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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
August 19, 1983
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AGENDA

CONSENT ITEMS

These routine items are usually acted on without public discussion.

If any item is of spec1a1 interest to the Commission or sufficient

need for public comment is .indicated, the Chairman may hold any item

over for discussion.

A. Minutes of July 8, 1983 EQC meeting and August 1, 1983 special
EQC meeting.

B. Monthly Activity Report for June, 1983.

C. Tax Credits.

VPUBLIC 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

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed

’~% amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission Control Inspection Test

Criteria, Metheds, and Standards (OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350)
specifically affecting the pollution equipment visual inspection,
the engine exchange policy, test method, and licensed fleet policy.

ACTICON AND INFORMATION ITEMS

Public testimony will be accepted on the following, except items for

. 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.

E. Proposed adoption of amendments to. rules governing construction
and use of waste disposal wells, OAR 340-44-005 through 340-44-055.

F. Request for Commission to {1) adopt revisions to administrative
rules 340-53-005 through 340-53-035, development and management
of the statewide Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List;
and (2) approve the FY 84 Construction Grants Priority List.

G. Request for extension of a variance from OAR 340-25-315(1) (b),

veneer dryer emission limits, for Champion Internaticnal
Corporation, Lebanon Plywood Division, steam-heated dryers.

(more}




EQC Agenda -2- August 19, 1983

APPROVED H. ©Public hearing to consider approvallof the Portland International
- Airport noise abatement program (pursuant to OAR 340-35-045).

APPRCVED I. Administrative review of agency-issued permits.

WORR 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 intersst, '

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

DOD20
EQC.AG (5/83)



OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSTION

August 19, 1983

BREAKFAST AGENDA

1. Variance tracking Young

LUNCH

1. Peossible editorial wvisit on Kowalczyk/Young
backyard burning

2. Final legislative report Biles




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

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503} 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: William H, Young
Subject: Variance Tracking

The attached log is a preliminary effort to display a summary of authorized
deviations from agency rules. These instances of recognized non-compliance
take two forms: formal variances and stipulated enforcement (consent)
orders. ‘

The idea of some recording and reporting of this information came as an
inguiry by Commissioner Bishop at your last meeting.

The draft is offered to allow the Commission to decide whether the
information provided is satisfactory in kind and extent, and to direct
the frequency with which it is presented.

The draft follows the format of our program activity report which is sent
to you before each meeting. It could appear as part of that report.

LKZucker:d
2295383

August 10, 1983
Attachment

HD&0

DEQ-46




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE LOG

July 1983
* Source and * Variance From * Date * Date ® On *
* Permit No. ¥  Location % {Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule*
* * * E3 * * *
AIR QUALITY
Weyerhaeuser Bly Particulate Standards 8/31/79 Permanent
Sawmill OAR 340-21-020(1) {b)
{18-0099)
Timber Products Medford Particle Dryer 12/19/80 6/30/83
(15-0025) Standards
OAR 340-30-045(d)
Van Bean Portland VOC Standards 7/17/81 7/1/85 Yes
Shell sStation OAR 340-
( )
Mt, Mazama Sutherlin Veneer Dryer Standards 7/17/81 5/1/84 Yes
Plywood OAR 340-25-315(1) (b) 4/16/82
(10-0022) 4/3/83
7/8/83
Coos County Beaver Hill Particulate Standards 10/9/81 Permanent
Garbage OAR 340-21-025(2) (b)
Incinerators
{04-0099)
Champi on Lebanon Veneer Dryer Standards 4/16/82 7/1/83 No
International OAR 340-25-315(1) (b}
(22-5195)
FMC Portland VOC Standards 10/15/82 12/31/86 Yes
(26-2944) OAR 340-22-170
Carnation Can Hillsboro VOC Standards 10/15/82 12/31/85 Yes
(34-267T) OAR 340-22-170(4) (a) (D}
Champion Dee Vigible Emission 10/15/82 1/1/84 Yes
International Standards
(14-0002) OAR 340-21-015(2) (b)

