<llltlllle di::iponal, OAR Chapter 3 ~(), Di Vi$iOn 71. 

P.n ctiocunscct ~1ith :;s, Hulli'lfu'1 in u tolei1boni; coi:worr.mtJ.011 cm February 23, 
'1982, a public 1nfo1·;:,1tion g~thoring nearin5 to consider so~u· requm::itm is 
boing achGctul<id for !70t1ruar•y 26, 1982, I wil:i. i:ier:t llith you at. th.e 
propo:icd dra1nf1old sit<:> at 9:50 a.m. to ex'1uino tho +,o:it pits that ;:ou 
nro to pro vi do 11 to gUlthar soil.s ., and topog1~cphica.l inf'ortmtio11 1,elovc..ri.t to 
your proponal, Jh; sp<:ioifi&d en l:.b1 vnriunco :1pplication fonn, tho tos~ 
pita m\illt li<J dug to a d•~pth of five (5) fcot 01• to bodrook, Ploose rof<ill' 
to the attnohed pltm or your propceal for the ~~o&t d·~2irchl'3 location;:; to 
p.l.act11 tlmuc t:oet pi tn, 

!i::~c-diately 11t'tc:• tb.e aite v:Lsi t, an ini'orraation cathorin.,; h(iuring, ;:::;; 
provid<:d for in Cl!\!! Chapter 3JJ0, 71•430, will b•1 i:icld at tlls Tillu.!llook 
Count~~ Court.b.ou!':.{l" You at•e .invited to ho:ve you:- ~t.tnr11oy, coni!iulti:tnt ~ at1d 
any ctl:El!' interested lHll'C>Oll in attondancn al; both tho oi.to vinit. and tto 
in.f'crzac.ticn catho.rinB 11ea.ri.tJS• 

1'.1.t tile tll~e of y1;,1ur h>0a:r1r.;.k;, ploa.ee b:e prepat•otJ t-c oftc1"' those faota a=:d 
t''w.::iono which you feel giv·~ o.tJsur:anco that :/our: roque;\Jtod v&rianco, if 
ercntcd, ~1111 llllt l'$OUlt in tbu creation of u putil.ic h~alth hazard or c.uu::ia 
pollution of publii:i uatcr;,. .11.li;o be prVipi<red to offer the rmisono ~;hy 
~·ou i'incl tb.'lt otrict cooplinnce with the rules would bo unrcasomiblc, 
burdenoouu, 01,. impractical. 



John Hullivan 
FcbruUl'Y 23, 1982 
l".:.ee 2 

By rec<;:ipt or o. oopy of' tl1i:D lol;.t~l", Tilluooot' CC",unty Enviro11.munt:.11 Bcalth 
L'cpa2"ttl·'Cnt is not.1..fied of this pf;r:.dini; vc-irianco. It is rtil~uoated that ;::t 
rnpre!ler~tat.i:vc f'!'OiZ. thi3 .eootion be in e'!t.t0ln.da1~cc ;;:;t both th~ 3itt3 vi~.it 
a11<.1 th~ heG~1~in5. 

GDE:o 
r<C177 
E'nclosi.;:-e 

cc: On .... :Jite S:eu~f.1~ .Se~t.ioo; t·EQ 
Croson Wcitor R<0cm:rooc Dopr.rtcmnt 

l~t tn1 Willia.u; !3artholomm 
!forth Coust Branch, Jlo tor in, DEQ 

Si.ucorcly, 

Gregory D. Prll~Olt~l" t 11-. S • 
.Er~viro11i:-2ontol f.,n.G.lyat 
Not .. tbwo-.ot Hce.icri 

Tillamook County ~m.virc.ntic.ntei.l l!r.ialth Depart;:i.~nt 

Attn: KilL. S\:<~ift, H.s. 
\.fi.J.1int:l u. 'J.)0:1li;:~ tl.s. 

-.-•1'' 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 

"""'~ 

DEQ-1 

ATTACHMENT "C 11 

Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

John Mullivan 
3885 N.W. Jackson School Road 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

Dear Mr. Mullivan: 

April 22, 1982 

CERTIFIED MAIL No.348625 
Return Receipt Requested 

Re: WQ-SSS-Variance Denial 
T.L. 4700; Sec. 20BD 
T2N; R.lOW; W.M. 
Tillamook County 

'l'his correspondence will serve to verify that your requested variance 
hearing, as provided for in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, 
Rule 71-430 was held on February 26, 1982 and continued to April 8, 
1982 for receipt of additional testimony. 

Just prior to the public information gathering hearing I visited the 
proposed site to gather soils and topographical information relevant 
to your variance proposal. The subject property is located on the 
foredune and deflation plain of Nedonna Beach. The warranty deed 
describes the property as a platted lot (50xlOO') and also conveys 
the area between the lot and the Pacific Ocean. One test pit was 
evaluated at the time of my visit to the property. The profile con
sisted of rapidly draining unconsolidated dune sands overlying a 
permanently perched water table with no observable water to eighty
four inches. (During an earlier site evaluation by Tillamook County, 
the permanent water table was measured at eighty (80) inches below 
ground surface.) The slope of the deflation plain is approximately 
5~%. Lots in the subdivision where this property is located are 
served with water from the city of Rockaway. The city has two (2) 
wells approximately 1900 feet northeast of the subject property. 

Due to the rapidly draining soil characteristics, and lot size (a load
ing rate of four hundred fifty (450) gallons per acre per day would be 
exceeded) ,your lot was not found to be acceptable for a standard on
site system. It was, however, approved for a gray water pressurized 
distribution system - an alternative on-site sewage disposal system. 

To overcome the site limitations, you, with the aid of your consultant, 
proposed to install a 20 1 x 30' pressurized seepage bed with one hundred 
lineal feet of pressure distribution pipe spaced four (4) feet apart. 
The seepage bed was to be installed twenty-four (24) to thirty-five (35) 
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inches deep. Other components incorporated into the proposal include a 
1, 000 gallon concrete septic tank,· a 1, 000 gallon dosing tank and a 1/3 
h.p. pump with float controls. The proposed system was designed to serve 
a three (3) bedroom single family dwelling and to· dispose of both black 
and gray water. 

Variances from particular requirements of the rules or standards pertain
ing to on-site sewage disposal systems may be granted if it is found that 
strict compliance with the rule or standard is inappropriate for cause or 
special physical conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burden
some or impractical. 

Your proposal, although well prepared, has failed to convince me that 
strict compliance with the rule addressing sewage flow loading rates in 
rapidly draining material is inappropriate for cause. Because the ground 
water gradient underlying the property has not been established by a 
hydrogeological study the impact of increased pollutant loading on the 
developed aquifier is unk:no\'1n. The rule allov1ing the use of a gray water 
system was made to utilize properties of deficient size by decreasing the 
loading rates to a receiving ground water body. By installing this type 
of split waste system a reduction of pollutants by approximately fifty 
(50) percent can be realized. 

Therefore, based on my evaluation of the verbal and written testimony 
contained in the record, I am not able to find strict compliance with 
the rule is inappropriate for cause, or that there are special physical 
conditions present which render strict compliance unreasonable. Your 
variance request is regretfully denied. 

Pursuant to OAR 340-71-440, my decision to deny your variance request may 
be appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. Requests for appeal 
must be made by letter, stating the grounds for appeal, and addressed to 
the Environmental Quality Commission, in care of M.r. William H. Young, 
Director, Department of Environmental Quality, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 
97207, within twenty (20) days of the date of the certified mailing of 
this letter. 

Please feel free to contact me at 229-5296 if you have questions regarding 
this decision. 

Sincerely, 

~d 
~ 

,......,...,,..,.,Gregory D. Baesler 
_.--,,. Environmental Analyst 

Northwest Region 
GDB/emc 
cc: William H, Doak 

NorthCoast Branch Office, DEQ 
On-Site Sewage Section, DEQ 
Tillamook County Health Department 



ATTACHMENT "D" 

May 14, 1982 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 s.w. Fifth Avenue, Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Re: WQ-SSS - Variance Denial 
T.L. 4700; Sec.20BD 
T2N; R.lOW; W.M. 
Tillamook County 

\Ve wish to appeal Mr. Baesler 1 s decision for the following 
reasons; 

1. The decision is not supported by substantial 
evidence. 

2. The decision is contrary to existing law. 

3. It is improperly construed implacable law. 

4. The decision reflects a failure to follow 
a procedure applicable to the matter. 

Please notify us when the appeal date is set. 

Sincerely yours, 

John Mullivan 
3885 N.W. Jackson 
Hillsboro, Oregon 

School Road 
97123 

oo~®~ll~!EillJ 
MAY 1,t 1982 

DEPT. OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY 
----- _ _J ' ~ 



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOllERNOR 

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

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. H, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Stipulated Compliance Orders for Water Pollution Sources -
Status Report and Proposed Action 

The Department started issuing water quality permits in 1968. From the 
beginning of the permitting process, compliance schedules have been an 
integral and important part of permits. If upgrading or new construction 
was needed, a schedule was negotiated~with the permittee and put into the 
permit. 

When the Federal Water Pollution Control Act was amended in 1972, it made 
quite an impact on the permitting procedures. National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits were required on all discharges to 
public waters and federal deadlines were established for meeting federal 
treatment standards. DEQ became the delegated agency in Oregon to issue 
the NPDES permits and enforce the federal standards and deadlines. 

One federal requirement was that all sewage treatment plants were to have 
secondary treatment as defined by EPA by July 1, 1977. Sewage lagoons and 
trickling filter sewage treatment plants had difficulty meeting the EPA 
secondary treatment numerical standards as did other secondary treatment 
plants which were at or nearing design capacity. All of Oregon's sewage 
treatment plants were either using secondary treatment processes or were 
constructing secondary treatment facilities when the 1972 Act was passed. 

Because substantial amounts of federal grants were available for 
constructing sewage treatment facilities, compliance schedules were 
written with dates which were triggered on the offer of a federal grant. 
For example: 

The permittee shall comply with the following schedule: 

(a) Submit proper and complete facility plan report and Step II 
grant application by December 31, 1977. 
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(b) Submit complete and biddable final plans and specifications and 
a proper and complete Step III grant application within ten 
(10) months of Step II grant offer. 

(c) Complete construction within fifteen (15) months of Step III 
grant offer. 

(d) Demonstrate compliance with the final effluent limitations 
specified in Schedule A of the permit within 30 days of 
completing construction. 

This is often referred to as a "ratchet schedule." All dates except the 
first date were keyed to grant offers. 

Federal Law and EPA 1 s rules required that all construction be completed 
before July 1, 1977. Due to lack of adequate federal funding many projects 
did not meet the 1977 deadline. In fact, some are not completed yet. 
Since an NPDES permit could not have a schedule that went beyond July 1, 
1977 statutory date, a different system for applying a compliance schedule 
to the permittee had to be developed. 

Any permit with an expiration date beyond July 1, 1977, was written with 
final effluent limits as if the permittee was alreacty in compliance. At 
the same time the Department negotiated a compliance schedule and an 
interim set of effluent limits which could be met until construction was 
complete. The interim effluent limits and compliance schedule were then 
incorporated in a Stipulated Consent Order which was signed by the 
Commission and the permittee. This order provided an enforceable 
compliance schedule and it provided the permittee with some immunity from 
prosecution as long as they were meeting their interim effluent limits 
and their compliance schedule. The same process was followed with some 
industries that were unable to meet EPA deadlines. 

Stipulated consent orders were also used for some communities who had 
failing septic tanks but no sewer system and therefore no permit. It 
became a mechanism of establishing an enforceable compliance schedule 
outside of the permitting process. EPA concurred in this procedure. 

Since 1977, the Commission has issued 35 stipulated consent orders to 
municipalities and industries in water pollution control matters. The 
following is a summary of their status: 

Of the 35 consent orders issued, 33 have been to communities for 
providing or improving sewage treatment plants or treating filter 
backwash from water treatment plants and 2 were to industries. Of 
the 33 communities, 25 have completed their facilities or have them 
under construction so no further action on the stipulated orders 
will be necessary. They are: 
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St. Paul 
Winston 
Wheeler 
Woodburn 
Multnomah County 
Cave Junction 
Corvallis 
Boardman 
Amity 
Jefferson 
La Grande 
Maupin 
Rockaway 
Brownsville 
Hood River 
BCV SA 
Dundee 
Hammond 
Eugene 
Prairie City 
Gold Hill 
Donald 
Lakeside 
Forest Grove 
Grants Pass 

No. H 

Completed new sewerage system. 
Completed joint system with Green S.D. 
Connected to North Tillamook System. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Residents were ordered to connect to new sewer. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed upgrading sewage treatment. 
Completed corrections to sewage treatment. 
Completed interceptor from Medford to White City Lagoon. 
Completed improvements to sewage treatment. 
Sewers completed with transmission line to Warrenton. 
Regional facility under construction. 
New facility under construction. 
New facility under construction. 
New facility under construction. 
Completed settling ponds for filter backwash. 
Old filter plant taken out of service. 
Filter backwash diverted to log pond. 

Others requiring no immediate action are: 

Salem 

Al Peirce Lumber 

Coos Head Timber 

A new consent order establishing a program for control of 
infiltration and bypassing was signed August 3, 1981. 

Facility has closed indefinitely. 

Permit was modified incorporating new schedule so consent 
order is no longer needed. 

Problem and Evaluation Statement 

Much has been accomplished through the use of stipulated consent orders. 
In the past a "ratchet schedule" which tied the planning and construction 
to the availability of federal grants was an appropriate way to write 
schedules. Now, with a much reduced availability of federal funds, 
"ratchet schedules" are no longer generally appropriate. 

There are a few projects remaining on ratchet schedules where federal 
grants will not be available within a reasonable period of time. If 
problems are to be resolved, those schedules need to be renegotiated with 
new schedules developed, based upon some program of self-financing to get 
the required work done. 
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The remaining 7 stipulated consent orders are in need of some attention, as 
follows: 

Seaside The original Consent Order was issued on September 28, 1977, 
and later amended September 22, 1978, December 20, 1978, and 
February 23, 1979, The Order has a ratchet schedule for 
upgrading their sewage treatment facilities. Construction 
grants will not be available in the reasonable future. The 
Commission has recently approved a phased construction 
schedule for Seaside which will allow them to upgrade their 
system within the financial abilities of the City without 
federal grants. Negotiations are underway to revise the 
permit and the Order to incorporate this new schedule. 

Cottage Grove The Order for the City of Cottage Grove contains a ratchet 
schedule. The City has recently been before the Commission 
with a new schedule which will phase construction over a 
longer period of time within the capability of the City to 
finance it. The consent agreement remains to be changed to 
incorporate this new schedule. 

Cannon Beach Cannon Beach is ready to proceed with a project to be funded 
with Innovative and Alternative Technology set aside funds. 
It can be constructed with 1982 funds if they are ever 
released by Congress because higher priority projects are 
not ready to proceed. However, there are projects that will 
be ready for 1983 funds which are higher in priority than 
Cannon Beach. Therefore, if Congress does not release 1982 
funds but waits to release 1983 funds, Cannon Beach will not 
receive money. Therefore, a new schedule should be 
negotiated with the City to assure progress using their own 
financing if federal funds are not available. 

Happy Valley Because of recognized failing septic tank-drainfield systems 
which present hazards to public health and the waters of the 
state, a stipulated consent order was issued to Happy Valley 
on June 24, 1977, requiring them to submit a facility plan 
by November 30, 1977, for correcting the problems by 
sewering the area. 

A "ratchet schedule" contingent on federal funding was put 
in the order. A federal grant for developing the facility 
plan report was awarded to them based on a lump sum 
engineering contract which agreed to complete the report for 
$24,000 ($18,000 federal, $6,000 local). Because of a land 
use density issue which needed to be resolved before 
completion of the facility plan, the consent order was 
amended February 17, 1978. The amended order required the 
final facility plan and a design grant application within 
six months of the adoption of land use plans necessary for 



EQC Agenda Item No. H 
July 16, 1982 
Page 5 

Astoria 
(Williamsport 
Sewers) 

Newport 

Coquille 

the implementation of the facility plan. While significant 
work was done to develop alternatives, progress toward 
selecting an alternative has been stalled, awaiting 
resolution of the land use plan issues. 

The Land Conservation and Development Commission has 
recently ordered Happy Valley to resubmit its plan based on 
specified urban densities. This order provides a basis for 
completion of the facilities plan. A new schedule for 
completing the facility plan and constructing facilities 
needs to be negotiated. Happy Valley is not likely to 
receive grant assistance for construction in the next 
several years. Grants for design are no longer available. 

There are about 50 homesites near Astoria where septic 
systems are failing. Astoria was ordered to construct an 
interceptor line to the area so that the failing systems can 
be eliminated. The facility plan was to be completed by 
March 31, 1978, with construction on a ratchet schedule 
dependent on the availability of federal funds. 

The facility plan has been finished but they are not high 
enough on the priority list to be funded in the near 
future. A new schedule which is not dependent on federal 
funds needs to be negotiated. 

The City was issued a stipulated consent order April 4, 
1978. A facility plan was due within 9 months of a Step I 
grant offer. The facility plan has been completed but not 
yet reviewed. The City is already taking corrective steps 
on their own to upgrade portions of their system. A new 
schedule needs to be negotiated with the City. 

The City was originally to have Provided settling ponds for 
filter backwash water at their water filtration plant by 
September 1, 1976. Because the City wanted to upgrade their 
water filtration plant and build settling basins, a new 
schedule was established in a stipulated consent order. The 
new schedule provided for constructing a new plant and 
settling ponds by May 1, 1978. As of this date, settling 
ponds have not been constructed so the Department must 
either revise the schedule or take enforcement action, as 
appropriate. The City claims lack of funds to do the job. 
There are no grant funds available for water treatment 
plants. 
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Summation 

1. Because of federal restrictions on putting compliance schedules in 
permits, stipulated consent orders were used as an enforcement 
mechanism for compliance schedules. 

2. Since 1977, 35 water quality related stipulated consent orders 
have been issued by the Commission. 

3. Most of these orders were for construction 
systems 
grants. 
federal 

and contained schedules contingent 
This was deemed reasonable at the 

funding authorized by Congress. 

of municipal sewerage 
on award of federal 
time based on the level of 

4. Of the 35 orders, all have essentially met the requirements except for 
7 facilities. 

5. Federal grants are no longer available in sufficient amount to assure 
reasonable progress toward solving water quality problems. 
Congressional authorizations have been reduced significantly while 
costs have increased. Thus, the basis for schedules in the sewage 
works related orders has changed. 

6. Revised sewerage programs for Seaside and Cottage ·Grove have been 
approved by the Commission. The stipulated consent orders need to be 
revised to incorporate the new schedules. 

7. Coquille is not in compliance with the stipulated consent order 
regarding their water filtration plant backwash. The Department needs 
to either renegotiate the schedule or take enforcement action if 
appropriate. 

8. If 1982 funds are not released, a new schedule needs to be negotiated 
with Cannon Beach for sewerage improvements. 

9. New schedules not dependent on federal grants need to be negotiated 
with Astoria (Williamsport), Happy Valley, and Newport. 

Director's Recommendation 
Based on the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission direct the staff to negotiate new compliance schedules as 
appropriate, not contingent on federal grants, for Coquille, Cannon Beach 
Astoria, Happy Valley and Newport, and return to the Commission for their 
approval at the October meeting. 

Charles K. Ashbaker:l 
229-5315 
June 25, 1982 
WL1724 

William H. Young 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I , July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Request by the Town of Butte Falls for a Variance from Rules 
Prohibiting Open-Burning Dumps. OAR 340-61-040(2) 

Background and Problem Statement 

The town of Butte Falls in rural Jackson County has been operating an open
burning dump under a "temporary" permit issued by the Department in 1972. 
The Department has not been able to issue a regular permit and/or support a 
variance request until now because the town did not have legal control of 
the property. Recently, the property owner (Medford Corporation) agreed to 
lease the land to the town, and the town applied for a permit and a 
variance to allow continued open burning. A copy of a letter from 
Mayor Harold Tejcka is attached, The Commission may grant such variances 
in accordance with ORS 459.225(3). 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

Butte Falls has a population of about 400. However, it is estimated that 
the site also serves about 500 county residents and receives a total of 
about 3,000 cu. yds, of waste per year. The disposal site is very small 
(two acres) and would rapidly fill if wastes are not burned. The town has 
no landfill equipment of its own and must rely upon Medford Corporation to 
periodically service the site at its convenience. The nearest alternative 
disposal site is the Dry Creek Landfill, near Medford, approximately 32 
miles away. 

The environmental impacts of the current operation are not extreme. The 
The site is fairly isolated and burning is limited to about once a week. 

Department has not received complaints about smoke or malodors. The 
primary concerns are the forest fire hazards related to open burning, 
sarety hazards of exposed refuse and some minor effects of drainage on 
Ginger Creek. The Department's proposed permit can address the drainage 
problems and require that the site be operated as safely and as orderly as 
possible. 
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The staff believes that the obtaining of a lease and issuance of a regular 
permit are important first steps that will ultimately lead to implementa
tion of some more suitable alternative. The Department has been working 
with the town, Medford Corporation, Jackson County, and the Forest Service 
for some time to find an acceptable alternative. Most promising is a small 
transfer station with transport of wastes to the Dry Creek Landfill. 
Granting a variance would allow continued operation while the town tries to 
secure funding for such a project. Because the town has very little money 
and since county residents and county parks contribute heavily to the 
site's use, it is expected that the county will play a major role in the 
planning and implementation of any alternative. 

The town did not propose a specific time period for the variance. The 
staff recommends limiting the variance until July 1, 1985. Because of 
current economic conditions, it is anticipated that progress may be slow. 
Also, the Department's resources are limited and this site is considered to 
be of relatively low priority. Similar variances were granted last month 
for several Lake County communities until July 1, 1985 and it would be 
convenient to deal with all of these open-burning cases at one time. As a 
condition of granting a variance, it is recommended that the town be 
required to submit progress reports to the Department in July 1983 and 
July 1984. 

Summation 

1. The town of Butte Falls operates an open-burning dump in violation of 
the Department's rules. 

2. The site has severe limitations for landfilling and the town has no 
equipment to operate a landfill. The nearest alternative landfill is 
approximately 32 miles away. 

3. The town has requested a variance to allow continued open burning. 
The staff recommends such variance be limited to July 1, 1985 to 
provide reasonable time for compliance during this period of economic 
recession and to parallel similar variances recently granted to 
communities in Lake County. It is also recommended that the town be 
required to report on its progress in July 1983 and July 1984. 

4. 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. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-61-040(2), until July 1, 1985 
to the town of Butte Falls. Such variance to be conditioned upon the 
submission of progress reports in July 1983 and July 1984. 

(;JwR 
William H. Young 

Attachment: Letter dated May 28, 1982 from Harold Tejcka 

W. H. Dana:b 
229-6266 
June 23, 1982 
SB1080 
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H.e: Reque.st,.:;d 1rn.riancc to opn1T burning 

To Whom It )l;ay Coneern; 

The To1vn of J~1tte F'alls r•-::quGs-Ls a v.:..1riance to tJ18 open burr1:Lng 
ru1i11g at our durnp tri tic; for the follo>tr.Lng reasona; 

1,, The costs of dev·cloping a tran.sfer sit.co 

\1fc feel there: a.re suJ'fiei·--~nt :cr~<lS(>n.s to re\ilJ.c:::rL t.1:11..s i,rari.nnce_\! 
o .. nd 1-vould apprecia.to :·lu11r con;:d .. deratj_on and .~.ccept.ance of' the 
request" 

Rec/ ITT 

Ha:c61d Te ,ickll 
f'1 a,yor 

Stah'l' of Oregon 
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lo)~®ffiOW~[]) 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. J, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Informational Report: Acceptance of Waste Reduction 
Programs (Lincoln County - Metro - Yamhill County) 

This informational report was initiated by staff to bring the EQC up to 
date regarding the status of waste reduction programs. 

Senate Bill 925 passed by the 1979 Legislature requires local governments 
to prepare waste reduction programs under certain conditions. Local 
governments requesting financial or technical assistance from the 
Department or siting a landfill in the EFU zone are subject to the 
requirement. Staff initially requested the EQC to adopt guidelines 
governing preparation of waste reduction programs, and at the Commission's 
request prepared rules (OAR 340-61-100 to 61-110) which were adopted on 
September 19, 1980. 

To date seven local governments have been required to prepare waste 
reduction programs (Clatsop, Columbia, Klamath, Lincoln, Tillamook and 
Yamhill Counties and Metro). In addition, Hood River County is eligible to 
receive reimbursement of $18,000 in PCB fund grant money if they complete a 
program. Two other counties, Marion and Lane, have voluntarily started 
preparation of waste reduction programs. 

During the month of June, the first waste reduction programs were accepted 
by the Department (Lincoln County, Metro, and Yamhill County - letters 
attached). All programs were accepted with the following conditions: 

o The government must incorporate the waste reduction pla.n into its 
Solid Waste Management Plan, as required by law; 

o A data base must be developed so there is something to measure the 
plan's implementation against; 

o The actual waste reduction program must be consistent with the plan; 

o Adequate resources must be allocated to carry out the program, and 

o The jurisdictions must submit to the DEQ any major changes in the 
plan. 
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Staff has proceeded slowly in accepting waste reduction programs to assure 
that maximum results will be obtained from them. Most jurisdictions have 
limited capability to prepare and implement programs, so much of the actual 
background and preparation has come from technical assistance provided by 
the Department. Staff resources for waste reduction programs are limited 
to part of one FTE. Priority for allocation is being given to those local 
governments where assistance will markedly improve the quality of the 
resulting waste reduction program. Some plans remain unfinished where 
progress has little potential for impact on the actual waste reduction 
program implementation. Some local governments have implemented an 
effective waste reduction program while the draft plans have waited for 
revision to make them meet our waste reduction plan/program rules. 

The present waste reduction rules were written as guidelines to aid local 
government in the development of waste reduction plans and to assist the 
Department in acceptance and reporting on the effectiveness of the 
programs. The passage of time has provided enough experience for these 
rules to demonstrate that they are not entirely useful for the intended 
purposes. It is the staff opinion that the rules could be improved to be 
more useful to local government in the development of waste reduction 
plans. 

Senate Bill 925 required reporting to each legislature on the use and level 
of compliance with waste reduction programs. At present there is no 
requirement for reporting by local governments on the level of activity and 
success of the programs. This makes it difficult for staff to evaluate 
compliance level. 

It is staff intention to proceed with drafting of rule revisions both for 
clarification and to require annual reporting. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission concur with staff's intention to 
prepare rule amendments clarifying the rules and requiring annual reporting 
on accepted waste reduction programs. It is further recommended that the 
Commission concur in the direction the Department has taken regarding 
acceptance of waste reduction programs. 

Attachments 

Robert L. Brown:b 
229-5157 
June 22, 1982 
SB1076 

William H. Young 
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e Gail ~~tm to.ri 
Lincoln County ll•~& .. lth Dep!il.rtme.nt 
Liriaoln Coimtir Cnm•thouei'l 
2:!'5 Hoii.lt OH ve St, 
!lewport, Oil 9'!365 

!101 .'lW ,, L.!nooln Comil:y 
1!~tfi,tf.J Reduction ProgrD.m 

tie have oompl<#ted o!ll' reviow of' the l.inm:ifo County Waato !lodu\Jtj,on Plan, 
rJa have nl:;o followc~cl the progress ot' the Haste ro<:itmt.i'm rrogr>ai" new 
operating in the 001.mt;y, 

L.!.nooln County has a!mwn :l.r1novatton mid om'l.m.i.tment ~n the J.mphimontatlon of 
their ·v_rasto r-edt1ction ~"3r"O!S:t'U!.lt"I We ar$$ v~'*.rJ! (~ti(~our-n~~d by Lh,e apparent. 
lovel>J cf'· i1aste r(~duotion in tho county~ \--,1:1ho···t'i.i1-8.l,~--:prti£{rar1 t~houlrJ prov1.do 
mwto rcniw:itlon opti.oris cmwistcmlc with< tho l.0<101 of Lincoln County• D solid 
HtH'.3t«~ t:1•::nng6\1\l(t-nt role. 

'l'fJ<:ire ts i::tdditional bae~~~ound rJiatc.r.ial ut$tclr c1ou:td be inao~ .. p~::it·'atod lnt.o 
tho· pJ.nn docuruont~ Tl1o_r(21 ln it fl'[l-Od for~ tj~~pan.t~Z.cn of· thia data baG0u There 
ia nlGo o ne€!:d to fCk"E'.llillizo both tl'h13 -~metll!- roductton ~~oal.s and t.he 
noceBGnry 10vr~~1e of1 .invtbl V{r!!nont otho.r local govoPntnont.s in tl10 wastX::1 
r0ciuct:1on P~"-Cik1fl2r,\* 

I\OC(';iiptanoe (if tbe, Ltnooln Count1• ~rentG 11r.;)duction Plan !tJ hcreb:y~ grmnt0dl' 
subjent to tlte f'olln~"7ing i:1:ondtt:tona Hnr1 K"(c:H:H?raniendat.lono: 

1 $ Tho cotxnt.;y' t,Jill fH~epar•G tind :~H .. tbti11t an update of thcg tYci.r:-t.e 
redu,ction p).,';~n t-ibJ.oh ltlll lnoludc rnor.:J con1pleto bag(; <.1at01 un 
·un'5te reth~ot.ton t'}.f'forts.i> 

~:<Q Tho county ~rill ~J·~J<ek ae;r<::1er;~.c:1ntei Hith otb.;0r• local g0v~1"ru110nt3 to 
iEr.;<Jrporu.t..s} the go{;ala and obje:otJ~vee of' th;?. lra;:1t<J r0;1uct.1on plan 
and priogrBm into t.he other' local gpver2nment' t; S{)l id ~1.uete 
r.ct;;;1,nagf.:?ment aciti1tlti0::J., 

3, ~?he comity wl.U comiidGi" the imit Hu ti on cl' d.t verei<:m erect I.ts 
t1r foa d.iffe~entl~l 1hor r«Jseyeltng at an;y· rt®Vl Boltd Hnt:Jto dizposnl 
fao.l.Htia,,; ent!libUshad or controlled by the oounty, 
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4. ~'he waste radnot.J,~,n i.~.1'<)grrun to bo im9le1"C10ot;ed by th© county wHl 
be e(m~;:Lol;e11t wi.th thfJI plirn and w.Ul bo direot<id tmm1'd nt.t11tnlng 
the goals of U1at. pltm, 

itd.eqtt~.tl& :r'boourices t.i.i.1 J, be a11£;oated tcrward irRpl 02n1ont;l ti on (Jf the 
t~rl1.stc r>t:duot~ion progr-an1 tSo aB t.o r1ak~;i J.t cona.tetiEH:lt .:tn ln'1Jel and 
iinpaot t~1th otJ1e.ri sol.id vrru3tB mana~t?;;f:1e1ont aot t vi t.ie~ bf' thti 
ccm1ty. 

6., Any sj.e;nifinr.u-1!; 211odtt:.10~1ti 10n2J 01~ !"(;~vi.siono cf th~ plan or 
deviatJ.oi1<1 ot' tM pr•o&Tam fi•ott th<l direction of the plnn nhoulct 
be submitt~ed to the llepart;m(mt and .i.noorporatod l.nto tho Sol.id 
IJ!lliJte M.1magewent J?liu1 b:y th<; Cottirdso.ion, AU modl.ftoa~fons m• 
re-v·.1.el.O!il'.l (;f' thG wanJt,o p,1d1;otion phm ahould 1xi hasod ori <m 
®Veluat.J.cm of the effeoti:1r~1nl!lss ot' thfl PNls·imt ple.n and pi•ograu, 

Wo look Jfon1a!"d h'l worklne with nm! a1rn.tsUng Linr~oln County .tn tho 
cte~:eleipment or"" and 1Ep1~11111:tntation of tk1a.tr t<1a..ste roduot,.to~-~ program. 
ef'fo.rt<J. \./() !J.f'O sm•<i Uiot tile ol.t.!.ll<iilW of t.ho ooun~:v wHJ. m.ipport. and 
partic.iptJtf0 in tl:cl.:TI progrr:tUl~ f]{)th thie t.~tHf:f_._a.nd ttii'.::1 ptiblio 1ri soninral 
oonUm.iG to have the hl.ghmit o;~psotatlon® tilt' slkoo:•;i1 11hl.oh LJ.nooln 
CtJunty oan aocompl.ish in tt:ie a.re:1a of ~,rai:Jt~ red_itotioi/'fl 

!lL!l: <' 
SGlJ'f :J 
cc: Northwest Region, DEQ 

UUHm;, f.l. 
DirCHJt,or 
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Biel,~ Gut1t;~fsonil tr~11;.~outiVG Offio&ir 
t~otro 
5~·~"f SW fl.:?1ll 
1?ortland 11 OH 97201 

Re~ $~? ,,,. ~~·etr-o 

lJ8!at~ rtnduo t ion .Fr'ograDi 

He have con1ple,~::.\'ld r•f.rv1.tSib':f ot:' the• l·<l-ntr4opol ltr.1n Bf~rviee })ii11trlot. lo-Jo.ate 
Hr::ducttcn Pinn"' tile h;mve ;;;,,1.no J:'1 EZVJ~C~?~;)d the progrer::;<J ot thfJ pr•t;nont \-Jar.~te 
t·educt.t~)_n prci1,Jrax11 .f~~J outli:n<:;d .en tho dDnUtlJOntnJ'~:t~ w.at0rl~1lt3 t,1111.c:h Y•;)U havo 
Dubm.i t t;ect it)1f-&il"1 the:.: lant y(".EJ.t" II; 

r,1ctr'{J h.rir-; the larf>Jitllst i3oltd t;;rHt~to ru:t.Xk-:t&;~r:1ent r02pon$lh.i-li ty of i:;<;,;1y· loonl 
goV1S'1rf:'ll'.tCtrrt :in tbe,~ StMt:c~ of tJr0gone It is n.ppt:~lr~nt -~hat t·1Htro wt11 havo not 
only th«J f'lr1Jt but '1'ilso the 111o~Jt coopr<e!1&110J,,yo- -and ¢f'fei:Jt,ive- t·#EH .. ~tra 
~·e.jcltiotton p1"t:gram ln they~ Bt.E~ti;;i. Th0 t1us~~1 r":0U;,iottoi~ plan olc;uiont1J and 
t·;ou la Wbto.k1 ~JOU hzrve eh08Grl ~'.\re tAPJJf'.9l;sP1fit.e tO_': th,at.,''.: ir8Cport01bi1 .i ty ~ r.Lb('3y 
;;':r~~ progr~:;BOiV8 yot cr.tta.in&:bJ.IV,, _ _-.-·-!f thG:i·-:.v,r.i(;~:Pe.r:1 tn :~r:ipl\tiillOtl.t;;)d \<1.lth htgh 
1ovt1ls of Cout10.il and 6to.f'f. ootat~.i t~u1ent ari~J 1;A.lb11c trnrol VG1!'!0nt ~ the r-03ton t CJ 
deL;p0.ndt::':~'.iei£~ on_ lc-in.df.ill di1~11o~t:J.l1_-.1 ea~1 be t1t~~st.~ntlally 1·•edtl<J.1t':d~ {i"ho 
f;.lr~g:u.t tudG of th:tra plf.'Hl _..J~i5 approl}.rlat.e :for._~~ t1. i.Jet~tonal g(~vc:;;rnL·H:.n,~: t·ritli tho 
r'ot:-ourcc~~a e;ntl: rol~1 1,rhi~~b I-,irstt•o oetni:n:u~nds~ / 

~~\) tn~H1£'r'Stanc3 fro[i Jn.'ltX!\·:-_lett<rst" 9.f ftnal en.lbrrd.t.tf'.l th~;.t~ Wit i!~bculd b$ 
elt:iit~rly £.'!lZibJh-asi:;:,~d tl1i1t ·~1t~-Pf.'()~i,rtlll klDd ~ub5~1;sq11ent. :funding fo~"' eal;h spec.if1to 
pro,jeot or i;,epoot. of thci m:1sl,c; rl'!duoti.on plan i1> prov:l<lod by the Hntro 
G1.:fUJ:1ctl throu~Jh .ittJ f"orl11c1 dGoision~,,,z1akin1s prcoer.:ta~ Furthili1r coxmti tr11ent t<J 
ec1.r,:~h of the ·~1n1Jt(~ r0duntion p:rt)g.rttEt gs)\$.lS dep~~ttd!D ;t;t;rQn}~~ly upon futuro 
~!,Qt;.1.t)C\UI of' the CC~UJ1/J.ll.,F.f 

AtJ ,~nJb.1ait.tocl to tho J}~)p::1~tt1SC%Ut,J." the ~·1>:~trt~po1itnn EJervicG Dl~1trtet tJa!JtfJ 
not1u.ct1on Plan conr:.ti1'.$tS ~)f th0 do<1u:s.J.0n~f HT1ag~;0 Hcdv.etton PJ.anH p:t1odut:Jed b~r 
Henou~~c© Conco_r~,lation Co:nsultartto and apprr.r-.t10d 1>;v thrv r,tctro Coun'"1ll on 
.,_Tan~:.e.r•y B!J' ·19e1 ~ ancl the t:?;ltpplene-nt.~11 t!1µterial~:s rt;fe~·enced .in the letter r;f 
firto.1 sulHii1t~te:1 ot th-t'! Plf\n trOJll ~TGt,ro t:c• tbJ3 Dr::,pnrtm.~nt on t\pril il~~ 1982-1 
Tho goaln {it th.tu l?1~1nt uc1 a.oaBpt~d by thz1 D~::;par·tr'3ent, nrv suJ0ra;;iri~~cd on the 
attgrJhf'sd f!ll.tG~;;t, 7 H!·k::.tPi) ·w~ste HoChJ.at.i<rtl Pl:t:i,n 111t:r1(~nte an\t Goa.].t)"n 

Aocept~;\t-:1.:.0 oi' thG t-·1c,tr•o ll~~-Dt~ Rf.Tduc.tt~ion f'lun .is hcr-0t1y t~ro.nted., sub.j~~at to 
t.1"1£) follot:1inr::; <~onditl<-~nZk fjnd r0(.1c;;rr:r1i<:J:nd0:i'.;ionr.L1 

1 ¢ ".f:ht;; tJV:st<:J reduot..inn plan and us;;:·1.Doirit0d tJa.stc redt1ot:ton progrr:1Jn 
df:ocription~ irl(~luding th0 £~o&ls and r0ftso-ure~J. oor,ra1_tt,n.lt.1ntot 'HilJ., 
t-..hrough off-'l.c!lal etot Lon t.Jf thiTh Counc:tl r be tncluded .'lnto tb.o 
ti.dopted Solid l:Jai:.;1t0 £,!anng0rru.0Jnt Plan ftrr tht~ J)i2;trictn 

;~,, 'fhf.J tJuste · raduct:ton progric-in~ tirz dct:H,)ribed to tht's Counoil fort 
nd1J:ptlon 1r1to tb.o [)olt'~ ~J&rste ?-iar1ng0n1ent Plan. v1tll irr::;lud<~· botl1 
an i.mHE•d.tm t<i ( mmt tiscril yea!") and a long'"r1rne;'" 1stra t0p,y and 
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budr~et, B(jtll th1-2i iiruno<ttat® a_nd lo-nii>"'r~ange1 r.4trat(:igie·!) t'-fill. 
u;C\d1"<;~m e!lell o,f tine el®m.\nts of th<i warJte rochmt.l.011 plan and 
inclio&te 2peoif.'io sotin1is whfoh will be tak'1ln to aoeomvliflh the 
w111Jt® i'eduet.!.cm pl1m goals. 

3. 'fhll ll'<lt~ite i''®du1;1tio11 progi"ilW to l:Hi iEp1ement<'!d hy HetPo 11Hl lla 
eonei:l.BtE1nt with Uie pl1m and 11ill be d11•eriteci tmnu•d attaini11g 
the go&ls of.' tlHll; plrom, 

tideqUf1te r<:."c!!Otl£4 0ec;p \·z.ill be allt1irjnt0d towm.Pd .i.t'J:olDE.lentntton ot• the 
W'UEt.~ r~HiU{ltion pa~grJ:1'S!l 1!-0 85 to r&ake .tt oons:t8t0nt .in level rand 
lmpaot with et!MSI' 2.;iHd warit(i; mmmg{:roent aott1r.ttt1rn of the 
Dit'!tl'it~t,, 

5, Motro t•ill develop an .int'or'r£1Uon ba~110 which wHl d1~ttll~lne th.;i 
~'ti~rUn:~ point fer m0iaa~1rem0nt of 1mcou1pliBh1>cent ot tho goa1il aml 
objecth'li!S i.u:;t; forth .l.n tt;l!l plan and Hlli:>ocial;od dom.Jmonte.tton, 

6 ~ At~" tl~ct'-'Gt!S!e it1 th0 lc:nr@.l of i¥tdlvidua1 cl05~0nt1) or L~oals 
out:U1wd 111 tba plllln will b!1 eiow!)ene1at<11;l by npproprfate 1is1d 
c<iu!\r~ltf.int inca~et:~sce it'a the l~r"ir"Olt~ of oth@K" ... ~1r1l'il('.1.n~;ts or t;~on.ls t-o 
ra£d.ntai!l tile ov<.>r<•ll lilff~icU1111 le1rnl of tho plan, 

I), 

Any &t.tgrA:i..f~itH:i.nt fJOdJ1ticit{ttio·n oi~ ti:Hs~ l'J!ler. P«"' d0\r1a ticn of' tl1<:.1 
pro1~!~\t5it:t fr~lnq t;,he 'dlr0ot!ou ot t,b;;:~ plan !'rltt~t bB f.~pprov1&d by tlito 
Dep•~Jrtt11~~,nt f%f£d i.neorpr.~roJ~(Jd lttto ttii]··-f:Sicil:id hfaat.n t-1Bnng0n10ut Plnn 
by ~he CoiumU, ': 

' --- -,- -. ··:<\, ''\; '.,] 
AJ.l fut.UNl modif:tollti on!! N' !'®1[.Hrl.o~iJ3 ot" ~ho mwto re.due Gton pl;;n 
tJ:l.ll be h~~oed on ark ~E.V1:i.l\1Zltlon -->(llf . .-._-thei Hff~ot .. ~,\i'(~neeG ot~ t!1e 
presi;;.nt p1f),n t~ii1d-- -~wi·;:.;t;~ifr,uth. ~ltnt:i~ ahangn:J .tn thii'.! ~:Yaste r0J.<lttctton 
p:rogr~cno shtittld,/·bis ba~l:i_d on 10\ftftl~r.~t.l-t•n of tri:o ~:f'f<;1ot1.'\H3.~ni$1i;,s of the 
pr-eseut i.Hc~ogF~tu ~nd l~b.~- rH:~ojr:rc.~·6d .!1,:rGH~c.t o:C tho rev·.tsiono .. ,, 

t-ie lo<)k foru·;t:i.r-(1 to t>.1or•it~r~t;S t·?.ith. et.~t3lat .. l~1J:; E·.fo~tro tn f:,i:1{) d.~21volopDH~nt of 
and i:tiroletJ.l'.·n1tatii;.::iri of t~h€'$:iJ~ ~""~durJt.(t)n p~Ok'.'..Pru'!) C'1f'f\:Jrcttsr; 1,,Jo Ctrn cure 
that dia c.LU:z;mw 'lf' th!! wHl cuppcr-t ~nd partlcip'Ji:'; .in th.hi 
progr~uu~ !lotK:i th.~»~ ::.itat~r an.d t.fi:rz; publie in ge.1t~c~~E<l oont.tni~10 t,() have the 
hlghe>~;t ('l'.Itp.tiot.at.i.{;H1fi :eor the t1'UeJcf.1~s '!tJh!oh r .. tc~tro c:o.n &eozn~ipl.1.t;;h in the nrea 
of vrat::it(~ riadU:ctitHl,, 

HL11zc 
acLi10 

cc: DEQ, Northwest Region 

lH.U 1!!.m ll, 
111 r>ftO tor 



Thci i1etro weAr~te r~?duut:tt>n. rr,ot1 l 1£5 to dt::crea::;.G1 i'1011.d t1nerte volur1J.f2JS by 
t'fJduc!J'tg the c1m<,1Unt o~ wolid WEH:it~ Jlli(;JtJc:1t•£4tod and by P<·~olatr;:i.tn2: 
1crnte·t"ltal9 J .. nsti&Elld o.f d:iistpo.0.tng of t-hsm~ 

o by- use::rur~tn!J; the hiindlJ .. ng 1 p:rot;;;z~snlr1g and .recltu:flatton of _gJJ.c::. 
nop&ro.;tad y&rd debris; 

o by r¢!idtH.~tng th(~ rt110identlnl ~ind corm.1H~ro.ik1l soltd "&.t~stt by 30% 
tb-rottgh the ;.-tt~G()\i'ery of' o.l.l a.vnJ.leble roDyclablf; ma tar.ta ls; and 

o b~r- reduc!.ur~ the !'~e~~idont.ial t;;itAd cor11r110roial pro<Jes.s.tble 
t1(1l!d tzagt(~ by ?5% through ret1H:iur-oa recovery" 

Short· .. t~r-m Goal '"" Heduoe-:~ t1he t:iri'.lount of aol:id t.rmste d.i~prroed b;y" 56% (.in 
'l98S): 

o by a;;,1;;:1uf•.~rt{~ the, ln:rndltng:;; proo'C1BtLinf:{ and raoli::unD.t-'ion ot' 110% of 
nl 1 rcpo1·,ted dt:.br.1.8 ~ 

o ri::;ducing \:.he resid0ntJ .. 10:l tlnd Of}ll'H1lAH"Oia1 solid ~-raste bjr 23 per 
yon.:r by f'OCO'Y'1;a-rit:1g onfi:.-""tili~i"1d of:' nll tivailabliti r)r:H)~fclablt~ 
t!.L1tcrialo (sporo:.tirnrat~ly doubl the e1motH'1t of r•(3oyalab.le 
DHlt-t~riule (:ur~ently btJ1nt::t f~t~(~o1;t~~H"Od} t afid 

o by ris'dUi:ttng tlli;J 1"t;it11aiaing ~~,~':?;,;jid~nt.i.2.1 and co~1n1erioial proeeBelblc 
otJl i.d t1r~_l;t;1te.t by 6\3;~ thr-..J·Ugh. t•er::t>ot1u-•(H3 recovery" 

a.. h~aat~ fIJ'H1~r~4tors POSSJ(H::JS the pr"lri:tF~~y r'"'esponeibility for waate 
rr~duottone 



SOI '11 

b~ 5.~hc resourcos ot' pr.l~tate it1iduat~y t.tnd looi.~1 govrz.n,~n~t~~nta t)h.ould b\!l: 
utilii0,Qd t.o .reduo.o t:iff'.H'Jt.ro V£)ltu:ne~~'* 

011 ~thr* uso {'J~;· ino(~ntt1rott ff>fl W'i3.~tc r12idttctt.;:)n lt1. p.reftH"'r-ed ovi<JY' the 
use ct· ~~i.)iJ?~Hlattons; 1r~centives .~trt-i i~'l~~ft\9Hlttvo tn r€ldUC1:iJ1£t 
Tui'lUJt~) V4'.J1Uttti&s :t t1'.1fU:1d$ttGl"'~~ L't:':it18tJk"'~TJ::l r:;hl\:H.ild be t1dopted ~ 

d~ ~lltt'.lr ttill {}Q'Dts t•f' 1.:Llopof:1nl £4hott1t1 t\:J tlte-1 hsH~Lttt tor dlepozal 
~'\:1tims; tJ?.e, ti.a,i,is for it1t.;,~~ntiv;(:J.$ :l?r.)r i,;aste rc;,iu.ction nbouJ..d be 
r•roi/clun.;Jd lan.df'll l d·tt;pr,JtUi?;~rlO(;~ ~nd a poo::Jt t1 'VC i"h'JOno~1i~; ttilpact" 

e.. 'I'h~.: redl1ctiot1 ;I.ti the ;umount of S(111d t':fuoto r;er.10rato<l is thr:J 
1'1i1:J1est nnd ho8t Uf.~e0 of: recourac:1n c;.vi:;r .ot:hcP eioll<l 1daoto 

managt~t1ent op·t.J.c1n.1::~ it 

f'" War~te r~ti~JY'(Jli-V.Jt and r-~u;:~.~:~ ie th1:. b<1:Jet urJo of so1.i-d t1atst0s OV(3P 
thct r1;_lcbJillttiu1EJ.l P~"f.~CU~3it-J;J; Ol"' .ltindfi11inB; of wast.en{> 

g"' ·:r1110 t1ach&tn.tusJ. proc0~-slng r,)f' i:i~'.}1td vraatc tor th1ii J'(:i(H·)ver~r of 
enef.al,.~3" ~t.nd rrnater:itzls ts a b€~t\:1F~r~ uan than diapo.::-:tal;, 

1?ons of r•0si1h;nt.l.al iu1d Ot);Jltr!et-o'!.ol. r10Ud wtt:'!tel d1soil11"ded 1n th;; t"og.ion 
cw r,~h yoa1r ~!!G!l..icQi:l!l.,,.,, 

'l\:ir1B of pot:enti.sl :r(s$1ch::\nttal and efH'f1u1cro.iial oolid ~48ste- presently 
f"Q\J~tcl od f:f:lCh '.:l'Z'Ei1~1 ~-i1fL&J'LQfL_.J;,~_,,1tJ.ft.,J10~(!,_~.~-

rl'on.ts ot r'BG;fCll'!ble ill!;\t0r·i~11 fjt:tll diStJO~Gd of ar;; f.:10ltd ~;aa,t0 eeGh Yf:Jap 
-~~.0~:>.5JJ1~'~--~9-. 

Cubin of J'fl.fd 
~11.t Jtav:if.'111r.J ,,_,(~,i~,t~:3.!!.~i11-. an<l 
0st:;h ~,reir:tr ~..;'.t~7.1,4:,l'3.Q .. -_,_JL 

but'lned lt\ bR>eh". y::1rrlt:J ,. __ SJlLl'~TJt~l.s. d:tapot'.1:ed of 
t>',.:'ite,1 b~irn·t-Jd t~_nd len.dt'llled lu ~~ht:, r~Jg;lon 

Cubic yardn. of yat·~tJ debris _t:;,resontl:~1 .PGOOVtft'·Od and pr<OC$.t1.ned Jn thc1 
r~·Jglon. eucl1 yenp .~3I~.$~~"~1Q._~e,, 

1'.fous of .salJ.d ttante nVL'!ilabJ.(; .t'Ct"' on-::)~'gy :reao.vcry ·beftJ~""rJ rooyoling for 
\'ll~t3ttD r'1''tdUcticn ·--~0-'L-~.Q~Q~L~.tL 

tfons of t~:(J-1.id v1aet~t avnllablr.~ .f'or tBHt'Slt""GJ;~ t'ttQ.crv0ry aftf:Zt" ~-;ecycli ng for 
wa~t,t~ r•{;)duct.ion -~-~-6Jl*JJSLQ.-Y .. 

'l"'ont:~ of 1ndtl.att~ial trind d()1:aol.tt1cn 111aat1~ rru·lt¢3rilei1 s:va.ilnble .for cn(mrgy 
r''f~OO'\f(Htll;jl ,,,.,,.,_..,.,_,~~~·"..---~-
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@ D<:~ryl St- (~SPi.<•ottiJon 

fomh.!.11 Gcmnty Couno.U 
Courthouse 

!lei cc.H - Yamhill County 
lJnst~e Redu.otton Progr-.:.u11 

We have o•emploted om• roviHW oi" the Ym,1hill. County \fagt,e R0duat1on l'ltcm. 
tio hnvo e.lDo follttJV¥ed tll£1 Pfl'~JgP'<'M~o of' th(!; t¥at:Jte .ro<luct.iQn progra[n no-w 
opf;trattng :in th<f} t;;<}unt.:1;r,,. 

Ynml1.!lH Co1.mty !1&1<3 ohowri inl.tta ttve .i!l t!Hfr .imple11.1..1omt.1nt1on of Um ii' ;meta 
r<:Hluctlon. p?f;gri~J$ \·!et Sfli:t.: 112ppy t.<> bJ&ar< NbtH,1'~- th~'} tfaBte r''i~duci>tcrn 
actiti"i ties th® ©Otltlt;,y .i~ 0t1.c0ur•aging., Tb~']l'.'3~1: "~d~:.:i_v·.tt10.~~ fortt a e;tart i.ng 
po.in~~ f'or a final p,tr.ogr•niri of' ~-rante· t'educ·{;,:,~.on O-pti'on$ oont:Liet(~!nt r.4'ith thf:; 
level of Ya-rai1.tll County·we r~olid t-JOJiJte-·m.rrt~i1~r.tt:ntQi1t :rc~e!'> 

T.hGi'~.::; i~ ole~trl:v a rrs~1d f'Ql"' ar.:..ld.,itl.oru~l b.::.li.ikFkt·otu1d t1ntl'.1r·Jnl to to 
i!:~acrpor·.:1t0d lnt~) thfJ p}.lH1w 1flh~;s inolu.dBJ~ n ··rioc;;<l fer~ cxr.n:inHion. of the ti.at.a 
tn.1rsc:1,, There ir1 n.lso a . .-h,\1ed to ol;.~rify· t.}6'th th.0 h"cif$t0. reduo~Ion £f;Cals and 
t.ho nec£1esar·;y lc1.relt~ of invol voz{1Gn·t- ·-eif r>thor locnl govePntnr:~lf>.ta 0Jnd prJ._\i·nto 
o~·eantsatti.Jns 1n thG }*eduntion p:to0~~i?r1t.,, On{) sp-ooific1 quu~;;f: ton J:J 
nturc tht'S shoirt· ... tli3t'i!! o_f_ ~f2,~1htll 1J't~llc,:;y Heoyol0r FiHd.e: :into tJffi;:J.i.al 
<Jounty gc;;;1lo by th(! .i.nccrporation 1;;f' thtJ 11 F:lr-st Yc-:t:'tk.,. SumroH.P.J!' c;_nd Soeond 
Yo~~r Proposo.l ~ .into {~h0 liJCH3t0 .Pedt-1,1utton plt>.n'?U 

• 
lleoeptnno,:; of' the Y1:.t.s1h.tll C(rt.ltd;y ~J$~'\f.:1tr.'!l nt:;Jduetion r'llfjJl in ht'.Jr(;ihy gr0.nted, 
~~;ubj~l{J:t to th~ ~;,;,lJtr~11:tt1t:; unnd.tt..ir:.~n~::J nnd .rcc.\)D1m0ndntion;,3t 

't ~ "i'he· oounty t~tll pr0pc1:i"e o,nd gubrnit an uods.t.o rJf' tb,G: t-12st<-; 
redttoticn plan i-iitiah ir1~l.1 ini:iludo rnor•,B oolupleto ba<He dat.u on 
N·'rl~ste roduott~:i.n l(iff'or't!3e 

2, Tbe oounty 1-1J.1l d.<ivo.lop quat1Uf'l.ablo waatE.• r,2duot.io11 goal.ti for 
tx1ctlu*1fnn .i.nt~o tbe ~io?~sti'J p~ey;ductir::n1 plan .. 

3.. Th$ \<t.Sti.dt,t'b t-i~.H.:lucttora plan and asrJooi.r!l.t<:;d tJ;;::tBt.f.1 reduction progr~11:11 

d-O?;t:,oript.i.onti Lnoludin[; the gen ls and renouPoe <U)tnrattruentc * vri.11 b 

tbro~Jgh Co1.r:Xt.!.ii;:t~~iori 0.{!iionti be inf.:.tludltld tnt.(.) th<~ ,sidopt®d cotn1tsr 
Solid t~agt(* t'h~s·1nr;c1t.i!ont~ .Plan~ 



De11~y1 S,, Gar.reo~ttaon 

!'ego 2 

X~,. ~rhe nou.nt.y 'f:.fil.l S'12!f$!{ tll.{~rc~1i1H::itrt!!J\ t:?itb 1Jth0r local g;;.1veu·nr,10nta to 
incorporetf'.1 th/~) [;oalrJ ;41nd t)hj~1cttvcs of the ~;ca.t.:te t>e<luct,ion plan 
and pr•oa~lf~atr.\ int;1J the oth::!)r" local ~1c•~·Q1rtrfn1;1Jnt l u Be lid tiar:ite 
ri~an.ID.t~<0t11ent l$.Ot i vi ties il' 

5t- 'l~he county i,7Jll clt1ri.f'y th;g f'10l.at1on1rihip C!f the l[jl@1nonts of thi;; 
t'.lresant weott.w r11.)dttet.ion pror•;P~!t~-i to the,) adoptl'"::(<l ~JliH:Jte reduction 
Pl<m, 

6. 1:ho tl<:itmty lj!,,U provido a donortptJ.on G.ml tabulntion of tho 
~"~mult.3 of' public hearin{:!;0 ;c1nd .m.eotint~s ~nd t>J.~~it.ten conr:ments from 
tho p~.J.blJ,c~ <JU the llfn3-Ut~ r't3'duotton b>lra1~ 

7.. Tht.ri W~7-St@ Pli.HJ1.1ot.it1n pt~<1,er·arn to br2: in:iploraento.d by t.he county t·i'lll 
be cons:ts~~ent Hith the plen and vri.11 be t,ilr$otif3d toward attaining 
the goa.to t-1f tb;-:.t pl Rn .. 

A<:lc,quat0 ~-~ct~OUJ:"Ct:)J?l ~rJ.tll b@ Hllo<Jntod tctwtird Kt:tplc-mentatlon of the 
i,ra£J.ti& r(0dtH1ttor~ prcgrw!:i1 ac na to nrnko it con2J:ist.f,n1t ln l<1vel and 
imr,110¥. with other imlid ws11to ;m:umgemont aeHvltl.<'ls of the 
cmmty, 

A.ny slc~.c:tf icnn t ~;.:eel 1-f'i.co ttor.u:1 
dt:1vit1t:1onn o,f the progr~~u -f~"ot.z; 

' 

1-·o"i~tii(n:1$ of th<l~ pl8n or 
t't1e d:l.rection oJ' the plnn tJhould 

bo subn1itttJd tc> the D(ttPZirtn_1t"nt~ t1f_~~J tncorptirat»:!d into t;hc s.;:Jlid 
\,H;i.ste r~i:ui:ig@rnt::~rd~ by· the cc . .6;111~Jt;:iJion_. All fJ:odlfioationn or 
r·11 'lfimJr~-ir-i o•-> 1"11":' ~,<r.:ist@ r'M-dUf'.Jti"-'l nJ'tH'1 $l'.t'"l'11J be }'f't;i·"~"'l tin &~1 1..- ~"··•.>I.,_, .), /' -~) ;,,4, -~ ·,' , \.'.,'/ ii.' .• <:~" . d \,. · • u"'i -'O,. - c,t 

("~V!Uluaticn o.e t.he ~ffeot:tv~.~n!f;-i~1t:i of th@ prunent plan ::tnd prortrnm"' 

\Je lool( for1'TG:rd t.o ;rork.tntJ, ~nd tng Yn111hill County in tho 
dttve:.lopnicnt of ,1;a1d tu1pl'2?1iO~ttt~tto~~ of' th1?...tr t-Ja1ste reduction pr·ocrc1n 
et'fortt,,. lV<0 er£.; cur(,~; t~1~.t l:ho oiti~~enrl rJj?' thA:i l1ounty wlll ;nupport and 
parti(.l.il'J·t~t,o :i,n th.i~-J prOf,J:''r:i!li.,. J}.oth tht~ st~:i.ff iU1d tho pt\bli(;: in C:OU(:':lf'<.11 

continur:; to have t.h.(-;i h.Lt~hont $~J~Pt'.~Qtottona 1~0P th1~ cn.tooee.tt:j ¥¥h1c:h 1a13btl l 
Count:i c11u etceor;:1plt:::~h in tlto Mt·e-0; of t>J&H3\:.~~ r>{1dui:,1tion!; 

RLJ3~e 

SC4DY 

.zt.\~11~al Slgned \'t>-1~ 
l::'l'1l t IAf·A H YOUNG 

''JM 111982 
t1i.l l..ir1.rn H <> 'Young 
Diroct.0¥> 
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GOV~l'NOR 

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

DEC-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. K, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Reouest for the Commission to (1) Adoot Reyisions to 
Administrative Rules 340-53-005 through 53-035, 
Deyelopment and Management of the Statewide Sewergge 
Works Construction Grant Priority List: and (2) 
Aporoye the FY83 Construction Grant Priority List 
Deyeloped in Accordance with the Aforementioned Rules 

At its April 16, 1982 meeting, the EQC authorized a public hearing on 
proposed revisions to the administrative rules for development and 
management of the statewide priority list. The DEQ proposed to 
incorporate changes and management options available to the state as 
a result of the Construction Grant Amendments of 1981. A proposed 
priority list to distribute FY83 federal construction grant funds which 
may be appropriated was produced according to the methodology established 
by the rules and was also the subject of the June 3 public hearing. 

The past several months of construction grant activity by Congress and EPA 
have complicated the task of producing these revisions. As of this date, 
Congress and the President have failed to appropriate new funds for FY82, 
with the result that only a few projects are expected to be funded from the 
small amount of funds carried forward from prior year allocations. All 
carryover funds will terminate on September 30, 1982. Therefore most 
projects that appeared on the FY82 priority list are relisted on the 
proposed FY83 list. 

New and reworked federal regulations were set to be promulgated throughout 
spring and summer. Only a few of these regulations were actually 
promulgated and many of those were published as interim final. The 
remainder are proposed rules and subject to comment. Development of new 
EPA guidance to assist in developing state priority criteria for use in 
FY83 was set for late summer and therefore was clearly not timely. 

EPA now plans to develop priority list guidance for use in FY84. Other 
areas of EPA national policy and guidance interpreting new or modified 
program regulations have also lagged behind the timetable that would be 
most useful for state decision-making. As a result, staff of DEQ recently 
solicited detailed input from staff of Region X EPA regarding the proposed 
FY83 priority system and have agreed to several minor changes in wording of 
certain proposed rules. 
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In e.ccordance with the EQC' s authorization for a public hearing, the 
Department filed a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking with the Secretary of 
State and sent a public hearing notification to interested parties on 
April 28, 1982. A June 3, 1982 public hearing was held in Portland at 
the DEQ's 14th floor Conference Room. About 40 people attended the 
hearing. Oral or written testimony was presented for the record from 
twenty-six respondents. A copy of the Hearing Officer's report and the 
list of respondents is appended as Attachments A and B of this report. 

Eyaluation and Discussion 

Generally, few controversial issues were raised during the public 
participation process despite the significant number of changes in the 
program resulting from the Construction Grant Amendments of 1981 and the 
absence of current federal appropriations for FY82. 

As initially stated, the tentative proposals to modify the state management 
system and priority list were intended to remain sufficiently flexible so 
that new federal regulations, policy and interpretation could be accommodated 
during the public participation. In several areas, minor changes in the 
tentative framework were made to keep stride with federal developments. 

A brief overview of the adjustments to the management system and priority 
list is provided below. 

1. Federal law now eliminates new Step 1 and 2 grants and instead 
provides for an allowance for planning and design costs requested as 
part of a Step 3 grant. For a limited number of small communities, 
the allowance can be advanced from funds for that purpose which are 
awarded to the state as grantee. 

A new administrative procedure is needed for eligible Step 1 and 2 
applicants to apply to the state. The DEQ proposed that the number 
of applicants be limited to (1) small communities of 25,000 
population or less, ( 2) have a financial need for an advance, and 
(3) expect to receive Step 3 assistance within two funding years. 
No comments were received regarding the limitations although several 
respondents requested clarification. They inquired whether the 
25,000 population limitation applies to a service district's 
population, what detailed procedures would be developed and how 
the reserve itself would be set up and administered. 

These clarifications were made and incorporated into OAR 
340-53-005(8) and (25), 340-53-025(2) and (8). 

Detailed application procedures will be developed after EPA 
administration policy is clear and an appropriation of funds is 
available. 

2. Proposed federal regulations no longer require a specific procedure to 
bypass projects on the priority list if they are ready to proceed. 
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The EQC's bypass rule was proposed to be modified so that projects 
which are not ready to proceed near the end of the current funding 
year may be bypassed more quickly and obligations made to projects 
that are ready. The modification is prompted because of the risk of 
loss of funds which may expire at the end of a fiscal year. 

Two respondents recognized the need for increased speed or flexi
bility in the bypass process but questioned whether the notification 
to the prospective grantee and procedures would be sacrificed. Still 
a valid part of the procedure is that written bypass notification is 
made to the grantee 20 days in advance of the event. The bypass 
candidate may inform the Director of his readiness to proceed or 
reschedule the project for another funding year. Only the obligation 
of the Director to schedule a hearing before the EQC to discuss the 
proposed bypass is deleted. 

3. Proposed federal regulations and policy discourage the practice of 
phasing and/or segmenting new treatment works so that construction is 
funded over a multi-year period; however, phasing and segmenting is 
allowed when the federal share of the treatment works would require a 
disproportionate share of the state's annual allotment relative to other 
needs or when the construction period would cover three years or more. 
Importantly, state priority lists are required to consider water quality 
impairment and/or public health benefits in distributing funds. With 
insufficient federal funds available to meet the required objectives, 
progress toward the completion of remaining phases or segments of 
treatment systems initiated by the grants program will be slow. 

Several respondents requested that funding or priority be accorded the 
unfunded segments or phases of projects that were originally planned, 
or have subsequently been recognized as being needed, to accompany 
a previously funded segment. However, the present criteria system 
and priority list are rated according to the primary objectives of 
water quality impairment and/or public health benefits. Certain lower 
priority segments are not given special status because of their 
relationship to previously funded work. Consequently, the scheduling 
of funds for such projects may require local effort. 

Federal assistance, at the funding levels authorized by Congress, 
cannot realistically accomplish high priority water quality and public 
health benefits and also facilitate the scheduled completion of 
segments that do not, on their own merits, meet those objectives. 

4. Federal law requires that from $100,000 to 1 percent of the state's 
allotment be reserved for water quality management planning, with the 
state as the lead applicant for the funds. Activities by areawide 
planning agencies are authorized under this provision. 

Since the regulations identifying the major output of these reserved 
funds have still not been proposed by EPA, it is recommended that the 



EQC Agenda Item No. K 
July 16, 1982 
Page 4 

rule provision duplicate the federal requirement and enable the 
Director, at a later date, to establish the exact amount of the 
reserve. It should be recognized that the minimum reserve amount 
should be set aside if at all possible, since the amount of the 
reserve reduces commensurately the general allotment used to provide 
construction funds to projects high on the priority list. 

Summ;:;tion 

1 • The EQC authorized a public hearing on proposed revisions to the 
administrative rules for development and management of the state 
priority list and the draft FY83 priority list. The hearing was held 
at 10 a.m. on June 3, 1982, at the DEQ offices in Portland. 

2. Federal EPA rulemaking regarding construction grants and statutory 
changes to the program are underway but not complete. Appropriations 
for FY82 are not yet made. 

3. Few controversial issues. were raised during the public involvement 
process. Changes to the original staff proposal are now identified in 
the areas of (1) administration of projects for planning and design 
and (b) reserve accounts for ·water quality management planning. No 
modifications or testimony addressed adjustments in priority criteria. 
Federal policy regarding phasing and segmenting of projects is still 
unclear but does not appear to affect the EQC' s present administrative 
structure. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the Commission adopt 
the administrative rules regarding the development and management of the 
statewide priority list, OAR 340-53-005 through 035 as revised, and the 
FY83 Construction Grants Priority List. 

~ 
William H. Young 

Attachments: 8 
A. Hearing Officer's Report 
B. Record of Written Testimony 
C. Summary, Evaluation and Response to Oral and Written Testimony 
D. Technical Corrections to the FY83 Priority List 
E. OAR 340-53-005, as Revised 
F. Statement of Need for Rulemaking 
G. FY83 Priority Points Calculation List, as Revised 
H. FY83 Construction Grants FY83 Priority List, as Revised 

B. J. Smith:l 
WL1734 
229-5415 
June 25, 1982 
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ATTACHMENT A 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: B. J. Smith, Hearing Officer 

Subject: Public Hearing on (1) Modifications Proposed to 
Administrative Rules 340-53-005 through 035 for the 
Development and Management of the Statewide Sewerage 
Works Construction Grants Priority List and (2) the 
Draft FY1983 Construction Grants Priority List. 

Pursuant to notice published in the Secretary of State's Bulletin and 
mailed to all known interested parties, a public hearing on the referenced 
subjects was held at the office of the Department of Environmental Quality 
in Portland, beginning at 10:15 a.m. on June 3, 1982. Attendees were 
advised of the following: 

( 1) On April 28, 1982, the DEQ distributed the materials and 
documents on which testimony is requested. 

(2) On December 29, 1981, the Municipal Construction Grants 
Amendments substantially changed many of the provisions of the 
grants program. A part of the revisions on which testimony is 
sought reflects those changes in federal law. Although EPA's 
final rulemaking to implement portions of the new law is still 
incomplete, it appears appropriate at this time to develop the 
general state administrative framework for managing the FY83 
program at this time. 

(3) Congress has not completed its consideration of the FY1982 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Bill. The Conference 
Committee is scheduled to meet on June 9. It appears that the 
earliest we would have FY1982 funds available would be August. 

(4) The subject of this hearing is the proposed FY83 Priority 
List which would become effective October 1, 1982. The FY82 
Priority List which was adopted by the EQC will govern DEQ grant 
actions until the conclusion of this federal fiscal year, to the 
extent that there are carryover funds from prior years that may 
be obligated. We expect that three and portions cf a fourth 
project on the FY82 priority list will be funded this year, 
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despite the lack of an FY82 appropriation. These are Albany 
(Draperville), Sheridan Health Hazard, Medford Lone-Pine 
Foothills, and a portion of Silverton. These projects would be 
eliminated on the FY83 Priority List after they are funded. 

( 5) The hearing record will close at 5 p. m., June 3, 1982. 

(6) The priority system and the list is scheduled for action by 
the EQC at their July 16, 1982 meeting. 

The following summarizes the public testimony received: 

1. William Sobolewski. U.S. EPA. Oregon Operations Office 

Mr. Sobolewski expressed appreciation for the timely preparation and 
submittal of the draft FY83 priority criteria, management system, and 
list. He presented EPA comments as prepared in a May 27, 1982 letter 
from Chris Noah-Nichols of EPA, Region X, Seattle. 

Regarding the priority system, Ms. Noah-Nichols requested that (1) 
OAR 340-53-020(4) be revised to clarify the effect of the 55 percent 
federal percentage share of eligible project costs which becomes 
mandatory beginning in FY85. Only projects that qualify for a 
•grandfather• exception are continued at the original 75 percent 
funding level during FY85 and beyond; (2) if needed, a provision be 
added to raise the increase reserve established in OAR 340-53-025( 1) 
from 10 percent of the annual allotment and also clarify how Oregon 
has handled higher demands for increases in prior years; (3) text 
changes to OAR 340-53-025(2) be made to clarify that the reserve for 
Step 1 and 2 advances is not for direct grants to communities and an 
explanation be given for •current funding year and one funding year 
thereafter," which is one of the limitations proposed to define who 
is eligible for the advance reserve; (4) a definition of small 
communities eligible for the Step 1 and 2 advance reserve be included; 
(5) at the EQC 1 s option, a provision to raise the amount of funds 
set aside for the water quality management planning reserve [OAR 
340-53-025(5)] without need for a public hearing may be included, 
and (6) a further clarification on the procedures and notice be 
given for project bypasses near the end of the fiscal year. She also 
noted that the proposed rule which enables the EQC to remove funds 
from the Step 1 and 2 advance reserve, once they are assigned to the 
reserve, is not valid according to EPA 1 s interpretation of 40 CFR 
35 .2505(b) ( 1)' 

Regarding the draft FY83 priority list, Ms. Noah-Nichols inquired 
whether (1) the Step 3 and 2 + 3 grant amounts include the estimated 
Step 1 and 2 allowances and ( 2) more than 20 percent of the planned 
awards in FY85 and beyond were for categories of projects which become 
ineligible for federal grant after that date. (Up to 20 percent of 
the state's allotment may continue to be used for such otherwise 
ineligible projects,) 
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2. 

3. 

Mr. Sobolewski also noted a recent EPA memorandum on grant assistance 
for interceptor reserve capacity and asked that the DEQ review 
all interceptor projects shown on the FY82 and FY83 priority list to 
ensure that these determinations do not delay projects when funds are 
available. The limitation on grant assistance for an interceptor 
is 20 year capacity unless a Step 3 grant was received before 
December 29, 1981, in which case the eligible capacity is 40 years 
for remaining segments. However, after September 30, 1984, no grants 
will provide for reserve capacity but only for existing needs as 
determined on the date of approval of the Step 3 grant, and in no 
case greater than existing needs on October 1 , 1990. 

Phillip Young. Mayor. City of Bend 

Mr. Young supported the Department's No. 2 ranking for the City of 
Bend project on the priority list, 

He indicated that the City had proceeded in a timely and diligent 
manner to construct a regional system including a 6 MGD treatment 
plant and two effluent containment ponds. The City is now proposing 
to construct a third containment pond which they feel is needed to 
have a complete 6 MGD system. A current summary of monitoring of 
seepage and evaporation rates of the two existing ponds was provided 
in order to justify construction of the third pond. 

In closing he stated that the area has a good sense of community. To 
reduce the priority or otherwise fail to fund the final effluent disposal 
could •tarnish some of what a lot of people have worked hard to do. 11 

Mr. Young asked for the continued support of the Department and also 
provided a letter of support from Sam Johnson, Mayor, City of Redmond. 

Amanda Marker, ,Junction City. Oregon 

Ms. Marker indicated concern that MWMC's proposed off-site sludge 
project would have an adverse impact on local wells (10,000 people 
within a 2 mile radius on wells). She indicated that laws requiring 
containment of pollutants should be enforced. 

Ms. Marker indicated a desire that ( 1) an agreement be signed by MWMC 
assuming liability for adverse impacts; ( 2) MWMC not receive a grant 
for sludge until the property is owned by MWMC; and (3) that DEQ and 
EPA ensure that no one is harmed by the project. Ms. Marker had no 
objections to the remainder of the MWMC project which would include on
site sludge. She felt that on-site disposal systems for the River 
Road/Santa Clara area are cost-effective. 

4. Melva Barnes. Eugene, Oregon 

Ms. Barnes was concerned that federal grant funds not be used for a 
project that might contaminate water supplies for Junction City and 
others. 
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She also pointed out that some of land purchased at the plant site is 
to be used for bike paths and greenways and that MWMC does not have 
fee simple title to all of the treatment plant site. Ms. Barnes was 
concerned that with removal of about $30 million dollars from the MWMC 
project, it would not be able to meet 10/10 standards and wanted to 
know if odor control was still in the project. She indicated that 
sludge ponds should be completely sealed. Ms. Barnes was concerned 
that AGRIPAC might move in the near future and that the MWMC's 
seasonal waste disposal site might then be used for disposal of other 
effluent. She concluded that federal funds should not be used to 
clean up the river if it results in contamination of other people's 
water supply. 

5. Robert Thomas. Attorney for Crescent Sanitary Di~trict 

Mr. Thomas urged an increase in the Letter Class and Stream Segment 
ranking for the Crescent Sanitary District and felt that the low 
ranking was based on lack of information. He indicated that the 
District has established a tax base and hired an engineer. The 
District plans to fund planning and design but would like 
consideration for a Step 1 and 2 advance or allowance. 

Mr. Thomas introduced correspondence from Vern Howard of Robert E. 
Meyers, Consultants, to indicate septic tank denials and surface water 
contamination, and high groundwater in the area. A groundwater 
monitoring program is underway but may require another year to 
complete. Mr. Thomas urges the Department to review the information 
and to consider an increase in priority ranking. 

6. Richard Miller. Bear Creek valley Sanitary Authority 

Mr. Miller requested a clarification of the population limitation on a 
"small community" eligible for an advance of allowance for Step 1 or 2 
as it relates to a special serviqe district and asked how grant 
application procedures would be modified now that Step 1 and Step 2 
are not grant assisted. 

Mr. Miller requested an increase of 40 points for Regulatory Emphasis 
for the BCVSA Whetstone Interceptor project, based on a 1978 BCVSA 
Resolution which prevents sewage collection and treatment services 
being supplied to the Whetstone area through the White City system. 

Documentation was also introduced to justify a change in priority 
assessment for the North Ashland Intercl\ange project. The basis for 
the request is that (1) project letter class is A because water 
quality standards are repeatedly violated in the area and a hazard to 
public heal th was officially declared by the Jackson County Board of 
Commissioners and health officer; (2) the regulatory emphasis points 
should reflect the immediate correction of a public health hazard; and 
(3) the stream segment is a segment of Bear Creek. 
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7. William V. Pye. Manager. Metropolitan wastewater 
Management Ccmmission 

8. 

Mr. Pye stated that he was in general agreement with the draft list 
and criteria. He did state, however, that he continues to disagree 
with the state's operational dependency criteria, particularly as it 
relates to Phase 2 of the sludge program. 

Mr. Pye presented written testimony from G. David Jewett, Attorney for 
the MWMC. Mr. Jewett stated that the Department's commitment to fund 
Phase 1 cf the sludge program represents a recognition that at least 
part of the sludge program is integral to the ability of the MWMC 
project to operate. Mr. Pye and Mr. Jewett also referred to federal 
regulations which encourage states to give priority to completion of 
phased/segmented projects under way. It was recommended that Phase 2 
of the sludge program be found operationally dependent with the 
treatment plant and scheduled for 1985, the earliest that HWMC could 
start construction. 

Mr. Pye and Mr. Jewett also recommended that, if the EQC modifies the 
bypass rule so that bypass may be exercised without an opportunity for 
hearing in some cases, then the project should not be removed from the 
priority list. This would be consistent with past federal rule and 
policy which required that a bypassed project retain its relative 
priority position with respect to future year's funding. 

Dennis Stefani, City of Portland 

Mr. Stefani provided testimony from John M. Lang, Public Works 
Administrator. Mr. Stefani and Mr. Lang stated that the City's 
Southeast Relief Sewer, two phases of which are number 65 on the draft 
FY83 priority list, was initially funded in 1977. A second phase was 
later funded, bringing the total investment to $10 million. The 
remaining two phases, estimated at $11.5 million, will bring the two 
initial phases together. Until the latter phases are complete, only 
part of the system is completely usable and the other part can be 
used at a small fraction of its capacity. The purpose of the Relief 
Sewer is to eliminate periodic dry weather overflows to the Willamette 
River. 

The planning and design for the entire project was completed as a 
total package; the phasing decision was made later only to facilitate 
construction and cash flow. 

9. Dave Abraham. Clackamas County. Tri-City Seryiqe District 

Mr. Abraham stated that he supported the priority rank assigned to the 
Tri-City project, except for the timing and phasing of the Willamette 
plant and the Kellogg Digester facility. 
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Mr. Abraham requested that the Tri-City Service District Pump 
Station and West Linn Force Main, needed to connect the West Linn 
Willamette Sewage Treatment Plant to the proposed Tri-City S. D. 
plant, be given a Project Letter Class B instead of C. Based on 
historical plant records and bypass occurrences, Mr. Abraham 
presented evidence to demonstrate that repeated violations of water 
quality standards and impairment of beneficial uses of the 
Willamette River would result if the Willamette plant continues in 
operation. Violations of NPDES effluent treatment criteria and 
permitted flows have resulted both from plant operations, from 
normal operation and maintenance procedures because there are no 
redundant treatment units, and from equipment failure, which is 
expected to increase due to the aged condition of the facility. 

Mr. Abraham also stated that reduqed operational efficiencies may 
occur at the Tri-City S.D. plant if the Willamette plant is not 
initially connected. He noted the proximity of four public parks 
and recreational areas within 3,7 miles of the Willamette plant 
which may be affected by inadequately treated discharges. 

Mr. Abraham requested that the Kellogg Creek Digester project for 
Clackamas County Service District 1 be considered operationally 
dependent with the Tri-City S.D. treatment plant. He presented 
evidence that there are violations in effluent standards caused by a 
lack of sludge treatment facilities and that there is a potential 
for more frequent violations if volatile sludge hauling is 
continued. The history of the digester project indicated that the 
consideration of a regional sludge treatment facility resulted in 
the fact that only a holding pond was constructed with the Kellogg 
Creek plant. Since 1974, volatile sludge has been hauled for 
treatment to the Portland Columbia Boulevard plant or the USA Durham 
plant. 

In April, 1982, a mechanical failure prevented truck hauling and 
resulted in permit violations for several days. The present volume 
of sludge hauling increases the risk of truck breakdown. 
Limitations or closure of either of the receiving plants to the 
Kellogg sludge disposal program would also cause severe environ
mental risk. The interim solution should be replaced by cost
effective digester construction. This is the only facility in 
Oregon that has no means of sludge stabilization available and the 
digesters are an operationally dependent unit. 

10. Ronald Burke. Chairman S. W. Lincoln County Sanitary District 

Mr. Burke stated that the S. W. Lincoln Sanitary District is "alive 
and well" and that an LID is being established in the southern half 
(San Marine) of the district. He noted that the majority of the 
people are in favor of solving the area's sewage problems and urged 
that the target certification date be moved up. 
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11~ Paul Ramsey. President. Ayion Water Company of Bend 

Mr. Ramsey expressed concern about Bend's effluent disposal system 
because of his customers who derive water from wells in the area. 
He proposed that the City of Bend meter its water customers and 
referenced national statistics that indicate that in-house water 
consumption can be reduced by 50% by such monitoring. Mr. Ramsey 
concludes that such reduced consumption would reduce effluent flows 
from 6 MGD to 3 MGD, which is within the capacity of the existing 
disposal ponds. He further stated that such a reduction would also 
result in reduced pumping cost, greater water conservation and less 
effluent discharged to the groundwater. He added that it is a 
•gross error and a gross waste and a gross danger to the underground 
water supply" to forget about conservation and to double the risk by 
doubling the amount of effluent. 

12. Charles Boardman. Bend 

Mr. Boardman discussed irrigation practices in Central Oregon. He 
contended that the output of the new Bend treatment plant could be 
applied to the arid land around the plant and would disappear. He 
concluded that Bend didn't have a problem. 

Diane Penoli. Area Reoresentatiye. Klamath Falls 

Ms. Penoli presented a background overview of the Klamath Falls 
(Stewart-Lennox) health hazard area project which included a 
1976 finding that 36 percent of the area had failing subsurface 
disposal systems and the potential for water supply contamination. 
Information on the estimated sewer assessments, with and without 
federal grant participation, were given to establish the financial 
hardship on the Stewart-Lennox residents. 

Ms. Penoli also introduced written testimony from George Fli tcraft, 
Mayor of Klamath Falls, which outlined project construction details 
and the proposed assessments. Without EPA funds these will approach 
100 percent or mere of the assessed value of many properties. 
Supportive statements from State Senator Fred Heard, State 
Representative Robert B. Kennedy and the Klamath County Board of 
Commissioners, Mrs. Nell Kuonen, Floyd L. Wynne and Alvin A. Cheyne, 
were also presented. 

14. Emily Schue. Chairman. Lane Council of Governments 

Ms. Schue stated that the Board of Directors strongly urges that the 
EQC set aside one percent ($276,000, instead of $100,000, as proposed) 
of the construction grants funds for water quality management planning 
required under Section 205(j) of the Clean Water Act. 
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15. Robert Wiegand. City Engineer. Eagle Point 

Mr. Wiegand stated that: 

( 1) The very large construction projects should be limited to 5 
percent of the total state allocation in a given fiscal year 
in order to fund more projects; 

( 2Y a certain amount of funds should be set aside for small 
cities of less than 3,000 population; 

(3) construction grant funds should not be used to pay for 
elimination of combined sewer overflows; 

(4) only existing point source projects should be funded; 

(5) the level of effluent treatment should be reduced from 
10/10 or 20/20 to 30/30, BOD-5, and SS; 

(6) only 5 to 10 years growth capacity should be funded; 

(7) projects should be kept to the cost-effective minimum and 
"gold-plating" eliminated; 

(8) cities where DEQ has placed a moratorium should be 
placed first on the priority list; and 

(9) the proportion of grant funds should be 2 percent for 
Step 1, 8 percent for Step 2 and 90 percent for Step 3. 

16. Patrick Curran. HGE. Inc. 

Mr. Curran felt that the grants to a single applicant within a 
single funding year should be limited to 10 percent of the state 
allotment. This would reach a larger number of projects by 
utilizing phasing or segmenting of large projects over several 
funding years. 

17. Harold Larkin. Mayar. Monroe 

The priority for the Monroe project should be raised since the 
City was ordered by the State Health Division to provide service 
to eliminate a health hazard. 

18. Chip Ullstad, Drainage & Sewerage Systems Engineer. Coryallis 

The EQC is urged to give the highest priority to funding projects 
which serve heal th hazard areas, especially because of the consider
able direct financial burden placed on property owners in these 
areas. 



Public Hearing on June 3, 1982 
Page 9 

The City expressed its strong commitment to providing service to the 
Southwest Annexation area. 

19. Sandra Diedrich. Director. Coos-Curry Council of Goyernments 

The Council of Governments commented that the DEQ should address the 
following questions because they help to describe the impact of the 
priority list should FY82 and/or FY83 monies actually reach the 
state: 

a. Did the new policies the EQC was considering last fall affect 
the FY83 priority list? If so, how? 

b. Why isn't the Charleston Sanitary District on the list? 

c. When dollars are available, are all Class A projects funded 
f~rst; then Class B, etc? In other words, are the projects in 
order on the list? 

d. How far down the list would FY82 funds last, if they came 
through? 

e. How far would anticipated FY83 funds last? 

Ronald Merry. Public Works Pirector. Salem 

The City expressed its concern that in light of three complete 
construction grants applications in the last 3 years, it was not 
included on the priority list as potentially eligible for a grant. 
The City recognizes it is no longer eligible for a Step 1 grant 
and is doing planning with local funds. They request priority list 
ranking for a Step 3 for sewer rehabilitation. 

21. Stephen Powns. Westech Engineering. Inc. 

Mr. Downs requested that a lagoon expansion project for the City of 
Warrenton be added to the priority list. The City lagoon receives 
flows from the recently constructed Hammond/Ft. Stevens interceptors 
and as a result, may be expected to minimally meet EPA secondary 
treatment standards after receiving the increased effluent loading 
this winter. Mr. Downs proposes that the Warrenton lagoon be 
considered an operationally dependent segment of the Hammond/Ft. 
Stevens system and be given a priority ranking comparable to that 
previously given the Town of Hammond. Mr. Downs also notes a 1978 
letter from EPA which stated that the lagoon expansion is a 
•necessary and integral part• of the project and that grant funds 
should be available for the project since the Hammond project had an 
established high funding priority. 
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22. Shirley McLaughlin. Chairman. North Umpqua Sanitary District 

Mr. McLaughlin provided an update on the. revisions of the 1977 
Roseburg Urban Area facilities plan. The plan now includes a 
financing plan and recommends the rehabilitation and expansion of 
the City's treatment plant, converting it into a regional plant at 
an estimated cost of $13.1 million. A new sanitary authority is the 
recommended implementation agency and is expected to be considered 
by the public in a March 1983 election. Construction is expected to 
commence in 1984, with an operational facility complete in 1986. 

23. Lois Wikstrand. Chairwoman. Water and Sewer Committee for the City of 
Stanfield 

The City requested that its priority ranking be improved and notes 
the deteriorating condition of the present facilities and its future 
growth needs. 

24. Frank G. Harding. Chairman, Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary District 

Mr. Harding updated the status of the District's evaluation of 
purchasing the treatment facility at the Inn at Otter Crest. 
They are now gathering information on financing the construction 
or purchase of the most suitable facilities. He requested an 
improvement in the priority ranking of the project. 

BJS:l 
WL1730 
6/24/82 

Respectfully Submitted, 

,6y/ ,J,,~~-:t/:_ 
Hea;:{ng Officer 
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RECORD OF WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

1. Letter of 4/30/82 from Chip Ullstad, Drainage and Sewerage Systems 
Engineer, City of Corvallis 

2. letter of 5/5/82 from Pat Curran, HGE, Inc. 

3. Letter of 5/7/82 from Harold Larkin, Mayor, City of Monroe 

4. Letter of 5/12/82 from Robert Wiegand, City Engineer, City of Eagle 
Point 

5. Letter of 5/19/82 from Ronald J. Merry, Director of Public Works, City 
of Salem 

6. Letter of 5/25/82 from Sandra Diedrich, Coos-Curry Council of 
Governments 

7. Letter of May 26, 1982, from Shirley McLaughlin, Chairman, North 
Umi:qua Sanitary District 

8. Letter uf 5/27/82 from Chris Ncah-llichols, US EPA, Region X, Seattle. 

9. Letter of 5/28/82 from Emily Schue, Lane Council of Governments Board 
of Directors 

10. Letter of 5/28/82 from Melva Barnes, Private Citizen, Lane County 

11 • Letter of June 1 , 1982, from Vern Howard, Engineering Technician, 
Robert E. Meyer Consultants 

12. Letter of June 1, 1982, from G. David Jewett of Wiswall, Sveboda, 
Thorp and Dennett, representing the Metropolitan Wastewater Management 
Commission 

13. Letter of June 2, 1982, from Stephen Downs, Director of Environmental 
Engineering, Westech Engineering Inc. 

14. Letter of June 2, 1982, from Sam Johnson, Mayor, City of Redmond 

15. Written testimony on June 3, 1982, from Bill Sobolewski, US EPA -
Oregon Operations Office, Portland 

16. Written testimony on June 3, 1982, from Phillip Young, Mayor, City 
of Bend 

17. Written testimony on June 3, 1982, from Amanda Marker, Private 
Citizen, Lane County 

18. Written testimony on June 3, 1982, from John M. Lang, Public Works 
Administrator, City of Per tland 
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19. Written testimony on June 3, 1982, from Melva Barnes, Private Citizen, 
Lane County 

20. Letter of June 3, 1982, from Diane Penoli, Area Representative and 
Private Citizen, Stewart-Lennox area, Klamath County. 

21. Letter of June 3, 1982, from George Flitcraft, Mayor, City of Klamath 
Falls 

22. Two letters of June 3, 1982, from David J. Abraham, Utilities 
Director, Clackamas County 

23. Letter of June 3, 1982, from Lois Wikstrand, Chairwoman, Water and 
Sewer Committee, City of Stanfield 

24. Letter of June 4, 1982, from Richard 0, Miller, General Manager, Bear 
Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. 

25. Letter of June 11, 1982, from Ronald J. Merry, Director of Public 
Works, City of Salem 

26. Letter of June 14, 1982, from Frank G. Harding, Chairman, 
Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary District. 

BJS:l 
WL1731 
6/24/82 



ATTACHMENT C 

SUMMARY, EVALUATION AND RESPONSE TO ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

The following three sections present summaries and responses to relevant 
public hearing testimony on the proposed revisions to the system for 
development and management of the priority list and on the draft FY83 
priority list. A summary of the June 3, 1982 public hearing testimony and 
the record of testimony appear as Attachments A and B, respectively. 
Copies of the actual written testimony are available upon request. 

The summaries and responses to the testimony are organized as follows: 

( 1) Testimony Related to Rules Governing the Development and 
Management of the Priority System and List; 

(2) Testimony Related to the Individual Project and Seginent 
Classification and Ranking on the Draft FY83 Priority List; 

(3) Testimony Related to General EQC or EPA Policy on Priority List 
Management. 

1. Testimony Related to Rules Goyerning the Deyelooment and Management of 
the Priority System and List 

a. Ms. Chris Noah-Nichol and Mr. William Sobolewski of the U .s. 
Environmental Protection Agency, suggested textual modifications 
and clarifications to the proposed rules. (A detailed summary is 
provided in the Hearing Officer's report.) 

Response 

( 1) The definition of •small community• eligible for an advance of 
allowance under OAR 340-53-025(2) is given in the Definition 
section of proposed rules as 340-53-010(25). 

( 2) The explanation for •current funding year" and one funding 
year thereafter, used as a limitation on projects considered 
for an advance of allowance under OAR 340-53-025( 2) is found 
in the Definition section of the proposed rules under 
340-53-010(23). In the event of FY82 appropriations, this 
rule change will have immediate effect so that the reserve 
amount will be based on potential FY82 and FY83 applications. 
Clarifying language has been added to OAR 340-53-025(9). 

(3) A 10 percent grant increase reserve from the state's allotment 
is expected to be sufficient to meet projected needs. Should 
additional increase needs be identified, it is Oregon's 
practice to fund them subject to the recovery of any prior 
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year funds resulting from project completions. In this 
manner, the general allotment set aside is protected from 
unexpected later reductions because of cost overruns on funded 
projects. Any prior year recovered funds in excess of grant 
increase needs are considered part of the general allotment. 

(4) A clarification is added to 340-53-010(8) to state that an 
advance of allowance is not a grant to a municipality. No 
change is made in 340-53-025(2) which simply enumerates the 
reserves funds. 

(5) The upper limit on funding for the water quality management 
planning reserve is now established at 1 percent of the 
state's allotment. The EQC may determine the set aside 
annually at an amount not greater than 1 percent of the 
allotment nor less than $100,000. Rule 340-53-025(5) is 
changed accordingly. 

(6) OAR 340-53-025(8) is substantially rewritten so that funds, 
once designated for the reserve for Step 1 and 2 grant 
advances, are not transferred to another fund. However, 
excess funds recovered through the grant deobligation 
process may be transferred for the enumerated purposes. 

(7) OAR 340-53-020(4) is modified to state that new projects 
will be funded at 55 percent grant participation in FY85. 

The Commission may, prior to FY85, reduce the percentage 
share of grant on a basis allowed by federal law or 
regulation. Statutory language requires that the reduction 
be •uniform" and therefore is not repeated in these rules. 

(8) Generally, Step 2 + 3 and Step 3 grant amounts in the FY83 
priority list include planning and design estimates. They 
do not include the calculated allowance since the applicable 
regulation determining allowances has been promulgated as 
interim final and still subject to change. Costs are updated 
on a quarterly basis once the priority list is adopted. 

b. Another respondent also requested clarification on the definition 
of a small community for purposes of the Step 1 and 2 advance 
fund. 

Response 

OAR 340-53-005(8) limits the eligible communities to 
municipalities under 25,000 population. Sanitary districts 
also would be distinguished by population. 

c. One respondent indicated that the special reserve for water quality 
planning should be set aside at the maximum level, $276,000, 
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instead of the minimum of $100,000 proposed in OAR 340-53-025(5). 

Response 

Rule 340-53-025( 5) is revised to set the special reserve for 
water quality planninbg at a level not greater than 1 percent 
cf the state's allotment but not less than $100,000. The 
exact level of funding reserved will be established by the 
Department after the fir.al EPA regulations governing this 
section are developed and after the Department consul ts with 
eligible areawide agencies concerning their ability to 
contribute to the state's water quality management planning 
work program. 

d. Two respondents suggested that limits be placed on the proportion 
of the state's allotment that is used for a single project. Five 
percent and 10 percent of the allotment were suggested, i.e .• , 
limits of $1.4 million er $2.8 million per project. 

Response 

Although such restrictions would theoretically enable 8 - 16 
new projects to receive funding every year, nearly all mid
size cities (Silverton, Cottage Grove, Baker, Seaside, 
Newberg, etc.) as well as all large cities would face multi
year construction schedules complicated by the fact that 
funded portions of a system may not be operational until later 
portions are funded and completed. Most large projects in 
Oregon, as a result of the decline in federal appropriations, 
already face extended completion schedules. 

One alternative to a simple financial limitation is the 
limitation that water quality and operational necessity 
defines how much of a project is funded at a particular 
Priority. This is the current management theory underlying 
the priority list and has the benefit of assuring that 
operational facilities will improve water quality within 
specified timeframes. 

It should also be noted that federal policy discourages the 
indiscriminate use of project phasing or segmenting in order 
to simply fund portions of more projects. The operational 
and water quality benefit relationships between segments and 
Oregon's funding policy is consistent with federal require
ments and policy. 

A special reserve (4% of the state's allotment) is available 
for alternative systems for small communities with less than 
3, 500 population. 

e. One respondent suggested that (1) projects to correct combined 
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sewer overflows be eliminated; (2) reserve capacity be reduced to 
serve only a 5-10 year growth increment; and (3) commooities with 
a moratorium be placed first on the priority list. 

Response 

As indicated in the project rating criteria, projects that 
correct combined sewer overflows receive low project type 
scores. Unless an overflow results in beneficial use 
impairment or water quality standards violations, it would not 
be rated favorably on the list. Most projects for separation 
of combined sewers or elimination of wet weather overflows 
have been initiated without federal assistance. Commooities 
where a connection limitation or moratorium exists, receive 
high regulatory emphasis point scores. 

The factor which most heavily influences priority ranking is 
the effect on water quality standards or beneficial uses of 
the river into which the effluent is discharged. 

Federal statute and regulations now reduce the amount of 
growth capacity which may be fooded and is aimed to eventually 
eliminate any fooding for future reserve capacity. New 
projects beginning in FY85 will be affected by the exclusion 
on future capacity. In the interim, a gradual reduction in 
this area and increased emphasis on staging of facilities will 
reduce federal participation for future needs. 

f. Two respondents expressed concern about changes to the bypass 
procedure which funds might otherwise be lost to the state. The 
changed provision omits an appeal to the Commission if such an 
appeal cannot be scheduled prior to the end of the fiscal year. 
One respondent felt that if the appeal provision is not assured, 
then the Commission should not have authority to remove a project 
from the priority list if it is bypassed for two consecutive 
years. 

Response 

In the past two years, the proper management of funds 
available to the state has become increasingly difficult due 
to the irregularities in Congressional appropriations and 
the unusual use of Presidential powers to impound, defer or 
rescind funds. Concommitantly, many mere applicants have 
waited until the fourth quarter of the fiscal year to submit 
applications. One effect of these combined occurrences is 
that risks have significantly increased that funds will 
expire and be lost to Oregon permanently. 

The administrative timeframe may take up to 2-1/2 - 3 months 
to bypass a project and commit funds to another project 
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ready to proceed prior to the end of the fiscal year. 
Formal bypass procedures during the fourth quarter of the 
fiscal year are therefore extremely unwieldly and may pose 

.considerable threat of loss of funds. 

Neither respondent objected to streamlining the process so 
that funds would not be sacrificed. The concerns expressed 
were regarding (1) notice and (2) the results of two 
bypasses on a project's priority. First, the proposed 
elimination of a formal appeal opportunity to the EQC does 
not relieve the Department of the responsibility to properly 
notify the prospective applicant of the intent to bypass a 
project. Such notice is made in writing and sent by 
certified mail, 20 days in advance of the actual bypass. If 
reasons are put forth by the applicant why such bypass 
should not be concluded, the review and final determination 
will be made by the Director. Secondly, for a project that 
has been bypassed for two consecutive years, the 
EQC lllli:£ remove it from the priority list. A bypass in one 
year does not affect the succeeding year's priority rating. 
However, due to the 2 - 2-1/2 year time frame involved 
between the placement of a project on a draft priority list 
to the second bypass event, sufficient time cl early exists 
for the potential applicant to (1) prepare an application or 
(2) notify the Department that it will not be ready to 
proceed this fiscal year and request a certification date 
for another future funding year. The latter action, if 
voluntarily taken by the potential applicant, (and 
acceptable under the terms of any order or permit) would not 
constitute a bypass of the project. Experience suggests 
that applicants are reluctant to opt for a simple 
rescheduling because it appears to shift the responsibility 
for the bypass finding to the Department. 

Therefore, the rule modification appears appropriate. EQC 
authority to remove a project permanently from the priority 
list, after extended delays, is an appropriate exercise of 
discretion. Any project thus removed may, of course, 
petition the EQC to reconsider the action or may participate 
in the EQC' s next public hearing on the priority list. 

2~ Testimony Related to Indiyidual Proiect and Segment Classification and 
Ranking on the Draft FY83 Priority List 

a. Several respondents provided new information which was assessed 
in re-evaluating priority ratings. 

( 1) Crescent Sanitary District. A consultant, on behalf of the 
District, noted that a groundwater study was being conducted 
and that subsurface disposal system permits were denied to 
individuals. based on the ability of soils to treat the 
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effluent. Although the Department acknowledges that the 
denials of subsurface disposal permits may suggest that a 
widespread water quality or groundwater protection concern 
exists, the denials are not conclusive as to that fact. 
Permit denials are not used as the basis for project 
ratings. However, the Department will re-evaluate the 
project priority during the development of the 1984 priority 
list and upon completion of the groundwater study results. 

(2) Tangent. Earlier this year Linn County, on behalf of the 
City of Tangent, submitted results of a sanitary survey 
which showed numerous direct sewage discharges from 
individual septic tank and drainfield systems, as well as a 
few (3) individual wells contaminated with fecal coliform 
bacteria. Project Class was elevated from a D to a C and 90 
Regulatory Emphasis Points were assigned to the project. 

(3) Highway 101 North Tillamook. Project Class was changed from 
a D to a C and 130 Regulatory Emphasis points were assigned 
based upon: (a) notice from the Health Division that the 
area has been certified as a Heal th Hazard Annexation area 
and (b) direct discharges from septic tank and drainfield 
systems have been documented. 

( 4) BCV SA (Whetstone). BCV SA requested assignment of 120 
Regulatory Emphasis points and submitted a copy of a 
voluntary connection moratorium policy adopted by BCVSA in 
April 1978. The moratorium appears to address concerns at 
White City. 

The moratorium is effective until such time as the White 
City rehabilitation project or the Whetstone Trunk were 
completed and it limits White City's ability to serve the 
Whetstone area. 

The project priority criteria for Regulatory Emphasis are 
applied as follows. Where the project area itself is 
regulated and its ability to obtain service because it is 
under a connection moratorium (voluntary or involuntary), 
the project receives 120 Regulatory Emphasis points. Only 
those areas on subsurface systems that either had 
voluntarily limited construction of additional subsurface 
disposal systems or were limited by a specific geographic 
rule adopted by the EQC restricting issuance of subsurface 
permits, received 120 points. BCVSA Whetstone does not 
appear to be under this type of regulatory constraint. 

( 5) Tri-City S. D. (Willamette). Tri-City requested reprior
itization of the Willamette project from Letter Class C 
to B. The Department acknowledges that the existing 
facility is deteriorating and may fail to operate in a 
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manner which provides for adequate water quality 
protection. However, only those projects that will 
eliminate or minimize water pollution where there 
is existing water use impairment or repeated water 
quality standards violations, are ranked in Letter Class B. 
Unfortunately there are many facilities in a similar 
physical shape as the Willamette plant, many of which are 
listed under Letter Class C. · 

(6) Tri-City County (Kellogg). Tri-City County requested that 
the Kellogg (sludge digester) project be considered 
operationally dependent to the Tri-City S.D. (Regional STP) 
project. The completion of the Tri-City S.D. regional 
system does not appear to be dependent upon sludge digester 
facilities at the Kellogg facility. Each of the projects is 
ranked consistent with the priority criteria. 

(7) Charleston S.D. Goes-Curry Council of Governments asked why 
the Charleston S.D. collection system did not appear on the 
FY83 priority list. Under OAR 340-53-020(3), collection 
systems are not eligible for state certification unless a 
mandatory health hazard annexation is required or 
elimination of waste disposal wells is required. In either 
case, a Step 1 grant for the project must have been 

.certified prior to September 30, 1979. The Charleston S.D. 
collection system does not meet the criteria established 
under the rule. The system has been added to the Priority 
Calculation List as a recognized project need but is 
designated as ineligible for federal participation in the 
grant program. 

(8) Salem. The City requested that recent facilities planning 
information be considered to establish a priority rating for 
the East Salem relief interceptor project. The project was 
assigned 9 points for project type (Interception of Existing 
Discharge); 10 .12 points for population emphasis ( 115 ,000 
would be initially served); 90 points for regulatory 
emphasis; 93.45 points for its Willamette River stream 
segment; and a Project Letter Class B based on documentation 
of repeated water quality standards violations. 

The City requested 9 points for project type for major sewer 
rehabilitation. Major sewer rehabilitation is defined in 
federal regulations to be the major replacement of 
structurally inadequate sewers; the project description is 
for construction of a relief sewer. Also requested was 150 
regulatory emphasis points because of a stipulated consent 
agreement ·signed in 1981. Application of the administrative 
rule requires that 150 points be given only to those 
projects with stipulated consent agreements with a finding 
made by January 1, 1978, thus evidencing a limited time 
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extension to meet the 1977 secondary treatment goals of the 
Clean Water Act. 

(9) Warrenton. The City requested that it should be given a 
priority ranking comparable to the ranking given the Town of 
Hammond in 1978. The Town of Hammond was made a tributary 
community to the Warrenton lagoon system by virtue of a 
federal construction grant project. The facilities plan for 
the Hammond project did not indicate that a lagoon expansion 
for Warrenton would be needed for several years; more recent 
studies in Warrenton now indicate that the expansion may be 
needed as early as one to three years. 

Warrenton was added to the FY83 priority list and its 
priority point assessment based on an analysis of the 
current water quality situation. The application of 
priority rating criteria is made on the merits of each 
segment analyzed so that an assessment of one situation in 
the service area does not determine the priority asses.sment 
of other projects in the service area. 

(10) BCVSA (North Ashland Interchange). BCVSA requested Letter 
Class A, 130 Regulatory Emphasis points and 83 ,5 Stream 
Segment points based on testimony submitted. The Sewerage 
Works Construction Grant priority criteria for Letter Class 
A and 130 Regulatory Points do not apply to County certified 
health hazard declarations. To qualify for Letter Class A, 
the Administrator of the Health Division or the EQC must 
certify Findings of Fact that conclude water pollution or 
beneficial use impairment and hazard to public health 
exists. In addition, an EQC order or certification from the 
Administrator of the Health Division is needed to assign 130 
Regulatory Emphasis. The documented results of the sanitary 
survey however, do qualify the project for Letter Class D. 
The Department also has changed the Stream Segment to 
reflect Bear Creek and its tributaries (83,5 points). 

b. Several respondents express concern about phasing and/or 
segmenting projects. Two respondents indicated that 
phasing/segmenting would be beneficial in that additional 
projects may be started. Others concluded that lower priority 
phases or segments should be completed along with the higher 
priority work. The City of Portland requested that funding be 
assured to continue two phases of work on the S.E. Relief 
Interceptor in order to complete and make fully operational the 
two phases already constructed with grant funds. 

Response 

Federal regulations and policy require that state priority 
lists be developed on a water quality and public health 
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improvement basis. Federal policy also encourages that 
Phased/segmented projects be scheduled and completed as soon 
as possible. Clearly, when federal funding levels are 
established at levels which prevent an orderly flow of funds 
to projects needed to correct severe water quality and 
public health problems, the ability to~ complete 
remaining phases and segments of projects initiated when 
funding levels were great is significantly curtailed. 

After extensive public participation and involvanent in 
1980, the EQC reacted to the diminution of federal funds by 
(1) encouraging communities to seek other funding 
mechanisms, (2) redirecting the flow of scarce grant funds 
into the highest priority projects on the priority list, and 
(3) gradually phasing out a transition policy that virtually 
guaranteed that projects that initiated design would be 
continued until completion, regardless of their relative 
priority ratings. The potential to adversely affect the 
S.E. Relief project was considered and the project was 
transitior.ed from the top of the priority list over a year 
long period. Unfortunately federal appropriation levels 
declined so that the project, even continued on at the top 
of the priority list, for that one year did not receive 
funds. Subsequently, the project was rated according to the 
Priority criteria and on its own merits. It is felt that 
sufficient notice and advice was given that projects such as 
the Portland S.E. Relief Interceptor could be adversely 
affected by the reduced funding levels and the impacts such 
reductions made on the grant program. No change in present 
priority is proposed. 

It is EQC policy to phase and/or segment projects only where 
water quality and public health concerns justify a 
distinction in priority among the various components of a 
community's system. 

3. Testimony Related to General EOC or EPA Policy on Priority List 
Management 

Several respondents had general questions regarding priority list 
management. One respondent asked what application procedures 
would be followed now that Step 1 and 2 grants were elimir.ated. 
Another asked how far down the FY82 and FY83 priority lists funds 
would extend if appropriations were made. 

Response 

Grant appiication procedures are now governed by new federal 
regulations published. Since there are a number of program 
changes, appropriate policies and procedures should be 
discussed with DEQ Construction Grants Unit staff to ensure 
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that new applicant responsibilities are clear. 

As noted on the FY82 priority list, a general allotment of 
about $22 million was expected for Oregon. For FY83, the 
general allotment is also expected to be $22 million. Until 
appropriations are made for FY82, firm target dates cannot 
be set for many projects. However, the combined resources 
of both years is not expected to extend funds beyond the 
first Tri-Cities Service District project. 
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ATTACHMENT D 

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO THE FY83 PRIORITY LIST 

The following corrections were made to the recommended priority list, as a 
result of testimony discussed in Attachment C or from administrative 
corrections. They are listed according to the relative project ranking the 
project had on the draft priority list distributed prior to the June 3 public 
hearing. 

This attachment updates the draft priority list which was mailed to interested 
parties as part of EQC Agenda Item E, April 16, 1982. 

Grantee/Prolect 

Sheridan/W. and N. 

Deschutes County/ 
Terrebonne 

Medford Lone Pine 

Douglas County/ 
Roseburg Regional 

Salem/East Relief 

Warrenton/ 
STP expansion 

BCV SAIN. Ashland 

Hwy. 101 S.D. 

Tangent 

WG1314 

Technical Correction 

Estimate is $880 ,000 

Delete entry 

Delete entry 

Delete N. Bank Int.; 
revise STP cost to 
$9,825. 

New entry 

New entry 

Project Letter Class 
changed to D and 
Stream Segment changed 
to Bear Creek and 
tributaries (83.5 
points). 

Project Letter Class 
changed to C and 
Regulatory Emphasis 
increased to 130 
points. 

Project Letter Class 
changed to C and 
Regulatory Emphasis 
increased to 90 points. 

Comment 

Update costs 

Acceptable facilities 
plan recommends no 
action. 

Grant awarded. 

Facilities plan 
updated with new 
recommendation. 

Recent information 
supplied by City. 

Recent facilities plan 
draft supplied by City. 

Recent information 
supplied by Sanitary 
Authority. 

Health Division's 
Health Hazard 
Certification process 
completed. 

Recent information 
supplied by Linn 
County. 



PURPOSE 

MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT WORKS 
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM 

DIVISION 53 

Development and Management of The Statewide 
Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List 

ATTACHMENT E 

340-53-005 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe procedures and 

priority criteria to be used by the Department for development and 

management of a statewide priority list of sewerage works construction 

projects potentially eligible for financial assistance from U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency's Municipal Waste Water Treatment Works 

Construction Grants Program, Sec. 201, P.L. 95-217. 

DEFINITIONS 

340-53-010 As used in these regulations unless otherwise required by 

context: 

( l) •Department" means Department of Environmental Quality. Department 

actions shall be taken by the Director as defined herein. 

( 2) "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Director• means Director of the Department of Environmental Quality 

or his authorized representatives. 

(4) "Municipality• means any county, city, special service district, or 

other governmental entity having authority to dispose of sewage, 

industrial waste, or other wastes, any Indian tribe or authorized 

Indian Tribal Organization or any combination of two or more of the 

foregoing. 

(5) "EPA" means U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

(6) "Treatment Works" means any facility for the purpose of treating, 

neutralizing or stabilizing sewage or industrial wastes of a liquid 
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nature, including treatment or disposal plants, the necessary 

intercepting, outfall and outlet sewers, pumping stations integral to 

such plants or sewers, equipment and furnishings thereof and their 

appurtenances. 

(7) "Grant• means financial assistance from the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency Municipal Waste Water Treatment Works Construction 

Grants Programs as authorized by Sec. 201, P.L. 95-217 and subsequent 

amendments. 

(8) "Adyance" means an adyance of funds for a Step 1 or Step 2 pro1ect. 

The adyance is equal to the estimated allowance which is expected to 

be included in a future Step 3 grant award. An adyance is made from 

funds granted to Oregon by EPA; it is not a direct grant by EPA to a 

muniqipality. 

i.3.1 [(8)]"Project• means a potentially fundable entry on the priority list 

consisting of [Step 1, Step 2, or] Step 3[, of] or Step 2 plus 3 

treatment works or components or segments of treatment works as 

further described in Section 340-53-015, Subsection (4). 

L1Jll [(9)]"Treatment Works Component• means a portion of an operable 

treatment works described in an approved facility plan including but 

not limited to: 

OAL22 

(a) Sewage treatment plant 

(b) Interceptors 

(c) Sludge disposal or management 

(d) Rehabilitation 

(e) Other identified facilities. 

A treatment works component may but need not result in an operable 

treatment works. 

-2- 6/25/82 



.L1.1l [ ( 10)] "Treatment Works Se!!)llent" means a portion of a treatment works 

component which can be identified in a contract or discrete sub-item 

of a contract and may but need not result in operable treatment works . 

.L1.Zl [(ll)]"Priority List• means all projects in the state potentially 

eligible for grants listed in rank order • 

.Ll3.l [12)]"Fundable portion of the list• means those projects on the 

priority list which are planned for .a grant [award] during the current 

funding year. The fundable portion of the list shall not exceed the 

total funds expected to be available during the current funding year 

less applicable reserves • 

.L1.!l.l [(13)]•Facilities Planning• means necessary plans and studies which 

directly relate to the construction of treatment works. Facilities 

planning will demonstrate the need for the proposed facilities and 

that they are cost-effective and environmentally acceptable. 

i.15.l [(14)J•step 1 Project• means any project for development of a 

facilities plan for treatment works. 

i1U [(15)]"Step 2 Project• means any project for engineering design of 

all or a portion of treatment works • 

.l11l [(16)]"Step 3 Project• means any project for construction or 

rehabilitation of all or a portion of treatment works • 

.Llal [(17)]"Eligible Project Costs• means those costs which could be 

eligible for a grant according to EPA regulations and certified by 

the Department and awarded by EPA. These costs may include an 

estimated allowance for a Step 1 and/ or Sten 2 proiect. 

~ [(18)]•Innovative Technology• means treatment works utilizing 

conventional or alternative technology not fully proven under 

conditions contemplated but offering cost or energy savings or other 

advantages as recognized by federal regulations. 
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i2Ql [(19)]"Alternative Technology• means treatment work or components 

or segments thereof which reclaim or reuse water, recycle waste water 

constituents, eliminate discharge of pollutants, or recover energy. 

i.2.11. [(20)]"Alternative system for small communities• means treatment 

works for municipalities or portions of municipalities having a 

population of less than 3,500 and utilizing alternative technology as 

described above • 

.(zll [(21)] 11Funding Year• means a federal fiscal year commencing 

October lst and ending September 30th. 

i23..l.. ((22)]•current Funding Year• means the funding year for which the 

priority list is adopted. 

!2!:!.l [(23)]•state Certification• means assurance by the Department that 

the project is acceptable to the state and that funds are available 

from the state's allocation to make a grant award. 

( 25) "Small community" means. for the purposes of an advance of allowance 

for Step 1 or Step 2. a municipality haying less than 25.000 

population, 

PRIORITY LIST DEVELOPMENT 

340-53-015 The Department will develop a statewide priority list of 

projects potentially eligible for a grant. 

(1) The statewide priority list will be developed prior to the beginning 

of each funding year utilizing the following procedures: 

OAL22 

(a) The Department will determine and maintain sufficient information 

concerning potential projects to develop the statewide priority list. 

(b) The Department will develop a proposed priority list utilizing 

criteria and procedures set forth in this section. 
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(c) A public hearing will be held concerning the proposed priority 

list prior to Commission adoption. Public notice and a draft 

priority list will be provided to all interested parties at least 

thirty (30) days prior to the hearing. Interested parties 

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(A) Municipalities having projects on the priority list. 

(B) Engineering consultants involved in projects on the priority 

list. 

(C) Interested state and federal agencies. 

(D) Any other persons who have requested to be on the mailing 

list. 

Interested parties will have an opportunity to present oral 

or written testimony at or prior to the hearing. 

(d) The Department will summarize and evaluate the testimony· and 

provide recommendations to the Commission • 

(e) The Commission will adopt the priority list at a regularly 

scheduled meeting. 

( 2) The priority list will consist of a listing of all projects in the 

OAL22 

state potentially eligible for grants listed in ranking order based on 

criteria set forth in Table "A". Table A describes five (5) 

categories used for scoring purposes as follows: 

(a) Project Class 

(b) Regulatory Emphasis 

(c) Stream Segment Rank 

(d) Population Emphasis 

(e) Type of treatment component or components. 
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The score used in ranking a project consists of the project class 

identified by letter code plus the sum of the points from the 

remaining four categories. Projects are ranked by the letter code of 

the project class with "A" being highest and within the project class 

by total points from highest to lowest. 

(3) The priority list entry for each project will include the following: 

(a) Priority rank consisting of the project's sequential rank on the 

priority list. The project having the highest priority is ranked 

number one ( l) • 

(b) EPA project identification number 

(c) Name and type of municipality 

(d) Description of project component 

(e) Project step 

( f) Project segment code number 

(g) Ready to proceed date consisting of the expected date when the 

project application will be complete and ready for certification 

by the Department. 
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(h) Target certification date consisting of the earliest estimated 

date on which the project could be certified based on readiness 

to proceed and on the Department's estimate of federal [grant] 

funds expected to be available. In the event actual funds made 

available differ from the Department's estimate when the list was 

adopted the Department may modify this date without public 

hearing to reflect actual funds available and revised future 

funding estimates. 
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(i) Estimated grant amount based on that portion of project cost 

which is potentially eligible for a grant as set forth in 

Section 340-53-020. 

(j) The priority point score used in ranking the projects. 

[Transition projects will be so designated.] 

(4) The Department will determine the scope of work to be included in each 

project prior to its placement on the priority list. Such scope of 

work may include the following: 

[(a) Development of a facilities plan (Step l), or] 

hl [(b)] Design (Step 2) [or] .a.rut construction [(Step 3)] of complete 

treatment works, [or] (Step 2 plus 31. or 

LQ.l [(c) Design or] Construction of one or more complete waste treatment 

systems, [treatment works components,] or 

(c) Construction of one or more treatment works components. 

( d) [Design or] Construction of one or more treatment works segments 

of a treatment works component. 

(5) When determining the treatment works components or segments to be 

included in a single project, the Department will consider: 
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(a) The specific treatment works components or segments that will be 

ready to proceed during a funding year, and 

(b) The operational dependency of other components or segments on the 

components or segment being considered, and 

(c) The cost of the components or segments relative to allowable 

project grant. In no case will the grant for a single project, 

as defined by [340-53-010(8)] 340-53-010(9) exceed ten (10) 

million dollars in any given funding year. Where a grant would 

exceed this amount the scope of work will be reduced by limiting 
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the number of components or dividing the components into 

segments. The total grant for treatment works to a single 

applicant is not however limited by this subsection. 

The Department shall have final discretion relative to scope of work 

or treatment works components or segments which constitute a project. 

(6) Components or segment not included in a project for a particular 

funding year will be assigned a target certification date in a 

subsequent funding year. Within constraints cf available and 

anticipated funds, projects will be scheduled so as to establish a 

rate of progress for construction while assuming a timely and 

equitable obligation of funds statewide. 

(7) A project may consist of an amendment to a previously funded project 

which would change the scope of work significantly and thus constitute 

a new project. 

[ (8) On the FY 1981 priority list, projects for which a Step 2 grant was 

certified prior to September 30 1 1979, are designated as transition 

projects and will not be ranked according to the criteria. These 

projects will be placed at the top of the funding year priority list 

and will maintain the same relative position that they occupied on the 

preceding year's priority list. However, if a project has been 

bypassed in accordance with Section 340-53-035 ( 2) it will no longer 

retain its transition status and will be ranked the following year 

according to the criteria. In FY 1982 and subsequent years all 

projects will be ranked and scheduled according to the criteria.] 

[(9) FY 80 Fundable List - Since the freeze on FY 80 funds precluded their 

utilization prior to adoption of the FY 81 priority list, those 

projects expected to awarded FY 80 grant funds will appear at the 
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I 

beginning of the FY 81 list with the notation that these projects will 

be awarded grants from FY 80 funds.] 

.Lal [(10)] The Director may delete any project from the priority list if: 

(a) It has received full funding 

(b) It is no longer entitled to funding under the approved system. 

(c) EPA has determined that the project is not needed to comply with 

the- enforceable requirements of the Clean Water Act or the 

project is otherwise ineligible • 

.L9l [(11)] If the priority assessment of a project within a regional 208 

areawide waste treatment management planning area conflicts with the 

priority list, the priority list has precedence. The Director will, 

upon request from a 208 planning agency, meet to discuss the project 

providing the request· for such a meeting is submitted to the Director 

prior to Commission approval of the priority list. 

ELIGIBLE COSTS AND LIMITATIONS 

340-53-020 For each project included on the priority list the Department 

will estimate the costs potentially eligible for a grant and the [amount of 

the grant.] estimated federal share. 

(1) Where state certification requirements differ from EPA eligibility 

requirement the more restrictive shall apply. 

(2) Except as provided for in subsection (3), eligible costs shall 

generally include Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 costs related to an 

eligible treatment works, treatment works components or treatment 

works segments as defined in federal regulations. 

(3) The following will not be eligible for state certification: 
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(a) The cost of collection systems except for those which serve an 

area where a mandatory health hazard annexation is required 

pursuant to ORS 222.850 to 222.915 or where elimination of waste 

disposal wells is required by OAR 340-44-019 to 44. In either 

case, a Step l grant for the project must have been certified 

prior to September 30, 1979. 

(b) Step 2 or Step 3 costs associated with advanced treatment 

components. 

(c) The cost of treatment components not considered by the Department 

to be cost effective and environmentally sound. 

(4) The estimated grant amount shall be based on a percentage of the 

estimated eligible cost. The percentage [is that required by federal 

law and regulations for FY 1981] U seventy-five (75) percent of the 

estimated eligible cost[.] until FY 1985, when tt is reduced to fifty

fiye <55) percent of the estimated eligible cost for new projects. 

[After FY 1981] The Commission may reduce the percentage to fifty (50) 

percent [if] .rui. allowed by federal law or regulation. The Department 

shall also examine other alternatives for reducing the extent of grant 

participation in individual projects for possible implementation 

beginning in FY 1982. The intent is to spread available funds to 

address more of the high priority needs in the state. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL RESERVES 

340-53-025 From the total funds allocated to the state the following 

reserves will be established for each funding year: 

(1) Reserve for grant increases of ten (10) percent. 
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(2) Reserve for Step l and Step 2 [projects] grant adyances of .llll..-J<Q ten 

(10) percent[.] This reserve shall not exceed the amount estimated 

to proyide adyances for eligible small communities proiected to apply 

for a Step 3 or Step 2 + 3 grant in the current funding year and one 

funding year thereafter. 

(3) Reserve for alternative comi::onents of projects for small communities 

utilizing alternative system [as required by federal law or regulations. 

For FY 81 federal regulations require] .Q.f four (4) percent. 

( 4) Reserve [as required by federal law or regulations] for additional 

funding of projects involving innovative or alternative technology[.] 

[Current federal regulations require three (3) percent for FY81.] 

of four (4) percent. 

(?) Reserve for water quality management olanning of not more than 1% of 

the state's allotment nor less than $100.000. 

( 
'· (6) Reserve for state management assistance of up to 4 percent of the 

total funds authorized for the state's allotment. 

i1.l.. [(5)]The balance of the state's allocation will be the general allotment. 

ill [(6)]The Director may at his discretion utilize [transfer] funds 

recovered ftom prior year allotments [from the Step 1 and 2 reserve 

to the following reserves:] for the ourpose of: 

(a) [The reserve for] Grant increases Qr. 

(b) [The general allotment with first demand for] Conventional 

comi:onents of small community projects utilizing alternative 

systems[.] Qr. 

(c) The general allotment. 

(9) If FY82 approoriations are received. the special reseryes noted in 

340-53-025(11-(6). as required by federal law and regulation. will be 

established prior to October 1. 1982. 
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PRIORITY LIST MANAGEMENT 

340-53-030 The Department will select projects to be funded from the 

priority list as follows: 

(l) After Commission adoption and EPA acceptance of the priority list, 

allocation of funds to the state and determination of the funds 

available in each of the reserves, final determination of the fundable 

portion of the priority list will be made. The fundable portion of 

the list will include the following: 

(a) Sufficient projects selected according to priority rank to 

utilize funds identified as the state's general allotment, and 

(b) Additional projects involving alternative systems for small 

communities as necessary to utilize funds available in that 

reserve. 

[(2) No project will be funded unless it is included in or added to the 

fundable portion of the list except for projects funded from the 

Step 1 and 2 reserve.] 

1..2.l [(3)] Projects to be funded from the Step 1 and 2 grant adyance reserve 

will be selected based on their priority point scores and wbether they 

are proiected to apply for Step 3 or Step 2 + 3 grant in the current 

funding year or one funding year thereafter. [according to their 

ranking relative to other projects to be funded from that reserve. The 

projects to be funded from this reserve will be selected from beyond 

the fundable portion of the list to the limit of funds available in 

the reserve.] 

L3.l [(4)] Projects included on the priority list but not included within the 

fundable portion of the list will constitute the planning portion of 

the list. 
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PRIORITY LIST MODIFICATION AND BYPASS PROCEDURE 

340-53-035 The Department may modify the priority list or bypass projects 

as follows: 

(1) The Department may add to or rerank projects on the priority list 

after the adoption of the priority list but prior to the approval of 

the priority list for the next year providing: 

(a) Notice of the proposed action is provided to all affected lower 

priority projects. 

(b) Any affected project may within 20 days of receiving adequate 

notice request a hearing before the Commission[.] proyided that 

such hearing can be arranged before the end of the current 

funding year. 

(2) The Department will initiate bypass procedures when any project on the 

fundable portion of the list is not ready to proceed during the 

funding year. 

OAL22 

(a) The determination will be based on quarterly progress reports. 

(b) Written notice will be provided to the applicant of intent to 

bypass the project. 

(c) An applicant may request a hearing on the proposed bypass within 

20 days of adequate notice. If requested the Director will 

schedule a hearing before the Commission within 60 days of the 

request[.] . provided that such hearing can be arranged before 

the end of the current funding year. 

-13- 6/25/82 



• • • ' g 

• • 
8. • > • • 
• • 

' ' . -'4 '~ ... 

~3f 
n • • . ~ •• . -. • > 
t ~B 
= - ' ·-"'5] 'J 
n - • . -·- ' ,;: ;;;: .= -' . c <.I " . -
:: '4 -: . . -
~ i ~ ,, ~ 
; ~ ~? 
·o-~~-; . -. . . -;: ,. 0 
;a ;. :.. '4 

Q :I:::: ,._ ..;.., 

"' 0 ::: ... 
"' ,. ::i :.. .. 1l .-: :: .,, ....... 
d <.I '
n = I. ... 

... :I:::: 

:l 11 g 3 -. & II':! ·'II 

s ~ 7; t 
=>ti=.. -<I 

~ 

t 
~-

... ] ~ ·-~ -··-" ! ! ; --..::i ::I,, ••• 
'- :I -;;. ! ~ 
• • • ~ -. ·-· 0 <.I ... •• ·-· :: ,, ll ., :: ... -. 2 a! • • ••• • • • n --• 
~~~ 
~,., ~ c. 
..... ... !:I :I ::::-... "' =-= - "' :I '-I»• -- ... = 'J ........ <I 
- ......... 3 
,_ ::I - ::I 

: E ~ g 
""-"".,, 

• • -

; . --> .. 
=: 5 

. 
• 
• • 
' ; 
! 

• 

• • . • 

• ~ ; 
- "!l,.. 

~:id 

' 
~ 
0 .:i ' 
~;~ 
!!:!: 
:. :. ~ 

' ' -• • <.I ::I ,., 

~ g J 
"° ~ ,., ;;;.., ·--. '= .~ ... •• 

"1 - I. .: ~ ~ 
"' - :.. ~ --- = 11 p .., "'::' 
1i ~ ~ ., 
!J : ~ 
;: ..:i 

::z: c "' • > 

~~~ 
"' ... . ' -.. 
' ' ·-::I "' Oil "!l ... ::: 

:: ::I -
~ ;:. '3 , __ 

-::: .. -.. '11:.. 

- . 
Q ,g -. . ' '" • • 
:.. "' 2. ~ ·-. 
' = n • 
:: :: 
'-" ·- . . -
' > ., 
.: ..'! -. ' ' -~ . ' 
' --' ' 

:; 

' " ., 

' • 
' i 
' -• " , 
' ;; 

• 

-:: = -. 
~ :: ' . -. . . 
.= ~ -. 

• :; 



• ; 
• • -• :: 

d • ::l 
;j 
u 
q 

" ~ 

• 
! • 
"' 

-~ 
j 

~ • -! -~ 
~-

~ 
• 
! 
; 

~ 
• 
3 --• • • , 
• ; 
! -• ,,, 
• -~ 
0 
N 

" • Q 

• :: -~ 
• .. • • -a • • • ; 
~ 

Q • • 
!: • ~ 1i , 
Q • • • , • Q --• • ' • • -• . • 
' • • 

• ! ! • 
• ~ : • • • • -• • • -• • 

0 •• --! • • " • , !- • 
0 -- ·~ oa • ~ -• • ~ N s 

-Q 

:: 
0 
.: -; 
• • ] • . ;;. - • • • • • • • 
• .: ::: 
Q ~ 1! 
" • Q 

• Q 

-; Q • • "-,; 

" -' 
_, .• • • .: • : ; -• Q , 

Q • -! , 
; • • a ~ :S 

~ 
. • ;; • • ' • • , ' " • • "! -·- • g -' =~ • ' Q • ·= ; • • ; ,, . ~ ' ] • . , - g -Q • • -> • • 

• :: 

,;: 
~ 

:!: 

" 
~ -! 
-Q 

;: 
~ . 
:! • . 
;j 

-" 

' " -
" , 
• ~ 
3 • 
' • 
' . ;:: • 
' 

-• 
• -
~ 
3 

:: 
;; 
• -• -j " Q • • -:: ; 
~ 

.• 
·-" -

• ' • 

• • 
~· 
~ • Q 
Q 

• i 

• • • 
~ -5 , 
~ 

c 
Q 

• • 
0 
.; 
; 
Q 

• • 
~:: , 
• -
3 & 
• . , , 
• , • • ' > 
• . 
• i • • 2 ::: -. " !~ ! g. 

0 , 
~~ -11 •• • 
~ ; ' ! - -, . . • ' ' ~ -;:: 5 Q 

,; • 

• , 
• , 
• 
~ 
• , -~ , -g 
" ! 
~ 
; 
• 2 

--0 -• i] .. :: > 

• -" Q 

• j 
t-:: ...... s:; -. -; ' ; > • , -· 
~ -• • 
" 0 

-. Q 

~ .. 
' • • 

" ; • ; ; ;; • • • 2 • . , , z -• =o ' 
~ N 

-N~~~~~~~o-Nm=~~~~~ ....... _ ........................... ..... 

~~m~~=~mo~m-m~NNmNN 
N '"' _, 

oooooooo~oooco~oooo 
OOCOO•OQmoc~~O~O~ON 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
NO~~~~~o==ON~~NO~~m 
~~=~~~~~~mmN----

~--

• .. :: , 
• • • ti Q , 

• - . , • d .. ' • ~ • • • :S " 
¥ 

• • • '.; , 
~ -• Q ~ 

, 
• • ; !! • 

~ ' j ; • ~ 

• - , ' :: ; • > 
:, ~ • :;; :! - . . • ·i • :S .. t • , 

• • ~ --• , . ! Q 

~ • > • ' Q • • - = 5 ~ 
, • 

Q 
~ " .- , Q 

0 ; ~ ~ 
, 

~ ' - ' , • "- • ;; Q • 
" 

, • • k . - l - ;: . • ~ • . -a ' ., • - ~ 

' • ~ • '; ~ • l ~ ; ' ~ • • • , • , 
• • ., - , • , • ; ' -, • ., • - ' • • " : ' ~ t - --- - • ii 

' • - ; t • • a ~ ;, ,;. • " ' -;; • g • 
" -; 3 ' 

, , 
' • > ' • ~ -• ; .. • -- , , . ;;: -.. • , • • , ·- .;:. - _. • = , 

' .......... • • • ~ ' 
.. .;;: -:: ! ! • " -~ ~ ;3 . ! ' 

. 
• •o 

" ~ -&. ' ·- • ' • • 0 ; ~ -:; .. ' " ' • • ~ ~ 
, , • • g ~ • ' t ~ N • ~ • _g 

~ 0 • ' 
0 0 
~ " 

~ ~ ~ g :; 
' ~ .... ,; -, ;; ' Q .• • ~ g 

• ,; • 
• ! ;: 

' :! j • ·-, . 
ti > l! ! , 
• ' • ~ • -. • • --Q 

' , ,, 
0 ~ . 

~E .. 
E 

, 
" 5 " ' • . , - ' -• • ·- • g . • " , . , • • :::. • ! , 

~ ! -" ; , 
' 

.• 
; ' -, 

~ i 
.• ~ ' 
~ ;i , . ; • , 

"' ::i 
0 ~ 



( 

. 
" • Q 
~ 

QQQOO 

~~~~~ 
QdOOO ""' ............. """ 

:. ..... 
"::; 11 
> > • --. ;I;;::;~ 

. .• 
= 
• 
~ 
' :i 

0 
= 

N-"'=~oN•~=owa~~O~# 

N-"'~~ ~~~~~~~~9~~~ 

~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~ 

~,,..,c _ _,,.....,~N~ .... o...,~=-=~~r•~"'"c 
.... *-~""~o=~NC .... ~-~~ ..... o=""NQ 

! • .• 
= 

; 

0 
= 

~,.;~~~;~~~~~~~~~..;~~~~~~ 
~~~~==~~ ........ ~ .... ~~~~ .... ~~~ ..... 

.::i 0 00 <::: 
~~~~~ 
~j~:;;!~ 

1 • 

0 
= 

QQOQ 
..... Q ""'Q 

,.; ..; ~ .,; -= I°"' .... _,,. 

• 

• 
' ;: 
' = 

0 
= 

• ; 
' ;, 
" • 
• • = 

......... Q 

'':'4 ~ 
t-•:)"" 
~~~ 

,..N,,., 

,,.,1"'-d 
"'.'~~ 
.:;~~ 

• ;: 3 
• 

~.:: 

"" • • . -. ·= 
j '" .:.::: 

• 

<.:. ... 
~ "' "l > > • 
- = == • 
ol '" :: ::; ;: . -= -" 
-~ -; 3 

:::: ~:::; 

; 
= 

' = 

0000 
4·;-::.: ---~ ~ 
~ t--""' N 

""'""""""' 

~ 
<--= • IN :JI = • 
N ' o -=. 
:i :i.fi 

~:; 
_; ~ ~ 
> • -- " -= ::; .::: 
I., .. ~ 
~ ., ~ .. "'"'"' . ' ,..:; ;.;.::. 

== n i1 ,.; ., ~ .::. .. 
., :::I = 
~~~~ 
~£1j 

Q .::1 Od 0 
~~~~o 
,...N :-ON.-. 
::-01°"'"'11'4\0 

" " :: 
Q 



;i11J:'.W:!1.l :iJ<H.111!t!nLJh11lk 

Slu:ilaw ll.h"r 
.+.l:ioit 11 ... ,. 
!hol111on 111ver 
Sii ctx llny 
lk.,ti.111in~ Hid Coiu1t ll1>.i.1a Strllf,.U,:I 

llo. 10, llood lln:il11 

11.:.oi.I Blvcr H.dn Sll>• 
Col1 .... 1.>la flhcr (llooJ 11...:itn) 
llood fltv1>r t::i.:st, 

(HhlJlc 1111d IJt:.'ll t'ur1':1 
n.,.,.aloJng llwtl llil!iln Streamoi 

tlo. 11, Ori1i.Jt1 ll4•11dt1 Ull:s1ll 

Gn1.11Jo ltomh• ll!va:r 
lli1llo1.111 Inver 
ll<:•lllrd.nj! Gr<inJ" fhlfl1le illl:1l11 Strt:;;uu1 

Ho. 12, Hilllluur U1>:.lr1 

H1ollu•ur IHvc1· 

Ho. ll, l'o11J<:r llo1:1J•1 

!i1u1c., lllvr::r (f'uw•l.:r lJa,.111) 
l'-01.1-.h:r llfv.,r 
llurnl 111v"r 
1·1'1~11tnlnt l'uw<:r llu:itn Slo·t:;u.lt 

tlu. 14, S;.uJy ll1<!1lf• 

C...1lu .. td11 n1v .. r (!i;111Jy llil1tJ11) 
St111dy ltlvt:r 
lh:inatnJ11i; Sandy 'llil:.Jn Slt·oi1w1a 

Jiu. I~, .luhn llily ll:.i" 111 

J<-lm u .. y l!J11v<' 
11~1~<.1l11lug Jol1u Owy l101.:iin !.itr•H•ia:i 

!In. lli, \/;;ll11 l.l11ll11 u .. ~111 

~!;.llu I.lull .. Ulvcr 
ll..oAUluluf! U;.1 la IJ11l l>1 l);.,.Jn Str<:!la:J 

llu. lj, tt;il),.,111• !."\": 11.i:oln 

!.ill v1c.:I IHvi.or 
Hmu,.:i• 4 llll l:.:cn l!he1· 
llc~1hll1lul!. tt .. l)1<1u1" t.i;lt., 11;.:olu ~lrt:lll!i:l 

OU.22 

• 1 
a 
• 10 

' 3 

2 

' 

I 

' 3 

' 

' ' 

' 

I 

' 

l 

' 3 

1'il1lL1.il 

Sl.00 
1i1.oo 
li2.00 
37 .00 
)2.00 

;,7 _50 
55.0il 
lt2 .so 

]0.00 

ti.J -31 
ljl{ .67 
28.00 

26.00 

6 l. 50 
li9.00 
]6.50 
;.!II .00 

!i~ .j] 
38 .. 61 
22 .00 

l!.!i.00 
20.00 

lt].OU 
16 .00 

119.)J 
:1<!6'/ 
Hi .fill 

31 ~>Ii.I t12 

!illt.1!1.~Ul ~1:1Ull~JJJ._.liink MnU. 

llo. Jli, Ooo:ic ;iud !IU111111er LA>kti:i D1.1.:1in 

Cl1.:uiHlCllll Ulv1;>1" 
Mci.alnlott Goo:iu fllUJ S1JJ11io.er 1. .. 111:"' 

ll<i.:iln Sli·u1.ia11 

Hu. 19, 0..ryht:<i lla:itn 

Oi.tyluHl lllv4'1' 
fl""°1ilnl11e Ovylui.11 lh1:iln !.itrew.:1 

.fD.l!UlilUllfi-L!ll!h<.1;;11~ 

' 

l 

' 

1•1•pul.11lio11 t:111pha"J" potnL:i :iliall 1'.11 •1H1.!a1iad on thli 1.>a111t:i ur U111 
fonuul a; 

1'oi11L.:1 
'-!h1,;r<1: 

l'uiJu\J1L!;;11 Served 2 Jog 10 

39-00 
}11.(10 

l'/.00 
12 .oo 

l'opul;,tl"n St:1•11a:J rcpro:ia:nta lho.i '=:tltalJna Or.11aon 1ic.pul<1lJon Lh1at 
'-!Lm\d t.u luilJally :ierv«J by U1<i projt:ct If Jl '-!t:ro 111 O(•ilrallc.n. 

.rlt!!.JJ::CLJltJ;; 

.l!u;u:rJ11iJiln 

.$1;cow1.ary T1·1:at11 .. nt and Jll'llTT 
tlajo1• S1;ui.:r S~.:ilcm rl1.;Ju1t.1Jili.l!o11 
'.J.otercepLJon of £d;i.tJng IH.:iollar!!CI 
111Cil lrat1c11/I11Clow Corruclton 
lnlo;rce.1•t1'.lr to !l<:rv1: E:.l:st111g D<iv1:lQ.(1111enl 
T1.· .. ;,Lm.i:ot lloru Strlni::i:nl Lh;.n Secc.ndary 
Corr.i.ollon of Con.bioo<l !.ieue1• Overfli:.w:i 
l11ti:recpl<.1r ll) .$,,,..,, .. llc\i llt:v.ilop111cnt 
llcu Col)1:elor:i1 

OAl.22 {11-21!-0~) 

OU.i!2 

fAluU 

10 

• • 
1 

' 5 
3 

' l 

j/26/62 



( 

AGENDA ITEM NO. K, July 16, 19 82, EQC MEETING 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

ATTACHMENT F 

Pursuant to ORS 183 .. 335(7), this statement provides information on the 
Environmental Quality Com.mission's intended actions to conside~ revisions 
to OAR Chapter 340, Division 53 rules. 

(1) Legal Authority 

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules 
and standards in accordance with ORS Chapter 183. 

(2) Need for the Rule 

These modifications are necessary to bring existing administrative rules 
into conformance with the recently enacted federal Municipal Construction 
Grant Amendments of 1981, PL 97-117, and draft proposed rules of the 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency which implement the law. 

(3) Principal Documents ·Relied Uoon 1n This Rulemaking 

(a) Pu~lic Law 97-117 
( b) 40 CFR Parts 25 and 35 
(c) OAR 340 Division 53 
(d) OAR 340 Division 41 

(4) Fiscal and Economic Impact of Rule~aking 

One fiscal impact of this rulemaking is upon c.unicipalities and special 
districts seeking financial assistance for sewerage projects. The rules 
affect the distribution of these funds. In commu."'lities that recei 11e 
federal grants, small businesses will benefit because they will pay less to 
improve or develop sewerage systems. However, since f'ew federal grant 
dollars are expected to be available to assist communities se€king them, 
the majority of projects will not receive assistance and will presumably 
provide the cost of capital improvements through locally-derived revenues. 
Communities will presumably develop" individual local financing plans for 
these improvements by passing these costs on to potential or actual u2ers 
of the sewerage system such as residential, industrial and commercial 
users. No direct adverse economic impact on small businesses is expected. 

These proposed rules will also have a fiscal impact on the Department of 
Environmental Quality. The rules enable the Department to seek funding 
from EPA for the purpose of administering advance funds for the development 
of selected facilities plans and detailed design plans by local communities 
and for the development of water quality management information by areawide 
planning agencies, thus incurring minor administrative costs. In addition, 
the rules enable the Department to apply for funds for water quality 
management planning and direct management of the grants program, which 
may provide revenue to the Department. 

WG1039 
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DATE - 6/24/fj2 

PROJECT 
NUM8ER 

050603-

04S606-

05060J-

046701-

056001-

046701-

056003-

957902-

057903-

05160!-

957902-

057903-

051603-

066503-

066503-

056905-

056905-

062414-

062414-

046704-

046706-

046705-

046705-

046705-

046703-

TIME - 12;35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

SHERIDAN 

a END 

SHERIDAN 

SILVERTON 

ROSEBUllG 

SILVERTON 

ROSEBURG 

MADRAS 

HAO RAS 

KLAMATH fALLS 

MADRAS 

MADRAS 

KLAMATH FALLS 

CORVALLIS 

COrtVALLIS 

MONR\JE 

MONROE 

MWMC 

M\.IMC 

SILVERTON 

SILVERTON 

SILVERTON 

SlLVERTOf>i 

SILVERTON 

SILVERTON 

,~. 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON~ENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

AREA COMPONENT 

WEST AREA INTERCEPTO~ 

CITY £Ff DISPOSAL 

WEST AREA COLLECTION 

NORWAY __ INTERCEPTOR_ 

RIFLE RANGE INTERCEPTOR 

NORWAY COLLECTION 

PIFLE RANGE COLLECTION 

FRINGE AREA INTERCEPTOR 

FRINGE AREA INTERCEPTOR 

STEWART-LENNOX INTERCEPTOR 

FRINGE AREA COLLECTION 

FRINGE AREA COLLECTION 

STEJART-LENNOX COLLECTION 

SW ANNEXATION INTERCEPTOR 

SW ANNEXATION COLLECTION 

NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR 

NORTH AREA COLLECTION 

REGIONAL STP P6 

REGIONAL STP P7 

CITY STP IMP 

CITY SEWER REHAB 

CITY PUMP STATIONS 

CITY TRUNK !NT 

CITY WATER ST INT 

CITY WEST HAIN INT 

STEP 

4 

3 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

J 

3 

3 

~ 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

CLASS 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

• 
B 

B 

B 

B 

• 
B 

3 

REG .. 
EMPH., 

130 

1 :;a 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

- 130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

POP., 
E 11P 1-l. 

4.60 

8.,. 7 

4.60 

4.16 

4 • 3 5 

4.16 

4.35 

5.40 

5.40 

6.00 

5.40 

5.40 

6.00 

5.60 

5.60 

3.69 

3,69 

1o.33 

10.33 

7.48 

7.48 

7.48 

7.48 

1.4a 

6. :!5 

STREAM 
RANK 

88. 91 

79.50 

s 8. 91 

82,09 

77,33 

62,09 

77. 33 

67.00 

67.00 

66.00 

67 .oo 

67.00 

66,00 

59.36 

59.36 

54.82 

54.82 

91.10 

91 .1 0 

82.09 

82,09 

82.09 

82.09 

82.09 

82,09 

ATTACHMENT G 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

6 

10 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

1 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

9 

s 

8 

8 

8 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POlNTS 

A 229,51 

A 227.97 

A 224,51 

A 222,25 

A 217.68 

A 217.25 

A 212.66 

A 208.40 

A 208.40 

A 208.00 

A 203.40 

A 203.40 

A 203.00 

A 200.96 

A 195.96 

A 194.51 

• 1S9.51 

B 261.43 

"261.43 

B 249.57 

8 246. 57 

B 247.57 

B 247,57 

B l.47.57 

B 246;44 
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DATE - 6/24/d2 TIME - 12:35 PM 

PROJECT 
NUM9ER 

051203-

051205-

051204-

049305-

049305-

049305-

941304-

949307-

049306-

049308· 

949304· 

049306· 

Q49309· 

049310· 

949304-

049306· 

949304-

949304· 

949304-

049306-

049306-

049306-

968901-

96B?02-

068903-

COMMUNITY 

COTTAGE GROVE 

COTTAGE GROVE 

COTTAGE GROVE 

TRI CITY SD 

TPI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI C !TY SO 

TPI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TqI CITY SO 

TPI CITY SO 

TPI CITY SO 

TP:I CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SD 

TPI CITY SO 

LANE COUNTY 

LANE COUNTY 

LANE COUNTY 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

.!\REA 

CIH 

CITY 

CITY 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL. 

OREGON CITY 

OREGON CITY 

COMPONEti.:T 

STP IMP 

INT~RCEPTOR 

II CORRECTION 

STP P1 

STP P2 

STP P:S 

WILL INT 

WILL INT 2 

'.llLL INT 

WILL INT 2 

OREGON CITY INT 

OREGON CITY INT 

G~AOSTONE PUMP STATION 

GLADSTONE PUMP STATION 

WEST LINN-BOLIO RIVER ST FM 

WEST LINN-BOLTC ~IVER ST FM 

WEST LINN-BOLTO BOLTON FORCE M 

WEST LINN-BOLTO 90LTON PS 

WCST LINN-BOLTO RIVER ST PS 

WEST LINN-BOLIO SOLTON FORCE M 

WEST LINN-BOLTO BOLTON PS 

WEST LINN-BOLTO RIVER ST PS 

RVR R-SANTA CLA INTERCEPTORS 

RVR R-SANTA CLA INTERCEPTORS 

RVR R-SANTA CLA INTERCEPTORS 

STEP 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

CLASS 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

9 

a 

B 

a 

B 

B 

REG. 
EMPH. 

150 

15 0 

150 

120 

120 

1ZO 

120 

110 

120 

120 

110 

110 

120 

11J 

120 

120 

120 

120 

110 

120 

120 

120 

110 

120 

12 0 

POP. 
EMPH. 

7. 74 

7o74 

7.74 

9 .10 

9.10 

9.10 

9.10 

9.10 

9.10 

9.10 

8. 33 

8. 33 

7o9~ 

7.94 

7. 75 

. 7. 75 

7. 31 

7.31 

7.31 

7. 31 

7. 31 

7. 31 

B.88 

8.88 

8.88 

STREAM 
RANk. 

73.00 

73.00 

73.00 

. ~3.45 

93.45 

9:5.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

. 93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

9 3. 45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

•1.10 

91.10 

91 .10 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

8 

7 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

B 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

6 

6 

6 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

B 140.74 

B 238.74 

e 2:57.74 

B 232.55 

B 132.55 

B 232.55 

• 230.55 

• 230.55 

B 230.55 

B 230.55 

B 229.73 

B 119.78 

e 229.39 

B 22:9.39 

B 129.10 

8 129. 20 

B 228.76 

B 228. 76 

B 228.76 

B 228. 76 

8 228.76 

B 228.76 

B 225.98 

e 225.98 

B 225.98 
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DATE - 6/24/32 TIME - 12:35 PM 
STATE Of OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

PROJECT 
NUMBER COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP 

943102- BAKER CITY STP IMP 2 

043103- BAKER CITY STP l~P 3 

948703- OOUGLAS COUNTY METRO STP 2 

048704- DOUGLAS COUNTY METRO STP 3 

968101- SEASIDE CITY STP IMP 2 

068102- SEASIOE CITY 5TP IMP 3 

96S103-

068104-

964601-

949402-

964602-

049403-

064603-

966204-

068205-

949404-

049405-

949406-

049407-

964202· 

064203-

942601-

042602-

942603-

042604· 

SEASIDC 

SEASIDE 

SALEH 

NEW9ERG 

SALEM 

NEl.IB£RG 

SALEM 

USA 

USA 

NEWBt.RG 

NEl.IBEP:G 

NEWBERG 

NEW9ERG 

G!l:ANOE RONDE 

G~A.NDE RONOE 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

C ITV 

C !TY 

CIT 'I' 

CI TY _ 

E RELIEF 

CITV 

E RELIEF 

HILLSaORO 

HILLSaORO 

CITY 

C[TY 

CITY 

CITY 

AREA. 

AREA 

INVERNESS 

INVERNFSS 

INVERNESS 

INVERNESS 

SEWER REHAB 

SEWER REHAB 

FPR 

STP IMP 

INT 

STP IMP 

INT 

II CORRECTION 

11 CORRECTION 

SEWER REHA9 

SEWER REHAB 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

SYSTEM 

SY ST CM 

INTERCEPTOR 8A 

INTERCEPTOR 8A 

INTERCEPTOR BF 

INTEl\CEPTOR 8F 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

CLASS 

B 

a 

a 

B 

B 

a 

a 

B 

a 

a. 

B 

a 

B 

B 

a 

a 

a 

B 

a 

a 

a 

a 

0 

a 

a 

R Eli. 
EMPH. 

150 

150 

120 

120 

150 

150 

150 

150 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

10 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

'10 

130 

130 

130 

130 

POP. 
E~PH. 

7.87 

1.81 

8.96 

8.96 

7 .Ja 

7.38 

7.J8 

7-38 

9. 91 

8.12 

10.12 

8.12 

10.12 

·- 82 

8.82 

8-12 

8.12 

s.12 

8.12 

s.11 

5-11 

8. 5 6 

8.56 

8.40 

8.40 

STREAM 
RANK 

49.00 

49 .. 00 

11- 33 

77.33 

46-30 

46-30 

46.30 

46.30 

93-45 

93.45 

93.45 

9 3. 45 

93-45 

95.73 

95.73 

93.45 

93.45 

'3.45 

93.45 

SS.91 

88.91 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

9 

9 

10 

10 

8 

10 

8 

7 

7 

9 

9 

7 

7 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

6 

PAGE -

TOT AL 
POINTS 

a 216.87 

B 216.87 

a 216.29 

a 216-29 

B 213.68 

B 213.68 

a 212.68 

a 212.68 

B 203.36 

a 201.57 

a 201.57 

B 201.57 

B 201.57 

a 201-55 

B 201.55 

a 200.57 

a 200.51 

" 198.57 

B 198.57 

a 194.02 

a 194.02 

B 192.56 

e 192.56 

a 192.40 

" 192.40 
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DA.TE - 6/24/32 TIMI'. - 12:3~ i-"'~l 

PROJECT 
NU~·8ER 

~42003-

042604-

942603-

042604-

942003-

042604-

942605-

042606-

942605-

042606-

956702-

056703-

942607-

042608-

962601-

962802-

062803· 

962eo4-

062605· 

061602· 

961902· 

061903-

963602-

063803-

944901-

(0~MU"41TV 

MULTNOM~H CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULThOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH C·l 

MULTN011AH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

H~PPV VALLEY 

HAPPY VALLEY 

MULTNOMAH CO 

MULTNOMAH CO 

COOS BAY N0.1 

coos e.a.v No.1 

COUS BAY N0.1 

COOS BAY N0.1 

COGS BAY N0.1 

ROSESURG 

ASTORIA 

ASTORIA 

CLATSOP PLAitlS 

CLATSOP PLAINS 

FALLS CITY 

Afl E .l 

INVERl~ESS 

INVERNESS 

INVERNESS 

INVERNESS 

!NVE.RNfSS 

INVERNESS 

I~VERNESS 

INVERNESS 

INVERt.:ESS 

lN.VERNESS 

CITY 

CITY 

INVERNESS 

INVERNESS 

CITY 

CI TY 

C ITV 

CITY 

CITY 

C IT Y 

WILLIAMSPORT 

\.llLLIAMSPORT 

AREA 

AREA 

CITY 

ST,e.T!:: OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF E~VIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FRlORITY CALCULATIO~ LIST 

COi'!PONENT 

INTE~C£PTOR tR 

INTERCEPTOR 89 

IHTERCt:PTOR 8C 

INTERCEPTOR 3C 

INTERCEPTOR BH 

INTERCEPTOR SH 

INTERCEPTOR 80 

INTERCEPTOR SD 

INTERCEPTOR 8G 

INTERCEPTOR 8G 

INTERCEPTOR. 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 8£ 

INJfq;CEPTOR !lE 

STP IMP 

SIP IMP 

SIP IMP 

II CORRECTION 

II CO~RECTION 

SEWER l\EHAB 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCCPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

SYSTEM 

STEP 

2 

J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

< 
3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

< 
J 

< 

J 

2 

3 

J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

CLA.SS 

B 

9 

B 

B 

" 
a 

B 

a 

B 

B 

B 

B 

s 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

·a 

B 

B 

REG. 
EMPH. 

1 JO 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

no 

130 

130 

no 

no 

130 

no 

130 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

130 

130 

120 

120 

90 

POP. 
E11PH. 

8.06 

8.06 

7.80 

7.BO 

7.38 

7. 38 

6,.S9 

6.89 

6.51 

6.51 

6.32 

6.32 

6.00 

6.00 

7.91 

7 m 91 

7.91 

7. 91 

7.91 

8. 51 

4.60 

4.60 

6.49 

6 .. 49 

5.88 

STREAM 
R.ANK 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

4S.OO 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

80.00 

BO.DO 

ao.oo 

80.00 

SO.OD 

77.33 

38.00 

38.00 

38. 00 

38.00 

61.64 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

7 

7 

9 

6 

6 

6 

6 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

8 192.06 

e 192.06 

B 191.80 

B 191.BO 

B 191.38 

B 191.38 

B 190.89 

B 190.89 

B 190.51 

B 190.51 

E! 190.32 

B 190.32 

B 190.00 

B 190.00 

B 187.91 

B 1!l7.91 

B 187.91 

e 184.91 

B 184.91 

B 184.84 

B 178.60 

B 178.60 

B 170.49 

B 170.49 

E! 167.52 
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DATE - 6/24/82 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

944902-

044903-

056904-

963902-

063903-

960701-

960702-

060703-

962901-

~62902-

062903-

96290i.-

062905-

962906-

062906-

968301-

068302-

052601-

953701~ 

953702· 

053703· 

958302· 

058303· 

062413· 

958802· 

TIME - 12:35 P"l 

COMMUNITY 

F<LU C !TY 

FALLS CITY 

MONROE 

COVE ORCHARD• 

COVE OR.CHARO 

9CVSA 

BCV SA 

BCVSA. 

DR~IN 

DRAIN 

DRAIN 

DRAIN 

ORAlN 

PRAIN 

D~AIN 

CLATSOP COUNTY 

CLATSOP COUNTY 

CLACKAMAS CO 

SW LINCOLN CO 

SW LINCOLN CO 

SW LINCOLN CO 

IONE 

IONE 

MWMC 

MT ANGEL 

AREA 

C !TY 

CI TY 

CITY 

AREA 

AREA 

WHETSTONE 

WHETSTONE_. 

WHETSTONE 

CITY 

CITX 

C 1 TV 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

W~STPORJ .. A.REA 

UESTPORT AREA 

RHODD-WELCHES 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAN DISTRICT 

CITY 

C !TY 

Rf.GIOF~Al 

CITY 

STATE OF OREGON 
OE.PARTY.ENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QU~LITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

COMPONENT 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SEWER REHAB 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

INTERCEPTQR 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP I"1P 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

SEWER REH.AB 

SE\.IEA REHAa 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

Ii.HODO I1'JT 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

·SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SEAS IND WST P2 

STP IMP 

STF.P 

2 

3 

3 

2 

J 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

2 

3 

J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

3 

2 

CLASS 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

• 
• 
B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

" 
B 

B 

B 

B 

a 

B 

B 

a 

c 

c 

REG .. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

150 

150 

POP. 
EMPH. 

5.88 

5.66 

5.50 

4. 08 -

4-06 

STREAM 
RANK 

61.64 

61. 64 

54.82 

48.00 

48.00 

6.60 46.00 

6.60_ 46-00 

6.60 46.00 

6.21 44-00 

6.23 - 44.00 

6.23 44.00 

6.23 44.00 

6.23 4.4.00 

6.23 44.00 

6-23 44.00 

- 5.69 38.00 

5.69 38.00 

4.19 38.67 

6_.62 32.00 

6.62 32.00 

6-62 32.00 

5 .. 27 20 .. 00 

5.27 20.00 

5.40 91.10 

6.8! 82.09 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

9 

10 

10 

6 

9 

8 

10 

10 

10 

9 

9 

7 

7 

1 ri 

10 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

B 167 .. 52 

B 167.52 

a 159.:52 

e 152.08 

e 152.08 

0 150 .. 60 

B 150.60 

B 150.60 

B 150.23 

B 150.23 

B 150.23 

B 149.ZJ 

B 149 .. Z:S 

B 147.23 

B 147 .. 23 

e 141.69 

B 143.69 

B 140.86 

B 136.62 

B 138.62 

9 138.62 

a 125.27 

e 125.21 

( 256 .. 50 

c 248.92 
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OATE - 6J24/S2 TIME - 12:35 PM 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

056503· 

958804· 

056605-

966701-

066702-

049311-

947202-

047C:03-

94720ei-

047207-

947£04-

047'05-. 

961502-. 

061503-

932()01-

932002-

932003-

951502-

051503-

951504-

051505-

963101-. 

963102-. 

01>3103-i 

051103-1 

COMMUNITY 

MT ANGEL 

~T ANGEL 

MT ANGEL 

SOUTH SUSURBAN 

SOUTH SUBURBAN 

TRI CITY SD 

ELGIN 

ELGIN 

ELGIN 

ELGIN 

ELGIN 

ELGIN 

CARLTON 

CARLTON 

HIJY 101 NORTH 

HWY 101 NOaTH 

HYV 101 NORTH 

SC IO 

SC I 0 

SCIO 

SCIO 

VERNONIA 

VERNONIA 

veq:NONIA 

CAHNON BEACtt 

AREA 

cirv 
C !TY 

CITY" 

SAN OISTRJC,T 

SAN DISTRICT 

REGIONAL 

CITY. 

CITY 

CITY" 

CITY 

CITY 

C 1 TY 

CITY 

CITY 

SAN oisrqicT 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAN OISTRICT 

C ITV 

C ITV 

CITY 

CITV 

CITV 

CITY 

CITV 

CITV 

STATE Of OREGON 
OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PP!ORITY CALCULATION LIST 

COMPONENT 

STP lf'IP 

II COR~ECTION 

II CORRECTION 

:iTP I"1P 

STP IMP 

SEWER REHAB 

STP I/'\P 

STP IMP 

SEWER REHAB 

SEWER REHAB 

I [ CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

STP lMP 

STP IMP 

lNTERCEPTOR 

INTERC!;PTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

11 CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STEP 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

.3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

4 

CLASS 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c. 
( 

c 

( 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c 

( 

c 

REG. 
EMPH. 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

120 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

120 

120 

130 

130 

130 

150 

15 0 

150 

150 

120 

120 

120 

150 

POP. 
EMPH. 

6.83 

6.83 

6.83 

8. 5 3 

8.53 

9 .10 

6.48 

6.48 

6.46 

6.48 

6 ... 8 

6.48 

6.29 

6.29 

4.60 

- 4. 60 

4.60 

5.48 

5. 4 8 

5.48 

5. 48 

6. 'S 2 

6.52 

6.52 

6.03 

STREAM 
Q.ANK 

82.09 

82.09 

132.09 

66.00 

66.00 

93.45 

61. 33 

61. 33 

61. 33 

61. 33 

61.33 

61.33 

96.64 

96.64 

79.SB 

79.88 

1•.8s 

so. 27 

50.27 

50.27 

so. 27 

66.54 

68.54 

6S.54 

38.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

7 

7 

10 

10 

9 

10 

10 

9 

9 

7 

7 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

10 

10 

7 

7 

10 

10 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

c 248.92 

c 245 .. 92 

c 245.92 

c 234.53 

c 234.53 

( 231.55 

c 227.81 

( 227.61 

c 226.81 

c 226.61 

c 224.81 

c 224.81 

c 222.93 

( 222.93 

c 220.46 

c 220.48 

( 220.48 

c 215.75 

( 215.75 

( 212.75 

c 212.75 

( 205.06 

( 205.06 

c 205.06 

c 204.08 
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01\TE - 6/24182 

PROJECT 
NUP':9ER 

06040)-

965501-

965502-

065\0l-

034202-

034203-

962416-

962419-

062417-

062420-

949312-

049313-

949314-

949316-

049J15-

049317-

062413-

94931a-

049319· 

Q49320-

049321· 

94932Z-

949322· 

049323~ 

049323· 

TIME - 12;35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

CLACKAMAS ca 

PORT LANO 

PORTLAND 

PORT LANO 

PO~TLAND 

PORTLAND 

MWi1C 

MWl1C 

M\.IMC 

MWMC 

TRI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SD 

TPI CITY SO 

TPI CITY SO 

TRI CITY sa 

MWMC 

TPI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SD 

TRI CITY SO 

TRI CITY SO 

TPI CIT't SD 

TRI CITY SO 

STATE Of OREGON 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PPIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

AREA COMPONENT 

KELLOGG SLUDGE DIGEST 

COLUMBIA ev RLV INTERC~PTOR 

COLUMBIA av RLV INTERCEPTOR 

COLUMBIA .av RLV. INTERCEPTOR 

SOUTHEAST RLVG INTERCEPTOR P3 

SOUTHEAST RLVG l~TERCEPTOR P4 

REGIONAL SLUDGE Pl 

REGJONAL SLUDGE P2 

REGIONAL SLUDGE P1 

REGIONAL SLUDGE P2 

WEST LlNN RIVER ST JNT 

WEST LINN RIVER ST INT 

GLADSTONE FORCE MAIN 

GLADSTONE INTERCEPTOR 

GLADSTONE FORCE MAIN 

GLADSTONE INTERCEPTOR 

SPRINGFIELD SEWER REHAB Pl 

OREGON CITY A9ERNETHY INT 

OREGON CITV ABERNETHY INT 

OREGON CITY NEWELL INT 

OREGON CITY HEWELL INT 

WEST LINN-WILLA TUALATIN PS 

WEST LINN-WILLA ~~ST LINN FM 

WEST LINN-WILLA TUALATIN PS 

WEST LINN-WILLA WEST LINN FM 

STEP 

3 

2 

3 . 

3 

l 

2 

2 

3 

. 3 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

CLASS 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

c 

( 

( 

( 

( 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c 

( 

( 

c 

( 

( 

REG. 
EMP ... 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

>O 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

'° 
90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

9 .11 

10.60 

10.60 

10.60 

10.41 

10.41 

10.33 

10.33 

10.33 

10.33 

8.35 

8.35 

7.94 

7.94 

7.94 

7. 94 

9.25 

7.63 

7.63 

L31 

7. 31 

7.09 

7.09 

7.09 

7.09 

STREA"' 
RANK 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

91.10 

91.10 

91.10 

91.10 

93.45 

93.45 

73.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

91.10 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

93.45 

9 3. 4 5 

9 3. "s 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

8 

8 

6. 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

6 

• 
6 

6 

6 

9 

8 

• 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

c 202.56 

( 2(}2.05 

c 202.05 

c 202.os 

c 201.66 

c 201.66 

c 201 .. 43 

c 201.43 

c 201.43 

c 201.43 

c 199.60 

c 199.80 

c 199.39 

c 199.39 

c 199.39 

c 199.39 

t 199.35 

c 199.08 

( 199.06 

( 198.76 

( 198. 76 

c 198.54 

c 198.54 

c 198.54 

c 198.54 
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DATE - 6/24/82 

PROJECT 
NUMBt:R 

957502-

057503-

062415-

951302-

051304-

050602-

950604-

o;o6os-

951303-

051305-

966801-

9668U2-

066803-

050603-

950606-

050607-

961504-

061505-

965301-

952004-

052005-

qszoos-

0 5 200?-

95 2006-

052007-

TtnE - 12:35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

USA 

USA 

MWMC 

CRESWELL 

CRESWELL 

SHERIDAN 

SHERIOA"'f 

SHERIDAN 

CRESWELL 

CRESWELL 

CORVALLIS 

CORVALLIS 

CORVALLIS 

SHERIDAN 

SHERIDAN 

SHt:RJOAN 

CARLTON 

CARLTON 

E MULTNOM.l.H CO 

NORTH BEND 

NORTH BEND 

NORTH BE.hO 

NORTH BEhD 

NORTH BEND 

NORTH BENO 

AREA 

GASTON 

GASTON 

REGIONAL 

.c IT¥ 

C !TY 

NORTH SI DE 

SOUTH Sl!lE 

SOUTH SIDE 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

NORTH SIDE 

SOUTH SIDE 

SOUTH SIDE .. 

CITY 

CITY 

CONSORTIUM 

CITY 

CITY 

C ITV 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRO~MENTAL QUALITY 

PPIORITY CALCULATION LIST 

COMPONENT 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

WEST IRWIN PS 

ST/>' Il-tP 

STP IMP 

SEIJER REHAB 

SEWER REHAB 

SEWER: REHAB 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

cso 

cso 

cso 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

F p R 

SEWER REHAB 

SEWfq REHAB 

PUMP STATION 

PUMP STATION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

STEP 

2 

3 

J 

2 

3 

4 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

.3 

4 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

CLASS 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c. 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

REG. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

120 

YO 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

4.00 

4.00 

8.52 

6. 51 

6.51 

6. 51 

6.00 

6.00 

6.~1 

6. 51 

8.48 

8.48 

8.48 

6. 51 

6.00 

6.00 

6.29 

6.29 

9.68 

7.98 

7.95 

7.9a 

7.98 

7.98 

7.98 

STREAM 
RANK 

95. 73 

95. 73 

91.10 

. 91.10 

91.10 

88.91 

88. 91 

88. 91 

91.10 

.91.10 

91 .1 0 

91. 10 

91.10 

88.91 

88.91 

88.91 

86.64 

~6.64 

46.00 

BO.DO 

80.00 

so.oo 

80.00 

30.00 

so.oo 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

8 

s 

8 

10 

10 

9 

9 

9 

6 

6 

3 

3 

3 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

10 

9 

9 

8 

8 

7 

7 

PAGE -

TOT AL 
POINTS 

c 197.73 

c 197.73 

c 197.62 

c 197.61 

c 197.61 

c 194.42 

c 193.91 

c 193.91 

c 193.61 

c 193.61 

C 192.56 

c 192.58 

c 192.58 

c 192.42 

c 191.91 

c 191.91 

c 189.93 

c 189.93 

c 187.68 

c 186.98 

c 166.98 

c 185.98 

c 185.98 

c 184.98 

c 184.98 
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OATE - o/24/82 TI~E - 12:35 PM 

PROJECT 
NUM'3ER 

054402-

05440}-

952002-

052003-

9li2902-

04 290 3-

954404-

054405-

951402-

0514D3-

957 302-

057303-

951'04-

0!:1405-

959402-

059403-

951604-

05160:5-

'.l565C2-

056503-

QS9404-

059405-

951609-

051610-

95650!t-

COr.MUNITY 

ENTERPRISE 

ENTERPP:ISE 

NORTH 3E~O 

NORTH BENO 

EAGLE POINT 

EAGLE POINT 

ENTERPRlSE 

ENTERPRISE 

OAKRIDGE 

OAKRIDGE 

LOWELL 

LOWELL 

OJ.KR I OGE 

OAK?IDGE 

ESTACADA 

ESTACPiDA 

KLAMATH FALLS 

KLAMATH FALLS 

STANFIELD 

STO.NFIELO 

ESTACADA 

EST AC AO A 

KLAMATH FALLS 

KLAMATH FALLS 

STANFIELD 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

C I'TY 

CITY . 

CI TY 

C lTY 

CITY 

CIT 'i 

CITY 

CITY 

AREA 

REGIONAL 

REGIONAL 

CI T'i 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

REGIONAL 

REGIO"lAL 

CITY 

STATE OF OREG·Jtl 
DEPARTMENT OF ~NVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LlST 

CO~PONENT 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

cso 

cso 

lNTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

It CORR~CTION 

II CORRECTION 

STP IMP 

SJP I"IP 

SJP IMP 

STP IMP 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

S TP I MP 

STP IMP. 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

ll CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORECTION 

• 

STEP 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

CLASS 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

REG. 
E MPH. 

120 

120 

90 

90 

120 

120 

120 

120 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

POP. 
EMPH .. 

6.60 

6.60 

7.98 

7.98 

6.86 

6.86 

6.60 

6.60 

7. 27 

7. 27 

5.69 

5.69 

7. 27 

7.27 

6.16 

6 .16 

8.52 

8.52 

6. 26 

6.26 

6.16 

6. 1 6 

8.52 

8.52 

6.26 

STRE4H 
R-'HK 

,li.67 

44.67 

~o.oo 

80.00 

46.00 

46.00 

44.67 

44.67. 

70. 73 

. 70. 73 

10. 73 

70. 73 

70. 73 

70.73 

68.45 

68.45 

66.00 

66.00 

67.33 

67.33 

68.45 

68.45 

66.00 

66.00 

67. 33 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

3 

3 

8 

8 

7 

7 

10 

10 

10 

10 

7 

7 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

c 181.27 

c 181.27 

c 180.98 

c 180.98 

c 180.86 

c 180.86 

c 178.27 

c 178.27 

c 178.00 

c 178.00 

c 176.42 

c 176.42 

c 175.00 

c 175.00 

c 174.61 

c 174.61 

c 174.52 

c 174.52 

c 173.59 

c 173.59 

c 171.61 

c 171.61 

c 171.52 

c 171.52 

c 170. 59 
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DATE - 6/Z4/82 TIME - 12:35 PM 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

957602-· 

057003-

961702-

061703-

964301-

064JGl-

967201-

967202-

067203-

968501-

968502-

068503-

953902-

05390J-

9667G1-

968702-

068703-

969201-

06920(.-

967204-

067205-

953904-

053905-

958602-

058603-

COM MUN IT Y 

USA 

USA 

OAKLAND 

OAKLA~D 

HUdBARD 

HUBBAQ:O 

aROOKINGS 

BROOKINGS 

BROOKINGS 

RUFUS 

RUFUS 

RUFUS 

ST HELENS 

ST HELENS 

KNOX TOWN 

KNOXTOWN 

KNOX TOWN 

WARRENTON 

WARRENl0/14 

BROOKINGS 

i3R00Klt-4GS 

ST HELENS 

ST HELENS 

RANIE'I: 

RANIER 

ARCA 

9l!."'1KS 

BANKS 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

ClTY 

CI 1¥ 

CITY 

C !TY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

Cl TY 

CITY 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAU .DISTRICT 

SAN DISTRICT 

C !TY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

P~IORITY CALCULATION LIST 

COll'!PONENT 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP IMP 

STP !MP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

ST P I MP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXP•~SlON 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRf.CTION 

II COfH{ECTICN 

STEP 

2 

3 

2 

J 

2 

) 

2 

3 

2 

J 

2 

J 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

2 

J 

CLASS 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

REG. 
EMPH .. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

5G 

50 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

9G 

9G 

90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

5. 31 

5. 31 

6.09 

6.09 

6. J 5 

6.35 

7.09 

7.09 

7.09 

. 5 .06 

5.06 

5.06 

7.82 

7.82 

5. 1 5 

5.15 

5. 1 5 

6.96 

6.96 

7.09 

7.09 

7.62 

7.82 

6.61 

6. 61 

STRfA~ 

RANK 

48.00 

46.00 

44.00 

44.00 

82.09 

82.09 

40.00 

40.00 

40.00 

4 2. 00 . 

42.00 

42.00 

38.00 

38.00 

40.00 

40.00 

40.00 

J8.00 

38.00 

40.00 

40.00 

JB.00 

l8.00 

J8.00 

38.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

a 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

c 151.31 

c 151.31 

c 150.09 

( 150.09 

c 148._44 

c 148.44 

c 147.09 

c 147.09 

( 147.09 

c 147.06 

( 147.06 

c 147.06 

( 145.82 

c 145.62 

( 145.15 

c 145.15 

c 145.15 

c 144.96 

c 144.96 

c 144.09 

c 144.09 

c 142.82 

c 142.82 

( 141.61 

c 141.61 
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DATE - 6/24/82 TIME - 12:35 PM 
STATE OF OREGON 

DEPART~ENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
PRJCRITY CALCULATION LIST 

PROJECT 
NUM9ER COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP 

964801- HEPPNER CITY STP IMP 

96480?- HEPPNER CITY STP IMP 2 

064d03- HEPP~ER CITY STP IMP 3 

055904- LINCOLN CITY CITY INTERCEPTOR P2 3 

961802- NEWPORT CITY STP .IMP 2 

061&03-

946901-

946902-

0'6903-

961804-

061805-

947302-

04 7303-

951902-

051903-

951801-

051602-

947304-

047305-

957202-

05720J-

9b51Q1-

965102-

065103-

958902-

NEWPORT CITY 

MODOC POINT TOWN 

MODOC POINT TOWN 

MODOC POINT TOWN 

NEWPORT CITY . 

NEWPCRT CITY 

DUfUR CITY 

DUFUR CITY 

JOSEPH CITY 

JOSEPH CITY 

ONTARIO CITY 

ONTARIO CITY 

DUfUR CITY 

DUfUR CITY 

THE DALLES FOLEY LAKES 

THE DALLES FOLEY LAKES 

FOSSIL CITY 

FOSSIL CITY 

FOSSIL CITY 

MILTON-FREEWATE CITY 

STP IMP 

SY STEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

II CORRECTION 

It CORRECTION 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP IMP 

STP l~~P 

STP JMP 

STP IMP 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

CLASS 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

REG. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90' 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

'>O 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

6.43 

6.48 

6.48 

7 .15 

7.71 

7.71 

3.40 

3.40 

3.40 

7. 71 

7.71 

5. 5 6 

5,56 

5.96 

5.96 

7.90 

7 .. 90 

5.56 

5.56 

5.75 

5.75 

5.63 

5.63 

5.~3 

7.33 

STREAM 
qANK 

34.00 

:!4.00 

34.00 

37 .oo 

32.00 

32.00 

36.00 

36.00 

3-6.00 

32.00 

32 .oo 

30.00 

30.00 

28.00 

28.op 

26.00 

26.00 

30.00 

30.00 

J0.00 

30.00 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

18.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

10 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

1 0 

7 

7 

10 

10 

10· 

10 

10 

10 

7 

7 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

c 140.48 

( 140.48 

c 140.48 

c 140.15 

c 139.71 

( 139.71 

c 139.40 

( 139.40 

c 139.40 

c 136. 71 

( 136. 71 

c 135.56 

c 135.56 

c 133.96 

c 133 .. 96 

c 13-S.90 

c 133.90 

c 132.56 

c 132.56 

c 131.75 

c 131.75 

c 125.63 

c 125.63 

( 125.63 

C 1Z5.33 
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D .. TE - 6/24/82 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

05890)-

956904-

058905-

959501-

959502-

059S03-

963501-

963502-

063503-

9)8202-

05.~203-

967001-

967002-

067003-

969001-

969002-

069003-

967004-

067005-

046709· 

969101· 

967301~ 

967302· 

067303~ 

967401~ 

TIME - 12:35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

MILTON-FREEWATE 

MlLTON-fRE!:WATE 

MILTON-fREEWATE 

HALSEY 

HALSEY 

HALSEY 

ATHENA 

ATHENA 

ATHENA 

IRRIGON 

IRRIGON 

TRI CITY 

TRI CITY 

TRI CITY 

BCVSA 

9CVSA 

BCV SA 

TRI CITY 

TRI CITY 

SILVEP.TO"l 

CHARLESTON 

WINSTON-GREEN 

!.JINSTON-GqEfN 

WINSTON-GREEN 

BORING 

AREA 

C !TY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CI TY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

Cl!Y 

CITY 

MYRTLE CREEK 

MYKTLE. CREEK 

MYRTLE CREEK 

N ASHLAND INT 

N ASHLAND INT 

N ASHLAND INT 

MYRTLE CREEK 

MYRTLE CR£EK 

CITY 

SAN DISTRICT 

LANO!:RS LANE 

LANDERS LANE 

LANDER:S LANE 

AREA 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATIO~ LIST 

COMPONENT 

STP IMP 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP I MP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

SYSTt.11 

SYSTEM 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

II CORRECTION 

II CORRECTION 

STLHAMMEll INT 

COLLECTION 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

SYSTE:-1 

STEP 

3 

2 

J 

2 

J 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

J 

CLASS 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

REG. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

130 

130 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

7.33 

7.33 

7.3J 

5. 71 

5. 72 

5.72 

6-00 

6.00 

6.00 

5.42 

5. 4 2 

7.56 

7.56 

7.56 

4.00 

4 .. 00 

4.00 

7.56 

7 .. 56 

3. too 

7.56 

4.2l 

4. 23 

4.23 

5.40 

STREAM 
RANI( 

13.00 

18.00 

16.00 

48.00 

48.00 

48 .. 00 

34.00 

34.00 

J4 .oo 

.50. 6 7 

50.67 

77. 33 

77. 33 

77. 3J 

83.50 

83.50 

83.50 

77. 33 

77.B 

82.09 

80.00 

77. 33 

77. l '! 