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME40 (1)

OAR 340-21-030(2) (b)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE LOG

( )

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME40 (2)

Standards
LRAPA Rules 33-065

July 1983
Source and * Variance From * Date * pate * On *
Permit No. *  Location % {Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule*

* * * * * * *
AIR QUALITY (cont.}
Rancho-Rajneesh Jefferson Opacity Standards 12/3/82 Permanent
Funeral Pyre County OAR 340-21-025(b)
{16-0021)
Diamond Bend Fugitive Emission 12/3/82 6/15/84 Yes
International Standards
{09-0001) OAR 340-21-030(2)

OAR 340-21~060(1)
0il-Dri Christmas Fugitive Control 12/3/82 4/1/84 Yes
(19~0018) Valley Standards

OAR 340-21~015(2) (b)

OAR 340-21-030(2)
Boeing Portland VOC Standards 1/14/83 1/1/84 Yes
{26-2204) OAR 340-22-170(4) (j)
Winter Products Portland VOC Standards 1/14/83 1/1/87 Yes
{26-3033) OAR 340-22-170(4) (3)
Mid-Oregon Deschutes Particulate Opacity 7/8/83 11/1/83 Yes
Crushing County Standards
. (37-0174) OAR 340-21-015(2) (b)

OAR 340-21-030
Kingsford Co. Springfield Particulate Emission 7/8/83 9/31/83 Yes




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE LOG

July 1983

*  Bource and * * Variance From * Date * Date *  On %
*  Permit No. *  Location * {Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule*
* * * % * * *
NOISE
Murphy* Veneer Myrtle Log loader noise 6/20/80 7/1/82 No

Point OAR 340-
Med Co. Rogue Noise emission 8/27/82 12/31/83 Yeg

River standards

OAR 340-

Jackson County White Drag race mufflers 5/20/83 10/31/83 Yes
Sports Park City OAR 340~

* . . .
Plant not operating at expiration date.

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME40 (3)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE LOG

July 1983
* Source and * * Variance From * Date * Date * On *
* Permit No. * Location * (Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule*
* * * * * * x

WATER QUALITY STIPULATED CONSENT ORDERS

NOTE:

There are currently seven {(7) outstanding water quality stipulated consent orders:

City of Cottage Grove Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority
City of Cannon Beach City of Seaside
City of Codquille City of Happy Valley

City of Silverton

The Commission recently extended the first five of this list, and redrafting of
expired orders for Seaside and Happy Valley is continuing.

More complete information is being developed and will be available in table form for
the next report.

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME40 {4) i



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTELY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE LOG

July 1983
* Source and * * Variance From * Date * Date * On *
* Permit Wo. * Location * (Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule¥*
* * *® * * * *
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITES
Cannon Beach Clatsop Open Burning 8/26/75 11/1/83 No
( ) County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Seaside Clatsop Opening Burning 9/26/75 11/1/83 No
{ } County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Powers Coos Open Burning 1/13/78 6/30/84 No
{ ) County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Adel Lake Open Burning 9/21/79  7/1/85 Yes
{ ) County Dump Standards
QAR 340-
Christmas Valley Lake Open Burning 9/21/7% 1/1/85 Yes
{ ) County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Fort Rock Lake Open Burning 9/21/79 7/1/85 Yes
( ) County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Paisgley Lake Open Burning 9/21/79 7/1/85 Yes
{ } County Dump Standards
OAR 340-
Plush Lake Open Burning 9/21/79 7/1/85 Yes
{ } County Dump Standards :
OAR 340- ;
Silver Lake Lake Open Burning 9/21/79 7/1./85 Yes é
( ) County Dump Standards J
OAR 340- J
Summer Lake Lake Open Burning 9/21/79 7/1/85 Yes
( ) County Dump Standards
OAR 340~