77. 33 

68.45 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

6 

6 

6 

6 

10 

PAGE -

TOT AL 
POINTS 

c 125.33 

c 121.n 

c 121.33 

c 113.72 

c 113.72 

c 113.72 

c 100.00· 

c 100.00 

c 100.00 

D 196.09 

D 196.09 

D 184.89 

D 164 .. 89 

D 184.89 

D 183n50 

D 163.50 

D 183.50 

D 181.89 

D 181.89 

D 181.49 

D 178.56 

D 177 .56 

D 177.56 

0 177.56 

D 173. 85 
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OATE - 6/24/92 

PROJECT 
NU:'-18ER 

967402-

067403-

•51606-· 

051607-

937102-

037103-

959<04-

05'205-

966201-

966202~ 

066203-

956402· 

056403· 

967501-

967502· 

067503· 

959701-

95~702-

059703· 

959704-

059705-

906601-

966602-

066603-

954102-1 

TI'1E - 12:35 P~ 

COMMUNITY 

BORING 

BORING 

KLAMATH FALLS 

KLAMATH FALLS 

USA 

USA 

OALLAS 

DALLAS 

SODAVILLE 

SODAVILLE 

SODAVILLE 

NORTH POWDER 

NORTH POWDER 

WALLOWA 

WALLOWA 

llALLO~A 

YOHCALLA 

YONCALLA 

YONCALLA 

YO~CALLA 

YONCALL,I, 

C,1,MAS VALLEY 

CA:>\AS VALLEY 

CAM'S VALLEY 

SISTERS 

AREA 

A.REA 

AREA 

PELICAN CITY 

PELICAN ~ITY 

DURHAM 

DURHAM 

NORTHEAST AREA 

NORTHEAST AREA 

CITY 

CITV . 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

C IT Y 

CITY 

C lTY 

AREA 

AREA 

A RE I, 

CITY 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIOPITY CALCULATION LIST 

COMPONENT 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

SLUDGE 

SLUDGE 

I~lTERCEP.TOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP I"IP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

SEWER REHA.8 

SEWER REHAB 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STEP 

2 

J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

z 
J 

z 
J 

2 

J 

2 

J 

z 
3 

2 

J 

2 

CLASS 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

REG. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

50 

50 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

POP. 
EMPH. 

5.40 

5.40 

5. 91 

5 • 91 

10.16 

10.16 

5.56 

5.56 

4.56 

STREAM 
RANK 

66.45 

66.45 

66.00 

66.00 

95.73 

95. 73 

63.91 

63.91 

57.09 

4.56 ....... 57.09 

4.56 57.09 

5.29 49.00 

5.29 49.00 

5.99 44.67 

5.99 

5.99 

5 .. 86 

5. S6 

s.e6 

5.86 

5.86 

4.35 

L.35 

4.35 

5. 81 

44.67 

44.67 

44.00 

44.00 

ii~. 00 

44.00 

44.00 

44.00 

44.00 

44.00 

42.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

6 

6 

10 

10 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

9 

9 

10 

10 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

D 173.85 

D 17J.85 

D 167.91 

D 16 7. 91 

D 165.89 

D 165.89 

D 165.47 

D 165.47 

D 161.65 

D 161.65 

D 161.65 

D 154.29 

D 154.29 

D 150.66 

D 150.66 

D 150.66 

D 149.86 

D 149.86 

D 149.86 

D 148.86 

D 148.86 

D 148.JS 

D 148. JS 

D 148.35 

D 147.81 
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DATE - 6/24182 TIME - 12:35 PM 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

054103· 

9:59706· 

059707· 

961704· 

061705-

960201-

060202-

944701-

944702-

044703-

953601-

9)3602-

053603-

945601-

945602-

045603-

965001-

06500J-

952101-

952102-

052103-

?44302-

044303-

967101-

967102-

COHMUNITY 

SISTERS 

YONCALLA 

YONCALLA 

OAK LANO 

0.AKLAN.O 

NE SKOW IN 

NE SKOW IN 

MILL CITY 

MILL CITY 

MILL CITY 

LAPINE 

LAPINE 

L.\PINE 

!'IEfiLIN 

MERLIN 

MERLIN 

BURNS 

BURNS 

N. ALaANY s.oG 

N. ALBANY S .. O .. 

N. ALBANY S.O .. 

TURNER 

TUR"IE.R 

PILOT ROCK 

PILOT ROCK 

STATE Gf OREGON 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIO~ITY CALCULATION LIST 

AREA C0:1PONENT STEP CLASS 

CITY SYSTEM 3 D 

CITY II CORRECTION 2 D 

C !TY II CORRECTION 3 D 

UNION GAP INTERCEPTOR 2 D 

UUION GAP INTERCEPTOR 3 p 

SAN AUT~ORITY SYSTEM 2 p 

SAN AUTHORITY SYSTEM 3. p 

C !TY SYSTEM p 

CITY SYSTEM 2 p 

CITY SYSTEM 3 p 

TOWN -SYSTEM p 

TOWN SYSTEM 2 D 

TOWN SYSTEM 3 p 

COLONIAL VALLEY SYSTEM p 

COLONIAL VALLEY SYSTEM 2 p 

COLONIAL VALLEY SYSTEM 3 p 

CITY STP IMP p 

CITY STP IMP 3 p 

NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR D 

NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR 2 D 

NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR 3 p 

CITY INTERCEPTOR 2 p 

CITY INTERCEPTOR 3 p 

CITY STP IMP 0 

CITY STP IMP 2 p 

REG .. 
EMPH. 

90 

90 

90 

90. 

90 

90 

90 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

50 

POP. 
EMPH. 

5. 81 

5.86 

5.86 

4.56 

4.56 

4.80 

4.60 

6.46 

6.46 

6.46 

2.95 

2.95 

2.95 

6. 21 

6. 21 

9.21 

7 .11 

7 .11 

6. 16 

6 .16 

6. 16 

6.12 

6 .12 

6.50 

6.50 

STREAM 
RANK 

42.00 

44.00 

44.00 

. 44.00 

44.00 

36.00 

36.00 

75.27 

75 .21 

75.27 

67.00 

6 7.00 

67.00 

56.50 

58-50 

58.50 

49. J3 

49.33 

91.10 

91.10 

91 • 1 0 

91.10 

91.10 

34.oo 

34.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

7 

7 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOT AL 
POINTS 

p 147.81 

0 11.6 .. 86 

D 146.86 

D 144.56 

p 144.56 

p 142.80 

p 142.60 

0 141.73 

0 141.73 

0 141.73 

D 129.95 

0 129.95 

D 129.95 

p 126.71 

0 126.71 

D 126.71 

p 116.44 

0 116.44 

p 103.26 

0 103.26 

D 103.26 

0 103.22 

0 103.22 

D 100. 50 

o 100.so 
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DATE - 61!~18l 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

067103-

964501-

064502-

947102-

944201-

944202-

044203-

968401-

968402-

063403-

959206-

059.(07-

966001-

966002-

066003-

952201-

952202-

05 2.(03-. 

945801-

045802-

954202-

054203-

964 701-

064702-

951607-

TIM~ - 12:~5 PM 

C0'1MUNITY 

PILOT ROCK 

PP. I NEVILLE 

PRINEVILLE 

TANGENT 

MAPLETON 

MAPLETON 

MAPLETON 

REOi'!OND 

REDMOND 

REDMOND 

DALLAS 

DALLAS 

VENETA 

VEN ET A 

VENETA 

USA 

USA 

USA 

CORVALLIS 

CORVALLIS 

CAP.MEL-FOULWEA 

CARMEL-FOULWEA 

TWIN ROCKS 

TWIN ROCKS 

KLAMATH FALLS 

APEA 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

C 1 TY . 

AREA 

AREA 

AREA 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

NORTH PLAINS 

NORTH PLAINS 

NORTH PLAINS 

AIRPORT 

AIRPORT 

SAN DISTRICT 

S.\N DISTRICT 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAN DISTRICT 

RIVERSIDE 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LlST 

COMPONENT 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

STP I MP 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTE/1 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

INTERCEPTOR 

INTEPCEPTOR 

INTERCEPTOR 

STP EXP.-\NSION 

STP EXPANSION 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STP EXP 

STP EXP 

INTERCEPTOR 

STEP 

J 

2 

J 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

CLASS 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

REG. 
EMPH .. 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

rn 

90 

50 

50 

50 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

50 

POP. 
EMPH. 

6.50 

7.56 

7.56 

5. 4 5. 

5.83 

5.83 

5.83 

7.63 

7.63 

7.63 

7. 91 

7. 91 

6.60 

6.60 

6.60 

5.90 

5.90 

5.90 

5.09 

5.09 

6.00 

6.00 

5.63 

5.63 

5. 81 

STJl:EAM 
RANK 

34 .oo 

79.50 

79.50 

5 7. 09 

52.00 

52.00 

52,.00 

67.00 

67.00 

67.00 

63.91 

63.91 

54.82 

54.82 

54.82 

95. 73 

95. 73 

95. 73 

48.00 

48.00 

38.00 

3B.OO 

Ja.oo 

38.00 

66.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

10. 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

o 100.so 

D 97.06 

D 97 .06 

D 72.54 

D 67.83 

D 67.83 

D 67.83 

E 174.63 

E 174.63 

E 174.63 

E 171.82 

E 171.82 

E 161.42 

E 161.42 

E 161.42 

E 157.63 

E 157.63 

E 157.63 

E 153.09 

E 153.09 

E 144.00 

E 144.00 

E 143.63 

E 143.63 

E 127.81 
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DATE - 6/24/S2 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

051606-

960101-

~601'02-

06010)-

967601-

967602-

067603-

96)701-

963702-

06)703-

9686,01-

968602-

068603-

946001-

946002-

04600)-

964401-

964402-

064403-

9S4001-

9S4002-

OS4003-

967801-

967602-

06760)-

Tl~E - 1~:35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

KLAMATH FALLS 

WALLO~'A LAKE 

WALLOWA LAKE 

WALLOWA LAKE 

ADAIR VILLAGE 

ADAia VILLAGE 

ADAIR VILLAGE 

BROOKS 

8ROOKS 

aR.OOKS 

WEODERaURN 

weooeqauRN 

WEDDERBURN 

ALBANY 

ALBANY 

ALDANY 

ODELL 

DOELL 

ODELL 

MERRILL 

MERRILL 

MERRlLL 

LYONS-MEHA'.'\A 

LYONS-MEHAMA 

LYONS-MEHAMA 

STATE OF OP.EtiON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIO~ITY CALCULATION LIST 

AREA COMPONENT STEP CLASS 

RIVERSIDE INTERCEPTOR J E 

SAM AUTHORITY SY ST EM E 

SAN AUTHORITY SYSTEM 2 E 

SAN AUTHOnITY .5YSTE~ J E 

CITY STP IMP E 

CITY STP IMP 2 E 

CITY STP IMP J E 

AREA SYSTEM E 

AREA SYSTEM 2 E 

AREA SYSTEM J E 

SAN DISTRICT STP EXPANSION E 

SAN DISTRICT STP EXPANSION 2 E 

SAN DISTRICT STP EXPANSION 3 E 

N.E. KNOXBUTTE INTERCEPTOR E 

N.E. KNOXBUTTE INTERC~PTOR 2 E 

N.E. KNOX9UTTE INTERCEPTOR J E 

SA~ DISTRICT 5TP EXPANSION 1 E 

SAN DISTRICT STP EXPAHSIO~ 2 E 

SAN DISTRICT STP EXPANSION J E 

CITV STP EXPANSION E 

CITY STP EXPANSION 2 E 

CITY STP EXPANSION ' E 

AREA SYSTEM E 

AREA SYSTEM 2 E 

AREA SYSTEM J E 

REG. 
EMPH. 

50 

50 

so 
jQ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

so 

50 

so 

0 

0 

0 

50 

50 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

POP. 
EMPH. 

5.81 

6.00 

6.00 

6.oo 

S.48 

5 • 's 
5 • 4 8 

4.60 

4.60 

4.60 

5. 1 2 

5 .11 

5. 1 2 

5.09 

5.09 

5.09 

6.16 

6.16 

6.16 

5. 91 

5. 91 

5.91 

6. 21 

6. 21 

6. 21 

STREAM 
RANk 

66.00 

'4. 67 

44.67 

44.,67 

91.10 

91 • 1 a 

91.10 

91.10 

91.10 

91.10 

40.00 

40.00 

40.00 

91.10 

91.10 

91 • 1 0 

30.00 

30.00 

30.00 

76. 00 

76.00 

76.00 

75.27 

75. 27 

7S.27 

"PROJECT 
TYPE 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

6 

6 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

1-0 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOTAL 
POINTS 

E 127.81 

E 110.67 

E 110.67 

E 110.67 

E 106.53 

E 106.SS 

E 106.58 

E 105. 70 

E 105.70 

E 105.70 

E 105.12 

E 105.12 

E 10S.12 

E 102.19 

E 102.19 

E 102.19 

E 9~.16 

E 96.16 

E 96 .16 

E 91.91 

E 91.91 

E 91.91 

E 91.48 

E 91.48 

E 91.48 

17 

! 
If 

I I 
' 

i· 
I 
!I 

j: 
I• ,.I 
i'. ;,I 
1 .. 1 

I 

Ii 'I 1.I 
11 
I I 
··1' "' i.1 

11 

\:I 

f' 
I' 
I' 
I''' 

i:; 
1:1 

I: 
I: 
11 

i! 
I','_ 
'I 

II 
q 
l1 

J ., • 
r.1 



! 
I 

I 

i: 
,, 
I 

I 
I 

i:i 

' !" 

: 

I .J-. I .. 

I 

DATE - 6/24/82 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

947701-

94 7702-

047703-

967101-

967902-

067903-

968001-

966002-

068003-

955101-

955102-

055103-

966301-

966302-

066 303-

954601-

954602-

05460~~ 

TIM< - 12:35 PM 

COMMUNITY 

DETRO? T 

DETROIT 

DETROIT 

IDANHA 

IOAHHA 

IOANHA 

6.1.TES 

GATES 

GATES 

SAU DY 

SANDY 

S4NOY 

SCAPPOOSE 

SCAPPOOSE 

SCAPPOOSE 

CRESCENT 

CRESCENT 

CRESCENT 

C lTY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

C !TY 

CITY 

CITY " 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY. 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

CITY 

AREA 

SAN OISTRI~T 

SAN DISTRICT 

SAN OISTPICT 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIS~ 

COMPONENT 

SYSTE"t 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSION 

STP EXPANSI014 

STP EXPA~SlON 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STEP 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

J 

CLASS 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

REG. 
CMPH. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

POP. 
E'1PH. 

5. 5 8 

5.58 

5,58 

5 .14 

5.14 

5,14 

. 4. 9 5 

4.95 

4.95 

6. 91 

6.91 

6,91 

7.00 

1.00 

7.00 

4.08 

4.08 

4.08 

STREAM 
RANK 

75,27 

75.27 

75.27 

75.27 

75. 27 

75.27 

75.27 

75.27 

75.27 

68.45 

66.45 

68.t.5 

48.00 

48.00 

48.00 

42.00 

42.00 

42,00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

PAGE -

TOHL 
POINTS 

E 90.85 

E 90.,85 

E 90.,!!5 

E 90.41 

e 90.41 

E 90. 41 

E 90,22 

E 90.22 

E 90.22 

e. 85.36 

e 85.36 

E 85.36 

e 65 .oo 

e 65.oo 

e 65.00 

E ~6.08 

e 56.08 

e 56.08 
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ATIACHMlNT H. 

MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER 'IBEATMENT WORKS CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FY83 PRIORITY LIST 

Federal regulations governing the Federal MUlicipel Waste Water Treatments Werks Construction Grants Program require that 
grants be awarded from an approved statewide prierity list. This draft FY83 priority list is intended to satisfy those 
requirements and was developed in accordance with OAR 340-53-005 et seq., Development and Management of the Statewide 
Sewerage Werks Construction Grants Prierity List. The draft prierity list imludes all known projects potentially eligible 
fer a grant, the estimated grant amount, and estimated target certification date. Sime appropriations are expected to 
occur after adoption of this list, many planning assumptions were made to develop this draft list. 

The FY83 Priority List is based on OAR 340-53-005. These rules specify that the FY83 list shows separate prierity rating 
points fer each component or segment of the proposed treatment werks based on priority criteria unless components or 
segments were operationally dependent upon other components or segments. In the latter case, the higher prierity ranking 
would be given to operationally dependent units. 

Special Note on FY82 Appropriations 

Congr·ess authorized :12 .4 billion fer construction grants fer FY82. However, appropriations have not yet been made. Oregon 
would receive $30.67 million if these funds are actually made available. The mc•s FY82 pricrity list wruld govern the 
distribution of funds during FY82. Projects that could expect FY82 funds will be notified as soon as an appropriation is 
made and target certification dates will be assigned. Any project that receives FY82 funds will be deleted from this 
proposed FY83 prierity list. 

Also, with the passage of the Clean Water Act Amendments on December 29, 1981, all new Step 1 and 2 projects on the state•s 
approved FY82 prierity list becane ineligible fer a federal grant. Therefere, the FY82 and proposed FY83 prierity lists 
now include only Step 3 or Step 2 + 3 projects. 

fllnding Assumptions 

1. No fmds will be appropriated in FY82. (A few projects are scheduled fer FY82 funding based on available •carryover• 
funds from prior years.) This is the proposed prierity list fer FY83. See Special Note above. 

2. The Congressional authorization fer FY83-6.5 is $2 .4 billion nationally. If the full authorization were received fer 
FY83, Oregon wruld receive $27 .636 million. 

3. The $27 .64 million is proposed to be separated into the following reserves: 

General illotment (77% minis $50 ,000) 
Reserve for Grant Imreases ( 10%) 
Small Conunmity Alternative Reserve (4%) 
Innovative/Alternative Reserve (4%) 
Steps I and 2 Advance Reserve (Up to 10%; $50 ,000 Estimate) 
Reserve fer Water Quality Management (Up to $276,000) 
Reserve fer State Management A«dstance (4% of Auth.) 

MHlion $ 
21 .235 
2.764 
1.105 
1.105 

.050 

.276 
1.105 
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4. No projects will be scheduled on the prierity list fer the reserve fer Step 1 and 2 ,grant advances. Potential 
recipients of these funds may make application to the Dill to the extent that funds are available under OAR 340-53-
025. Refer to the prierity points calculation list to determire the relative priority rating of Step 1 and 2 
projects. 

Scheduling Assumptions 

1. Projects are scheduled to utilize the general allotment funds available each year, according to prierity ranking 
order. 

2. Step 2 plus 3 or Step 3 projects fer small commtnities utilizing alternative technology were scheduled according to 
the funds available in a special reserve and in accordance with the prierity ranking fer projects known to be eligible 
fer that reserve. Trese projects are noted by asterisk. 

3. Wren a project could not be fully funded in a given year, it was scheduled fer two or mere years. This inf'ermation 
will be refired fer develcpment of the firal list. 

4. Tre prierity list show projects which may be funded during a five year period if funds are available at an assumed 
rate. Please rote that FY85 is the last year fer which funds are currently authorized. 

Other Assumptions 

1. If actual appropriations differ from the "funding assumptions", mere or fewer projects may be certified in a given 
year without additioral public hearing or initiation of bypass procedures. See OAH 340-53-015(3)(h). 

2. If federal eligibility criteria is modified, apprnpriate deletions can be made without prierity list modification or 
bypass. 

3. Minor modifications as a result of updated prnject inf'crmation can be made to the list without additioral public 
hearing. 

4. After FY84, new prnjects will be funded at 55% grant participation. The present list does not reflect the 55'.£ level 
yet. Projects which are "grandfathered" to contime at 75% funding are not affected by the decrease in grant 
participation fer projects beginning in FY85. 

BJS:l 
Wl.1592 
6/30/82 
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ATTACHMENT I! 

PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ tlEADY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAHE COMPQNENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

5o6 SHERIDAN I WEST AREA INT 4 FY 82 FY 82 260 A229 .51 
COLL 4 FY 82 FY 82 260 A224 .51 

I N. SIDE REHAB 4 FY 82 FY 82 175 C194 .42 
I/I CORR 4 FY 82 FY 82 185 C192 .42 

486 BEND/CITY EFF DISP 3 FY 83 FY 83 971 A227.97 

467 SILVERTOll I NORWAY INT 3 FY 81 FY 82 111 A222.25 
COLL 3 FY 81 FY 82 78 A217 .25 

I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 82 FY 82 2,030 B249.57 
REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 82 209 B248.57 
PUMP STS 3 FY 81 FY 82 70 B247.57 
TRNK INT 3 FY 81 FY 82 131 B247 .57 
WT ST INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 781 B247.57 

560 ROSEBURG I RIFLE RANGE INT 3 FY 83 FY 83 180 A217 .68 
COLL 3 FY 83 FY 83 23 A212 .6 8 

579 MADRAS I FRINGE INT 3 FY 84 FY 84 405 A208.40 
COLL 3 FY 84 FY 84 1,8~ A203 .40 

516 K FAILS I STEWART-LENNOX INT 3 FY 82 FY 83 659 A208.00 
COLL 3 FY 82 FY 83 1,431 A203 .oo 

665 CORVALLIS I Sil ANNEXATION INT 3 FY 82 FY 83 465 A200 .96 
COLL 3 FY 82 FY 83 423 A195 .96 

569 M:!NROE I NORTH INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 46 A194 .51 
COLL 3 FY 81 FY 83 110 A189 .51 

I CITY REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 83 426 B159.32 



PROPOSED COOSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PRO,JECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEEP CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

624 1-111£ I REGIONAL $AINDWP2 3 FY 82 FY 83 3,900 C256 .58 
STP P6 3 FY 83 FY 83 1,080 B261.51 
STP P7 3 FY 84 FY 84 3,030 B261.51 
SLUDGE Pl 3 FY 83 FY 83 1,41jQ C201 .51 
PS 2 3 FY 82 FY 83 3,980 c197.70 

467 SILVERTON I CITY W MN INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 164 B246.44 

512 COTTAGE GROVE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 82 FY 83 4,178 B240.74 
INT 3 FY 81 FY 83 645 B238.74 
I/I CORR 3 FY 81 FY 83 319 B237 .74 

493 'ml-CITY SD I REGIONAL STP Pl 3 FY 83 FY 84 3,000 B232.55 
P2 3 FY 83 FY 84 10,000 B232.55 
P3 3 FY 83 84-!fi 9,soo B232.55 

493 'ml-CITY SD I REGIONAL WIL INT 1 3 FY 83 FY 85 1 ,923 B230.55 
I OR CITY OC INT 3 FY 83 FY 85 372 B229.78 
I W LN BOL'IN RVR ST FM 3 FY 83 FY 85 234 B229.20 

BOL'IN FM 3 FY 83 FY 85 79 B228.76 
BOL'IN PS 3 FY 83 FY 85 518 B228.76 
RVR ST PS 3 FY 83 FY 85 1 ,511 B228.76 

493 TRI-CITY SD I REGIONAL WIL INT 2 3 FY 83 FY 85 554 B230.55 

493 TIU-CITY SD I GLADSTONE PS ·3 FY 83 FY 85 49'5 B229 .39 

689 LANE CO I RVR R - SANTA CLA INTS 3 FY 85 7,000 B225 .98 

431 BAKER I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 86 3,225 B216 .87 

487 DOUG CO I METRO STP 3 FY 86 9 ,!25 B216 .29 

681 SEASIDE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 86 3,077 B213.68 

681 SEASIDE I CITY REHAB 3 FY 86 521 B212.68 
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PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

494 NEWBERG I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 86 2,969 B201 ,57 

646 SAL&l/E RELIEF INJ' 3 FY 86 1,500 B201.57 

682 USA I HILLSBORO I/I CORR 3 FY 87 576 B201 ,55 

494 NEWBERG I CITY REHAB 3 FY 87 537 B200.57 

494 NEWBERG I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 87 383 B198.57 

642 GRAND RQIDE I AREA SYSTEM 3 FY 831 840 Bl 94 .02 

426 MUL T CO. I INVERNESS INJ' 8A 3 FY 87 527 Bl 92 .56 

426 MUL T CO. I INVERNESS INJ' 8F 3 FY 87 826 B192 .40 
INT 8B 3 FY 87 346 Bl 92 .o6 
INT 8C 3 FY 87 163 Bl 91 .80 
INT 8H 3 FY 87 114 Bl 91 .38 

1126 MULT CO. I INVERNESS INT 8D 3 FY 87 169 B190 .89 
INT BG 3 FY 87 217 B190 .51 

567 HAPPY VALLEY I CITY INJ' 3 FY 87 375 B190 .32 

426 MUL T CO, I INVERNESS INJ' 8E 3 FY 87 137 B190 .00 

628 COOS BAY I CITY NO. 1 STP IMP 3 FY 87 949 B187.91 

628 COOS BAY I CITY NO. 1 I/I CORR 3 FY 87 173 B1811.91 

616 ROSEBURG I CITY REHAB 3 FY 82 FY 87 1,682 B184.84 

619 ASTORIA I WILLillMSPORT INT 3 FY 87 548 B178.60 

638 CLATSOP PL I AREA INT 3 FY 87 1,875 B170.49 



PROOOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMQUNT POINTS 

449 FALLS CITY I CITY SYSfEM 3 FY 87 563 8167 .52 

639 YAMHilL CO I COVE ORCHARD SYSfEM 4 FY 831 281 8152 .08 

607 BCVSA I WllE1STONE INT 3 FY 87 900 8150 .60 

629 DRAIN I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 87 1,050 8150.23 

629 DRAIN I CITY REHAB 3 FY 87 375 8149 .23 

629 DRAIN I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 87 375 8147.23 

683 CLATSOP CO I WSTPRT AREA SYSfEM 3 FY 84 1 700 8143.69 

526 CLACKAMAS CO. I R!IOOO-WELCH RHOD INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 173 8140.86 

537 SM LINCOLN I SAN DIST SYSfEM 3 FY 87 675 8138.62 

583 IONE I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 87 369 8125.27 

588 Hr. ANGEL I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 87 144 C248 .92 

588 Hr. ANGEL I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 87 146 C245 .92 

667 S. aJ8URBAN I SAN. DIST. STP IMP 3 FY 87 641 C234.53 

493 1RI CY SD I REGIONAL REHAB 3 FY 82 FY 87 851 C231.55 

472 EWIN I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 87 356 c227.81 

472 EWIN I CITY REHAB 3 FY 87 124 C226 .81 

472 EWIN I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 87 15 C224 .81 

615 CARL TON I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 87 587 C222 .93 
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PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAIB CQMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

320 HWY 101 N I S.D. INT FY 87 338 C220.48 

515 SC[Q I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 368 C215 ,75 

515 SCIO I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 87 41 c212.75 

631 VERONIA I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 87 638 C205 .06 

511 CANNON BEACH I CITY STP IMP 4 FY 82 84-!!5" 1,869 C204.08 

604 CLACK CO I KELLOOG S..G DIGT 3 FY 83 FY 87 2,883 C202.56 

655 PORTLAND I CO.BLVD.REL. INT 3 FY 81 FY 87 1,650 C202.05 

342 PORTLAND I SE REL. INT P 3 3 FY 80 FY 88 9,200 C201 .86 
INT P 4 3 FY 81 FY 88 3,200 C201 .86 

624 l1WMC I REGIONAL S..UDGE P 2 3 FY 88 + 7,370 C201 .51 

493 TIU CY SD I W LINN RVR ST INT 3 FY 81 FY 88 + 665 C199.80 

624 l1WMC I SPRINGFIELD REHAB p 2 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 1,130 C199.43 

493 TRI CY SD I GLADSTONE FM 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 138 C199 .39 

493 TRI CY SD I GLADSTONE INT 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 133 C199 ,39 

493 'IRI CY SD I ORE CITY ABtll'Y INT 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 825 C199.08 

493 'IRI CY SD I ORE CITY NEWL INT 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 496 c198.76 

493 TRI CY SD I W Lll WILMr TUAL PS 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 631 c198.54 
W Lll FM 3 FY 82 FY 88 + 313 C198.54 

575 USA/GASTON INT 3 FY 88 + 910 c197. 73 



PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

513 CRESWELL I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 970 C197 .69 

506 11JERIDAN I S, SIDE REHAB 3 FY 88 + 48 c193.91 

513 CRESWELL INT 3 FY 88 + 160 C193 .6 9 

668 CORVALLIS I CITY cso 3 FY 88 + 2 ,600 C192 .66 

506 11JERIDAN I S. SIDE I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 141 C191 .91 

615 CARL Tm I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 110 C189.93 

520 N BEND I CITY REHAB 3 FY 88 + 942 C186 .98 
PS 3 FY 88 + 42 C185 .98 
I/I CORR FY 88 + 982 C184.98 

554 ENTER PRISE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 138 C181.27 

520 N BEND I CITY cso 3 FY 88 + 631 C1&l .98 

429 EAGLE POINT I CITY INT 3 FY 88 + 563 Cl&l .86 

554 ENTER PRISE I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 71 c178.27 

514 OAKRIDGE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 764 c178.oo 

573 LOWELL I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 188 C176 .42 

514 OAKRIDGE I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 100 c175.oo 

594 ESTACADA I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 632 C174.61 

516 K FALLS I REGIONAL STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 560 C174 .52 

565 STANFIELD I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 401 c173.59 



PROPOSED COOSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

594 ESTACADA I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 120 C171.61 

516 K FALLS I REGIONAL I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 360 C171.52 

565 SUNFIELD I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 62 c170.59 

592 DALLAS I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 204 C16 8.82 

661 GRANTS PASS I CITY REHAB 3 FY 88 + 460 C166.70 

620 PHILCWtTH I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 578 C166.12 

661 GRANTS PASS I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 15 C164.70 

471 TANGENT I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 1,125 C162.54 

569 MONROE I CITY SfP EXP 3 FY 81 FY 88 + 148 C160 .32 

533 FLORENCE I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 2,028 C159.48 

577 HOOD RVR I WESTSIDE INT 3 FY 88 + 150 C156.40 

557 PORTLAND I CITY S.. GAS U 3 FY 88 + 2,720 C159.40 

557 PORTLAND I CITY S.. DISP 3 FY 88 + 7 ,268 C159 .40 

533 FLOREN CE I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 194 C156 .48 

576 USA I BANKS INT 3 FY 88 + 1,309 C151.31 

617 OAKLAND I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 302 C150.09 

643 IIDBBARD I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 546 C148.44 



PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1963 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

672 BROOKINGS I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 488 C147 .09 

685 RUFUS I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 86 + 50 C147.o6 

539 Sf HELENS I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 86 + 2,931 C145 .82 

687 KNOX'IOWN I S. D. SfP IMP 3 FY 66 + 300 C145.15 

692 WARRENTON I CITY SfP EXT 3 FY 88 + 331 C144 .96 

672 BROOKINGS I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 66 + 273 C144.09 

539 Sf HELENS I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 1, 125 C142 .82 

586 RAINIER I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 7% C141.61 

648 HEPPNER I CITY SfP IMP 3 FY 66 + 1,005 C140 .46 

559 LINCOLN CITY I CITY INT P 2 3 FY 8o FY 88 + 250 C140.15 

618 NEWPORT I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 2,000 c139.71 

469 KI.AM CO. I MODOC POINT SYSfEM 3 FY 88 + 430 c139.40 

618 NEWPORT I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 60 c136.71 

473 DUFUR I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 250 c135 .56 

519 JIBEPH I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 66 + 315 c133.96 

516 CNTARIO I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 656 c133,90 

473 DUFUR I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 33 c132.56 
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PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJEX:T PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK_ NO._ PROJECT NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

572 THE DALLES I FOLEY LAKES INT 3 FY 88 + 366 C131 • 75 

651 FOSSIL I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 945 C125 .63 

589 MIL'.IDN-FREEWATER I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 1,322 c121.33 

589 MIL'l'Cll-FREEWATER I CITY INT 3 FY 88 + 78 c123 .33 

595 HALSEY I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 868 c113.72 

635 ATHENA I CITY Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 600 C100 .00 

582 IRRIG<N I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 86* 1,275 D196.09 

670 TIU CITY S. D. I MYRTLE CR Sf P IMP 3 FY 88 + 668 D184 .89 

690 BCVSA I N ASHLAND INT 3 FY 88 + 521 D183.50 

670 TRI CITY S. D. I MYRTLE CR I/I CORR 3 ·FY 88 + 100 D181.89 

%7 SILVERTOll I CITY SfHR INT 3 FY 81 FY 88 + 71 D181.49 

673 GREEN S. D, I LANDERS LANE INT 3 FY 88 + 124 D177.56 

674 BORING I AREA SYSfEM 3 FY 88 + 375 D173.85 

516 K FALLS I PELICAN CITY INT 3 FY 88 + 510 D167 .91 _ 

371 USA I DURHAM SLUDGE 3 FY 88 + 6,300 D165 .89 

592 DALLAS I NORTHEAST INT 3 FY 88 + 1,200 D165.47 

662 SODAVILLE I CITY SYSfEM 3 FY 88 + 506 D161.65 



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT NAME COMPQNENT STEP PROCEED CERT. AMOUNT POINTS 

564 N. POWDER I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 81 D154,29 

675 WALLCMA I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 450 D150.66 

597 YON CALLA I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 574 D149.86 

597 YONCALLA I CITY REHAB 3 FY 88 + 15 D148.86 

666 CAMAS VALLEY I AREA SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 600 D148.35 

541 SISTERS I CITY SYSTEM 4 FY 82 FY 87* 1,800 D147.81 

597 YON CALLA I CITY I/I CORR 3 FY 88 + 23 D146 .86 

617 OAKLAND I UNION GAP INT 3 FY 88 + 77 D144 .56 

602 NESKOWIN I SAN AUTll SYSTEM 4 FY 82 FY 88* 3,600 D142 .80 

447 MILL CITY I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 698 D141.73 

536 DES CHUTES CO I LAPINE SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 675 D129 ,95 

456 JOSEPHINE CO/MERLIN (Col Vly) SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 695 D126.71 

650 BURNS I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 300 D116.44 

521 N. AillANY S. D. I N AREA INT 3 FY 88 + 900 D1Q3.34 

443 TURNER I CITY INT 3 FY 88 + 656 D103 .30 

671 PILOT ROCK I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 900 DlOO .50 

645 PRINEVILLE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 563 D97.06 



/----.__ 

' 

PROPOSED CCNSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJECT·NAME COMPONENT STEP PROCEED CERT. .AMOUNT POINTS 

442 LANE CO. I MAPLE'IDN SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 713 D67.83 

684 REll10ND I CITY STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 250 E17 4.63 

592 DALLAS I CITY STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 1,436 E171.82 

660 VlllETA I CITY STP EXP 3 .FY 88 + 512 E161 .42 

522 USA I N. PLAINS INT 3 FY 88 + 678 E157 .63 

458 CORVALLIS I AIRPORT STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 450 E153 .09 

542 CARMEL FOULWTRR I SAN.DIST. SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 676 E144.00 

647 TWIN ROCXS I SAN.DIST. STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 300 E143.63 

516 K FALLS I RIVERSIDE INT 3 FY 88 + 975 E127 .81 

601 WALLCMA LAKE I SAN.ADIB. SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 450 E110.67 

676 ADAIR VILLAflE I CITY STP IMP 3 FY 88 + 338 E106 .66 

637 MARION CO. I BROOKS SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 375 E105.78 

686 WEDDERBURN I SAN DIST STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 100 E105.12 

460 ALBANY I NE KNOX BUTTE INT 3 FY 88 + 713 E102 .27 

6411 ODELL I SAN DIST STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 675 E96 .16 

540 MERRILL I CITY STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 675 E91 .91 

678 LYCNS-MEHAMA I REGIONAL SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 563 E91.48 



PROPOSED CCtlSTRUCTION GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 1983 PRIORITY LIST 

EST. 
PROJECT PROJECT GRANTEE/ SEGMENT/ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. __I>RQJEQT__NAME COMPONENT _____ STEP _ _ _ ___ PROCEED_ CERT. ___ AMOUNT__ _POINTS 

477 DETROIT I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 900 E90 .85 

679 IDANHA I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 581 E90 .41 

600 GATES I CITY SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 489 E9Q.22 

551 SANDY I CITY STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 945 E85 .36 

663 SCAPPOOSE I CITY STP EXP 3 FY 88 + 765 E65 .00 

546 CRESCENT I SAN.DIST. SYSTEM 3 FY 88 + 563 E56 .08 

BJS:l 
WL1560 
Revised June 25, 1982 



DEQ-46 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No, M, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of the Ozone Control Strategy for the 
Portland-Vancouver Interstate AOMA (Oregon Portion) as a 
Reyision to the State Implementation Plan 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Background 

On March 3, 1978, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated the 
Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) as nonattainment for 
ozone. CRAG (succeeded by Metro) as the designated lead agency initially 
performed an ozone analysis which showed that implementation of all 
practicable measures would fail to meet the ozone standard by the federal 
deadline of December 31, 1982. Consequently, on June 8, 1979, the EQC 
adopted a revised ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Oregon 
portion of the Portland-Vancouver AQMA with an extension request beyond 
1982 for the attainment of the federal ozone standard. 

The ozone plan, containing the extension request, was submitted to EPA on 
June 20, 1979. EPA approved the extension request on June 29, 1980, (45 FR 
42278) stipulating that the State submit a detailed SIP control strategy 
before the statutory deadline of July 1, 1982. EPA also required the pl.an 
to show attainment of standards as soon as practicable, but no later than 
December 31, 1987. 

Since that time a plan to bring the Portland-Vancouver AQMA into attainment 
with the federal ozone standard by 1987 has been jointly developed with 
Metro and the State of Washington. The proposed plan, along with the 
carbon monoxide control strategy plan, would replace the old Portland 
Transportation Control Strategy (TCS). The old TCS would be deleted from 
the SIP as part of the revision, 

A public hearing was held on May 24, 1982 to obtain comment. The proposed 
control strategy plan revision is shown in Attachment 1. The final Public 
Hearing Notice is shown in Attachment 2. The Hearing Report is shown in 
Attachment 3. 
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Following the hearing, Metro completed and submitted to the Department a 
revised estimate of regional VOC emissions from transportation sources. 
The revised analysis was requested by the Department to reflect the 
proposed construction phasing for I-205. Under the phasing plan, the 
remainder of I-205, except the bridge, would be built as a 4-lane section 
for an interim period, perhaps extending into the early 1990's. The 
original ozone analysis incorporated I-205 as a full 6-lane facility in 
1987. The difference in VOC emissions between a 6-lane and 4-lane highway 
was identified as an increase of 62 kg/day of voe. 

While doing the revised analysis for I-205, Metro found a discrepancy in 
the emission factors used in the original computer program that calculates 
emissions. Resolution on this discrepancy resulted in the need to assign 
350 kg/day more to mobile source emissions. The total 412 kg/day increase 
in VOC emissions are being allocated against the growth cushion (see 
Attachment 4). 

Problem Statement 

The ozone plan is needed in order to meet the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act Amendments of 1977 and is to be submitted to EPA before July 1, 1982. 
EPA has acknowledged that submission of the plan within the month of July 
will demonstrate that a reasonable effort was made to meet the deadline 
and, therefore, possible federal sanctions related to industrial growth and 
federal transportation and sewage treatment assistance grants under 
Sections 176 and 316 of the Act will be avoided. 

Autboritv for the Commission to Act 

ORS Chapter 468, Section 020 gives the Commission authority to adopt 
necessary rules and standards; Section 305 authorizes the Commission to 
prepare and develop a comprehensive plan. Attachment 5 contains the 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking and the Fiscal and Economic Impact 
Statement. 

ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Alternative Courses of Action 

If the proposed rule is not adopted, Section 176 of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1977 states that the Administrator of the EPA shall not 
approve any projects or award any federal transportation assistance grants 
other than for safety, mass transit, or transportation improvement projects 
related to air quality improvement or maintenance. Other sanctions related 
to sewage treatment grants and industrial growth could be imposed. 

Rule Development Process 

The proposed ozone control strategy was prepared by the Metropolitan 
Service District (Metro) as the designated lead agency. Technical 
assistance was provided by the Department of Environmental Qualj.ty. The 
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Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee provided interested citizen input 
and advice on the plan. Coordination with the State of Washington was 
pursued through Clark County Regional Planning and the Bi-State Policy 
Advisory Committee, The Portland City Council passed a resolution 
endorsing the plan on January 13, 1982, and the Metro Council adopted the 
plan on February 25, 1982. 

As a result of February 19, 1982 comments from EPA on the draft control 
plan, some changes were made and incorporated into the final plan document 
that went to public hearing, 

On April 16, 1982, the EQC authorized a public hearing. A hearing was held 
on May 24, 1982 in accordance with state and federal public notice 
procedures. 

Oral testimony, followed by a written statement, was offered by the Oregon 
Lung Association (see the discussion below). Written testimony in support 
of the proposed plan was submitted by the City of Portland, the Port of 
Portland, and the Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee, 

The A-95 Intergovernmental Review was invited to comment on the proposed 
plan. 

The only significant issue raised at the public hearing concerned the 
proposed growth management policy in the plan document. This issue is 
addressed in the following section. 

Response to Growth Management Issue 

Issue: 

Response: 

Whether the predicted hydrocarbon emissions reduction 
surplus in 1987 should be treated as a safety margin 
rather than as a growth margin. New industries with 
hydrocarbon emissions should be handled with an offset 
policy under a no growth cushion plan. 

The hydrocarbon emissions reduction surplus was 
thoroughly discussed by the Portland Air Quality Advisory 
Committee at its December 15, 1981 meeting. The 
Committee voted 8-4 to use the reduction surplus as a 
growth cushion, Technically, the ozone modeling was 
conservative. Also, no emission reductions were 
calculated for implementation of Tri-Met's East Side 
improvements. Previous analysis indicated that full 
implementation of Transit Development Plans would result 
in an emissions reduction of 1,035 kg/day in 1987. 
Another important consideration is the present projection 
that hydrocarbon emissions will continue to decline 
through the year 2000. Two other factors give additional 
support for a growth cushion policy: 1) most of the 
populated metro area would be well below .10 ppm when the 
.12 standard is met at the downwind site at Carus; 2) 
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Alternatives 
for Resolution: 

Resolution: 

numerous other control strategiestotaling 17,000 kg/day 
can be implemented if it is found additional strategies 
are needed. These considerations supported the 
Department's views that establishment of the growth 
cushion would not put the plan in jeopardy. The Bi-State 
Policy Advisory Committee could not agree on whether a 
growth cushion or offset program was desired. EPA has 
indicated they would recognize an Oregon Growth Cushion 
program. 

The Commission could direct the Department to change the 
ozone SIP so that industrial growth would be subject to 
an offset policy. Such action would have the advantage 
of guaranteeing an upper limit on emissions of hydro
carbons in the air shed. The State of Washington, 
intends to operate an offset program in the Vancouver 
portion of the AQMA. However, an offset policy could 
impede the location of otherwise desirable new industry. 
Some delay in forwarding a SIP revision to EPA would be 
likely. 

The Commission could accept the growth cushion in the 
proposed SIP. The major advantage of this alternative is 
that new industry would not be burdened with a 
potentially time consuming and costly pursuit of offsets, 
until the growth cushion were consumed. Offsets would 
also have to be purchased. This would add to other 
location cost factors. The growth cushion policy was 
supported in testimony by the City of Portland, the Port 
of Portland, and the Portland Air Quality Advisory 
Committee. 

No change is recommended in the ozone SIP revision. 

Major Elements of the Proposed Rule and Principal Impacts 

The control strategy consists of already committed volatile organic 
compound emission reductions from transportation sources and industrial 
sources. The main elements of the ozone control strategy are listed below: 

Transportation Sources 

1. Continue the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program in 
conjunction with the existing federal program on the control of 
tail pipe emissions. 

2. Construct the Banfield Light Rail Transit project and associated 
transit service improvements and highway improvements. 
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Industrial Sources 

1. Continue to implement reasonably available control technology 
requirement contained in existing Department rules for stationary 
voe sources. 

2. Establish voe Plant Site Emission Limits consistent with the SIP 
data base, 

The auto inspection program is operating on a current budget of $3,352,00Q 
which is completely funded by a $7.00 certificate fee, The Banfield Light 
Rail transit project is budgeted for $190 million in Interstate Transfer 
Funds. 

The VOC emission controls were previously adopted by the Commission on June 
8, 1979 and September 19, 1980. No new controls on industrial sources are 
being proposed as part of the ozone SIP revision, 

The proposed plan contains a 1,700 kg/day growth cushion to manage new 
industrial growth, tentatively split on an 85% - 15% basis between Oregon 
and Washington, respectively. However, Washington is in the final stages 
of submitting an ozone SIP relying on their offset program and Oregon is 
waiting to see if Washington wished to utilize the offered fairshare 
portion of the growth cushion. In an April 27, 1982 letter (Attachment 6) 
from EPA Region X to the Regional Planning Council of Clark County, Clark 
Goulding indicated that both state plans are approvable even though the 
growth management plans are different. 

SUMMATION 

1. A plan meeting requirements of the Clean Air Act has been developed to 
bring the Portland-Vancouver AQMA into attainment with the federal 
ozone standard by 1987. The proposed plan would replace the old 
Portland Transportation Control Strategy which would be deleted from 
the SIP (Attachment 1). 

2. The proposed plan was prepared by the Metropolitan Service District, 
with significant input provided by the Portland Air Quality Advisory 
Committee. Some changes have been incorporated into the proposed plan 
to reflect comments by EPA. 

3. A public hearing was held on May 24, 1982 to secure comment 
(Attachments 2 and 3). 

4. At the public hearing, an individual representing the Oregon Lung 
Association spoke against the proposed growth management plan of 
administering a growth cushion of 1,700 kg/day voe emissions (also 
refer to Item 7) stating it was too small and within the margin of 
modeling error. 
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5. The proposed growth cushion is backed by a conservative ozone 
analysis, with a further decline in VOC emissions projected through 
the year 2000. Also, a broad consensus of support has been expressed 
in favor of a growth cushion policy. 

6. The key strategy elements for attaining the federal ozone standard 
include: (1) continuation of the Portland area Biennial Auto 
Inspection Maintenance program along with the existing federal program 
on the control of tail pipe emissions; (2) committed transportation 
projects, with special emphasis on the Banfield Light Rail transit 
project and associated improvements; (3) the existing Volatile 
Organic Compound Rules applied to existing industrial sources. 

7. To manage new industrial growth, the State will administer a new 
source review program, with a growth cushion of 1,700 kg/day which may 
be split on an 85%-15% between Oregon and Washington, respectively. 
First allocations against this growth cushion have been made in the 
amount of 412 kg/day to compensate for revised transportation system 
emissions. 

8. Washington is in the final stages of submitting a SIP that relies on 
their offset program for managing new industrial growth. EPA, 
Region X has indicated that both state plans are approvable even 
though the growth management plans are different (Attachment 6). 

9. In order to avoid possible federal sanctions, the ozone strategy needs 
to be submitted to EPA as a SIP revision in July, 1982. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the EQC adopt the 
Portland-Vancouver AQMA (Oregon portion) ozone attainment strategy and 
direct the Department to forward it to EPA as a revision to the State 
Implementation Plan. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

Attachments 1. Proposed Control Strategy for Portland-Vancouver Interstate 
Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)(Oregon Portion) State 
Implementation Plan Revision for Ozone 

2. Public Hearing Notice 
3. Hearing Officer's Report 
4. Growth Cushion Ledger Account 
5. Statement of Need for Rulemaking and Fiscal and Economic 

Impact Statement 
6. EPA, Region X, April 27, 1982 Letter 

John F. Kowalczyk:a 
229-6459 
June 22 , 1982 
AB1075 (1) 



ATTACHMENT 1 

OAR 340-20-047 is hereby amended by replacing Section 4.3 with the 
following material: Control Strategy for Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air 
Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) (Oregon Portion) State Implementation Plan 
Revision for Ozone, pp. i-iii, 1-73; appendices to be added. Section 4.3 
supplements Section 4.2 as a replacement for the Portland Transportation 
Control Strategy, April 13, 1973. 

AB1075.1 ( 1) 
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4.3.0 PORTLAND-VANCOUVER INTERSTATE AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA 

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR OZONE 

4.3.0.1 Introduction 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require states to submit 

plans to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain 

compliance with national ambient air standards for those areas 

designated as "non-attainment." The Clean Air Act Amendments 

further require these plans to demonstrate compliance with 

primary standards not later than December 31, 1982. An 

extension up to December 31, 1987 is possible if the State can 

demonstrate that despite implementation of all reasonably 

available control measures the December 31, 1982 date cannot be 

met. 

On March 3, 1978, the entire Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air 

Quality Maintenance Area was designated by the Environmental 

Protection Agency as a non-attainment area for ozone. 

In accordance with section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments 

of 1977, former Governor Straub designated the Columbia 

Regional Association of Governments as the lead agency for the 

development of the Ozone State Implementation Plan revisions 

for the Oregon portion of the interstate Air Quality 

Maintenance Area. On December 12, 1978, Governor Straub 

redesignated the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) as lead 

agency, effective January 1, 1979, in accordance with the voter 

approved May 23, 1978 ballot measure which abolished CRAG 
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and transferred its responsibilities and powers to a 

reorganized Metropolitan Service District. 

Since mid-1978, the staff of the Metropolitan Service District 

(formerly the Columbia Region Association of Governments), 

working in cooperation with the Department of Environmental 

Quality, has spent considerable time projecting emissions and 

air quality trends for the Portland-Vancouver airshed. 

An interim analysis was completed in early 1979 which resulted 

in the June 29, 1979 submittal to the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) of an ozone State Implementation Plan revision. 

This plan made an initial estimate of the hydrocarbon emission 

reduction required to attain the federal ozone standard, laid 

the framework for the potential control measures to be 

evaluated, indicated that the December 31, 1982 attainment date 

could not be met despite the implementation of reasonably 

available control measures, and requested an extension of the 

December 1982 deadline for meeting the federal ozone standard. 

An extension to 1987 was granted by EPA and printed in the 

Federal Register on June 29, 1980 (45 FR 42265). 

Subsequent to the 1979 SIP revision, Metro and DEQ evaluated 

the emission reduction potential and cost-effectiveness of 

numerous stationary and mobile source control measures. 

Results of this analysis were submitted to EPA by Metro in 
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August 1980 and April 1981 as Technical Memorandum #35 "Air 

Quality Control Strategy Analysis," and Technical Memorandum 

137, "Cost-Effectiveness of Transportation/Air Quality Control 

Strategies." 

In September and October 1981, Metro and DEQ, together with the 

Regional Planning Council of Clark County, Washington again 

estimated emission inventories for the base year of 1980 and 

attainment deadline of 1987 using new EPA emission factors and 

1980 census data. The result of this analysis, the air quality 

control strategy analysis, and the public involvement process 

resulting in the recommendations contained in this plan are 

reported in detail in Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.6. The 

remainder of the plan contains sections on ambient air quality, 

new rules and regulations, and annual reporting and reasonable 

further progress requirements. 

4.3.0.2 Summary 

1. Most ozone, unlike carbon monoxide, is not directly 

emitted into the atmosphere, but results from a reaction 

between volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides in 

the presence of sunlight. Generally, the highest ozone 

concentrations are found downwind of the area producing 

the majority of the precursor emissions. 

2. There have been six violations of the .12 ppm federal 

ozone standard in the Portland Air Quality Maintenance 

Area (AQMA) during the last three years. Five of these 

violations occurred in the summer of 1981 during extreme 
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meteorological conditions. All occurred at the downwind 

rural monitoring site in Carus, Oregon, approximately 20 

miles south of the Portland city center. There have been 

no violations of the federal ozone standard during the 

last three years at the primary downwind urban monitoring 

site in Milwaukie, Oregon. 

3. In 1980, industrial and other area sources contributed 51 

percent of total volatile organic compound emissions 

within the AQMA. Highway sources (primarily automobiles) 

accounted for 45 percent, with off-highway vehicles 

contributing the remaining 4 percent. 

4. By 1987, industrial and other area sources will contribute 

60 percent of total emissions. Highway sources will fall 

to 33 percent and off-highway vehicles will contribute 

7 percent. 

5. In both 1980 and 1987, 84 percent of total AQMA volatile 

organic compound emissions are produced in the State of 

Oregon and 16 percent are produced in the State of 

Washington. 

6. The air quality modeling analysis shows that a 26 percent 

reduction in 1980 volatile organic compound emissions will 

be needed to attain the .12 ppm federal ozone standard. 

The projected 1987 volatile organic compound emissions 

inventory shows that previously implemented transportation 

control measures, including the Oregon biennial 

inspection/maintenance program (a complete list is 

- 4 -



discussed in Section 4.3.3.4), coupled with the federal 

motor vehicle emission control program and already adopted 

industrial controls will reduce emissions by 27 percent by 

1987. 

7. The results of the analyis discussed in No. 6 above show 

that the region will attain the federal ozone standard by 

the December 31, 1987 deadine. It is projected that the 

region will have 1,700 kilograms per day fewer volatile 

organic compound emissions than are required to attain the 

federal ozone standard. 

8. The State of Oregon will implement a growth cushion 

policy, managing 85 percent (1,450 kg/day) using a portion 

of the 1,700 kilogram per day surplus in volatile organic 

compound emissions projected in 1987. This policy will 

allow new industry to locate in the Oregon portion of the 

AQMA without the requirement of obtaining individual 

volatile organic compound emission offsets. The balance 

of the 250 kilogram per day growth cushion will be 

available for management by the State of Washington. 

9. An analysis of the Reasonably Available Control Measures 

specified in the Clean Air Act amendments of 1977 was 

performed. New measures committed for implementation 

(Section 4.3.3.5) include programs for improved public 

transit, ramp metering, ridesharing, bicycling, flexible 

working hours, parking management, and improved traffic 

flow. 
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10. Annual monitoring of Reasonable Further Progress will be 

performed by the Department of Environmental Quality with 

assistance from the Metropolitan Service District. In the 

event that Reasonable Further Progress is not being 

achieved, a Contingency Plan process has been established 

(Section 4.3.5). 

4.3.0.3. Geographic Description of the Designated Ozone 

Non-Attainment Area 

On March 3, 1978, the Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality 

Maintenance Area was designated as a non-attainment area for 

ozone by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(43 CFR 8962). This designation means that the area identified 

in Figure 4.3.0-1 has ozone air quality concentrations 

exceeding the national ambient air quality standard. The 

Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality Maintenance Area 

contains the urbanized portions of three counties in Oregon 

(Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington) and one county (Clark) in 

the state of Washington. This area had a 1980 population 

estimated to be 1,147,000 covering 2,230 km2 (861 mi 2 ) of 

land. Geographically, this non-attainment area lies at the 

north end of the Willamette Valley and is almost completely 

surrounded by mountains and hills. Temperature inversions 

frequently occur, trapping emissions in the valley and 

resulting in elevated levels of air pollutants. 
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4.3.1. OZONE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

Ozone is a clear and toxic gas. It is formed primarily by 

atmospheric photochemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen and 

volatile organic compounds in the presence of sunlight. Because of 

the photochemical nature of ozone formation, ozone ambient air 

quality levels are highly seasonal in nature, with the highest 

concentrations typically occurring in the summer months. 

The federal primary (health related) and secondary (welfare related) 

ambient air quality standards for photochemical oxidant were 

established in 1971 at 160 ug/m3 (0.08 ppm), maximum one-hour 

concentration, not to be exceeded more than once per year. This 

standard was revised on February 8, 1979 to 235 ug/m3 (0.12 ppm) 

of ozone, maximum one-hour concentration, and is not to be exceeded 

more than three times in three years. 

Ozone air quality within the Portland portion of Portland-Vancouver 

Interstate Air Quality Maintenance Area is summarized in 

Table 4.3.1-1. The Carus site reflects the area of maximum measured 

downwind ozone air quality impact. It is located approximately 

20 miles south of the Portland city center. There have been six 

violations of the federal ozone standard at this site during the 

last three years. Five of these violations occurred in the summer 

of 1981 during extreme meteorological conditions. There have been 

no violations of the federal ozone standard during the last three 

years at the primary downwind urban monitoring site in 

Milwaukie, Oregon. 
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TABLE 4.3.1-1 

Ozone Ambient Air Quality Summary ( ug/Jft l 

1 HOUR AVERAGES 
NO. OF DAYS 

2ND GREATER THAN 
LOCATION YEAR MAXIMUM HIGHEST 235 (ug/m3) 

Portland Area Monitors 

Car us 1975 69 69 0 
(Canby Area) 1976 278 267 4 
0300101 1977 451 443 15 
Site began 10/75 1978 310 302 9 

1979 245 216 1 
1980 206 196 0 
1981 421 285 5 

Milwaukie 1974 372 11 
11300 SE 23rd 1975 304 255 15 
Milwaukie High 1976 208 198 0 
0343111 1977 310 302 2 
Site began 6/74 1978 376 270 5 

1979 225 216 0 
1980 186 171 0 
1981 212 118 0 

718 w. Burnside 1974 127 0 
(CAMS) 1975 206 147 0 
2614176 1976 204 196 0 
Discontinued 6/79 1977 184 165 0 

1978 227 208 0 
1979 133 123 0 

Sauvie Island 1976 225 216 0 
(Game Commission) 1977 208 208 0 
0500103 
No data 1-6/76 
Relocated 8/77 

Sauvie Island 1977 90 86 0 
(Social Sec Beach) 1978 253 245 2 
0500104 1979 331 310 1 
Site began 8/77 1980 166 164 0 

1981 225 213 0 

NOTE: Pre-1979 ozone levels were measured with a different calibration 
method. The pre-1979 levels should be reduced by 20-25 percent 
for comparison with 1979 and later values. 

Ozone levels are closely related to meteorology and as evidenced 
in the table, no clear trends are apparent. 
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4.3.2 EMISSION INVENTORY 

Non-methane volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions were inventoried 

for the entire Portland-Vancouver AQMA for both the base year, 1980, and 

the attainment year, 1987. 

Metro was responsible for modeling highway emissions for the entire 

region. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality compiled all 

non-highway emissions for Oregon sources. The Regional Planning Council 

of Clark County compiled the non-highway emissions for the Washington 

sources. 

The VOC emissions for the Oregon portion of the AQMA are provided by 

source category in Appendix 4.3-1. A detailed report on the emissions 

from the Washington portion of the area will be provided in Washington's 

State Implementation Plan. However, the combined emissions from sources 

in Washington and Oregon are summarized in Section 4.3.2.3. The 

emissions are reported as kilograms emitted on a typical summer day. 

Section 4.3.2.1 describes the methodology used to calculate volatile 

organic compound emissions from all non-highway sources. section 4.3.2.2 

describes the methodology for highway sources. 

4.3.2.1. Non-Highway Emissions 

1980 Base Year 

The base year non-highway voe emission inventory was developed 

from the DEQ's 1980 Source Registration Files. Over the past 
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two years, an intensive effort was made to bring the source 

files up to date and provide as accurate an estimate of voe 

emissions as practicable. 

The non-highway emissions were compiled using the following 

information (in the order of preference): 

A. Source tests; 

B. Questionnaire and survey responses; 

c. Permit restrictions; 

D. Source characteristics specific to Oregon; 

E. National averages. 

Unless better source-specific information was available, 

emission factors were obtained from EPA's latest update of 

AP-42. 

1987 Attainment Year Projections 

The 1987 non-highway volatile organic compound emission 

inventory was estimated from the 1980 emissions using growth 

factors based on future population and employment forecasts. A 

complete description of the forecasting process is contained in 

Metro's "Summary Year 2000 Growth Allocations Workshops" 

(Appendix 4.3-2). The growth factors were applied to area 

sources only. Point sources, those emitting more than 25 

tons/year of volatile organic compounds, were not changed 

between 1980 and 1987. These sources are regulated under DEQ's 

plant site emission limit rules, OAR 340-20-300 through -320. 
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These rules do not allow significant growth of stationary 

source emissions unless a growth margin is available or an 

offset can be obtained. 

The 1987 emission inventory for non-highway emissions also 

reflects reductions that are expected to occur as the volatile 

organic compound emission standards rules (OAR 340-22-100 

through -220) are implemented. 

4.3.2.2 

Overview 

Highway Emissions 

A sophisticated computer modeling technique was used to 

determine emissions from motor vehicles. The technique 

requires as input such parameters as population and employment 

levels, land use patterns, average vehicle emission data and a 

network of major roadways. The modeling technique that was 

used amounts to a two-step procedure; where the first step is 

the determination of the number of trips and vehicle miles 

traveled on roadways. The Urban Transportation Planning System 

package of transportation models developed by the Urban Mass 

Transportation Administration (UMTA) was used to make this 

determination. A description of this process is found in 

Appendix 4.3-3. The second step is the determination of total 

daily emissions. This was done using l) the computer program 

MYPOLLUT, which calculates running emissions on the highway 

network; 2) the computer program ZONEMIS, which calculates hot 

start, cold start, hot soak, and intrazonal emissions by 

- 12 -



vehicle trip; and 3) by calculating diurnal emissions based on 

the number of vehicles estimated in the region for each 

calendar year analyzed. 

Assumptions 

The inventory is based upon assumptions relative to present and 

future conditions in three general categories: 1) population, 

employment and land use patterns; 2) highway network 

assumptions; and 3) vehicle emission factors. It is important 

to note that all of the assumptions used in the transportation 

modeling methodology and the analysis of future air quality 

emissions were based on the most current information 

available. 1980 census data was used in creating trip tables 

for the highway network for base and future year projections. 

New population and employment projections for the region by the 

Federal Bureau of Economic Analysis were also utilized, as well 

as newly completed comprehensive plans by a majority of 

jurisdictions in the region. In estimating 1980 and 1987 

emissions, EPA's new Mobile 2 emission factors were used. 

No direct forecast of population and employment levels or land 

use was made for the year 1987. Rather, conditions were 

forecast for the year 2000 and an interpolation was made using 

the base year 1980 to estimate conditions for 1987. The entire 

process is described in "Summary Year 2000 Growth Allocation 

workshops," Metro, March-April 1981. A comparison of the new 

population projection for 1987 versus the older "208" water 

quality plan projections are shown below. In the future, the 
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new population projection will be used for both water quality 

and transportation planning purposes. 

Jurisdiction 

Oregon AQMA 
Clark County AQMA 

Total 

"208" Projection 

1,071,390 
180,823 

1,252,213 

March 1980 Projection 

1,091,660 
210,560 

1,302,220 

The highway network that the emission inventory for 1980 is 

based on consists of an amalgamation of all major and minor 

arterials in the Air Quality Maintenance Area. The network for 

the year 1987 is the same as the 1980 network with the 

following major additions: 

Completion of I-205, the Banfield Freeway widening from I-5 to 

I-205, Airport Way (west of I-205), 22lst/223rd 

(Burnside-Division), 158th Avenue (north of walker Road), the 

Basin/Going intersection (Swan Island), the Oswego Creek Bridge 

(Lake Oswego), the Tualatin Bypass (Nyberg Road), and the 

Powell Boulevard widening (east of 82nd). 

The transit network that the emission inventory for 1980 is 

based on consists of the actual transit network in service in 

1980. The base case transit network for 1987 was similar to 

the 1980 network, but includes the addition of the Banfield 

Light Rail Transitway from Portland to Gresham and the 

increased buses required to support the Light Rail Transit 

(LRT). Other transit service improvements scheduled by 1987 

were not included in the base case and were analyzed separately 

as part of Metro's TCM analysis. 
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Emissions Modeling Methodology 

Vehicle emission factors were based upon the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) publication Users Guide to Mobile 2 

(EPA-460/381-006 February 1981). Emission reduction credits 

for Oregon's biennial motor vehicle inspection/maintenance 

program were based upon a methodology developed by the EPA's 

Office of Emission Control Technology. Assumptions regarding 

inputs to motor vehicle emission factors, e.g., vehicle 

distribution, ambient temperature, etc., are documented in 

Appendix 4.3-4. 

Mobile source emissions are accounted for in three parts. The 

first is VMT-related emissions associated with movement on the 

highway network. The second is emissions associated with 

trip-ends and are calculated on a zonal basis. Emissions 

produced by intrazonal movements are also included in this 

category. The third category is diurnal emissions (i.e., 

evaporative emissions from gasoline tanks). Network emissions 

are output in terms of grams between zonal interchanges, while 

zonal emissions are output in terms of grams per zone. Diurnal 

emissions are calculated separately and added as a lump sum. 

A complete description of this process was submitted to EPA in 

January 1982. 

4.3.2.3 Summary of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions 

Volatile organic compound emissions for the years 1980 and 1987 

are summarized by source categories in Tables 4.3.2-1 and 

4.3.2-2. As shown in these tables, total AQMA emissions are 
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TABLE 4.3.2-1 

Summary of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Oregon Only 

Industrial and other Area Sources 
Motor Vehicles 
Off-Highway Vehicles 

Total 

TABLE 4.3.2-2 

(Kilograms/Day) 

1980 

87,030 
72,790 

7,370 

167,190 

1987 

75,550 
38,540 
8,000 

122,090 

Summary of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Total AQMA 

(Kilograms/Day) 

Industrial and other Area Sources 
Motor Vehicles 
Off-Highway Vehicles 

Total 

- 16 -

1980 

101,460 
88,260 
8,700 

198,420 

1987 

87,550 
47,770 
9,810 

145,130 



198,420 kg/day in 1980 and fall by 27 percent to 145,130 kg/day 

in 1987. In both years, 84 percent of the total emissions are 

produced by sources in the State of Oregon; 16 percent are 

produced by sources in the State of Washington. 

In the base year 1980, industrial and other area sources 

contributed 51 percent of total volatile organic compound 

emissions within the AQMA. Highway sources (primarily 

automobiles) accounted for 45 percent, with off-highway 

vehicles contributing the remaining 4 percent. 

By 1987, industrial and other area sources will contribute 

60 percent of total emissions. Highway sources will fall to 

33 percent and off-highway vehicles will contribute 7 percent. 

The primary reason for the change in source contributions is 

the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control program, coupled 

with Oregon's biennial inspection maintenance program. 

Together, these programs are projected to reduce highway source 

emissions by 46 percent between 1980 and 1987. 

The emissions projected in the emission inventory for 1987 

represent a "base case" scenario. For stationary sources, only 

Round 1 and Round 2 voe controls were incorporated in the 

analysis. For mobile sources, all previously adopted 

transportation control measures (discussed in section 4.3.3.4), 

including Oregon's biennial inspection/maintenance program and 

the City of Portland downtown parking policy, were 

incorporated. The only new transportation control measure 
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included was the Banfield Light Rail Transitway and highway 

improvements. The air quality impacts of other transportation 

control measures were analyzed individually. The results of 

this analysis (shown in section 4.3.3.3) were not incorporated 

into the 1987 base case emission inventory, however. Thus, 

those new transportation control measures which are adopted 

(section 4.3.3.5) will further decrease projected 1987 

emissions. Appendix 4.3-1 contains more detailed volatile 

organic compound emission inventories for the years 1980 and 

1987. 
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4.3.3 CONTROL STRATEGY 

The amount of volatile organic compound (VOC) reduction needed to 

attain the 0.12 ppm federal ozone standard was calculated as 

described in 4.3.3.1. Regionwide, by 1987 there will be a 1,700 

kilogram/day greater reduction of voe achieved than is projected to 

be needed for attainment. This surplus 1,700 kilograms/day will be 

managed as explained in section 4.3.3.2. 

A number of reasonably available control measures were analyzed to 

determine how effective each measure would be in reducing voes. A 

Summary of the Analyses is contained in section 4.3.3.3. 

Sections 4.3.3.4 and 4.3.3.5 describe the measures which have 

already been implemented or whose implementation is committed. 

These measures form the ozone control strategy. 

4.3.3.1 Level of Control Required 

The level of volatile organic compound emission reduction 

needed for compliance with the 0.12 ppm federal ozone standard 

was calculated using the EPA city specific isopleth version of 

the Empirical Kinetic Modeling Approach (EKMA). 

EKMA estimates a reduction of 26 percent of 1980 volatile 

organic compound emissions will be needed to attain the 

0.12 ppm ozone ambient air quality standard. (Refer to 

Appendix 4.3-5 for a complete description of the modeling 

process and results.) These results are based on a design 
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concentration of 0.146 ppm of ozone. Since a 27 percent 

reduction of total 1980 volatile organic compound emissions is 

projected by the end of 1987, no additional emission reductions 

will be needed to attain the ozone ambient air quality standard. 

Figure 4.3.3-1 shows the needed reduction in volatile organic 

compound emissions to meet the federal ozone standard and the 

projected level of emissions in 1987. Although no additional 

control measures are required to attain the federal ozone 

standard, new transportation control measures are being pursued 

to further reduce emissions, as well as for their other 

benefits such as energy reduction, congestion relief, etc. 

These measures are discussed in Section 4.3.3.5. 

4.3.3.2 Growth Allocation Plan 

The level of hydrocarbon emissions projected in 1987 will be 

1,700 kilogram/day less than the emission level needed to 

attain the .12 federal ozone standard. This margin will 

increase in future years. While it is recognized that this 

margin is only about one percent of the total inventory and 

that the accuracy of the strategy calculation cannot be fully 

determined, it is felt this margin can be safely administered 

as a growth cushion for the following reasons: 

1. All assumptions in the strategy analysis were 

approached conservatively; 

2. There are some transportation strategies which 

governments will most likely implement which have not 
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been included in the strategy calculations (which may 

produce up to 1,500 kilograms/day reduction); 

3. There is a large reservoir of additional strategies 

which could be considered to further reduce voe 

emissions in the future if it turns out that the 

original strategy reductions were actually 

insufficient to meet the standards. This reservoir 

amounts to at least 17,000 kilograms/day. 

The surplus hydrocarbon emission reduction of 1,700 kilograms 

per day will be managed as a growth cushion, proportioned on an 

85 percent-15 percent basis (1,450 kilogram per day and 250 

kilogram per day) between the State of Oregon and the State of 

Washington respectively. The percentage split between Oregon 

and Washington is primarily based on the existing and projected 

1987 individual state contribution to total AQMA hydrocarbon 

emissions. In 1980 the Oregon portion of the AQMA contributed 

167,190 kilogram per day, while the Washington portion 

contributed 31,230 kilogram per day of hydrocarbon emissions. 

The growth cushion allocation percentage also closely 

approximates the 1980 proportion of population (84 percent and 

16 percent for Oregon and Washington, respectively) and is in 

the same proportion as the agreed upon split between the two 

states for emission control needed to meet the ozone standard. 

If the hydrocarbon emissions growth cushion is used up, then 

new industrial sources of volatile organic compound emissions 
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will have to obtain individual emission offsets unless a new 

growth cushion is developed. 

4.3.3.3 Analysis of Reasonably Available Control Measures 

The June, 1979 State Implementation Plan submittal included a 

list of measures which were considered high priority for 

analysis based on their expected emission reduction potential. 

If these measures were not sufficient to attain the federal 

ozone standard, then additional measures given a lower priority 

were to be analyzed. Initially, 13 transportation control 

measures were analyzed. Following this analysis, the Air 

Quality Advisory Committee (Section 4.3.6.1) requested that 

three additional control measures be analyzed. The results of 

this analysis are summarized in Table 4.3.3-1 and briefly 

described below. A thorough description of the analysis 

methodology and the cost-effectiveness of each control measure 

is found in two reports: "Air Quality Control Strategy 

Analysis, Technical Memorandum #35" (Appendix 4.3-6) and 

"Cost-Effectiveness of Transportation/Air Quality Control 

Strategies, Technical Memorandum #37" (Appendix 4.3-7), both 

published by Metro and submitted to EPA in August, 1980. 

Mobile 1 emission factors were used in the analysis of these 

control measures because the analysis was performed in the 

spring of 1980 before Mobile 2 emission factors were 

available. Since the base case analysis used the newer 

Mobile 2 factors, a direct comparison of the emission reduction 
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TABLE 4.3.3-1 

Summary of Effectiveness 
of Alternative Control Measures 

A. Direct Emission Controls 

1. Annual Inspection/Maintenance for Oregon 

B. Program to Improve Speeds 

1. Ramp Metering 

C. Incentives to Reduce Travel 

1. 
2. 

Expand Public Transit Service 
Park and Ride Lots 

D. Combination Incentive/Disincentive Programs 

1. Priority Parking for Carpools 

E. Disincentives to Reduce Travel 

1. 
2. 

$1.00 Surcharge for Work Trips 
High Gasoline Price ($2.90/gallon) 

F. Attitudinal Changes 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Carpool/Van pool 
5% Vanpools/40% Carpools 
9% Vanpools/60% Carpools 
15% Vanpools/60% Carpools 

Bicycling/Work Trips 
3.6% Bicycling 
5.8% Bicycling 
11.2% Bicycling 

Bicycling/Non-work Trips 

G. Free Fare Transit in Off-Peak 

H. Trip Consolidation 

1. 
2. 

Scenario 1 
Scenario 2 
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Hydrocarbon 
Reductions 

(kg/day) 

5,940 

530 

1,035 
80 

2,420 

910 
3,130 

1,610 
2,210 
2,770 

100 
200 
500 
540 

1,150 

530 
710 



potential of these measures applied to the 1987 base emissions 

(145,350 kg/day) would not be technically accurate. However, 

Metro, DEQ and EPA staff feel that any discrepancies between the 

Mobile 2 and Mobile 1 numbers would be no more than 10 percent. 

Because attainment of the ozone standard is now projected without 

the implementation of additional control measures, a decision was 

made not to reanalyze the potential control measures. It must be 

emphasized, however, that the relative effectiveness of one 

control measure versus another remains the same; only the 

magnitude would slightly change. It must also be emphasized that 

the analysis of some of the measures tested their maximum 

potential effectiveness and that if they were ever to be 

implemented, the expected emission reduction would be less than 

indicated. This is because some measures can never be fully 

implemented and for other measures, there could never be 

100 percent compliance. 

Following is a summary of the alternatives. The emission 

reduction potentials shown, except for annual 

inspection/maintenance in Oregon, are for the potential reductions 

in regional emissions if similar controls were implemented in 

Oregon and Washington. 

A. Direct Emission Controls 

1. Inspection/Maintenance: The 1987 base case assumes 

that Portland will have a biennial inspection-
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maintenance program. If Portland were to implement an 

annual inspection/maintenance program in 1982, 

hydrocarbon emissions in 1987 would be reduced by an 

additional 5,940 kg/day. 

B. Programs to Improve Speeds 

1. Ramp Metering: Ramp metering was identified as the only 

traffic flow improvement that would have a significant 

impact on regional emissions. Three major highways 

serve the Portland/Vancouver area: the Banfield (I-84), 

the Sunset (Highway 26) and Interstate 5 (I-5). If ramp 

metering were implemented on all of these freeways by 

1987, the total hydrocarbon reduction would be 

approximately 530 kilograms/day. 

c. Incentives to Reduce Travel 

1. Expanded Public Transit Service: Tri-Met and the 

transit authority in Clark County, Washington have 

adopted short-range Transit Development Plans. The 

level of transit service recommended in these plans 

would almost be double the existing level of transit 

service. This increased patronage would result in a 

reduction in hydrocarbon emissions of 1,035 

kilograms/day. It should be noted, however, that while 

the Tri-Met Board of Directors has adopted the TDP, only 

funding for the first phase of implementation has been 

secured. 
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2. Park and Ride Lots: The Transit Development Plans call 

for a substantial increase in Park and Ride lots by 

1987. Fourteen lots in Oregon and five lots in Clark 

County were analyzed, having a total of 4,669 spaces. 

The estimated emission reduction from these lots is 80 

kilograms/day. 

3. Free Fare Transit in Off-Peak Hours: The Metro travel 

behavior techniques were used to estimate the effect of 

providing free transit fares during off-peak hours. As 

a result of an off-peak free-fare policy, transit 

ridership in 1987 would increase by 119,000 riders per 

day. The resulting decrease in regional vehicle travel 

would result in a reduction in hydrocarbon emissions of 

1150 kilograms/day. 

D. Combination Incentive/Disincentive Programs 

1. Priority Parking for Carpools: This measure assumes 

that all persons who drive alone to work would be 

penalized by having to park further away from their 

employment site than those who carpool. If all persons 

who drive alone would be required to walk five extra 

minutes to get to their job location, and those who use 

transit or are members of carpools would have direct 

access to their employment sites, travel behavior would 

change to the degree that hydrocarbon emissions would be 

reduced by 2,420 kilograms/day. 
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2. $1.00 Surcharge on work Trips: If everyone that drives 

alone to work was required to pay a $1.00 surcharge, 

additional changes in travel behavior would occur. Some 

people would switch to transit and others would join 

carpools. Approximately 910 kilograms/day of 

hydrocarbons would be saved as a result of these changes. 

E. Disincentives to Reduce Travel 

1. Increased Cost of Gasoline: An important factor 

influencing the mode of travel chosen by a person is the 

price of fuel. The price of fuel assumed by Metro in 

estimating emissions for 1987 was $1.70 per gallon (in 

current dollars). This assumes a 15 percent per annum 

increase in the price of gasoline from 1977 to 1987. If 

the price of gasoline were to rise to $2.90 (in 1980 

dollars), travel behavior would change to the degree 

that hydrocarbon emissions would be reduced by 3,130 

kg/day. 

F. Attitudinal Changes: If basic attitudes toward driving alone 

would change, additional gains could be made through 

increased carpooling/vanpooling and bicycling. 

1. Carpool/Vanpool 

The effect of changed attitudes, which would result in 

more carpooling and vanpooling, was estimated by first 

identifying work trip movements which would likely shift 

to pools (i.e., longer trips, trips to large employment 
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centers and trips where other potential poolers are 

making the same movement). These trips are a subset of 

all work trips made in the region. Of all the trips 

that met the defined criteria, Metro assumed that a 

certain percentage would actually convert to pools. The 

results for 1987 are summarized in the following table: 

Assumed Percent of 
Eligible* Trips in: 
Van pools Carpools 

5% 
9% 

15% 

40% 
60% 
80% 

Resultant Percent 
of All Work Trips 

in Carpools 
and Vanpools 

37% 
42% 
47% 

Hydrocarbon 
Reduction 

(kg/day) 

1,610 
2,210 
2,770 

*For vanpools, only trips over 12 miles long were 
considered eligible, whereas for carpools, trips over 
three miles long were considered eligible. 

For comparison, only 23 percent of all work trips are 

projected to occur in carpools and vanpools in 1987 

without a change in attitudes. 

2. Bicycling for Work Trips 

If more commuters were to change their attitude about 

bicycling to work, additional savings would result. 

Metro established targets for converting auto work 

trips to bicycle trips. The results of three 

scenarios tested showed that with attitudinal 

changes, between 14,000 and 44,000 work trips could 

be made daily by bicycle in 1987. This would reduce 

hydrocarbon emissions from 100 to 500 kilograms/day, 

depending on the scenario. For comparison, there 
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were approximately 8,700 work trips being made daily 

by bicycle in 1977. 

3. Bicycling for Non-Work Trips 

Similarly, if more persons would favorably change 

their attitude toward bicycling for other kinds of 

trips such as school, shopping, and social and 

recreational trips, even greater reductions in 

emissions could be achieved. If seven percent of 

these non-work trips (under nine miles in length) 

would be made by bicycle, there would be an 

additional savings of 540 kilograms/day. To reach 

this target, however, the level of bicycle ridership 

would have to almost triple current levels. 

4. Consolidation of Non-Work Trips 

Many persons today make separate trips for shopping 

or appointments, when they could be linked together. 

For example, a trip is made to the grocery store in 

the morning and another trip is made to the doctor's 

office later in the day. If these trips were 

"chained" together, time, travel, and expense could 

be saved. 

Although there is no identified program which would 

ensure trip chaining, Metro analyzed this measure to 

test its potential. Two scenarios were tested. In 

both, it was assumed that 10 percent of the non-work 
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trips could be chained. The first scenario tested 

the chaining of two trips, and the second scenario 

tested the chaining of three trips. If these levels 

of trip chaining could be achieved, the hydrocarbon 

emission reduction would be 530 and 710 kilograms/ 

day, respectively. 

G. Programs to Reduce Volatile Organic Compound Emissions 

from Stationary Sources. 

The Department of Environmental Quality has adopted new 

emission standards for some sources emitting volatile 

organic compounds. These rules were developed in response 

to EPA's requirement that reasonably available control 

measures be adopted for sources for which control 

technology guidelines have been issued. 

In addition to adopting these rules, the Department of 

Environmental Quality also analyzed the effectiveness of 

other reasonably available control strategies for 

stationary sources even though guidelines were not 

issued. The reductions that could be obtained from these 

additional stationary source controls are summarized in 

Table 4.3.3-2. The assumptions used to estimate the 

reductions are described in Metro's "Air Quality Control 

Strategy Analysis", Technical Memorandum #35 (See Appendix 

4.3-6). 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

*6. 

*7. 

*8. 

TABLE 4.3.3-2 

Potential Future VOC Reductions from 
Stationary Sources in the Portland AQMA 

Source Category 

Service Station Unloading 
(stage II) 

Wood Furniture Coating 

Architectural Coating 

Auto Refinishing 

Dry Cleaning (Stoddard) 

Barge Loading 

Paper Coating 

Fermentation Processes 

Emission Reduction 
(kilograms/day) 

4,440 

negligible 

6,200 

negligible 

386 

2,583 

8,880 

4,200 

*Little data available on control efficiencies. 
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4.3.3.4 Projects Already Implemented 

The region has already taken many major steps to reduce air 

pollution from transportation-related sources. In response to 

the requirements of the Clean Air Act of 1970 and previous 

State Implementation Plan submittals, many of the Reasonably 

Available Control Measures (RACM) specified in the Clean Air 

Act Amendments of 1977 have already been implemented in the 

region. These control measures are included in the 1980 base 

year and 1987 attainment year emission inventories. The 

following is a summary of these measures: 
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A. Inspection/Maintenance. The 1975 Legislative Assembly 

enacted legislation implementing a mandatory biennial 

motor vehicle emission control inspection program. The 

legislation requires that vehicles registered within the 

Metro boundary, which incorporates the urban area in parts 

of three counties around Portland, show evidence of 

compliance with emission control requirements prior to 

license renewal. The program operated on a voluntary 

basis during 1974 and 1975 until a mandatory program began 

on July 1, 1975. 

The Oregon DEQ administers the program. DEQ operates 

seven motor vehicle emission inspection centers with two 

lanes each and one mobile unit. $3,352,000 is budgeted 

this biennium for operation of the inspection program. 

The program is totally supported by a $7.00 certificate 

fee. 

DEQ augments its inspection program operations with a 

fleet inspection program, which allows for licensed fleets 

to self-inspect their own vehicles. There are currently 

45 licensed inspection fleets. To qualify as a fleet, a 

company or government agency must have approved exhaust 

gas analysis equipment. Its employees must complete a 

department operating training session. 

EPA estimates that in 1980 there was a 24 percent 

fleetwide reduction in hydrocarbon emissions due to the 
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I/M program and by 1987 there will be a 31 percent 

reduction. A complete description of the program is found 

in Appendix 4.3-8. 

B. Improved Public Transit. Commitment to public transit is 

very high in the region. A regional transportation policy 

states that no new urban freeways will be built and 

emphasizes much improved transit services. 

Tri-Met, the major transit agency in the region, has made 

substantial improvements in service during the last 

several years. Since 1969, average workday transit 

ridership has increased 230 percent. Although a decrease 

was experienced in 1981 due to a reduction in real 

gasoline costs, two fare increases, and very congested 

peak-hour buses, the trend over the past six years shows a 

major increase in ridership. New measures which should 

continue this trend are discussed in Section 4.3.3.5. 

Date 

*1975 
*1976 
*1977 
*1978 

1979 
1980 
1981 

Average Daily 
Tri-Met Ridership 

(Originating Rides) 

93,000 
106,000 
116,000 
121,000 
127,000 
136,000 
127,600 

*In 1979, Tri-Met changed its accounting procedures to exclude 
transferring pass users from its ridership counts. 1975 through 
1978 data is five to 10 percent higher than would be accounted for 
using the new procedure. 
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Some of the major improvements made by Tri-Met since 1975 

include: 

1. Downtown Transit Mall. The Transit Mall is composed 

of approximately 22 blocks in downtown Portland, 

giving public transit exclusive right-of-way on two 

of three lanes. The project was completed during 

1978 and has made it easier for buses to enter and 

leave the downtown area, thus reducing delays in 

routing and minimizing cost and congestion, with the 

resultant reduction of pollution in the downtown 

area. 

2. Bus Purchase. In 1977, Tri-Met purchased 100 new 

buses. All new buses acquired by Tri-Met meet EPA 

standards for emission control. Tri-Met has also 

overhauled 250 engines within its existing fleet to 

meet current {not year of manufacture) EPA emission 

standards. 

3. Bus Shelters. About 700 bus shelters have been 

installed in the Portland metropolitan area as part 

of a $1,100,000 UMTA capital grant. 

4. Fareless Square. Fareless Square was instituted in 

Portland in January, 1975. The Square is an area in 

the CBD where passengers may ride at no charge 

except between peak congestion hours of 3:00 p.m. -

7:00 p.m. weekdays when passengers pay normal 

fares. In September of 1982, when Tri-Met 

introduces its self-service fare system, Fareless 

Square will again be in effect at all hours. 
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Traffic data has shown that there has been no 

increase in vehicle miles traveled in downtown 

Portland during the last three years. There is no 

question that Fareless Square and the Transit Mall 

have contributed to this trend. 

C. Exclusive Bus and Carpool Lanes. In late 1975, a 

combination carpool and bus-only lane was established on 

the Banfield Freeway at a cost of approximately 

$1,700,000. The project also consists of park and ride 

facilities and a special express transit service. It was 

designed to relieve traffic congestion within the 

corridor and to decrease the use of the automobile for 

commuting. Because of the construction of the Banfield 

Light Rail Transitway and highway improvements, however, 

the bus and carpool lane will be removed during the 

summer of 1982. 

During 1978, a regional suburban transit station was 

developed on Barbur Boulevard. The station has park and 

ride facilities for over 300 vehicles. The project also 

includes priority bus treatment and serves as a focal 

point for transit service to nearby suburban communities. 

D. Areawide Carpool Programs. Since 1974, Tri-Met has 

offered a carpool program that encourages the shared-ride 

as opposed to single occupant vehicle travel. 
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The program includes a matching service, employer 

contacts, various incentives and a continuing promotional 

effort. 

An estimated eight percent (or 50,000) of the Tri-County 

commuting population are commuting in carpools of three 

or more people, to and from work, four or more days per 

week. In addition to three or more person carpools, 

68,000 people are sharing rides in groups of two. Of 

these two groups, approximately 6,000 people are 

carpooling or sharing rides because of the matching 

service. 

In cooperation with the City of Portland, Tri-Met 

administers the Downtown Parking Permit Program, 

providing preferential carpool parking at six-hour 

meters. A maximum of 500, $25 monthly permits can be 

sold under the program. In January 1981, 487 permits 

were issued to 1,554 people. 

In cooperation with the City of Portland, Tri-Met 

administers a preferential on-street Carpool Parking 

Program in the Lloyd Center area. Fifty-two free carpool 

spaces were initially reserved for the program. There is 

currently a waiting list for these spaces and the program 

may be expanded. 
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The Rideshare Project's free Carpool Matching Service 

responded to 3,388 new carpool applicants during 1980. 

An average match rate of 61 percent has been maintained 

over the last year. 

E. Long-Range Transit Improvements. $190 million in 

Interstate Transfer funds has been earmarked for the 

Banfield Corridor Transitway and highway improvements. 

The project will construct a light-rail line which will 

link downtown Portland with Gresham and improve the 

existing substandard highway. The project will also 

include a number of park and ride lots, ramp metering, 

and improved feeder bus service. The project has the 

approval of all the required jurisdictions. 

F. Park and Ride Lots. There are 67 park and ride lots 

throughout the region being used by over 2,000 vehicles. 

Of these, 11 are major lots with over 100 stalls. These 

major lots are well distributed throughout the region in 

the following locations: Forest Grove, Gresham, 

Hillsboro, Oregon City, North Portland (Hayden Island), 

Northeast Portland (at 102nd Avenue and Sandy Boulevard), 

Southeast Portland (Mall 205), Southwest Portland (at 

Sunset Boulevard and at Barbur Boulevard), Clackamas Town 

Center, Washington Square, and the Tanasbourne Shopping 

Center. 
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G. Employer Programs to Encourage Carpooling and 

Vanpooling. Employer programs to encourage car and 

vanpooling are part of Tri-Met's overall regional 

ridesharing program. Tri-Met looks at major employers in 

the region on an individual basis. Then, depending on 

their size, location and accessibility to transit, they 

offer various transportation packages to employers. The 

packages consist of various options such as carpooling, 

vanpooling or transit. They also recommend transit 

incentives to be provided to employees. Tri-Met 

Rideshare representatives are currently working with 

approximately 250 employers to develop transportation 

programs for employees. Because of their efforts, over 

30 employer-sponsored vanpools are currently operating. 

Tri-Met also provides transportation training workshops 

for company representatives. This year, Tri-Met has 

trained about 200 individuals as in-house Transportation 

Coordinators. These individuals represent 90 separate 

organizations with over 220 locations and approximately 

100,000 employees. Transportation Coordinators provide 

encouragement, assistance and information about 

ridesharing to fellow employees in addition to their 

regular job responsibilities. 

H. Traffic Flow Improvements. There have been numerous 

traffic flow improvements in Portland during the last few 

years. Some of the major improvements are: 

- 42 -



1. Computerized traffic signals have been instituted on 

several major arterials and the Transit Mall. Other 

areas are being evaluated to see if additional 

computerization can be accomplished. 

2. There is a voluntary program with downtown stores 

which encourages delivery of retail merchandise in 

the off-peak hours to help ease peak-hour congestion. 

3. Turns have been prohibited at many intersections on 

the downtown Transit Mall where there is heavy 

pedestrian traffic. This helps eliminate excessive 

idling while waiting for pedestrians to cross the 

street. 

4. As has been previously discussed, on-street parking 

has been banned or limited on several streets in 

downtown Portland as a measure to help traffic flow. 

I. Bicycle Program. Legislation passed in 1971 authorized 

the expenditure of not less than one percent of the State 

of Oregon Highway Fund monies for the establishment of 

bicycle trails and footpaths. The program has resulted 

in development of approximately 120 km (74 miles) of 

bikeway in the AQMA. This figure includes bikeways 

separate from, adjacent to, or shared with roadways as 

well as sidewalk bikeways. 

There is also funding in the annual budget of the City of 

Portland for constructing curb cuts, upgrading signs, 
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replacing hazardous sewer grates and providing bypasses 

around hazardous areas on streets which are not 

undergoing general repair. The removal of hazardous 

spots receives first priority for this funding. 

In addition, the City of Portland has an ongoing program 

to promote and encourage the use of bicycles for any 

trip. The emphasis of the program is to make the street 

system safer for bicycle riders rather than to provide 

separate bicycle routes. 

Lastly, bicycle routes along the major sections of the 

Willamette Greenway (a public park along the Willamette 

River) will be designed over the next two years. The 

City's goal is to have 100 miles of designated bike 

routes and capture five percent of work trips by 

bicycling by 1985. 

J. I-5 North Rideshare Program. In cooperation with the 

City of Portland and other local agencies, a separately 

funded two-year Rideshare Program has been developed to 

increase ridesharing and reduce congestion in the North 

I-5 corridor. 

The combination of the comparatively long trip between 

Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, Washington, the single 

bridge which connects them, and the large number of 
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commuters in the corridor makes the potential for 

increasing the number of trips made by transit service 

and other rideshare alternatives very high. 

K. Emission Standards for Industrial Sources. 

The Department of Environmental Quality has adopted 

emission standards that require reasonably available 

control technology be applied to all sources of volatile 

organic compounds for which EPA has published a control 

technology guideline. These emission standards are set 

forth in Oregon Adninistrative Rules 340-22-100 through 

-220. The sources impacted and the dates compliance with 

the rules is required are shown in Table 4.3.3-3. 

Some of these controls have been implemented ahead of 

schedule. By 1980, the resultant voe reductions amounted 

to 7,310 kilograms/day. The 1980 base emission inventory 

reflects these reductions. 

Between 1980 and 1987, full compliance with the emission 

standards is expected to result in an additional 15,110 

kilograms/day reduction in voe. These reductions are 

already included in the 1987 attainment year emission 

inventory. 

The Department of Environmental Quality has requested 

$49,400 from the Environmental Protection Agency for 
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TABLE 4.3.3-3 

Industrial Source Compliance Schedule 

Source Category 

Degreasers 
Service Station Loading 

(Stage I) 
Gasoline Delivery Trucks 
Bulk Gasoline Terminals 
Gasoline Bulk Plants 
Dry Cleaners (Perchloroethylene) 
Paper and Can Coating 
Metal Coating 
Cutback Asphalt 
Liquid Storage, Second Seals 
Printing, Flexographic 
Flatwood Coating 
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Compliance Date 

04/01/80 

04/01/81 
04/01/81 
07/31/81 
07/31/81 
01/01/82 
12/31/82 
12/31/82 
04/01/79 
12/31/81 
07/01/82 
12/31/82 



enforcement of parts of the rule. The Department also 

will expend approximately 12 person-months to implement 

the remaining parts of the rule. 

4.3.3.5 Additional Committed Projects 

A number of new transportation control measures are being 

implemented to further reduce mobile source emissions, as well 

as for their other benefits. Because these measures are not 

required to attain the federal ozone standard and are not 

being incorporated into the growth cushion, an estimate of 

each measure's pollution reduction potential was not 

determined. The following is a list of programs or projects 

which are committed and have secure funding. Work has begun 

on some of the projects with the remainder scheduled to be 

implemented in the near future. 

A. Transit Improvements 

In September 1982, Tri-Met will begin implementation of 

the first phase of its short-range Transit Development 

Plan (TDP) . The first phase includes a fundamental 

change in routes and schedules in North, Northeast and 

Southeast Portland. A route grid system will be 

instituted and the frequency of buses will be greatly 

improved. It is estimated that these improvements will 

increase ridership by 25,000 passengers per day in the 

next two to three years. Tri-Met has budgeted $7,000,000 

in their FY 1983 work program to implement the service 

improvements. 
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B. Bus Purchase 

Tri-Met has purchased 87 articulated buses at a cost of 

$17,080,000. These buses are an important component of 

the transit service improvements discussed above. 

c. Transit Fare Incentives 

Tri-Met will establish a five-zone fare structure in June 

1982 which will make transit fares more responsive to 

trip lengths. In addition larger discounts will be 

offered to holders of monthly passes and a special 

reduced fare for off-peak hours will be available to 

transit riders making intrazonal transit trips. Other 

transit fare incentives will be examined in the future. 

o. Ramp Metering 

Ramp metering was established on I-5 North from Portland 

to Vancouver in January 1981 at a cost of $720,000. The 

meters have reduced afternoon peak-hour travel times in 

the corridor by 50 percent and are reducing hydrocarbon 

emissions by approximately 100 kilograms per day. 

E. Traffic Flow Improvements 

Numerous traffic flow improvements are being implemented 

throughout the region. Major projects that will reduce 

hydrocarbon emissions include: 

1. Coliseum Area Traffic Signal and Intertie 

Improvements. Improves and connects traffic signals 

at nine locations at a cost of $725,000. 
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2. Hall Boulevard TSM Projects. Establishes signal 

interties on Hall Boulevard between Tualatin Valley 

Highway and Denny Road at a cost of $328,000. 

3. Tualatin Bypass. Reroutes travel around the center 

of Tualatin at a cost of $1,681,000. 

4. N.W. 14th/16th and 18th/19th One-Way Couplets. 

Changes traffic patterns to remove traffic from 

residential streets and shifts to streets surrounded 

by commercial and industrial uses at a cost of 

$656,000. 

F. McLaughlin Corridor Rideshare Program 

The McLaughlin Corridor Rideshare Program will promote 

ridesharing in one of the most congested travel corridors 

in the Portland metropolitan area. The project will 

implement a number of rideshare actions. Specific 

actions are still to be finalized, but will probably 

include highway signs advertising carpooling, mailing 

rideshare information to 40,000 households and 250 firms 

within the study area, individual contact with businesses 

to assist them in setting up rideshare programs, and mass 

media promotion through newspapers, radio and TV. 

The rideshare program has a two-year timeframe from the 

developmental phase to completion of all project 

elements. Planning is scheduled to begin in early 1982. 

The program is being coordinated by Metro in cooperation 

with Tri-Met. 
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Funding: 

$196,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program.) 

$65,333 local match. 

G. Employer Bicycle Planning Project 

The Portland region will be experimenting with a new 

approach to bicycle promotion. One element is to work 

with 20 employers, much in the same manner that Tri-Met 

establishes Employee Rideshare Plans, to establish 

Bicycle Plans for work commuting. This will be 

supplemented with a media campaign targeted at 

encouraging work trip commuting and tolerance of 

bicyclers from auto drivers. There will also be a survey 

to define public attitudes towards bicycling and what can 

be done to help overcome negative attitudes. 

Responsibility: 

Project Management--Metro 

Technical Direction--City of Portland 

Schedule: 

This is scheduled as a 15-month project which began in 

January 1982. The primary promotional activities are 

scheduled for summer of 1982. 
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Funding: 

$174,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program 

Grant.) 

H. State Legislation to Encourage Ridesharing 

Several pieces of State legislation (SB 52 and SB 54) 

that eliminate institutional barriers to ridesharing were 

passed during the 1981 Oregon legislative session. These 

bills defined ridesharing, eliminated worker's 

compensation problems by allowing employers to exempt 

ridesharing from their liability, and clarified insurance 

coverage on state employees using state-owned vehicles 

for ridesharing. 

I. Shop and Ride Program 

Included in the FY 81-82 Tri-Met work program is a 

regional shop and ride program. Downtown retailers would 

provide two free bus tickets to shoppers who demonstrate 

that they had ridden the bus. The tickets would be valid 

for the trip home and for a return trip to the retail 

center. The program would be very similar to the parking 

validation approach that many retail facilities use now. 

The stores would be able to buy the transit tickets from 

Tri-Met at a discount. To ensure the program's 

viability, a commitment is required from 100 merchants 

before Tri-Met will enact this program, however. 
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Schedule: 

The Tri-Met Board will decide whether or not to fund this 

program by mid fiscal year 1982. 

J. City of Portland Bicycle Parking Program 

The City of Portland will install 42 bicycle racks in 

downtown Portland, each designed for two bicycles. 

Thirty additional bicycle storage lockers will be placed 

downtown, at Portland State University, at the Barbur 

Boulevard Transit Station and within a few 

neighborhoods. The goal of the new program is to 

encourage more Portlanders to ride their bikes to work, 

or to bike to transit stops and finish their commute trip 

by bus. 

The Portland City Council has also approved a $14,650 

grant to support the Bicycle Commuter Service, a 

nonprofit organization promoting bicycling. 

A recently approved City of Portland Zoning Code change 

requires all downtown developers to provide bicycle 

storage spaces equivalent to five percent of their car 

parking supply. 

Responsibility: 

City of Portland Bicycle Program. 
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Schedule: 

All bicycle racks and lockers are scheduled to be 

installed by April 1982. 

Funding: 

Federal Highway Administration Grant in the amount of 

$22,564 plus a local match of $8,588 for a total program 

cost of $31,152. The program will be self sustaining 

through the purchase of trip tickets from downtown 

retailers. 

K. Employee Flexible Working Hours Program 

This program is designed to assist businesses in 

implementing effective flex-time programs within their 

companies. The program is comprised of three main 

components: 1) promotion of the flex-time concept, 

2) institution of flex-time programs at selected 

demonstration firms, and 3) evaluation of the 

demonstration programs. Tri-Met will have primary 

responsibility for the promotional campaign. The City of 

Portland will administer the remaining parts of the 

program with consultant assistance. 

Schedule: 

The program began in January 1982 and will last for an 

18-month period. 
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Funding: 

$65,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program 

Grant.) 

L. Traffic Signal System Project 

The City of Portland has concluded that significant 

benefits can be gained by interconnecting and efficiently 

coordinating the existing traffic signal network 

citywide. Benefits to be derived include: 

reduced fuel consumption 

improved air quality 

reduced traffic accidents 

decreased stops and delay time 

reduced utility and signal maintenance costs 

improved efficiency of the public transit system 

Portland is presently developing a five-year traffic 

signal improvement plan for the City. If met, the goal 

of a 15 percent reduction in stops and delays would 

amount to a fuel savings of 1,860 gallons per year per 

intersection. For the City's present system, this would 

provide a 1,302,000 gallon per year fuel savings. 

Schedule: 

The Traffic Signal Plan was completed in 1981, along with 

a design and implementation schedule for the completion 

of all recommendations within five years of that date. 
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Funding: 

$2.5 million from the Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. 

M. Downtown Portland Air Quality Plan 

As a part of an overall Downtown Parking Management 

Program, the City of Portland took several actions aimed 

specifically at maintaining and improving the 

environmental quality of downtown. The Air Quality Plan, 

as adopted by City Council on October 30, 1980, is 

incorporated as a major part of the Portland Carbon 

Monoxide State Implementation Plan. Specific provisions 

of the downtown plan are described in the CO SIP. 

N. City of Portland Employee Travel 

The City of Portland's Energy Policy includes as one of 

its objectives a reduction in the amount of work-related 

local travel by City employees. The objective calls for 

a 10 percent reduction in travel compared to 1978 levels. 

Responsibility: 

The City of Portland Fleet Pool Manager monitors the use 

of fleet vehicles to determine progress towards the 

10 percent goal. 

Schedule: 

The objective was included as part of the City of 

Portland Energy Policy which was adopted in 1979. 
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4.3.3.6 Projects Being Pursued 

Numerous additional transportation projects which would have a 

beneficial impact on air quality are being pursued. These 

projects are in varying stages of development and have 

uncertain funding at present; thus, they are not committed 

projects. All are included in Metro's Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP), however, and many will be 

implemented in the coming years. Following is a list of those 

measures with a brief description of each. 

a. Tri-Met Transit Develoement Plan: Major service 

improvements which would double existing transit capacity. 

b. Park and Ride Lots: Construction of new park and ride 

lots in Oregon City, Maywood Park and Lents. 

c. Westside Corridor Improvements: $66 million has been 

reserved for transit expansion and highway improvements 

on Portland's Westside. Transit options include a light 

rail transitway or a significant increase in bus 

service. Highway improvement options include a climbing 

lane and ramp metering on the sunset Highway and other 

traffic flow improvements. 

d. McLoughlin Corridor: $23 million has been reserved for 

transit and highway improvements in the McLoughlin 

Boulevard corridor. Options include a high occupancy 

- 56 -



vehicle lane or preferential treatment for high occupancy 

vehicles. 

e. Ramp Metering: New ramp metering projects on I-5 south 

from Portland to Tigard and I-205. Longer-range planning 

is examining ramp metering on I-405 and Highway 217. 

f. Slough Bridge: Reconstruction of I-5 Freeway and 

interchange near Columbia River to improve traffic flow 

between Oregon and Washington. 

g. Hollywood District Improvements: Numerous traffic flow 

improvements in the Hollywood District including signal 

interconnects, improved circulation, reduced through 

traffic on residential streets, and bus shelters and bus 

lanes. 

h. Gateway Area Signal Interconnect: Interconnects signals 

in the congested Gateway shopping district. 

i. Railroad Avenue/Harmony Road: Upgrades to provide a 

transit trunk route between Milwaukie and Clackamas Town 

Center transit stations. 

j. Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway: Provides for bus pullouts, 

shelters, and signal interconnect from Hillsdale to 

Raleigh Hills. 

- 57 -



k. Burnside Avenue - Gresham: Widening and signal 

interconnect from Stark Street to 223rd Avenue. 

1. Oregon City Bypass: Expressway bypass of Oregon City's 

central business district. 

rn. Yeon/Vaughn: Provides a link for regional traffic 

between southwest end of Fremont Bridge ramp and St. 

Helens Road. Improves industrial access and eliminates 

11 of 13 existing railroad crossings. 

In addition to these specific projects, Metro will be adopting 

a long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Included in 

the RTP are objectives of reducing travel demand on the 

region's highways by: 1) minimizing travel by single occupant 

automobiles; 2) minimizing travel during peak hours; and 3) 

minimizing trip length. Specific goals include having 35 

percent of all persons traveling to work by auto in the 

rideshare mode by the year 2000. 

A number of specific programs will be enacted in the corning 

years to achieve these goals and objectives. The programs 

could include additional parking management programs, a 

revised regional bicycle plan, regional flex-time programs and 

new rideshare programs. All these will help the region attain 

its many goals, including cleaner air. 
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4.3.4 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Section 3.1 contains the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) adopted 

by the Environmental Quality Commission to carry out the 

requirements of the Clean Air Act as promulgated by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency. The rules that are pertinent to 

the ozone control strategy for the Portland-Vancouver AQMA are: 

* OAR 340-20-220 through -275, the new source review rules; 

* OAR 340-20-300 through -320, the plant site emission 

limit rules; 

* OAR 340-22-100 through -220, general emission standards 

for volatile organic compounds; 

* OAR 24-300 through -350, motor vehicle emission control 

inspection test criteria and standards. 

New Source Review Rules 

The new source review rules require major new or modified stationary 

sources locating in a nonattainment area to: 

1. Meet lowest achievable emission rates; 

2. Demonstrate that the source will comply with the growth 

increment available or provide emission offsets; 

3. Provide an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, 

production processes and control techniques. 
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Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 

Plant site emission limit rules establish a baseline allowable 

emission rate for existing emitting volatile organic compounds. 

These rules do not allow significant growth of stationary source 

emissions unless a growth margin is available or an offset can be 

obtained. As a result of these rules, negligible growth in 

emissions between 1980 and 1987 was assumed for stationary point 

sources. 

General Emission Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds 

The emission standards rules fulfill the EPA requirement that 

reasonably available control technology be applied to all stationary 

sources emitting volatile organic compounds for which the EPA has 

issued a control technology guideline. 

Inspection/Maintenance 

All major urban areas needing an extension beyond 1982 for 

attainment of the ozone standard are required to implement a vehicle 

inspection/maintenance program by December 31, 1982. The Oregon 

inspection/maintenance program has been in mandatory operation since 

July 1975. The inspection is required for all vehicles registered 

within the Metro boundary. 

Appendix 4.3-8 contains the required information about Oregon's 

inspection/maintenance program. 
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4.3.5. REASONABLE FURTHER PROGRESS 

The Clean Air Act requires a demonstration that reasonable further 

progress is being made each year toward the attainment of all air 

quality standards. Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) is defined as 

annual incremental reductions in emissions for each pollutant that 

are sufficient for compliance by the required date. Projected 

reductions in volatile organic compound emissions are shown in 

Figure 4.3.3-1. This figure shows anticipated volatile organic 

compound emissions reductions between 1980 and 1987, based upon the 

inventory described in Section 4.3.2. The projections conclude that 

the reduction in volatile organic compound emissions that is needed 

to meet the federal ozone standard will be achieved by 1987. 

4.3.5.l Annual Report 

To monitor RFP, DEQ and Metro will jointly submit a report 

each July l for the preceding calendar year which will comply 

with the following Environmental Protection Agency 

requirements: 

a. Identification of growth of major new or modified 

existing sources, minor (less than 25 tons/year) new 

sources, and mobile sources; 

b. Reduction in emissions for existing sources; 

c. Update of the emission inventory; and 

d. Comparison of air quality monitoring data with the 

emission inventory. 
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If ambient air quality data suggests that RFP is not being 

maintained, Metro and DEQ will examine the emission 

inventories, meteorological data, and actual ozone 

concentrations to determine if a problem exists. If it is 

determined that RFP is not being maintained, a contingency 

plan will be implemented. 

4.3.5.2 Contingency Provision 

In the case of the region not being able to demonstrate annual 

Reasonable Further Progress, a "contingency plan" process to 

identify and implement additional control measures that will 

compensate for any unanticipated shortfalls in emission 

reductions has been established. The initial determination of 

annual RFP compliance will be made by DEQ. If their 

determination is that RFP is not being met, they will contact 

Metro. Metro will review the annual Transportation 

Improvement Plan (TIP) to see if any projects that were 

expected to assist in pollution reductions have been delayed 

or if projects with an adverse effect have been included. 

(Metro has examined the current TIP and has not identified any 

adverse projects at this time.) If Metro identifies problems 

with delays, every effort will be made to bring the projects 

back on line. If any transportation projects with adverse 

impacts are identified, they will be delayed while other 

measures are adopted to make up for the shortfall. There are 

a number of measures which could be implemented if Reasonable 

Further Progress is not being achieved. These include 
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additional stationary source controls, annual 

inspection/maintenance, and additional transportation control 

measures. Any new measures required for attainment will be 

adopted through the consultation of state and local government 

officials process and public involvement process described in 

Section 4.3.6, and will become part of a revised ozone SIP. 

4.3.5.3 Conformity of Federal Actions 

U.S. Department of Transportation rules require that the 

Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement 

Program conform with air quality SIPs. Transportation plans 

and programs are determined to be in conformance with SIP's if 

they: 

1. reflect reasonable progress in implementing those 

transportation control measures that are called for in 

the SIP to meet air quality standards; and 

2. do not include actions that would reduce the 

effectiveness of planned transportation control measures. 

To determine conformity, Metro will annually assess the TIP to 

ensure that it includes those projects which are detailed in 

this SIP as necessary for attainment of the ozone standard. 

Following Metro's review of the TIP, UMTA and FHWA will make 

the final determination of conformity. 
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Because no new projects are required to attain the ozone 

standard, only those existing projects discussed in 

Section 4.3.3.4 will need to be included in the TIP to 

determine conformity. The TIP will also be examined annually 

to ensure that it does not include projects which would 

adversely affect those projects which are necessary for 

attainment of the ozone standard. 
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4.3.6. STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

4.3.6.1 Public Involvement 

The air quality planning program in the Portland Air Quality 

Maintenance Area has been a cooperative effort between Metro, 

DEQ and representatives of other federal, state, and local 

governments and agencies in both Oregon and Washington. An 

important aspect of the planning process, however, was the 

input received from business, industrial, environmental and 

civic organizations, as well as from concerned citizens. 

The Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee has been the focal 

point of the air quality planning/public involvement effort in 

the Oregon portion of the AQMA. This committee is a 24-member 

body composed of representatives from the general public and 

diverse interests discussed above. The committee's primary 

mission is to advise DEQ and Metro on air quality control 

strategies which are both implementable and designed to attain 

and maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards. 

(A list of the members of the committee is shown on 

Table 4.3.6-1.) 

The specific charge of the Air Quality Advisory Committee was 

to review the inter-relationships between planning for total 

suspended particulates, CO and ozone control strategies and to 

provide advice on the compatibilities and tradeoffs between 

actions involved in controlling stationary and transportation 

sources of these pollutants. In formulating this advice, the 
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committee took into account many factors besides air quality 

impacts. These included non-air quality environmental 

factors, energy consumption, economic and social impacts, and 

political and institutional feasibility. 

The committee met over 50 times during the course of the 

development of the particulate, carbon monoxide, and ozone 

control strategies for this region. For the ozone planning 

process, the committee was instrumental in: 

1. Determining which of the 18 Reasonably Available Control 

Measures were high priority for analysis; 

2. Recommending additional control measures for 

consideration; 

3. Helping to resolve interstate differences between Oregon 

and Washington; 

4. Recommending new programs which are committed to or being 

considered for implementation; and 

5. Recommending that a growth cushion policy be implemented 

in the Oregon portion of the AQMA. 

All committee meetings are open to the public. At every 

meeting, there is an opportunity for interested citizens to 

comment on the activities of the committee or any other matter 

pertaining to air quality. 

In addition to the activities of the advisory committee, there 

were numerous other measures which ensured public 

participation in and awareness of the planning process. 
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These measures have all been documented to EPA in progress 

reports and include: 

1. An air quality/transportation slide show which explained 

alternatives available for implementation. The show was 

shown at over forty meetings of business and, civic 

groups, neighborhood organizations, etc. Feedback on 

alternative measures was obtained at all meetings; 

2. A random sample public opinion survey regarding the 

various transportation control measures being considered 

for implementation; 

3. Four issues of an air quality newsletter, Air Times, 

received by over 400 individuals and groups; 

4. A brochure outlining in simple terms the air quality 

problems in the Portland airshed and steps that 

individuals can take to help abate the problem; 

5. Two clean air fairs in a square in downtown Portland; 

6. A rideshare conference attended by over 100 firms in the 

reg ion; 

7. Seven television air quality public service announcements. 

8. An appearance by Metro and DEQ staff on the the radio 

talk show "Talkabout"; and 

9. Special air quality/transportation workshops with the 

Portland League of Women Voters and the Oregon 

Environmental Council. 

4.3.6.2 Interstate Coordination 

The regional emission inventories incorporated in this plan 
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were jointly developed by the Metropolitan Service District 

and the Department of Environmental Quality in Oregon, and the 

Regional Planning Council of Clark County, Washington. 

Regional emission inventories adopted in each jurisdiction's 

plan are thus identical. 

4.3.6.3 Consultation Among State and Local Officials 

The ozone State Implementation Plan proceeds through a review 

that is specifically designed to involve political 

jurisdictions within the region from both Oregon and 

Washington. 

First, the plan is reviewed by Metro's Transportation Policy 

Alternatives Committee (TPAC), composed of representatives of 

the cities and counties in the metropolitan area, as well 

asthe Oregon Department of Transportation, the Washington 

Department of Transportation, Oregon DEQ, the Port of 

Portland, transit agencies in Oregon and Washington, and the 

Regional Planning Council of Clark County, Washington. 

Once TPAC reviews the recommendations, they will go to Metro's 

Regional Development Committee. This Committee is composed of 

six Metro Councilors, who are all locally elected officials. 

The Committee looks at issues as they relate to land use, 

public facilities and other matters of regional concern. 
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The recommendations will also go to Metro's Joint Policy 

Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) for their review 

and recommendation. JPACT is charged with transportation and 

air quality advisory responsibility to the Metro Council and 

is composed of locally elected Mayors and City Councilors, 

County Commissioners, Metro Councilors and heads of special 

districts and State agencies from both Oregon and Washington 

jurisdictions. 

Table 4.3.6-2.) 

(Membership of JPACT is shown in 

The recommendations and comments from the Planning Committee 

are then forwarded to the full Metro Council. This locally 

elected Council is responsible to a geographic constituency 

covering the entire urbanized area, maximizing public 

accountability. The Council adopts the SIP by resolution. 

Comments from both citizens and local agencies are accepted at 

the same Council meeting that the plan is considered for 

adoption. 

The Metro Council then submits their adopted plan to the 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission. DEQ also reviews the 

Plan and submits a staff report to the Commission with their 

recommendation of the Plan and a summary of the Air Quality 

Advisory Committee's recommendations. 

The Environmental Quality Commission has the final 

responsibility for authorization and adoption of a State Air 
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Quality Plan. Following a review of the Metro Council action, 

the DEQ recommendation and a public hearing to receive 

comment, the Commission adopts the final Oregon Ozone State 

Implementation Plan for the Portland area. The Plan is then 

forwarded by the Governor to EPA for federal approval. 
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TABLE 4.3.6-1 

Membership of the Portland AQMA Advisory Committee 

1. City of Portland 
2. Metropolitan Service District** 
3. Multnomah County 
4. Clackamas County 
5. Washington County 
6. Oregon Department of Transportation 
7. Port of Portland 
8. Western Oil and Gas Association 
9. Associated Oregon Industries (AOI) 

10. Portland Chamber of Commerce 
11. Oregon Environmental Council 
12. League of women Voters 
13. Oregon Lung Association 
14. Public-at-Large* 
15. Public-at-Large* 
16. Public-at-Large* 
17. Public-at-Large* 
18. Representative from Academic Institution 
19. Labor Council Representative 
20. Tri-Met (Public Transit Agency) 
21. Washington Department of Ecology** 
22. Southwest Air Pollution Control Authority** 
23. Clark County Regional Planning Council** 
24. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality** 

* One each from the City of Portland and Multnomah, Clackamas and 
Washington Counties. 

** Non-voting member. 
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TABLE 4.3.6-2 

JPACT MEMBERSHIP 

1. Lloyd Anderson, Executive Director, Port of Portland 

2. Bob Bothman, Administrator, Oregon Department of Transportation 

3. County Executive Donald E. Clark, Multnomah County 
Commissioner Dennis Buchanan (alternate) 

4. Commissioner Larry Cole, Cities in Washington County 

5. Ed Ferguson, District Administrator, Washington Department of 
Transportation 

6. Commissioner Jim Fisher, Washington County 

7. John Frewing, Tri-Met Board 

8. Marge Kafoury, Metro Councilor 
Bob Oleson, Metro Councilor (alternate) 

9. Corky Kirkpatrick, Metro Councilor 

10. Commissioner Robin Lindquist, Cities in Clackamas County 

11. Mayor Al Myers, Cities in Multnomah County 

12. Councilor Dick Pokornowski, City of Vancouver 
Councilwoman Rose Besserman (alternate) 

13. Commissioner Mildred Schwab, City of Portland 
Mayor Frank Ivancie (alternate) 

14. Commissioner Robert Schumacher, Clackamas County 

15. Commissioner Vern Veysey, Clark County 

16. Charles Williamson, Metro Councilor 

17. Bill Young, Director, Department of Environmental Quality 
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4.3.6.4 Basic Transportation Needs 

The EPA requires funding and implementation of public 

transportation measures to maintain mobility where 

transportation control strategies are implemented. While no 

additional transportation control strategies are called for in 

this plan to attain the ozone standard, the region is 

continuing its emphasis on high levels of transit and 

ridesharing as a means of providing mobility to the general 

public, while helping to relieve congestion on the highway 

system, reduce pollutant emissions and conserve energy. This 

is evidenced by the numerous transit and rideshare projects 

discussed in Sections 4.3.3.4, 4.3.3.5 and 4.3.3.6 of this Plan. 

In addition, the region's recommended RTP through the year 2000 

calls for a quality of transit service that is reasonably 

comparable to alternative modes of travel. Transit ridership, 

under this Plan, is expected to increase to 3.2 times today's 

levels, while overall travel demand increases only 1.5 times. 

An increase in ridesharing for work trips of 1.5 times current 

levels is also called for in the RTP. Together, these programs 

should provide for the basic transportation needs of the 

Portland metropolitan area's citizens. 

RB/srb 

49908/291 
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:O:.Q-1 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Oepartrnent of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

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

• 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

A...QH,A_NCE TO BE HEARD ABQJJ.lJ.. 

Prepared: March 26,1982 
Hearing Date: May 2lJ, 1982 

Proposed Revision to the State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan 

for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate 
Air Quality Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): 

Carbon Monoxide Control Strategy 
and Ozone Control Strategy 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend its State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with the federal Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1977. The carbon monoxide control strategy will bring the 
Portland area into compliance with the carbon monoxide standard by 
December 31, 1985. The ozone control strategy will bring the Portland area 
into compliance with the ozone standard by December 31 , 1987. The DEQ wHl 
submit the strategies adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for approval and incorporation 
into the Oregon State Implementation Plan. A hearing on this matter will 
be held in Portland on May 24, 1982. 

liRA.T IS '!'HE D_ER PROPOSING; 

Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed State 
Implementation Plan amendments. 

Highlights of the carbon monoxide control strategy are: 

** The use of the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program, public 
transit, carpooling, and other ridesharing measures to reduce carbon 
monoxide emissions. 

** The City of Portland has adopted a parking management program with a 
ceiling on the number of parking spaces in downtown Portland. 

Highlights of the Ozone Control Strategy are: 

*§ The use of the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program and the 
implementation of the Banfield Light Rail Transit project and other 
measures to reduce Volatile Organic Compound emissions. 
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** Emission standards for certain existing industrial sources such as 
paper and can coating operations, perchloroethylene d1·y cleaners, and 
flexographic printing. 

Wl!O I~ AFFEC.Ifil:1 BY THIS PROPOSAL: 

Ihe residents of the Portland ~and owners of certain CQ!!lmercial apd 
;l.J'.)dustrial operations that emit yapors leading to ozone formation. 

HOH IQ PROYIDE~ 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be 
received by May 24, 1982. 

Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 

Portland 12:00 p.m. 
(Noon) 

Date_ 

May 24, 1982 

)!AL INFORMATION; 

Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from: 

Howard Harris 
DEQ Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
503-229-6086 

Location 

DEQ Conference Room 
Room 1400, Yeon Bldg, 
522 SW 5th Avenue 

Thi.s proposal amends OAR 340-20-047. It is proposed under authority of ORS 
468.020, 468.295, and 468.305. 

1Al:!Jl USE PLANNING CONSISTENCY: 

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

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

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the 
proposals. 
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Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
actl.on 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 as!< the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state or federal authorities, 

FURTHE.;Jl PROCE!ID.I.!ID.§.~ 

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule amendments identical 
to the proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments on the same 
subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations will be 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean 
Air Act ImplementatJ_on Plan. The Commission's deliberation should come on 
July 16, 1982 as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled Commission 
meeting. 

A Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this 
notice. 

HH:a 
AA1980 (1) 

SIPLU.PN (12/79) 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOV~RNOR 

DEQ-46 

ATTACHMENT 3 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Hearing Report on May 24. 1982. Hearing. 
"Proposed Revisions to the State Clean Air 
Act Implementation Plan (SIP) for the 
Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality 
Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): Ozone 
Control Strategy" 

Summary of Procedure 

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at the Yeon 
Building, Room 11100, located at 522 SW Fifth Avenue in Portland, at 12:07 
p,m, on May 24, 1982. The purpose was to receive testimony regarding 
proposed revisions to the SIP for carbon monoxide and ozone control 
strategies in the Portland portion of the Interstate Air Quality 
Maintenance Area, This report summarizes the testimony related to the 
ozone control strategy, 

Summary of Written Testimony 

Mr. Joe Weller, Oregon Lung Association (OLA) stated that by 1987 Portland 
is expected to achieve ozone attainment by a very small margin, 1% or 2% of 
the total reduction required. OLA maintains that even a minimal modeling 
error could throw the predicted attainment date off by years. OLA 
emphasized that the proposed ozone SIP revision treats the predicted margin 
as if it existed now for growth allocation. OLA indicated that past 
hydrocarbon emission estimates have been in error with initial reduction 
estimates altered to reflect that no change had taken place in ozone 
levels, OLA recommended that the predicted surplus in hydrocarbon emission 
reductions be treated as a safety margin rather than as a growth cushion, 
with institution of an offset policy to deal with industrial growth. Mr. 
Weller submitted written testimony for the OLA after his oral presentation 
and attached the minutes of the December 15, 1981, Portland Air Quality 
Advisory Committee meeting, 
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Portlrul Air Quality Adyisory Committee stated that it is a group of over 20 
individuals representing a broad spectrum of air quality interests. For 
the ozone portion of the SIP, the Committee stated that attainment will be 
achieved with currently committed measures including the vehicle inspection 
program, downtown parking management, ridesharing programs, and industrial 
controls. Pursuit by the region of additional measures which will further 
reduce emissions was acknowledged. The Committee cited the importance of 
the Growth Allocation Plan which allows new or expanding industry to 
operate without first finding costly and time consuming offsets, up to the 
maximum amount of the growth cushion. The difference on the approach to 
growth management between Washington (offsets) and Oregon (growth cushion) 
was mentioned. The Committee stated that after considerable discussion, it 
supports the growth management approach contained in the present SIP. The 
Committee urged adoption of the ozone SIP by the Environmental Quality 
Commission. 

City of Portland stated that currently committed control measures are 
projected to bring the region into attainment with the ozone standard by 
1987. The City pointed out that additional measures are being pursued 
which will further reduce emissions. The City highlighted the Growth 
Allocation Plan with its growth cushion as being an important element of 
the plan along with area-wide programs including vehicle inspection, 
transit improvements, and rideshare projects. The City stated that it 
supports adoption of the plan by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Mr. Lloyd Anderson. Port of Portland expressed support of the ozone portion 
of the SIP and mentioned the Port's involvement in the development of the 
plan. The Port recommends that the SIP be adopted. 

Dr. Andrew Moschogianis. Oregonians for Clean Air cited the high pollution 
potential in the valley, and stated that despite this, DEQ is proposing to 
allow industry to abandon the offset program for Volatile Organic Compounds 
based upon a predicted one percent surplus in emission reductions for this 
pollutant. He pointed out that a 675 tons per year emission reduction 
surplus amounts to over one pound of VOC for every man, woman and child in 
the region and such an amount as a growth cushion constitutes a clear 
disregard for the welfare of the people of the region. Dr. Moschogianis 
declared that projected emission reductions do not adequately take into 
consideration the range of error inherent in the computer modeling process. 
Oregonians for Clean Air strongly protest the growth cushion approach 
proposed for the SIP and urge the deletion of the growth cushion portions 
of the SIP. 

Oral and Written Testimony was offered by: 

Joe Weller, Oregon Lung Association 
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Testimony received in written form only: 

Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee 
City of Portland 
Lloyd Anderson, Port of Portland 
Andrew Moschogianis, Oregonians for Clean Air 

Recommendations 

The hearing officer makes no recommendations. Respectfully submitted, 

~·#,"~ 
Howard W. Harris 
Hearing Officer 

Attachments: 1. Notice of Public Hearing 
2. Testimony of Oregon Lung Association 
3. Testimony of Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee 
4. Testimony of City of Portland 
5. Testimony of Port of Portland 
6. Testimony of Oregonians for Clean Air 

J.F. Kowalczyk:a 
229-6459 
June 8, 1982 
AA2252 (1) 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVEHNOR 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC BEARING 

Prepared: March 26, 1982 
Hearing Date: May 24, 1982 

A.Jt.!W!CE TO BE HW.D ABOUT; 

Proposed Revision to the State 
Clean Air Act Implementatlon Plan 

f'or the Portland-Vancouver Interstate 
Air Quality Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): 

Carbon Monoxide Control Strategy 
and Ozone Control Strategy 

The Department of' Environmental Quality is proposing to amend its State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with the f'ederal Clean Air Act 
Amendments of' 1977. The carbon monoxide control strategy will bring the 
Portland area into compliance with the carbon monoxide standard by 
December 31 , 1985. The ozone control strategy will bring the Portland area 
into compliance with the ozone standard by December 31 , ·1987. The DEQ will 
submit the strategies adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency f'or approval and incorporation 
into the Oregon State Implementation Plan. A hearing on this matter will 
be held in Portland on May 24, 1982. 

JIBA.T Il;l '1'fiE j,)_EQ f'ROPOSINGt 

Interested parties should request a copy of' the complete proposed State 
Implementation Plan amendments. 

Highlights of' the carbon monoxide control strategy are: 

** The use of the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program, pubHc 
transit, carpooling, and other ridesharing measures to reduce carbon 
monoxide emissions. 

** The City of' Portland has adopted a parking management program with a 
ceiling on the number of' parking spaces in downtown Portland. 

Highlights of' the Ozone Control Strategy are: 

"* The use of' the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance pr•ogram and the 
implementation of' the Banfield Light Rail Transit project and other 
measures to reduce Volatile Organic Compound emissions. 
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Emission standards for certain existing industrial sources such as 
paper and can coating operations, perchloroethylene dry cleaners, and 
flexographic printing. 

The residents of the Portland area and owners of certain commercial and 
industrial operations thaLfilllit vapors leading to oi:;_one fo1•mation. 

HOW TO PROVID~ YOUR INFORMATION; 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be 
received by May 24, 1982. 

Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 

City 

Portland 

Time 

12:00 p,m. 
(Noon) 

Date 

May 24, 1982 

WHERE TQ OBTAIN 4pDI'J,'IONAL It!FORMATION: 

Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from: 

Howard Harris 
DEQ Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
503-229-6086 

.bfiliAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL: 

Locatl.on 

DEQ Conference Room 
Room 1400, Yeon Bldg. 
522 SW 5th Avenue 

This proposal amends OAR 31!0-20-047. It is proposed under authority of ORS 
468.020, 468.295, and 468.305. 

I.AND USE PLANNING CQNsISTENCXl 

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

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

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the 
proposals. 
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Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
actton 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 conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state or federal authorities. 

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule amendments identical 
to the proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments on the same 
subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations will be 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean 
Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's deliberation should come on 
duly 16, 1982 as part of the agenda of a regularly schedµled Commission 
meeting. 

A Statement of Need and F'iscal Impact Statement are attached to this 
notice. 

HH:a 
AA1980 ('I) 

SIPLU.PN (12/79) 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Orego11 Lung Association rNc. s1NcE 191s 

319 S.W. Washington, Suite 520 Portland, Oregon 97204 (503) 224·5145 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Testimony on Proposed Ozone S.I.P. May 26, 1982 

I am asking the commission to exa1nine one aspect of the ozone 
S.I.P. with a critical eye. 

By 1987, Portland, ls expected to achieve attainn1ent 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 witl1drawn and altered to state that no 
change had taken place in ozone levels. 

Given this history of ozon_e related errors, it would seen1 

prudent to treat the predicted attaininent surplus as a safety 
margin and NOT AS A GROWTH MARGIN. 

I request that you reject the S.I.P. as proposed and require 
that an offset policy be instituted to deal with future hydro
carbon en1ission requests. 

Submitted by Joe Weller 
Regi6nal Director, Oregon Lung Association 



MINUTES OF THE FORI'LAND AIR QUALITY' ADVISORY Q)MMITI'EE 
December 15, 1981 

'11le meeting was called to order by Chairman Dan Bracken. A quorum was 
established. 

1. P!1BIJC mRUM 

No comments were rrade by the public. Dan Bracken welcomed new members 
Joe Weller of the Oregon Lung Association and Barbara Beasley of the 
League of Wanen Voters. 

2 • EW)MMENDED OZONE Q)Nl'llQL STRATEGIES 

Richard Brandrran 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 prop::>sed strategy would reduce 
hydrocarbon emissions about 1800 kilograms per day (kg/d) or 1.2% 
below the em:i.ssions level needed to meet the federal ozone standard 
(235 ug/m-3 or 0.12 JJ!=m) by 1987. Brandrran 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 Ozone 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 Halvorson indicated that a 
growth cushion is an important factor in getting industry to seriously 
consider 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 hydrocar:bon emissions should continue to drop after 1987. Ann 
Batson ind_icated that the hydrocarbon emissions in the year 2000 are 
projected to be 4% less than in 1987. 

Joe W<e.ller and Denis Heidtmann questioned the use of an 1800 kg/d 
cushion which is within the error range of the mcdel. Heidtmann 
indicate.d 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., llO\I of estimated 
hydrocarbon emissions. Ann Batson said that this worst case would 
result in a third highest modeled ozone value of 256 ug/m-3 instead of 
235 ug/m-3. 

Jdm Kowalczyk indicated that DEJ;J is hesitant to lock up the growth 
cushion. Andy Cotugno suggested an annual limit on the available 
growth cushion. 
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In resp::inse to a question from Bracken regarding what impotct loss of 
the Indirect Source Program would have on the ozone strategy, John 
Kowalczyk indicated that the indirect source rule is not oonsidered an 
ozone oontrol measure. 

Regional VMl' projections are not affected by the indirect source 
rule. The prirrary purpose of the indirect source rule has been to 
prevent "hot spot" carbon monoxide problems. 

There was some concern that Clark County Washington oould use the 
entire 1.800 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 c.ompe.tible 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 imJ;Bct 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 EQC was leaning toward adoption of the federal standard. 

Brandman indicated that the PAQAC recommendations on this issue would 
be forwarded to both DEJ;} and Metro. If there are differences, DEJ;2 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 Si:;ence then 
moved and Tom Donaca seconded the following motion: 

"DEJ;2 should administer an 1800 kg/d hydrocarbon growth cushion 
and ME'IRO should incorporate all committed transportation 
projects into the ozone SIP." 

Trygve Steen questioned if a growth cushion was appropriate whi.le 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. Kowalczyk indicated that growth 
cushions based on projected emission reductions can be administered in 
nonattainment areas and be oonsistent with Reasonable Further Progress 
and the Clean Air Act. The above motion passed 8-4. 

Denis Heidtmann reviewed recent discussions of the Woodstove 
Subcorrmittee. The subcorrrnittee is now evaluating several background 
documents provided by Barbara Tombleson of DEJ;}. Heidtmann distributed 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

TESTIMONY OF THE PORTLAND AIR QUALITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ON THE OZONE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

FOR THE OREGON PORTION OF THE PORTLAND-VANCOUVER AQMA 

The Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee is a group of over 
twenty individuals representing a broad spectrum of air quality 
interests. The Committee has been meeting for over two years, 
assisting the Department of Environmental Quality and Metropoli
tan Service District in developing Portland's clean air plans. 

Our Committee recommends that the Ozone SIP be adopted. We com
mend Metro and the DEQ for development of a strong program that 
is projected to attain the federal ozone standard by 1987. This 
will be achieved with currently committed measures including a 
strong vehicle inspection program, downtown Portland parking man
agement, good transit and rideshare programs, and industrial con
trols. 

Even though the region is projecting attainment, additional mea
sures are being pursued to further reduce emissions, as well as 
for their other benefits. These measures include substantial 
transit service improvements, ramp metering, new rideshare pro
grams, flextime and bicycle programs, and traffic flow improve
ments. 

An important feature in the Ozone SIP is the Growth Allocat.ion 
Plan. This plan allows new or expanding industries which emit 
hydrocarbons to enter the airshed without finding emission off
sets, up to the maximum amount of the growth cushion. This is im
portant to firms wishing to locate or expand in this region be
cause finding offsets can be a very costly and time·-consuming pro
cess. However, it must be emphasized that new industry will still 
be required to apply stringent air pollution controls. 

An effort was made to develop a common growth management strategy 
in both the Oregon and Washington portions of the airshed. How
ever, Washington intends to manage their portion of the airshed 
by use of an emissions offset program. The Committee recognized 
the difference between the two approaches to growth management 
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and, after considerable discussion, supports the present SIP. 

The Air Quality Advisory Committee would appreciate the opportunity 
to assist Metro and DEQ in reviewing annual progress toward attain
ing the ozone standard. 

The committee recognizes this SIP as an attainment plan that allows 
for managed economic development and we urge adoption by the En
vironmental Quality Commission. 

RB:lmk 
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BUREAU OF PLANNING 

Code Administration 248-4250 Land Use 248-4260 

ATTACHMENT 4 

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

621 S.W. Alder 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

(503) 248-4253 

Transportation Planning 248-4254 

TESTIMONY ON THE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
FOR 

OZONE 

THE CITY OF PORTLAND RECOMMENDS THAT THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COM
MISSION ADOPT TH[ nSTATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REVISION FOR OZONEn AS 
SUBMITTED BY THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT (METRO) AND OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (DEQ), METRO AND DEQ SHOULD 
BE COMMENDED FOR THEIR WORK IN PREPARATION OF A STRONG ATTAINMENT 
PLAN. 

CURRENTLY COMM! TTED CONTROL MEASURES ARE PROJECTED TO BR I NG HIE RE-
G I ON INTO ATTAINMENT WITH THE OZONE STANDARD BY 1937, THESE MEASURES 
INCLUDE INDUSTRIAL CONTROLS, THE BIENNIAL VEHICLE INSPECTION PRO
GRAM, PORTLAND DOWNTOWN PARKING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, AND TRANSIT A~!D 

RIDE-SHARE PROJECTS, ADDITIONAL MEASURES ARE BEING PURSUED, HOWEVER, 
WHICH WILL FURTHER REDUCE EMISSIONS, 

T~IESE ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS HAVE ALLOWED THE REGION TO PROPOSE 
MANAGEMENT OF A GROWTH CUSllION AS THE MEANS OF ACCOMMODATING NEW 
OR EXPANDING FIRMS, WITH THIS GROWTH ALLOCATION PLAN, NEW INDUSTRIES 
THAT EMIT HYDROCARBONS WOULD HAVE NO RESTRICTIONS PLACED ON THEM BE
YOND THE USE OF APPROPRIATE INDUSTRIAL CONTROLS AS IS THE CASE WITH 
EXISTING INDUSTRY, RATHER THAN BEING REQUIRED TO UNDERGO THE COST
LY AND TIME-CONSUMING PROCESS OF LOCATING OFF-SETS, FIRMS WILL BE 
ALLOWED TO ENTER THE AIRSHED UP TO THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF THE GROWTH 
CUSHION, 

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE GROl'/TH CUSHION WAS IDENTIFIED IN THE 1930 
PORTLAND AREA GROWTH MANAGEMENT STUDY WHICH WAS FUNDED BY THE 
FEDERAL AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE DEMONSTRATION GRANT PRO
GRAM, IN THIS STUDY, THE CITY WORKED WITH OTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 



AND AGENCIES TO DEVELOP A SYSTEM FOR ALLOWING NEW GROWTH IN THE 
NON-ATTAINMENT AREA WITHOUT ALLOWING DEGRADATION OF THE AIRSHED, 
SINCE THERE IS PREDOMINANCE OF SMALL FIRMS AND A LARGE POTENTIAL 
FOR AREA SOURCE EMISSION REDUCTIONS IN THIS REGION, THE GROWTH 
CUSHION WAS CITED AS THE MOST EQUITABLE STRATEGY FOR ACCOMMODATING 
GROWTH IN TERMS OF REGULATION AND COST, THE STUDY 1 S ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE, \'/HICH \'/AS COMPOSED OF REPRESENTATIVES OF VARIOUS 
INTERESTS,_ UNANIMOUSLY SUPPORTED THE STUDY CONCLUSIONS, 

THE CITY OF PORTLAND URGES THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION TO 
ADOPT THIS ATTAINMENT PLAN, 



Port of Portiar1d 
Box 3529 Portland, Oregon 97208 
503/231-5000 
TWX: 910-464-6151 

Environmental Quality Commission 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

TESTIMONY ON OZONE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

+-IA 1\\0 t)ELIVEfi 

ATTACHMENT 5 

The purpose of this letter is to express the Port of Portland's sup
port of the Oregon State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Ozone. For the 
past two years, the Port has met with and provided comments to the 
Department of Enviromnental Quality (DEQ) and Metro as the SIP was 
being developed. We feel the proposed SIP contains the measures 
needed to attain the federal ozone standard by 1987, while at the same 
time allowing for new industrial growth to occur. 

The Port appreciated the opportunity to participate in the development 
of the Ozone SIP and recommends that the SIP be adopted. 

Executive Director 

03E416 

Offices also in Pasco, Washington, Chicago, Illinois, New York, N.Y., Washington, D.C., Hong Kong, Manila, 
Seoul, Singapore, Sydney, Taipei, Tokyo 



ATTACHMENT.6 

OREGONIANS FOR CLEAN AIR 
p,o, BOX 182 

OREGON CITY, OREGON 

June 1, 1982 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. 5th Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 

Re: Proposed Revision to the State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan 

State of Orer,on 
9704 5 DEPARTMENT or rn,VIRONMENTAL Ql/ALllY 

lo) g [1)1 I~ Li \\7 ~ [~~) 
lm . 11 lf·I O 1 IC.:;.> LI) 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate 
Air Quality Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): 
Carbon Monoxide Control Strategy 
and Ozone Control Strategy 

The SIP Revision for Ozone speaks of our polluted airshed as: 

" .•. almost completely surrounded by mountains and 
hills. Temperature inversions frequently occur, trap
ping emissions in the valley and resulting in ele
vated levels of air pollution ••• Ozone is a clear and 
toxic gas." 

Yet upon a predicted one percent surplus of reduced Volatile 
Organic Compounds over the next five years, DEQ is proposing 
to allow industry to abandon the offset program for this ozone 
precursor. 

A twenty-seven percent reduction in Volatile Organic Compounds 
emissions in the area predicted by modeling projections will be 
one percent, or about 675 tons per year (TPY) short of exceeding 
permissible pollution levels. 'ro consider that projected 
amount, over one pound of voe for every man, woman and child in 
the region, as a "growth cushion" for industry, is a clear 
disregard for the welfare of the people of the region. 

Projected reductions in emissions do not adequately take into 
consideration the range of error that is likely from estimating 
ambient air quality by even the most reliable of present com
puter modeling techniques. The assumptions used in the modeling 
could further contribute to modeling error given the present 
distinct possibility of federal lowering of standards for motor 
vehicle permissible emission rates. 
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*We strongly protest the proposed "growth cushion" approach as 
part of the SIP Revision for Ozone. 

*Oregonians for Clean Air proposes that the "growth cushion" 
portions of the SIP be deleted from the text and that the SIP 
be implemented thusly. 

Allowing the area to abandon the offset program is certainly 
an important part of the Proposed Revisions, yet there was 
no mention of it in the section "WHAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING:" 
in the NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING, prepared March 26, 1982. 
OCA protests the omission of any mention of the proposed 
Growth Allocation Plan in the Notice of Public Hearing. 

AAM:parn 

Respectfully, 

() . ' ' 

c'iJr_tv<l '1LJ---;1--c.4{.tLA,VJ 

Dr. Andrew A. Mvlschogianis 

«-·-7':?'-~ 
Chairman fM / 



Date I 

4/16/82 I 

4/16/82 

5/21/82 

5/27/82 
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Portland-Vancouver AQMA 
VOC Growth Cushion Account 

Allocation Description 
Amount 
v.; /nov 

Initial Amount +1700 

Tentative Allocation 
to State of Washington I -202 

ODOT I-205 6-Lane 
to 4-Lane Configuration -62 

Metro Adjustment I 
to Transportation Emissions -350 

I 

I 

I 
I 

tB.alance 
.,._ tna~~ 

" 

1700 

1498 

1436 

1086 

I I 

I 

I 
~ 

I ~ 
' 

() 
:I: :s: 
l'l z 
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I 
,. 

i I 
I 

I 



ATTACHMENT 5 

STATEMENT OF NEED F'OR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Federal Clean Air Act as Amended 1977 (PL 95-95). 

ORS Chapter 468, including Section 020 which gives the Commission authority 
to adopt necessary rules and standards, Section 295 which authorizes the 
Commission to establish air quality standards for the State, and Section 
305 which authorizes the Commission to prepare and develop a comprehensive 
plan. 

The Portland metropolitan area currently exceeds the federal ozone 
standard. For a designated nonattainment area that cannot attain standards 
by December 31, 1982, the Clean Air Act requires submittal of a detailed 
control strategy plan by July 1, 1982. The plan must show attainment of 
standards as soon as practicable, but not later than December 31, 1987. 
The proposed control strategy brings the area into attainment by 
December 31 , 1987. 

l'.r.incipal Documents Relied Upon 

1. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, PL 97-95, 8/7/77. 
2. DEQ Updated Emission Inventory. 
J. EPA, Stat~lementation Plans; Approval of 1982 Oz9ne and Carbon 

Monoxide Plan Revisions for Areas Needing an Attainment Date 
Extension; and Approved Ozone Modeling Techniques; Final PoJ,_:j,Qy_and 
.!:r'.QQ.osed Rulemaking, Federal Register/Vol. 46, No. 111/Thursday, 
January 22, 1981/Rules and Regulations. 

4. EPA (1980), Guidelines for Use of City-Specific EKMA in Preparing_ 
9zon~ SIPs, EPA-450/4-80-027. 

5. EPA (1980), Emission Inventory Requirements for 1982 Ozone State 
ImPlementatiott.l'.l.al!.!l... EPA-450/4-80-016. 

JtUt.~act StatemQnt Including ImplMl..l; on Sm~il...ll.!U!iness 

The only major transportation project specifically identified as a control 
strategy element in the plan is the Banfield Light Rail Transit project. 
This project is budgeted for $190 million in Interstate Transfer funds. 

The proposed revisions to the ozone control plan would not impose any new 
costs on the private sector. By reference, the plan includes controls on 
existing Round 1 and Round 2 Volatile Organic Compound emission sources 
that were adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission on June 8, 1979 
and September 19, 1980. With an emissions growth cushion in effect, the 
plan would eliminate the possibly significant costs to new industry of 
obtaining emissions offsets. 

HH;a 
AA 1977 ( 1) 

SIP.A (12/79) 



U.S. ENVIRONME~1TAL PROT.ECTION 

REGION X 

Richard Howsley 
Executive Director 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

April 27, 1982 

Reg·ional Planning Council of Cl ark County 
Post Office Box 5000 
Vancouver, Washington 98663 

Dear Mr, Howsley: 

ATTACHMENT 6 

AGENCY 

Stzitc G( 01 FJf:',011 

UEPAllTMENT or- ENViRDMMENT'/\l ().Uf\LI I 'r 

g @ Ii~ ll \~ IT~ rm 
[ITT ww '.j 1;; ~. ) 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

Al Ewing has asked me to respond to your letter of April 6, asking 
if EPA is going to recognize a one percent (1%) growth margin for 
the Port l an d-V<;111cou~er....Ai.L. Qua ljt_y_ IVl_a_i_n_~e11_il_n_ce Ar_E;__a_: 

Based on our review of the draft SIP, I believe that Oregon's growth 
margin provision is approvable. The margin is small in mathematical 
terms, but the conservative overall approach used by the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Metropolitan 
Service District in their planning process leads to an assumption 
that the margin is at least as large as predicted, perhaps larger. 
The OEQ will monitor the consumption of the growth margin with a 
tracking system, If evidence indicates that the growth margin is 
inadequate then Oregon's new source review rules require that 
offsets will have to be used until attainment of the ~zone st~.JL 
in the Portland-Vancouver air sh.e_d.._j_s ____ demons.tt:itled-, 

·--·-·----·"·-----------------------

Approval of the PQrt land growth marg_i_t:i~l .. L~t affect the 
approvability of your plan. Even if Portland adopts a growth margin 
program and you do not, EPA would still be able to approve the 
Vancouver offset program. 

If you have further questions please call me at (206) 442-1941 or 
George Abel of my staff at (206) 442-1983. 

Sincerely, 

Oid S:,i iJ a,~&e0~7 Clark L. Gaulding, Chief 
Air Programs Branch 

cc: Al Ewing, WOO 
Jim Herlihy, 000 
Ed Taylor, SWAPCA 

v John Kawa l czyk, DEQ 
Hank Droege, DOE 
Richard Brandman, MSD 
George Abel, EPA 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. N, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of the Carbon Monoxide Control Strategy 
for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA (Oregon Portion) 
as a Revision to the State Implementation Plan 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Background 

On March 3, 1978, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated the 
Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(AQMA) as nonattainment for carbon monoxide (CO). CRAG (succeeded by 
Metro) as the designated lead agency, initially performed a CO analysis 
which showed that implementation of all practicable measures would fail to 
meet the 8-hour CO standard by the federal deadline of December 31, 1982. 
Consequently, on June 8, 1979, the EQC adopted a revised CO State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver 
AQMA with an extension request beyond 1982 for the attainment of the 8-hour 
CO standard. The Governor submitted the CO plan, containing the extension 
request, to EPA on June 20, 1979, EPA approved the extension request on 
June 29, 1980, (45 FR 42278) stipulating that the State submit a detailed 
SIP control strategy before the statutory deadline of July 1, 1982. EPA 
also required the plan to show attainment of standards as soon as 
practicable, but no later than December 31, 1987. 

Since that time a plan to bring the Portland-Vancouver AQMA (Oregon 
portion) into attainment with the federal 8-hour CO standard has been 
developed. Under the plan the downtown Portland CO problem area would 
become the redefined CO nonattainment area (refer to Figure 4.2-3, p.15 of 
Attachment 1). The plan will bring the area into attainment by December 
31, 1985. The proposed plan, along with the ozone control strategy plan, 
would replace the old Portland Transportation Control Strategy (TCS). The 
old TCS would be deleted from the SIP as part of the revision. The 
proposed control strategy plan is shown in Attachment 1. 
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A public hearing was held on May 24, 1982 to secure comment. No major 
issues were raised as a result of the public hearing. The City of Portland 
and the Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee submitted testimony in 
support of the plan. The final Public Hearing Notice is shown in 
Attachment 2. The Hearing Report is included in Attachment 3. 

Problem Statement 

The CO plan is needed in order to meet the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act Amendments of 1977 and is to be submitted to EPA before July 1, 1982. 
EPA has acknowledged that submission of the plan within the month of July 
will demonstrate that a reasonable effort was made to meet the deadline and 
therefore, possible federal sanctions related to industrial growth and 
federal transportation and sewage treatment plant assistance grants under 
Sections 176 and 316 of the Act will be avoided. 

Authority for the Commission to Act 

ORS Chapter 468, Section 020, gives the Commission authority to adopt 
necessary rules and standards; Section 305 authorizes the Commission to 
prepare and develop a comprehensive plan. Attachment 4 contains the 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking and the Fiscal and Economic Impact 
Statement. 

ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Alternative Course of Action 

If the proposed rule is not adopted, Section 176 of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1977 states that the Administrator of the EPA shall not 
approve any projects or award any federal transportation assistance grants 
other than for safety, mass transit, or transportation improvement projects 
related to air quality improvement or maintenance. Other sanctions related 
to sewage treatment grants and industrial growth could be imposed. It is 
doubtful whether EPA could or would develop a CO attainment plan for the 
area lacking State action; therefore, failure to act would likely leave the 
area without any adopted strategy to attain the State and federal air 
quality standard, 

Rule Development Process 

As the designated lead agency, Metropolitan Service District (Metro) had 
overall responsibility for producing the CO control strategy. However, by 
agreement with the City of Portland, the City was given primary 
responsibility for writing the CO plan for the region since the CO 
nonattainment area was within the city boundary. As a part of the plan 
development, a control measure analysis was performed and submitted to EPA 
on November 26, 1982. As a result of February 19, 1982 comments from EPA 
on the draft control plan, some changes were made and incorporated into the 
final plan document that went to public hearing. Also, some changes were 
made and put into the final plan document in response to comments by the 



EQC Agenda Item No. N 
July 16, 1982 
Page 3 

Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee (PAQAC). No oral testimony related 
to the CO plan was offered at the public hearing. Written testimony 
supporting the CO plan was submitted by the City of Portland and PAQAC 
(refer to Hearing Report in Attachment 2). The plan has been through the A-
95 review process. 

Maior Elements of the Proposed Plan and Principal Impacts 

The proposed plan contains the following elements for reducing CO emissions 
and attaining the 8-hour CO standard. 

1. Continue the Biennial Auto Inspection/Maintenance program. 

2. Operate Downtown Transit Mall and purchase 7 new articulated 
buses and 75 standard coaches. 

3. Restore Fareless Square to all hours of the day. 

4. Expand bus service on I-5 freeway corridor. 

5. Operate Rideshare Programs: a) continue City Carpool permit 
program for 6-hour parking meters; b) implement McLoughlin 
Corridor Rideshare program; c) pursue State legislation that 
would remove institutional barriers to ridesharing. 

6. Maintain and manage downtown parking inventory of 40,855 spaces, 
implemented through the services of a full-time parking manager. 

New major sources (100 tons/year of carbon monoxide) locating in the 
redefined carbon monoxide nonattainment area of downtown Portland would be 
subject to offsets. Location of such sources in the downtown carbon 
monoxide problem area would appear to be highly unlikely. 

The Biennial Auto Inspection/Maintenance program has a 2-year budget of 
$3,352,000, entirely supported by a $7.00 certificate fee. Transportation 
projects in the plan are budgeted to receive $2,966,152 in federal funds 
and $73,921 of local matching funds. The downtown parking management 
program has a first year budget of $56,000, funded by an EPA grant and the 
Portland Development Commission. The City of Portland has committed to 
provide ongoing funding for a full-time parking manager. 

The major impact of the parking management program is to restrain future 
growth .in the amount of automobile access to downtown Portland while at the 
same time not inhibiting the economic growth of the downtown. The focus of 
the program is to limit the number of single occupant commuter vehicles in 
the downtown, but to ensure an adequate supply of short term customer and 
shopper parking. 
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SUMMATION 

1. A plan to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1977 has been developed to bring the Portland-Vancouver AQMA (Oregon 
portion) into attainment with the federal 8-hour carbon monoxide (CO) 
standard by December 31, 1985. The official boundary of the CO 
nonattainment area would be redefined to coincide with the CO plan 
downtown boundary (Attachment 1, Fig. 4.2-3, p.15). The proposed plan 
would replace the old Portland Transportation Control Strategy which 
would be deleted from the SIP (Attachment 1). 

2. A public hearing was held on May 24, 1982 to obtain comment 
(Attachments 2 and 3). 

3, By agreement between Metro and the City of Portland, the City was 
given the primary responsibility for writing the region's CO plan. 
Some changes have been incorporated into the proposed plan to reflect 
comments by EPA as well as those of the Portland Air Quality Advisory 
Committee. 

4. The plan consists of continuation of the existing Biennial Auto 
Inspection/Maintenance program, transit improvements, rideshare 
programs, and a parking management program. 

5. The cost of the Biennial Auto Inspection/Maintenance program is 
entirely supported by a $7.00 certificate fee. The first year cost of 
the downtown parking management program is $56,000. 

6. Failure to adopt the proposed rule could lead to sanctions under 
Sections 176 and 316 of the Federal Clean Air Act. Sections 176 and 
316 affect federal assistance grants for certain transportation 
projects and sewage treatment plant construction, respectively. New 
major source growth sanctions could also be imposed. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the EQC adopt the 
carbon monoxide attainment strategy for the Portland-Vancouver AQMA (Oregon 
portion) and direct the Department to forward it to EPA as a revision of 
the State Implementation Plan. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 
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Attachments: 1) Proposed Portland-Vancouver AQMA (Oregon Portion) SIP 
for CO, 1982 

2) Public Hearing Notice 
3) Hearing Officer's Report 
4) Statement of Need and Fiscal and Economic 

Impact Statement 

J.F. Kowalczyk:a 
229-6459 
June 21 , 1982 
AA2245 ( 1) 



ATTACHMENT 1 

OAR 340-20-047 is hereby amended by replacing Section 4.2 with the 

following material: Control Strategy for Portland-Vancouver Interstate 

Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) (Oregon Portion) State Implementation 

Plan Revision for Carbon Monoxide 1982, pp. i-iv, 1-84; appendices to be 

added. Section 4.2 hereby replaces the Portland Transportation Control 

Strategy, April 13, 1973 as a part of the State Implementation Plan. 



SECTION 4.2 

CONTROL STRATEGY 'FO'R 

PORTLAND-VANCOUVER INTERSTATE 
AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA (AQMA) (OREGON PORTION) 

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REVISION 
FOR CARBON MONOXIDE 

1982 

City of Portland 
Metropolitan Service District 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 



STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR CARBON MONOXIDE 

Published as a joint effort by the City 
of Portland, the Metrot=0litan Se...rvice 
District, and the Ore:ion r::epartment of 
Environmental Quality. 

This report was paid for in part by 
a grant from the U.S. Environrrental 
Protection Agency. Grant funds were 
provided to the City of Portland 
from the Metropolitan Service 
District (Metro). 

City Council 
Mayor Francis J. Ivancie 
Corrmissioner Mildred Schwab 
Commissioner Charles R. Jordan 
Commissioner Mike Lindberg 
Commissioner Margaret Strachan 

Bureau of Planning 
Terry Sandblast, Director 
Steve Dotterrer, Chief Planner 
Cynthia J. Kurtz, Planner III 

Metrop:ilitan Service District 
Imdrew Cotugno, Transportation Director 
Richard Brandman, Air Quality Manager 
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4.2.0 PORTLAND-VANCOUVER AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA (AQMA) STATE 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP) FOR CARBON MONOXIDE 

4.2.0.l Introduction 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (CAAA) require states to 

submit plans to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain 

compliance with national ambient air standards for those areas 

designated as "non-attainment." The Act further requires 

these plans to demonstrate compliance with primary standards 

no later than December 31, 1982. An extension up to 

December 31, 1987, is possible if the state can demonstrate 

that despite implementation of all reasonably available 

control measures the December 31, 1982, date cannot be met. 

On March 3, 1978, the Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver 

Interstate AQMA was designated by the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) as a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide 

(CO). In accordance with Section 174 of the Clean Air Act 

Amendments of 1977, former Governor Straub designated the 

Columbia Regional Association of Governments (CRAG) as the 

lead agency for the development of the CO State Implementation 

Plan (SIP) revisions for the Portland AQMA. On December 12, 

1978, Governor Straub redesignated the Metropolitan Service 

District (Metro) as lead agency, effective January 1, 1979, in 

accordance with the voter approved May 23, 1978, ballot 

measure which abolished CRAG and transferred its 

responsibilities and powers to a reorganized Metro. 
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On June 20, 1979, the Governor submitted a CO plan for the 

Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver AQMA to EPA with a 

request fo~ an extension beyond 1982 for the attainment of the 

CO standard. 

The EPA printed an approval of this request in the Federal 

Register on June 24, 1980, (45 FR 42278) with the condition 

that New Source Review Regulations (OAR 340-20-190 through 

197) would be approved by the Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ) within six months (by December 24, 1980) meeting 

the following conditions: 

i) A specific emission offset program with regulations 

to be adopted and submitted. 

ii) The rules governing multiple sources under single 

ownership be modified so as to require that other 

sources owned by the company applying for a permit 

be in compliance "with all applicable emission 

limitations and standards under the Act." 

The approval allowed for an extension of the Portland CO 

attainment date beyond December 31, 1982, but before 

December 31, 1987, with a specific date to be identified in 

the alternatives analysis due to EPA on July l, 1980. 

All of the non-attainment problems identified for 1982, with 

the exception of a single highway section in Tigard, Oregon, 
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were within the Central Business District (CBD) of the City of 

Portland. Based on this information, Metro agreed that it 

would be appropriate for the City of Portland to perform the 

evaluation of the projected growth in population, employment, 

traffic conditions and the resulting air quality conditions 

for downtown Portland in 1982 and 1987. 

Metro would evaluate further the projected non-attainment area 

in Tigard. It was also agreed that the City of Portland 

should have primary responsibility for writing the CO plan for 

the region. The City began the analysis of the transportation 

control measures in November 1979. The results were submitted 

to EPA on November 26, 1980. 
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4.2.0.2 Summary of Plan 

a. It is estimated that CO motor vehicle emissions represent 

95 percent of the total CO emissions generated in the 

Portland area in 1977. In 1987, 85 percent of the 

emissions are still projected to be from motor vehicles. 

b. The air quality analysis in this SIP revision indicates 

that a few streets in the CED of the City of Portland are 

projected to violate the eight-hour CO ambient air 

quality standard beyond 1982. By the end of 1987, all 

streets are projected to be in compliance with the CO 

standard without new controls. The controls adopted in 

this plan are projected to bring the region into 

attainment by 1985. 

c. A request to extend the attainment deadline for the CO 

ambient air quality standards to December 31, 1985, is 

being included in this SIP revision. The EPA 

requirements for requesting this extension have been met. 

d. A description of previously implemented transportation 

control measures is included in this SIP revision along 

with new measures that have been adopted to bring the 

area into attainment. 

e. The analysis of Highway 217 in Tigard demonstrated that 

there is projected to be no CO problem in Tigard beyond 

1982. 

f. A redesignation of the boundaries of the CO 

non-attainment area to the areas actually exceeding 

standards is included in this SIP revision. 
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4.2.l AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

The federal and State CO primary ambient air quality standards 

related to health effects are: 10 milligrams/cubic meter 

(mg/m
3
), maximum eight-hour average, and 40 milligrams/cubic 

meter, maximum one-hour average. Both standards are not to be 

exceeded more than once per year at any monitoring location. 

CO air quality standard violations have been recorded at four 

CO monitoring locations. (Refer to Appendix 4.2-1 for more 

details.) Table 4.2-1 is a summary of data collected at each 

site since 1970 indicating the highest and second highest CO 

concentrations, and Table 4.2-2 shows the number of days per 

month with eight-hour concentrations greater than the CO air 

quality standard (10 mg/m3). 

CO air quality has improved substantially since implementation 

of the Portland Transportation Control Strategy, with the 

number of health standard exceedances in the downtown reduced 

by 82 percent between 1971 and 1979. The one-hour CO standard 

(40 mg/m3 ) has not been exceeded at any monitored site since 

1971. Second worst day air quality based on the eight-hour 

standard has shown a 37 percent reduction during the same 

period. 
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Table 4.2-1 

CARBON MONOXIDE SUMMA·RY (mg/m3)• 

I 
AHNUA' STATISTICS I I HOUR AVERAGES I a Hou• •vE••oEs 

LOCATION I G.(0M€ilU c ZNO 
MO. OF DAY'S 

r 2HO 
YS:AR /'1£AN /'!AX1MUl'I I HICHEST ) IOmq/m 3 ] ~~RC!~T I /'IAX!MU/'I lilCHESi 

I I I 

Portland 
718 W Burnside 1971 3.11 50.6 48.3 89 25.5 20.8 
(CAMS) 197' 3.47 48.3 41.4 116 22.1 21.s 
2614176 197; 3.76 42. 6 39.l 120 28. 9 27.0 

197c 3. 72 39.l 36.8 109 25.6 22.4 
197' 3.06 27. 6 27. 6 75 18.7 17.8 
197' l. 74 39.l 36.8 Sl 21. 6 21.1 
197€ l. 76 34.5 33.3 25 17 .2 15. 2 
197-; 2.80 25.3 25.3 44 17 .5 17.4 
l97E 2.62 31. 0 26. 4 36 16.3 15.2 
197' 2. 27 31.0 31.0 21 24.l 13.2 
198( l. 68 27. 9 23. 7 19 13. 9 13.4 

4112 NE Sandy Blvr . 1973 3.85 32.2 30.0 120 23.4 21.5 
Hollywood Distric 1974 3.08 47.3 33. 4 58 25.5 22.0 
2614069 1975 2.01 27.6 27.6 39 21.3 19.l 
Began 12/72 1976 2.03 23 .o 23. 0 27 16. 6 14. 2 

1977 2.46 25.3 24.l 33 17.4 16.5 
1978 2.61 26.4 25.3 39 16.3 16.2 
1979 2.12 25.8 24.2 17 19.7 16.7 
1980 2.21 27 .l 22.9 12 14.5 13.4 

4th & Alder 19752 - 32.2 25 .3 14 14. 9 12.7 
2614185 1976 2.24 24 .l 21.8 32 15.9 14. 7 
Began 9/75 1977 2.42 23.0 23. 0 14 14. 9 14.8 

1978 2.13 23.0 20.7 9 13.2 12.4 
1979 l.65 36.8 27. 6 5 14.5 13. 8 
1980 l. 60 26.0 24. 9 ll 18.9 15.0 

1420 NE Halsey 1975 - 23. 0 23.0 l4 17.8 13. 6 
2614186 1976 - 28.8 26.4 26 17 .6 16. 3 
Began 10/75 1977 2.06 24.l 23. 0 23 15. 9 15.7 
Discontinued 9/80 1978 l. 04 23.0 21. 8 19 16.6 16.2 

1979 l. 26 23. 0 21.8 13 16.8 10.9 
1980 l. 02 23.0 15.l 3 13.3 10.5 

*milligrams per cubic meter 

SOORCE Oregon Deµartment of Environmental Quality; Oregon Air Qualitv Reoor~ 1980 

Sa 



Table 4.2-2 

NUMBER OF OAYS PER MONTH WITH 8·HOUR CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
GREATER THAN 10 mg/m3 (PORTLAND) 

YEAR I I FEB I MAR I APR I MAY I JUN I JUL ' AUG I SEPT I OCT I Novi DEC [ r~it2 JAN ' I 

PORTLAND 

718 w Burnside (CAMS) -- 2614176 

1967 16 7 10 8 1 2 o 3 11 20 14 15 107 
1968 17 10 17 8 14 l 4 12 12 24 27 19 167 
1969 23 20 15 10 5 5 o 3 10 15 14 - 120 
1970 15 9 9 2 1 5 1 2 6 7 12 19 88 
1971 16 11 9 6 1 6 2 5 11 15 16 18 116 
1972 15 15 12 10 l 5 6 3 11 10 19 11 120 
1973 14 10 11 4 4 4 2 3 8 12 21 16 109 
1974 7 6 6 6 2 l 1 3 1 9 16 15 75 
1975 10 6 1 1 1 3 o 6 1 ll 9 2 51 
1976 6 1 o o o o o 1 1 5 2 9 25 
1977 5 l 2 o 1 1 o 2 8 7 6 9 44 
1978 12 o 5 1 o o o o 2 1 10 5 36 
1979 5 2 o o o 0 o 0 0 2 l 9 21 
1980 4 1 0 o 0 l o o o 2 6 5 19 

SW 4th & Alder'* -- 2614185 

1972 • • * * * 0 0 4 2 6 18 21 51 
1973 16 lS 10 8 9 18 10 19 12 19 18 15 170 
1974 4 4 3 6 3 l l 6 9 13 17 10 79 
1975 1 7 1 1 o o 2 - l 4 3 5 27 
1976 1 1 2 0 o l 0 0 l 7 8 10 33 
1977 8 2 1 1 o 1 o 1 0 o o o 14 
1978 1 0 o o 0 o o 0 o l 4 l 9 
1979 2 1 1 0 0 o o o 1 0 0 0 5 
1980 1 2 0 o 0 0 0 o 1 2 1 4 11 

4112 NE Sandy Blvd - 2614069 

1972 Station sta.cted Decembe.c 1972 18 18 
1973 20 19 11 l 6 2 2 1 7 15 19 15 120 
1974 0 7 1 2 0 0 0 2 4 13 14 15 58 
1975 8 7 4 o o 0 0 0 2 7 6 5 39 
1976 l 1 0 0 0 0 o l 0 2 7 13 27 
1977 9 3 0 0 0 o o l 0 4 7 9 33 
1978 11 5 5 o o 0 o o 2 1 8 7 39 
1979 5 2 o a o o o o a l 5 4 17 
1980 2 l o o a a o o o l 2 6 12 

1420 NE Halsey -- 2614186 

1975 Station started Octobe.c 1975 l 4 9 l4 
1976 l 1 o o 0 o a o a 2 7 15 26 
1977 a 1 o 1 o o o o a 2 3 a 23 
1978 2 o l o 0 a a 0 l l 5 7 19 
1979 6 1 0 o o o o a 0 a 3 3 13 
1980 2 l 0 o o o o 0 Discontinued 9/80 

MEDFORD 

Brophy 9uilding -- 1520119 

1976 Station started December 1976 27 27 
1977 20 15 6 5 2 o 22 21 17 22 26 20 176 
1978 17 14 18 8 4 4 l4 21 16 20 24 24 184 
1979 15 5 7 5 2 3 4 13 11 19 22 15 121 
1980 9 a 2 a l l l 3 4 7 12 20 68 

*Prior to September 1975, site was located at 600 SW 5th (No. 2614066} 

SOURCE Oregon De?artment ot Environmental Quality; Ore2on Air Qualitv Reoart 19d0 

Sb 



4.2.2 REGIONAL EMISSION INVENTORY FOR CARBON MONOXIDE 

The following methodology was used in 1979 to identify 

violating links. The CO emission inventory consists of 

estimates of CO emissions for the base year of 1977 along with 

projections for the years 1982 and 1987. The following 

sections describe the methodology used to calculate industrial 

and area source (except motor vehicles) CO emissions 

(Section 4.2.2.1) and transportation related CO emissions 

(Section 4.2.2.2). Section 4.2.2.3 summarizes the emissions 

on a tons/year basis for the region. 

4.2.2.l Industrial and Area Source (Except Motor Vehicles) 

Emissions 

Industrial and area source CO emissions for the base year 

(1977) were obtained from DEQ's emission inventory. Emission 

and activity factors used to develop the base year CO emission 

inventory were based on the latest available information 

provided by EPA and other appropriate sources. In accordance 

with EPA guidelines, all industrial sources having the 

potential to emit 100 tons per year or more have been included 

in the inventory. Based upon the 1977 CO emission inventory, 

industrial and area source (e.g., commercial and residential 

space heating, open burning, etc.) emissions represented only 

five percent of total CO emissions within the Oregon portion 

of the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA. 
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Growth factors used to project industrial emissions for the 

years 1982 and 1987 were based upon forecasts of employment 

developed by the former Columbia Region Association of 

Governments (CRAG) in A Regional Employment, Pooulation and 

Household Forecast, (Technical Memorandum #23, April, 1978). 

Area source (except motor vehicles) CO emission growth was 

based upon projections of population, households, and where 

appropriate, employment derived from the above cited CRAG 

Technical Memorandum. 

4.2.2.2 Motor Vehicle Emissions Methodology 

A computer modeling technique was used to determine emissions 

from motor vehicles. The technique requires, as inputs, such 

parameters as population and employment levels, land use 

patterns, average vehicle emission data and a network of maj~r 

roadways. In order to determine the variability of emissions 

by location within the region, the AQMA was divided into 

493 grids where each grid is 2 km by 2 km in size. The 

modeling technique that was used amounts to a two-step 

procedure where the first step is the determination of vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) on roadways located in each grid. The 

Urban Transportation Planning System (UTPS) package of 

transportation models developed by the Urban Mass 

Transportation Administration (UMTA) was used to make this 

determination. 

The second step is the determination of total daily emissions 
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for each grid, given its VMT. This was done using the 

computer program SAPOLLUT which is part of the software 

package PLANPAC-BACKPAC developed by the Federal Highway 

Administration. 

The inventory is based upon assumptions relative to present 

and future conditions in three general categories: (1) 

population, employment and land use patterns, (2) network 

assumptions, and (3) vehicle emission factors. 

No direct forecasts of population and employment levels or 

land use were made for the specific years 1982 and 1987; 

rather, projections for the year 2000 were made and by using 

the base year 1977 data, interpolations were made to estimate 

conditions for the two future years. In order to determine 

conditions for the year 2000, a shift-and-share approach was 

taken in order to estimate future employment in the region. 

The approach requires a projection of national employment 

levels and is based on the assumption that any differences 

between regional and national employment rates that have been 

observed in the past will continue into the future. With 

future employment levels in the region determined in this 

fashion, total population was derived from combined 

assumptions of family size and age distribution. The entire 

process is described in detail in A Regional Emplovment, 

Pooulation and Household Forecast, published by CRAG in 1978 

(Technical Memorandum No. 23). 

- 8 -



Growth allocation within the region was based upon such 

factors as existing land use, vacant available land, 

accessibility of the vacant available land to the population 

and employment centers of the region, and availability of 

transportation systems. The process is described in detail in 

Second Round Regional Growth Allocation for the CRAG 

Transportation Study Area Year 2000, published by CRAG in 1978 

(Technical Memorandum No. 26). 

The population forecasts that were used for this analysis are 

consistent with, although somewhat higher than, population 

projections made for the "208" Waste Water Management Plan. 

The reasons the forecasts are different are several. The 

first is that the projections used for the transportation plan 

are four years newer than the "208" numbers and, thus, 

incorporate the adopted Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) for the 

region. The transportation projections were also made based 

on a more sophisticated forecasting methodology, incorporating 

factors such as vacant available land and accessibility to the 

vacant land. 

A comparison of the population forecasts used in the "208" 

water quality plan and for transportation planning purposes 

are shown below for the year 1987. The totals are by county 

for the Transportation Study Area, which approximates the 

urban area surrounding Portland, Oregon and Vancouver, 

Washington. 
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County 11 2oa 11 Interim II Transoortation 

Multnomah 595,710 615,239 

Washington 273,870 271,127 

Clackamas 201,810 222,973 

Clark 180,823 202,778 

1,252,213 1,312,117 

One should also be aware that the region is currently in the 

process of adopting new population and allocation forecasts 

incorporating information from the 1980 census. Preliminary 

indications are that the region has grown more quickly than 

anticipated. This new projection will be used in the future 

for both water quality and transportation planning purposes. 

The highway network that the emission inventory for 1977 is 

based upon consists of an amalgamation of all major and minor 

arterials in the AQMA. The network for the future years of 

1982 and 1987 is similar with the addition of the following 

major projects in the 1987 network: 

Project 

Completion of I-205 

Connection of 

I-505-US 30 

~ 

Six-lane freeway with a 

Length (km} 

9.2 

proposed busway and bikeway 

Four-lane arterial 3.1 
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Oregon City Bypass 

Banfield LRT 

Arterial 

Additional highway lanes 

and light rail lanes 

6.2 

13.0 

Vehicle emission factors were based upon the EPA publications 

Mobile Source Emission Factors for Low Altitude Areas--Final 

Document (EPA-200/9-78-006 March, 1978). Emission reduction 

credits for Oregon's biennial motor vehicle 

inspection/maintenance program were based upon a methodology 

developed by EPA's Office of Emission Control Technology. 

Assumptions regarding inputs, e.g., vehicle distributions, 

hot/cold start ratios, ambient temperature, etc., to motor 

vehicle emission factors are documented in Appendix 4.2-3. 

4.2.2.3 Summary of Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

The emissions inventories for the calendar years 1977, 1982 

and 1987 are summarized by source category in Table 4.2.-3 

below. A detailed emissions inventory is contained in 

Appendix 4.2-4. 

4.2.2.4 Reduction Targets 

The emission reduction targets for CO are allocated 

100 percent to the transportation sector as opposed to other 

area sources and industrial sources. This is because almost 

all of the CO emissions in downtown Portland, which is the 

only remaining CO violation area in the region, are from 

transportation sources. 
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Table 4.2-3 

Summary of Carbon Monoxide Emissions (Tons oer vear) 
Within the Oreqon Portion of the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA 

Source 1977 1982 1987 

Industrial and other 12,763 14,084 14,857 
.l\rea Sources 

Moi:or Vehicles 764,727 429,592 342,361 

wood stoves 27,705 62,044 79,000 

Total 805,195 505,720 436,218 
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4.2.3 GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF THE NON-ATTAINMENT AREA 

4.2.3.l Air Quality Maintenance Area 

On March 3, 1978, the Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver 

Interstate AQMA was designated as a non-attainment area for CO 

by the US EPA (43FR 8962). This area is identified in 

Figure 4.2-1. The area contains the urbanized portions of 

three counties--Clackamas, ~ultnomah and Washington--having an 

estimated combined population of 962,000 persons covering 

1800 km
2 

(695 mi
2

) of land. 

Geographically, this area lies at the north end of the 

Willamette Valley and is almost completely surrounded by 

mountains and hills. Temperature inversions frequently occur 

trapping emissions in the valley, resulting in elevated levels 

of air pollutants. 

4.2.3.2 Non-Attainment Area 

Figure 4.2-2 indicates the extent of the CO problem in 1982 

using emission factors and traffic volumes. The 1979 CO 

analysis showed that only two problem areas would remain 

beyond 1982: 1) the Portland CBD and 2) a short segment of 

Highway 99W in Tigard, Oregon. Subsequent analysis indicates 

that only the CBD would not attain the eight-hour CO standard 

by 1982. 
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FIGURE 4.2-2 
Potential Violations of the CO Standard in 1982 

Indicates Potential Violation 
of CO Standard 

13b 

Pof//an<I 
lnterna11ona1 
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4.2.3.3 Redefinition of the Non-Attainment Area 

The control programs laid out in this SIP address a regionwide 

strategy for maintaining standards in addition to specific 

controls within the areas actually exceeding standards. The 

redefinition of the boundaries of the CO non-attainment area 

within the Portland AQMA is shown in Figure 4.2-3. The 

boundaries are defined as the west bank of the Willamette 

River, the Broadway Bridge and Broadway ramp, Hoyt Street, 

I-405 (the Stadium Freeway), and the Marquam Bridge. 

4.2.3.4 Evaluation of Identified Non-Attainment Areas 

As part of the regional analysis, each arterial was tested for 

potential violation of the eight-hour CO standard by 

developing conservative meteorological conditions typical of 

second highest measured CO concentrations in 1977. CO 

concentration is very sensitive to distance from the roadway. 