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME40 (5)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

VARIANCE EOG

July 1983

*  Source and ® * Variance From * Date * Date * On *
*  Permit No. *  Location * {(Rule) * Granted * Expires *Schedule*
& * * * * * *
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITES (cont.)
Mitchell Wheeler Open Burning 4/24/81 7/1/86 Yes
{ ) County Dump Standards

OAR 340-
Butte Falls Jackson Open Burning 7/16/82 7/1/85 Yes
( ) County Dump Standards

OAR 340-

MAR.22 (7/83)
ME4O (6)




THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FIFTIETH MEETING
OF THE

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

AUGUST 19, 1983

On PFriday, August 19, 1983, the one hundred fiftieth meeting of the

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of
Envirommental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Pregent were Commission members
Chairman James Petersen; Vice-Chairman Fred J. Burgess; Arno Denecke; and
Mary Bishop. Commissioner Wallace Brill was absent. Present on behalf

of the Department were its Director, William H. Young, and several members
of the Department staff.

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

BREAKFAST MEETING

1. Variance tracking: The Director reviewed a proposed variance
reporting format with the Commission. Chairman Petersen asked what
legal authority we have for treating some cases as variances and
others as merely permit conditions. The Director said the Department
intends to include in the report format those cases where we have
handled the noncompliance by a permit modification. The Commission
would like a brief explanation for noncompliance in those cases where
a facility is not complying with variance terms. The staff was
instructed to return to the Commission with an expanded report for
further discussion. : _

2. Administrative law course: The Director described this conference
and asked whether any Commission members would like to attend. Jan
Shaw will send each member the conference description, agenda, and
registration forms.

3. Goals & Objectives: The Director reviewed the Department's G & O
planning schedule and invited the Commission members to attend any
sessions they would be interested in. Staff will provide the
Commission with a schedule of those sessions.

4. Teledyne Wah Chang: The Director reported that he had recently
asszessed a $4,000 penalty against TWCA for illegal open burning.

DOD173 -]=




FORMAL MEETING

Commissioners Petersen, Burgess, Denecke, and Bishop were present at the
formal meeting.

AGENDA ITEM A: Minutes of the July 8, 1983, EQC Meeting and the
August 1, 1983, special meeting.

It was MOVED by Commissicner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Denecke, and
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as amended.

AGENDA ITEM B: Monthly Activity Reports for April and May, 1983

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

AGENDA ITEM C: Tax Credits

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

On another subject, the Chairman asked the Director to report on the
progress of the first meeting of the Woodstove Advisory Committee,

PUBLIC FORUM: No one chose to appear.

AGENDA ITEM D: Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on
Proposed Amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission Control
Inspection Test Criteria, Methods, and Scandards (UAR
340~24-300 through 24-350) Specifically Affecting the
Pollution Equipment Visual Inspection, the Engine Exchange
Policy, Test Method, and Licensed Fleet Policy.

The Commission was asked to authorize a public hearing on proposed changes
to the motor vehicle emission testing program rule. Changes are proposed
to the testing schedule, equipment requirements, and inspector licensing
of the licensed fleet program. Housekeeping modificationg in the test
method and criteria sections are proposed. Further modification is
proposed to simplify the underhood inspection procedure for 1974 and older
vehicles and to the engine exchange policy.

The tentative date for the hearing, if approved, would be October 3, 1983,

Director's Recommendation

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

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

DOD173 -2-



AGENDA ITEM E: Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Rules Governing
Constructlion and Use of Waste Disposal Wells, OAR
340-44-005 thyough 340-44-055,

On May 20, the Commission authorized a hearing on a proposed revision of
waste disposal well requlations. The hearing was held on June 24, There
were no objections to the rules expressed at the hearing., There were some
suggestions for clarifying Section (7) of Rule 340-44-(015., Some changes
were made in the proposed rules to address those concerns. The rules were
brought back before the Commission for adopticn,

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
adopt the rules as amended.