The determination of potential violations was based upon the 

following distances from the edge of the roadway. 

Streets in the CBD 

Arterials 

Freeways 

12 feet 

25 feet 

75 feet 

The evaluation methodology is described in detail in 

Appendix 4.2-2. 
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Figure 4. 2-3 
Actual Non-Attainment 
Area for CO(--·-) -

(Downtown Parking 
Sectors Oesignated 
A - L} 

SOURCE: 

UPDATED 
DOWNTOWN 
PARKING ANO 
CIRCULATlON 
POLICY 

HOYT ST 
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a. Tigard 

Analysis performed for the 1979 co SIP showed that a 

short segment of Highway 99W in Tigard, Oregon would have 

sufficient traffic volumes and capacity restraints to 

create the potential for violations of the eight-hour CO 

standard beyond 1982. Other than in the City of 

Portland's CBD, this was the only highway segment in the 

region projected to have this potential. 

Because no CO monitoring is done in Tigard, there has 

been no confirmation that there is an existing problem at 

this site. Given the 1979 SIP findings, however, Metro 

performed additional analysis to determine if the 

computer's projection of non-attainment for the section 

of Highway 99W appeared to be reasonable. 

Consultation with the Oregon Department of Transportation 

(ODOT) in 1979 indicated that a traffic flow improvement 

project was scheduled for Highway 99W, including the 

potential violating link between Hall Boulevard and 

Highway 217. The project included special left turn bays 

and traffic signal synchronization. This project has 

since been completed. 

Using actual traffic volumes and speeds measured by ODOT, 

and CO screening tables from the DEQ, Metro's analysis 

shows that the traffic volumes on Highway 99W are much 
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lower than the threshold volume that would indicate a 

potential CO problem. For this reason and because of the 

traffic flow improvement project already implemented, no 

further analysis or mitigation is warranted for this 

highway section. Documentation of this work is found in 

Appendix 4.2-13. 

b. Portland Downtown Violation Area 

Once the work for the regional emission inventory had 

been completed, specific violation areas were 

identified. One of these areas was the CED of the City 

of Portland. Because of the unique circulation patterns 

within this area, it was necessary to complete a 

microanalysis of motor vehicle emissions and the 

projected increase in vehicles for the downtown area 

separate from the regional network. 

The downtown study was divided into three parts: 

1) projecting economic growth of downtown through 1990; 

2) projecting increases in vehicles entering the 

downtown; and 

3) assessing the current CO levels and levels in 1982 

and 1987. 

b.l Economic Analysis 

The economic work was based on a review of downtown 

Portland since 1974. The year 1974 was chosen as the 
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base year for projecting because major changes in 

downtown development activities began to occur then. 

While office space continued to grow at a substantial 

rate, downtown also witnessed a large increase in new 

retail space. At the same time, the City of Portland 

began a concentrated effort to attract housing downtown, 

both with new construction and rehabilitation of 

older units. At least 2,000 additional hotel/motel rooms 

have been added. These trends, given prevailing 

conditions of demand, are expected to represent the 

future of downtown much closer than previous periods. 

Overall, the downtown is projected to absorb 

approximately four million square feet of additional 

office space and 500,000 square feet of retail space by 

1990 in a variety of locations and types of structures. 

This implies 27 stories of new office space constructed 

annually downtown, and significant upgrading of 

structures and business establishments already in 

existence there. (See Appendix 4.2-5.) In addition, 

1,500 new or rehabilitated dwelling units and 800 motel 

rooms are also likely to be constructed. 

Along with approximately 60,000 office and 8,000 retail 

employees downtown, roughly 12,000 persons are currently 

employed in manufacturing, wholesale, medical, education, 
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Emp. 
Category 

Office 

Retail 

Other 

Total 

*Weighted 

nonprofit, amusement and recreation, hotel and 

residential employment categories. Employment in these 

categories is not expected to grow as fast as office or 

retail employment. In fact, some of these land uses will 

be replaced by offices. In particular, employment in 

manufacturing and wholesaling, medical uses and education 

show little prospect of growing downtown. Nonprofit 

amusement and recreation employment and hotel and 

residential employment show opportunities for growth, 

though not at the rate of office employment. A combined 

growth rate of 1.5 percent was estimated for these 

categories, adding another 180 employees annually to 

downtown. Portland is thus projected to average a 

3.2 percent annual increase in office employment and a 

1.3 percent annual increase in retail employment. Total 

average new jobs per year should be just under 3,000. 

Table 4.2-4 

Annual Projected Employment Growth in 

Downtown Portland bv Employment Category (1980-1990) 

1980 
Base 

Employees 

60,000 

8,000 

12,000 

80,000 

Annual 
Space Growth 

(sg. ft.) 

383,000 

50,000 

433,000 

Space/Emp. 
Coefficient 

200 

500 
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Annual 
Increase 

in EmJ2. 

1, 915 

100 

180 

2,095 

Percent 
Increase 

in Emo. 

3.2% 

1. 3 

1. 5 

3.1* 



b.2 Transportation Analvsis 

The transportation analysis concentrated on two primary 

tasks: 

1. Estimating the existing number of vehicles and 

characteristics of traffic in the downtown area, and 

2. Estimating the likely changes in traffic volumes 

within this area given various policy and plan 

options. 

Existing Characteristics of Downtown Traffic 

In addition to determining average daily trips, it was 

necessary to establish the percent of these trips by 

hour, travel distance, average speed of travel, average 

percentage of heavy-duty vehicles for each street and 

highway link in the study area, location of off-street 

parking facilitie.s having 100 or more spaces and number 

of parking starts by hour in those facilities. 

There were 802 links in the study area. This data was 

developed for each link in the study area's street and 

highway network. Links were defined by nodes, 

representing intersections or points at which the road 

changed direction. The CO analysis required that all 

road links be represented as straight lines; therefore, 

curved roads had to be divided into two or more segments. 

- 20 -



Actual counts for 1978 and 1979 were available for 221 of 

the area's links. Volumes in the remaining links were 

estimated by averaging, interpolations, and 

extrapolations depending on proximity of major 

generators, turning movements and proportion of through 

traffic. Average daily trips are listed for each link in 

Appendix 4.2-6. 

In general, the counts for 1978 and 1979 were about the 

same. November and December had higher traffic volumes 

than other months. Friday tended to be higher than other 

wee kda:ts. 

The traffic counts also record volumes by hour. The 

percent of daily traffic in each hour was established 

from the counts on those links where counts were 

available. Hourly percentages on the links without 

counts were interpolated. The resulting hourly pattern 

code is listed in Appendix 4.2-6 for each link. (The 

hourly pattern codes are explained in Appendix 4.2-7.) 

It was found that the highest volumes of traffic usually 

occur in the 11-hour period between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

Travel distances for the links were scaled from available 

maps and are listed in Appendix 4.2-6. 
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During November and December of 1979 (the same time 

period as the collection of air samples in downtown 

locations), traffic speeds were measured at 18 sites for 

traffic on one lane at each site. The measured average 

speeds for the various sites ranged from 13.3 to 

24.9 miles per hour. Estimates of average speeds on 

links other than those where speed measurements were 

taken were based on signal locations, positions of links 

relative to freeway ramps and to the center of downtown, 

and speeds on the nearest similar links. Estimated 

average speeds for all street and highway links are 

listed in Appendix 4.2-6. (Speed measurement sites are 

shown in Appendix 4.2-8.) 

The percentage of heavy-duty vehicles was estimated for 

each street link by adding the percentage of buses to an 

estimated percentage of trucks (ranging from about four 

percent trucks on the south side of downtown upward to 

about seven percent at the north side of downtown). 

Percentages of heavy-duty vehicles assigned to each link 

in the study area are listed in Appendix 4.2-6. 

The size and location of off-street parking facilities in 

downtown are recorded by the City Bureau of Traffic 

Engineering. There were 95 facilities with 100 parking 

spaces or more in November and December of 1979. These 

facilities are located by link in Appendix 4.2-9 which 
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also lists the number of spaces, the assigned number of 

starts during the 11-hour peak period (7 a.m. - 6 p.m.), 

the percentage of cold starts, the average speed and the 

distance of travel within the parking facility. The 

number of starts and percentage of cold starts were based 

on the classification and location of the parking 

facility. Private parking facilities were assumed to 

have lower turnover rates than public or customer 

facilities and facilities in the retail core were assumed 

to have higher turnover rates and shorter parking 

durations. 

Changes in Downtown Traffic Volumes Under Alternative 

Conditions (for 1987) 

Increases in average daily trips associated with each 

link were projected for 1987 using parking-space by 

land-use ratios, turnover rates, economic projections and 

conditions under four possible parking situations. With 

no measure in place to regulate parking or encourage 

additional ridesharing, it was estimated that average 

daily trips to downtown would increase by 60,000. If 

existing measures were kept in place, the projected 

increase was only 17,000 trips per day. However, the 

economic work showed that the effect would be an almost 

certain stifling of development. A third scenario of 

increasing the amount of downtown parking, but tightening 

the requirements by which parking spaces were appropriated 
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to new development, would result in an estimated 38,500 

new trips per day by 1987. A fourth scenario was made 

based on the assumption of increasing the parking allowed 

in the downtown by two percent, tightening the 

requirements for the number of allowable parking spaces 

in new development projects and adopting other measures 

to encourage ridesharing. Under this scenario, the 

increase in trips per day by 1987 was also 17,000. 

b.3 Carbon Monoxide Analvsis 

The next step was an assessment of the resulting CO 

levels in 1982 and 1987 under these various traffic 

increases. A short-term CO monitoring program was 

undertaken at eight locations throughout the CBO (during 

the worst case CO season, November and December) and 

results were compared with OEQ sites. Violation levels 

were measured during this period at several places in 

downtown. Recorded parameters on days with the highest 

concentrations were employed to calibrate the computer 

model used to predict future CO levels. (Appendix 

4.2-10.) 

The computer program used to predict concentrations in 

downtown was the model APRAC version 2. Selection of 

APRAC was partly based on its ability to incorporate the 

effects of street canyon topography within its 

calculations. Both the emission module and the diffusion 
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module were used on this analysis. 

The emission module calculates total CO emissions for a 

specific traffic link. Necessary inputs to this module 

are: 

1. Total average daily traffic (ADT) 

2. Percentage of Average Daily Traffic by Hour 

3. Link speed 

4. Link length 

5. Average percentage of heavy-duty vehicles as 

compared to total volume 

6. Parking lots wih 100 or more parking spaces 

7. Emission factors calculated from the EPA publication 

"Mobile Source Emission Factors, Final Document" 

8. Distribution of vehicle age and type specific to 

Oregon 

9. Hot and cold-start factors 

As part of the emission module, a .25 kilometer grid 

network was superimposed over the study area. All links 

or portions of links falling within a specific grid were 

identified and their emission rates summed, yielding an 

emission rate for each of the grids in the study area. 

The diffusion module uses the results of the emission 

module to predict the CO concentrations resulting from 
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upwind sources. Necessary inputs are: 

1. Receptor location 

2. Street canyon topography based on building height, 

street width, and both horizontal and vertical 

distance from the monitoring probe to the nearest 

traffic lane 

3. Direction and wind speed 

4. Mixing height 

5. Cloud cover 

Emission rates from links located upwind from a specific 

receptor were identified and summed. These total rates 

were then input to a Gaussian calculation. Additional 

calculations are used to approximate the localized CO 

build-up where receptors were located within a street 

canyon. (Refer to Appendix 4.2-11.) 

This system was used to compare the effects on CO 

build-up under each of the four parking and traffic 

scenarios described on Table 4.2-5. (Appendix 4.2-12.) 

The results of this work showed that none of the possible 

traffic projections brought the downtown into compliance 

by 1982, but under each scenario, attainment was possible 

by 1987. There were variations between those two dates 

as shown on Table 4.2-5. 
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Table 4.2-5 
Projected Compliance Year 

By Plan Option 

For Each Grid Cell 

Grid Cell* OJ2tion l (&3) 0]2tion 2 

303 1982 1982 
305 1982 1982 
307 1982 1982 
308 1982 1982 
405 1982 1983 
407 1985** 1986** 
504 1982 1982 
505 1982 1983 
507 1983 1984 
508 1984 1985 
604 1982 1982 
607 1984 1985 
608 1982 1982 
609 1982 1982 
706 1982 1983 

All grids in 
compliance by: 1984 1985 

* Grid cells not listed are projected to be 
1982 under all options. 

0]2tion 4 

1982 
1982 
1983 
1982 
1983 
1986** 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1982 
1985 
1982 
1982 
1983 

1985 

in compliance 

** Compared to monitoring results, grid cell 407 projected 
significantly higher. This prediction deleted in final 
analysis. 

by 

Option l Maintains parking inventory at or close to current level; 
implements a parking management plan; tightens parking 
space per square foot of floor space limits (parking 
ratios). 

Option 2 

Option 3 

Option 4 

Eliminates the parking inventory; tightens parking ratio 
limits. 

Maintains parking inventory at current level; maintains 
parking spaces per square foot of new floor space rati6s 
at current level; no parking management plan. 

Eliminates the parking inventory; maintains or tightens 
parking ratio limits, no parking management plan. 
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b.4 Alternatives Analvsis 

Reasonably Available Control Measures listed in the Clean 

Air Act as Amended in 1977 we.re evaluated. Categories 

that were selected for additional action as a part of the 

Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan are starred. 

l. Annual Inspection Maintenance (I/Ml 

Residents of the Portland region are currently 

required to have their vehicles inspected on a 

biennial basis. The reduction gained from this 

program is discussed in more detail in 

Section 4.2.4. Annual inspection was evaluated but 

will not be pursued at this time unless it is 

necessary in order to meet the ozone standard. 

*2. Programs for Improved Public Transit 

While transit ridership into downtown now captures 

approximately 40 percent of all work trips and 

15 percent of all shopper trips, it was assumed that 

the new transit measures detailed in Section 4.2.4 

would capture 55 percent of all work trips and 

20 percent of all shopper trips. Although emission 

reductions from these measures were not quantified, 

they would lead to lower emissions. 

Because of the parking restrictions, the creation of 

new jobs in the downtown area (which corresponds to 
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the boundaries of the non-attainment area) is 

dependent on an increased level of transit service 

to the downtown. Transit improvements also provide 

increased mobility, especially for the elderly, 

handicapped and transit-dependent population of the 

region, and reduce fuel consumption. 

Because of the benefits, the region has placed 

tremendous emphasis on public transit programs. 

This is evidenced by a jump in market penetration 

(persons who use transit at least twice per month) 

from 23 percent in 1977 to 28 percent in 1980. 

3. Exclusive Bus and Carpool Lanes 

Preferential treatment for high-occupancy vehicles 

has been recommended in the McLoughlin Boulevard 

corridor. Improvements in the corridor may include 

an exclusive high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane. The 

decision regarding which projects to implement in 

the corridor will be made in early 1982. Due to the 

time required to implement this project, an HOV lane 

on McLaughlin Boulevard would not assist in bringing 

the downtown into attainment prior to the requested 

1985 deadline. 

*4. Areawide Carpool Programs 

Portland has had a carpool matching service 
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regionwide since 1972. In addition, many employers 

have similar programs within their firms. One area 

that will be evaluated further will be to prioritize 

a po.r ti on of both publicly and privately-owned 

spaces in existing downtown lots and garages for car 

or vanpools. 

It was estimated that a three percent reduction in 

CO emissions would be realized in 1983 and 1984 

through some type of program. This would not be 

sufficient by itself to bring the area into 

attainment earlier than the 1985 deadline. However, 

the program would have other benefits such as 

conserving fuel and will be pursued as a part of the 

adopted Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan. 

Section 4.2.4.) 

5. Limitations in use of Road Surfaces 

(See 

Because of the limited number of streets in the 

downtown area, further limitations on road surfaces 

would cause mobility and congestion problems. 

Only one street in the downtown area, Park Avenue, 

has the potential for such action without severe 

economic and mobility constraints. Plans are to 

install dividers to discourage through-traffic on 

this street. Actual construction of this project 
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will be completed at the same time as the crosstown 

alignments of light rail (1985). Other than lanes 

for transit movement mentioned in No. 6 of this 

section, no other road limitations are planned at 

this time. The potential air quality impacts of the 

Park A.venue dividers are too small to quantify. 

6. Long-Term Transit Improvements 

Construction of a light-rail transit (LRT) line in 

the Banfield freeway corridor is scheduled to begin 

in 1982 with completion anticipated in 1985. The 

light-rail project is anticipated to make 

substantial contributions towards improving the 

mobility of residents of Multnomah County and the 

City of Portland. It will also reduce congestion, 

reduce fuel consumption and stimulate significant 

economic development in addition to the 

environmental benefits of reduced emissions. (See 

Section 4.2.4.) 

In addition to the Banfield light rail project, 

planning is now underway for either greatly expanded 

bus service or a light-rail line west of Portland to 

Beaverton and Hillsboro, and south of Portland to 

Milwaukie and Oregon City. If light rail is 

implemented, the effect would be removal of some of 

the existing diesel buses in downtown. Either 
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alternative would reduce the dependency on the 

private automobile for the trips made in these 

corridors. However, neither of these projects would 

be implemented in time to show air quality 

improvements by 1982 or 1987. Since the social, 

economic, mobility and energy effects of two 

additional transit-intensive corridors would be 

positive, the region will continue to vigorously 

seek funding for these projects. 

*7. Programs to Control Parking 

Control of parking demonstrated the largest 

reduction of any of the alternative control 

measures. Review of four alternative parking 

policies in downtown (as shown on Table 4.2-6) 

showed a variation of 12 percent in CO levels in 

downtown from the different parking programs. 

Limitations on parking within a confined area such 

as downtown Portland can result in severe negative 

economic and mobility impacts unless simultaneous 

actions are taken to improve transit (such as the 

transit improvement work discussed in No. 2) and 

equitable management of the parking suppply for the 

benefit of all downtown interest. The measures that 

can alleviate some of these negative effects of 

parking controls are discussed in more detail in 

Section 4.2.4. 
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Table 4.2-6 

Elements in Alternative Programs to Control Parking 

Parking Option No. 1 

maintains the parking inventory at or close to the 
current level 
implements a parking management plan 
tightens parking space per square foot of floor space 
ratios 

Parking Option No. 2 

eliminates the parking inventory 
no parking management plan 
eliminates parking space per square foot of floor 
space ratios 

Parking Option No. 3 

maintains present inventory at current level 
no parking management plan 
maintains parking space per square foot of floor 
space ratios at current level 

Parking Option No.4 

increases the parking inventory to meet market demands 
no parking management plan 
equal or tighter parking space per square foot of 
floor space ratios 
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8. Park and Ride Lots 

An extensive network of park and ride lots already 

exists in the Portland region and is discussed in 

Section 4.2.4. Most park and ride lot users are 

coming into the downtown area. Thus, the greatest 

pollution reduction will be realized in that 

geographic area because fewer vehicles are entering 

the downtown. Even so, the highest expected 

reduction in CO emissions resulting from the 

addition of 13 major new lots (4,669 spaces) in the 

region was one percent in each of 1983 and 1984, 

which is not sufficient to bring the area into 

attainment prior to 1985. 

Because their emission reduction potential is so 

low, park and ride lots will not be pursued solely 

for air quality purposes. Tri-Met, the park and 

ride lot implementing agency, is still considering 

major new park and ride lots as part of their 

long-range planning, however. This program is also 

discussed in Section 4.2.4. 

9. Pedestrian Malls 

Portions of Ankeny and Flanders Streets between 

Second and First Avenues have been proposed as 

pedestrian malls under private development 

proposals. Until such time as light-rail alignments 
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are selected and completed within the downtown area, 

City of Portland traffic engineers have determined 

that additional street closures would result in 

congestion problems and creation of additional CO 

hot spots. Because of this, the City did not pursue 

this measure further. 

10. Employer Programs to Encourage Carpooling, 

Vanpooling and Mass Transit 

The region has a rideshare program that is targeted 

towards working with individual employers to 

establish Employee Rideshare Programs for their 

firms. These programs have positive effects in 

terms of energy, mobility, economics and social 

welfare, as well as reduced air pollution 

emissions. It was not possible to accurately 

quantify emission reductions from this program; 

however, the region intends to aggressively continue 

to support this effort. Section 4.2.4 provides 

further details on this measure. 

*11. Program to Encourage Use of Bicycles 

The City of Portland has an on-going bicycle 

planning program. It is currently estimated that 

1.5 percent of downtown work trips are by bicycle. 
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A scenario of capturing 3.5 percent of eligible* 

work trips on bicycles was assessed. If achieved, 

this level of bicycling would provide a one percent 

reduction of CO emissions in 1983. Since use of 

bicycles also improves mobility and energy 

objectives, the City has included additional 

bicycling efforts in the Downtown Carbon Monoxide 

Plan. (See Section 4. 2. 4.) 

*12. Staggered Work Hours (Flex-time) 

The advantages of flex-time include diffusion of 

peak traffic load, reductions in overloaded 

peak-hour buses, increases in vehicle speeds during 

peak hours and change in travel modes away from the 

single-occupant vehicle. These advantages can 

decrease fuel consumption and increase mobility for 

flex-time participants. 

In May 1980, the Portland City Council adopted a 

formal flex-time policy for City employees. The 

City is now completing a survey to see how many 

employees have benefitted from the policy. Other 

flex-time programs are incorporated in Employee 

*Eligible work trips were defined as trips less than nine miles 

(one-way); 3.5 percent is a weighted average which assumes greater 

participation for shorter work trips. 
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Rideshare Programs. (See No. 10.) 

Analysis showed that a more aggressive flex-time 

policy in downtown Portland can reduce CO levels by 

two percent in 1983; therefore, additional efforts 

were committed to as a part of the Downtown Carbon 

Monoxide Plan. (See Section 4.2.4.) 

13. Road User Charges 

Road user charges have been evaluated in the past. 

Given the storage capacity on the bridges and the 

arterial system feeding into the downtown from the 

East Side, road charges on the bridges could create 

pollution problems on the East Side. They could 

also have negative effects on fuel consumption due 

to increased East Side congestion and would affect 

the economic vitality of the downtown retail 

sector. Due to these considerations, user charges 

were not considered as a pollution reduction control 

measure suitable for Portland. 

*14. Parking Surcharge 

Parking costs appear to be one of the most effective 

means of controlling the number of vehicles entering 

the downtown non-attainment area and, therefore, one 

of the most effective pollution reduction measures. 

However, the same negative effects that were laid 
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out in No. 7 can apply here if special attention is 

not paid to the mobility and economic consequences 

of this type of control. 

It was estimated that a two to seven percent 

reduction in CO could be realized from parking cost 

measures. Therefore, the City has committed to 

several actions that will assist in controlling 

parking costs, without creating a blanket surcharge 

on all downtown parking. The overall effect of the 

adopted policies, however, will be to increase the 

cost of long-term parking downtown. 

Section 4. 2. 4.) 

15. Control of Extended Idling 

(See 

Oregon law allows drivers to turn right on a red 

light in order to decrease idling time when it is 

not necessary. In the downtown area, right turns 

have been completely eliminated in areas where there 

is high pedestrian traffic to further reduce idling 

time. No other measures for controlling idling have 

been identified. 

*16~ Traffic Flow Improvements 

Traffic flow improvements were judged to have good 

potential as an emission reduction measure for 

Portland. Traffic flow improvements that were 
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adopted as part of the Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan 

are aimed at improving the circulation for downtown 

traffic and discouraging through traffic from using 

downtown streets. (See Section 4.2.4.) These 

measures will result in decreases in congestion and 

fuel.consu~ption as well as lower emissions. 

17. Conversion of Fleet to Cleaner Engines or Fuels 

It was determined that significant market 

penetration of alternative fuels was not possible 

prior to 1985; so, this measure will not assist in 

an earlier attainment date. However, efforts are 

still being made to encourage use of alternative 

fuels. Some diesel buses will be replaced by 

electric vehicles as a part of the Banfield 

light-rail project. (See No. 3.) Conversion of 

City fleet vehicles to cleaner fuels (both alcohol 

and electric vehicles) is being pursued on a 

demonstration basis. These projects, if successful, 

will reduce fuel consumption as well as lower 

emissions. 

18. Minimization of Cold Start Conditions 

Given the warm temperatures year round in the 

Portland area, no measures that would provide 

significant CO reductions were identified. 
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Year 

1982 

1983 

1984 

l 

Table 4.2-7 

Summary of Control Measure Effectiveness 

(% Reduction Achieved) 

J.!l l Car Eccl Park & Ride Bicycles Flex-Time $1 Surcharge Annual IL'.M 

21 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 3 l l 2 2-7 10 

4 3 l l 2 2-7 10 

Percent emission reduction necessary, in addition to parking limitation, 
to attain a 9.5 mg/m3 (10mg/m3 - 0,5 significance level) CO 
concentration for the highest recorded hot spot in downtown Portland 
(Grid 508). 
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4.2.4 CONTROL STRATEGY COMMITMENTS 

4.2.4.1 Level of Control Required 

The carbon monoxide design concentration is 17.1 mg/m
3

, 

~ight-hour average, derived through a statistical analysis of 

data for the years 1977, 1978 and 1979 from the Central Air 

Monitoring Station in downtown Portland. The design value 

represents the third highest eight-hour concentration in three 

years, as per verbal guidance from EPA. The corresponding 

required emission reduction is approximately 40 percent. 

By continuing projects already implemented (Section 4.2.4.2) 

and by implementing the adopted Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan 

(Section 4.2.4.3 (h)), the nonattainment area is projected to 

be in attainment by December 31, 1985. 

4.2.4.2 Projects Already Implemented or Underway (prior 1979) 

The region has already taken many major steps to reduce air 

pollution from transportation-related sources. In response to 

the requirements of the Clean Air Act of 1970 and the previous 

SIP, many of the Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) 

specified in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 have already 

been implemented in the region. The following is a summary of 

those measures: 

a. Inspection/Maintenance. The 1975 Legislative Assembly 

enacted legislation implementing a mandatory biennial 
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motor vehicle emission control inspection program. The 

legislation requires that vehicles registered within the 

Metro boundary, which incorporates the urban area in 

parts of three counties around Portland, show evidence of 

compliance with emission control requirements prior to 

license renewal. The program operated on a voluntary 

basis during 1974 and 1975 until a mandatory program 

began on July 1, 1975. 

The Oregon DEQ administers the program. DEQ operates 

seven motor vehicle emission inspection centers with two 

lanes each and one mobile unit. The general location of 

these stations are in Southeast Portland, Northeast 

Portland, Northwest Portland, Milwaukie, Gresham, Tigard 

and Hillsboro. 

DEQ augments its inspection program operations with a 

fleet inspection program, which allows for licensed 

fleets to self-inspect their own vehicles. There are 

currently 45 licensed inspection fleets. To qualify as a 

fleet, a company or government agency must have approved 

exhaust gas analysis equipment. Its employees must 

complete a department operating training session. 

The findings from an EPA study indicate that the Portland 

inspection program achieved mass emission reductions of 

34 percent for CO and 24 percent for hydrocarbons for 
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1975-1977 model year cars over a one-year period. The 

program is projected to be sufficient to achieve the 

EPA's minimum requirement of a 25 percent reduction in 

both CO and hydrocarbons by December 31, 1987. 

b. Improved Public Transit. Commitment to public transit is 

very high in the region. A regional transportation 

policy states that no new urban freeways will be built 

and emphasizes much improved transit services. 

Tri-Met, the major transit agency in the region, has made 

substantial improvements in service during the last 

several years. Since 1969, average workday transit 

ridership has increased 230 percent. Although slight 

decreases have been experienced over the past few months, 

the trend over the past six years shows a major increase 

in ridership. 

Date 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 (first six months) 

- 43 -

Average Daily 
Tri-Met Ridershio 

93,000 

106,000 

116,000 

121,000 

134,000 

145,000 

141,000 



Some of the major improvements made by Tri-Met since 1975 

include: 

1. Downtown Transit Mall. The Transit Mall is composed 

of approximately 22 blocks in downtown Portland, 

giving public transit exclusive right-of-way on two 

of three lanes. The project was completed during 

1978 and has made it easier for buses to enter and 

leave the downtown area, thus reducing delays in 

routing and minimizing cost and congestion, with the 

resultant reduction of pollution in the downtown 

area. 

2. Bus Purchase. In 1977, Tri-Met purchased 100 new 

buses. By the fall of 1981, 87 new articulated 

buses will be delivered with an additional 

75 standard coaches due to be purchased in 1982. 

All new buses acquired by Tri-Met will meet EPA 

standards for emission control. Tri-Met has also 

overhauled 250 engines within its existing fleet to 

meet current (not year of manufacture) EPA emission 

standards. 

3. Bus Shelters. About 700 bus shelters have been 

installed in the Portland metropolitan area as part 

of a $1,100,000 UMTA capital grant. 

4. Fareless Souare. Fareless Square was instituted in 

Portland in January, 1975. The Square is an area in 

the CED where passengers may ride at no charge 

except between peak congestion hours of 3:00 p.m. -
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7:00 p.m. weekdays when passengers pay normal 

fares. In June of 1982, when Tri-Met introduces its 

self-service fare system, Fareless Square will again 

be in effect at all hours. In 1977, Fareless Square 

was expanded to include all of downtown Portland in 

an effort to reduce auto vehicle use in the area. 

The program has been very successful. There are 

approximately 3,000 free trips being made per 

average weekday in the zone. Traffic data has shown 

that there has been no increase in vehicle miles 

traveled in downtown Portland during the last three 

years. There is no question that Fareless Square 

and the Transit Mall have contributed to this trend. 

c. Exclusive Bus and Carpool Lanes. In late 1975, a 

combination carpool and bus-only lane was established on 

the Banfield Freeway at a cost of approximately 

$1,700,000. The project also consists of park and ride 

facilities and a special express transit service. It was 

designed to relieve traffic congestion within the 

corridor and to decrease the use of the automobile for 

commuting. Because of the construction of the Banfield 

Light Rail Transitway and highway improvements, however, 

the bus and carpool lane will be removed during the 

summer of 1982. 

- 45 -



During 1978, a regional suburban transit station was 

developed on Barbur Boulevard. The station has park and 

ride facilities for over 300 vehicles. The project also 

includes priority bus treatment and serves as a focal 

point for transit service to nearby suburban communities. 

d. Areawide Caroool Programs. Since 1974, Tri-Met has 

RB/srb 
3735B/256 

offered a carpool program that encourages the shared-ride 

as opposed to single occupant vehicle travel. The 

program includes a matching service, various incentives 

and a continuing promotional effort. 

An estimated eight percent (or 50,000) of the Tri-County 

commuting population are commuting in carpools of three 

or more people to and from work four or more days per 

week. Approximately 30 percent, or 15,400, of these 

carpoolers are from within the City of Portland. In 

addition to three or more person carpools, 68,000 people 

are sharing rides in groups of two. Of these two groups, 

approximately 6,000 of these people are carpooling or 

sharing rides because of the matching service. 
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In cooperation with the City of Portland, Tri-Met 

administers the Downtown Parking Permit Program, 

providing preferential carpool parking at six-hour 

meters. A maximum of 500, $25 monthly permits can be 

sold under the program. In January 1981, 487 permits 

were issued to 1,554 people. 

In cooperation with the City of Portland, Tri-Met 

administers a preferential on-street Carpool Parking 

Program in the Lloyd Center area. Fifty-two free carpool 

spaces were initially reserved for the program; there is 

currently a waiting list for these spaces and the program 

may be expanded. 

The Rideshare Project's free Carpool Matching Service 

responded to 3,388 new carpool applicants during 1980. 

An average match rate of 61 percent has been maintained 

over the last year. 

e. Long-Range Transit Improvements. $190 million in 

Interstate Transfer funds has been earmarked for the 

Banfield Corridor Transitway and highway improvements. 

Current plans are to fund the development of a light-rail 

line which will link downtown Portland with Gresham. It 

is planned that the project will include a number of park 

and ride lots and improved bus feeder service. The 

project has the approval of all the required 

jurisdictions. 
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f. Park and Ride Lots. There are 67 park and ride lots 

throughout the region being used by over 2,000 vehicles. 

Of these, 11 are major lots with over 100 stalls. These 

major lots are well distributed throughout the region in 

the following locations: Forest Grove, Gresham, 

Hillsboro, Oregon City, North Portland (Hayden Island), 

Northeast Portland (at 102nd Avenue and Sandy Boulevard) / 

Southeast Portland (Mall 205), Southwest Portland (at 

Sunset Boulevard and at Barbur Boulevard) , Clackamas Town 

Center, Washington Square, and the Tannasbourne Shopping 

Center. 

g. Employer Programs to Encouraoe Carpooling and 

Vanoooling. Employer programs to encourage car and 

vanpooling are part of Tri-Met's overall regional 

ridesharing program. Tri-Met looks at major employers in 

the region on an individual basis. Then, depending on 

their size, location and accessibility to transit, they 

offer various transportation packages to employers. The 

packages consist of various options such as carpooling, 

vanpooling or transit. They also recommend transit 

incentives to be provided to employees. 

Tri-Met Rideshare representatives are currently working 

with approximately 250 employers to develop 

transportation programs for employees. As a result of 

the Project's efforts, some of the City of Portland's 
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major employers having active employee rideshare programs 

are: FMC, Freightliner, Tektronix, Hyster Corporation and 

Multnomah County. 

Tri-Met also provides transportation training workshops 

for company representatives. This year, Tri-Met has 

trained about 200 individuals as in-house Transportation 

Coordinators. These individuals represent 90 separate 

organizations with over 220 locations and approximately 

100,000 employees. Transportation Coordinators provide 

encouragement, assistance and information about 

ridesharing to fellow employees in addition to their 

regular job responsibilities. 

Over 30 employer-sponsored vanpools are currently 

operating. 

The Rideshare Project is working with Swan Island and 

Rivergate employment areas, the East Side Industrial 

Council and the North Industrial area to develop 

transportation programs. 

h. Traffic Flow Improvements. There have been numerous 

traffic flow improvements in Portland during the last few 

years. Some of the major improvements are: 

1. Computerized traffic signals have been instituted on 

several major arterials and the Transit Mall. Other 
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areas are being evaluated to see if additional 

computerization can be accomplished. 

2. There is a voluntary program with downtown stores 

which encourages delivery of retail merchandise in 

the off-peak hours to help ease peak-hour congestion. 

3. Turns have been prohibited at many intersections on 

the downtown Transit Mall where there is heavy 

pedestrian traffic. This helps eliminate excessive 

idling while waiting for pedestrians to cross the 

street. 

4. As has been previously discussed, on-street parking 

has been banned or limited on several streets in 

downtown Portland as a measure to help traffic flows. 

i. Bicvcle Program. Legislation passed in 1971 authorized 

the expenditure of not less than one percent of the State 

of Oregon Highway Fund monies for the establishment of 

bicycle trails and footpaths. The program has resulted 

in development of approximately 120 km (74 miles) of 

bikeway in the AQMA. This figure includes bikeways 

separate from, adjacent to, or shared with roadways as 

well as sidewalk bikeways. 

There is also funding in the annual budget of the City of 

Portland for constructing curb cuts, upgrading signs, 

replacing hazardous sewer grates and providing bypasses 

around hazardous areas on streets which are not undergoing 
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general repair. The removal of hazardous spots receives 

first priority for this funding. 

In addition, the City of Portland has an ongoing program 

to promote and encourage the use of bicycles for any 

trip. The emphasis of the program is to make the street 

system safer for bicycles riders rather than to provide 

separate bicycle routes. 

City streets targeted for review and possible action 

include a bike link between the Hawthorne Bridge and 45th 

and SE Salmon, a bike route on SE Woodstock, bike signs 

on SE 26th between Steele and SE Powell, plus the 

completion of a bike link from the boundary of Beaverton 

to downtown Portland. In addition, bicycle routes along 

the major sections of the Willamette Greenway (a public 

park along the Willamette River) will be designed over 

the next two years. The City's goal is to have 100 miles 

of designated bike routes and capture five percent of 

work trips by bicycling by 1985. 

j. Expanded Bus Service on I-5 Corridor. In cooperation 

with the City of Portland and other local agencies, a 

separately funded two-year Rideshare Program has been 

developed to increase ridesharing and reduce congestion 

in the North I-5 corridor. 
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The combination of the comparatively long trip between 

Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, Washington, the single 

bridge which connects them, and the large number of 

commuters in the corridor makes the potential for 

increasing the number of trips made by transit service 

and other rideshare alternatives very high. 

4.2.4.3 Projects and Programs Identified for Imolementation 

(Since 1979) 

Since the region's Carbon Monoxide State Implementation Plan 

submission in 1979, the following projects and programs have 

been identified for implementation. Work has been started on 

some of the projects with the remainder scheduled to begin in 

the near future. All are proposed for inclusion in the 

current Carbon Monoxide Plan. 

a. McLoughlin Corridor Rideshare Program 

Overview: 

The McLoughlin Corridor Rideshare Program will emphasize 

ridesharing in one of the most congested travel corridors 

in the Portland metropolitan area. The project will test 

a number of rideshare actions. Specific actions are 

still to be finalized, but will probably include highway 

signs advertising carpooling, mailing rideshare 

information to 40,000 households and 250 firms within the 

study area, individual contact with businesses to assist 

them in setting up rideshare programs, and mass media 
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promotion through newspapers, radio and TV. The region 

has also committed $24.5 million for physical 

improvements in the McLoughlin Boulevard Corridor. There 

is a strong possibility that these improvements will 

include an exclusive bus lane. 

Responsibility: 

Metro in cooperation with Tri-Met. 

Schedule: 

The rideshare program has a two-year timeframe from the 

developmental phase to completion of all project 

elements. Planning is scheduled to begin in fall of 1981. 

Funding: 

$196,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program.) 

$65,333 local match. 

b. Employer Bicycle Planning Project 

Overview: 

The Portland region will be experimenting with a new 

approach to bicycle promotion. One element is to work 

with 20 employers, much in the same manner that Tri-Met 

establishes Employee Rideshare Plans, to establish 

Bicycle Plans for work commuting. This will be 
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supplemented with a media campaign targeted at 

encouraging work trip commuting and tolerance of 

bicyclers from drivers. There will also be a survey to 

define public attitudes towards bicycling and what can be 

done to help overcome negative attitudes. 

Responsibility, 

Project Management--Metro 

Technical Direction--City of Portland 

Schedule: 

This is scheduled as a 15-month project to begin in late 

fall of 1981. The primary promotional activities are 

scheduled for summer of 1982. 

Funding: 

$174,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program 

Grant.) 

c. State Legislation to Encourage Ridesharing 

overview: 

Several pieces of State legislation (SB 52 and SB 54) 

that eliminate institutional barriers to ridesharing were 

passed during the 1981 Oregon legislative session. These 

bills define ridesharing, eliminate Workers' Compensation 
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problems by allowing employers to exempt ridesharing from 

their liability and clarify insurance coverage on state 

employees using State owned vehicles for ridesharing. 

Responsibility: 

Local Employers .. 

Schedule: 

Effective Immediately. 

Funding: 

None required. 

d. Shop and Ride Program 

Overview: 

Proposed in the FY 81-82 Tri-Met work program is a 

regional shop and ride program. Downtown retailers would 

provide two free bus tickets to shoppers who demonstrate 

that they had ridden the bus. The tickets would be valid 

for the trip home and for a return trip to the retail 

center. It would be very similar to the parking 

validation approach that many retail facilities use now. 

The stores would be able to buy the transit tickets from 

Tri-Met at a discount. 

Responsibility: 

Tri-Met. 
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Schedule: 

The Tri-Met Board will decide whether or not to fund this 

program by mid fiscal year 1982. 

e. City of Portland Bicycle Parking Program 

The City of Portland will install 42 bicycle racks 

downtown, each designed for two bicycles. In addition, 

30 bicycle storage lockers will be placed downtown, at 

Portland State University, at the Barbur Boulevard 

Transit Station and within a few neighborhoods. The goal 

of the new program is to encourage more Portlanders to 

ride their bikes to work, or to bike to transit stops and 

finish their commute trip by bus. 

The City Council has also approved a $14,650 grant to 

support the Bicycle Commuter Service, a nonprofit 

organization promoting bicycling. 

A recently approved City Zoning Code change requires all 

downtown developers to provide bicycle storage spaces 

equivalent to five percent of their car parking supply. 

Responsibility: 

City of Portland Bicycle Program. 

Schedule: 

All bicycle racks and lockers are scheduled to be 

installed by April 1982. 
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Funding: 

Federal Highway Administration Grant in the amount of 

$22,564 plus a local match of $8,588 for a total program 

cost of $31,152. The program will be self sustaining 

through the purchase of trip tickets from downtown 

retailers. 

f. Employee Flexible Working Hours Program 

Overview: 

This program is designed to assist businesses in 

implementing effective flex-time programs within their 

companies. The program is comprised of three main 

components: 1) promotion of the flex-time concept, 

2) institution of flex-time program at selected 

demonstration firms, and 3) evaluation of the 

demonstration programs. 

Responsibility: 

Tri-Met will have primary responsibility for the 

promotional campaign. The City of Portland will 

administer the remaining parts of the program with 

consultant assistance. 

Schedule: 

Program will begin October 1, 1981 and last for an 

18-month period. 
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Funding: 

$65,000 from the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. (Comprehensive 

Transportation System Management Assistance Program 

Grant.) 

g. Traffic Signal svstem Project 

The City of Portland's Bureau of Traffic Engineering 

operates a traffic signal control system of approximately 

7.10 traffic signals. Within downtown Portland, 

202 intersections are controlled. An additional 

368 signals are interconnected by hardware into nine 

separate subsystems. The remaining 140 signals are not 

directly interconnected, but many are hand coordinated 

with adjacent signals. With the introduction of the 

light rail into the downtown area, the need for changes 

in existing traffic signalization techniques became 

obvious. The City has concluded that significant 

benefits can be gained by interconnecting and efficiently 

coordinating the existing signal network citywide. 

Benefits to be derived include: 

reduced fuel consumption 

improved air quality 

reduced traffic accidents 

decreased stops and delay time 

reduced utility and signal maintenance costs 

improved efficiency of the public transit system 
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Portland is presently developing a five-year traffic 

signal improvement plan for the City. If met, the goal 

of a 15 percent reduction in stops and delays would 

amount to a fuel savings of 1,860 gallons per year per 

intersection. For the City's present system, this would 

provide a 1,302,000 gallon per year fuel savings. 

Responsibility: 

City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic Engineering. 

Schedule: 

The Traffic Signal Plan will be completed in 1981, along 

with a design and implementation schedule for the 

completion of all recommendations within five years of 

that date. 

Funding: 

$2.5 million from the Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration. 

h. Downtown Portland Air Quality Plan 

Overview: 

As a part of the overall Downtown ?.arking Management 

Program, the City of Portland took several actions aimed 

specifically at maintaining and improving the 

environmental quality of the area. The Air Quality Plan, 

as adopted by City Council on October 30, 1980, is 
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incorporated as a major part of the selected control 

strategy. The specific provisions of that plan are as 

follows: 

1. Maintain and Manage Downtown Parking Inventory 

(a) At the end of any quarter of any year, the 

total inventory of parking spaces available for 

use in downtown will not exceed 40,855. 

(Parking spaces for residential and hotel uses 

approved after May 29, 1973, are exempt from 

this total inventory.) Periodic review of the 

total inventory available for use in downtown 

will be made by the City's Parking Manager for 

the review and consideration of the City 

Planning Commission and the City Council. 

(b) Approval of new parking will be made based on 

maximum floor-space ratios established in 

Section 9 of the Parking and Circulation 

Policy. The Parking Manager will recommend the 

number of spaces to be made available for 

long-term and short-term use, general public 

use, carpools and bicycle storage. In 

addition, the Parking Manager will recommend 

conditions affecting the future use of approved 

parking. 

(c) Changes in the number and use of existing 

parking will be monitored and steps taken to 

coordinate any enforcement of the policy. 
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(d) An inventory of existing parking, including 

type and usage, will be made and updated 

regularly. 

(e) Implementation of the parking policy and the 

Air Quality Plan will be accomplished through 

the Downtown Parking Management Program. 

2. Measures to Improve Downtown Circulation 

The City will: 

(a) Establish, to the extent possible, separate, 

complete and effective systems for the movement 

of automobile traffic, transit vehicles, 

pedestrians and bicycles, and establish a basis 

for reducing conflicts among those movements. 

Access to new off-street parking facilities 

shall be limited to streets designated in 

Section 20 of the parking policy. 

(b) Actively pursue a program of improvements for 

road connections outside downtown in order to 

reduce the need for through traffic to use 

downtown streets. 

(c) Not improve downtown streets in such a way as 

to increase through traffic. 

(d) Develop a program for signing public parking 

facilities which is consistent throughout 

downtown, and located on the principal traffic 

streets. 
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3. Measures to Encourage the Use of Flex-time 

The City will: 

(a) Initiate a program to encourage increased use 

of flex-time in downtown. The City's employee 

program for flex-time will be expanded. 

(b) Set up a program involving a private sector 

consultant contacting major downtown employers 

in order to inform them of mechanisms for 

setting up flex-time programs. 

4. Measures to Encouraqe Use of Bicycles 

The City will: 

(a) Institute a program for including bicycle 

storage in all new parking facilities. 

(b) Designate principal bicycle streets, intended 

to form a system of principal downtown routes 

for bicycle riders. Decisions on design 

treatment and traffic operations on the 

principal bicycle streets shall give preference 

to the safety and convenience of bicycle travel. 

(c) Develop recommendations on bicycle parking in 

City garages and other publicly-owned parking 

facilities. 

5. Measures to Control On-Street Parkinq 

The City Will: 
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(a) Review the rates for curb parking on an annual 

basis and establish these curb rates to closely 

equal the hourly short-term rates of the City's 

garages. 

(b) Develop a program for curb parking removal, 

retention or replacement which maximizes the 

objectives of the parking policy. 

6. Measures to Encourage Ridesharing 

The City will: 

(a) Assist the Tri-Met Marketing staff in an 

assessment of the particular requirements of a 

rideshare program for downtown. Develop 

guidelines for the Parking Manager for 

application to new development proposals. The 

rideshare progam can include: 

(1) preferred or subsidized parking for 

carpools or vanpools; 

(2) purchase/lease or sponsorship of vanpools; 

(3) transit fare subsidies; 

(4) flexible work hours program. 

(b) Develop recom.~endations for adoption by the 

City Council on reserved public carpool 

facilities within existing City garages and any 

additional parking facilities the City should 

build or acquire. 
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(c} Examine the feasibility of public off-street 

parking facilities for exclusive use by 

carpools. 

(d) Require convenient carpool parking within all 

new developments. 

7. Transit Improvement Measures 

The City will: 

(a} In cooperation with Tri-Met, prepare a program 

of local transit service improvements. 

(b) Designate as non-automobile oriented streets 

any downtown street that is to be held for 

future public transit and pedestrian 

improvements. 

(c} Encourage the use of transit for work trips to 

the downtown by periodically reviewing the 

rates for City garages and establishing rates 

that discourage all day parking. 

In addition, the City will request an extension of the 

attainment deadline for meeting CO standards in the 

downtown to December, 1985; prepare an annual review of 

the progress in implementing this Air Quality Plan; and 

review air quality conditions in 1982 to compare 

predicted CO levels to monitored concentrations and 

traffic volume trends. Special attention will be given 

by the Parking Manager to developments wanting to locate 
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in those areas in the downtown with projected 1982 air 

quality violations (Grids 407, 508, 608, see attached 

map). The entire Downtown Parking and Circulation Plan 

is contained in Appendix 4.2-14.) 

Resp9nsibility: 

The Plan will be implemented through a full-time Program 

Manager on staff to the City of Portland, Bureau of 

Planning. 

Schedule: 

The Program Manager will begin the program by July 1, 

1981. 

Funding: 

A budget of $56,000 has been acquired for the first year 

operations; $28,000 from an EPA Air Quality Grant and 

$28 ,000 from the Portland Development Conunission. This 

will fund a full-time manager and a part-time assistant. 

Subsequent years will require only one full-time person 

and will be funded by the City of Portland with 

supplemental grant funding as appropriate. 

i. City of Portland Employee Travel 

Overview: 

The City of Portland's Energy Policy includes as one of 

the objectives a reduction in the amount of work-related 

- 65 -



V> 
0 
c: 

°" n 
fol 

-o 
0 , 
rl· -
"' ::> 
CL 

CJ 
0 
:;: 
::> .. 
0 
:;: 
::> 

-u 

"' , 
X-
-"· 
:.> 

'° 
"' ::> 
CL 

n 
~. , 
n 
c 

"" u. "' "' ct 
~. 

0 
::> 

·o 
0 -
~. 

n 
"' 

j I 
101 1102. ~~'-10-3 ~;-10_4 ______ -~10~"5__,,)i'.·\~'-lJ~10-6-~j1-01--~110-e-~h-09--~11-10----..i 

• I. I 1-~.-/11·'-\:l. • • • • • 
/:..___..-s-_, i -I\:,.~~)\ "}A~ ~ :;-

2iY1----\202 lz.o-;; ·/-' i2D4- _- i65!f~)~ 266
1
?C;" 2or

11
. _ -2·05---- zo9 ___ -t;io- -- ::: ~ 

/
' . - II ' '-fl._ .,'/ ' ·-- I/ ,_._ ---- /, ~) --- :---------i I 0 0 

_ 1 :'.>.1: - ., 1 /;::::: _ 1;- -:,, --- /--r----:-----.1i ... 11 ~:i.r:i "J 1--, 11 ~11 __.-c= IL----J 
- II a If 71 '"· - f - (:._: 

-- --~--· -- ---=It _ _J'·";,:.J ·--_''"' JL .7[');1---.. /l~_--"-::./L JL.':J~·7L-~L_:;~·4:l 1L -IL~ Ii - '' -1l_JI - 0 ~ 
301 /::c 2~::.:---.. fo3. /@l304 305--,.J(_ :::c-I< OT/ £@BoBr If' oo -::.= 1or:J -h.: 

. rPJrt11 -/~-l
1

1~[ ~/c:1;-{i11 ~~~-.1~- ~--~<7l·Ji:,/<-/1iJ1·1t=·li~t_1r~:fr~-1/ 
1 

~ ~ ~ 
' r • -:---..!/ A . { t ,r____ '!I' 11 11 -• ic ,r1 If[)> .IL__ 11 .. 11 ) - , -- i" - i--- .. rl , 

. _ , fl Ji':_,":, • ' '/' r.-:cJL _if: .:-,,~_Jj_ _ ?c.o_:_L,,"jl .L.11-11- ' _\ --'L-1 g; ;;;' ID 

_ _ . _ . ~40.5 ,,J/._fi407".)/' '\OJY----.C:, 4091 "· . tlO' ~ i: '!" 
11/ - . II - 1 ·--..:::fl_ {)~Of~ f -p- .. lo// 'iffia4rl ~---/·)// I. 1 L~.k,_.h= .. ' ... 1tJI I I ci. -a ':-' 

rr ~"~~-.-~~:".//. 11-·t 1~.J~~A1 ,;;., ( 1/..,~~/l·1f JC7;~"'-iJ4jli 11·.1L. ICJJ ... ~11 !• ;"~- .,,. 
Ji I -- --- f Ir l! /;':::- jJ .flf 1z----lz / I' ,f 1' 11 ii .IL ... ,[_!, .. --'1 •' ..... n 

·· 01" :-..:.:; 502. .. '·.·.-::.-:.· -.&'"'~ .. ··.--:.... 5 +~-.1[;·/f 'i/5: 11_ .. // -06. ~t:'·· .. ,. -.-01_~1. ~·-~;-sa{_~-~. '2.'5&9Ji~:-1e~ ~iot~~I.· -J, ~ £ 
I __ <J::.';·;;ro:-.:.- ">._l/

011,,,![ t".,,ll_J/oi''-:::R f., = ~,;p·{={_17ll~CJI ·11-~)L.{ ir·.11 11 ~s ~.,?,-·- • ··. :'-':::..:::_;_ . ./ >. j(;;-t.J;- 1 • .. fi1, // "'· ::c, 
1 //'-:iJ~- 7 -... -.1:>-.__ 11· •v-· 11--· J--ir""i' "'CT ~· Ir ·~-/ ~··. s..../ -~~).!! ) j,' •• I ~ ·::C- / /wf -- i Ji_'·- ' .. ll •rt" .--- L. l ID --.....:::::'· " - ' Y· 17 \ Ii 'I cJ/ Ii J -- 11 ·- If >ii .. ,,. r · - ' - ,- - '\) 

601 1602 ~03 ·-:a~~ 6o5:!r_~)r . 06:(~/i, ~o. 'i)/~, .i.·'I ~CR;j1 -:·.Ji fio9~.~;-:-::: '610\-. --r.-. ·111 " 

~ ~/ / .-- ----~ . l Ii"'-<:; .£,f-_7i_ J/i~:o '/Y)t'f/2)/U'0c: f11 l~ __ _l[ t7il .. L,).l. ,)\Ji· 
_ ~\-~~:~=,,J: ______ :_ .··~ ~-----~~~,-~Jc;(- ~7(_Jf~~ :~Jj~l:~:: LJIJb 

701 j702. j7CT3 70t 705 7CiS ' 70,7 -----.------.:_ 1oe11'<.·.: '.· ·ro911-· ·1·L .. 7. '.o,.,_...: ~ 
• "1·. : 'f. -..___ -..__ - 11. II / l__J _J / ·-c.,_0·..- -:. 

~ . J 0 . .- ~ ---------.- - . =--'-'-"' ·_.~ .• ~ "· : -..___ .. , I • ___...- •. 
• .. ----- \i.I - ---- ,. 

-~-··---"-'-~---L .... - .. ~~-\. - __ 11•1t.111111 y1vr'~ ··------~ ~-=-----· -~~--· --·--·---·-J\ .. 
1902 CO CONCENTRATIONS (m 9 ;m3) 11 • 
•RECEPTOR Q 7 - 9.5 l 
• < 7 

f''\ > 9.5 
~ 



local travel by City employees. The objective designates 

as the goal a 10 percent reduction in comparison to the 

base year travel pattern, which is 1978, through 

monitoring and reporting systems. 

Responsibility: 

The City of Portland Fleet Pool Manager monitors the use 

of fleet vehicles to determine progress towards the 

10 percent goal. 

Schedule: 

The objective was included as part of the City of 

Portland Energy Policy which was adopted in 1979. 
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4.2.5 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.275 through .620 

authorize the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission to adopt 

programs necessary to meet and maintain State and federal 

standards. The mechanism for implementing these programs is 

the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) . The rules that are 

pertinent to the carbon monoxide control strategy for the 

Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver AQMA are: 

* OAR 340-20-220 through -275, the new source review rules; 

* OAR 340-20-300 through -320, the plant site emission 

limit rules; 

* OAR 340-24-300 through -350, the moto.r vehicle emission 

control inspection test criteria and standards; 

* OAR 340-31-025, the State standard for carbon monoxide is 

set equal to the primary and secondary federal standard. 

New Source Review Rules 

The new source review rules require major new or modified 

stationary sources locating in a non-attainment area to: 

l. Meet lowest achievable emission rates; 

2. Demonstrate that the source will comply with the growth 

increment available or provide emission offsets; 

3. Provide an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, 

production processes and control techniques. 
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Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 

Plant site emission limit rules establish a baseline allowable 

emission rate for existing sources of carbon monoxide that are 

subject to regular permit requirements. These rules do not 

allow significant growth of stationary source emissions unless 

a growth margin is available or an offset can be obtained. 

Inspection/Maintenance 

All major urban areas needing an extension beyond 1982 for 

attainment of the ozone standard are required to implement a 

vehicle inspection/maintenance program by December 31, 1982. 

The Oregon inspection/maintenance program has been in 

mandatory operation since July 1975. The inspection is 

required for all vehicles registered within the Metro 

boundary. Testing in the Portland region is performed for 

carbon monoxide, as well as for hydrocarbons. 

Appendix 4.3-8 contains the required information about 

Oregon's inspection/maintenance program. 
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4.2.6 REASONABLE FURTHER PROGRESS; REPORTING PROGRAM INDICATORS; AND 

CONTINGENCY PLAN 

4.2.6.l Reasonable Further Progress 

The Clean Air Act requires a demonstration that Reasonable 

Further Progress (RFP) is being made each year towards the 

attainment of all air quality standards. RFP is defined as 

annual incremental reductions in emissions sufficient to 

achieve compliance with standards by the required date. 

The CO plan submitted to EPA in July 1979 showed an RFP line 

that would bring the Portland non-attainment area into 

compliance with national ambient air quality standards by 

December of 1986. The Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan that has 

been adopted by the Portland City Council and is laid out in 

this plan submittal will bring the area into attainment by 

December 31, 1985. 

4.2.6.2 Monitoring Plan 

A monitoring plan to periodically assess the extent to which 

the transportation measures are actually resulting in meeting 

this RFP requirement has been established. The primary 

indicator used to make this judgment will be ambient air 

quality monitoring. However, the number of downtown parking 

spaces and vehicles entering the downtown will also serve as 

indicators. 
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The City of Portland will submit quarterly reports on the 

inventory of parking spaces within the downtown area, showing 

the number of spaces in use, the number of spaces exempt from 

the inventory and the number of committed parking spaces which 

have been approved for new development, with anticipated 

completion dates. The accounting of spaces will be reported 

by geographic sector. 

The ambient monitoring data will be collected by the DEQ 

through the regional CO monitoring network. 

DEQ and Metro will jointly submit a report each July 1 for the 

preceding calendar year which will comply with the following 

EPA requirements: 

a. Identification of growth of major new or modified 

existing sources, minor new sources (less than 100 

tons/year), and mobile sources; 

b. reduction in emissions for existing sources; 

c. update of the emission inventory; 

d. status of parking inventory; 

e. ambient CO measurements; and 

f. determination of RFP compliance. 

4.2.6.3 Contingency Provision 

In the case of the region not being able to demonstrate annual 

RFP, a "contingency plan" process to identify and implement 

additional control measures that will compensate for any 
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unanticipated shortfalls in emission reductions has been 

established. The initial determination of annual RFP 

compliance will be made by DEQ. If their determination is 

that RFP is not being met, they will contact Metro and the 

City of Portland. Metro will review the Annual Transportation 

Improvement Plan (TIP) to see if any projects that were 

expected to assist in pollution reductions have been delayed 

or if projects with an adverse effect have been included. 

(The region has examined the current TI? and has not 

identified any adverse projects at this time.) The City will 

review the Downtown Carbon Monoxide Plan to see if measures 

scheduled for adoption have been delayed. If either agency 

identifies problems with delays, every effort will be made to 

bring the projects back on line. If any transportation 

projects with adverse impacts are identified, they will be 

delayed while other measures are adopted to make up for the 

shortfall. Any new measures that need to be adopted will 

become part of a revised SIP and will be adopted through the 

consultation of State and local government officials, and the 

public hearing processes described in Section 4.2.7. 

4.2.6.4 Conformity of Federal Actions 

U.S. Department of Transportation rules require that the 

Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement 

Program conform with air quality State Implementation Plans. 

Transportation plans and programs are determined to be in 

conformance with SIP's if they: 
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a. reflect reasonable progress in implementing those 

transportation control measures that are called for in 

the SIP to meet air quality standards; and 

b. do not include actions that would reduce the 

effectiveness of planned transportation control measures. 

To determine conformity, Metro will annually assess the 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to ensure that it 

includes those projects which are detailed in this SIP as 

necessary for attainment of the carbon monoxide standard. 

Following Metro's review of the Transportation Improvement 

Program, UMTA and FHWA will make the final determination of 

conformity. 

Attainment of the carbon monoxide standard in Portland is very 

closely tied to all phases of the City of Portland's Downtown 

Air Quality Plan. While many of the specific measures called 

for in the Air Quality Plan are not transportation projects 

and are thus not included in the Transportation Improvement 

Program, Metro will annually review the TIP to ensure that it 

does include those transportation measures called for in the 

Air Quality Plan. The TIP will also be examined annually to 

ensure that it does not include projects which would adversely 

affect those projects which are necessary for attainment of 

the carbon monoxide standard. 
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All projects will still be evaluated in accordance with 

procedures specified in the National Environmental Policy 

Act. For major projects which require an Environmental Impact 

Statement, a micro-scale air quality analysis will be 

performed. If the analysis indicates that the project will 

contribute to or exacerbate a violation of air quality 

standards, all practicable mitigation measures will be 

incorporated into the design of the project. Regardless of 

the initial conformity finding in the TIP, projects and 

facilities will comply with all provisions and requirements of 

the SIP. 
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4.2.7 STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

4.2.7.1 Public Involvement 

Two advisory committees were intimately involved in the 

development of the Portland Downtown Parking and Circulation 

Policy and Air Quality Plan. One of these committees was made 

up of representatives from downtown business and neighborhood 

associations; the other was a technical support group with 

representatives from various City bureaus and other agencies, 

such as the Portland Development Commission,.Tri-Met, DEQ and 

Metro. 

Between September of 1979 and September of 1980, the Citizens 

Advisory Committee (Table 4.2-8) met seven times; the 

Technical Advisory Committee (Table 4.2-9) met 10 times; and 

the two committees met together an additional six times. 

The Committees' recommendations were forwarded to the Portland 

Planning Commission. This began a series of three public 

hearings, the first before the Portland Planning Commission, 

the second before the Portland City Council and the third 

before DEQ. Based on the contents of the Plan and the 

majority of testimony presented, each public body accepted and 

endorsed the Policy and Plan. These documents were then 

incorporated in the SIP and forwarded to Metro for review. 
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Metro public review includes the Portland Air Quality Advisory 

Committee. This com.~ittee is a 24-member body whose primary 

mission is to advise DEQ and Metro on an air quality control 

strategy which is implementable and is designed to attain and 

maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards. (A 

list of the members of the committee is shown on 

Table 4.2-10.) The specific charge of the committee is to 

review the inter-relationships between planning for total 

suspended particulates, CO and ozone control strategies and to 

provide advice on the compatibilities and tradeoffs between 

actions involved in controlling stationary and transportation 

sources of these pollutants. In formulating such advice, the 

committee takes into account many factors besides air quality 

impacts. These include non-air quality environmental factors, 

energy consumption, economic and social impacts, and political 

and institutional feasibility. 
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Table 4.2-8 

Downtown Portland Parking, Circulation and Air Quality 
Technical Advisory Committee 

Member 

Don Bergstrom 

Richard Brandman 

Larry Dully 

Howard Harris 

Cynthia Kurtz 

Tom Matoff 

Doug Obletz 

Rod O'Hiser 

Doug Wentworth 

Representing 

Traffic Engineer, City of Portland, 

Metropolitan Service District 

Portlant Development Commission 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Bureau of Economic Development, 
City of Portland 

Tri-Met 

Portland Development Commission 

Bureau of Planning 
City of Portland 

Tri-Met 
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Table 4. 2-9 

Downtown Portland Parking and Circulation and Air Qualitv Plan 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

Member 

Craig Bayless 

Don Chapman 

Dean Gisvold 

Stan Goodell 

Doug Goodman 

Harrison King 

Jack Kondrasuk 

Bill Naito 

Dick Norman 

Leslie Olmstead 

Ray Polani 

Andy Raubeson 

Jessica Richman 

Jeanne Roy 

Representing 

The Gilley Company 

Association for Portland Progress 

Former Downtown Plan Citizen Advisory 
Committee; President 

Building Owners and Managers 

City Center Parking 

Retail Trade Bureau 

Oregon Environmental Council 

Norcrest China Company 

Historic Landmarks Commission 

Chamber of Commerce 

Citizens for Better Transit 

Burnside Consortium 

Downtown Community Association 

Air Quality Advisory Committee 

- 78 -



Table 4.2-10 

Membership of the Portland AQMA Advisory Committee 

1. City of Portland 
2. Metropolitan Service District** 
3. Multnomah County 
4. Clackamas County 
5. Washington County 
6. Oregon Department of Transportation 
7. Port of Portland 
8. Western Oil and Gas Association 
9. Associated Oregon Industries (AOI) 

10. Portland Chamber of Commerce 
11. Oregon Environmental Council 
12. League of Women Voters 
13. Oregon Student Public Interest Research Group (OSPIRG) 
14. Public-at-Large* 
15. Public-at-Large* 
16. Public-at-Large* 
17. Public-at-Large* 
18. Representative from Academic Institution 
19. Labor Council Representative 
20. Tri-Met (Public Transit Agency) 
21. Washington Department of Ecology** 
22. Southwest Air Pollution Control Authority** 
23. Clark County Regional Planning Council** 
24. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality** 

* 
** 

One each from the City of Portland and Multnomah, Clackamas and 
Washington Counties. 
Non-voting member. 
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There was a concerted effort to make this committee 

representative of both the community at large and of those 

with a specific interest in air quality planning. This is an 

important prerequisite which ensures that the recommended 

strategies which evolve will have taken into account many 

divergent points of 'liew. Thus, members of the committee 

represent the general public (i.e., no specific interest 

group), industry, environmental groups, the business community, 

citizen organizations, and State and local officials involved 

in air quality planning from both Washington and Oregon. 

All committee meetings are open to the public. At every 

meeting, there is an opportunity for interested citizens to 

comment on the activities of the committee or any other matter 

pertaining to air quality. 

4.2.7.2 Consultation Among State and Local Officials 

Once the State Implementation Plan is forwarded to Metro, it 

proceeds through a review that is specifically designed to 

involve political jurisdictions within the region. 

First, the plan is reviewed by Metro's Transportation Policy 

Alternatives Corn.~ittee (TPAC), composed of representatives of 

the cities and counties in the metropolitan area, as well as 

ODOT, the Washington Department of Transportation (WDO·T), DEQ, 

the Port of Portland and transit agencies in Oregon and 

Washington. 
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Once TPAC reviews the recommendations, they will go to Metro's 

Regional Development Committee. This Committee is composed of 

six Metro Councilors, who are all locally elected officials. 

The Committee looks at issues as they relate to land use, 

public facilities and other matters of regional concern. 

The recommendations will also go to Metro's Joint Policy 

Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) for their 

review. JPACT is charged with transportation and air quality 

advisory responsibility to the Metro Council and is composed 

of locally elected Mayors and City Councilors, County 

Commissioners, Metro Councilors and heads of special districts 

and State agencies. (Membership of JPACT is shown in 

Table 4.2-11.) 

The recommendations and comments from the Planning Committee 

are then forwarded to the full Metro Council. This locally 

elected Council is responsible to a geographic constituency 

covering the entire urbanized area, maximizing public 

accountability. The Council adopts the SIP by resolution. 

Comments from both citizens and local agencies are accepted at 

the Council meeting that the plan is considered for adoption. 

The Metro Council then submits their adopted plan to the 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission. DEQ also reviews the 

Plan and submits a staff report to the Commission with their 

recommendation of the Plan and a summary of the Air Quality 
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Advisory Committee's recommendations. 

The Environmental Quality Commission has the final 

responsibility for authorization and adoption of a State Air 

Quality Plan. Following a review of the Metro Council action, 

the DEQ recommendation and a public hearing to receive 

comment, the Commission adopts the final Oregon Carbon 

Monoxide Implementation Plan for the Portland area. The Plan 

is then forwarded by the Governor to EPA for federal approval. 
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Table 4.2-11 

JPACT MEMBERSHIP 

1. Lloyd Anderson, Executive Director 
Port of Portland 

2. Ernie Bonner 
Metro Councilor 

3. Bob Bothman, Administrator 
Oregon Department of Transportation 

4. Commissioner Don Clark 
Multnomah County 

5. Commissioner Larry Cole 
Cities in Washington County 

6. Ed Ferguson, District Administrator 
Washington Department of Transportation 

7. Commissioner Jim Fisher 
Washington County 

8. John Frewing 
Tri-Met Board 

9. Commissioner Robin Lindquist 
Cities in Clackamas County 

10. Mayor Al Myers 
Cities in Multnomah County 

11. Councilor Dick Pokornowski 
City of Vancouver 

12. Commissioner Mildred Schwab 
City of Portland 

13. Commissioner Robert Schumacher 
Clackamas County 

14. Commissioner Vern Veysey 
Clark County 

15. Charles Williamson 
Metro Councilor 

16. Bill Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
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4.2.7.3 Basic Transoortation Needs 

The Environmental Protection Agency requires funding and 

implementation of public transportation measures to maintain 

mobility where transportation control strategies are 

implemented. While no additional transportation control 

strategies are called for in this Plan to attain the carbon 

monoxide standard, the region is continuing its emphasis on 

high levels of transit and ridesharing as a means of providing 

mobility to the general public, while helping to relieve 

congestion on the highway system, reduce pollutant emissions 

and conserve energy. This is evidenced by the numerous 

transit and rideshare projects discussed in Sections 4.2.4.2 

and 4.2.4.3 of this Plan. 

In addition, the region's recommended Regional Transportation 

Plan through the year 2000 calls for a quality of transit 

service that is reasonably comparable to alternative modes of 

travel. Transit ridership, under this Plan, is expected to 

increase to 3.2 times today's levels, while overall travel 

demand increases only 1.5 times. An increase in ridesharing 

for work trips of 1.5 times current levels is also called for 

in the Regional Transportation Plan. Together, these programs 

should provide for the basic transportation needs of the 

Portland metropolitan area• s citizens. 

RB/srb 

4163B/267 
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Q·, 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Prepared: March 26,1982 
Hearing Date: May 24, 1982 

~ TO BE HEARD ..Aaill!l'..t 

Proposed Revision to the State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan 

for the Portland-Vancouver Interstate 
Air Quality Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): 

Carbon Monoxide Control Strategy 
and Ozone Control Strategy 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend its State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with the federal Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1977. The carbon monoxide control strategy will bring the 
Portland area into compliance with the carbon monoxide standard by 
December 31, 1985. The ozone control strategy will bring the Portland area 
into compliance with the ozone standard by December 31, 1987. The DEQ will 
submit the strategies adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for approval and incorporation 
into the Oregon State Implementat1.on Plan. A hearing on this matter will 
be held in Portland on May 24, 1982. 

WHAJ J;,S 'l'!JE !2EQ .PRQt'O§ING; 

Interested pal'ties should request a copy of the complete proposed State 
Implementation Plan amendments. 

Highlights of the carbon monoxide control strategy are: 

** The use of the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program, public 
transit, carpooling, and other ridesharing measures to reduce carbon 
monoxide emissions. 

** The City of Portland has adopted a parking management program with a 
ceiling on the number of parking spaces in downtown Portland. 

Highlights of the Ozone Control Strategy are: 

** The use of the Biennial Auto Inspection Maintenance program and the 
implementation of the Banfield Light Rail Transit project and othep 
measures to reduce Volatile Organic Compound emissions. 



Notice of Public Hearing 
Page 2 

** Emission standards for certain existing industrial sources such as 
paper and can coating operations, perchloroethylene dry cleaners, and 
flexographic printing. 

WHO IS AFFECTEil BY THIS PROPOSAL; 

The residents of the Portland area and ownei::.s of certain comm~.rcial and 
industrial operations that emit vapors leading to ozone formatiolh. 

HOW TQ rROVIDE YOUR INFQRMATION: 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be 
received by May 24, 1982. 

Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 

_City 

Portland 12;00 p.m. 
(Noon) 

May 24, 1982 

Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from; 

Howard Harris 
DEQ Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
503-229-6086 

DEQ Conference Room 
Room 1400, Yeon Bldg. 
522 SW 5th Avenue 

This proposal amends OAR 340-20-047. It is proposed under authority of ORS 
468.020, 468.295, and 468.305. 

I.AND USE. rLANNING CONSISTENCY; 

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

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

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



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

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
action and 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 conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state or federal authorities. 

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule amendments identical 
to the proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments on the same 
subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations will be 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean 
Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's deliberation should come on 
July 16, 1982 as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled Commission 
meeting. 

A Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this 
notice. 

HH:a 
AA1980 (1) 

SIPLU.PN (12/79) 



DE0-46 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GO'<ER"!Ofl 

ATTACHMENT 3 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Hearing Report on May 24. 1982. Hearing. 
"Proposed Revisions to the State Clean Air 
Act Implementation Plan (SIP) for the 
Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality 
Maintenance Area (Oregon Portion): Carbon 
Monoxide Control Strategy" 

Summary of Procedure 

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at the Yeon 
Building, Room 1400, located at 522 SW Fifth Avenue in Portland, at 12:07 
p.m. on May 24, 1982. The purpose was to receive testimony regarding 
proposed revisions to the SIP for carbon monoxide and ozone control 
strategies in the Portland portion of the Interstate Air Quality 
Maintenance Area, This report summarizes the testimony related to the 
carbon monoxide control strategy. 

Summary of Written Testimony 

Portlnd Air Quality Advisory Committee stated that it is a group of over 20 
individuals representing a broad spectrum of air quality interests. The 
Committee commended the City of Portland for developing a well balanced 
carbon monoxide control program and singled out the downtown parking 
management program as an important element of the plan, Prior to adoption 
by the Portland City Council, the Committee was concerned about several 
elements of the CO SIP. However, several of those concerns have been 
subsequently addressed in the SIP, and the Committee recognizes that other 
concerns are receiving further study. The Committee stated that it 
strongly supports adoption of the carbon monoxide SIP by the Environmental 
Quality Commission. 

City of Portland stated that in January, 1982 the City adopted the carbon 
monoxide SIP as an attainment plan consistent with air quality and economic 
goals. The downtown parking management program was cited as a major 



Hearing Report on May 24, 1982 Hearing 
June 8, 1982 
Page 2 

element of the plan along with area-wide programs including vehicle 
inspection, transit improvements, and rideshare projects. The City stated 
that it supports adoption of the plan by the Environmental Quality 
Commission. 

Testimony received in written form only; 

Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee 
City of Portland 

Recommendations 

The hearing officer makes no recommendations. Respectfully submitted, 

~#.~ 
Howard W. Harris 
Hearing Officer 

Attachments; 1. Notice of Public Hearing 
2. Testimony of Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee 
3, Testimony of City of Portland 

J.F. Kowalczyk;a 
229-6459 
June 8, 1982 
AA2201 ( 1) 



ATTACHMENT 4 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement p~ovides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

Federal Clean Air Act as Amended 1977 (PL 95-95). ORS Chapter 468, 
including Section 020 v1hich gives the Commission authority to adopt 
necessary rules and standards, Section 295 which authorizes the Commission 
to establish air quality standards for the State, and Section 305 which 
authorizes the Commission to prepare and develop a comprehensive plan. 

Need for the rule 

Parts ·Of the Portland metropolitan area, chiefly downtown Portland, currently 
exceed the federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard. For a designated non
attainment area that cannot attain standards by December 31, 1982, the Clean 
Air Act requires submittal of a detailed control strategy plan by July, 1982. 
The plan must show attainment of standards as soon as practicable, but not 
later than December 31, 1987. The proposed control strategy brings the area 
into attainment by December 31, 1985. 

Principal documents relied upon 

1. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, PL 95-95, 8/7/77. 

2. DEQ Updated .Emission Inventory 

3. EPA, State Implementation Plans; Approval of 1982 Ozone and Carbon 
Monoxide Plan Revisions for Areas Needing an Attainment Date Extensioni 
and Approved Ozone Modeling Techniques; Final Policy and Proposed Rulemaking, 
Federal Register/Vol. 46, No. 14/Thursday, January 22, 1981/Rules and 
Regulations. 

4. Downtown Parking and Circulation Study, as Adopted by the Portland City 
Council, October, 1980. 

5. Seton, Johnson & Odell, Inc., Portland Parking and Circulation Plan, Air 
Quality Evaluation, October 15, 1980. 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement and Impact on Small Businesses 

The transportation projects in the plan which would be implemented in the 
future constitute a very small portion of the funding amount required by the 
Transportation Improvement Program for the Portland metropolitan B.rea. The 
listed projects need a total of $2,966,152 from the U. S. Department of 
Transportation. The local match requirement is $73, 921. For co1nparison, the 
federal portion of funding for transportation projects in the tri-county area 
amounts to approximately $112,000,000 for just Fiscal Year 1982. 

The first year of the downtown Portland Parking Management Program is budgeted 
for $56,000, with $28,000 corning from an EPA grant and $28,000 coming from the 
Portland Development Commission. The City of Portland is committed. to providing 
ongoing funding for a full-time manager in subseq_uent years. 
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StateDJent of Need .for Rulemaking 
Page 2 

No direct economic impacts on the private sector have been identified 
beyond the possibility of a future increase in curb space parking meter 
rates. 

HWHarris:h 
229-6086 
March 22, 1982 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. 0. , July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Noise Control Regulations 
for the Sale of New School Buses. OAR 340-35-025 

Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 467 directs the Environmental Quality 
Commission to establish maximum permissible levels of noise emissions for 
categories of motor vehicles. On July 19, 1974, noise emissions standards 
were adopted for the sale of new trucks and buses, including school buses. 
These standards were initially established at a maximum allowable level of 
86 decibels (dBA) for the 1975 model year, reduced to 83 decibels 
beginning with 1976 models and a final standard of 80 decibels for 1979 and 
subsequent models. 

In 1978, Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards for medium
and heavy-duty trucks in excess of 10 1000 pounds (GVWR) became effective 
that preempted State standards. Therefore, Oregon rules were amended to 
reflect the federal standards and a separate category for buses was 
established that retained the schedule approved in 1974. 

The Department has recently received a petition from General Motors 
Corporation (GMC) to amend noise emission standards for school buses. 
Their petition would place school buses on the same schedule as established 
by EPA for medium-and heavy-duty trucks. Thus, school buses would meet 83 
dBA until 1986 at which time the limits would be 80 dBA. 

A Commission authorized public hearing was held on the GMC petition on 
April 20 , 1982 • 



EQC Agenda Item No. o 
July 16, 1982 
Page 2 

Alternatiyes and Evaluation 

The GMC petition requests that school buses be removed from the "bus" 
category of the new vehicle rules and placed with medium and heavy duty 
trucks. Under the truck schedule, school buses would be moved from an 80 
dBA limit to 83 dBA until 1986. GMC raises technology, economic and 
environmental reasons for amending the rules. However, the primary problem 
for GMC is that their current diesel powered school buses exceed 80 dBA and 
the demand for this bus configuration is growing. 

GMC technology considerations point out that national fuel economy and 
exhaust gas standards are compromising quieter engine designs. A new 8.2 
liter displacement diesel engine, being used in medium duty trucks and 
school buses, has no noise benefits over older designs. Noise emissions 
from the current GMC turbo-charged diesel powered school bus are slightly 
over 80 dBA and the naturally-aspirated diesel school emissions are just 
under 82 dBA. GMC gasoline powered school buses produce an emission rating 
of just under 80 dBA. As the Oregon standards allow a 2-decibel tolerance, 
GMC currently offers both the gasoline and turbo-charged diesel school 
buses for sale in Oregon in compliance with the 80 dBA standards. The 
naturally-aspirated school bus, however, cannot be offered. The 
naturally-aspirated version is priced $1320 below the turbo-charged 
version. 

In order to reduce emissions of the diesel powered buses to the 80 dBA 
level with a "reasonable compliance margin", GMC claims it would have to 
install a belly pan under the engine and a transmission shield to contain 
noise from these sources. GMC also notes that school buses are built on a 
medium truck chassis and share common engines and drive train. Thus, they 
should be regulated under the same standards (83 dBA) as medium-duty 
trucks. 

Economic considerations include the initial cost of the noise control 
equipment and increased maintenance. GMC estimates the increased customer 
cost for an 80 dBA naturally-aspirated diesel school bus is $1,000 per unit 
and $800 for the so dBA turbo-charged bus. Increased maintenance costs of 
$200 to $400 per year are estimated for the 80 dBA buses over the 83 dBA 
buses because of additional labor needed to remove and reinstall noise
reduction hardware during routine vehicle maintenance service. 

GMC claims the environmental impact of regulating school buses at 83 dBA 
instead of 80 dBA is expected to be minimal based on their limited use in 
residential areas. Students within ten to fifteen feet of idling school 
buses would be exposed to 70 to 75 dBA by diesel buses and on the order of 
60 dBA by gas-powered buses. At worst, during bus pull-aways, a student 
may be exposed to transient sound levels of 88 to 91 dBA for a few seconds. 

Those supporting the GMC position primarily noted the potential economic 
impact of the cost of noise control equipment that would be passed to the 
customer and ultimately to the Oregon taxpayer. One individual, however, 
noted that the diesel system is not 1<1ecesaarily cheaper than the gasoline 
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system. He noted the upcharge for the diesel engine, the small cost 
differential between the two fuels and the high cost of maintenance for the 
diesel engine, 

Although GMC claims little or no environmental impact from this proposal to 
relax the standards, several rejected their claim. One cited the impacts 
to students near idling and accelerating buses that would mask all voice 
communication as well as threatening to cause hearing loss and tinnitus. 
The impact of school buses in the Portland urban area are caused by annual 
operations of over 3-million miles, The total State is impacted by an 
annual mileage of 42-million school bus miles, 

The Irvington Community Association of Northeast Portland noted that this 
proposal represents a chipping away of standards that will lead to 
unbearable noise levels in the future, Another calculated that the impact 
of two 83 dBA school buses per hour in a quiet 50 dBA ambient neighborhood 
could raise the ambient level 10 decibels. The 3-decibel reduction to 80 
dBA would reduce the ambient increase by 3 decibels also, 

The issue over technology indicates that the school bus industry has not 
placed a high priority on noise emissions in their engine designs, The new 
GMC 8.2 liter diesel engine is no quieter than previous engine designs, 
Therefore, noise controls must be added that surround the engine to absorb 
and prevent sound from escaping the engine compartment, Oregon's 80 dBA 
school bus standard that became effective in 1979 was adopted in 1974. 
Thus, advance notice to the industry was provided by Oregon as well as 
several other states (including California) and several local 
jurisdictions. In addition, the federal 80-dBA standard for medium-duty 
trucks_ that share common engines and chassis with school buses had an 
effective date of 1982. This date, however, has now been amended to 1986 
due to the efforts of the industry claiming economic hardship. 

Several other jurisdictions have recently revised school bus noise emission 
standards, The State of Florida amended its 80-dBA school bus standard 
that became effective January 1, 1982 to 83 dBA early this year. Nebraska 
has exempted school buses from its 80-dBA standard and the California 
legislature is considering amendments to its 80-dBA school bus standard. 
Therefore, it appears that few if any major jurisdictions will maintain an 
80-dBA emission limit for school buses for current model years. 

GMC claims that the noise control equipment required to quiet the 
naturally-aspirated diesel school bus to provide a reasonable compliance 
margin with the 80-dBA standard, i.e. 77-78 dBA would include noise 
covers around the transmission and a belly pan covering the bottom of the 
engine compartment. Opposing testimony claimed that the bus could 
adequately be quieted to meet the 80--<!BA limit thru the combination of a 
more effective muffler to control exhaust noise, the use of a modulating 
fan drive to control fan noise and add fuel economy, and an adjustment to 
the engine overspeed governor to reduce maximum engine speed from 2,100 rpm 
to 1,800 rpm. The penalty of the engine speed control would be a loss of 
power; however, safety should be a higher priority for school buses than 
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power. If the above measures fail, inexpensive side shields would be the 
next step. This individual suggested that for the rare case where the 
above measures were not adequate and a belly pan is indicated, such 
engines should be outlawed as the marketplace provides many others not so 
loud. 

Staff review and analysis of the GMC petition and the submitted testimony 
would indicate that technology, and perhaps reasonable technology, is 
available to reduce noise emissions from disel-powered school buses to 
within the current 80-dBA limit. Although GMC claims that the unattractive 
control method of belly pans would be required, the needed reduction of 2 
dBA (from about 82 to 80 dBA) may be achieved using alternate controls. 
However, if a "reasonable compliance margin" is needed, a reduction of up 
to 5 dBA may be requried that could require the belly pan control method. 
The cost of noise control is very much dependent upon the type of control 
required, as discussed above. If controls are designed that do not include 
a belly pan, the initial cost of controls would be reduced and the 
increased maintenance cost would probably be eliminated. The compliance 
margin dictates the amount of controls needed. Oregon's standards include 
a 2-dBA tolerance, thereby allowing the sale of buses up to, but not 
exceeding, 82 dBA and still comply with the 80-dBA standard. As the 
gasoline and turbo-charged diesel GMC school buses comply with the 80-dBA 
standard, the only GMC school bus now excluded is the naturally-aspirated 
diesel bus. It may be considered reasonable to continue the exclusion of 
this bus until it is quieted, as other products are available to fill the 
demand. It may also be found that most Oregon school bus buyers would 
choose the turbo-charged options over the naturally-aspirated version as 
the added power is needed in Oregon's terrain. However, as noted above, 
the turbo-charged engine is a $1320 option. 

Staff continues to support the need for stricter noise standards on 
vehicles that operate in residential areas. School buses regularly operate 
on residential streets, thereby impacting residents not otherwise exposed 
to heavy duty truck noise. Impacted students near the bus exterior may be 
prevented from communicating and noise could threaten hearing loss if 
exposure times are long and the individual is exposed to other significant 
sources of noise during the day. However, school buses normally operate on 
residential streets infrequently; thus impacts to residents and students 
are infrequent. It should also be noted that DEQ has not received 
complaints of school bus noise and evidence does not exist of any serious 
threat to public health due to school bus noise in Oregon 

In 1977 a proposed federal EPA bus noise regulation was published. This 
proposal placed school buses on the same schedule as the adopted EPA 
standards for medium-duty trucks. It has been argued by both EPA,and the 
petitioner that, because school buses share a common chassis and engine 
with medium duty trucks, an identical noise emission standard should be 
applied to both vehicle types. The 1977 EPA proposal would have placed 
school buses at 80 dBA in 1983 with a final 77 dBA limit by 1985. , However, 
final action was not taken on this proposal and EPA's medium-duty truck 
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noise emission schedule has been amended twice since the school bus 
standard was proposed. 

The February 1982 decision by EPA to further delay implementation of the 80 
dBA standard for medium and heavy duty trucks has a significant impact on 
the Commission's ability to require an 80 dBA school bus. EPA 1 s original 
schedule was to achieve 80 dBA in 1982. As the result of petitions from 
International Harvester and Mack Trucks, EPA moved the 80 dBA standard to 
1983. Now the effective date has been moved to 1986. EPA's decision to 
amend the effective date was based upon the industry's need for near-term 
economic relief to help meet their economic recovery and to permit 
manufacturers to align and economize design requirements with improved fuel 
economy and Federal air emissions standards that are anticipated in the 
1986 timeframe. 

Several alternatives are available for discussion. First, the current 
standards could be retained and thus allow the continued marketing of GMC 
chassis school buses with all but the naturally-aspirated diesel engine. 
It is not clear how the present rule is impacting other major school bus 
chassis manufacturers, i.e. Ford and International Harvester; however, an 
industry representative responded that these other two manufacturers 
supported the GMC petition. Second, the standard could be amended as the 
petitioner requested by placing school buses on the same schedule as medium 
and heavy duty trucks and thus follow the current 1986 effective date for 
the 80 dBA standard. A third option could either rescind the 80 dBA 
standard and maintain only the 83 dBA standard or move the 80 dBA standard 
to some date other than 1986 as proposed. 

Summation 

Drawing from the background and evaluation presented in this report, the 
following facts and conclusions are offered: 

1. GMC has petitioned to amend the 80 dBA standard for the sale of new 
school buses to 83 dBA and reschedule the 80 dBA standard for 1986, 
the same that EPA established for medium and heavy duty trucks. 

2. GMC manufactures three engine configurations for school buses; 
gasoline, naturally-aspirated diesel, and turbo-charged diesel. 
The gasoline and turbocharged diesel engine buses comply with the 80 
dBA standard; however, the naturally-aspirated diesel bus would 
require between two to five decibels of noise reduction to comply. 

3. In order to comply, the naturally-aspirated diesel engine bus could 
require minor, inexpensive noise controls or possibly a $1',000 noise 
control package that would also add increased maintenance costs of 
$200 to $400 per year. 
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4. School buses travel over 42-million miles per year in Oregon. They 
are operated in residential areas impacting residents and students. 
However, these noise impacts are relatively infrequent as school buses 
are normally operated only twice per day during the school year. 

5. EPA regulations were amended in February 1982 to delay the 80 dBA 
standard for medium-and heavy-duty trucks from 1983 to 1986. School 
buses use medium-duty truck chassis and engines, EPA amended their 
standard to assist the truck industry in their economic recovery and 
to align noise standards to anticipated air emission standards for the 
1986 timeframe, 

6. Other states have recently amended their 80 dBA school bus standards 
to match the EPA truck schedule. It is difficult for Oregon to 
impose more stringent requirements than those of the federal 
government or other states without substantial evidence of potential 
significant adverse impact, 

7, If the petitioner's proposed amendments are approved, the 80 dBA limit 
would be met in 1986 and the purpose of Oregon's standards would be 
achieved albeit on a schedule longer than originally intended, 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt rule 
amendments for the sale of new school buses as proposed by the petitioner 
to make them consistent with federal and other states' rules 
as described in Attachment A hereto as a permanent rule to become effective 
upon its prompt filing with the Secretary of State. 

Attachments: 

John Hector:a 
NA2183 (1) 
229-5989 
June 2, 1982 

Attachment A. 
Attachment B. 
Attachment C, 

William H. Young 

Proposed Rule Amendments 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking 
Hearing Officer's Report 



TABLE 1 

. Attachment A 
Agenda Item O 
July 16, 1982 EQC Meeting 

(340-035-025) 

New Motor Vehicle Standards 

Moving.Test at 50 Feet (15.2 Meters) 

Vehicle_'.!'.ype 

Motorcycles 

Snowmobiles, as defined 
in ORS 481.048 

Trucks & School Buses in 
excess of 10,000 lbs. 
(4536 kg) GVWR 

Automobiles, Light Trucks, 
and all other Road Vehicles 

Buses, except school buses 1 

as defined in ORS 481.030 

Motorboats 

Effective For 
Maximum Noise 

Level, dBA 

1975 Model 
1976 Model 
1977-1982 Models 
1983-1987 Models 
Models after 1987 

1975 Model 
Models after 1975 

1975 Model 
1976-1981 Models or Models 

manufactured after January 1, 1978 
and before January 1, (1982] 1986 

Models manufactured after January 1, 
(1982] 1986 and before [January 1, 

86 
83 
81 
78 
75 

82 
78 

86 

83 

1985] (Reserved) 80 
Models manufactured after [January 
1, 1985] (Reserved) (Reserved) 

1975 Model 
Models after 1975 

1975 Model 
1976-1978 Models 
Models after 1978 

Models offered for sale after 
June 30, 1980 

83 
80 

86 
83 
80 

82 

New Material is Underlined 
Deleted Material is [Bracketed] 
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Draft Statement of Need for Rulemaking 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the 

Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule. 

(1) Legal Authority 

This proposal may be adopted under authority of ORS 467.030. 

(2) Need for the Rule 

Excessive emissions of noise cause impacts detrimental to the health, 

safety or welfare of Oregon Citizens. 

(3) Principal documents relied upon in this rulemaking: 

a) General Motors Corporation petition for the rulernaking dated 

February 3, 1982. 

b) Existing noise control regulations OAR 340-35-025. 

The above documents may be reviewed at the Department 1 s offices at 

522 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

(4) Statement of Fiscal and Economic Impact 

As this petition proposes to reduce the stringency of existing standards, 

it is expected that minimal beneficial fiscal or economic impacts may 

result in the adoption of the General Motors Corporation proposal. No 

significant economic effect to small businesses is expected as the result 

of this rulemaking. 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

DEQ-46 

Attachment C 
Agenda Item 0 

Environmental Quality Commission July 16 , 1982 EQc Meeting 

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: July 16, 1982 

FROM: Hearing Officer 

SUBJECT: Hearings Regarding Petition to Amend Noise Emission 
Standards for the Sale of New School Buses 

Background 

The Department received a petition from General Motors Corporation to amend 
Chapter 340, Section 35-025, Noise Control Regulations for the Sale of New 
Motor Vehicles. The petition would amend the 80 dBA standard for school 
buses to 83 dBA. 

Pursuant to Commission authorization to consider the petition a public 
hearing was held at 9:30 a.m. on April 20, 1982 in Portland. Oral and 
written testimony was received at the hearing as well as a number of mailed 
comments received at the Department offices. 

The testimony review is ordered in the appearance of oral testimony and 
followed in the order of receipt of mailed testimony. The following 
written testimony is attached as exhibits for additional review due to the 
complexity of this testimony and the issue. Exhibits are: 

Exhibit A 
Exhibit B 
Exhibit C 
Exhibit D 
Exhibit E 

Recommendation 

Testimony Summary 
GMC Petition and Testimony 
Testimony of Jeannette R. Egger 
Testimony of Signer Motors 
Testimony of Michael c. Kaye 

Your Hearing Officer makes no recommendation in this matter. 

JMH:a 
NA2133 (1) 

Respectfully submitted, 

)?Ld-4---
John M. Hector 



Exhibit A 

Testimony Summary 

Keith Cherne - General Motors Corporation (GMC) 

Petition requests to remove school buses from the 80 dBA standard and 
regulate at 83 dBA, the same standard established by EPA for medium and 
heavy trucks over 10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. 

School buses now comply with Oregon's 80 dBA standard when a 2 dBA 
tolerance is added as provided in the procedures, GM1 s gasoline powered 
school buses are just under 80 dBA. Turbocharged diesel school buses are 
slightly over 80 dBA and naturally-aspirated diesel school buses are just 
under 82 dBA. Therefore, the naturally-aspirated school emission level 
does not provide an adequate margin to ensure compliance with the 80 + 2 
dBA standard. 

In order to reduce the emissions of the naturally-aspirated diesel bus, 
major noise reduction must be made using a belly pan and a transmission 
shield. This is a "total treatment" as GMC can't design a noise reduction 
of one to two decibels needed to comply. 

Cost of treatment is on the order of $1,000 each with increased maintenance 
costs of $200 to $400 per year per unit. The naturally-aspirated engine 
option is $1,220 below the turbocharged version. 

The definition for buses in the rules is not clear that it includes school 
buses. 

In response to other testimony, GMC determined that noise impacting 
students at a 10 foot distance from school buses during idle is 70 to 75 
dBA from diesel buses and about 60 dBA from gas powered buses. At worst, 
during bus pull away from a stop a student may be exposed to 88 to 91 dBA 
for a few seconds. 

Previous testimony submitted by GMC included the following comments. 

School buses, if noise regulations are necessary, shall be subject to 
standards identical to those set for medium trucks due to the 
identical nature of their chassis and power-train construction. 

No breakthrough has occurred to permit the elimination of acoustic 
shielding. The new medium duty diesel engines (6.2 Liter) do not 
provide noise benefits over older designs. These engines are being 
used in medium duty trucks and school buses. 

Future needs for fuel economy and 
increase engine noise emissions. 
are not defined at this time. 

air emissions are believed, will 
However, the technology and cost 



Increased maintenance costs, estimated at $200 to $400 per year, are 
based upon the need for engine and transmission shield removal and 
replacement. This is necessary for routine servicing such as 
servicing brake plumbing, draining the radiator core or checking 
transmission fluid level. 

Jim Austin - Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association (MVMA) 

MVMA supports the GMC petition. A number of MVMA members (GMC, Ford and 
International Harvester) supply cowl or cutaway chassis to bus body 
manufacturers who, in turn, complete them into finished buses. For the 
most part, these chassis' are derivations of trucks which are regulated by 
the Fedral EPA to an 83 dBA standard. Thus Oregon school buses should 
also be regulated at 83 dBA. 

Jan Egger - DEQ Noise Advisory Committee 

Provided history of DEQ rules and noted that the Commission separated buses 
from trucks when EPA promulgated preemptive standards for medium and heavy 
trucks at 80 dBA effective on January 1, 1982. In 1981 EPA moved the 
effective date for the 80 dBA truck standard from 1982 effective to 1983 
effective. In February 1982 EPA amended the 80 dBA effective date from 
1983 to 1986. GMC noted in its petition - "It is also possible that the 80 
dBA level effective date may be postponed indefinitely". 

The recently developed 8.2 liter diesel engine GMC is using in school buses 
was not adequately designed for noise emissions and thus needs substantial 
noise reduction. It appears that GMC is going backwards instead of leading 
the way in technical noise reduction. 

GMC has failed to show the need for the diesel bus based on fuel 
efficiency. In addition, the environmental cost of noise pollution to 
property values, increased accident rates, health effects of stress and 
hearing loss and crime increase were not included in the GMC petition. 

Students could be impacted to levels in the 90 dBA range at 10 to 15 feet 
from a bus. In such cases health and safety are being compromised. 
Masking of voice communication is total and hearing loss is threatened. 

Statewide, approximately 42 million miles are travelled by school buses 
annually. These buses do not follow truck routes and are often operated 
within urban aras impacting residences. 

The 80 dBA standard for school buses, effective since 1979, should be 
preserved. 

Jack Speer - Coordinator for Pupil Transportation - Oregon Department of 
Education 

Enforces standards for school buses but the noise emission standards are 
left to DEQ. Oregon has approximately 4500 school buses (including private 



school buses), with about 300 school districts using school buses, 
transporting about 250,000,000 children twice per day. 

In the last several years many new school buses brought to Oregon are 
equipped with diesel engines. In 1981 diesel powered school buses brought 
into Oregon was 59% of the total large capacity school bus. Total diesel 
fleet is now 30 to 35%. 

Transportation costs for schools has risen dramatically in the last few 
years; primarily due to "special education" requirements. They would not 
want to see additional costs to schools and would favor the availability of 
diesel engines for school buses. 

A number of Federal and State standards apply to school buses that are 
over and above those required for medium and duty trucks. Many of these 
standards apply to the chassis manufacturer that require special equipment 
to be added to the medium truck chassis. 

Average age of a convential school bus in Oregon is 13 years. The State 
provides initial cost payment over 10 years funded at approximately 50% to 
the school district. 

Leo Denn - Klamath Falls 

Believes that mufflers can eliminate 90% of the noise without excessive 
back pressure. Notes that Greyhound buses are quiet and thus GMC should 
also build quiet buses. Suggests that school children wear ear plugs to 
protect against excessive noise. 

Albert Duble - Acoustical Consultant - Newberg 

Opposes the relaxation of the standard to allow the sale of diesel powered 
school buses. Suggests that gas powered buses be retained rather than 
amend the standard. The Tri-Met fleet has buses as low as 76 dBA. Thus 
school buses could also be quiet. 

The overall cost differential between diesel and gas powered buses is 
getting smaller and thus the diesel bus should not be supported on a cost 
basis. 

Richard Van Orden - Lake Oswego 

It would be unconscionable to increase the standards for school buses equal 
to those set for heavy trucks. Consider reducing the school bus standard 
to 78 dBA to enchance the quality of life in Oregon neighborhoods. GMC 
should not be given a crutch at the expense of Oregon's environmental 
quality. 

Doug Flatt - Oregon School Transportation Association - Salem 

The Association supports the GMC petition and urges the amendment from 80 
to 83 decibels. 



Irvington Community Association - Portland 

The Association does not support an amendment to rescind the 80 dBA 
standard. Each decibel increase contributes to the total noise level of 
their neighborhood. They believe that the limits of adopted standards 
invariably represent the noise level produced as equipment as manufactured. 

As an inner city neighborhood they are subjected to large doses of motor 
vehicle noise and a chipping away at the standards will lead to unbearable 
noise levels in the future. 

Gloria Signer - Signer Motors - Corvallis 

Signer Motors is a GMC truck dealer and they bid on school buses. They 
urge the adoption of an 83 dBA limit for school buses to eliminate the 
burden placed on the industry to satisfy the needs of their customers and 
the ultimate economic effect on Oregon taxpayers. 

Lower maintenance costs, lower fuel costs and increased fuel efficiency has 
increased the popularity of diesel engines. The 8.2 liter 
naturally-aspirated diesel engine is well suited to school buses. The 80 
dBA standard would destroy its cost-effectiveness. She questions whether 
many can detect the difference between an 83 and 80 dBA bus. 

Oregon Automobile Dealers Association - Portland 
I 

Supports the GMC petltion to regulate school buses the same as heavy 
trucks. The small reduction would have an adverse impact on Oregon 
taxpayers as well as the dealers from which buses are purchased. 

They recognize that school buses operate in neighborhoods in which trucks 
do not; however, buses only do so twice per day and not during summer, 
weekends and holidays. 

Michael c. Kaye - Portland 

He believes the GMC petition should not be granted and the Oregon school 
bus noise standard of 80 dBA should be left alone. 

Arguments against relaxing the standard are: 

a) The 80 dBA standard is within the manufacturer's capability 
without resort to exceptionally intensive engineering efforts or 
onerous manufacturing efforts. By paying attention to good 
practice, they can almost as easily build 80 dBA buses as 83 dBA 
buses. 

b) The school bus deserves to be singled out for more strict 
regulation than heavy trucks because they operate much closer to 
sensitive residential areas on relatively quiet streets where 
their noise makes a significant contribution to the overall sound 
level. 



Kaye has been extensively expermimenting with antinoise treatment of heavy 
diesel trucks and buses since 1972 and his experience shows that an 80 dBA 
school bus is not hard to meet. He has been able to bring vehicle ratings 
down to 74-78 dBA range without using impractical hardware or causing 
unacceptable side-effects. If school bus manufacturers have been meeting 
the 80 dBA standard for the last three years, that shows they can do it. 
However, it apears that current noise control for school buses is no more 
than a reasonable selection of exhaust mufflers. 

The test procedures approved for Oregon certification of school buses 
allows flexibility and benefits to obtain a low rating. These include a 
selection of pavement surfaces, a 2 dBA experimental error tolerance, 
averaging of test data and the drive-by procedure itself. 

Normally, there are only three sources of noise from a school but that 
matters to the 80 dBA emission standard. These are the engine and its 
accessories, the exhaust terminus, and the cooling system fan. 

The exhaust system is easy to treat as there is no limitation to muffler 
size selection as the muffler is beneath the bus floor. 

Fan noise can be controlled with a modulating speed 
procedure allows the fan to be off during testing. 
economy and prevent outlandish fan noise. 

fan drive and the test 
These fans add fUel 

Engine noise can be reduced by slowing it down. The overspeed governor 
could be reset from 2,100 rpm to 1,800 rpm to reduce engine noise by 2 dBA; 
probably enough to allow high-side buses to pass the 80 dBA standard 
without further treatment. The penality of 20% in power would not be 
important to school buses where the emphasis is safety and not high speed. 
If engine noise cannot be sufficienty reduced by simple adjustments, then 
relatively inexpensive side shields are the next step. For the rare case 
of relatively loud engines where these measures are not enough, and a 
belly pan is indicated, these engines should be outlawed as the market 
place provides many others not so loud. 

Two 83 dBA school buses per hour in a typical 50 dBA ambient neighborhood 
can easily raise the ambient level by 10 dBA, enought to make things twice 
as loud. A 3 dBA reduction of the ambient would occur with a 3 dBA 
reduction (80 dBA) of the bus emission level. This reduction would both be 
noticed and appreciated. Heavy trucks typically do not operate in 
residential areas and on highways are creating mostly tire noise that has 
nothing to do with noise emission ratings. There is no sense ip. applying a 
truck standard to a school bus. 

NA2133.A (1) 



PETITION OF GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION 
TO 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
TO 

AMEND 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

CHAPTER 340, OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
DIVISION 35 

NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS 

February 3, 1982 

Exhibit. B 

In accordance with Chapter 340, Division 1, Subdivision 1, Oregon Administrative 
Rules, petition is hereby made under Section 11-045 of those rules to amend 
Department of Environmental Quality Noise Control Regulations for the Sale of 
New Motor Vehicles, Chapter 35, of those rules, as adopted by the Department of 
Environmental Quality in July, 1974 and last amended in April, 1980. 

The objective of this petition is to amend Chapter 340, Division 35, of the Oregon 
Administrative Rules, Noise Control Regulations, to regulate school buses to the 
same schedule and sound levels as trucks over 10,000 pounds GVWR. 

BACKGROUND 

The State of Oregon adopted noise regulations, including motor vehicle noise 
regulations, in July, 1974. At that time, trucks and buses according to ORS 
481.035 and 481.030 were included as a single class of (heavy duty) vehicles. 

In April 1976, the U.S. EPA promulgated nois"=! regulations for new medium and 
heavy trucks over 10,000 pounds GVWR. In August of 1976, the Oregon regulations 
were amended to adopt the 10,000 pound breakpoint for trucks and to establish 
buses, as defined in ORS 481.030, as a separate class of vehicles for purposes of 
noise regulation. The regulatory schedule for trucks incorporated sound levels the 
same as the federal regulations, i.e., 83dB in effect on January 1, 1978 with a step 
reduction to· 80dB set for January 1, 1982. For buses, an 80dB standard became 

. effective on January 1, 1979. 

Subsequently, motor vehicle fuel price increases have accelerated dieselization of 
the medium duty truck fleet. In 1980, this development, coupled with the 
technological problems of quieting today's medium and heavy diesel trucks, 
resulted in motor vehicle manufacturers petitioning the federal EPA for either a 
delay in the effective date of the 80dB regulated level, scheduled to take effect on 
January 1, 1982, or its outright rescission. 

In January, 1981, the federal EPA announced a one year delay in the effective date 
of the 80dB medium and heavy truck regulated noise level to January 1, 1983. The 
EPA deferral action was also accompanied by the opening of a comment period 
with respect to the 80dB regulated. level. This gave motor vehicle manufacturers 
an opportunity to input technological concerns relating to noise control of today's 
diesel trucks as well as more far-reaching concerns of new engine technology 
applications resulting from fuel economy needs and future exhaust emissions 
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regulations. It now appears that the effective date of the 80dB truck regulation 
will be delayed until 1986 or beyond. 

The federal medium and heavy truck regulation preempts non-identical state and 
local regulations and, therefore, the delay to 1983 (or 1986) in implementation of 
the 80dB regulated level will override state and local regulations which have an 
earlier (1982) effective date. 

In addition, federal EPA spokesmen have stated publicly that proposed federal bus 
noise regulations will not be promulgated. Therefore, the DOT transit coach 
specification at 83 dB with a +2dB tolerance is the sole federal criterion for bus 
exterior noise. The DOT specification also defers to state and local regulations so 
that without federal EPA exterior noise regulations for buses, more stringent state 
and local standards will apply. 

FACTS SHOWING REASONS FOR AMENDMENT OF RULES 

School buses, if noise regulations are determined to be necessary, should be subject 
to exterior noise regulations according to the schedule and sound levels for medium 
duty trucks because of the identical nature of medium truck and school bus 
technology, i.e., chassis and power-train construction, the adverse economic 
impact of an 80dB regulation for diesel-powered school buses and the minimal 
environmental impact of such a regulatory approach. 

Technology Considerations 

General Motors submitted testimony concerning this issue at a public hearing 
called by the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission on November 17, 1981. A 
copy of the General Motors statement is attached (Attachment 1). Part of the 
technology material previously presented at the hearing is restated here. 

Basically, the technology needed to meet national fuel economy and exhaust 
emissions priorities will result in new engines. This new technology includes 
application of such concepts as charge air cooling, electronic fuel controls, by-pass 
blowers and exhaust gas recirculation. These changes will affect heavy duty 
engines as well as new engines presently being used in medium duty vehicles. 

While the effects of future technology on truck noise are not yet evaluated and 
fully understood, there are immediate concerns relating to an 80dB standard with 
current engines. When the U.S. EPA established the 80dB standard back in 1976, 
the decision was based in part on the presumption that quieter diesel engines would 
be developed, thus obviating the need for such noise reduction techniques as 
acoustical belly pans and side shields. There have been some improvements in 
engine noise reduction but no major breakthrough has occurred to permit the 
elimination of extensive acoustical shielding. Also, new medium duty diesel 
engines have recently become available. Vehicles equipped with these engines, 
which were not even considered at the time federal truck regulations were 
developed, require extensive noise reduction work. These engines are available in 
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school buses as well as medium duty trucks. In fact, with the exceptions of some 
items such as frame length, and front end sheet metal, the school bus chassis is 
virtually identical to a medium duty truck. For noise related equipment, i.e., 
radiator and fan, engine, transmission, exhaust system (tailpipe length excepted) 
and axles, the school bus and medium truck are the same. Therefore, the technical 
problems of noise reduction are the same for both vehicles and it is appropriate 
that school buses be regulated for noise along with trucks over 10,000 pounds 
GVWR, i.e., at the same sound levels and according to the same regulatory 
schedule. 

Of special concern is the diesel powered school bus. These buses require 
significant noise reduction treatment to meet a level of 80dB which could either 
result in a significant cost penalty for, or preclude their sale in, Oregon. 

Economic Considerations 

A discussion of the economic factors related to vehicle designs to comply with an 
80dB regulated level as opposed to the 83dB regulated level currently in effect for 
medium and heavy trucks is contained in the attached document entitled "General 
Motors Position Re: Uniform Motor Vehicle Noise Regulations (Attachment 2). 11 

The information applies to both medium and heavy trucks, with the medium duty 
truck factors being identical to school buses. 

There are two major costs associated with reducing the noise level of a truck (or 
school bus) from compliance with an 83dB standard to compliance with an 80dB 
standard. The first is the initial cost of added hardware and the second is the 
increased cost of vehicle maintenance. 

While the attached information cites an estimated sales-weighted average 
increased customer cost of $400 for all medium and heavy trucks, it has been 
further estimated that the customer cost of an BOdB naturally-aspirated diesel 
powered medium truck, and, thus, a like equipped school bus would approach $1000 
per unit. Similarly, a turbo-charged diesel powered medium truck or school bus 
would approach an estimated $800 in increased customer cost. These estimates are 

. based on the need for belly pans (including acoustical lining for the naturally-
aspirated version), possible new transmission design and acoustical shield and 
double-wall exhaust pipe for the naturally aspirated version. 

Increased maintenance costs for the 80dB school buses are estimated at $200 to 
$400 per year by General Motors. These additional costs are the result of noise 
reduction hardware removal and reinstallation to perform routine vehicle 
maintenance service. (Note: United Parcel Service experienced increased first 
year maintenance costs for quieted heavy truck tractors of $305 to $312. While 
these are not identical to diesel school buses, noise reduction technology is similar 
enough that this information closely supports the General Motors increased 
maintenance cost estimates.) Note also that maintenance costs generally increase 
with vehicle age and use so that first year maintenance costs may not be 
representative of subsequent year maintenance costs. 
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Environmental Considerations 

The environmental impact of regulating school buses at 83dB instead of 80dB is 
expected to be minimal based on limited use in residential areas (typically 
appearing briefly twice a day and not in the summer). 

Other Considerations 

The U.S. EPA, though not promulgating final bus noise regulations, recognized the 
similarities of medium trucks and school buses in the final draft of the federal bus 
noise regulations by setting the regulatory schedule and levels for school buses to 
the medium and heavy truck schedule and levels. 

Also, the definition of bus in ORS 481.030 is sufficiently ambiguous as to leave 
some doubt about its applicability to school buses. 

2KDC/0121 
2/02/82 
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Oregon - Nov. 17, 1981 

My name is Keith Cherne. I am a senior project engineer with the 
Environmental Activities Staff of General Motors Corporation. 

I am here today in response to the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission's 
notice of hearing regarding proposed amendments to the Oregon Noise 
Control Regulations. Specifically, I would like to address the noise 
regulations for new motor vehicles according to Section 340-35-025 
and Table 1 of the Oregon Administrative Rules. 

·I'd like to briefly discuss two items. 

First, the proposed amendments would delay the effective date for 
an 80 dB standard for trucks in excess of 10,000 pounds GVWR for one 
year to January 1, 1983. This schedule agrees with the one year delay 
announced by the US EPA on January 19, 1981. However, EPA spokesmen 
have pub 1 i c ly announced the intent (and the attendant draft action) 
to further delay this effective date to January 1, 1986. 

Therefore, it is suggested that the Oregon amendments either be finalized 
when the revised federal regulatory schedule is formally published 
in the Federal Register or otherwise identify the effective date for 
an 80 dB standard for trucks such that effectivity in Oregon becomes 
concurrent with the effective date for the federal standard. 

A discussion of the technical and economic issues demonstrating a need 
for delaying the 80 dB truck standard is contained in a separate written 
submittal entitled "General Motors Position re: Uniform Motor Vehicle 
Noise Regul ati ons. 11 Basically, the technology needed to meet national 
fuel economy and exhaust emissions priorities will result in new engines. 
This new technology includes application of such concepts as charge 
air cooling, electronic fuel controls,.by-pass blowers and exhaust 
gas recirculation. These changes wilJ affect heavy duty engines as well 
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as new engines presently being used in medium duty vehicles. 

While the effects of future technology on truck noise are not yet 
evaluated and fully understood, there are immediate concerns relating 
to an 80 dB standard with current engines. When the US EPA established 

. the 80 dB standard back in 1976, the decision was based in part on 
the presumption that quieter diesel engines would be_developed thus 
obviating the need for such noise reduction techniques as acoustical 
belly pans and side shields. There have been some improvements in 
engine noise reduction but no major break through has occurred to 
permit the elimination of extensive acoustical shielding. Also, new 
medium duty diesel engines have recently become available. These 
engines require extensive noise reduction work and were not even considered 
at the time federal truck regulations were developed. Note that these 
engines are available in school buses as well as medium duty trucks. 

It is for these technical reasons and the economic ramifications of 
them that the US EPA has elected to defer the effective date of the 
80 dB truck standard to, we believe, January 1, 1986. 

This brings us to the second item of discussion, buses, and, in particular 
school buses. Simply stated, with the exceptions of some items such 
as frame length, and front enQ sheet metal, the school bus chassis is 
virtually identical to a medium duty truck. For noise related equipment, 
i.e., radiator and fan, engine, transmission, exhaust system (tail 
pipe length excepted) and axles, the school bus and medium truck are 
the same. Therefore, the technical problems of noise reduction are 
the same for both vehicles and it is General Motors recommendation 
that school buses be regulated for noise along with trucks over 10,000 
pounds GVWR, Le., at the same sound levels and according to the same 
regulatory schedule. 

Though final federal bus regulations have not, and most likely will 
not, be promulgated,.the final regulation, as drafted, recognizes 
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the similarity of medium trucks and school buses and contains just 
such a regulatory .program. 

In summary, General Motors recommendations concerning amendments to 
the Oregon Noise Control Regulations are: 

o Delay the effective data of the 80 dB stan~ard for trucks 
over 10,000 pounds GVWR to January 1, lg86 or invoke the 
federal schedule when it is finalized. 

i: 

o Because of the basic similarity of medium truck and school 
bus chassis, regulate school buses along with trucks over 
10,000 pounds GVWR. 

One further comment, relating to the requirements of Section 340-35-025(1) 
of the Oregon Administrative Rules, requiring assessment of 1 ight vehicle 
noise control and and test procedures in 1982, General Motors will 
participate to the extent that information is available to assist 
in this assessment. 

Thank you, and I will answer any questions you might have. 

4KDC/1112 
11/13/81 



ATTACHMENT 2 REV. 2-2-82 

General Motors Position RE: 

Uniform Motor Vehicle Noise Regulations 

Introduction 

As a motor vehicle manufacturer, General Motors is subject to compliance 

with a variety of motor vehicle noise regulations. Federal truck noise 

regulations have brought nationwide uniformity in noise standards for 

trucks over 10,000 pounds GVWR. General Motors also seeks nationwide 

uniformity for buses and light vehicles (passenger cars and light trucks 

of 10,000 pounds GVWR or less). Based on usage and design characteris

tics, General Motors recommends the following vehicle classes and 

regulated noise levels: 

Vehicle Class 

Vehicles over 10,000 

pounds GVWR except 

transit coaches. 

Transit coaches 

Passenger cars and 

light trucks 10,000 

pounds GVWR or less 

Manufactured on/after 

Effective Date 

January 1, 1978 

January 1, 1981 

January 1, 1975 

Discussion 

Sound Level 

83dB 

83dB 

SO dB 

According to the present Administration, noise is a local problem. In 

keeping with this philosophy, .there is activity in Washington that would 

minimize (or perhaps eliminate) the federal role in environmental noise 

programs. Included in programs that might be curtailed are new product 

noise regulations, specifically those for motor vehicles. 
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The present situation with respect to new product noise regulations for 

three classes of vehicles of interest is explained in the following mate

rial: 

1. Medium and heavy trucks over 10,000 pounds GVWR 

Federal regulations have been in effect since January 1, 1978 with a 

sound level standard of 83 dB. A step reduction to 80 dB was 

originally scheduled to become effective January 1, 1982. On 

January 19, 1981, that effective date was deferred by EPA to 

January 1, 1983. 

It is expected that the federal medium and heavy truck regulation 

will remain in effect with some changes. Basically, the changes are 

expected to relieve the manufacturers' administrative burdens with 

respect to compliance and/or certification. In addition, a further 

delay in the effective date of the 80 dB level is possible. It is 

also possible that the 80 dB level effective date may be postponed 

indefinitely. 

Technical Issues - Trucks over 10,000 pounds GVWR 

The near term picture on the economics and technology of noise control of 

medium and heavy trucks at the·80 dB level is obviously clearer now than 

it was during federal rulemaking five or six years ago. However, 

requirements for diesel engines in years immediately subsequent to 1983 

(current effectivity for the 80 dB level) tend to obscure the exact nature 

of technology and economics required to attain the 80 dB level for medium 

and heavy trucks. This is so because there are major engine changes 

required to meet more demanding exhaust emission standards and to improve 

fuel economy in accordance with consumer demand. These redesigned engines 

are currently scheduled for the product line in· 1986. They will 

incorporate new features to ·meet exhaust emission standards and the 

objective of improved fuel economy. It is our judgment at this time that 
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these same features will complicate the technology and, therefore, the 

cost of noise control. 

Unfortunately, even to this day, the technology required to control sound 

levels on these engines has not been evaluated or demonstrated. This is, 

in large part, because neither the industry nor regulators could foresee, 

much less consider, the changes to diesel engines that would be required 

to meet exhaust emissions and fuel economy objectives.· 

In spite of major engineering programs on the part of industry and gov

ernment, there have been no substantial breakthroughs regarding reduced 

engine noise. Although changes to the engines have. resulted in some 

reduction of basic engine noise, the need for shields and underpans has 

not been eliminated. Extended side shields, fender shields, transmission 

shields and belly pans not required today are commonly required for noise 

control at the 80 dB level of regulation. There is no newly developed 

engine noise control technology that will obviate the use of these 

measures. To the contrary, there· are indications that changes being made 

to engines in order to achieve better fuel economy and lower exhaust 

emissions may exacerbate thP. problems of noise control. 

The 80 dB standard should be reconsidered on the basis of the actual 

technology available today. General Motors has completed the production 

design for 80 dB medium and heavy trucks. These designs are based on 

actual prototype tests and will be released for production in order to 

meet an 80 dB noise standard if required by federal regulations. If fed

eral regulations are rescinded, these designs will become optional equip

ment for 80 dB regulated state and local jurisdictions with localized cost 

penalties and the potential loss of sales in these jurisdictions. 

The following 'is a summary of further changes required to meet the 80 dB 

level of regulation which are in addition to those changes already made to 

meet the 83 dB level: 



Engine Type 

Gasoline 

Diesel 

Engine Type 

Gasoline 

Diesel 
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Medium Duty Truck 

Added Treatment 

Viscous Fan Drive. 
Low oversho,ot governor. 

Belly pan with absorptive material. 

Transmission shield. 

Redesigned air cleaner: 

Fender shields. 

Double wall exhaust piP,~· 

Improved muffler. 

Improved transmissions: more gear teeth, 
finer tooth surface finish, stiffer 
casings. 

Engine treatment: isolated air intake 
manifold, dampened front cover plate, 
cast front mount, treated or isolated 
valve covers, treated or isolated oil 
pan, reduced rpm. 

Heavy Duty Truck (Over 26,000 lbs. GVWR) 

. Added Treatment 

Gasoline engines are being eliminated from 
the heavy duty trucks in the transition 
to more fuel efficient diesel engines. 

Expanded use of fender shields. 

Lower cab shields. * 

Double wall exhaust pipe. * 

Improved exhaust muffler. 

Improved transmissions: more gear teeth, 
finer tooth surface finish, stiffer 
casings. 

Belly pan.* 

Transmission shield.* 



*Required on some models. 

-s-

Back of cab enclosure.* 

Engine treatment: isolated oil pan, 
exhaust manifold cover, cylinder 
block cover, stiffened block, anti
slap pistons, blower housing cover. 

As it turns out, the new class of diesel engines that will be used widely 

in medium duty trucks and in school buses pose significant engineering 

difficulties in reducing noise levels. These engines were not even 

considered by government, or for that matter by GM, in its evaluation of 

technology during federal regulatory activities in 1975 and 1976 because 

they were not in existence as production engines. 

We do not contend that the current line of engines and trucks cannot be 

made to comply with an 80 dB noise standard, but it is apparent that the 

treatment required is much more extensive than what had been predicted. 

Future Engine Changes 

During the 1975 evaluation of noise control technology upon which the 

80 dB standard is based, neither government nor industry gave any consid

eration to changes that might occur in future engines. The impact of 

higher oil ·prices had not become fully apparent and the standards for 

future exhaust emissions were not yet established. 

There are changes planned for future diesel engines for the purposes of 

improved fuel economy and emissions control which we believe will increase 

the noise level of the engines and also possibly change the technology 

that may be used to reduce overall truck noise. That is not to say that 

the noise levels cannot be controlled, but it should be recognized that 

the technology and therefore the costs of noise control are not defined at 

this point in time. 
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Engine Revisions for Fuel Economy and Emissions 

Charge Air Cooling 

Perhaps the most far reaching change planned for future diesel engines is 

the concept of charge air cooling. 

Air compressed by the turbocharger for combustion has a nominal 
0 temperature of 310 F. In order to achieve better engine efficiency and 

lower emissions, the temperature of this air must be reduced substantially 

(to 12S°F) before the cylinders are "charged" with air. This is 

accomplished with an inter-cooler which is essentially an air-to-air or 

air-to-liquid cooling radiator designed to extract heat from the charge 

air. 

The intercooler may be located in front of the engine cooling radiator in 

the engine compartment. Given that no other changes are made, this will 

restrict the flow of air to the engine cooling radiator and also increase 

the temperature of the air for engine cooling purposes. Therefore, it may 

be necessary to increase the size of the fan and/or the drive ratio. Fan 

clutch devices are used on all these vehicles and it is predictable that 

the duty cycle of the fan will increase which may increase vehicle sound 

levels. It will be necessary to run tests with these very new engines 

installed in vehicles in order to determine the extent of any problems 

with cooling or fan duty cycles. 

Reduction of the temperature of charge air is.critical to achieving the 

desired fuel economy and emissions control. It follows that the flow of 

cooling air for the intercooler and the engine radiator is critical also. 

The effect of engine noise shields and belly pans on this air flow has yet 

to be determined. 

Combustion noise in an engine generally increases with decreasing charge 

air temperature. Higher pressures are generated within the engine. The 



phenomenon of increased noise 

cold days has been observed. 
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levels on some engines when testing on very 

The effect of charge air cooling is likely 

to be similar and may even be more significant when operating in frigid 

weather. 

We do not portray the above as insurmountable problems, but clearly the 

technology to control noise on these engines has not yet been demonstrated 

nor can costs be predicted at this time. 

Electronic Control System 

Electronic control systems will be applied to diesel engines which will 

provide optimum· injection timing. Electronic control may provide more 

overall advance and would tend to increase combustion noise. 

Better control of fuel input during engine acceleration may provide higher 

transient fuel rates with better vehicle performance and potentially 

higher transient exhaust noise. 

As newly developed engines become available, they must be tested and 

evaluated as to the impact on·noise. 

Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) 4 Cycle 8.21 Engine 

It is expected that the higher cylinder air inlet temperatures associated 

with exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) will tend to lower the combustion and 

exhaust noise. The effect on engine mechanical noise is unknown. 

By-Pass Blower - 2 Cycle Engine 

The use of a controlled by-pass around the Roots-type scavenging blowers 

on the 2-cycle turbocharged engines is planned. This permits the engine

driven blower to provide scavenging and combustion air during light load 

and transient operations while exhaust .energy to the turbocharger is low. 
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At higher loads, the by-pass opens, reducing blower parasitic load and 

excess combustion air to the engine, both of which benefit the brake 

specific NOx emissions (g/bhp-hr). 

The by-pass mode may result in more mechanical engine noise, but it may 

lower combustion noise due to the resultant lower peak cylinder pressures. 

The blower by-pass effect on exhaust noise is not known. 

In summary, it is quite probable that the changes made on engines to 

improve fuel economy and reduce emissions will have an impact on truck 

passby noise. It is our contention that the 83 dB truck standard should 

be retained until such time that these new engines have .. been evaluated and 

the technology to reduce noise is developed. 

Maintenance and Serviceability 

Addition of noise control hardware to trucks affects maintenance costs 

because of the additional cost of these components when it is necessary to 

replace them, and also because of the interference of these components 

with routine maintenance actions. 

The addition of engine and transmission shields typically interferes with 

routine inspection, lubrication and maintenance actions. It may be 

necessary to remove shields in order to perform maintenance actions and 

time spent removing and replacing shields is an additional cost to the 

user and ultimately to the consumer. Such routines as servicing brake 

plumbing, draining the radiator core or checking transmission lubrication 

levels will take more time. 

Shields and belly pans do not form a functional part of the vehicle and, 

in fact, will.· most likely be perceived by maintenance personnel as an 

impediment. It will be a natural reaction on the part of some maintenance 

personnel to discard these parts the first time they are removed for a 

maintenance action. Even during a well.disciplined experimental program 
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conducted by the government and industry, there were problems keeping the 

shielding installed. Aside from the penalty of significantly increased 

maintenance costs if the vehicle is maintained properly, there is this 

valid concern that if the engine and transmission shields are removed for 

maintenance operations, they will not be replaced. This may be done 

deliberately or accidentally. Regardless of the reason, the result will 

be the same. The truck buyer and his customer will have paid the price for 

noise control but society will not have received the benefit. 

At the time the federal 80 dB standard was established, it was believed 

that development of "quiet engines" would obviate the use of removable 

engine shields. This has not proved to be the case and therefore the 

requirement for the 80 dB standard should be reexamined. 

United Parcel Service Quiet Tractors 

The United Parcel Service (UPS) "Quiet Truck Program" is a joint venture 

that has involved the main truck suppliers for UPS (GMC and Mack) and the 

main engine suppliers (Cummins and Mack). The purpose of this program was 

to develop a practical quiet diesel tractor with a noise level approaching 

75 db. 

Two prototypes built to UPS specifications by GMC and Mack were put into 

service in early 1979 and in 1980, five Mack and five GMC "second 

generation" quiet tractors were put into service. 

The UPS service organization has kept detailed records of the additional 

service costs experienced because of noise control features that were 

designed to cause minimum interference with service. 

UPS reported that in the first.year of service, the added maintenance cost 

for the Mack tractor was $305 ·and the GMC tractor $312·. They expect these 

costs to increase dramatically in subsequent years as very little 

maintenance is performed on an engine in the first year. UPS used a labor 
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cost of $25 per hour which is a nominal present day figure. These figures 

apply to cab-over-engine vehicles .. 

General Motors has estimated the increased service costs to be expected on 

80 dB vehicles over a seven-year period. These costs range from a $10 to 

$2687 increase for seven years, depending upon the engine and truck model. 

Those trucks requiring engine belly pans and/or back-of-cab engine 

enclosures will experience very substantial increases in maintenance 

costs. GM estimates an average increase in service costs of $200 to $400 

per year, depending upon the model. This compares favorably with the 

costs actually experienced by UPS on their "quiet" trucks. 

The GM estimates are conservative in that the cost of cleaning debris from 

belly pans is no.t included and increased cost due to accident damage of 

noise control parts is not included. Experience has shown that belly pans 

are susceptible to accident damage. There will also be lost time when 

mechanics drop tools and parts in the belly pan necessitating removal. 

This cost has not been calculated. These factors are among the reasons we 

believe that in many cases belly pans will be permanently removed from 

vehicles so equipped. 

Economic Impact of 80 dB Noise Standard 

There are two major costs ass-ociated with reducing the noise level of a 

truck from 83 dB to 80 dB. The first is the added hardware cost and the 

second, as previously discussed,- is the increased cost of maintenance 

during the life of the truck. 

The cost of hardware to reduce noise levels of trucks varies considerably 

depending upon the power train and the truck model. General Motors 

estimated costs for various models in our current product line and then 

developed a single sales weighted average figure for· the cost of noise 

control hardware. 
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We estimate the average increase in price to the new truck purchaser for 

all medium and heavy trucks will be $400 (1982 economics) if an 80 dB 

standard is to be met. If federal standards are rescinded, this is the 

approximate cost penalty that will have to be borne by truck purchasers in 

80 dB regulated jurisdictions. It should be noted that the $400 average 

price increase is based on all vehicle production at 80 dB. 

increase substantially if only vehicles produced 

This price may 

for selected 

jurisdictions are affected due to economies of scale.- Clearly, it would 

be to the advantage of purchasers to buy new trucks in unregulated areas 

thus putting dealers in regulated areas at an economic disadvantage. 

Conclusions 

It is quite probable that changes to medium and heavy truck engines for 

improved fuel economy and reduced exhaust emissions will have an impact on 

truck pass by noise. General Motors recommends retention of the 83 dB 

truck standard until such time as the new engines have been evaluated and 

noise reduction technology becomes available. 

Further, if federal truck noise regulations are rescinded, state and local 

jurisdictions with an 80 dB standard may be faced with an economic 

disadvantage due to the increased equipment and customer cost 

requirements of meeting the 80 dB regulation. 

2. ·Buses over 10,000 pounds GVWR 

The federal EPA proposed bus noise regulations but never promulgated 

them. In the absence of EPA new product regulations, the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (DOT) transit coach specification at 

83 dB with a +2 dB tolerance is the sole federal criterion for bus 

exterior ·noise. The DOT specification defers to state and local 

jurisdictions such that states and local jurisdictions may adopt 

regulations more stringent than 83 dB. 
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During the federal EPA regulatory process on bus noise regulations, 

General Motors proposed a voluntary compliance plan for buses. The 

plan had two aspects. In the case of transit coaches, GM proposed to 

voluntarily meet regulated levels of 83dB as of January 1, 1981 and 

then 80dB as of January 1, 1983. This proposal has not been acted 

upon by the federal EPA. The second aspect of the GM proposal is to 

regulate school buses on a schedule of sound levels and effective 

dates the same as for medium trucks. This is 'a rational approach 

inasmuch as school buses are built from medium duty truck drivelines 

and chassis. 

Technical Issues - Buses 

Buses are classified as three basic types; intercity coaches, school buses 

and transit coaches. General Motors is currently a manufacturer of school 

bus chassis and transit coaches. In considering the three types of buses 

as "noise types," the intercity coach appears much as a truck in 

interstate commerce with primary service on highways; the school bus is 

basically the same as a medium duty truck with limited service in 

populated areas; and, the transit coach is highly visible in essentially 

continuous service in more de'i:1sely populated areas. 

School Buses 

School buses are built on medium truck chassis and include drive trains 

identical to medium trucks. The foregoing discussion of truck noise 

reduction technology and economics bears directly on school buses. As a 

result, jurisdictions that have an 80 dB bus regulation in effect will 

face a substantial cost penalty associated with the purchase of fuel

efficient diesel school buses. Further, maintenance costs will be 

increased as a.·result of noise reduction hardware as discussed for trucks. 
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Transit ·coaches 

Transit coach noise reduction has been the object of an ongoing develop

ment program for several years. The present General Motors RTS-04 model 

represents the current state of noise reduction development work which has 

been impacted by other major product programs. Changes for the 1981 model 

year include replacement of the 8V-7IN engine with the 6V-92TA engine to 

meet exhaust ·emission requirements and refinements to the air 

conditioning system which removed major components from the engine com

partment. 

Subsequent to the incorporation of these design elements, the RTS coach 

has been the subject of an engineering noise source analysis program. 

Based on program results, dominant components have been identified and 

efforts to redesign them are currently in process. This program is on 

schedule and, depending upon adoption of final design concepts, all or 

part of developed design releases may be introduced by the mid- to late 

1982 model year. 

For the near term, based on current test data, the RTS coach mean sound 

level is approximately 80 dB with no production units exceeding 82 dB to 

date. The incorporation of design concepts from the development program 

should achieve the objective of meeting an 80 dB not-to-exceed regulated 

level. However, the national. priorities of fuel economy and exhaust 

emissions will have a significant impact on the transit bus as presented 

in the technical discussion of diesel engines for medium and heavy trucks. 

In fact, transit buses, which do not have the advantage of ram air to aid 

in engine cooling as on trucks, may be more seriously impacted by the 

increased heat dissipation required by the new engines. For example, the 

transit bus may require a larger, higher speed, direct-drive cooling fan 

to meet such increased heat rejection requirements. 

The transit bus may be impacted by these changes as early as model year 

1983 or 1984. Therefore, an 83 dB regulated level should be retained for 
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transit coaches uritil the new engines are evaluated and noise reduction 

technology is developed. 

Conclusions 

Because of basic similarities in operational use and forthcoming diesel 

engine technology, the intercity coach should be regulated at the 83 dB 

standard applicable to medium and heavy trucks. School buses, because of 

chassis and drivelines identical to medium trucks and the offering of a 

diesel engine option, should be regulated at the 83 dB standard applicable 

to medium trucks. 

Transit coaches ·should be regulated as a separate class of vehicles based 

on test procedures, typical usage and high visibility in regular service 

in population centers. At the present time, it is recommended that an 

83 dB standard be applied to transit buses until new diesel engines are 

evaluated and noise control technology is developed. 

3. Passenger cars and light trucks, 10,000 pounds GVWR or less 

The federal EPA gathered information, performed testing and 

developed and evaluated test procedures for light vehicles. 

However, light vehicles have not been identified by the EPA as a 

major source; that is, ·except for initial data-gathering, the 

federal regulatory process was never started. 

The federal EPA did develop a complex test procedure to determine 

vehicle noise under part throttle operating conditions. The goal of 

this effort, as well as a parallel effort by General Motors, was to 

develop a test procedure that would evaluate light vehicle noise 

levels under operating .conditions· representative of community 

operation. The EPA planned to use the part throttle test for a new 

vehicle noise compliance test procedure. 
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Some jurisdictions have shown considerable interest in such a test 

procedure. However, attempts to harmonize test procedures with 

other nations were fruitless and the part throttle test procedure was 

summarily rejected. 

Therefore, where it once appeared that by 1985 there would be a 

preemptive federal regulation in effect for passenger cars and light 

trucks, along with a new part throttle test procedure, it is now 

apparent that this will not be the case. In fact, state and local 

jurisdictions will continue to set regulatory limits for new light 

motor vehicles using the SAE J986a test procedur,e as is the present 

situation. 

Rational support for an 80 dB regulated level for light vehicles derives 

from the discussion that follows. 

A. An estimated 50 to 60% of General Motors current production light 

vehicles are expected to meet a 75 dB level under the wide open 

throttle (SAE J986a) test. These vehicles are the result of 

designing to meet a 78 dB level for the "worst case"· noise 

configurations to assure compliance with an 80 dB regulation. (The 

78 dB level provides a 2 dB design margin to account for production 

variability.) In order to comply with a 75 dB regulation, the design 

goal would be set at 73 dB. Currently, an estimated 75% of GM 

· production vehicles would require further noise reduction to meet 

the 73 dB design goal. 

B. Extensive empirical studies and computer modeling have shown that 

the urban community benefit, in terms of equivalent sound level 

(Leq), from replacing a population of vehicles designed to comply 

with an 80 dB regulation with a 75 dB-designed population, is on the 

order of 1 dB or less. This change is imperceptible to the human 

ear. This miniscule benefit is attributable to the combination of 

traffic flow and tire noise plus .the fact that part throttle sound 



-16-

levels of 75 dB vehicles are not correlatable nor readily 

discernable from part throttle sound levels of vehicles designed to 

meet 80 dB. 

Therefore, reducing the regulated sound level below 80 dB will 

produce no noticeable benefit; however, there will be a considerable 

cost penalty associated with it. 

C. Light vehicle manufacturers are currently placing primary emphasis 

on the national priorities of fuel economy and exhaust emissions. As 

a result, there is a rapid movement toward smaller vehicles, more and 

smaller four- and six-cylinder engines, more dJesel engines and 

increasingly complex emissions control technology. Predictions of 

increased vehicle sound levels with decreasing vehicle and engine 

size and power have not been realized to date. With an increasing 

percentage of General Motors' production devoted to smaller vehicles 

over the past five or six years,' and with an 80 dB standard first 

becoming effective for light vehicles in the 1975 model year, the 

estimated sales-weighted mean sound level of the General Motors 

model year light vehicle production population remains in the range 

of 75 to 76 dB according.'to the SAE J986 test. 

The 80 dB light vehicle noise standard and attendant 78 dB design 

goal provide the necessary freedom for product design for noise, as 

an adjunct to .fuel economy and emissions priorities, such that new 

light vehicles continue to be quiet in community operation. 

Conclusion 

General Motors ·recommends a regulated sound level of 80 dB for passenger 

cars and light trucks under 10,000 pounds GVWR according to the SAE J986a 

test. 

3KDC/520 
6/09/81 



My name is Keith Cherne. I am a Senior Project Engineer with General 
Motors Environmental Activities Staff in Warren, Michigan. 

I would like to make a brief statement concerning the issue of school bus 
noise regulations in the State of Oregon and General Motors' petition. The 
petition seeks to remove school buses from regulation according to the 
Oregon 80 dB bus standard. Instead, the petition seeks to regulate school 
buses according to the 83 dB standard for medium and heavy trucks over 
10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. At a glance, it may appear that 
General Motors simply wants to make school buses three decibels louder, 
that is, from 80 dB to 83 dB. Let me assure you that this is not the case. 

The primary purpose of the petition is to enable school bus manufacturers to 
make available to school bus customers in the State of Oregon the full line 
of school buses based on the GM medium truck chassis. The following 
comments are offered by way of explaining GM's actions and how they 
relate to the sound level standards. 

o General Motors currently provides written certification to the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality that the school bus 
chassis complies with a noise standard of 80 dB when a +2 dB 
tolerance is added. This means that the school bus chassis meets 
an 82 dB noise limit. 

o General Motors currently offers gasoline-powered and turbo
charged diesel school bus chassis for sale in Oregon under the 82 dB 
criterion. Gasoline-powered vehicles typically test just under 
80 dB and the turbocharged diesel vehicles average slightly over 
80 dB. These sound level test values are considered nominal for 
designs to comply with an 83 dB "not-to-exceed" standard. 

o General Motors does not currently offer the naturally-aspirated 
diesel school bus for sale in Oregon because the average sound 
level for these vehicles is less than but close to 82 dB. In order to 
provide assurances of compliance with the 82 dB limit, the 
naturally-aspirated diesel school bus will require extensive noise 
reduction treatment including acoustical shields caUed belly pans 
under the engine compartment and a transmission shield as well. In 
all, such modifications would increase the unit cost of these 
vehicles on the order of $1,000 each. Further, because of the 
acoustical treatment, maintenance costs will increase an estimated 
$200 to $400 per year per unit. The naturally-aspirated engine 
option is priced $1,220 below the turbocharged version. 

o As explained in previously submitted documents, school bus chassis 
are virtually identical to medium truck chassis and they are built 
on the same assembly line so that a common noise standard is 
rational. 
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o Finally, Section 481.030 of the Oregon Revised Statutes is not 
clear on the matter of a definition of school buses so that a 
question may exist as to whether an 80 dB standard currently 
applies. 

It should be noted that the federal government (EPA), in drafting final bus 
noise regulations, saw fit to regulate school buses according to the schedule 
and levels for medium trucks. (Federal regulations have not, and most likely 
will not, be promulgated but the example is clear.) In another recent 
regulatory action, amendments to the Florida noise Jaw include a specific 
notation that school buses are regulated at 83 dB along with trucks over 
10,000 pounds GVWR. 

In the interest of cost-beneficial motor vehicle noise regulations, uniformity 
of regulation as applied to a class of vehicles and the ability to make a full 
line of school buses available to Oregon customers without a significant cost 
penalty and without noticeably affecting the noise environment, General 
Motors urges the State of Oregon to adopt the requested changes to the 
Oregon Motor Vehicle Noise Regulations (OAR 340-35-025). 

25KDC/0401 



General Motors Response to 
Comments at the Public Hearing 

April 20, 1982 

RE: The GM Petition on School Bus Noise 

r-,. . , 
i __ 1 i, Ii 
- I_: U 

MAY 7 
f1Jo1si, >'oilott0< • uum:m1 

General Motors offers the following comments in response to testimony at the 
April 20, 1982 public hearing concerning school bus noise regulations. In the absence 
of a transcript or copy of the testimony, the item is stated, in substance, in 
approximate language followed by GM comments. 

Item: 

If school buses are at an 83 dB sound level as measured from 50 feet away, when 
students leave the buses they will be subjected to close-in sound levels of 90 to 95 dB. 

GM Comments: 

There are several aspects of an 83 dB standard and vehicles built to comply with an 
83 dB standard that must be addressed in responding to this item. 

An 83 dB standard represents a "not-to-exceed" sound level limit applicable to vehicle 
operation under wide open throttle acceleration. Due to production variability, 
manufacturers must set a design goal some 2 to 3 dB below the regulated sound level 
to assure that production vehicles will comply. As stated in GM's testimony, the mean 
sound levels of just under 80 dB for gasoline-powered school buses and just over 80 dB 
for turbo-charged diesel units are considered nominal for compliance with an 83 dB 
standard. The mean of just under 82 dB for naturally-aspirated diesel units is 
manageable for an 83 dB standard with proper surveillance. In any case, it is readily 
understandable that a fleet of vehicles built to comply with an 83 dB standard will 
generally exhibit sound levels in a range of 77 to 83 dB, with a mean of 80 to 81 dB, 
under wide open throttle operation. Typical community operations will result in 
average sound levels below the wide open throttle sound levels. 

More importantly, as stated, the 83 dB standard applies to wide open throttle 
operation. Pupils boarding or leaving school buses will be primarily subjected to 
close-in idle sound levels. A check of representative vehicles reveals idle sound levels 
on the order of 70 to 75 dB at a distance of 10 feet from diesel-powered units (both 
naturally-aspirated and turbo-charged) and on the order of 60 dB for gasoline
powered units also at a 10 foot measurement distance. As a worst case, pupils who 
stand and wait or walk in the direction of bus travel as a diesel school bus pulls away 
from a stop may be exposed to transient sound levels on the order of 88 to 91 dB at a 
distance of l 0 feet for a total time of a few seconds. In any case, exposures to idle 
sound levels or worst case pull away sound levels are well below generally accepted 
hearing damage criteria, especially for short term exposure. 

25KDC/0428 



Exhibit C 

GENERAL MOTORS CORP. PETI'rION TO AMEND NOISE EMISSION STANDARDS - APRIL 20, 1982 

Hearing before the Department of' Environmental Quality, Noise Control Program 

Testimony1 Jeanette R, Egger, Chair-elect, DEQ Noise Advisory Committee 

I wish to recommend the General Motors Corp. petition to amend the rules be denied. 

I speak as a former audiologist/speech pathologist at the Portland Center for Hear-

ing and Speech and at Kaiser ~·oundation Hospitals, where I learned firsthand the 

progressive, permanent hearing loss effects of noise, I speak also as former 

chair of a statewide noise committee that assisted in State and City of Portland 

rulemaking, wherein our research led us to the findings of noise as a factor in 

task interference, especially sleep and communication and as a chief factor in 

stress wlth psychological and physiological concomitants. I speak as a member of 

the public affected by the results of the proposed petition. And finally, I speak 

as a dues-paid member of international, national a.nd state environmental groups --

all of whom support environmental protection for public benefit, health and safety. 

These groups include Audubon Society, Defenders of Wildlife, Friends of the Earth, 1000 

Friends of Oregon, Oregon Environmental, Greenpeace, Sie=a. Club and Sierra Club 

Legal Defense. 

A review of lead-times is important to get GMC 's proposal into perspective. Noise 

became a matter of statewide concern in 1971. Legislative funding dates back to 

1972. Draft noise rules came in 1973 and EQC-aclopted regulations have been in 

place since 1974 for new vehicle certification by the manufacturer. When the 

U.S. EPA promulgated noise regulations for medium and h.d. trucks, the DEQ later 
truck 

that year adopted the federal-preemptive/standards;and buses were maintained in 

a separate category, not under federal standard. The General Mdtors Corporation's 

comments in participating in all the stages of rulemaking are in the record. 

Cost-benefit analyses have traditl.onally accompanied rule-makl.ng , and undoubtedly 

costs as well as antiicipated l.mproved technology were contemplated when the GMC 

proposed to the U.S. EPA a voluntary compliance plan for buses that would bring 



GMC TESTIMONY 2. 

(Ref. GMC Petition, P.12.) 
transit coaches to the level of 80 dB as of January 1, 1983. 

Thus, General Motors had a 6-year lead time for the 80 dB standard when U.S. EPA 

set rules in 1976, and then in 1981 granted a year's exfension on the effective 

date, cha!!gi.ng it from 1982 effective,to 1983 effective. It now looks at the 

• 1r5r~,.;1.J,v9 . 
disoo,mru~ of the EPA in the present administration and sees 1986 as a possible 

date for the medium truck standard to be set at 80 dB. "It is also possible that 

the 80 dB level effective date may be postponed indefinitely", GMC states currently. 

(Ref. GMC PetHion, Attch. 2, Revised 2/2/92; P.2.) To paraphrase on justice, 

"Environmental standards delayed are environmental standards denied." 

Underlying all this insistence that 80 dBa be forgotten as a standard for medium 

duty trucks apparently is the Corporation's development of some new diesel engines 

that do not meet noise standards at 80 and have to have substantial noise reduction 

work to meet SJ, GMC appears to be going backwards instead of leading the way 

- voluntarily, as it once promised - in technical noise reduction. If costs to 

reduce noise in these new engines make purchasing buses prohibitive to Oregon, 

then California will suffer similarly. Oregon and California may not be.able to 

bail GffiC out of these costs, and GMG may have to research ways of reducing them. 

Conversely, the costs may have to be borne just as escalated fuel costs were borne 

in the past four years. It ma.y be likewise that this technology will have low 

public acceptance, what with characteristic sooty diesel emissions, high in fine 

particulates and noisy to boot. Not all technology cleveloped is desireable; witness 

the trouble the nuclear industry is having gaining public acceptance. 

In any case, there are some options for transporting Oregon's school pupils. By 

not class1.fying school buses with medium duty trucks, we can preserve<our standard 

of noise emission with non-deisel buses, the gasoline powered buses that are able 

to meet the standards" albeit with less fuel efficiency. Nowhere in the GMC petition 

are fuel efficiencies compared, as for instance with the new engines vs. llghter 

vehicle deisel engines that use an indirect air :lntalce system that is quieter. I 

have an informal SAE-member's opinion that the loss in fuel efficiency between the 
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passenger car deisel air intake system and the truck system is only 1EI% - 15J:'.. 

Such costs do not approximate the indicated costs of GMC to provide noise reduction 

of up to $1000 per unit, Incidentally, these costs are nowhere enumerated in the 

petition. F'urlher, comparison with the UPS "Quiet Truck" maintenance costs are 

partially invalidated by the fact of UPS seeking a 7 5 cIDa level in its test pro
-- 5 cID lower than Oregon's rule. 
gram/ Likewise the $25.00/hour labor.; figure for UPS may be high for school bus 

mechanics here in Oregano As a final comment on costs, one must always add in 
noise 

environmental costs to/pollution that has known effects: property value losses, 

accident rate¢ increase$ health effects of stress 
) 

increase as noise masks crime-related sounds that 

and hearing loss, and crime 
/" , 9 ,fi T <> r;,e,zw,5e_, 

neigh bcrsApick up and report. 

Police are well aware of crime-in-progress reporting as a chief assist in apprehension. 

California studies show that neighbcrs withdraw and cease to be neighborly when 
(REF: DEQ testimony-research in files) 

noise levels rise. Informal surveillance ceases, and crime rises along with the 
/'(~µ51'J:~ 

decibel level. Thus whileif costs are a determinant in environmental protection, 
f'V'I. / /"-' 

they are not the only factor; ~benefits go well beyond those GMC summarizes. 

Impacts also go well beyond what G!'fiC summarizes: In its 18-page, mostly double-

faced petition with attachments, "Environmental Considerations" take up a one-

t h 
(REF: P, I+, GViC 2/3/82 Petition update ltr.) Therein they 

sen ence paragrap . 

tell us the impact is "minimal" ba.sed on buses typ:ically appearing briefly twice 

a day and not in the sununer. Buses do run in the sunurrer in Oregon -- for summer 

programs and shartered for activies. Impacts may be more than twlce daily on 

close-in residents who may receive a whole fleet at times. Idling buses impact 

classrooms, passersby and dwellers in school areas and activity areas. The idling 

bus is an American tradition. 
' 

Impacts extend also to the nature of sound and sound testing. The 80- or 83 dBA 

are measurements taken by the standard SAE test at 50'. This means that the sound 

gets increasingly louder by a high magnitude as one gets closer to the source. 

School pupils (and drivers at times) are more llkely,to be at a 10' to 15' distance 

from the eng.ine or exhaust noise. Levels could then be in the 90 cIDa range. At such 
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1eVb1G pupils' safety is jeopardized in that only the loudest of sounds can override 

the noise. Students would fail to hear warning sounds of, for example, approaching 

automobiles or someone calling out to them in warning. At 10' - 15' dista.nce,in 
(REF. - EPA Criteria. 

90 - 95 dBa. level"\; masking of any and a.11 voice communication is total. Document,p.6-

In a.ddi ti on to their safety being compromised, their heal th is affected, The 

daily incursions of excessively loud noise a.re cumulative to effects of hearing 

loss and tinnitus. The U.S. EPA states, that to a.void long-term hearing loss 

effects of noise, no more than an Leq of 70 dl3a. (over 24 hours, i.e.) be sustained. 

(REF. EPA Levels Document, pp. ~·0-41) 

That today's youth probably is ma.king too much noise voluntarily is not the issue. 

We certainly need more public education on that subject -- and as young people 

enter college today with the hearing of a 45-year-old, we note the toll being 

talrnn by noisy leisure pursuits. Dut let us not expose them to more noise in vol-

unta.rily, Vehicular noise remains the largest noise source there is. 

Since GViC believes residential area impacts are minimal, we must enter in the 

record here some statistics :Gecei ved from the Oregon Dept. of Education, Pupil 

Transportation Director's Office. I submit their 1980-81 data for the scrutiny 

of the hearings officer, and will here show only the very surprising number of 

miles logged by school buses within urban areas, which j_s to say residential areas. 

[Note: Oregon's land use laws classify urban areas as being in those places which 

have an incorporated city and surrounding land that is either urbanized or urban-

iza.ble to the year 2000. An' Urban Growth Boundary, which must be acknowledged by 

the Land Conservation and Development Commission, then exists. The Metro area's 

UGB has been acknowledged and includes Oregon's most populous area.] These a.re 
< 

sho;n1 a.long with mileage of school buses, both route miles covered and activity 

miles covered. Activity mileage may or may not be within the urban area: 

1980- COIB'l'l'Y ROUTE MILES ACTIVITY MILES TOTAL MILES 
1981 CLACKAMAS 4,030,044 659,005 4,689 ,049 

MULTNOMAH 4.,685, 752 472,001 5,157,753 
WASHINGTON _], 107' 596 537,895 3,645,491 

TOTALS 11,823,392 13,492,293 
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Besides the Metro area, which is declared urban, we have large cities (for Oregon, 

not Michigan) in Lane and Marion Counties -- these two add another 5,000,000 route 

miles. For diehards who accept only the City of Portland as truly urban, we find 

a total of 12,000 pupils bussed in Pt1d. District No. 1. The District o;ms 101 
1n)1TJON'fL 

buses and contracts with Columbia Bus Service for 24l;ibuses (includes spares in 

both cases). The Route miles, Portland: J,115,021+ plus an added 195,429, Activity 

Hiles yielding a mileage total, on dense E!ity of Portland streets of J,Jl0,453 miles! 

Statewide, 42,000 1 000 miles (rounded) are travelled by school buses. These buses 

transport students; they do not follow truck routes; they are not prohibited by 

"No Trucks" traffic signs. And they are not trucks. As Samuel Johnson, the 

earliest publisher of an English dictionary once remarked to his fr1end, Boswell, 

"You may call a five-legged sheep a dog, but that doesn't maJrn it one". 

We urge the Department to preserve the state standard of 80 cilla, in existence 
for 

since 1979/new model buses, and we thank you for consideration of these comments. 

JEANETTE E"uGER, CHAIR-ELEDT 
NOISE ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO DEQ NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM 

4/20/82 

' 



April 29, 1982 

Mr, John Hector 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Noise Control Section 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Hector: 

Because I am a GMO truck dealer and am involved in many school bus chas
sis bids, my attention has been directed to the petition by General 
Motors Corporation to amend the current noise control regulation sched
ule as it affects school buses. I am writing to urge the extension to 
school buses of the 8JdBA standard currently applied to medium and heavy 
duty trucks. My concerns stem from not only the limitation put on my 
industry in satisfying the needs of our customers, but the ultimate eco
nomic effect on the Oregon taxpayer. 

Because of lower maintenance costs, lower fuel costs, and increased fuel 
efficiency, diesel power has gained great popularity in recent years. 
The 8.2 liter naturally aspirated diesel engine is well suited to school 
bus use, However, its inability to meet the 80dBA standard without the 
addition of a noise abatement package costing approximately $1,000, plus 
added maintenance costs, destroys its cost-effectiveness, thereby elimi
nating in the State of Oregon its use for the purpose for which it was 
designed--lower transportation costs. Additionally, I question that 
many of us can detect the difference between 8JdBA and 80dBA, particu
larly when a tolerance of 2dBA is added. 

Speaking as a mother who has raised three children and has lived on a 
school bus route for twenty-one years in two states (which makes me some
what of an authority on the subject of noise), I assure you that there 
is no more subliminal sound on a bright spring morning than the purr of 
a school bus--that angel of mercy that sweeps the sidewalks free of 
clumps of 92dBA school children, thereby providing the neighborhood 
with a few short hours of stereo-less bliss and a calm shattered only 
occasionally by chain saws and rotary lawn mowers. 