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

AGENDA ITEM F: Request for the Commission to (1) Adopt Revisicns to
Administrative Rules 340-53-005 through 53-035, Development
and Management of the Gtatewide Sewerage works Construction
Grants Priority List; and (2) Approve the FY84 Construction
Grant Priority List.

This item is (1) the recommended sewerage works construction grants
priority list for federal fiscal year 1984, beginning October 1, 1983;
and (2) several minor changes to the administrative rules for developing
and managing the priority system. A public hearing on these materials
was held on June 24, 1983. '

In July, the President signed the appropriations bill for EPA which
includes $2.43 billion nationally for this program. Oregon will receive
approximately $27.6 million for construction grants for FY84,.

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 FY84 Construction Grants Priority List,

Scott Huff, City of Gresham sanitary engineer, described the city's
progress in sewering and that it hoped for an upgraded position on the
Construction Grants Priority List in order to take advantage of any
additional money that might beccme available.

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

DOD173 -3-




AGENDA ITEM G:; Request For An Extension Of A Variance From OAR
340-25-315(1) (b} Veneer Dryer Emission Limits, For
Champion International Corporation, Lebanon Plywood
Division, Steam Heated Dryers 1 through 6.

Champion International has requested an extension of the Commigsion's
April 16, 1982, variance from the Department's veneer dryer opacity rules
for the Lebanon Plywood Division. The company has proiected that the
existing steam-heated dryer control system (hogged fuel boiler
incineration) will continue to be inadequate in controlling dryer emissions
because of permanent changes in mill operation brought about by the
recession, Champion has submitted a schedule for modifying and upgrading
the dryer controls which will achieve compliance by September 1, 1984.
The variance extension is necessary to arrange for funding, design,
fabrication and installation of the additional equipment necessary to
complete the upgrading project.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission grant
an extension to Champion International Corporation, Lebanon Plywood
Division's April, 1982, variance from OAR 340-25-315(1) (b), Veneer
Dryer Emission Limits, with final compliance and increments of
progress as follows:

1. Complete engineering and obtain funding to modify the Coen
sanderdust burners and install necessary ducting and related
equipment by March 1, 1984.

2, Issue purchase orders for equipment and contracts for
construction and installation of the burner modifications by
April 15, 1984,

3. Complete burner modifications and ductwork installation
(including ducting of the No. 5 dryer green end stack to the
boilers) by August 1, 1984.

4. Demonstrate compliance with the Department's opacity limits by
September 1, 1984,

In addition, the variance should be modified to limit the number of
aborted steam-heated dryers to 1 plus the green end stack of the

No. 5 dryer during the period of the variance extension. The
quarterly reporting requirement should be modified to replace the
forecasting of future supplies of hogged fuel with quarterly progress
reports on achieving compliance. All other reporting requirements
remain in effect.

Ralph Heinert, Champion International, answered some questions from the
Commission regarding the possible damage to the company in the case that
the requested variance is not issued.

DOD173 _4-



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

Chairman Petersen requested better documentation in the future for finding
of economic hardship.

AGENDA ITEM H: Public Hearing to Consider Approval of the Portland
International Airport Nolse Abatement Program (Pursuant
to OAR 340-35-045).

Portland International Airport is the focus of substantial citizen interest
and discussion regarding noise pollution. TLast August, the airport
proprietor, the Port of Portland, initiated development of an airport noise
abatement plan in accordance with airport noise control regulations. This
plan is now complete and was back before the Commission for public comment
and proposed approval.

The main elements within this plan are those flight operational controls
designed to shift takeoff and landing paths to less populated areas,
primarily over the Columbia River.

The plan also includes major land use and development controls designed

to mitigate existing noise impacts and prevent future impacts. These will
be accomplished through controls such as zoning restrictions and sound-
proofing programs. Some of these land use controls must be implemented

by the appropriate local governmental body responsible for land use actions
while others will be pursued by the Port.

Most of the flight operational controls should be fully implemented by
mid-1984., These controls will reduce the number of people within the noise
impact boundary by 69,000 people, a 39-percent reduction.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve
the proposed Portland International Airport Noise Abatement Program
outlined in this report and Attachment B with the following
conditions:

1. All operational controls shall be implemented within the schedule
shown in Table 2.

2, All land use controls shall be pursued as scheduled, to the
extent feasible, by the Port of Portland.

3. Prior to January 1, 1985, the Department shail submit an
informational report on the status of this abatement program,
an evaluation of implementation progress, and the need to amend
the program,

4, Approval of this program and these conditions is an order of
the Commission and is enforceable pursuant to OAR 340-12-052.

DOD173 s




Lloyd anderson, Port of Portland Executive Director, described briefly
the Noise Abatement Program and introduced Bill Supak to discuss it more
fully.

Bill Supak, Director of Aviation, described in detail the Port's Noise
Abatement Program,

Chuck Sears, FARA alr traffic representative and tower chief at PIA,
answered some questions from the Commission and assured them of his group's
support and cooperation with the program.

Jane Cease, State Representative, approved of the program but hoped that
the DEQ would continue to monitor the noise from the PIA.

Linore Allison, Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods, was concerned about
the west departure patterns because flight altitudes do not provide much
abatement in noise, and she would prefer more distance before flight course
adjustment is made to a final destination route. She continues to be
concerned about commuter aircraft, helicopter, and F-4 aircraft noise over
the neighborhoods which she represents. In addition, she hopes that the
Department will be the agency who will monitor the implementation of this
program.

Mathilda Goldsmith, Hayden Bay Homeowners Association, complained that
since July 1, aircraft have been flying over her neighborhood and asked
what enforcement there would be and from what agency.

George Walker, Chairman of the Rose City Park Association, spoke generally
in favor of the plan and echoed some of the others' concerns and then ‘
introduced Martha Johnston to use his allotted time before the Commission.

Martha Johnston, East Columbia Neighborhood Association, suggested that
Item (a) under Land Use Management Program on page 6 of the staff report
should read "... under existing residential zoning or under the Portland
Comprehensive Plan ..." (Underlined language to be added.)

Gene K. McLaughlin, North Portland Citizens Committee, fully approves of
the proposed Noise Abatement Program.

Billie Graap, Columbia-Bridgeton Neighborhood Association, did not want
new homebuilding to be prohibited in her neighborhood to avoid complete
industrialization of the area.

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

AGENDA ITEM I; Administrative Review of Agency-Issued Permits.

The Commission asked staff to examine the agency permit appeal practices
to see if they can be improved and to bring alternatives to the Commission
for consideration. This item attempts to do that.

DOD173 —5—



Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the Commission take note of this report and direct
staff to use public hearing alternative "D" described on page 6.

Alexander Gordon, attorney representing the Oregon Environmental Council,
reiterated OEC'sS concern that "any aggrieved person" be allowed to request
a contested case hearing,

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

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully yours,

DN A

EQC Assistant

Js:4

DOD173 -7-




THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTII, APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORTY-NINTH MEETING

OF THE

OREGCON ENVIRONMENTAL CUALITY COMMISSTION

JULY 8, 1983

On Friday, July 8, 1983, the one hundred fortyv-ninth meeting of the Oregon
Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of Environ-
mental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission members Chairman
James Petersen; Fred J. Burgess, Vice-Chairman; Wallace B. Brill; Arno
Denecke; and Mary Bishop. Present on behalf of the Department were its
Director, William H. Young, and several members of the Depvartment staff.

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendationg mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 SW Fifth

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

BREAKFAST MEETING

3. Legislative update: Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, reviewed
a summary of the status of bills which are of interest to the
Department.