~\ou~ery t~1 // . 

~~~r~a:-:~ xi~) 7<-<-... L/ 

President 
MNf 2 WB2 

cc: Fred J, Burgess Noise Pollut1on Oo!l!rol 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Gurck Cadillac Trucks Jeep 

Telephone {503) 757-1415 705 N.W. Buchanan Avenue Corvcillis, Oreqon 97330 



Exhibit E 

COMMENTS BY MICHAEL C. KAYE ON THE PROPOSED RELAXATION OF 

OREGON NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS APPLYING TO SCHOOL BUSES 

Reference 

General Motors petition to amend the existing standards set by Chapter 340, 
Oregon Administrative Rules, Division 35, NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS. 

Background 

Since 1979, OAR 340.35-025 has required that no person shall sell a new 
school bus that exceeds a standard of 80 dBA as measured by the procedure 
given in NPCS-21. A similar standard established by the federal EPA for 
heavy trucks has been postponed, leaving its legal limit at 83 dBA. 

Arguments for the Change 

I perceive the main arguments for relaxing the state bus noise standard 
from 80 dBA to 83 dBA to be: 

1) It would be unfair to require school buses to meet a more strict standard 
than required of heavy trucks. We ought to move toward a uniform national 
policy. 

2) Causing factories to treat school buses so as to meet an 80 dBA standard 
will cause an extraordinary and unnecessary manufacturing cost and delivery 
time, thus adding an inflationary pressure on the economy. 

3) An increase of 3 
public any good. 

dBA to school bus noise is slight and will not do the 
It is not economically justified. 

Arguments Against the Change 

I see the arguments against relaxing the state standard as being: 

1) The 80 dBA standard is within the manufacturer's capability without 
resort to exceptionally intense engineering efforts or onerous manufacturing 
efforts. By paying attention to good practise, they can almost as easily 
build 80 dBA buses as 83 dBA buses. 

2) The school bus deserves to be singled out for more strict regulation than 
heavy trucks because they operate much closer to sensitive residential 
areas on relatively quiet streets where their noise makes a significant 
contribution to the overall sound level. 

Discussion 

I have been extensively experimenting with antinoise treatment of heavy diesel 
trucks and buses since 1972 and my experience is that an 80 dBA standard for 
school buses is not hard to meet. I have always been able to bring vehicle 
ratings down to the 74-78 dBA range without using impractical hardware or 
causing unacceptable side-effects. It seems to me that if the school bus 
manufacturers have been meeting an 80 dBA standard in Oregon (there is no 
federal standard) for the last three years, that shows they can at least do it. 

-·: !Lf)' ')UCHify 
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I do believe, on the other hand, that if school bus manufacturers were to 
go about their business as usual, paying no more attention to noise control 
than a reasonable selection of exhaust mufflers, then an 80 dBA standard 
would be exceeded much of the time. Even an 83 dBA standard would be ex
ceeded .some of the time. 

Sometimes manufacturers will say that it's wrong to base a standard on the 
treatment and test of a single prototype vehicle. The ensuing production 
will involve a myriad of hardware variations making close prediction of 
resulting noise levels unfeasible. They say they need a manufacturing 
tolerance. Some say 2 dBA; others 4 dBA. My experience is that 2 dBA 
is sufficient and the more one learns about the subject, the less toler
ance one needs. At least a 2 dBA tolerance is already built into Oregon's 
procedure for new vehicle sound level measurement. 

(a) NPCS-21 only requires the roadway pavement to be smooth asphalt or 
concrete free of loose material. That means the kind of surface one 
finds on an ordinary roughish city street will do. Not wanting to 
be caught short, factories usually have test tracks with very smooth, 
sealed surfaces that are more reflective of sound. I've seen it demon
strated that a factory-type sealed test track can add 2 dBA to the 
rating of a heavy vehicle obtained on ordinary asphalt concrete. 

(b) NPCS-21 allows an experimental error of 2 
this is being generous to the factories. 
vehicle to vehicle on that order, but any 
consistent. 

dBA. My experience is 
There may be variation 
one vehicle is usually 

that 
from 
quite 

(c) NPCS-21 requires the averaging of the highest two readings out of only 
four repeat runs from the loudest side. More runs would increase the 
chances of a higher level reading being recorded, making it harder to 
pass a test. 

(d) NPCS-21 could allow a vehicle to be nearer the downrun end of the end 
zone at the moment of maximum sound emission than would the federal 
EPA test method for trucks. Thus, a manufacturer, basing his practise 
on federal ratings, would find a little more leeway testing by the 
DEQ method. 

Under normal circumstances, there are only three sources of noise from a 
school bus that matter to its 80 dBA Oregon noise rating; the engine and 
its accessories, the exhaust terminus, and the cooling system fan. 

Of these, the exhaust source is the easiest to treat. Since the muffler 
is slung beneath the bus floor, there is no real limitation to size selec
tion and shell noise is inherently shielded. 

Fan noise can be adequately controlled by means of readily available 
modulating speed fan drives. .Since NPCS-21 does not require these fan drives 
to be artificially locked full on, these drives are both effective in pre
venting outlandish fan noise and in conserving fuel economy. 

This leaves the engine. The easiest way to reduce a given engine's noise if 
necessary is to slow it down. If the overspeed governor were reset from 
2,100 rpm to 1,800 rpm, this would reduce engine noise by 2 dBA ... probably 
enough to allow the high-side buses to pass an 80 dBA standard without further 
ado. The penalty would be a reduction of propulsion power of less than 20%. 
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Of all heavy vehicles, a school bus can most afford a power performance tradeoff. 
Its emphasis is upon safety, not upon high speed. The situation where propulsive 
power reduction would be least acceptable is a sustained uphill climb under full 
load in heavy traffic. This means a reduction of stabilized speed on the order 
of 26 mph instead of 30 mph, perhaps significant to the performance-minded driver, 
but not significant to the keeping of schedules or to highway safety in this case. 

If engine noise cannot be sufficiently reduced by simple adjustments, then rela
tively inexpensive side shields are the next step. For the rare cases of rela
tively loud engines where these measures are not enough, and resort to a belly
pan is indicated, these engines would just have to be outlawed. The marketplace 
provides many many others not so loud. 

To be true, the mission of a school bus takes it down busy thoroughfares where 
its noise is drowned out by all the other traffic. A bus noise reduction here 
would not be noticed except at the very moment of the bus's passing by. Statis
tical sound levels would not be affected. 

However, a good deal of the school bus mission is carrying children at road 
speeds below 30 mph through quiet neighborhoods where homes and schools are 
located. Just two 83 dBA rated buses an hour through a 50 dBA neighborhood 
can easily raise the ambient level by 10 dBA, enough to make things seem twice 
as loud. A 3 dBA bus noise rating reduction would appear as an equal 3 dBA 
reduction of ambient sound in this case. It would be both noticed and appreciated. 
The heavy truck operates either on interstate highways at speeds of 55+ mph, 
away from quiet residential areas, or in already noisy urban industrial districts. 
On the highway, truck noise is dominated by tire sounds having nothing to do with 
federal or state noise ratings. There is no sense in applying a truck standard 
to a school bus. 

Conclusion 

The General Motors petition should not be granted. The Oregon school bus noise 
standard of 80 dBA should be left alone. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~c.1:~~ 
Michael C. Kay:-/ 

Portland, Oregon 
May 4, 1982 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

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

MEMORANPUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. P, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to the Motor 
Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria Methods 
and Standards OAR 340-24-300 Through 24-350. 

Background and Problem Statement 

At the Environmental Quality Commission meeting of April 16, 1982 
authorization was granted to conduct a public hearing to gather testimony 
on proposed amendments to the Vehicle Inspection Program rules. Rule 
modifications are proposed in these general areas: 1) the deletion of 
the definition of the term noncomplying import vehicle; 2) a change in the 
duration of the raised rpm portion of the idle test; 3) a change in the 
engine exchange policy; and 4) a typographical correction in the licensing 
section. 

A hearing was held June 2, 1982 with testimony being received from four 
individuals, A hearing officer's report is included as Attachment 1. Ford 
Motor Company requested a change in the test procedure. Other individuals 
commented on the engine exchange policy. A copy of the Ford submittal 
is included in the Hearing Officer's report. The Statement of Need is 
included as Attachment 2. The proposed rule amendments are included as 
Attachment 3. 

Alternatiyes and Evaluation 

Rule modifications have been proposed in the following areas: definitions, 
test procedure, and engine change policy and licensing criteria. 

OAR 340-24-305 (Definitions) 

It has been proposed to delete the definition of noncomplying imported 
vehicle. The reason for deleting this definition is that this paragraph 
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has become unnecessary because of recent changes at the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Customs regarding the importation 
of vehicles into the United States, With these changes and the 
resulting changes in inspection program procedures, there is no need to 
carry this definition in the rule, and as such, it is proposed to 
delete it. 

OAR 340-24-310 and 315 (Test Procedure) 

The staff has proposed to increase the duration of the raised rpm portion 
of the idle test. This portion of the procedure had been discussed during 
last year's review of the inspection program rules and partially adopted. 
No testimony on this aspect of the test procedure was received, However, 
Ford Motor Company did request a change in the test procedure. Ford 
requested that late-model Ford vehicles which fail the idle emission 
test can have a second test performed at that time after a key-off and 
engine restart procedure is performed. Ford's request, included in the 
Hearing Officer's report (Attachment 1), was based on the use of vacuum 
zone sensor reset mechanisms in their MCU computer controlled engine 
systems. This design is incorporated in approximately 16% of the 1981 and 
1982 production 49-state configuration vehicles, 

Ford submitted data indicating that vehicles incorporating that particular 
design feature can have idle emissions which would exceed state standards 
but still meet the federal certification emission requirements. The reason 
that these vehicles would have higher emissions is that the air pump has 
switched into a "dump" mode. This action is used as a catalyst protection 
mechanism to prevent overheating of the catalyst during periods of long 
idling. The quickest way to reset the air pump back "on" is to turn off 
the ignition and restart the vehicle. In normal driving, the air pump 
would switch into an active mode automatically. 

The staff has reviewed the data from the inspection program to gauge the 
impact of this vehicle type in the test lanes. Since these vehicles are 
still relatively new, there have been few seen in the inspection stations. 
Data to date indicates good compliance with the emission standards. In a 
few instances, very high-emitting vehicles have been observed. In 
discussion with the Ford representatives, it was determined that the 
necessary identification codes required are too complex to easily and 
quickly identify these particular vehicle configurations in the station 
inspection lane. A keyoff and restart would be an appropriate method for 
handling vehicles of this general configuration, 

Based upon discussions with Ford Motor Company representatives and upon 
evaluation of the data presented by Ford, there appears to be merit to this 
procedure, Staff has been advised that a notice of proposed rulemaking 
should soon be issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for an 
alternative short-cycle test procedure on Ford Motor Company late-model 
vehicles, It is the staff's understanding that such regulations and 
notice are in the final stages of preparation. Based upon this 
request by the Ford Motor Company representatives, and the data presented, 
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staff has proposed an additional change in OAR 340-24-310 governing the 
test procedure for 1981 and later model Ford Motor Company vehicles. Those 
vehicles which initially fail the inspection test will receive a keyoff 
and restart and retest in the inspection lane. With this action, vehicle 
owners should not be unjustly penalized in the inspection test. 

OAR 340-24-320 and 325 (Engine Exchange Policy) 

It is proposed to amend the engine exchange policy so that pre-1970 
vehicles which have had newer engines installed will not be subject to the 
equipment inspection portion of the emission test. Currently, pre-1970 
vehicles are not subject to an emission control equipment inspection unless 
it is obvious that a newer engine has been installed. In the staff's 
judgement, the proposed change will have minimal environmental impact. 

The overall purpose of the engine exchange policy is to provide a structure 
to assign standards and test criteria to vehicles which have received an 
engine exchange. Current policy states that pre-1980 vehicles which have 
an engine exchange are categorized by the year and make of the exchange 
engine, except that fuel-evaporative, catalytic convertor, and unleaded 
fuel requirements (if originally equipped) must be maintained, For 1980 
and newer vehicles the policy requires that the newer technology of the 
emission control system must be maintained. For heavy duty vehicles, the 
more restrictive "1980 and newer" requirements do not apply since those 
technologies have generally not been applied. 

The hearing officer received several comments on the engine change policy. 
Mr. Woodward, a vehicle owner, commented on the requirements of the engine 
change policy. His vehicle, which he had purchased used, had had emission 
equipment removed from it during a time of engine exchange. He indicated 
this had been done prior to his purchase of the vehicle. He felt that the 
requirement that pollution control equipment be maintained, especially in 
certain circumstances where the replacement engine did not necessarily have 
those particular elements of a pollution control system installed, placed 
an unfair burden on him. 

In contrast, testimony was received from Messrs. Stobie and Gorman, both 
DEQ vehicle inspectors who gave their own personal opinions. They felt 
that the staff proposal to allow pre-1970 vehicles which had newer engines 
installed not to comply with the equipment portion of the emission 
inspection was too lenient. 

Engine changes are identified in less than 1% of the inspections 
conducted. As indicated, the purpose of the rule is to provide a structure 
to assign standards and test criteria for vehicles which have received an 
engine exchange. A rule that is too lenient could be interpreted as 
encouraging pollution control equipment tampering. Too tight a rule, on 
the other hand, could be inequitable by not reflecting the day-to-day 
realities that vehicles have engines that wear out and need to be 
replaced. The justification for the current rule was based upon 1) the 
need to classify an exchange engine for inspection purposes, 2) the 
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increasing difficulty and incompatibility of mating newer with older engine 
systems, and 3) the use of the previous policy as a method of circumventing 
the equipment requirement. 

Prior to adoption of the current policy by the Commission, the staff had 
extensively reviewed this issue to develop a policy that would be fair and 
workable. Federal guidelines in this area are very strict and severely 
restrict engine exchanges. The staff has reviewed the reports and hearing 
records previously presented to the Commission on this subject. At the 
public hearings there were mixed reactions but a general acceptance of the 
policy now in effect. The general consensus was that the policy would 
provide a minimum amount of confusion for people doing engine exchanges and 
would be workable. With that in mind, the staff had originally proposed, 
and the Commission adopted, the current engine exchange policy, 

The staff has reviewed the existing rule and the testimony received, as 
well as past reports to the Commission on this subject. The current 
policy, and the proposed modifications, allow for a broad latitude in the 
area of engine exchange while still encouraging proper emission control 
equipment maintenance. As such, no further modifications are proposed. 

OAR 340-24-340 (Licensing Criteria) 

There is a typographical correction required in paragraph (10)(a). There 
is a misciting of statute. The change cites the correct statute. 

Summation 

A public hearing on the proposed rule revisions has been held and the 
testimony received has been evaluated. Based upon the testimony received, 
changes in the proposed rule revisions have been made. 

1) OAR 340-24-305 is proposed to be amended deleting definition 
(27) "Noncomplying Imported Vehicle" as unnecessary because of 
changes in federal importation policy. 

2) OAR 340-24-310(9) is proposed to be amended to increase the time 
steady state speed is maintained in the test cycle from 4-8 
seconds to 10-15 seconds. 

3) OAR 340-24-310(12) is proposed to be amended to allow for an 
ignition off and restart for a failed 1981 or newer Ford Motor 
Company product. 

4) A language change is proposed for OAR 340-24-315(2) to correctly 
indicate when the data form is completed and OAR 340-24-340(10(a) 
to correctly identify "ORS 481.125 11 • 

5) OAR 340-24-320(6)(a) and 340-24-325(6) relative to engine changes 
are proposed to be amended to 11 1970 through 1979", and 11 1970 or 
newer" to delineate applicability of these sections. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the proposed rule 
amendments as listed in Attachment 3 be adopted. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 1. Hearing Officer's Report 

W.P. Jasper:a 
229-5081 
June 15 , 1 982 
VA2210 (1) 

2. Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact for Rulemaking 
3, Proposed Rule Amendments 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVER~OR 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Report On Public Hearing of June 2. 1982. 
Proposed Rules for Inspection Program 

Background and Summarv of Testimony 

Attachment 1 

A public hearing was authorized by the Environmental Quality Commission to 
be conducted June 2, 1982. On June 2, at 7:30 p,m., in Room 707 of the 
State Office Building in Portland, a hearing was held. There were 12 
people in attendance and 4 offered testimony. Two general topics were 
addressed, the test procedure and the engine change regulations. 

Test Procedure 

Mr. David L. Millerick. representing Ford Motor Company, elaborated on the 
written testimony submitted by Ford, A copy of their letter is attached, 
Ford has requested a change in the test procedures for late model Ford 
vehicles. The change in procedure is due to the technology used in some 
Ford engines, The effect of this technology is that the air pump which is 
used to provide secondary air to the vehicle's catalytic converter is 
bypassed to atmosphere during periods of long idling, Some Ford systems 
use an engine speed-vacuum zone switch which controls this activity. On 
some Ford vehicles the precondition operations and test procedure used in 
the DEQ inspection lanes may not be sufficient to reset the air pump to 
provide air for catalyst oxidation. Without this secondary air, Ford 
contends that vehicles which would normally pass the federal test procedure 
certification would incorrectly be failed during the state's idle test. 

Ford proposed that Ford vehicles have the ignition turned off and restarted 
prior to the inspection test. Data is included to show the effect of their 
systems when measured under conditions similar to the state's idle test. 
Ford has indicated that they are petitioning EPA to approve this 
alternative procedure under EPA regulations governing short-cycle 
inspection tests. 
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During the oral testimony, Mr, Millerick indicated that Ford would be 
willing to modify its written testimony to indicate that the engine-off/ 
restart procedure need only be used on vehicles which fail the inspection 
test as opposed to all vehicles. Mr. Millerick felt that after observing 
the DEQ inspection process, the key-off/restart should be easily 
incorporated in the DEQ inspection test. Mr. Millerick indicated that the 
market penetration of vehicles which incorporated the features described 
under the Ford request was approximately 16% of the 1981 and 1982 49-state 
Ford production, 

Engine Change Regulations 

Mr. Thomas R. Hoodward spoke regarding his recent experiences with the 
inspection test. Mr. Woodward had recently purchased a used car which had 
an engine exchange, When Mr, Woodward presented his vehicle for the 
inspection, it was failed for having removed and/or disconnected pollution 
control equipment. In Mr. Woodward's narrative, the Bobcat originally was 
equipped with emission equipment that included a catalytic converter, 
Apparently, after the previous owner experienced an engine failure and 
replaced the engine with a 1975 model year Pinto engine, the vehicle's 
catalyst was removed, Some 1975 Ford Pinto and Bobcat engines did not use 
catalyst technology. Mr. Woodward contended that since 1975 Pintos do not 
have catalysts, his 1976 vehicle with the 1975 engine should not be 
required to maintain the catalyst. Current DEQ rules specify that if the 
vehicle was originally equipped with a catalytic converter, the converter 
must be maintained even if there is an engine exchange, 

Mr. Woodward felt that this DEQ rule requiring the catalytic converter be 
maintained was unfair. Mr. Woodward indicated that the additional repair 
costs required because of the rule were of great concern to him and caused 
a great burden. 

Mr. Robert Stobie. a Department vehicle inspector, testified giving his 
personal opinion on a portion of the proposed rules change. Mr. Stobie 
spoke to the proposed change in the rules that would allow pre-1970 
vehicles which had engine changes to newer engines to no longer have the 
requirement for maintaining the emission control equipment. Mr, Stobie 
felt this was unfair and that many people would take advantage of this 
provision, 

Mr. Leonard Gorman. a Department vehicle inspector, testified by giving his 
personal opinion on a portion of the proposed rules change. Mr. Gorman 
asked why pre-1970 vehicles are exempt from the pollution control equipment 
portion of the inspection (the State's anti-tampering statute did not go 
into effect until the 1970 model year), Mr. Gorman indicated that he felt 
that the provision allowing pre-1970 vehicles need not have the equipment 
portion of the inspection was unfair and unjustly beneficial to a segment 
of the vehicle owning population. 
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The hearing was adjourned at 8:15. The hearing record remained open until 
5:00 p.m., June 4, 1982. No additional comments were received. 

Recommendation 

Your hearing officer makes no recommendation in this matter. 

W.P. Jasper;a 
229-5081 
June 9, 1982 
VA2208 ( 1) 
Attachment 

Respectfully submitted, 

(;)~~ 
William P. Jasper 
Hearings Officer 



Donald A. Buist 
Assistant Director 
Automotive Emissions and 
Fuel Economy Office 
Environmental and Safety 
Engineering Staff 

Mr:. William H. Young, Director 
Environmental Quality Comnission 
522 Southwest 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Ford Motor Company 
The American Road 
Dearborn, Michigan 48121 

May 25, 1982 

Ford M::ltor Company respectfully reqpests that Ford's alternate 
idle test precond;i.tioning cycle be rev;l.ewed during the June 2, 
1982 public hearing for inclusion in the upcoming revision to 
the M:itorvehicle Irispection control Program Test criteria 
Metbbds and Standards, 

Attachment I is a revised test description page [Ol\R 340~24~310(7}]. 
Attachment II explains the necessity for this change, The Environ~ 
mental Protection Agency has completed review of the same proposal 
and has indicated that they plan to issue an NPRM to revise the 
procedure in the near future, :Mt:. D. L, Mil1erick of Il\\! staff 
will be present at the hearing to answer any questions. 

Any assistance you can give us in this nE.tter w::>uld certainly 
be appreciated.· 

bb 
Attachments 

cc Mr. W, R, Jasper 

Sincerely, 

fJ,fl,(f~ 
D. R. Bu:Lst 

STAfE. OF OREGON ,,,_ 
t E C E I V El·~ 

f1~~\Y ~' ? 1982 
JllP,l ~I t.l)~liUlUnllJ!~ ~U~t~ 

1lehicle lnspectioli DMsioll · 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAlll'I 

[ffi~@~OW~l]) 
MAY 2 '! 1982 



..... ATTACHMENT I 

Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method 

340-24-310 (1) The vehicle emission inspector is to insure 
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to 
initiating a vehicle test, 

(2) The Department approved vehicle information data form 
is to be completed at the time of the motor vehicle being 
inspected. 

(3) Vehicles having coolant, oil, or fuel leaks or any other 
such defect that is unsafe to allow the emission test to be 
conducted shall be rejected from the testing area. The emission 
test shall not be conducted until the defects are eliminated. 

(4) The vehicle is to be in neutral gear with the hand or parking 
brake engaged. 

(5) All vehicle accessories are to be turned off. 

(6) An inspection is to be made to insure that the motor 
vehicle is equipped with the required functioning motor vehiole 
pollution control system in accordance with the criteria of 
Section 340-24-320(3). Vehicles not meeting this criteria shall 
be rejected from the testing area without an emission test. 
A report shall be supplied to the driver indicating the reason(s) 
for rejection. 

(7) With the engine operating at idle speed, the sampling 
probe of the gas analytical system is to be inserted into the 
engine exhaust outlet. Note: Preconditioning for Ford vehicles only -

"Precede any measurement of idle emissions on Ford vehicles by turning off 
ignition, restarting, and operating engine at 2500 +300 RPM for 30 seconds. 
Measure idle emissions within 30 seconds after returning to idle." 

(8) The st~adv state levels of the gases measured at idle 
speed by the ~~~-~~alytical system shall be recorded. Except 
for diesel vehicles, the idle· speed at which the gas measurements 
were made shall also be recorded. 

(9) Except for diesel vehicles, the engine is to be 
accelerated with no external loading applied, to a speed of 
between 2,200 RPM and 2,700 RPM. The engine speed is to be 
maintained at a steady speed within this speed range for a [4 to 
8) 10 to 15 second period and then returned to an idle speed 
condition. In the case of a diesel vehicle, the engine is to be 
accelerated to an above idle speed. The engine speed is to be 
maintained at a steady above idle speed for a 10 to 15 second 
period and then returned to an idle speed condition. The values 
measured by the gas analytical system at the raised rpm speed 
shall be· recorded. 

OAR243.10 -7- 812::.3_ 



ATTACHMENT II 

Request for an Alternate Ford Preconditioning Cycle 

-Background 

On May 22, 1980, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued the Final 

Rule concerning Performance Warranty, The Final Rule included standards, 

descriptions of the various tests and test equipment, mini1num calibration 

requirements and the provision (Subpart W§85.2211) that "a manufacturer may 

request an alternative short test standard or short test procedure for any 

vehicle or engine for which the standards or procedures specified in this 

subpart are not appropriate". 

Ford -performed testing in accordance with Subpart W on various vehicle/systetJ 

combinations and found that certain vehicles which were allowed to idle for 

extended periods would fail the idle test simply because the thermactor 
' 

system was in the "idle dump" mode, This is a designed condition to 

protect the catalyst system from damage due to over heating, It was found 

that the "optional" preconditioning cycle out lined in Subpart W 

(§85,2212(b)(2) would not reset all of Ford's thermactor systems, Thus, on 

August 21, 1980, Ford filed a request with EPA for a revised short test 

procedure under the provision mentioned above. 

Discussion 

Ford Motor Company LDV' s and LDT's utilize EEC (Electronic Engine Controls), 

EFI (Electronic Fuel Injection), MCU (Microprocessor Control Units) and 

mechanical emission systems, each of which has its own special requirements 

for accurate idle testing. The special requirements have been blended into 

one common idle test procedure which is intended for use on all Ford 

vehicles regardless of model year. The procedure requires test operators 
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to: 

"Precede any measurement of idle emissions 

by turning off ignition, restarting, and 

operating engine at 2500 ::f: 300 RPM for 

30 seconds. Measure idle etilissions i;vithin 

30 seconds after returning to idle." 

The effect this alternative procedure has on each of the various types of 

emission control systems employed by Ford is as follows: 

Vehicles with Microprocessor Control Units (MCU's) 

Vehicles with certain MCU systems (engine speed-vacuum zone) require that 

the ignition be turned off and the engine restarted. This procedure resets 

the electronic timer making certain that thermactor air is not dumping 

' during the emission test. The timer can be reset by engine restart or 

engine operation at vacuum levels below 19" Hg. Engine vacuum levels will 

not be below 19" Hg at the 2500 + 300 RPM no load condition; therefore, 

engine restart is the only quick reliable alternative. Engine restart 

guarantees that the method of engine warm-up used by a testing agency does 

not influence the idle test results so long as it is sufficient to raise 

the engine to normal operating temperature. 

Vehicles with Electronic Emission Control (EEC), Electronic Fuel Injection 

(EFI) and Mechanical Systems 

Vehi·cles with EEC, EFI and Mechanical Systems will have their thermac tor 

air systems reset by the 2500 RPM operation. The electronic systems will, 

however, be open loop with thermactor air diverted upstream instead of 

downstream as is the case in most idle modes encountered in everyday use. 



- 3 -

This upstream air condition should, however, give adequate system 

efficiency to meet the idle test requirements. 

Test data substantiates the need for this alternative procedure. Ten 1980 

model low mileage (100-200 miles) production vehicles, along with forty-

three 1981 emissions durability vehicles were tested (Attachment !IA) 

with and without thermactor air. The data in our study clearly show that 

testing a Ford vehicle during a thermactor "dump" mode results in an 

invalid test approximately one-fourth of the time. All of these vehicles 

were tested per the FTP (Federal Test Procedure) in addition to the 

emissions short test. All vehicles passed the FTP for constituents which 

failed the idle test without thermactor. 

A second group of fourteen production 1981 vehicles were tested with and 

without thermactor air. The data is provided (Attachment IIB) to 

demonstrate the effect of improper preconditioning (thermactor system in 

the dump mode). All of the failed vehicles in both surveys represent 

~nwarranted errors of commission. 

Conclusion 

This information provides the rationale for your acceptance of the 

alternate procedure described abov·c. }\11 Ford Motor Company ·ve11icles are 

designed to pass the FTP, whether they are equipped with controls that dump 

or do not dump thermactor air and whether they dump air instantly upon 

reaching an idle condition or dump after an extended idle condition. Ford 

feels strongly that because our vehicles are designed to pass the FTP, they 

should also pass any properly designed short test. To date, both the 

City of New York and the Canadian Ministry have adopted the alternate 
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short test for use in their I/M programs. EPA has, at this time, completed 

review of the Ford request and has indicated that they plan to issue an 

NPRM to modify the procedure in the near future. We are requesting that 

Oregon approve the above alternate short test preconditioning procedure not 

only to improve the accuracy of the inspection test but also to prevent any 

unnecessary inconvenience to Ford owners brought on by a vehicle failure 

which was due to an inappropriate idle test design • 

. 51/95/D 
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5.0 
0.01 

7.0 
0.02 

17.0 
0.01 

o.s 
0.02 

n.o 
O.C2 

·o.o 
0.01 

4.0 
0.01 

.·~ 

3.0 
0.02 

6.0 
0.01 

5.0 
0.01 

17.0 
0.01 

LO 
0.02 

3.0 
0.01 

o.o 
0.01 

7.0 
0.01 

'lV.•o :·1~e I_o..-3.ded 

12.0 7.0 
0.02 0.02 

16.0 7.0 
0.01 0.01 

17.0 8.0 
0.02 o.o 

20.0 13.0 
0.01 0.01 

0.5 0.5 
0.01 0.02 

s.·J. 7.o 
0.03 0.02 

0.0 0.0 
0.01 0.01 

10.0 5.0 
0.01 0.01 

Id.12 T"v.'O Spaed Idle 

LO 
0.01 

3.0 
0.03 

1.0 
0.02 

1.0 
0.01 

107. 0 . 2~ 11~ lO]A..._ 

e·~-~-~ 
4.0 
0.005 

10.0 
0.02 

13~ 85.0 
. Q.:.:S> 0. 8 

1.0 5.0 
0.02 0.15 

'7.0 
0.02 

3.0 
0.01 

3.0 
0.02 

8.0 
0.02 

5.0 
0.02 

s.o 
0.01 

6.0 
0.01 

115.0 
0.7 

4.0 
0.02 

R.O 
0.02 

3.0 
0.03 

4.0 
0.01 

4.0 
0.005 

lA 
"'2:.0' 

1.0 
0.02 

7.0 
0.02 

3.0 
0.01 

3.0 
0.02 

'I\1..'0 ;.:o:J.e L:).2.3.e·i 

15.0 
0.30 

9.0 
0.02 

140.0 105.0 
1.35 3.2'.l 

15.0 
0.01 

140.0 
0.55 

4.0 
0.10 

17.IJ 
0.10 

4.0 
0.02 

7.0 
0.01 

6.0 
0.01 

100.0 
0.7 

3.0 
0.01 

8.0 
0.03 

3.0 
0.02 

5.0 
0.01 

t 
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•:.:_:;:,_:::_-} ':-.:.:..:'. Si1'··ct ·;.~"·::;t- :-\, .. ,:.Lt..:: (!·I:::'.: PF:>l, CO: ~Ci) 

B:lissic:in 
:Sr~].i..r::: Ccr.trci h'it:.'! 'I'l1crractor F-i.r V·li thout 'I'heIT:Ector Air 
F2::il :::_ \~.:hicle ::w:.'.:er '~\:~c111-f..Jlcgy Iclle T-.\O Sccc;d Icfle 'l\i.o l"kX1e I...c-adccl Idle T•,.;o Spe2d Idle 'I\·;o -i:·loC.e l..c::<..C.ed 

I.:·.;r.:..bil i._ t:y v~:Jric::!.es ~ 

' . 
.:..,, . /../ 
::. • '.) l<_<\. 2..Sl-4.2-2::6 Mec.4 r:c o.o 10.0 3.0 0.0 2.0 6.0 3.0 10.0 3.0 3.0 9.0 8.'.) 

co 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.25 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 

5.0 cc : ]}\l-5. 0-034 EEC !-IC 21.0 7.0 7.0 21.0 10.0 5.0 4.0 7.0 8.0 4.0 9.0 7.0 
co 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.75 0.01 0.17 0.75 0.18 0.13 

5 ,.J FD i;·,1.-5.0-C·SO EEC IIC l25.0 16.0 12.0 125.0 16.0 13.0 l~ 15.0 8.0 l~ 9.0 128.J 
cc 1.4 0.01 0.01 l L;. 0.02 0.01 .40 0.14 o.os l..;0 0.15 2.30 .. 

s.sw l\ll-5.S;\'-150 .hf Ge~ E2 50.0 15.0 17.0 50.0 15.0 15.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 30.0 -.- ,-. .:>::J .•.) 

co 0.6 0.01 0.01 0.6 0.005 0.005 0.60 0.58 0.60 0.60 0.50 C.75 

4.9 :-::x 1D2-4.9-609 Mel.A IIC 35.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 12.0 55.0 75.0 20.0 35.0 75.0 12.0 50.:J 
co 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 6.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 ;,;., 

3.3 CG 121-3.3-128 Mi:c~ RC 4.0 10.0 5.0 4.0 J.2.0 7.0 3.0. 11.0 4.0 3.0 11.0 7 .0 
!• 

co 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 o.oo 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 

4.2/ 
;\1Cl( 5.J EB lSl-4.2-029 EC 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 18.0 11.0 1',.0 15.0 12.0 14.0 21.0 .,.., ('\ 

.l....J. ,) 

CD 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 

4.2/ 
McL.{ 5.0 CB lSl-4.2-030 He 10.0 15.0 14.0 10.0 15.0 15.0 4.0 6.0 .6.0 4.0 (7.5 5.0 

co 0.03 0.07 O.OJ. 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.02 
' 



'-:.. •. '.. :..~:~_.::_ --.., . -- . 

E:..-·.ission 
Engine CcnC.:::-ol 
F2:".tiJ.y \-2'1.icl,~ '.::~_:.·.::.>'°:.r 'I' ,.;1 c:1:·'.t:llCAJ~r' 

DLrr2:-iilit\·· \~e:-i.iclcs 

4.2 DA 151-.:.1..2-:84- Mc<A E2 
CD 

4.2/ 
.J.1. Ec;/;1 5.0 1-L'\. 151-4.2-187 HC 

CD 

·~. 2/ µ E: c./,, 5.0 NA lSl-4.2-188 IIC 
CD 

.;. 9 NF lJ2-4.9-608 MCI..( I-IC 
CD 

..:i. 9 ~:CG l::'.-4.9-Gl3 MEc.~ EC 
co 

4.9 ::JB L~-4.9-628 .Alec~ HC 
co 

4.S ~J.- lU2-4.9-629 lflf ec.t, p,.... .. ~ 
CD 

5.0 BC i:-u-5.0-035 EEC }IC 
co 

5.0 DD }}\l-5. 0-039 EEc. HC 
CD 

1981 Dzability and. 1980 Production Vehicle Test Data Page 4 

~:~:-·:;:c'.:. t:-c, ?:>::, (D, 'c) 

1;•ii'tJ1 The:rrnz.ctor l\.i:c \'Jithout Tn.eDattor J:..ir 
::~le '0.-10 S[:-.::ed Idl.e T\-.o Moic:: Load.06 Idle 'I\·.o SpeOO Idle 'I\·.v :-:oje Leaded. -----------

10.0 9.0 8.0 10.0 11.0 10.0 7.0 10.0 11.0 7.0 12.0 9.0 
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.Gl 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.23 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.Gl 

10.0 30.0 15.0 10.0 20.0 15.0 5.0 30.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 
0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.5 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 

5.0 40.0 5.0 5.0 35.0 5.0 5.0 105.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 5.0 
0.01 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 Q.05 <D> 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.01 

10.0 25.J 10.0 10.0 10.0 S.D 10.0 35.0 10.0 lO.O 20.0 10.0 
0.02 0.02 C.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.05 0.25 0 ;"'Q 

175.0 50.0 125.0 175.0 160.0 125.0 -~·2~~-~ 55.0 210.0 
0.02 0.02 O.C2 0.02 0.05 0.02 . ;; 1.3 .08 .05 0.05 0.08 

10.0 30.0 JO.O 10.0 25.0 30.0 2~ 1~2~00.0 175.0 2C0.8 
0.05 O.GS 0.05 O.C5 0.05 0.05 2 .. ;o • 2.00 2.40. 2.40 2.20 2.40 

3.0 32.0 3.0 3.0 25.0 4.0 4.0 l~ 10.0 4.0 32.0 16.0 
O.Gl 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 1.40 0.01 0.01 0.30 0.01 

7.0 20.0 9.0 7.0 12.0 6.0 14.0 32.0 27 .o 14.0 30.0 23.0 
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.15 0.18 0.23 0.15 0.18 0.20 

3.0 5.0 s.cir 3.0 8.0 3.0 10.0 12.0 11.0 10.0 s.o 7.0 
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.04 

... 
I 

r 

i 
1" 

i 
I 
I 

f: 

!-
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0 rl ,. 
'" 

,,, 
'" M N "' rl 

G rl 
~ 

al ©I 
M "' () 0 0 M ,.., rl 

"I '" 00 00 Oi··I 0 '" 0 ,j 00 0 0 0 0 
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µ~ \:q '" <n -:I· 1[) -:J• 1n -::)' \(\ "' LO <O 



, ~ r:-__ n~!':.::_r._~~j~.:_r:_ __ ---~-- .Short 'T'c.st R.0sult;.; (ITC: PPr-1., 0): %) 

. .; .. 
\.\;L:·J: 7:·:---~:--::.:;ct.:::.r ;·i.r 

rc1~--'"7f\:D-~~~.:.~ .: .. _i-i(:i1_0 ______ '1\;;r_;~-r=-:-QQ0d Idle 
\'-ii t·::s'.:1::. ·7_:-,::!r..,~-=""·c"="=··O=::-'-''-~co-----

'D:.o S;x:;,ed ICile ·:· .. ;-::;, _-:c<~e :r2C..:eC 
-·-

:-~-.~~~-:.:. \-.:'~'l~Cl·.:.: ~.:.:.::i; -- '~\.:c·1_::·;..;lc< .. \r 

?rcx'-:uctio:-: \~e:i::..c1~--,.s 

5.8/ e 6.G NA X15GKJG1596 t·IBC::-I. HC 38.3 19.5 26.0 50.1 23.2 
co o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 

5.2/ 
6 G ::~.)\ • Xl5G:<JJ0220 t-J:.:G-I. ··~ n~ 15.7 £.). 2 13.l 10.8 34.1 17.5 

co 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 

5.8/ 

~ G.6 Kl\ YJ.5GKJJC379 l'·IT:":C1. rrc 66.G 18.0 25.4 45.9 Idle Retest: 27 .8 HC, 0.0 CD 
co 5.7 52.8 0.0 o.o 0 

5.0 K~ Fl5F!<JJ07S9 0<IEQ-:I. HC 65.l 25.9 14.0 11.6 24.1 13.4 
(XJ o.o 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 

4. 9 ~-~.:\. I'lS~::Ul)l617 i·i:::CJ:i. EC 21.7 45.3 17.6 5.7 25.7 19.2 
(XJ o.o 0.0 o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 

4.9 1-~A Fl5:::!0Dl340 r-mcq. TIC GO.l 45.5 :,4_ c, 5. '7 22.3 44 .. 7 
co CJ) 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 0.0 

2.3 BGP CFJ.4r-:..622109 ~1EQ1. HC 16.7 12.2 10.5 8.3 16.2 14.8 
co o.o 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 

2.3 BG? C:\92.;2112~0 ~--D::C:--1. r_•r-. 
"''--" l?..5 12.8 9.0 10.4 13.3 8.7 
co 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 0.0 

>7:::/.:.e: Not. all CuralJility vehicle.s 11ad ccr::q_Jle.ti:-<1 50,000 r:d.les. 
*Tr.e1-::-ac'-.....or syst8ln vc:iting prior to obtaining stabilized reading 

> 

'· ' 

~ 

;: ~ 

i 
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r~:·;;Ln'.: 
F'2-':::..lv 

·.-.:J.~:; · .,·.:...<::::·~,:-'..: ic:1 

Ve,'1i.:;lr.?! ~:ur:"ber 

i);·i '"' <::d.c ,-l 
Cor:.:.:..ro.1. 
Te.&J.-.Olo;u 

Pr0::0.::tion \7e1licles 

0' -, . .:.; 
5.0 B....TF 

.; . 2.1 
5.0 B.J? 

CG87?192017 ~·1ECEI. 

OG87Fl92950 t·tl'.:C:d. 

Id.le '1\..D 

EC ~ 17.0 
co . o.o . 

HC ~ 26.5 
OJ . o.o 

*'Tii.e....""'"T.'a.ctor systen veIT,:ing prior to obtainiIB stililized readirg 

;_~·~c:::-<.:. .. ;::,.:;·'..:. !_'.'.::;::.:·,~lts {EC: ?P;.'l, CO: %) 

\'Ti t.h Tnerm?~ctor A.i.r VJi th.out Tnerr:-:actor Air 
Spe~ .L<li.c "i Vi'O t· la.1c 1.oade:d Id.le 11'<.·,o Speed Idle T.'IQ ~·1Xe !...02.-:.e:'i 

26.8 23.2 21.7 600.0* Idle Retest: 28.6 B:, 0.0 CD 
o.o o.o. o.o 2.0* 

35.8 20.3 11.8 30.2 Idle Retest: 25.l HC, 0.0 m 
0.0 o.o G.O 0.0 

~ 



~i~'"',~':~1;!:.~. ~y···~~·r:;-\;·!,,_<Yfr 

' =·':/•· 

VIN 

P88BZ646368 

P84BZ646672 

P87BZ644622 

P42BH164977 

P6528BW653806 

P0524B~'241189 

X15BKA41852 

P23BK189964 

P22BK193208 

P94BY658356 

X15BKA416S6 

Fl5BRA33050 

Fl4BRA32188 

CID 

5.8W 

5.8W 

5.0L 

5.0L 

4.2L 

l. 6L 

1. 6L 

4.9L 

3.3L 

2.3L 

5.0L 

4.9L 

5.0L 

5.BW 

C:) - Failure 

Federal Idle Te.st 

HC 220 PPM 
co 1. 2 % 

Engine 
caljb. 

l-24R-RO 

l-24P-R21 

l-20A-Rl 

l-20G-Rl 

l-18T-RO 

l-4C-Rl3 

l-4Q-Rl 

1-518-RlO 

l-12B-RO 

; l-5Q-Rl0 

l-22B-RO 

l-52G-Rl0 

l-54P-RO 

l-64T-RO 

Federal Two-Speed Test Standards: 

ll:C 200 PPM 
co 1. 0% 

1981 PRODUCTION VEHICLE 
A'l'TACHMENT II-B 

Idle Test Survey 

Simulated Idle Dump 

With Therrnactor Air (W/O 'l'herrnactor Air) ____ 
Idle 2500 RPM Idle 2500 RPr': 

HC co HC co HC m HC 65 

5.0 .01 4.0 .01 3.0 .01 1. 0 .01 

3.0 .01 7.0 .02 3.0 . 01 35.0 .38 

3.0 .01 143.0 @~ <@ 147.0 <[~ 
6.0 .01 4.0 0.01 6.0 .43 43.0 .41 

1.0 .01 1. 0 .01 97.0 ~ 13.0 .19 

4.0 .01 7.0 .01 4.0 .01 22.0 .06 

20.0 .17 16.0 .01 144.0 ~ 108.0 c[~ 
4.0 .01 2.0 .01 178.0 ~ 26.0 .46 

3.0 .01 2.0 .01 179. 0 <@ 174.0 ~ 
11.0 .01 7.0 .01 7.0 . 01 6.0 .01 

9.0 .01 2.0 .01 10.0 .01 1.0 .01 

1. 0 .01 10.0 126.0 Qi~ 87.0 
;'~ 

. 01 \2.~ , __ 

2.0 .02 8.0 . 02 1.0 .02 4.0 n-.:i 
~ ·-· ~t 

1. 0 .02 5.0 .01 4.0 . 09 2.0 .03 

lJ Vehicle may.have gone into thermactor dump during the test. 

Six of the fourteen vehicles tested failed when the thermactor was put into the dump 
mode simulating an extended idle. 



Attachment 2 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal AutQority 

Legal authority for this action is ORS 468.370 and ORS 183.341. 

Need tqr Rul~ 

The amendments are needed to update the inspection program criteria, to 
reflect changes in definitions and inspection program protocol. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

The existing rules, the automobile and motor vehicle manufacturer's shop 
manuals and service manuals have been relied upon. 

Estimated fiscal impacts are that some motorists will experience savings. 
There should be no significant adverse economic impact on small 
businesses. Some small businesses will continue to economically benefit 
from the Department's continued operation of the inspection program. 

VAD189.8S (1) 



Attachment 3 

Proposed Amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emisssion Control 
Test Criteria Methods and Standards OAR 340-24-320 through 24-350 

AA2228 (1) 

OAR 340-24-305 

OAR 340-24-310 

OAR 340-24-315 

OAR 340-24-320 

OAR 340-24-325 

OAR 340-24-340 



Definitions 

340-24-305 As used in these rules unless otherwise required 
by context: 

(1) "Carbon dioxide" means a compound consisting of the 
chemical formula (C02). 

(2) •carbon monoxide" means a compound consisting of the 
chemical formula (CO), 

(3) "Certificate of Compliance" means a certification issued 
by a vehicle emission inspector that the vehicle identified on 
the certificate is equipped with the required functioning motor 
vehicle pollution control systems and otherwise complies with 
the emission control criteria, standards, and rules of the 
Commission. 

(4) "Certificate of inspection" means a certification issued 
by a vehicle emission inspector and affixed to a vehicle by the 
inspector to identify the vehicle as being equipped with the 
required functioning motor vehicle pollution control systems 
and as otherwise complying with the emission control criteria, 
standards, and rules of the Commission. 

(5) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(6) "Crankcase emissions" means substances emitted directly 
to the atmosphere from any opening leading to the crankcase of 
a motor vehicle engine. 

(7) "Department" means the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

(8) "Diesel motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle powered 
by a compression-ignition internal combustion engine. 

(9) "Director" means the director of the Department. 

(10) "Electric vehicle" means a motor vehicle which uses 
a propulsive unit powered exclusively by electricity. 

(11) "Exhaust emissions" means substances emitted into the 
atmosphere from any opening downstream from the exhaust ports 
of a motor vehicle engine. 

(12) "Factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control 
system" means a motor vehicle pollution control system installed 
by the vehicle or engine manufacturer to comply with United 
States motor vehicle emission control laws and regulations. 

-1-



(13) "Gas analytical system• means a device which senses 
the amount of contaminants in the exhaust emissions of a motor 
vehicle, and which has been issued a license by the Department 
pursuant to rule 340-24-350 of these regulations and ORS 468.390. 

(14) "Gaseous fuel" means, but is not limited to, liquefied 
petroleum gases and natural gases in liquefied or gaseous forms. 

(15) "Gasoline motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle powered 
by a spark-ignition internal combustion engine. 

(16) "Heavy duty motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle having 
a combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating to be 
carried thereon of more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds). 

(17) "Hydrocarbon gases• means a class of chemical compounds 
consisting of hydrogen and carbon. 

(18) "Idle speed" means the unloaded engine speed when 
accelerator pedal is fully released. 

(19) "In-use motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle which 
is not a new motor vehicle. 

(20) "Light duty motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle having 
a combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating to be 
carried thereon of not more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds). 

(21) "Model year• means the annual production period of 
new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines designated by 
the calendar year in which such period ends. If the manufacturer 
does not designate a production period, the year with respect 
to such vehicles or engines shall mean the 12 month period 
beginning January of the year in which production thereof begins. 

(22) "Motorcycle" means any motor vehicle having a seat 
or saddle for the use of the rider and designed to travel on 
not more than three wheels in contact with the ground and having 
a mass of 680 kilograms (1500 pounds) or less with manufacturer 
recommended fluids and nominal fuel capacity included. 

(23) "Motor vehicle" means any self-propelled vehicle used 
for transporting persons or commodities on public roads. 

(24) "Motor vehicle fleet operation• means ownership by 
any person of 100 or more Oregon registered, in-use, motor 
vehicles, excluding those vehicles held primarily for the 
purposes of resale. 
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(25) "Motor vehicle pollution control system" means 
equipment designed for installation on a motor vehicle for the 
purpose of reducing the pollutants emitted from the vehicle, 
or a system or engine adjustment or modification which causes 
a reduction of pollutants emitted from the vehicle, or a system 
or device which inhibits the introduction of fuels which can 
adversely effect the overall motor vehicle pollution control 
system, 

(26) "New motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle whose 
equitable or legal title has never been transferred to a person 
who in good faith purchases the motor vehicle for purposes other 
than resale. 

[(27) "Non-complying imported vehicle" means a motor vehicle 
of model years 1968 through 1971 which was originally sold new 
outside of the United States and was imported into the United 
States as an in-use vehicle prior to February 1, 1972, or a motor 
vehicle owned by a foreign national which has entered the United 
States in compliance with federal regulations.] 

illl_ [ ( 28)] "Owner" means the person having all the incidents of 
ownership in a vehicle or where the incidents of ownership are 
in different persons, the person, other than a security interest 
holder or lessor, entitled to the possession of a vehicle under 
a security agreement, or a lease for a term of 10 or more 
successive days. 

~ [(29)] "Person• includes individuals, corporations, 
associations, firms, partnerships, joint stock companies, public 
and municipal corporations, political subdivisions, the state 
and any agencies thereof, and the federal government and any 
agencies thereof. 

~ [30)] "PPM" means parts per million by volume • 

.L3.tl [31)] "Public roads" means any street, alley, road, highway, 
freeway, thoroughfare, or section thereof in this state used 
by the public or dedicated or appropriated to public use. 

illl. [(32)] 
"RPM" means engine crankshaft revolutions per minute. 

1.3.ll [(33)] "Two-stroke cycle engine" means an engine in which 
combustion occurs, within any given cylinder, once each 
crankshaft revolution. 

i1il [(34)] "Vehicle emission inspector• means any person 
possessing a current and valid license by the Department pursuant 
to rule 340-25-340 of these regulations and ORS 468.390. 

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 
Hist: DEQ 89, f, 4-22-75 1 ef. 5-25-75; DEQ 139, f, 6-30-77, 

ef, 7-1-77; DEQ 9-1978, f, & ef. 7-7-78; DEQ 22-1979, 
f. & ef. 7-5-79. 
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Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method 

340-24-310 (1) The vehicle emission inspector is to insure 
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to 
initiating a vehicle test, 

(2) The Department approved vehicle information data form 
is to be completed at the time of the motor vehicle being 
inspected. 

(3) Vehicles having coolant, oil, or fuel leaks or any other 
such defect that is unsafe to allow the emission test to be 
conducted shall be rejected from the testing area. The emission 
test shall not be conducted until the defects are eliminated, 

(4) The vehicle is to be in neutral gear with the hand or parking 
brake engaged. 

(5) All vehicle accessories are to be turned off, 

(6) An inspection is to be made to insure that the motor 
vehicle is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle 
pollution control system in accordance with the criteria of 
Section 340-24-320(3). Vehicles not meeting this criteria shall 
be rejected from the testing area without an emission test. 
A report shall be supplied to the driver indicating the reason(s) 
for rejection. 

(7) With the engine operating at idle speed, the sampling 
probe of the gas analytical system is to be inserted into the 
engine exhaust outlet, 

(8) The steady state levels of the gases measured at idle 
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded, Except 
for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements 
were made shall also be recorded, 

(9) Except for diesel vehicles, the engine is to be 
accelerated with no external loading applied, to a speed of 
between 2,200 RPM and 2,700 RPM. The engine speed is to be 
maintained at a steady speed within this speed range for a [4 to 
8] 10 to 15 second period and then returned to an idle speed 
condition. In the case of a diesel vehicle, the engine is to be 
accelerated to an above idle speed. The engine speed is to be 
maintained at a steady above idle speed for a 10 to 15 second 
period and then returned to an idle speed condition. The values 
measured by the gas analytical system at the raised rpm speed 
shall be recorded. 

(10) The steady state levels of the gases measured at idle 
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded. Except 
for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements 
were made shall also be recorded. 
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(11) If the vehicle is equipped with a multiple exhaust 
system, then steps (7) through (10) are to be repeated on the 
other exhaust outlet(s). The readings from the exhaust outlets 
are to be averaged into one reading for each gas measured for 
comparison to the standards of rule 340-24-330. 

(12) If the yehicle does not comply with the standards 
specified in rule 340-24-335 1 and it is a 1981 or newer Ford 
Motor Company product. the yehicle shall haye the ignition turned 
off. restarted. and steps (8) through (11) repeated • 

.l1.1l. [(12)] If the vehicle is capable of being operated with both 
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (7) through (10) are to 
be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for both 
fuels • 

.llll [(13)] If it is ascertained that the vehicles may be 
emitting noise in excess of the noise standards adopted pursuant 
to ORS 467.030, then a noise measurement is to be conducted in 
accordance with the test procedures adopted by the Commission or 
to standard methods approved in writing by the Department. 

i.15.l [(14)] If it is determined that the vehicle complies with 
the criteria of rule 340-24-320 and the standards of rule 
340-24-330, then, following receipt of the required fees, the 
vehicle emission inspector shall issue the required certificates 
of compliance and inspection • 

.L1.2.l. [(15)] The inspector shall affix any certificate of 
inspection issued to the lower left-hand side (normally the 
driver side) of the front windshield, being careful not to 
obscure the vehicle identification number nor to obstruct driver 
vision. 

i.1.1.l [(16)] No certificate of compliance or inspection shall be 
issued unless the vehicle complies with all requirements of these 
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468.405, 
481.190 to 481 .200, and 483 .800 to 483 .825. 

Stat. Auth. I ORS Ch. 468 
Hist: DEQ 89, f. 4-22-75, ef. 5-25-75, DEQ 139, f. 6-30-77, 

ef. 7-1-77 
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Heavy Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method 

340-24-315 (1) The vehicle emission inspector is to insure 
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to 
initiating a vehicle test. 

(2) The Department approved vehicle information data form 
is to be completed [prior to] at the time of the motor vehicle 
being inspected. 

(3) The vehicle is to be in neutral gear if equipped with 
a manual transmission, or in "park" position if equipped with 
an automatic transmission. 

(4) All vehicle accessories are to be turned off. 

(5) An inspection is to be made to insure that the motor 
vehicle is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle 
pollution control system in accordance with the criteria of rule 
340-24-325. 

(6) With the engine operating at idle speed, the sampling 
probe of the gas analytical system is to be inserted into the 
engine exhaust outlet. 

(7) The engine is to be accelerated, with no external 
loading applied, to a speed of between 2200 RPM and 2700 RPM. 
The engine speed is to be maintained at a constant speed within 
this speed range for a sufficient time to achieve a steady-state 
condition whereupon the steady-state levels of the gases measured 
by the gas analytical system shall be recorded on the Department 
approved vehicle information form. The engine speed shall then 
be returned to an idle speed condition. 

(8) The steady-state levels of the gases measured at idle 
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded on the 
Department approved vehicle information form. The idle speed 
at which the gas measurements were made shall also be recorded. 

(9) If the vehicle is equipped with a multiple exhaust 
system, then steps (6) through (8) are to be repeated on the 
other exhaust outlet(s). The readings from the exhaust outlets 
are to be averaged to determine a single reading for each gas 
measured in each step (7) and (8). 

(10) The reading from the exhaust outlet, or the average 
reading from the exhaust outlets obtained in each step (7) and 
(8) are to be compared to the standards of rule 340-24-335. 
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(11) If the vehicle is capable of being operated with both 
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (6) through (8) are to 
be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for both 
fuels, 

(12) If it is ascertained that the motor vehicle may be 
emitting noise in excess of the noise standards adopted pursuant 
to ORS 467,030, then a noise measurement is to be conducted in 
accordance with the test procedures adopted by the Commission 
or to standard methods approved in writing by the Department. 

(13) If it is determined that the motor vehicle complies 
with the criteria of rule 340-24-325 and the standards of rule 
340-24-335, then, following receipt of the required fees, the 
vehicle emission inspector shall issue the required certificates 
of compliance and inspection. 

(14) The inspector shall affix any certificate of inspection 
issued to the lower left-hand side (normally the driver side) 
of the front windshield, being careful not to obscure the vehicle 
identification number nor to obstruct driver vision. 

(15) No certificate of compliance or inspection shall be 
issued unless the vehicle complies with all requirements of these 
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468.405, 
481 .190 to 481 .200, and 483 .800 to 483 .825. 

(16) Any motor vehicle registered on less than an annual 
basis pursuant to ORS 481 .205(2) need not pass more than an 
annual inspection to assure compliance with ORS 481 .190, Such 
vehicles shall be issued a Certificate of Compliance in a form 
provided by the Department stating that the vehicle passed 
inspection by the Department on a certain date and was in 
compliance with the standards of the Commission, and having no 
information to the contrary, presumes the continuance of such 
compliance at the date of the issuance of the Certificate through 
four consecutive quarterly periods. 

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 468 
Hist: DEQ 136, f. 6-10-77, ef. 7-1-77 
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Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria 

340-24-320 (1) No vehicle emission control test shall be 
considered valid if the vehicle exhaust system leaks in such 
a manner as to dilute the exhaust gas being sampled by the gas 
analytical system. For the purpose of emission control tests 
conducted at state facilities, except for diesel vehicles, tests 
will not be considered valid if the exhaust gas is diluted to 
such an extent that the sum of the carbon monoxide and carbon 
dioxide concentrations recorded for the idle speed reading from 
an exhaust outlet is 8 percent or less, and on 1975 and newer 
vehicles with air injection systems 7 percent or less. 

(2) No vehicle emission control test shall be considered 
valid if the engine idle speed either exceeds the manufacturer's 
idle speed specifications by over 200 RPM on 1968 and newer model 
vehicles, or exceeds 1,250 RPM for any pre-1968 model vehicle. 

(3) No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 or newer 
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the 
following factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control 
systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made 
inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted in 
section (5) or as provided for by 40 CFR 85.1701-1709. Motor 
vehicle pollution control systems include, but are not 
necessarily limited to: 

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation (PVC) system. 

(b) Exhaust modifier system: 

(A) Air injection reactor system; 

(B) Thermal reactor system; 

(C) Catalytic converter system - (1975 and newer model 
vehicles only). 

(c) Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems - (1973 and 
newer model vehicles only). 

(d) Evaporative control system 

(e) Spark timing system: 

(A) Vacuum advance system; 

(B) Vacuum retard system. 
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(f) Special emission control devices. Examples: 

(A) Orifice spark advance control (OSAC); 

(B) Speed control switch (SCS), 

(C) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC). 

(D) Transmission controlled spark (PCS). 

(E) Throttle solenoid control (TSC). 

(F} Fuel filler inlet restrictors. 

(G} Oxygen Sensor 

(4) No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 or newer 
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the 
factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control system has been 
modified or altered in such a manner so as to decrease its 
efficiency or effectiveness in the control of air pollution in 
violation of ORS 483 .825(2), except as noted in section '(5). 
For the purposes of this section, the following apply: 

(a) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 
(including a rebuilt part) as a replacement part is not 
considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), if a reasonable 
basis exists for knowing that such use will not adversely effect 
emission control efficiency. The Department will maintain a 
listing of those parts which have been determined to adversely 
affect emission control efficiency. 

(b) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 
or system as an add-on, auxiliary, augmenting, or secondary part 
or system, is not considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), 
if such a part or system is listed on the exemption list of 
"Modifications to Motor Vehicle Emission Control System Permitted 
Under California Vehicle Code Section 27156 granted by the Air 
Resources Board," or is on the list maintained by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency of •certified to EPA Standards,• 
or has been determined after review of testing data by the 
Department that there is no decrease in the efficiency or 
effectiveness in the control of air pollution. 

(c} Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or 
system parameter, if done for purposes of maintenance or repair 
according to the vehicle or engine manufacturer's instructions, 
are not considered violations of ORS 483.825(2). 
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(5) A 1970 and newer model motor vehicle which has been 
converted to operate on gaseous fuels shall not be considered 
in violation of ORS 483.825(1) or (2) when elements of the 
factory-installed motor vehicle air pollution control system 
are disconnected for the purpose of conversion to gaseous fuel 
as authorized by ORS 483.825(3). 

(6) The following applies: 

(a) to [1979 and earlier] 1970 through 1979 motor vehicles, 
When a motor vehicle is equipped with other than the original 
engine and the factory installed vehicle pollution control 
systems, it shall be classified by the model year and manufacture 
make of the non-original engine and its factory-installed motor 
vehicle pollution control systems, except that when the non
original engine is older than the motor vehicle any requirement 
for evaporative control system and fuel filler inlet restrictor 
and catalytic converter shall be based on the model year of the 
vehicle chassis. 

(b) to 1980 and newer motor vehicles, These motor vehicles 
shall be classified by the model year and make of the vehicle 
as designated by the original chassis, engine, and its factory
installed motor vehicle pollution control systems. 
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Heavy Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria 

340-24-325 (1) No vehicle emission control test shall be 
considered valid if the vehicle exhaust system leaks in such 
a manner as to dilute the exhaust gas being sampled by the gas 
analytical system. For the purpose of emission control tests 
conducted at state facilities, tests will not be considered valid 
if the exhaust gas is diluted to such an extent that the sum 
of the carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide concentrations recorded 
for the idle speed reading from an exhaust outlet is 8 percent 
or less. 

(2) No vehicle emission control test shall be considered 
valid if the engine idle speed either exceeds the manufacturer's 
idle speed specifications by over 200 RPM on 1970 and newer model 
vehicles, or exceeds 1000 RPM for any age model vehicle. 

(3) No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 or newer 
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the 
following factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control 
systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made 
inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted in 
section (5): 

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation; 

(b) Exhaust modifier system. Examples: 

(A) Air injection system 

(B) Thermal reactor system 

(C) Catalytic convertor system. 

(c) Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems; 

(d) Evaporative control system; 

(e) Spark timing system. Examples: 

(A) Vacuum advance system; 

(B) Vacuum retard system. 

(f) Special emission control devcies. Examples: 

(A) Orifice spark advance control (OSAC); 

(B) Speed control switch (SCS); 

(C) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC); 
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(D) Transmission controlled spark (TCS); 

(E) Throttle solenoid control (TSC); 

(F) Fuel filler inlet restrictor. 

(4) No vehicle emission control test conducted for a 1970 
or newer model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element 
of the factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control system 
has been modified or altered in such a manner so as to decrease 
its efficiency or effectiveness in the control of air pollution 
in violation of ORS 483.825(2), except as noted in section(3). 
For the purposes of this section, the following apply; 

(a) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 
(including a rebuilt part) as a replacement part is not 
considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), if a reasonable 
basis exists for knowing that such use will not adversely effect 
emission control efficiency. The Department will maintain a 
listing of those parts which have been determined to adversely 
affect emission control efficiency. 

(b) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part 
or system as an add-on, auxiliary, augmenting, or secondary part 
or system, is not considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), 
if such part or system is listed on the exemption list maintained 
by the Department. 

(c) Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or 
system parameter, if done for purposes of maintenace or repair 
according to the vehicle or engine manufacturer's instructions, 
are not considered violations of ORS 483.825(2). 

(5) A 1970 or newer model motor vehicle which has been 
converted to operate on gaseous fuels shall not be considered 
in violation of ORS 483.825(1) or (2) when elements of the 
factory-installed motor vehicle air pollution control system 
are disconnected for the purpose of conversion to gaseous fuel 
as authorized by ORS 483.825(3). 

(6) For the purposes of these rules, a 1970 or newer motor 
vehicle with an exchange engine shall be classified by the model 
year and manufacturer make of the exchange engine, except that 
any requirement for evaporative control systems shall be based 
upon the model year of the vehicle chassis. 

Stat, 
Hist: 

Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 
DEQ 136, f. 6-10-77, 
ef. 7-5-79 
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Criteria for Qualifications of Persons Eligible to Inspect 
Motor Vehicles and Motor Pollution Control Systems and 
Execute Certificates 

340-24-340 (1) Three separate classes of licenses are 
established by these rules: 

(a) Motor Vehicle fleet operations. 

(b) Fleet operation vehicle emission inspector. 

(c) State employed vehicle emission inspector. 

(2) Application for a license must be completed on a form 
provided by the Department. 

(3) Each license shall be valid through December 31 of each 
year unless revoked, suspended, or returned to the Department. 

(4) No license shall be issued until the applicant has 
fulfilled all requirements and paid the required fee. 

(5) No license shall be transferable. 

(6) Each license may be renewed upon application and receipt 
of renewal fee if the application for renewal is made within 
the 30 day period prior to the expiration date and the applicant 
complies with all other licensing requirements. 

(7) A license may be suspended, revoked, or not renewed 
if the licensee has violated these rules or ORS 468.360 to 
468.405, 481 .800 to 483.820. 

(8) A fleet operation vehicle emission inspector license 
shall be valid only for inspection of, and execution of 
certificates for, motor vehicle pollution control systems and 
motor vehicles of the motor vehicle fleet operation by which 
the inspector is employed on a full time basis, except: 

(a) A fleet operation vehicle emission inspector employed 
by a governmental agency may be authorized by the Department 
to perform inspections and execute Certificates of Compliance 
for vehicles of other governmental agencies that have contracted 
with that agency for that service and that contract having the 
approval of the Director, 

(9) To be licensed as a vehicle emission inspector, the 
applicant must: 

(a) Be an employee of the Vehicle Inspection Division of 
the Department, or 
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(b) Be an employee of a license motor vehicle fleet 
operation. 

(c) Complete application. 

(d) Satisfactorily complete a training program conducted 
by the Department, Only persons employed by the Department or 
by a motor vehicle fleet operation shall be eligible to 
participate in the training program unless otherwise approved 
by the Director, The duration of the training program for 
persons employed by a motor vehicle fleet operation shall not 
exceed 24 hours. 

(e) Satisfactorily complete an examination pertaining to 
the inspection program requirements. This examination shall be 
prepared, conducted, and graded by the Department. 

(10) To be licensed as a motor vehicle fleet operation, 
the applicant must: 

(a) Be the owner of 100 or more Oregon registered in-use 
motor vehicles, or 50 or more publicly owned vehicles registered 
pursuant to to ORS [281.125] 481.125. 

(b) Be equipped with an exhaust gas analyzer complying with 
criteria established in rule 340-24-350. 

(c) Be equipped with a sound level meter conforming 
to nRequirements for Sound-Measuring Instruments and 
Personneln (NPCS-2) manual, revised September 15, 1974, of this 
Department. 

(11) No person licensed as a motor vehicle fleet operation 
shal1 advertise or represent himself as being licensed to inspect 
motor vehicles to determine compliance with the criteria and 
standards of rules 340-24-320 and 340-24-330. 

AA2229 (1) -14-



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

DEQ-46 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Enviromnental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. Q, July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

INFORMATIONAL REPORT: REVIE.W OF FY83 STATE/EPA AGREEMENT 
AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

Each year the Department and the Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) 
negotiate an agreement whereby EPA provides basic program grant support 
to the air, water and solid waste programs in return for commitments from 
the Department to perform planned work on enviromnental priorities of the 
state and federal govermnent. 

Commission review of the annual grant application materials is intended 
to achieve two purposes: 

l. Commission comment on the strategic and policy implications of 
the program descriptions contained in the draft State/EPA 
Agreement; and, 

2. Opportunity for public comment on the draft Agreement. 

Further public comment is being provided under federal A-95 clearinghouse 
procedures where the Department's Regional Managers are briefing local 
govermnents on the Agreement, at their request. 

An Executive Summary of the Agreement is attached to this report. A 
complete copy of the draft agreement has been forwarded to the Commission 
under separate cover. It may be reviewed by interested persons at the 
DEQ headquarters office in Portland, or at the DEQ regional offices. 



EQC Agenda Item No. Q 
July 16, 1982 
Page 2 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission: 

1. Provide opportunity for public comment at today's meeting on the 
draft State/EPA Agreement; and, 

2. Provide staff its comments on the policy implications of the draft 
agreement. 

Attachment: 

MK1043 
Michael Downs: k 
229-6485 
6/24/82 

William H. Young 

State/EPA Agreement Executive Summary 



• 

STATE/EPA AGREEMENT 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 1983 

BETWEEN 

STATE OF OREGOM 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AND 

U.S. ENVmONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

rtEGION 10 

E X E C U T I V E D 0 C U M E N T 

DRAFT 



OREGON STATE/EPA AGREEMEHT 

FY 1983 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section I: EXECUTIVE DOCUMENT 

POLICY DIRECTION FOR THE STATE/EPA AGREEMENT 

TERl1S AMO CO MDI TIO NS OF THE AGREEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS, PROFILES AND PRIORITIES 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 
Hazardous Waste 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL GRANT RESOURCES 

Section II: SEA PROGRAM DOCUMENT 

CONSOLIDATED GRANT APPLICATION 

SPECIAL PROJECT WORK PLANS 
Wood Burning Stoves 
Slash Burning 
Utilization of Sludge 

MEDIA PROGRAM WORK PLANS 
Air Quality Program 
Noise Control Program 
Water Quality Program 
So 1 id/Hazardous Waste Management Program 

APPENDICES 

Section III: Sur.r:iary of Public Participation 

Section IV: Other U.S. EPA/State Agreeoents 
(either referenced or included) 

l 

4 

7 

8 
16 
20 
28 
29 

36 



FY 1983 
POLICY DIRECTION FOR THE 

STATE/EPA AGREEMENT 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AND 

U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Each year the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) negotiate an agreeoent vihereby EPA 
provides basic program grant support in return for commitments from DEQ 
to perform planned work on environoental priorities of the State and 
Federal Government. This docuoent provides the direction to the 
development of the State/EPA Agreement (SEA) and program grant work plans 
for FY 1983, and nay be revised as a result of public review and staff 
refinement. The programs covered by this Agreement include: 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste Disposal 

Hazardous Waste Control and 
Di sposa 1 

Noise Control 

Program priorities for FY 83 have been agreed upon and follow the 
signatures of this document. In addition to these specified program 
priorities, DEQ and EPA will cooperatively undertake activities to 
achieve results for the following environmental probleos. 

1. \food Burning Stoves - Emissions from wood stoves constitute a 
1:1ajor and growing impact on ambient air quality. Studies have sho~m that 
these emissions, which are a major cause of particulate levels in the 
ambient air, must be controlled to achieve and maintain ambient air 
standards. DEQ will work to show that emission test methods are 
reproducible and accurate and l'lill coordinate tests to establish emission 
rates for clean burning stoves. This inforoation 1·till be used to support 
legislation (if proposed) for reducing wood stove emissions. Subject to 
availability of resources, EPA will support the DEQ ~mrk by 1·1orking 
toward development of an improved oethod for measuring stack gas flow 
rates from woodstoves. Al so, EPA grant funds can be used by DEQ to the 
extent they are available within base grant allocations made to the State. 

2. Slash Burning - Logging operations 1 eave brush, sma 11 1 ogs and 
other residue on the forest floor. Current practice is to burn such 
residue, producing large amounts of smoke l'lhich can impact wide 
neighboring areas. Studies have shO\m that the sr.oke is a major cause of 
particulate levels in the ambient air. During FY 1983, DEQ's efforts 
¥fill be aimed at improving understanding of the impact of slash burning. 
This includes better characterization of emission factors corresponding 
to different slash utilization levels, ioproved fingerprinting of slash 
burning for chemical mass balance analysis, operating a visibility 



monitoring network, and, if funds are available, coordinating aerial 
photography of slash burning plumes. EPA's efforts will include, to the 
extent possible, continued support of demonstration projects leading to 
better utilization of slash as an alternative to burning. Also, EPA 
grant funds can be used by DEQ to the extent they are available 1·1ithin 
base grant allocations made to the State. 

3. Utilization of Sludge - Municipal sludge is valuable as a 
fertilizer, though sludge does contain a mix of contaminants and heavy 
metals which may be harmful if ingested as part of food chain crops. 
Proposed EPA regulations require a soil pH of at least 6.5 where sludge 
is used on food chain crops, limiting absorbtion of cadmium and other 
heavy metals. Acidic soils in western Oregon farms make raising the pH 
prohibitively expensive. DEQ will continue to work with EPA to obtain a 
change in the Federal regulation or an exemption so that municipal sludge 
can continue to be beneficially used on food chain crops which do not 
retain heavy metals (non-accumulator crops). 

An emphasis in this year's direction is that the State should be the 
primary and delegated authority implementing environmental programs in 
the State and not the Federal Government, \'/hose role should be one of 
assistance, guidance and minimal oversight. During FY 1983, the DEQ and 
EPA agree to take positive steps towards delegating those remaining 
undelegated programs which are under the authority of DEQ. They are: 

--Construction Grants - Under Section 205(g) of the Clean Mater Act 
the State is eligible to administer most functions under the Sewerage 
Works Construction Grants program. Up to four percent of the State's 
annual Construction Grant allotment is available to support this effort 
subject to appropriation of funds by Congress. DEQ is strongly 
interested in accepting delegation and is no\'/ cor.ipl eti ng its prog.ram 
evaluation for decision. DEQ will aggressively pursue delegation to the 
extent that it can determine that funds will be avai 1 able to meet program 
requirements; that diversion of Construction Grant funds to program 
admi ni strati on Hi 11 not result in a substanti a 1 disadvantage to 1oca1 
governments; and that paperwork requirements are not excessive. EPA and 
DEQ will work cooperatively to achieve an appropriate delegation 
agreement by July 1983 consistent with results of the State evaluation. 

--Underground Injection Control (UIC) - DEQ and EPA will pursue 
delegation of the DIC program under the Safe Drinking Water Act. About 
$68,700 in federal grant funds will be available to implement the State 
program during FY 1983. 

--Mew Source Performance Standards ( NSPS) and Na ti ona 1 EI:Ji ssi on 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) - During the latter part 
of FY 82 and in FY 83, EPA expects to promulgate over 20 additional NSPS 
under the Clean Air Act. DEQ 11ill request delegation of those applicable 
as they are promulgated. New NESHAPS, under the Clean Air Act, for at 
least benzene and airborne radionuclides are also expected. DEQ 11ill 
request the benzene delegation \'then promulgated and will coordinate the 
airborne radionuclide delegation to the Oregon State Health Division, who 
is the responsible agency. 
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Following this document are included the program priorities which shall 
be used for developing the FY 1983 SEA document including the program 
grant work plans. 

This Agreement covers the period of time from October 1, 1982 through 
September 30, 1983. The two Agencies hereby agree to cooperatively work 
towards achieving environmental results and comply with the provisions 
set forth herein. 

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON: 

APR 7 1982 

Quality 

FOR THE U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY: 

APR 7 1982 
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FY 1983 
OREGON STATE/EPA AGREEMEl.JT 

TERMS AMO CONDITIONS 

State/EPA Coordination 

Impler.ienting this Agreer.ient requires extensive coordination between DEQ and 
EPA. The role of "Agreer.ient Coordinator" has been put into effect. For 
EPA, the coordinator is the Director, Oregon Operations Office; for DEQ, the 
coordinator is the Administrator of Manager.ient Services. Coordinators have 
responsibility to pl an anci sched11le agreement preparation and public 
participation, assur~ complia.nce 11ith all grant terns, establish a forr.iat 
and agenda for agreed-to perfomance revie~1s, resolve adninistrative 
probl er.is, and assure that this Agreement is ar.1ended as needed if condi ti ans 
change. 

Thr Director, Oregon Operations Office, is the prir.iary EPA official in 
Oregon vdth the authority to issue, interpret, and coordinate EPA progran 
directives to the DEQ. The Director of the Oregon Operations Office is the 
EPA official responsible to facilitate continued infomal prograr.i contact 
between Federal and State agencies o.nd to resolve problens 11hich may arise 
in the course of ir.iplementing this agree~1ent. 

The Parties acknowledge that ir.iproved coordination of State prograr.is with 
each EPA progran results in r.iajor benefits for both Agencies, and that 
conflicts or unanticipated requirements r.iay undernine the plans and purposes 
of this agreer.ient. Program contact betueen respective Agency staffs Hill 
continue on a frequent and voluntary basis. The exchange of operating 
information ar.iong respective prograr.i staffs in air, \'later, noise, and Haste 
manager.ient will be encouraged to ensure that probler.is which r.iight occur can 
be readily resolved. 

Local Governr.ient Coordination 

DEQ has been assigned a strong leadership role in r.ianaging and enhancing 
Oregon's environr.ient, v1hich EPA recognizes. Both EPA and DEQ further 
acknov1ledge that interested and affected local governments play a vital role 
in planning, decision r.iaking, and ir.tpler.ienting environr.iental r.ianager.ient 
prograos. For exaop 1 e, the Lane County Air Po 11 ution Authority has the 
prir.iary role for regulating most air pollution sources in Lane County, 
consistent vlith State and Federal regulations. 

The policy of DEQ and EPA is to assure r.iaxioum effective participation of 
local governnents in operating and ir.ipler.ienting local environr.iental 
management programs consistent 1·1i th state\'li de prograr.i goals and objectives. 
EPA will v10rk to facilitate effective DEQ/local governr.ient relations, and to 
avoid direct EPA/local governr.ient decisions which contradict this policy. 
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Fiscal Reporting 

DEQ and EPA agree that budget and fiscal reports for \'fork planned uncler the 
provisions of this Agreement shall continue to be by program (air, 1·1ater, 
hazardous waste) and by category (personal services, services and supplies, 
and capital outlays). Financial reporting will not be required for the 
three "special projects" described in the Policy Direction document. 
However, resource estimates for program accoopl i shments have been included 
in the Program Document to describe priorities and program emphases, to help 
assure that adequate resources wil 1 be available to achieve coomitnents, and 
to forecast resource needs in future fiscal years. 

State Prir.iacy 

It is Federal policy that a state environmental agency should 
manager of environmental programs operated within the state. 
is primary oanager of environmental programs. DEQ emphasizes 
for the Federal Safe Drinking Water program, it will continue 
responsibility to the fullest extent of its resources. 

be the primary 
In Oregon, DEQ 
that, except 
this 

As part of its commitment to ir.iplement this Agreer.ient, EPA \'/ill endeavor to 
improve Federal oversight operations to accomplish more effective State 
program results, improve assistance and advice to DEQ, and reduce papen1ork 
and duplication of efforts beti-1een the tl'lo agencies. Furthemore, EPA 11ill 
provide DEQ with advance notice when conducting work with local governr.ients 
and industry in Oregon, and v1ill coordinate these efforts Hi th DEQ as 
appropriate. 

Performance and Ev al uati on 

Both DEQ and EPA will conmit their best efforts to assure that the terms, 
conditions and provisions contained or incorporated in this Agreeoent are 
fully coop 1 i ed Hi th. To the extent that DEQ does not fulfill pro visions of 
this Agreement as related to the award of grants being applied for herein, 
it is understood that EPA will not be precluded from imposing appropriate 
sanctions under 40 CFR Part 30, including withholding of funds, and 
termination or annulment of grants. 

The tasks and expected results contained in this Agreement reflect 
infomation kno\'m and objectives identified at the time of its signing. 
Both Agencies recognize that events outside the control of the Parties 
(e.g., changes in authorizing legislation or levels of resources) may affect 
the ability of either Party to fulfill the terms, or conditions, and 
provisions of the Agreeoent. Therefore, both Parties agree that a system 
for review and negotiated revision of plans is central to the Agreement to 
assure that priorities, needs and resources provide the basis for both 
Agencies' operations. 
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Performance evaluations will be conducted quarterly by DEQ, and Hill be the 
means to identify problems and propose revisions. Exceptions in meeting 
work plans will be reported to EPA. A joint DEQ/EPA evaluation will be 
conducted semi-annually in the offices of DEQ. The Agreement Coordinators 
are. responsible to schedule this evaluation and prepare the agenda. The 
Coordinators may, at their discretion, schedule extraordinary general or 
special topic evaluations when performance issues or changed conditions 
appear to warrant such an evaluation. 

A brief ~1ri tten progress report wi 11 be produced foll mii ng the ser.1i-annual 
evaluation. This report will emphasize, by exception, the pol icy and/or 
performance issues that re qui re executive re vi e1·1 and action. Such issues 
shall be resolved by respective Agency executives. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Oregon State/EPA Agreement (SEA) describes environoental program 
corn:ii tments, priority problems, and solutions which the State of Oregon 
(represented by the Department of Environr.1ental Quality) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, have agreed to work on during 
the Ferleral Fiscal Year 1983 (October 1, 1982 to September 30, 1983). The 
State will operate the programs discussed below. EPA will support these 
commitments with program grants and technical assistance. The t1·10 
exceptions to this are in the areas of solid waste and noise where the State 
operates the outlined program without any Federal resources. All program 
commitments, grants, and assistance must have approval of the State 
Legislature and be funded by Congressional appropriations. 

Environmental prograr.1s are managed through a Federal/State partnership. 
This Agreement for mutual Federal and State problem solving and assistance 
is the primary mechanism to coordinate Federal and State programs to achieve 
a comprehensive approach to managing Oregon's environment. The SEA has been 
viri tten and adopted to accomp 1 i sh two purposes: 

1. Effective and efficient allocation of increasingly lir.1ited Federal 
and State resources. 

2. Achiever.1ent and maintenance of established environmental standards. 

The SEA consists of tl'lo documents, 11hi ch are: 

1. An Executive Document -- to provide the public and agency program 
managers ~1ith the formal policy direction, a clear overview of 
environmental issues, program priorities, major tasks for the fiscal 
year. 

2. A Program Document -- to pro vi de the detailed work p 1 ans to be 
carried out fly each program during the fiscal year. This document 
also contains the FY 83 consolidated grant application. 

This Executive Document has been 11ritten to facilitate use of the SEA by 
State and Federal program managers and by the public. Following this 
introduction, there is a discussion of Oregon's en vi ronr.ienta 1 goals and 
priorities, profiles existing environmental conditions, and summarizes the 
FY 83 strategy. After each discussion, a table shows program priorities, 
specific probler.is, FY 83 tasks, and expected outcomes. 

While Oregon is known for its high quality environment, some environr.1ental 
probler.is do exist. The purpose of the environr.iental goals, profiles, 
priorities and strategies is to describe the problems 1•1hich rer.iain to be 
solved. This section highlights r.iedia prograr.is (air, \'1ater, etc.) and 
progress being made to solve Oregon's environr.iental probler.1s. Following the 
narrative of each nedia is a sumr.iary of efforts planned for FY 83. These 
summary tables present the priority, problem or purpose of proposed actions, 
specific tasks which will be done to neet the probler.i, the expected outcome, 
and the geographic focus. 
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AIR 

Progrm:i Goals: . 
Achieve and maintain air quality standards state~tide. 

- Prevent significant deterioration of air quality where air is now clean. 

Profile: 
Oregon's air quality is generally very good. There are, hot1ever, areas of 
concern which require priority attention. These are sho11n in Figure #1. 

The Portland, Eugene/Springfield, and Medford areas have been officially 
designated as non-attainment areas, since they are not in compliance ~1ith 
specific National f,mbient Air Quality Standards: 

Portland/Vancouver: Carbon monoxide, Ozone (prir.iary standards) 
Total suspended particulates (secondary standard only) 

Eugene/Springfield: Carbon monoxide (primary standard) 
Total suspended particulates (secondary standard) 

Medford/Ashland: Carbon monoxide, Ozone (primary standards) 
Tota 1 suspended particulates (prir.iary and secondary standards) 

Salem: Carbon monoxide, Ozone (prirniry standards) 

Air qua 1 i ty in non-attainment 11reas has a potentially adverse effect on 
public health and welfare. Therefore, planning and impleoenting air quality 
control strategies are being given top priority in these areas. Significant 
emission sources are shown in Figure #2. 

Recent studies have shown that air pollution caused by industrial sources 
has been greatly reduced, particularly in Oregon's major urban areas. 
Oregon industries have invested heavily in pollution control equipment. 
Industrial sources no\'I contribute relatively minor ar.10unts of air 
pollutants. However, these benefits could be lost unless (1) neVI sources 
are controlled ~1ith the best availahle technology, and (2) r.ionitoring, 
surveillance, and enforceMent activities are maintained at a high 1eve1. 

Massive conversion to residential wood heating has been identified as one of 
the "new" important sources of air pollution in Oregon's urban areas~ The 
"cozy atoosphere" of ~mod smoke on cold winter days is causing many ne11 air 
quality problems in urhan areas. Wood fires are a source of particulates, 
carbon monoxide, and some exotic organic pollutants. Other areawide 
sources, such as road dust and vehicular emissions, are also prooinent. 

New, socially acceptable ways of controlling these sources can be developed 
through research studies and demonstration projects. The potential 
conversion to coal by both industry and private residences also demands a 
greater effort to quantify existing and potential ir.ipacts oore accurately, 
and to identify the most cost-effective control measures. 

Several years' time is needed for non-attainment areas to r.ieet Federal air 
quality standards. Managing growth until standards have been met, and 
after, will require ioplementation of nel'!, cost-effective management tools 
such as emission offset and banking programs, parking and circulation plans, 
and processes for airshed allocation. 
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Field hurning effects in the Eugene/Springfield area are being minimized by 
impleoentation of recent improveoents to the sooke oanagenent plan. Further 
efforts vli:l be made to improve the sr.mke manageoent program to control 
effects on less populated and more pristine areas. Slash burning renains a 
significant source of air pollution in Oregon. Better efforts are needed 
here to (1) identify actual air quality impact, (2) improve smoke management 
practices, and (3) develop control techniques such as increased productive 
use of forest slash in 1 ieu of burning. 

Strategy: 
During FY 83, DEQ will 
Plan (SIP) revisions. 
transportation control 
to EPA. 

complete and implement Part D State Ir.1plementation 
A suspended particulate control strategy and 
strategies for Medford 11ill be officially suboitted 

After the comprehensive State - Mew Source Review Rule, including detailed 
growth management (offset and banking) provisions, is approved, DEQ Hill 
assurie responsibility for operating the PSD - Major Nevt Source Reviett 
Program, previously run by EPA. 

Compliance assurance activities for volatile organics and particulate 
sources will continue. Air oonitoring and quality assurance procedures 1·1ill 
fully meet EPA requirer.ients for air monitoring sites. Air source compliance 
and enforcement activities will be carried out under current rules including 
the current air contar.ii nant discharge permit fee progran. The cor:1p 1 i ance 
assurance agreer.ient with EPA will be re vi evted and revised as is appropriate. 
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Figure 1 

OREGON CITIES EXCEEDING AIR QUALITY 
STANDARDS IN 1981 

• Salem 

•Eugene 

White City • Medford 
• 

•Bend 

Pendleton 

• 
LaGrande 
• 

Number of Days Exceeding 
Standards for the Pollutant Noted 
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Figure 2 

Sources of Emissions in Nonattainment Areas 
*ANNUAL AVERAGE IMPACTS 

Carbon Monoxide 
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These percentages are 
based on 1980 emis· 
sions inventory data. 
Actual air quality im· 
pacts may be different 
due to differences in 
source locations and 
dispersion patterns. 

·~pacts o_~ ~E:l?_~onal activities SLJC_~_ ~s res_idential wood heating and backyard 
burning would have higher percentage impacts on a maximum daily basis. 
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"' 

Priority 

2 

2 

Air l)ual ity fl«nt1genent 

Protilen or Purpose 

State assunption of Federal 
progran. 

Control enission fron exis
ting so11rces 1n USPS cnte
.riories. 

Ensure adCC]IWtP. progress 
tol'ard attai nnent of tlAAOS. 

OREGOll FY 33 PRIORITIES 

Tasl-: 

r.eq11cst delegation of 11'.!\' USPS. 

P.eC]11est delegation of neu t-JESHAPS 
for henzene. /\ccoupl i sh necessary 
coordination to result in delegation of 
t!ES~IAPS for airborne radionuclic1es to 
Health Oivi sion 

S11Pnit lll{d) plans or negative rleclarations 
for ne\I tJSPS. {Assuning th11t lll(d) plans 
for existin.rt MSPS sources are or 1iill tie 
artopted hy ihe State tiefore the enrl of 
FY D?.) 

Trac~. P.FP and revise control strategics as 
n~cessa1·y. 

/\<!opt ne11 voe cont1·ol s 
as neede<i. 

-~)ec~ed _ Outcor.!£. 

Ouri ng the 1 atter part of FY 132 and 
in FY G3, EPA expects to prof.lul91Jte 
over 20 addi ti ona l llSPS 

EPA anticipates that Oregon 11ill re
CJW!St delegation of these USPS as 
they are rroDulgated. 

EPA expects to publish ne11 llES~l/\PS 

for at le1Jst ticnzene and airborne 
radionuclidcs. EPA anticipates that 
Oregon \·rill request delegatio11 of 
N£Sll/1PS as they are published. 

As ne11 USPS are prouulgatcd per the 
a hove discussion, EPA anticipates 
that Oregon 11ill adopt and subuit 
corresponding lll{d) plans or nega
tive declarations. 

St«te and local agencies 11ill 
collect, suunuri:e, <1nd report data 
(on an annuill basis) that docuuents 
reasonoble further progress (P.FP) 
t011ard att«innent of llf\AQS. For 
stationary so11rces, datil \till be in 
the forn of er.Ji ssions i 11ve11tory. 
For nohile sources, progress in 
inpleuenting TClls and VllT reductions 
should l'ie r.ophasized. 

fly the end of CY 190.2, EPA expects 

Geographic Focus 

Stateuide 

State11ide 

Sta te11i de 

l~onattain1.1ent 
areas. 

Ozone Nonat
tai nuent areas. to ruhl i sh its Group I I I CTGs.lloHever 

rigorous equivulcncy uay not be a 
requircuent. EPA anticipates th«t Oregon 
adopt those voe controls necessary 
tp deno1istr•te attuirn1cnt as 11011 as 
t11ose tie State det1 nes as t:Ac I. 
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Priority 

w 

2 

2 

/\i r f!ua l i ty 11anagenent ( pa!]e 2) 

Pro"len or Purpose 

Attain Nation;tl /\nhient /\ir 
f)u{'lity Stnnn;1rcls (llA/\OS) fllr 
for car"on nonoxirle in llectford. 

Attain ne11 particulate 
stanrlard. 

Visibility neerls to be protec
ted in Class I areas. 

llaintain an"ient lead cnncen
tr<•tions t'lelo1• stan<lflrcls. 

Neerl interstate coordination 
for inplenP.ntin!J ozone 
attainnent strategy .cor 
Pnrtl«nrl/Vanco11ver areft. 

onEr.ot1 FY 63 Pfl!OP.ITIES 

Task 

Support le9isli!tion propnsal hy local 
agencies for I/II progran in llerlford. 

Assess existing particulate dat{', nonitoring, 
ancl strilte9ies for confornance 11ith ne11 
stvndarrl and nal:e norlifications as 
neces::;ar~·. 

Inplenent a nonitoring prograu in preparation 
for developnent of ii visihility SIP. 

f.oriplete learl SIP. 

Develop a nechanisn for inple1.1enting 
tr;icl'ing .ind reportin!J of the approved 
ozone strategy. 

Expected Outco11e 

The lleriford CO attainnent SIP 11i11 
likely sho11 that I/fl i::; needed to 
cttain MM()S by 1907. If so, it 
is hoped that sufficient local 
interest 1ri11 he generated to carry 
an I /II hill. 

Geographic Focus 

lied ford 

EPA expects to pront•lgate a ne\1 TSP Uonattain-
purticulate stanriu1-d hy Spring CYOJ. neut a1·eas. 
EPA 11ill provide guidance on r.ioni-
toring, dat<'! assessue11t, nodeling, 
and strategy rievelopnent. EP/\ 
anticipates that Oregon's data base 
for the ne\1 standard ui 11 tie i!deq11ate 
and that the State 1till hegin de\'elop-
nent of revised control strategies for 
nonattainnent areas during FY 03 including 
such things as preliuinary r.mdeliny 
analysis. developuent of alteruative 
strategies and deternination of needed 
enission reductions. Coupletion of SIP 
revisions 11ould occur in FY 84 or 85. 

Oevelopnent of OEQ's visitiility SIP 
in a~1aiti119 EP!.'s reconsidf:!ration of 
its current visihility regulations. 
Once EP/\s revisions are conplete. 
it is a11ticipated that OEQ 11ill 
arinpt consistent rules. 

Conplete t~e lead SIP and adopt/SIP 
if tine a11rl resotl!'ces pen1it. 

Gro1·1th and P.FP 11ill he nanaged in 
Oregon am1 Hashington in a uanner 
consistent Hi th the approved SIPs. 
i.':ttainuent pla11. 

Class 
areas 

State11ide 

Portland
Vancouver 
f.lonattainnent 
ilreas. 



Priority 

2 

_,,. 3 

/\ir Pernits/Conpliance 

Prohlen or Purpose 

To inplenent and naintain 
enission control strategies, 
it is necessary to continue 
existing conpl iance assurance 
efforts. 

f1ost sources have installed 
necess11ry er.rission control 
equipnent; the prohlen is nou 
prioarily one of operation and 
oaintenance of that equipnent, 
as recognized hy EP/\'s "Contin
uous Conpliance" initiative. 

tfe11 sources heginning operation 
are generally subject to r.1ore 
stringent re qui reoents than 
existing sources in areas of 
control equipnent and contin
uous eoission nonitoring. Sor.1e 
of these requi renents are inposed 
only by EPA, ho11ever, States and 
locals gener<1lly inspect these 
sources. 

OP.EGON FY 03 PP.!OP.!T!ES 

TasY.. 

States and locals r.1aintain conpliance prograo; 
including inspection, surveillance, cor.1plaint 
investigations, enforcenent actions, and 
source testing. 

States, locals, and EPA place increased 
enphasis on evaluation of operation and 
naintenance procedures during inspections and 
on use and reviett of continuous euission 
nonitor data \/here available. 

Inspections of ne11 sources hy States, 1 ocals, 
and EPA r.iust euphasize control equipnent and 
continuous eoission nonitors (CEf1) installed 
to ensure conpliance \"lith relevant State 
regulations, PSO pernits, and Ne11 Source 
Perforr1ance Standards. Observation of perfor
nance tests and CEtl specification tests nust 
include gathering of baseline control and 
process equipoent operating data. 

Expected Outco1.1e Geographic Focus 

11alntaining an active field presence State\'lide 
helps ensure that sources naintain 
conpl iance. For those sources found 
in violation, EPA nust provide assist-
ance to States and locals and take 
direct action \·1here necessary to 
ensure conpliance. 

In addition to the usual response for Medford 
instances of non coupliance, EPA r.iust 
provide technical assistance, guidance, 
and training to States and locals in 
.these areas. 

Additional data gathered 11ill allot/ 
EPA, States, and locals to function 
nore effectively 11ith these sources 
in the future. It 11ill also assure 
sources that governr.1ent agencies take 
an active interest in costly ne11 
installations nandated by governoent 
regulations. 

Stateuide 



Priority 

U1 

J\nbient Air t1oni tori n~ 

Problen or Purpose 

Effective nanage1Jent of an 
air <iua 1 i ty progran req11i res 
the generation of anbient 
<lata of kno\'m and appropriate 
quality and adequate quantity. 

OREGON FY 83 PRIOP.!TIES 

TasJ.'. 

Operate and naintain the existing anbient 
r:ionitnring progran in concert uith the 
approved qua 1 i ty assurance p 1 an, perf orr.1i ng 
no<lifications as appropriate to achieve 
conforr.iance 1-1ith applicable ne1·1 or revised 
EPA regulations and to respond to neu or 
revised prograr.1 requi renents. Prograu 
curtailr.ients res4lting fron intervening 
resource constraints uill be detemined on 
a priority basis in agreenent Hith EPA. 

.. 

Expected Outcoue Geographic Focus 

All NN·1S and SLN1S \·1ill be operated State11ide 
to produce data of appropriate quality 
and to neet requirenents of 40 CFR 50. 
Air quality and precision and accuracy 
data will be subuitted to EPA. PSI 
prograr.1 1-rill be naintained for Portland. 
The noni tori ng prograr.i Hi 11 be revised 
as needed to r.1eet EPA requireoents for 
lead, fine particulate. etc. 



NOISE 

Program Goal: 
- Implement and maintain a statewide program to reduce excessive noise. 
- Assist development of local noise control programs. 
- Increase public and government awareness of noise prohlems and controls. 

Profile: 
Noise 1 s unl'lanted, often disturbing sounds. Many noise sources are best 
controlled by local governments. ExamplP.s include noise of barking dogs, 
1 oud stereos and home power equipme~t.. DEO has very 1 imited ability to 
enforce operational noise standards for motor vehicles. Thus, local police 
are also best for this task. 

A recent survey of community problems in the Portland area showed motor 
vehicle noise ranked high in relation to other environmental problems. 
Noise is recognized as a major public problem even though the public does 
not fully understand the critical health effects of excessive noise. 
Rather, the public perceives noise as a nuisance or disturbance. Figure #3 
shows the major sources of noise in Oregon. 

% Contributions of Major Noise Sources in Oregon 

Motor Vehicles 

45% 

7% 

Aircraft 

16% 

~---'...-- Motor Racing · 
Highways· 

- Motor vehicles include cars, trucks, buses, motorcycles and motorboats 
- Aircraft includes helicopter, commercial, military and private aircraft 
- Highways include new and expanded roads and highways 

Figure 3 
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Statewide control rules have been written for most major noise sources in 
Oregon. For example, new vehicles sold in Oregon must meet state noise 
standards. Noise standards for motor vehicle operations have been issued, 
and enforcement by local governments or pol ice departments is growing. 
Major stationary noise sources (e.g., industry and commerce) are regulated 
under the ambient noise standards. There are also specific rules for 
airport and aircraft noise. Noise control rules for auto racing activities 
became effective in 1982. 

Strategy: 

DEQ will continue to implement its rules for new motor vehicles and will 
assist local enforcement of vehicle operational standards by providing 
training and equipment loans. The loss of EPA funding ~Jill eliminate DEQ 
assistance to cities and counties developing noise control ordinances. 

DEQ will only investigate and seek cornpl i ance for the most serious 
stationary noise sources due to the loss of all field staff and all but two 
program staff members. Limited implementation of the rules for airports and 
motor racing will also continue. DEQ efforts to make the public more aware 
of the noise program and to stimulate better understanding of noise problems 
will decrease but wi 11 be assisted by a statewide advisory comrni ttee. 
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Problem or Purpose 

Complaints of excessive 
noise 

Lack of consistent state
wide noise regulation 
~tith no assurance that 
the worst offenders are 
corrected first 

New and· modified noise 
sources are often con
structed l'lithout noise 
impact analysis and are 
subsequently found to 
exceed standards 

Many noise problens are 
caused by the development 
of noise sources not 
compatible with 
sensitive uses 

Several najor noise sources 
remain unregulated 
(i.e., public roads and 
heat pumps) 

PROGRAM PRIORITIES - NOISE 

Task 

DEQ staff 1·1i 11 respond to 
citizen complaints of 
excessive noise from 
regulated sources* 

DEQ will track complaints 
as a tool to deternine 
m'ajor source categories 

Screen sources requiring 
air, Hater and solid waste 
plan revie~is for potential 
noise impacts. Encourage 
industrial, commercial, and 
government sources to subrait 
plans for voluntary review* 

Review and cof.lf.lent on 
local comprehensive land 
use plans for adequacy of 
noise elements and encour
age noise compatible land 
use planning* 

Develop a schedule for 
rulemaking to control 
unregulated sources* 

Expected Outcooe. 

Reduction or elimination of 
source of excessive noise 

Establish a data base to 
develop a control 
strategy to shift 
emphasis from complaint 
response to monitoring 
all sources in each 
major category 

Reduce excessive noise from 
neH or modified sources 

Enhance the opportunity for 
noise compatible land use 
planning 

Rules and standards 
to control najor 
unregulated noise sources 

Geographic Focus 

Statewide 

State11ide 

Statewide 

Statewide 

Statewide 

*This activity will be lir.Jited by available resources. Federal t-loise Program assistance to states is scheduled 
to be phased out by 10/1/82. Oregon Noise Program resources were reduced by the 1981 Legislature, and the 1982 
Special Session eliminated all but two noise program staff members. 
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PROGRN1 PRIORITIES - NOISE 

Problem or Purpose Task Expected Outcor.ie .Geographic Focus 

The public and motor vehicle 
service industry needs 
infonnation and assistance 
to comply with vehicle 
noise standards 

Little enforcement is 
being accomplished by 
local jurisdictions 

The public needs to be 
more aware of excessive 
noise and its health 
effects 

Distribute pub l i c i nfor
mat ion materials to 
inform and encourage 
compliance with motor 
vehicle noise rules and 
standards 

Conduct workshops for 
muffler and other 
vehicle service people* 

Develop new procedures in 
conjunction with the I&M 
program to improve noise 
testing* 

Continue to hold workshops 
to teach and encourage 
police enforcement of 
motor vehicle standards* 

Contact Oregon cities 
and counties to detennine 
interest in noise control. 
Provide cor.imunities with 
direct assistance to 
develop their mm noise 
control programs* 

Motor vehicle noise 
emissions brought within 
standards 

Increase the arJount of 
police enforcement of motor 
vehicle standards 

Reduce motor vehicle noise 
emissions from worst 
offenders 

Increased public awareness, 
understanding and support 
for the noise prograr.i 

Portland and 
Statewide 

State11i de 

State~li de 

* This activity Hill be limited by available resources. Federal Noise Program assistance to states is scheduled 
to be phased out by 10/l /82. Oregon Noise Program resources were reduced by the 1981 Legislature, and the 1982 
Special Session eliminated all but t1·10 noise program staff members. 



WATER QUALITY PROGRAM 

Program Goals: 

- Attain and maintain v•ater quality standards 
- Protect recognized beneficial uses of water 
- Devel op programs to protect ground1•1aters 
- Reduce bacterial contamination in sh el lfi sh producing estuaries 

Profile: 
Overall, Oregon's water is in n,uite good condition. Stream quality has 
improved in the past ten years, though many streams, estuaries and lakes 
still do not meet water quality standards. The State operates an effective 
water quality management program based on ambient r.1onitori ng, detai 1 ed 
planning and analysis for special problems, and control of all viaste 
sources. 

Throughout the 1960's and 1970's Oregon experienced rapid population 
growth. Al though the growth rate has sl m·1ed considerably due to the current 
recession, continued population growth can be expected to the year 2000. 