2. Oregon Sun Ranch - status report: Bob Danko, DEQ Central Region,

reported that the company is now in compliance and no complaints have
been received for at least six weeks.

3. Clean Air Act sanctions policy: -Jack Weathersbee, Administrator,
Air Quality Division, reported on the previous policy of former EPA
head Anne Burford to strictly enforce sanction provisions of the CAA.
The new EPA administrator, William Ruckelshaus, apparently has a more
lenient policy and appears to be more flexible than the previous
administrator. John Vlastelicia, EPA Oregon Operations Office,
distributed a summary of Mr, Ruckelshaus's policy and reviewed it
for the Commission.

4, Tillamook County: The Director reported on discussions he and staff
have held with the County regarding their implementation of the sub-
surface program in that county.

FORMAL MEETING

Commissioners Petersen, Burgess, Brill, Denecke, and Bishop were present
for the formal meeting. '

DoOD25 .




AGENDA ITEM A: Minutes of the May 20, 1983, EQC Meeting

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved. Commissioner Bishop
requested staff to include in the Minutes a report of the total number
of variances issued and in effect. :

AGENDA TTEM B: Monthly Activity Reports for April and May, 1983

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

AGENDA ITEM C: Tax Credits

An addendum to this staff report was submitted requesting the Commission
to deny the request for preliminary certification for tax credit submitted
by Freres Lumber Company, Inc., Lyons,.

Robert J. Pranger, USDA Scil Conservation Service, appeared in behalf of
Vernon Duyck, application number T-1605 for an animal waste control
facility. He reported that Mr. Duyck had relied on his agency to initiate
and to follow through with the preliminary certification process.

Edd Evans, Soil Conservation Service, appeared and affirmed what
Mr, Pranger had said in regard to their presumed responsibility.

Vernon Duyck, applicant, appeared to further explain his reliance on these
government agencies and his private contractor in this matter.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
passed unanimously to grant Mr. Duyck's tax credit (T-1605) because of
special circumstances which included an oversight by government agencies.

It was further MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner

Brill, and passed unanimously to approve numbers 1 and 3 in the Director's
Recommendation.

PUBLIC FORUM

Nc one chose to appear.

AGENDA ITEM D: Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to
Amend Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources,
OAR 340-25-510 through 655, to Include New Federal Rules
for Asphalt Processing and Asphalt Roofing and Five
Volatile Organic Compound Sources; and to Amend the State
Implementation Plan.

Five more federal new source performance standards have been added in

the last year to EPA air requlations. The Department requests hearing
authorization to add these rules to Oregon Administrative Rules and then
delegation to administer them can be sought. The alternative to delegation
would be that EPA would administer these regulations for Oregon sources.

DOD25 —-2-



Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Department to
hold a hearing to consider the attached amendments to OAR 340-25-510
to 340-25-675, rules on Standards of Performance for New Stationary
Sources, and to submit those rule changes to EPA as amendments to
the State Implementation Plan,

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

AGENDA ITEM E: Reguest for a Variance from OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) and
OAR 340-21-030 and Mid-Oregon Crushing Companv Asphaltic
Concrete Plant

Mid~Oregon Crushing Company operates an asphalt plant at Lower Bridge,
seven miles northwest of Redmond. The company is requesting a variance
from both particulate and visible emission limits through the remainder
of this year's paving season., The company received its first variance
from the Commission in July 1981, That variance expired last October.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-21-015(2) (b} and OAR 340-21-
030 until November 1, 1983 for emissions from the asphaltic concrete
plant owned by Mid-Oregon Crushing Company, subject to the company
‘meeting the conditions contained in the Summation.

Robert Johnnie, Mid-Oregon Crushing Company, appeared to speak further
in behalf of his variance recuest,

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
passed that the Director's Recommendation be approved. Chairman Petersen
abstained.