Future growth rates may be lower than those experienced during the past two 
decades. The rapid growth means more waste is being discharged into public 
\'taters. Just maintaining current conditions will require a substantial 
i nvestr.ient hy the public and developr.ient of innovative \'iaste manager.ient and 
treatment methods. 

Groundwater protection is an er.ierging problem. More mist be learned about 
this problem so that groundwater resources can be managed effectively. The 
State is working on new and cost-effective 11ays to protect this resource. 

Figure #4 sho11s the quality of Oregon's major rivers, and trends resulting 
fror.i the State's efforts to maintain clean water. 

Strate~y: 
In FY3, DEQ viill continue to operate its historic program of preventing 
the creation of new water quality problems. To accomplish this, DEQ will 
continue to carefully regulate existing and ne\'/ sources of waste, and vtaste 
generating activities. 

Tools used to achieve and maintain a high level of compliance will include 
technical assistance, municipal construction grants, permits, and tax 
credits. Special projects to control water quality problems in Coos Bay 
will be developed and implemented. 
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Figure 4 

Status of Oregon's Stream Quality By River Basin 

1980 

~ '-. 

'" !!!' 
,§ 
~ 

~ 
i' 
"' §' 

~ 

N. Coast/L. Col. VG 78 65 99 89 -- 2, 700 70,000 15 
r11d Coast VG 75 72 93 99 -- 54,000 35 
Willamette 12 ,045 l ,707 ,000 19 

• Main Stem VG 91 51 96 98 
• Lower Basin G 100 53 93 98 ... 
• Middle Basin G 87 42 96 

97 ~· • Upper Basin VG 84 65 97 
99 ~· Sandy E 92 75 100 91 -- 19,000 14 

Umpqua VG 96 85 100 100 

~· 
4·,550 89' 000 25 

Rogue VG 94 83 100 96 ... s, 160 186,000 36 
South Coast VG 72 87 92 94 -- 2 ,984 76,000 15 
Hood E 96 57 100 91 -- (,023 35,000 14 
Deschutes VG 92 88 98 95 ... 10.400 83 ,000 55 
Klamath F 69 96 94 5,640 59,000 20 
John Day VG 92 87 100 81 

~· 
8.010 13,000 

Umatilla G 100 68 86 100 

~· 
4,554 53 ,000 34 

Walla Walla Inadequate Data -- •• 10,000 3 
Grande Rhonda VG 92 94 88 95 ... 4,916 31 ,000 23 
Powder G 95 70 100 100 

~· 
3,240 17,000 11 

Malheur F 64 36 38 100 ... 4,610 23,000 14 
Owyhee F 65 40 64 100 ... 6,637 4,000 3 
Malheur L. [nadequate Data -- 9,965 8,000 11 
Goose and 
Su11111er L, Inadequate Data· -- 8,620 7,000 14 

• - Inc 1 uded in Willamette .. - Included in Umatilla 

w Improvement in WQ e - Excellent 

[!] 
VG- Very Good 

Reduction in WQ 
G - Good 

/~ ..,/ No change F - Fal r 

~ Inadequate Data 

21 



N 
N 

Priority 

2 

3 

Hater Quality Managenent 

Prohleo or Purpose 

Conplete projects funded ui th 
200 and Clean lal<:es funds. 

r.evieu I-later Quality Standards 
and upgrade \·/here necessary and 
appropriate. 

P.evise planning process to 
reflect changing conditions and 
revised regulations. 

OP-EGOll FY 03 PRIORITIES 

Task 

f.lanage existing 200 and Clean lakes grants 
to conpletion and certification. 

Conduct triennial revie1·1 of Hater quality 
standards, 11ith focus on \tater quality-lioited 
segnents, including appropriate public 
i nvo 1 venent. 

Update Continuing Planning Process 
description to reflect changing conditions 
and regulations. 

Develop and adopt progran for appropriate 
use of funds provided for planning by 
section 205j of the 1901 Clean Hater Act 
ar.1endr.1ents. 

Suhject to available resources, evaluate 
priority water quality lir.1ited seguents 
identifier! in the status assessr.ient process 
to reassess present 11ater quality oanager.1ent 
strategies. 

Expected Outcoue Geographic Focus 

200 and Clean lakes Projects 11i 11 be Project Areas 
ir.iplenented resulting in \tater qualitY 
inproveoent at a level consistent uith 
available funding. 

Increased effectiveness of uater State\tide 
quality standards focused on priority 
11ater quality probler.is. 

Needs and activities spelled out in an Stateuide 
updated Continuing Planning Process 
docur.ient subr.1i tted to EPA. 

Effective use of 205j funds. 

Assure cost effective control 
strategies to achieve acceptable 
uater quali"ty. 

Stai.e\"/ide 

. State\"/ide 

-
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Priority 

2 

\'later Monitoring/Quality Assurance 

Prohlen or Purpose 

Gather aobient 1·1ater quality 
c1ata to identify quality of 
Oregon's public \'/aters; assure 
that data is of knmm and 
appropriate qua 1 i ty. 

Assess potential toxics "hot 
spot" in Portland Area. 

Assess Hater quality status and 
identify current 1·1ater quality 
needs by analyzing, interpreting, 
displaying and reporting data 
gathered fron the nonitoring 
net~mrk. 

OP.EGON FY fi3 PP.IORITIES 

Task 

Maintain uininal aubient TJonitoring network 
to provic1e accurate, representative data on 
the nost significant streaos (including 13 
BH11P stations), estuaries, lakes, and 
groundHater. 

Ensure ()Uality of data by inplenenting 
quality assurance progran. 

Cooplete cooperative EPA/flEQ "hot spot" 
dilution study in oetropolitan area and 
develop a c1etailed intensive survey plan to 
identify toxics probleus, if any. 

Develop, operate and oaintain a user 
oriented ADP based data systeo. 

Prepare Biennial Status P.eport by the end of 
even nuobered years. 

Expected Outcoue 

Data to track .basic quality and 
trends on significant 1·1ater bodies; 
support planning decisions. 

Data of kno\ln and appropriate quality 
for use by users. 

Identification of toxic probleu areas 
if any. Provide basis for saying 
toxic pollutants are or are not a 
probleu in Oregon Haters. Needed as 
part of EPA response to NP.DC consent 
decree. 

More effective use of data ulth less 
oanpo11er required. 

A report Hhich defines tiater quality 
status, probleo areas, and needs. 

Geographic Focus 

State1·1ide 

State11ide 

Portland area 
(Colur.tbla 
Slough) 

State11ide 

State\li de 



N 
+> 

Priority 

2 

NPOES Pemits/Cor.ipliance 

Problen or Purpose 

National priority is being placed 
on inprovenent of conpliance 
levels for POTWs that have been 
constructed using Federal Grant 
funds provided under PL 92-500. 

Expiring NPOES pemi ts need to 
be reissued. 

f1aintain perr.1it conpliance. 

Pursue Natfonal Pretreatnent 
Prograr.i. 

OREGON FY 03 PP.IORITIES 

Task 

Continue existing state inspection and cor1-
pliance assurance progran for POTlls including 
0 & f1 aspects during inspection of at least 
1/3 of all POTl!s; provide technical assistance 
in correcting problens; take appropriate 
enforcer.1ent action in cases of sustained POTU 
non-conpliance. 

Assist EPA to develop and inpler.ient a systen 
to develop and report POT\/ conpliance 
statistics to EPA Headquarters. 

Reissue pcrnits for oajor secondary industries; 
and for prinary industries \·1here guidelines 
have been pronulgated or 11here effluent liuits 
are \·later quality based. 

Fully carry out the OEQ/EPA Cor.ipliance 
Assurance l\greer.ient. 

Continue to assist cities to develop their 
Pretreatnent prograns. 

Expected Outcoue 

Reduce effluent violations by 
identifying and resolving 0 i M 
probler.1s before they result in 
·effluent violations. 

Capability to deten.1ine level of 
effluent conp 1 i a nee and i den ti fy 
problen POT\~s. 

All expiring aajor pen:1its are 
reissued that are possible. 

Acceptable levels of conpliance. 

Individual city prograns approved 
by DEQ by April 1903. 

Geogr-aphi c Focus 

Stateuide 

State\tide 

State\/ide 

StateHide 

Stateui de 
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Priority 

Construction Grants 

Problen or Purpose 

Achieve appropriate delegation 
of Construction Grants progran 
to State. 

Provide effective EPA/State/Corps 
partnership in nanagenent of the 
Construction Grants progran 
consistent \·lith Federal la\·/ and 
regulations, National goals, and 
status of delegation. 

OREGON FY 03 PRIORITIES 

Task 

a. Provide positive cooperative prograo frar.1e-
1·1ork to facilitate delegation to State. 
b. Conplete evaluation of delegation options 
under Section 205(9) of Clean Hater Act; secure 
OEQ decision on delegation; develop proposed 
prograa and schedule, secure legislative 
approval, and sign first phase delegation 
agreer.1ent, consistent 1-dth results of FY 02 study. 

a. Clarify roles of EPA, OEQ and Corps through 
a 3-uay agree1:1ent to estatilish joint uorking 
procedures and assure efficient use of resources 
in project nanager.ient and nanageDent. 
infornation reporting to EPA Headquarters 
b. Cooperatively negotiate and inplenent 
respective roles in operating the National 
Managenent and Evaluation Systeu. 
c. !lanage projects to neet obligation 
schedules; outlay projections; provide priority 
1 ist data for and oake use of Grants Inforuation 
Control Syster.i; and oanage projects to achieve 
tinely conpletion, project closeout, and audit. 

Expected Outcoue 

Final decision on delegation, schedule 
for inplenentation, and cooperative 
prograo transfer to State according 
to schedule. 

Geographic Focus 

State11i de 

Coonunication probler.1s oinir.rized, State\/ide 
1 es s resources ·devoted to correcting 
avoidable problens. fe1-1er 1Jeetings, 
and expedite decision oaking. 

Efficient progran nanageaent to State11ide 
achieve other expected outcones. 

Specific project conpletion State1·dde 
schedules net. Inflationary ir.1pacts 
of project delays is r.1inir.iized, there-
fore nore 1-1aste treatr.tent and \·sater 
quality ir.iprovenent for the r.ioney. 
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Priority 

2 

Construction Grants (page 2) 

Profllea or Purpose 

Assure that grant funds are 
allocated to projects that pro
vide significant Hater quality or 
puh l i c heal th henefi ts pursuant 
to applicable l aus and approp
riate regulations. 

Assure that facility plans are 
coapleted in a tinely tray, and 
address requi reaents necessary 
to qualify for step 3 (con
struction) func1ing. 

OP.EGOll FY 03 PP.IOR!TIES 

Tasl': 

a. flevie1·1 prlority criteria. streaa segnent 
classifications, and list aanageaent rules and 
adjust as necessary to be conslstent uith 1981 
anendnents and regulations resulting therefroo. 

: Continue to stress funding of projects 1thich 
provide significant benefit to 11ater quality 
and public health. 

b. Manage priority 1 i st to fund highest 
·ranked projects and assui~e tiuely use of all 
~funds. 

:c. EPA, 11ith input fron DEQ, 11ill identify 
:potential EIS candidate projects and initiate 
appropriate actions to assure that NEPA 

;processes {FNSI's and EIS's) are coapleted 
in a tir.1ely uay so as not to delay projects. 

·a. Assure that Facility Plans for projects 
'\·thich are scheduled for funding in the next 3 
,years are appropriately conpleted and neet 
'applicable requirer.ients for design and/or 
construction funding. 

b. EstaOl ish neu procedures for assuring that 
neu facility plans 11hich are developed uithout 
Step 1/2 funding (plannin!)/design) tdll evaluate 
appropriate options including innovative and 
alternative technologies and 11ill neet require
nents for Step 3 funding. 

Expected Outcoue 

llost significant uater quality and 
public health probleus taken care of 
first. 

Efficient use of funds. Maxiaize 
Haste treataent and uater quality 
iaprover.ient 1·tith available funds. 

Projects \·till be environoentally 
sound and not delayed. 

Selected alternative is fundable 
and iapler.ientable. 

Projects are not denied at step 3 
level for reason of failure to plan 
or design properly. 

II 

Geographic Focus 

State1·Jide 

State11i de 

Stateuide 

State\"lide 

Sta te1·1i de 
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Priority 

Underground Injection Control 

Problen or Purpose 

Potential contar.Jination of 
underground sources of drinking 
t1ater (USOU's} fror.l the 
injection of fluids through 
\·1e 11 s. 

Sane as above. 

OREGOll FY 03 Pfl!ORITIES 

Task 

Subnit prinacy application on existing 
State UIC progran to EPA hy l st 
quarter of FY 03. 

EPA inplenentation of UIC prograa. 

Expected Outcoue 

Prinacy granted by second quarter 
of FY 03. 

r.egul atory controls on injection 
of fluids. 

-

Geographic Focus 

State\li de 

Stateuide 



SOLID WASTE 

Program Goal: 
- Protect public health by proper and adequate solid waste disposal and 

resource recovery. 

Profile: 
Wastes are unavoidably generated by peop 1 e going about their normal everyday 
business and by organizations producing materials for consumption. Common 
examples include production of metals, fertilizers, plastics, paint, and 
food, and operation of institutions such as schools, hospitals, 
laboratories, and offices. 

Oregon has a ~1el l developed solid ~1aste r.1anagement program, centralized in 
DEQ by the 1971 Legislature. DEQ has authority for statewide program 
management and assistance, while local governments throughout Oregon are 
responsible to implement programs and operate disposal facilities. 

The solid waste program follows t~10 principal directions. The first is to 
close open dumps and bring all disposal sites up to State standards. The 
second is to separate and recycle usable resource materials and energy in 
the waste stream. Both aspects of the program are being "~JOven" into 1oca1 
Solid Waste Manage1:1ent Plans now completed for most urban areas. 

Strate~: 
In FY, DEQ' s solid \'laste manage1:1ent effort will be working on the 
following specific prob 1 ems: 

1. I1:1prove waste disposal site operation where open dump and open 
burning practices continue, or ~1here landfill and disposal sites 
are inadequate. 

2. Locate satisfactory 1 andfill sites for the Portland metropolitan 
area, coastal counties and Marion County. 

3. Assist planning, development, and operation of resource recovery 
plants to serve Portland, Marion and Lane Counties. 

4. Development of Waste Reduction Programs in state designated 
planning and implementing areas. 
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HAZARDOUS HASTE 

Pro gram Goal : 
-Protect public health and air, water, and land from contamination by 

improper storage, transportation, recovery and ultimate disposal of 
hazardous wastes. 

Profile: 
The "hazardous" part of the total waste strei:ml is a threat to public health 
and safety and to the environment unless adequate safeguards are part of 
transport, disposal, treatment, storage, and recycling practices. Figure #5 
shows the sources of hazardous waste in Oregon, and the methods of disposal. 

HAZAROOUS WASTE GENERATION av INOUSTRIAL CATEGORY 
1978 SURVEY OATA 

EJectronics 
Assembly 

25% 

Other HAZAROOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
1978 SURVEY DATA 

45% 

Metal and Alloy 
Manufacturing 

Metal Fabricating 
and MaChinin9 

Figure 5 
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Ucensed Chemical 
waSt."8 Laridfill 
(at Ariington) 

40% 

On-Site 
Disposal 

31% 

Recycle 

22% 

TOTAL HAZARDOUS 
WASTE VOLUME= 
675,000 cubic 
feet per year. 



Oregon was among the first states (in 1971) to p?.y attention to the 
hazardous waste problero1. An inventory and evaluc.tion of hazardous waste 
handling and management in Oregon was completed in 1973, and updated and 
expanrled in 1980. 

Since 1971, each Legislature has reviewed and inproved statutes governing 
hazardous Haste management. Both the En vi ronmenta 1 Quality and Public 
Utility Commissions have adopted regulations to control the generation, 
storage, transport, and 11ltimc.te disposal o" hazardous wastes. The 
Arlington Pollution Control Center, owned by the State and operated by a 
private licensee, has provi~ed the State r~th a basic tool - a controlled 
disposal site - to ir.iplenent its comprehensive hazardous 1·1aste regulatory 
prograr.i. 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCPA) gave the Federal 
Governnent authority to regulate management of hazardous wastes. RCRA 
alloHs "equivalent and consistent" state programs to operate in lieu of the 
Federal program. DEQ has heen granted Interir.i A~thorization to nanage a 
state hazardous \'laste progran coverin!l generation, transport, storage, 
treatment, and disposal activities. Operating under a fornal Cooperative 
J\rrangenent (i.e., a contract), Federa~/State permits will be issued to 
storage, treatnent, and disposal facilities. 

Strategy: 
In FY83, DEQ expects to receive Phase II Interim Authorization for 
penni tti ng storage, treatraent and di sposa 1 facilities; carry out an 
extensive conpliance inspection, monitoring and e11forcer.1ent program; and 
continue to upgrade its current rules so an application for final 
authorization can be subnitterl in FY G4. 
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Priority 

2 

Hazardous Haste {RCP.A Suhtitle C) 

Problen or Purpose 

Perr.iits incorporating uininur:i 
standards 11ill be issued to 
hazardous \·taste nanagenent 
facilities. 

Assurance of proper hazardous 
11aste nanageuent practices. 

Having dP.veloped a 
"suhstantially equivalent" 
progran, the State needs to 
develop an equivalent progran 
for final authorfzation. 

Pufl1 ic r:111st be a1iare and 
supportive of State hazardous 
uaste nanaqenent activities. 

OREGON FY 03 PRIORITIES 

· Taslt 

DEQ uill issue pernits 
under authorized progran (to he 
authorized during FY 82 or early 
FY 03). 

a. Cor.1p1 i ance i nspecti ans of and 
enforcer.1ent actions at MU generators, 
transporters and TSO facilites Hill be 
be carried out under authorized State 
prograr.is. 

b. State 1·1ill identify "non-notifiers" 
and assure such facilities are nanaged under 
State l-IW prograr.1. 

State statutes and regulations need to be 
reviet1ed to deternine 11hat changes are 
necessary to achieve final authorization 
Steps nust he taken to ensure that necessary 
changes are uade in tiue to apply for final 
authorization in August 1984. 

OEQ 1dll provide reports and 
i nforuation necessary for EPA 
to fulfill its oversight 
respons i bi l i ties. 

OEQ uill ensure that public 
participation in progra1:i is 
carried out. 

Expected Outcor.1e Geographic focus 

Facilities uill be given specific Statetiide 
standards \lith uhich to ensure 
environnentally safe operation. 

Coop l i a nee l'ii th standards 11i 11 be State11i de 
carried out and assure that facilities 
out of cor.1pliance Hill be brought into 
coupliance. 

State 1·1ill be in a position to apply 
for final authorization. 

EPA 1-•ill be assured State prograu 
neets ainir.1ur.i objectives. 

Public support, leading to State 
prograLl uhich receives final 
authorization, Hi 11 be ensured. 

State1·1i de 

Sta te1·1i de 

State11ide 
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OP.EGOU FY 03 PRIOR!TIES 
Hazardous Haste (RCRA Subtitle C) - page 2 

Prohlen or Purpose 

EP/\ has contractor assistance 
availatile for haze1rdous Haste 
oanageoent projects. · 

Ensure that all Ste1te 
ooni tori ng and r.ieasurenent 
activities are of the quality 
and integrity required by 
Region 10 Quality Assurance 
Pl an. 

Task 

State 11ill propose and participate in 
evaluation of projects for EPA technical 
assistance prograos. 

Oevelop and secure laboratory capability 
including quality assurance to ioplenent 
RCP.A. 

Expected Outcof.le 

Technical assistance projects 1dl l 
be carried out according to State 
identified needs. 

Geographlc Focus 

State1Jide 

f1onitoring and r.ieasurer.1ent activities State1·1ide 
that neet Region 10 quality assurance 
requirer.1ents. 
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Priority 

Sttperfun<i* 

Probl en or Purpose 

The Superfun<i ste1t11te requires 
the State to suf"\nit their hiflh 
priority hazardous Haste sites 
for reue(lial action on Cln 
annual basis to EPA. Aased on 
sutinissions hy the Ste1te, 
EPA 11ill assentile a nfltional 
list of at l£>ast 1',QO high 
priority sites for ~r,tion 
under Superfund. 

EPA enforcenent proceclures 
see!' to secure St1pe-rf11ncl site 
clean-up responsihle parties 
--in lieu of fun<i nsP.--11henevi:r 
e1ppropriate privately financed 
clean-up cap t-e un<'ertfl•'.en 
in ;1 tinely fashion. 

OREGOU FY 83 PRIORITIES 

Task 

a. EPA uill assist the Stilte to continue 
to (level op a h;izardous \ia:;te inventory 
through active field inve:;tigations. 

ti. Stvte and EPA Hill jointly prioritize 
potential Superfund sites on an annual 
tii.lsi s. 

a. State and EPA 11ill 11od: closely together 
tn d('ve1op and inplenent site specific 
strntegies to secure private and voluntary 
clean-up. 

h. EP/\ 11111 assist the State to rionitor 
responsible and third party cleiln up 
of hilZClrdous 11aste sites. 

Expected 011tcone Geogrnphic Focus 

EPA and the State uill have, to the State\tide 
extent possible, a cor.iprehensive 
hazardous Haste site inventory in 
\1hich to ideutify potential Supcrfund 
sites. 

State uill ueet statutory requireuent to StnteHide 
suhnit potential Superfund sites to 
EPA. 

Successful site-specific strategies 
to generate clean-up l:iy responsible 
parties Hil 1 serve to conserve the 
Fune!. 

State and EPA are assured that the 
threat to the environuent, public 
health and/or \/elf are at haza1·dous 
\/Clste sites is reooved. 

Stateuide 

State\li de 
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OREGON FY UJ PRIORITIES 
Superfund* (page 2) 

Priority Problen fir Purpose : Task Expected Outcor.ie Geographic Focus 

If the State of Oregon chooses to suhnit a site to EPA for inclusion on the National Priority List~ the follouing tasks 11ill be undertaken: 

Superfund statute re qui res 
the State to share the costs 
of renedial response at 
Superfund sites--10% of the 
renedial response costs for 
privately-o\"/ned sites and 50'.t 
for puhlicly-01med sites. 

Assurance of coordination 
het\leen the State and EPA 
in the area of enforcenent 
including deteroinations of 
responsihle parties and cost 
recovery actions. 

'EPA Hill assist the State to identify and 
secure resources for the State's cost-share 
requi renents. 

a. The State 11ill assist EPA in identifying 
responsible parties and deternining enforce

. nent potential at Superfund sites. 

, '1. The State 11ill assist EPA in deternining 
an enforcenent strategy for each Superfund 
site identified. 

,c. The State \Jill assist EPA in coopiling 
,; a profile of previous enforcenent history at 
each Superfund site. 

· d. The State Hill assist EPA, Hhere possible, 
in cost-recovery actions. 

State uill neet statutory requireuent to Stateuide 
share reoedial response costs at 
Superfund sites. 

Tioely detemination of responsible State11ide 
parties and appropriate funding 
procedures. 

An effective enforceuent strategy \lhlch 
occurs tinely and cost effective clean-up 
of each Superfund site. 
A through enforcer.1ent profile for each 
Superfund site. 

Tinely and effective cost-recovery actions. 

*Uithin the SupP.rfund section "Superfund site" ue:ans both sites eligible for Superfund action and uncontrolled sites that r.iay not be eligible. 
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Priority 

w 
<.n 

_Oil and Hazardous Spills 

Problen or Purpose 

Energency spills require proopt, 
effective response to prevent 
environnental inpact and insure 
clean-up. 

Develop Contingency Plan for 
proopt response to peroit State 
participation under Superfund. 

OREGOll FY 03 PRIORITIES 

Task 

Respond to all significant oil and hazardous 
uaterials spills. 

11aintain effective comunication systen. 

Develop State Contingency Plan required for 
EPA/State participation under Superfund. 

-

Expected Outcoue Geographic Focus 

Reduce ir1pact on environnent and State\"ride 
insure pronpt resolution, give 
notification to EPA. 

State revise existing plans to perr.iit State\·Jide 
state eligibility under Superfund. 



PROGRAM 

Air Quality Prograr.: 

)!ate r Qua 1 i ty Prograr.: 

Hazardous Haste 
Prograr.: (P.CRAl 

SUnt~ARY OF GRANT r.ESOURCES* 

P-ESOUP.CES 

Federa 1 Non-Federal Total Staff-Years 

$1,308,242 NCT YET AVAILABLE 

$ 738,700 MOT YET AVAI LAS LE 

$ 493,451 NOT YET AVAILABLE 

* The above figures are target ar.:ounts for EPA progran grants for the State 
of Oregon for FY 1983. They reflect the President's t-udget request. 
However, they are subject to negotiation, and of course, Congressional 
appropriation. 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

~nvironmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. , July 16, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Request For Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing On The 
Medford Carbon Monoxide Portion of the State Implementation 
Plan 

The Clean Air Act requires States to submit a revision to a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) by July 1, 1982 for any area that received an 
extension of the 1982 attainment date for the carbon monoxide (CO) 
standard. The Medford Air Quality Maintenance Area is affected by this 
requirement. 

Jackson County, the lead agency responsible for the development of the 
Medford CO plan, has indicated that the Medford CO plan will not be 
completed by July 1, 1982. The Medford CO plan is scheduled for local 
adoption (City of Medford and Jackson County) in August 1982. 

Evaluation 

The Department transmitted the most recent draft of the Medford CO plan 
(Draft 7) to the Environmental Protection Agency on June 30, 1982 in 
recognition of the July 1, 1982 requirement. The transmittal letter 
indicated that local adoption was expected in August 1982 and that state 
adoption was expected in October 1982. It is believed that EPA will find 
under this schedule reasonable progress is being made to meet the Clean Air 
Act requirements and thus sanctions in the form of grant withholding and 
new source prohibitions would not be implemented. The major control 
measures of the draft plan are: 

o County-wide biennial inspection and maintenance program (I/M) 
o Downtown Medford parking controls 
o Computerized Medford traffic signal system 
o Roadway improvements 



EQC Agenda Item No. 
July 16, 1982 
Page 2 

o Federal motor vehicle control program 
o Continued existing levels of carpool and transit usage 
o Maintained existing levels of staggered work hours 

In order for the Commission to consider adoption of the Medford CO plan as 
soon as possible (at its October 1982 meeting), a public hearing should be 
held in August or September 1982. There is not enough time to follow the 
normal hearing authorization process and meet this schedule. 

There may be some revisions to the draft plan during the local adoption 
process. Thus, the plan which goes to the State hearing may not be 
identical to the attached plan. 

Summation 

1. The Clean Air Act requires that the Medford carbon monoxide portion of 
the State Implementation Plan be revised by July 1, 1982. 

2. Jackson County, the lead agency for the development of the Medford CO 
plan, has indicated that local adoption is expected by August 1982. 

3. A public hearing should be held in September 1982 in order 
for the Commission to consider adoption of the Medford CO plan as soon 
as possible to avoid potential federal sanctions. 

4. Normal hearing authorization time tables cannot be followed if the EQC 
is going to adopt the plan in October 1982. 

Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize a 
public hearing to take testimony on the Medford carbon monoxide portion of 
the State Implementation Plan as soon as it is finalized by Jackson County. 

William H. Young 

Attachment: Draft 7 of the Medford CO plan 
J.F. Kowalczyk:a 
229-6459 
July 14, 1982 
AA2340 ( 1) 



D R A F T 7 
Section 4.9 

Control Strategy For 

Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 

1982 State Implementation Plan Revision 

For Carbon Monoxide 

DEP - State o-e 
AP.fMENT OF ! Oregon . 

l
-- R' ENVIRONMENT li /~ @ [~ 0 & ~QUALITY 

,ff!N? 11 [QJ 

July, 1982 

Jackson County 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 



Section 

4.9.0 

4. 9 .• 1 

4. 9. 2 

4.9.3 

4.9.4 

4.9.5 

Table of Contents 

MEDFORD-ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA 
STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR CARBON MONOXIDE 

4.9.0.l Introduction 

4.9.0.2 summary of Plan 

GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

4.9.2.1 Monitoring Data 

4.9.2.2 Design Concentration 

REGIONAL EMISSION INVENTORY 

4.9.3.l Emission Inventory 

4.9.3.2 Reasonable Further Progress 

CONTROL STRATEGY 

4.9.4.1 Strategies Already Implemented 

4.9.4.2 Strategies Scheduled for Implementation 

4.9.4.3 Additional Road Improvement Projects 

PROVISIONS FOR PROGRESS REPORTING 

·4.9.5.l Reasonable Further Progress 

4.9.5.2 Monitoring Plan 

4.9.5.3 Contingency Provision 

4.9.5.4 Annual Report 

4.9.5.5 Conformity of Federal Actions 

-i-

Page 

1 

1 

3 

5 

10 

10 

11 

15 

15 

17 

20 

20 

30 

35 

40 

40 

40 

43 

44 

44 



Section 

4.9.6 

4.9.7 

4.9.8 

4.9-1 

4.9-2 

4.9-3 

4.9-4 

4.9-5 

4.9-6 

4.9-7 

4.9-8 

4.9-9 

4.9-10 

RESOURCE COMMITMENT 

4.9.6.1 City of Medford 

4.9.6.2 Jackson County 

4.9.6.3 Department of Environmental Qualitv 

DESCRIPTION OF PLANNING PROCESS 

4.9.7.1 Designation qf Lead Agency 

4.9.7.2 Interagency Coordination 

4.9.7.3 Citizen participation 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARINGS 

APPENDICES 

Detailed Emission Inventory 

CO Design Value Calculations 

Computer Modeling: Traffic/Emissions 

Public Involvement/Comments 

Transportation Survey 

Reasonably Available Transportation Measures 

Legal Descriptions for the Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Maintenance Area 

Medford Area Transportation Study 

CO Concentrations Methodology 

Computer Signalization Program 

-ii-

Page 

47 

47 

47 

48 

49 

49 

49 

53 

54 



Table 

4.9.2-1 

4.9.2-2 

4.9.2-3 

4.9.3-1 

4.9.4-1 

4.9.4-2 

4.9.4-3 

4.9.4-4 

4.9.7-1 

Figure 

4.9.1-1 

4.9.1-2 

4.9.2-1 

4.9.2-2 

4.9.3-1 

4.9.5-1 

4.9.5-2 

4.9.5-3 

List of Ta bl es 

CO Concentrations - Downtown Medford 

Number of Days Per Month with 8 Hours co 
Concentrations Greater than 10 mg/m3 

Earth Metrics CO Monitoring Summary 

Medford - Ashland AQMA CO Emission Inventory 
Summary 

Road Improvement Impacts on Level of Service 

Transit Ridership 

Transit Scenarios 

1981 Parking Inventory 

Planning Roles and Responsibilities 

List of Figures 

Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 

CO Nonattainment Area - 1979 

CO Sample Sites and Screenline Analysis 

CO 15 Minute Levels, PPM 

CO Concentrations at Selected Receptor Sites 

RFP - Main and Central 

RFP - Biddle and McAndrews 

CO Nonattainment Area 1987 

-iii-

Page 

11 

12 

12 

15 

24 

27 

28 

31 

49 

Page 

8 

9 

13 

14 

19 

41 

41 

42 



4.9.0 MEDFORD-ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA STATE IMPLEMENTATION 

PLAN FOR CARBON MONOXIDE ----

4.9.0.l Introduction 

'111e Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (CAAA) require states to submit 

plans to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain compliance with 

national ambient air standards for those areas designated as 

"non-attainment." The Act further requires these plans to demonstrate 

compliance with primary standards no later than December 31, 1982. An 

extension up to December 31, 1987, is possible if the state can 

demonstrate that despite implementation of all reasonably available 

control measures the December 31, 1982, date cannot be met. 

On March 3, 1978, the Medford portion of the Medford-Ashland AQMA was 

designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a 

non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO). In accordance with 

Section 17 4 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, former Governor 

Straub designated the Jackson County Board of Commissioners as the lead 

agency for the development of the CO State Implementation Plan (SIP) 

revisions for the Medford-Ashland AQMA. 

On June 20, 1979, the Governor submitted a CO plan for the 

Medford-Ashland AQMA to EPA with a request for an extension beyond 1982 

for the attainment of the CO standard. 

The EPA printed an approval of this request in the Federal Register on 

June 24, 1980, (45 FR 42278) with the condition that New Source Review 

Regulations (OAR 340-20-190 through 197) would be approved by the 
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Department of Environmental Quality ·(DEQ) within six months (by 

December 24, 1980) meeting the following conditions: 

i) A specific emission offset program with regulations be 

adopted and submitted. 

ii) The rules governing multiple sources under single ownership 

be modified so as to require that other sources owned by the 

company applying for a permit be in compliance "with all 

applicable emission limitations and standards under the Act." 

The approval allowed for an extension of the Medford CO attainment date 

beyond December 31, 1982, but before December 31, 1987, with a specific 

date to be identified in the alternatives analysis due to EPA on July 

1, 1980. 

All of the non-attainment problems identified for 1982, were within the 

Central Business District (CBD) of the City of Medford. Based on this 

information, Jackson County agreed that it would be appropriate for the 

City of Medford to perform the evaluation of the projected growth in 

population, employment, traffic conditions and the resulting air 

quality conditions for downtown Medford in 1982 and 1987. 

It was also agreed that Jackson County should have primary 

responsibility for writing the CO plan for the region. Jackson County 

began the analysis of the transportation control measures in November 

1979. The results were submitted to EPA in July, 1980. 
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4.9.0.2 Surnmarv of Plan 

A. It is estimated that CO transportation emissions represented 74% of 

the total CO emissions generated in the Medford-Ashland AQMA in 1980. 

In 1987, 56 percent of the CO emissions are still projected to be from 

transportation. 

B. The air quality analysis in this SIP revision indicates that a few 

streets in the Medford central city area are the only locations in the 

entire AQMA to violate the eight-hour CO ambient air quality standard 

in 1982. 

C. By December, 1987, all streets are projected to be in compliance 

with the CO standard via the implementation of the control measures 

cited in this document. 

this plan are: 

Major CO control measures that are a part of 

* County-wide biennial inspection and maintenance program (I/M). 

* Downtown parking controls. 

* Computerized signal system. 

* Roadway improvements. 

* Federal motor vehicle control program. 

* Continued levels of carpool and transit usage. 

* Maintained levels of staggered work hours. 

D. A description of previously implemented transportation control 

measures is included in this SIP revision. Participating jurisdictions 

have made a commitment to implement the control measures listed in this 

plan. 
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E. The analysis of the central business district (CBD) in Medford 

demonstrated that there is no projected CO problem in the CBD beyond 

the year 1987. 

F. Medford' s CO design value for 1979 is 19 .1 milligrams per cubic 

(mg/m3) meter calculated from readings taken at the Clu~ station. The 

eight-hour CO standard (State and Federal) is 10mg/m3. 

G. While lacking authority for implementation of an I/M program in 

1982, Jackson County has made a commitment to implement an I/M program 

contingent upon state enabling legislation. 

H. The Medford Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan commits the city 

to extensive traffic flow improvement projects. 

I. CO Modeling projections indicate that the implementation of all the 

control strategies identified in this plan will result in only isolated 

CO hot spots that will not attain the CO eight-hour standard (10mg/m3) 

by 1987. Site specific measures will be evaluated and implemented in 

the interim to eliminate these hot spots, if practicable, by 1987. 
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4.9.1 GEOGRAPHIC QESCRI~TION 

Southwestern Oregon is a rugged mountainous region interspersed with 

small, low-lying valleys, of which the Rogue River Valley is the 

largest. The region is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the 

Willamette and Umpqua Valleys to the north, the Cascade Mountains to 

the east, and the northern highlands of California to the south. 

The mountainous areas of the region are generally sparsely-populated 

forest lands. The valley areas have traditionally been utilized for 

various farming and lumber-related manufacturing practices. Medford, 

the largest city (40, 000 pop.) in southwestern Oregon, is centrally 

located in the Rogue River Valley. Actually, the Medford area is 

locally known as the Bear Creek Valley, while the Rogue River traverses 

the northerly edge of the valley, which is approximately 20 miles long, 

(running north - south) and from 2 miles (to the south) to 10 miles (to 

the north) in width, and being 5 miles across at Medford. 

The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area boundary, figure 

4.9.1-1, generally follows the 2000-foot elevation line around the 

valley, enclosing almost all of the valley floor. As noted above, EPA 

designated the Medford-Ashland area as an AQMA in 1974 when it was 

determined that 1970 Clean Air Act standards had a high potential to be 

consistently violated in the area. The legal description of the Air 

Quality Maintenance Area is in Appendix 4.9-7. 
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The AQMA includes some 288 square miles at an elevation of 1200 feet. 

The surrounding mountains range from 3000 to 9500 feet in elevation. 

The natural mountainous boundary forms the sides of the bowl in which 

the AQMA is located. It is the small physical size of this bowl, 

coupled with an aver age wind speed of less than 5 miles per hour and 

frequent air inversions, which limits the amount of air available for 

emission dispersal. Limited dispersal capability and substantial 

quantities of co emissions combine to cause the Medford area to violate 

federal clean air standards. 

Within, and approximately near the center of, the AQMA is Medford' s 

Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Area which generally includes that part 

of central Medford from the Big Y on the north to 12th Street on the 

south, and from Interstate 5 on the east to Oakdale Street on the west. 

The highest carbon monoxide concentrations have been measured within 

this area, consistently violating State/Federal eight-hour health 

standards. 

frequency. 

Refer to Table 4.9.2-1 for specific violation levels and 

The Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Area is wholly contained within the 

City of Medford central commercial area. Figure 4.9.1-2 illustrates 

the 1979 carbon monoxide nonattainment area. 

The carbon monoxide nonattainment area boundary is as follow·s: 

Beginning at the intersection of Crater Lake Highway (Highway 62) 

south on Biddle Road to the intersection of Fourth Street, west on 

Fourth Street to Riverside Avenue (Highway 99) , south on Riverside 
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Avenue to Tenth Street, west on Tenth Street to the intersection 

with Oakdale Avenue, north on Oakdale Avenue to the intersection 

with Fourth Street, east on Fourth Street to Central Avenue, north 

on Central Avenue to Court Street, North on Court Street to the 

intersection with Crater Lake Highway (Highway 62) and east on 

Crater Lake Highway to the point of beginning. 
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FIGURE 4.9.1-1 
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FIGURE 4.9.1-2 
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4.9.2 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

4.9.2.1 Monitoring Data 

Ambient carbon monoxide measurements are taken at one site located at 

Main and Central in downtown Medford. The monitor is located and 

operated in accordance with Environmental Protection Agency 

requirements. Table 4. 9. 2-1 indicates the exceedences of the carbon 

monoxide standard recorded from 1977 through 1981. Table 4.9.2-2 

displays the frequency of eight hour standard exceedences by month. 

Several special co sampling surveys have taken place in Medford in the 

past. The most recent two took place in December, 1978, by the DEQ, 

and in December, 1979, through January, 1980, by Earth Metrics, an air 

quality consultant for the City of Medford. 

Each of these surveys had similar findings in defining the boundaries 

of the CO nonattainment area, and the concentrations at selected 

receptor sites. 

Figure 4.9.2-1 displays the results of the DEQ survey, and the results 

of a screen line analysis used to determine streets with a potential to 

exceed the eight hour CO standard. The screen line analysis used 

traffic vOlumes, speeds, emission density, and receptor distance to 

determine CO concentration. 

Table 4. 9. 2-3 lists sampling sites and number of samples taken during 

the Earth Metrics CO survey. 

that survey. 

Figure 4.9.2-2 displays the results of 
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4.9.2.2 Design f()!lS'en_tration 

Based on Environmental Protection Agency guidelines, the second highest 

eight-hour carbon monoxide concentration observed during the last year 

for which complete data is available is used as the design 

concentration upon which control strategies are based. In Medford' s 

case, the latest year for which complete data is available for 

transportation and air quality is 1979. However, as shown in Table 

4.9.2-1 below, carbon monoxide concentrations experienced in 1979 

were unusually low. Therefore, a second method, provided by the 

Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Environmental Protection Agency, was utilized to determine a design 

value. Appendix 4. 9-2 describes the methodology utilized for this 

calculation. The design value has been determined to be 19 .1 mg/m3 

based upon this methodology. 

Table 4.9.2-1 

CO CONCENTRATIONS - DOWNTOWN MEDFORD --------

Geometric 1 - Hour Averages 8 - Hour Averages 
Mean Max. 2nd High Max. 2nd 

----· High 
4.47 33,3 31. 0 21.8 19.8 
4.16 39.l 33.3 22.1 20.9 
2. 78 27.6 25.0 17. 0 15.8 
2.51 31.3 27.4 22.1 18.0 

Source: DEQ Qr~ Air Quality Report, 1980 - page 1 - 27. 
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Table 4.9.2-2 

NUMBER OF DAYS PER MONTH WITH 8-HOUR CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
- -- GREATER THAN 10 ~3 (PORTLAND) 

YEAR 
YEAR JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC TOTAL 
Brophy Building -- 1520119 

1976 Station started December 1976 27 27 
1977 20 15 6 5 2 a 22 21 17 22 26 20 176 
1978 17 14 18 8 4 4 14 21 16 20 24 24 184 
1979 15 5 7 5 2 3 4 13 11 19 22 15 121 
1980 9 8 2 0 1 1 1 3 4 7 12 20 68 
1981 13 6 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 4 8 12 53 

Table 4.9.2-3 

Efu'<TH METRICS CARBON MONOXIDE MONOTORING SUMMARY MEDFORD, OREGON 

*l. 
*2. 

*3. 
*4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

*8. 
'*9. 

*10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 

*25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 

LOCATION OF SAMPLING SITE 
NUMBER OF 

SAMPLES ACQUIRED 

North East Corner of McAndrews Road and Riverside Avenue 
East Side of Crater Lake Highway between Riverside 

and Interstate 5 
North Side of McAndrews at railroad tracks 
South West Corner of McAndrews and Court Street 
North East Corner of Central Avenue and Beatty 
West Side of Riverside between Edwards and Austin 
North East Corner of Biddle Road and Jackson street 
North West Corner of Biddle Road and McAndrews Road 
South East Corner of Biddle Road and Crater Lake Highway 
South West Corner of Crater Lake Avenue and McAndrews 
South Side of Hillcrest Road at Lyman 
South Side of East Main Street at Crater Lake Avenue 
South East Corner of Central Avenue and 8th 
South East Corner of Riverside Avenue and Main 
North East Corner of Central Avenue and Main - DEQ Site 
West Side of Bartlett South of 6th 
East Side of Front Street South of 5th 
East Side of Riverside Avenue South of 4th 
South Side of west Main St between Grape and Holly Streets 
West Side of Hamilton Street between Dakota and Withington 
South East Corner of Stewart Avenue and Oakdale Avenue 
South East Corner of Riverside and Stewart 
North Side of Barnett Road East of Riverside 
South East Corner of Main and Elm Street 
East Side of the Big Y Intersection 
South East Corner of Barnett Road and Black Oak Drive 
North Side of 8th Street between Ivy and Holly 
North Side of 13th Street between Central and Riverside 

10 
10 

6 
10 

5 
5 

11 
11 
11 

9 
6 
9 

11 
12 
12 
12 
11 
11 

9 
8 

10 
10 
10 
10 

7 
6 
5 
7 

* s~mnlinq sites selected for the shonninq center stum... 
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MEDFORD 197 9 SCREEN LINE ANALYSIS a CO SURVEY SITES 
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4.9.3 REGIONAL EMISSION INVEN'l.URY 

4.9.3.1 Emission Inventory 

The calendar years 1979, 1982, and 1987 emission inventories are 

summarized by source category in Table 4.9.3-1. A detailed emission 

inventory is contained in Appendix 4. 9 .1. The base or design year is 

1979. Tables have been rounded to the nearest hundred, consistent with 

the precision of available emission factors. 

Table 4.9.3-1 

Medford-Ashland AQMA CO Inventory, Tons/Year (tpy) 

Source 1979 % 1982 % 1987 % 

Industrial Processes 1700 3 1800 4 2000 4 
Space Heating 10800 21 13500 28 17800 38 
Transportation 38400 74 31900 66 26200 56 
'solid Waste Disposal 300 1 300 1 300 1 
Miscellaneous 900 2 900 2 900 2 

'.l;'Otal 52100 100% 48400 100% 47200 100% 

4.9.3.1.1 Industrial Sources 

Industrial CO emissions were calculated using source test information 

or emission factors. No major industrial sources are located within 

the CO non attainment area. The major industrial CO source in the 

AQMA is Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. located in White City about 12 

kilometers north of the Medford CO nonattainment area. Two wood 

products industries located in north Medford each emit about 100 tons 
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of CO per year • All other industrial sources in the AQMA emit less 

than 100 tons of CO per year. CO emissions from the largest 

industrial CO sources are as follows: 

Source Inventory Number co Emissions, Tons/Year 

Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. EI 15-0041 1300 
Medford Corporation EI 15-0048 120 
Boise Cascade Corporation EI 15-0054 100 

4.9.3.1.2 Motor Vehicles ------ -

Carbon Monoxide emissions were originally estimated using EPA's 

Mobile 1 emission factor computer program. In the fall of 1981 and 

early 1982, the carbon monoxide emissions analysis was completely 

revised using EPA's latest Mobile 2 emission factor computer program. 

The revised analysis was conducted for the downtown area which 

includes the identified carbon monoxide problem area {see Figure 

4.9.1-2). The modeling included a separate category for parking lot 

emissions. Details of the carbon monoxide emissions modeling 

methodology are documented in Appendix 4.9-3. 

4.9.3.1.3 Other Source~ 

The estimated CO emissions from space heating, solid waste disposal, 

and miscellaneous sources were based on emission factors. Most of 

the CO emissions from these other sources are from wood stoves or 

fireplaces. 
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Transportation CO sources have a much higher impact per ton of CO 

emissions than do wood stoves and fireplaces. This is due to the 

proximity of the transportation sources to the problem intersections 

and road links. The modeled CO impact of wood stove and fireplace 

emissions was about 1 mg/mg3 in 1979. Continued increase in the use 

of wood stoves for home heating could increase this impact to almost 

2 mg/m3 by 1987. Proposed control measures, intended primarily for 

the control of particulate p0llution, would maintain the CO impact 

from wood stoves at or below 1 mg/m3. co emissions from wood stoves 

were considered as part of the CO background in the development of 

this co strategy. 

4.9.3.2 Emission Redu~~ion N~cessary for AttaiQmen~ 

In 1977, calculations showed that the carbon monoxide standard was 

exceeded along approximately 20 miles of roadway. Sever al conditions 

have occurred since that time to reduce the number of street miles 

where the standard is exceeded. 

Most notable of these influencing conditions include: higher fuel 

costs, causing a reduction in travel~ declining retail activities in 

the central business district, thus reducing the number of trips to the 

area; and the federal motor vehicle control program. 

Carbon monoxide concentrations were originally estimated in the Medford 

Area Transportation Study (MATS) which is contained in Appendix 4.9-8. 

The MATS concentration analysis for 1987 assumed implementation of an 
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annual inspection maintenance program, starting in 1982. The analysis 

concluded that two carbon monoxide "hot spots" would remain beyond 

1987. 

To broaden the scope of the original analysis and to incorporate EPA's 

latest emission factor methodology, a completely new analysis was 

undertaken. The revised carbon monoxide emissions modeling, which 

utilized Mobile 2, provided the basic information for examining a 

variety of possible control strategies (see Figure 4.9.3-1). The 

analysis tested various combinations of annual and biennial inspection 

maintenance programs along 

programs (see Section 4.9.4 

improvements). 

with 

for 

alternative roadw.ay 

a description of 

improvement 

the roadway 

To simplify the carbon monoxide concentration analysis so that a 

comprehensive set of alternatives could be examined in a timely 

fashion, concentrations were determined by applying emissions ratios to 

the design concentration of 19.l mg/m3, 8-hour average. The details of 

the concentration analytical methodology are presented in Appendix 

4.9-9. 

An allowable regional CO emission limit is somewhat misleading in that 

CO concentrations build up to unhealthful levels only at specific sites 

near heavily traveled roadways. However, based upon moni taring data 

and CO modeling, an emission reduction of 53.3 percent has been 

calculated as necessary to meet ambient standards at the CAM site. See 

Appendix 4.9-2 for methodology used. 
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4.9.4 CONTROL STRATEGY 

4.9.4.1 Strategies Already Implemented (Prior to 1982) 

There are several programs and projects currently under way which serve 

to reduce CO emissions in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The following is a 

summary of these measures. 

4.9.4.1.1 Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program (FMVCP) 

The Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program (FMVCP) is the first measure 

recognized in the area which reduces emissions and enhances carbon 

monoxide air quality. The FMVCP is a program that requires new motor 

vehicles sold in the United States to meet specific emission limits. 

The FMVCP is projected to reduce emissions at the rate of 3. 25 percent 

per year through the study period, 1979-1987, for a total emission 

reduction of 26 percent. This program represents the largest emission 

reduction potential of any of the programs considered, with the 

possible exception of the I/M program. 

Any significant relaxation of new car emission limits will have a 

direct impact on the attainment projections of this plan. 

4.9.4.1.2 Traffic Flow Improvement 

A. Signalization 

The City of Medford recently approved and funded a computerized 

signalization program for the downtown area. The program includes 

sophisticated equipment linked to the City's computer in City Hall. 
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E<:entually, sixty intersections will be programmed at a cost of $1. 8 

million. Completion is scheduled for 1983. 

The Medford computerized signal control system project includes the 

installation of a "Central Master Computer" to be located in City Hall. 

The Central Master will control signal operations and timing at 60 of 

the City's 75 traffic signal locations. The balance of signalized 

intersections not initially on the computer will be added later as 

funds permit. All new signals installed will be connected to the 

ncentral Master" computer. 

The project also includes the installation of 60 new local signal 

controllers installed at existing signalized intersections. These new 

controllers are of the type required to receive and transmit data to 

the centralized master. 

The computerized signal system will improve traffic flow, city-wide, 

with the exception of Biddle Road and Crater Lake Avenue. Signals on 

these two arterials will retain their present "Traffic Actuated" timing 

patterns and programming. These arterials will be added to the 

computerized system at a later date. 

' 
We expect a 15 percent reduction in total travel time, 15 percent less 

delay in 24 percent fewer stops when the new system is in service. 

We also expec·t some reduction in total number of accidents, it is 

generally accepted traffic engineering theory that reducing number of 

stops will reduce accidents. 
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One of the on-going benefits of the computer signalization project is 

the computer's ability to adjust signal light sequences to maximize air 

quality, energy consumption, traffic speeds, or traffic delay benefits. 

This program will allow the city to adjust traffic signals to reduce 

emissions on a site specific basis. The City of Medford intends to use 

these abilities, in conjunction with CO monitoring, to maximize the 

benefits at the CO hot spot locations. See Appendix 4.9-10 for program 

details. 

B. North Interchange Development 

Road improvements associated with development around the north 

interchange area are targeted for completion in 1983. Developers of 

the Rogue Valley Mall will spend $1. 7 million to upgrade adjacent 

streets and intersections as part of the mall development. see Table 

4.9.4-1, road improvement impacts on level of service. 

1. General Description of Street Improvements 

a. Court Street North of McAndrews 

Widen North Approach on Court Street from three lanes to 

five lanes to provide ~or three thru lanes plus one 

right turn lane and one left turn lane. 

b. McAndrews Road from 300 feet West of Court to Bear 

Creek Bridge 

Widen McAndrews Road to provide for two lanes Eastbound 
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and two lanes Westbound plus a two way left turn median 

which will be left turn only lanes at intersections. 

c. Riverside Avenue from McAndrews to Crater Lake 

Highway 

Widen Riverside from three to four lanes to provide for 

an acceleration, decleration lane along Rogue Valley 

Mall. 

d. Biddle Road at McAndrews 

Widen Biddle Southbound at McAndrews by installing a 

"Right Turn Only" lane. On Biddle Road Northbound at 

McAndrews, widen "Left Turn Only" lane from one to two 

lanes. 

e. Crater Lake Highwav, Riverside to I-5 

Add additional lane along Rogue Valley Mall. Provide 

two left turn lanes from Westbound on Crater Lake 

Highway to the Southbound I-5 on-ramp. 

f. Signalization 

Install new traffic signal 

following locations: 

McAndrews & Court 

installations 

McAndrews & Riverside 

McAndrews & Rogue Valley Mall 
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Crater Lake Highway & Rogue Valley Mall 

Riverside & Ohio 

Court & Ohio 

Biddle & McAndrews 

2. 1987 Level of Service Around Mall -------

Table 4.9.4-1 

Intersection 1981 level 
of service 

Court & McAndrews 
Riverside & McAndrews 
Biddle & McAndrews 
Biddle & I-5 N.B. on 

and off ramps 
Biddle & Crater Lake 

Hwy W.B. on-off 
ramps 

Crater Lake Hwy & I-5 
S.B. on-off ramps 

Riverside & Crater 
Lake Hwy 

Court & Ohio 
McAndrews & Rogue 

Valley Mall 
Riverside & Ohio 
Crater Lake Hwy & 

Rogue Valley Mall 

E 
D 
c 

B 

A 

c 

D 
A 

N/A 
A 

N/A 

1987 level of 
service without 
Mall and no 
street improve
ments 

E 
E 
D 

c 

B 

E 

E 
B 

N/A 
A 

N/A 

1987 level of 
service with 
Mall & street 
improvements 

E 
E 
E 

c 

B 

E 

E 
B 

B 
B 

c 

Level of service A describes a condition of free flow, with low 

volumes and high speeds. Traffic density is low, with speeds 

controlled by driver desires, speed limits, and physical roadway 

conditions. There is little or no restriction in maneuverability 

due to the presence of other vehicles, a~d drivers can maintain 

their desired speeds with little or no delay. 
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Level of service B is in the zone of stable flow, with operating 

speeds beginning to be restricted somewhat by traffic conditions. 

Drivers still have reasonable freedom to select their speed and 

lane of operation. Reductions in speed are not unreasonable, 

with a low probability of traffic flow being restricted. The 

lower limit (lowest speed, highest volume) of this level of 

service has been associated with service volumes used in the 

design of rural highways. 

Level of service C is still in the zone of stable flow, but speeds 

and manueverability are more closely controlled by the higher 

volumes. Most of the drivers are restricted in their freedom to 

select their o''ln speed, change lanes, o.r pass. A relatively 

satisfactory operating speed is still obtained, with service 

volumes perhaps suitable for urban design practice. 

Level of service D approaches unstable flow, with tolerable 

operating speeds being maintained though considerably affected by 

changes in operating conditions. Fluctuations in volume and 

temporary restrictions to flow may cause substantial drops in 

operating speeds. Drivers have little freedom to manuever, and 

comfort and convenience are low, but conditions can be tolerated 

for short periods of time. 

Level of service E cannot be described by speed alone, but 

represents operations at even lower operating speeds than in level 

D, with volumes at or near the capacity of the highway. At 

capacity, speeds are typically, but not always, in the 
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neighborhood of 30 mph. Flow is unstable, and there may be 

stoppages of momentary duration. 

Level of service F describes forced flow operation at low speeds, 

where volumes are below capacity. These conditions usually result 

from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction downstream. 

The section under study will be service as a storage area during 

parts or all of the peak hour. Speeds are reduced substantially 

and stoppages may occur for short or long periods of time because 

of the downstream congestion. 

volume can drop to zero. 

In the extreme, both speed and 

It should be understood that severe overloads may only occur for 

short periods of time (such as during rush hours). Thus, a street 

may function at Level "E" for only one-half hour per day, and 

function at Level "C" or better at other times. 

3. In conjunction with commercial development in the north inter

change area, a continuous CO monitoring station will be installed 

at, or near, the intersection of Biddle and McAndrews Roads. This 

unit will be sited and operated according to EPA guidelines. 

Information gathered will be used to augment RFP progress and to 

define the need for site specific control measures. The 

anticipated schedule is as follows: 

a. A continuous CO moni taring station will be installed in 

the north Medford CO problem area in 1983 by the Rogue Valley 

Mall; 
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b. Ambient CO data and potential traffic adjustments will be 

evaluated by 1985; 

c. Traffic signal changes or other site-specific improve-

ments will be implemented to reduce CO concentrations at hot 

spot locations, to standard levels if practicable, by 1987. 

4.9.4.1.3 Transit Service 

The Rogue Valley is serviced with public transit under the auspices of 

the. Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD). The transit service 

includes buses and vans, several routes, and weekday service throughout 

Medford and connecting Medford with the cities of Jacksonville, Talent, 

Phoenix and Ashland. Three other cities - Eagle Point, White City 

(unincorporated) and Central Point - may soon be serviced by the 

transportation district. The districts•· service and ridership have 

increased significantly between 1977 and 1982, see Table 4.9.4-2. 

Table 4.9.4-2 

Date Average Daily Ridership 

July 77 - Nov. 77 200 
Dec. 77 - Apr. 78 300 
May 78 - Nov. 78 450 
December 78 600 
March 79 800 
September 79 1200 
July 80 1000 
July 81 1075 
July 82 llOO source: RVTD 
1983 and following years +5% source: RVTD 

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has indicated that 40% 

of the 1980 Jackson County population, 132,456 persons, falls into the 
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"transportation disadvantaged" category. This means that approximately 

53,000 persons in Jackson County are unable to drive due to age, health 

or income. Expanded public transit could enhance their mobility. In 

addition, public transit would also greatly benefit the other 60% of 

the county population in t.he event of a gasoline shortage. Other 

benefits from increased usage of mass transit, in- addition to improved 

air quality, would be reduced gasoline usage, insurance savings, and 

reduced maintenance and parking costs. 

According to a recent study, the Medford Area Transportation Study 

(MATS), even comparatively modest gains in transit usage would entail 

very significant changes in travel habits and existing conditions, 

especially regarding downtown parking. The following table, 4.9.4-3, 

identifies specific numbers regarding trip types and usage. 

Table 4.9.4-3 

Transit Scenarios* 

Daily Transit Daily Auto % Increase % Decrease 
% Transit Riders Trips Transit Trips Auto Trips 

o. 4% 1,000 166,000 

1. 0% 2,500 165,000 + 150% -0.6% 

3. 0% 7,500 162,000 + 650% -2.4% 

5. 0% 12,500 158,000 +1,150% -4.8% 

10. 0% 25,000 150,000 +2,500% -9.6% 

+ Source: Medford Area Transportation 

Study, Page ~ 
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As the table indicates, even a tremendous increase in transit usage 

(2,,500%) would only modestly reduce daily auto trips (-9.6%). The MATS 

study indicated that a realistic projection for transit usage in 

Medford's future would be 1% to 2% of total ridership. Nevertheless, 

the RVTD has made a commitment to pursue all available funding sources 

to provide broader transit coverage. 

4,9.4.1.4 Bicycle Plan 

The City of Medford produced a Bikeway Master Plan in 1977. This plan 

identified the existing bikeway system and defined a phased development 

of an extended bikeway system throughout the city. To this point there 

has been little implementation of the plan, however. There are various 

reasons for this, one of which being the change in philosophy in recent 

years towards the provisions of bikeway facilities. This has been 

moved away from Class I bikeway, or more capital intensive type of 

bikeway that is independent of other transportation facilities, towards 

the Class III bikeway which can be integrated at far lower cost into an 

existing road system. 

4.9.4.1.5 Carpool Program 

Carpool and vanpool programs act as a happy medium between private auto 

usage and the transit mode of travel. Often times it is easier to 

develop carp::>ol usage, versus transit, because of the common trip end; 

hours of work; familiarity with participants; and, economic 

consider at ions. 
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In June of 1981, the Jackson County Planning Department conducted a 

survey regarding parking and commuting for downtown employees. 

Approximately 6, 000 questionnaires were handed to employees, while an 

additional 700 questionnaires were given to employers. The return rate 

was 26 percent and 38 percent respectively. Respondents indicated that 

to commute to work: 85 percent drive alone, 8.5 percent ride in 

carpools (with 2.7 riders per vehicle), 4 percent walk or ride 

bicycles, 9 .8 percent take the bus, and 1. 7 percent fall into the 

"other" category. See Appendix 4.9-5 for survey details. 

4.9.4.1.6 Staggered Work Hours 

Jackson County Planning Department conducted a survey in June, 1981, 

regarding downtown Medford par king and commuting conditions. The 

largest single work shift population was 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. with 39 

percent of the respondents. The next largest was 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 

p.m. with only 8.2 percent of the respondents. See Appendix 4.9-5 for 

survey details. 

4.9.4.2 Strategies Scheduled for Implementation 

4.9.4.2.1 Medford Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan 

A. Parking Modifications 

1. Reduce CBD Two Hour Curb Parking 
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Curb Spaces 

15 Minute 
1 Hour 
2 Hour 

Sub-Total 
Unlimited 
Total 

Table 4.9.4-4 

1981 Parking Inventory 

Off Street Spaces 

Private Employee & Lease Lots 
Private, Public Use Lots 
Private Customer Lots 
City Lots 
Total 

Total Spaces 

62 
112 
854 

1,028 
276 

1,304 

1, 734 
89 

739 
600 

3,162 

4,466 

Reduce total 2-hour parking spaces from 854 to 640 spaces. Change 

214 2-hour curb spaces to 1-hour parking. Distribute 2-hour 

parking reductions throughout CBD. 

2. Reduce Off-Street 2-hour Parking 

Reduce 2-hour off-street parking from 375 spaces to 295 spaces by 

converting from 2-hour to 8-hour parking. 

3. Extend Parking Time Limits 

Extend parking time restrictions throughout CBD from 9:00 a.m. to 

6:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Implementation Date: September 1, 1983 

4. Cost: No. 1 = $1, 550 
No. 2 = 1,280 
No. 3 = 5,440 
Total = 8 '270 
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B. Bicycle Transportation Element 

1. Bicycle Master Plan 

The further developnent of a linked bicycle network will focus on 

the planned arterial street road system. We will continue to 

increase the bicycle network to provide for increased 

accessibility for bicycle users, to provide for a realistic 

alternative mode of travel, and a network linking the downtown 

area, most residential areas and schools. 

TO implement the bicycle element, we will utilize the bicycle 

element of Medford Area Transportation Plan Study. As the plan is 

based on the arterial street network, its implementation will be 

phased together with the arterial program. 

Bicycle facilities recommended in the MATS plan are of four 

principal types: 

a. New bike-lanes striped onto existing streets or onto 

new/improved streets; approximately 14 miles of striped 

bikelane are recommended. 

b. Signed bike-routes on new/improved streets; a fu=ther 14 

miles of this facility type are recommended, comprising wide 

curb-lanes (fourteen feet) for mixed auto and bicycle use. 

c. Signed bike-routes on existing streets; a total of 43 

miles are recommended, largely requiring the re-striping of 

existing traffic lanes to provide for a wider curb lane. 
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Actual width of the curb lane will depend on individual 

street configurations, layouts and right-of-way width. 

d. Bicycle bridge; two bicycle bridges (wooden trestles) 

are recommended, crossing Bear Creek and linking the Bear 

Creek bikeway to the downtown. The bridges (10-12 feet wide) 

are recommended to be located in the area of the Main and 8th 

Street crossings. They could be either immediately adjacent 

to the existing roadway structures, or free-standing units. 

2. F\lnding 

Basic bicycle network, focusing on bike-lanes and signed bicycle 

routes would be a $1.1 million capital improvement program. 

No funding exists, future funding dependant upon voter approval of 

a street improvement bond fund levy. 

4.9.4.2.2 Motor Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) 

Several air quality studies, including this plan, have assessed the 

need for I/M to attain the carbon monoxide standard. Each study has 

come to the conclusion that attaining the CO standard will be very 

unlikely without an I/M program. 

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners, the Medford and Ashland City 

Councils, the Rogue Valley Council of Governments, and several Air 

Quality Advisory Committees have all supported I/M as an integral part 

of the CO attainment strategy. 
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However, local government does not have legal authority to require I/M, 

specifically tied into vehicle registrations. Local government 

authority is also limited to their area of jurisdiction; thus, Jackson 

County could not require vehicles registered within the various cities 

to pass an I/M test. 

Efforts to secure enabling legislation, from the State Legislature, 

were made in the 1979 and 198). sessions. on both occasions House 

passed bills were defeated in the State Senate. The 1983 session will 

also witness an aggressive effort to secure legislation. Jackson 

County has made a commitment to pursue I/M through various means. 

These program commitments include: budgeting $8 ,OOO for fiscal year 

1982-83 for public education and awareness, approximately 25 percent of 

which will be used exclusively for I/M; adding $250,000 to the capital 

projects list for the voluntary testing phase and to offset I/M start 

up costs; and, political action activities directed towards members of 

the state Legislature. 

The State Department of Environmental Quality currently operates an I/M 

program in the Portland Metropolitan area. While program parameters 

for Jackson County may be structured somewhat by enabling legislation, 

it is anticipated that any program initiated in Jackson County would be 

equivalent to the Portland program. The parameters of the Portland 

program are included in the Portland CO SIP, which are also on file 

with the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Responsibility for introducing I/M legislation in the 1983 session will 

lie with the Jackson County Board of Commissioners. Attempts to 
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introduce legislation will be made through the Governor's office, the 

Speaker of the House, President of the Senate, and through the local 

delegation. 

Jackson County will draft the initial authorizing legislation, based on 

legislation introduced in previous sessions. 

The final decision will lie with the Oregon State Legislature. Jackson 

County will rely on the input of the EPA and Oregon Department of 

Environmental Quality to assist in presenting technical and legal 

testimony. 

4.9.4.3 Additional Road Improvement Projects Consistent with the CO 

Attainment Strategy 

In the course of this plan development several sets of road 

improvements and I/M combinations were tested for air quality impacts. 

The network improvement scenarios were divided into three categories: 

Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3. 

The Option 1 network included only committed projects: signalization, 

road improvements around the Rogue Valley Mall, and proposed changes in 

CED parking. 

The Option 2 scenario included all of the measures in the Option 1 

scenario, plus additional road projects. 

The Option 3 included the Option 2 scenario, plus more road projects. 
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The Option l scenario is the strategy adopted in this plan. However, 

it is likely that the City of Medford will implement some or all of the 

road projects looked at, for reasons other than air quality. In fact, 

these projects would hasten attainment though their costs could not be 

justified for air quality benefits alone. 

The following sections describe the Option 2 and Option 3 road 

improvements program. 

Option ~ Plan 

The Option 2 Plan includes all the elements and projects of the Option 

l Plan. It expands the scope of street projects of the Option 1 Plan 

by adopting the following street improvement projects. 

A. '!hree-Lane Central or Re-Locate Central Traffic to Front 

Street 

This project will involve one of two choices. Both appear to provide 

approximately the same level of additional street capacity. Relocating 

arterial traffic from Central to Front may provide for somewhat better 

air quality measures than utilizing three lanes on Central. 

1. '!hree-Lane Central 

TO facilitate three traffic lanes on Central will require the 

removal of approximately 120 parking spaces on both sides of the 

street from 4th to 10th. 

Traffic signals and street signs would require modifications and 

some street work would be necessary at intersections. 
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Three-Lane Central project could be implemented for approximately 

$80,000. 

2. Re-Locate Traffic from Central to Front ----

This option involves building new street connections from Central 

to Front between 2nd and 3rd Streets and from Front to Central 

between 9th and 10th Streets. 

Front Street would be re-built along both curb lanes from 3rd to 

9th Streets to provide for three lanes of traffic with no parking 

permi ttea.. 

Current plans call for converting Central to a two-way traffic 

flow once the Fron'~ Street facility has been removed. 

The cost of this option is estimated at $1,700,000, including the 

signalization, striping and signing revisions to convert Central 

to a two-way traffic flow. 

Which option will be adopted has yet to be approved. 

Either option will improve and speed up traffic flow and reduce traftic 

delay and congestion. 

B. McAndrews Road from Court Street to Jackson Street -------

This project will widen McAndr ews Road from two lanes to five lanes 

from Court to Jackson. Also included will be a four-lane overpass over 

the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. 

Estimated project cost is $2,800,000. 
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C. Ste•wart Avenue from Columbus to Riverside 

This project will widen Stewart Avenue from two lanes to five lanes 

from Columbus to Riverside. Project includes new traffic signals and 

street re-alignment of Columbus at Stewart and Kings Highway at 

Stewart. 

Estimated total project cost is $2,900,000. 

Funding and scheduling of all three projects listed in the Option 2 

Plan and dependent upon the city review process leading to City Council 

approval and voter approval of an arterial street fund bond levy. 

Qption l Plan 

The Option 3 Plan includes all of the elements and projects of both the 

Option 1 and Option 2 Plans. It also adds three street construction 

projects to the list of roadway improvements to be adopted. 

A. Biddle Road E:<tension from Jackson to Barnett 

This project will extend Biddle Road to the south to a southerly 

termination at the intersection of Alba and Barnett. The new roadway 

would be constructed parallel to the I-5 freeway along the edge of 

Hawthorne Park, past the Senior Citizen Center and continuing south 

around the Little League ball fields to a connection at Alba Drive. 
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Biddle Road would be constructed to four lanes with left turn storage 

lanes at intersections and high turning movement locations. Traffic 

signals would be installed at the new intersections of Biddle and Main 

and at Biddle and 10th Streets. Preliminary estimates from the Oregon 

Department of Transportation has indicated that traffic volumes on 

Biddle from Jackson to 10th will be 18, 500 vehicles per day, many of 

these trips would be drawn from Riverside and Central. Cost of 

constructing the Biddle Road extension is estimated at $2,500,000. 

B. Crater Lake Avenue from Jackson to r~ain 

This project will widen Crater Lake Avenue from two lanes to four 

lanes. Project includes new traffic actuated signalization at the 

intersection of Crater Lake Avenue and Main Street. 

C. Crater Lake Avenue Grandview to Delta Waters ----

This project will widen Crater Lake Avenue from two lanes to four lanes 

from Grandview to Delta Waters. 

Estimated project cost is $500,000. 

Construction schedule and project funding for a~l three projects listed 

in the "Option 3 Plan" are dependent upon the city review process 

leading to City Council approval and voter approval of an arterial 

street fund bond levy. 
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4.9.5 PROVISIONS FOR PROGRESS REPORTING 

4.9.5.1 Reasonable Further Progress 

The Clean Air Act requires a demonstration that Reasonable Further 

Progress (RFP) is being made each year towards the attainment of all 

air quality standards. RFP is defined as annual incremental 

reductions in emissions sufficient to achieve compliance wit9 

standards by the required date. 

Figures 4.9.5-1 and 4.9.5-2 display RFP at two sites in Medford. The 

Central and Main site is the location for continuous CO monitoring 

and has been the site of highest concentrations. The Biddle and 

McAndrews site is projected to be the most difficult site to show 

attainment. Both sites' RFP lines represent emissions modeled for 

the strategies included in this plan. Figure 4.9.5-3 displays the 

only hot spot area projected for 1987. 

4.9.5.2 Monitoring Plan 

; 

A monitoring plan to periodically assess the extent to which the 

transportation measures are actually resulting in meeting this RFP 

requirement has been established. The primary indicator used to make 

this judgement will be ambient air quality monitoring. However, 

traffic counts and land use development will also serve as 

indicators. 

The ambient monitoring data will be collected by the DEQ at the 

Medford continuous air monitoring station (site no. 1520119 - 10 N. 

Central) and a station to be installed at the Biddle and McAndrews 

Roads intersection. 
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Quarterly traffic counts will be conducted by the City of Medford. 

The City of Medford will also prepare a quarterly land use inventory 

report. 

4.9.5.3 Contingen~y Provision 

In the case of the region not being able to demonstrate annual RFP, a 

"contingency plan" process to identify and implement additional 

control measures that will compensate for any unanticipated 

shortfalls in emission reductions has been established. The initial 

determination of annual RFP compliance will be made by DEQ. If their 

determination is that RFP is not being met, they will contact the 

City of Medford and Jackson County. 

Jackson County will review the CO strategy elements to see if any 

projects that were expected to assist in pollution reductions have 

been delayed or if projects with an adverse effect have been 

included. The City will review the Downtown PTCP to see if measures 

scheduled for adoption have been delayed. If either agency 

identifies problems with delays., every effort will be made to bring 

the projects back on line. If any transportation projects with 

adverse impacts are identified, they will be delayed while other 

measures are adopted to make up for the shortfall. Any new measures 

that need to be adopted will become part of a revised SIP and will be 

adopted through the consultation of state and local government 

officials, and the public hearing processes described in Section 

4.9.7. 
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4.9.5.4 Annua! Report 

DEQ and the City of Medford will jointly submit a report each July 1, 

for the preceding calendar year which will comply with the following 

requirements: 

A. identification of major new or modified existing sources, minor 

new sources (less than 100 tons/year), and mobile sources; 

B. reduction in emissions for existing sources; 

c. update of the emission inventory; 

D. land use inventory; 

E. ambient CO measurements; 

F. quarterly traffic counts; and, 

G. determination of RFP compliance. 

4.9.5.5 Conformity of fed.eral Actions 

U.S. Department of Transportation rules require that the Regional 

Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program conform 

with air quality State Implementation Plans. Transportation plans 

and programs are determined to be in conformance with SIP's if they: 

A. Reflect reasonable progress in implementing those transportation 

control measures that are called for in the SIP to meet air quality 

standards; and 

B. Do not include actions that would reduce the effectiveness of 

planned transportation control measures. 
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However, in the Medford case, no regional transportation plan or 

transportation improvement program exists. This is due to the fact 

that Medford was not designated an urban area until after the 1980 

census. 

Very little transportation planning has taken place in the local 

area. What planning has occurred has resulted from Oregon Department 

of Transportation work, city and county comprehensive land use 

planning, and the Rogue Valley Transportation District capital 

projects planning. 

The City of Medford has adopted the Parking and Traffic Circulation 

Plan elements in its comprehensive land use plan. 

All projects will still be evaluated in accordance with procedures 

specified in the National Environmental Policy Act. For major 

projects which require an Environmental Impact Statement, a micro-

scale air quality analysis will be performed. If the analysis 

indicates that the project will contribute to or exacerbate a 

violation of air quality standards, all practicable mitigation 

measures will be incorporated into the design of the project. 

Projects and facilities will comply with all provisions and require

ments of the SIP regardless of initial conformity findings by the 

local review process. 
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Prior to any State of Oregon or federal agency guaranteeing funding 

for any project, the City of Medford shall submit findings of 

conformance with the parking and traffic circulation plan, and the 

Department of Environmental Quality shall submit findings that the 

project is in conformance with the SIP. 
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4. 9 • 6 RESOURCE COMMITMENT 

4.9.6.1 City of Medford 

The City of Medford has made a substantial commitment to see the 

provisions of this plan implemented. Adequate funding has been 

budgeted for implementation of the parking controls, and assistance 

to the.Rogue Valley Transportation District for signs within the city 

limits. Street and road improvement projects will be funded through 

voter approval bond sales. 

SUfficient city staff time has been allocated for traffic counts and 

preparation of reports to the Department of Environmental Quality. 

4.9.6.2 Jackson County 

Jackson County has made the necessary commitments to see the 

provisions of this plan implemented. The county has allocated 1. 2 

full time equivalent persons to the program. 

The county has also budgeted funds for public awareness and 

education. These funds will be used in the encouragement towards 

transit and rideshare programs. 

The county has also committed itself to an aggressive effort at 

securing I/M legislation in the 1983 state legislative session. 
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4.9.6.3 Department of Environmental Quality 

The Department of Environmental Quality and Environmental Quality 

Commission have the ultimate responsibility of ensuring all regions 

of the state are in compliance with state and federal air quality 

regulations and standards. As such, they have invested heavily in 

air quality studies, monitoring, public awareness, and local 

government assistance. 

This plan commits the department to continue that level of service 

through the timeframe of the plan. 

form of air quality monitoring, 

This commitment will take the 

reasonable further progress 

determination and project conformance reviews. 
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4.9.7 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS 

4.9.7.1 Designation of Lead ~~ncy 

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners was designated by the 

Governor as the lead agency for transportation related pollutants on 

March 30, 1978. The Environmental Protection Agency concurred on April 

14, 1978. 

Jackson County, in conjunction with the Air Quality Advisory Committee, 

meets the lead agency requirements of the Clean Air Act for air quality 

transportation planning. 

4.9.7.2 Interagency Coordipation 

Interagency coordination between the City of Medford, Jackson County, 

Oregon Department of Transportation, and the Oregon Department of 

Environmental Quality is discussed in subsections 4.9.7.2.1 - 4.9.7.2.4 

of this section. 

4.9.7.2.1 The Medfot:_d-Ash_l."cnd Ai_r Quality Maintenance Area Air QUality 

Work Plan -----

The work plan outlines the overall transportation planning program by 

Jackson County, City of Medford, Oregon Department of Transportation, 

and the Department of Environmental Quality during 1979 through 1981. 

The roles and responsbilities of each agency are shown in Table 

4.9.7-1. 
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Table 4.9.7-1 

Planning Roles and Responsibilities 

Role/Responsibility Agency 

1. Lead agency for air quality planning; Program Jackson County 

Management 

2. Air Quality Advisory Committee support Jackson County 

3. Mobile source emission estimate$ DEQ/OOOT 

4. stationary source emission estimates DEQ 

S. Air quality analysis DEQ 

6. Technical analysis and evaluation of control 
OOOT 

a. mobile Jackson County/ 
City of Medford 

b. stationary DEQ 

7. Implementing regulations and schedules 
City of Medford 

a. mobile Jackson County/ 
DEQ 

b. stationary DEQ 

8. Preparing mobile source control strategies Jackson County/ 
City of Medford 

9. Preparing stationary source control measures DEQ 

10. State Implementation Plan revision hearing DEQ 

11. Hearing and adoption DEQ/EQC 

4.9.2.2.2 Project Participants 

Development of this plan occurred through the joint efforts of the 

following entities: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Depart-
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ment of Environmental Quality, State of Oregon (DEQ), Jackson County, 

Jackson County Air Quality. Advisory Committee (AQAC), City of 

Medford, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), and the Urban 

Mass Transit Administration (UMTA). 

A. Environmental PE~tec~ion Agen<::y 

EPA is the reviewing agency appointed by Congress to ascertain 

that all State Implementation Plans (SIP's) properly address all 

provisions of the 1970 Clean Air Act and the 1977 Clean Air Act 

Arnendmen ts. 

B. Oregon ~.artrn~n,1:. of Transportation 

ODOT is the resource agency for all transportation computer 

modeling utilized in the SIP. All necessary base data was 

programmed into the ODOT computer and, utilizing appropriate 

modeling techniques, statistical projections were developed for 

future traffic levels and speeds based on a number of air quality 

improvement scenarios. 

c. Urban Mass Transit Administration 
~~- -~- -~·~- ·- ~~ 

UMTA is the Federal agency responsible for primary funding (via 

grants) of the SIP. Over the last three years UMTA has committed 

$102,000 toward the completion of the local portion 

(transportation measures) of the state's efforts to meet Federal 

Ambient Air Quality standards for carbon monoxide. 
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D. City of Medford 

The City of Medford, in conjunction with Jackson County, gathered 

base data, conducted analysis of the data, developed attainment 

procedures to achieve Federal air quality standards for carbon 

monoxide, and completed a transportation study of the Medford 

area. 

E. Department of Environmental Quality 

DEQ holds ultimate responsibility for statewide air quality 

planning. Additional responsibility includes stationary source 

controls, air quality monitoring, technical assistance in the 

analysis of control strategies, and related functions. 

F. Air Quality Advisory Committee (AQAC) 

AQAC, the county advisory committee on air quality matters, has 

provided citizen involvement leadership since 1978. AQAC 

accomplishments include extensive public education, air control 

strategy recommendations, preliminary analysis of various 

attainment measures, and other similar activities. See Appendix 

4.9-4 for a list of committee members and entities represented. 

G. Jackson County 

Jackson County is the lead agency for transportation-related air 

quality planning in the Medford-Ashland area as designated by the 
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Governor on March 30, 1978. The County Board of Commissioners 

provides policy direction for conducting the transportation 

planning program. 

4.9.7.2.3 Elected Official Involvement ----- ------- -

Adoption of each control measure will be by the governmental entity 

responsible for implementing the respective measure. 

Each of the AQMA cities and the Rogue Valley Transportation District 

were invited to name an elected official to the AQAC. This allowed 

for elected official involvement throughout the process of review and 

selection of control measures. 

4.9.7.2.4 A-95 Review 

This control strategy is subject to A-95 review. A summary of 

comments is in Appendix 4.9-4 and were submitted to the Environmental 

Protection Agency. 

4.9.7.3 Citizen Participation 

4.9.7.3.1 Citizen Involvelll_"'.nt 

Citizen involvement was provided through the Air Quality Advisory 

Committee, public hearings held on specific control measures, public 

hearings held on this plan, and through submitting certain portions 

of this plan to a public vote. 
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The Air Quality Advisory Committee accomplishments included extensive 

public education through the media, recommendations regarding a total 

suspended particulate strategy, recommendation for a motor vehicle 

inspection and maintenance program, and recommendations regarding the 

Medford Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. See Appendix 4.9-4 for 

public comment. 

Appendix 4. 9. 8 contains the hearing notice and paid advertisements 

pertaining to the control strategy. 

4.9.8 PUBLIC HEARING 

A public hearing was held on -------- A summary of testimony 

is in Appendix 4. 9-4 and was submitted to the Envirol1ll)ental 

Protection Agency. 
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MARK P. O'DONNELL 

EDWARD J. SULLIVAN 

TIMOTHY RAMIS 

KENNETH M. ELLIOTT 

CORINNE C. SHERTON 

STEPHEN F. CREW 

STEVEN L. PFEIFFER 

THOMAS L. MASON 

July 8, 1982 

0'0CJNNELL, SULLIVAN & RAMIS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

BALLOW & WRIGHT BUILDING 
1727 N. W. HOYT STREET 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97209 

(503) 222-4402 

PLEASE REPLY TO POR'TLAND OFFICE 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Bill Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S. W. 5th Avenue 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

CANBY OFFICE 

181 N. GRANT, SUITE 202 
CANBY, OREGON 97013 

(503) 266-t 149 

SAL.EM OFFICE 

EQUITABLE CENTER TOWER 
530 CENTER ST. N.E .. SUl'TE 240 

SALEM. OREGON 97301 
(503) 378-9191 

Re: WQ-SSS-Variance Denial - Mr. and Mrs. John Mullivan 

Dear Mr. Young: 

We represent Mr. and Mrs. John Mullivan Mith respect to the 
above matter. On or about July 1, 1982, Mr. and Mrs. Mullivan 
received a letter from the Department of Environmental Quality 
stating that the hearing on the appeal was tentatively set for 
7/16/82. On July 8, 1982, they received a letter dated July 
7, 1982 setting this hearing definitely for 7/16/82. 

Mr. and Mrs. 
this appeal. 
week of July 

Mullivan have retained me to represent 
I will be out of the city on vacation 

16, 1982. 

them in 
during the 

I will be returning on July 19, 1982. Please reset the hearing 
to the Commission's August 27, 1982 hearing. 

Sincerely, 

771,(Af/l- f: c(} 1 A1C11<-pce~ 
Mark P. O'Donnell 
MOD :sw 

cc: Mr. and Mrs. John Mullivan 
Mr. William Doak Stale ol Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVll<ONMENTAL QUALITY 

(ffi~@~~W~[ID 
JUL () 0 lJfr) 

v l~JOc_ 
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July 16, 1982 

SUBHISSION OF TIME OIL m. BEFORE 
ENVIRONHENTAL QUALITY COill1ISSION 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
STATE OF OREGON 

Re: Tax Relief Applications No. T-1142 and T-1172 



\..__, 

Time Oil appreciates this opportunity to make this presentation to 

the Oregon State Environmental Quality Commission in support of its 

application for certification of two pollution control facilities for tax 

relief. 

BACKGROUND 

On November 20, 1979 and on January 30, 1980 Tirne Oil applied for 

tax credit certification for two projects in the Portland area involving 

the installation of internal floating tank covers for gasoline storage 

tanks. 

After the filings were made there was a lengthy review process that 

contained a number of unexplained delays. (A chronology of the events as 

seen by Time Oil is attached.) 

On August 20, 1981 Time Oil was advised that Time Oil's requests 

for certification would be presented to the Commission on August 28, 

1981. Copies of a staff reports dated July 1981 were attached to that 

notification. Each of those reports concluded that the facilities were 

designed for and were being operated to a substantial extent for the 

purpose of air pollution control. The staff reports went on to conclude 
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that the costs properly allocable to pollution control were less than 

20%. This determination, if accepted by the Board, would have entitled 

Time Oil. to an annual tax credit equal to 1% of the cost of the 

facilities. 

Time Oil's application was not considered at that August 1981 

meeting because the Company requested an opportunity to review the 

figures that· had led the staff to conclude that the costs allocable to 

pollution control were less than 20% of the total project cost. After 

reviewing the figures, Time advised DEQ staff that it was in agreement 

with the staff figures. Accordingly the application was scheduled for 

presentation to the Conunission at its December 4, 1981 meeting. For some 

reason unknown to Time Oil, the application was not considered at that 

meeting. 

By letter dated July 29, 1982, Time received copies of a new staff 

report issued in connection with its applications wherein the staff 

changed its earlier recommendation that the facilities be certified and 

now recommended that the c.pplications be denied. 

THE FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED BY THE COMMISSION 

Oregon Statutes establish the factors to be applied in determining 

whether a facility is to be certified for tax credit. 
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\.___ .. 

ORS 468.170(4) sets forth the following factors. 

1. Was the facility "erected, constructed or installed in 

accordance with the requirements of ORS 468.175 and subsection 

of (1) of ORS 468.165". 

2. Was the facility "designed for and is being operated or will 

operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, 

controlling or reducing air, ~~ater or noise pollution ... 11
• 

3. Is facility necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of 

Chapter 468 ORS and other specified statutes. 

A review of the May 26, 1982 staff reports clearly shows that the 

first and third factors stated above have been satisfied. (See staff 

report dated May 26, 1982, paragraph 4(a) through 4(c).) 

The only remaining factor is the question of whether the facilities 

operate 11 t0 a substantial extent" for the purpose of reducing air 

pollution. It is curious that the current staff reports do not address 

this factor in its summation section. It would appear that this factor 

is the most significant test to be used in determining whether a 

certification should be granted. 

However in section 3 of its May 1982 reports, the staff has 

acknowledged that the facilities were "installed to insure that the new 
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installed tanks would meet the Department's Violatile Organic Compounds 

(VOC) regulations," and further that the Department of Environmental 

Quality had inspected the facilities and that their reduction of voe 

emissions was 233 tons per year for one facility and 400 tons per year at 

the other. Therefore it would appear from section 3 of the report that 

the staff found that the facilities were "designed and operated to a 

substantial extent for the purpose" of reducing air pollution. 

Indeed the identical findings as are set forth in section 3 of the 

May staff reports were made by the staff in section 3 of the reports 

dated July 8, 1981. Those findings in the 1981 report led the staff to 

conclude in section 4 of its sumrnary 

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

There is no explanation as to why the determinations made in 1981 

that Time Oil's floating roofs were installed to insure that the Company 

met the voe regulations and that in fact total of 633 tons of emissions 

were kept out of the air because of the floating roofs, would constitute 

operating to a "substantial extent" to reduce air pollution in 1981 but 

that somehow in 1982 those identical findings no longer constituted a 

reduction in air pollution to a "substantial extent." Certainly the 

staff could not have concluded that hundreds of tons of reduced voe 

emissions is not substantial! But that is apparently what has happened. 

However there is absolutely no reason given for this change of position. 

-4-



\..:_. .. 

It has always been Time Oil 1 s position that the. floating roofs were 

installed for the sole purpose of reducing air pollution, i.e. to comply 

with applicable regulations. Oregon Statutes of course do not require 

that the "sole purpose" for installation be for pollution control. The 

only requirement under the statutes is that the facilities be designed 

and operated 11 to a substantial extent for the purpose 11 of preventing air 

pollntion. 

It is significant to note that the Oregon Legislature did not 

require that the test be so1nething more burdensome such as " a 

predominate 11 or 11 a major purpose" be for air pollution. The test is only 

that of 11 a substantial extent 11
• 

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, Copyright 1979,· defines the 

word "substantial 11 as follow·s: 

a:consisting of or relating to substance b:not imaginary or 
illusory 

Clearly the reduction of annual emissions by 233 tons in one 

instance and 400 tons in the other "relates to substance 11 and is "not 

imaginary". It is submitted that to say otherwise would fly in the face 

of common sense and reason. 

Although it is not entirely clear, it appears that the staff 

concluded that the facility does not operate to "a substantial extent" 

for air pollution purposes was based on its conclusion that the costs 

attributable to pollution control were negligible. (See Staff Report 

dated May 26, 1982, paragraph 4.e.) However that determination has no 
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relevancy to the question of whether the facility operates to a 

substantial extent to reduce air pollution. As discussed below, the 

question of the percentage of costs allocable to pollution control has 

only to do with the dollar amount of tax credit to which an applicant is 

entitled. It is not involved in the question of whether a facility 

should be certified. 

Therefore as reflected in the staff reports.' recognition of the 

reason the Company installed the floating roofs and the staff reports' 

recital of the volume of e1nissions kept out of the atmosphere, Time 

Oil's facilities were clearly designed and operated to a 11 substantial 

extent" for air pollution control, and all of the statutory requirements 

of ORS 468. 170(4) have been satisfied. 

The Legislature stated in Section 4 of ORS 468.170 that if the 

requirements discussed above have been satisfied then the Commission 

"shall certify" the facility. There is no room for exercise of 

discretion or the ability to look to any other factors. Since the listed 

statutory factors have been satisfied, under the provisio;o.,, of ORS 

468.170(4) the Commission is required to certify Time Oil's facilities. 

PORTION OF COST ALLOCABLE TO POLLUTION CONTROL 

This leaves the question of what percentage of the actual costs of 

the facilities is to be allocable to pollution control. 
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The staff report concludes that no portion of either facility is 

properly allocable to pollution control. This dete.rmination was 

apparently based on the staff's conclusion that Time Oil's return on 

investment for the air pollution control facilities was higher than a 

specified bench mark criteria. (Section V. of the Pollution Control 

Facilities Tax Credit Program Guideline Handbook dated August 1981 and 

ORS 468.190 provide five factors to be considered in determining the 

costs allocable to pollution control. Since the staff report only 

discusses one of the five (i.e. return on investment) it is not possible 

to detennine if the other factors were considered). 

However the use of the Factors intended to establish which costs 

are allocable to pollution control in order to determine whether a 

facility qualifies for certification demonstrates an apparent 

misunderstanding of the statutory scheme for certification. 

As shown above, the Oregon Legislature has required that the 

Commission certify a facility if specified statutory factors have been 

met. After that determination has bccc'n made, the question then to be 

resolved is into which of five percentage ranges do the facility costs 

allocable to pollution control fall. 

ORS 468.170(1) provides as follows: 

,,, the action of the Commission shall include certification 
of the actual costs of the facility and, for facilities 
qualifying under paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (1) of ORS 
468.165, the portion of the actual costs properly allocable to 
the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise 
pollution as set forth in subsection (2) of ORS 468.190. 
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ORS 468.190 provDre(s at subsection ( 2) 

The portion of actual costs properly allocable shall be: 

(a) Eighty percent or more. 
(b) Sixty percent or more but less than eighty percent. 
(c) Forty percent or more but less than sixty percent. 
(d) Twenty percent or more but less than forty percent. 
(e) Less than twenty percent. 

(Emphasis added) 

Therefore the function of the determination of costs allocable to 

pollution control is solely to determine which of five tax credit 

catagories the qualifying facility will be placed. It has absolutely no 

bearing on the question of whether a facility will be certified. 

Finally with regard to the question of the catagory into which Time 

Oil's facilities should be placed - the Legislature established the five 

percentage ranges quoted above. It makes no provision for the denial of 

an application if actual dollar costs (after considering return on 

investment) attributable to pollution control are low or nominal or 

indeed, zero. Instead the Legislature has declared that the costs of air 

pollution control must be placed into one of the five catagories. If the 

costs to be so attributed are very low tl10se costs must be allocated into' 

the less than twenty percent catagory. 

CONCLUSION 

Time Oil has satisfied the factors of ORS 468.170(4) necessary to 

qualify for "Certification." The only factor about which there is any 

question has to do \Vith the "substantial extent 11 test. However the 

uncontroverted facts contained in the staff reports show that the 
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floating roofs were installed by Time Oil to comply with air pollution 

regulations and further that 633 tons of air pollutants have been 

contained annually as a result of their installation. This on its face 

satisfies the 11 substantial extent 11 test. 

It is patently incorrect and a gross misunderstanding of the 

statutory scheme to deny certification because the staff has determined a 

low percentage of costs is properly attributable to pollution control. 

Under the statute, that allocation is made solely to determine the amount 

of the tax credit an applicant will receive. Understandably the 

Legislature wanted to reduce the available tax benefit if an applicant 

realized other savings or income as the result of the installation of a 

pollution control facility. But there is nothing to indicate that the 

Legislature intended to completely eliminate the tax credit if those 

other benefits were significant. The fact that the Legislature created a 

range of percentage catagories and established a number of factors to be 

considered when placing a facility into the proper place in that a range 

is the method choosen by the Legislature to take into account any 

economic benefits realized by an applicant as the result of the 

installation of the pollution control facility. 

Also by establishing the catagory of costs defined as "Less than 

twenty percent" is irrefutable evidence that the intent was to allow even 

a miniscule cost attributable to pollution control to qualify for some 

tax benefit. Otherwise the Legislature would have established another 
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catagory that would have reached costs allocable to pollution control 

that were for example less than five percent or one percent or .5 

percent, and which catagory would not result in any tax credit. But this 

was not done and it is submitted by Time Oil that this Commission has no 

authority to attempt to establish any such additional catagory. 

Therefore once a facility qualifies for certification under ORS 

468.170(4), the Commission must grant the certificate and as part of that 

process determine into what percentage range the costs attributable to 

pollution control fall. Time Oil qualifies for certification and based 

on the staff report must be placed in the less than twenty percent 

category entitling Time Oil to the tax credits applicable to that 

category. 

Terrill L. Henderson 

Corporate Counsel 
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ATTACHMENT TO SUBMISSION OF 
TIME OIL CO. 

DATED JULY 16, 1982 
RE. NO. T-1142 AND T-1172 

The following is taken from Nick Weber's log of telephone conversations 
and meetings with the Oregon Department of Environment Quality Personnel 
regarding the two Time Oil Co. Air Pollution Control facilities. 

November 20, 1979 

Time Oil properly submitted its application (T-1142) to th~ DEQ 
including plot plans, cost breakdowns by unit, a CPA firm's certification of 
costs and documents showing approval of the facility by all as called for in 
the instructions. 

January 30, 1980 

Time Oil properly submitted its application (T-1172) to the DEQ together 
i;vith the information described above. 

September 15, 1980 

Nick Weber called the DEQ to inquire why no word had been received on 
our applications and when they would be presented to the Environmental Quality 
Commission Board members. Ray Potts said nothing had been done to date with 
the two applications but Chuck Clinton would get right on them. 

December 4, 1980 

Nick Weber called the DEQ and talked to Clinton. Clinton said he would 
attempt to get approval of the two Time Oil applications before the end of the 
year so Time c:ciuld use the tax credits on its 1980 Oregon State tax return 
when it was filed. 

June 18, 1981 

Nick Weber called for Clinton and he was to call back, but <lid not. 

July 16, 1981 

Nick Weber called DEQ and talked with Clinton who said the applications 
were still in process, but that the DEQ members had agreed among themselves on 
specific Time Oil loss figures from additional data which TDC had supplied. 
He stated the paper work would be ready for the August 28, 1981 Commission 
meeting and Time Oil would receive written confirmation of this. 
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August 24, 1981 

-'"'-../ 

Time O:i.l received the Tax Relief Application Reports from DEQ. We were 
surprised to see only a recommendation that less than 20% of the cost be 
deemed applicable to pollution control. Nick Weber called Clinton who agreed 
to delete our Applications from the August 28th Board meeting so we could all 
go over the calculations. 

September 15, 1981 

Joe Sanzo, the Time Oil Co. Loss Control Manager, and Nick Weber met 
with Fritz Skirvin, Chuck Clinton and Ray Potts at the DEQ office in Portland 
to review the DEQ calculations in depth. It was agreed we would return to 
Seattle with the DEQ formulas and analyze all the data to see if we could find 
any differences. 

September 16, 1981 to October 26, 1981 

Time Oil Co. personnel analyzed the figures, calculations and formulas 
(using AP-42 which is the only published guideline) and concluded there were 
no significant differences. 

October 28, 1981 

Nick Weber wrote a letter to Fritz Skirvin stating we agreed with the 
DEQ findings and instructed him to go ahead and process the Time Oil 
applicgtions as they were. 

November 3, 1981 

Nick Weber received a telephone call from Ray Potts who said that 
applications T-1142 and T-1172 were ready for presentation to the Board at its 
meeting of December 4, 1981. Potts assured Weber that everything was fine and 
Time would receive its tax credits to use with the filing of the 1981 'Oregon 
State tax return. 

March 30, 1982 

Nick Weber called Potts to inquire why Time had not received its tax 
credit certification statements. Potts admitted they didn't get the 
applications in at the December 4th Board meeting and he would check to see 
what happened. 

June 10, 1982 

Potts called Nick Weber to make sure Time Oil Co. knew the DEQ was now 
recommending no tax credits for their two applications to the Board at their 
meeting the following day. Weber inquired of Potts as to why the DEQ was 
doing this when Time and the DEQ had agreed to the figures last fall and the 
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DEQ had promised Time would receive the tax credits. He stated they had 
changed their ·mind due to the theoretical rate of return percent predicted for 
the first year of operation, He stated it was a series of "accidents" on the 
DEQ's part that held up Time's applications for two and a half years. He 
explained that the applications were the first of this type to be submitted to 
the Board recommending zero tax credits and therefore the DEQ had decided to 
make them test cases. If the DEQ position passed the Board the DEQ wouldn't 
have problems with similar applications in the future. Potts then had Jack 
Weatherbee call back. He agreed to hold back Time Oil's applications until 
the July Board meeting in order to allow a representative of Time Oil to 
present its predicament. 
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