AGENDA ITEM F: Request for Approval of Variance from Lane Regional Air
oo pollution Authority Rules Section "33-065, Charcoal -
Producing Plants, Extension of Final Compliance Date from
December 31, 1982 to October 31, 1983 Granted to Kingsford
Company, Springfield, Oregon, LRAPA Board Order No. 1983-1

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Board of Directors granted a
variance to the Xingsford Company on May 2, 1983, for operation of their
charcoal briquette plant in violation of the emission limit in the LRAPA
charcoal-producing plant rule until October 31, 1983. Kingsford has spent
about $2,880,000 on pollution control-related plant improvements, but the
emission reductions have not been adequate to comply with the rule. The
additional time granted by the LRAPA Board will be used by the company

to complete and evaluate further improvements,
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The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority is required to submit all
variances to the Commisgsion for approval, denial, or modification. The
Department recommends that the Commission approve the variance granted

by the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Board for the Kingsford plant.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission approve the variance as granted to the Kingsford Company,
Springfield, by the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Board of
Directors (LRAPA Board Order No. 1983-1).

Don Arkell, Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, answered questions from
the Commission,

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

AGENDA ITEM G: Proposed Facilities and Time Schedule to . Remove or
Alleviate Condition Alleged Dangerous to pPublic Health
at Ocean View Mobile Estates in Harbor, Curry County,
Oregon; Certification of Approval to Health Divisioh in
Accordance with ORS 431.720

This is a request for approval of preliminary plans, specifications and
time schedule to remove an alleged health hazard near the existing Harbor
Sanitary District in Curry County. (An involuntary annexation to a
sanitary district differs from an involuntary annexation to a city. 1In
this case, approval and certification of plans precedes actual
determination by the Health Division of health hazard. With a city, EQC
action on plans follows the declaration of Health Hazard.)

Director's Recommendation

Based upon our findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission approve the proposal of Curry County, certify said approval
to the Health Division, and inform Curry County of said approval.

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

AGENDA ITEM H: Surety Bonds for Sewerage Facilities -- Discussion of
Alternatives

The Department is having difficulty implementing the statutory requirements
for filing surety bonds for private sewage collection, treatment and
disposal facilities.

This item was prepared to outline the problems and certain alternatives.

The Department is looking for direction from the Commission in narrowing
the alternatives which should be further investigated.
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission discuss the alternatives and
advise the Department on those that should be further developed.

C. Kent Ashbaker, Water Quality Division, appeared and answered questions
from the Commission.

George Ward, consulting civil engineer, offered to share with the
Department some new federal guidelines which might be of help to staff
in dealing with this matter.

The Chairman suggested that staff pursue an investigation into a possible
cash and bond combination in amounts not less than $25,000.

AGENDA ITEM I: DEQ v. Victor Frank

Victor Frank has asked the Commission to review the hearing officer's
decision affirming a 81,000 civil penalty levied against him for
unauthorized field burning.

Mr. Frank relied on the written materials submitted, and the Department
was represented by Robb Haskins, Department of Justice,

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess,; seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
and passed unanimously that the hearing officer's decision be upheld.

AGENDA ITEM J: Relationships with Other Agencies

At the April EQC meeting, the Commission had before them a petition asking
for a declaratory ruling on the Department's decigion not to require a
water quality permit for the spraying of a pesticide to eradicate mud and
ghost shrimp in Tillamocok Bay.

In denying the petition, the Commission requested that staff return with

a report detailing our relationships with other agencies where we may work
with another agency to ensure their permits are adequate to provide
environmental protection. This report is an inventory of those agencies
and the types of activities involved. This report will be followed by
another which will characterize our relationships with these agencies in
greater detail.

This report was accepted by the Commission which looks forward to receiving
the final report in the future,

AGENDA ITEM K: Status Report: Request for an Additional Extension of
Variance From OAR 340-25-315(1) (b). Dryer Emission Limits,
by Mt. Mazama Plywood Company. Supplementary Report to
the April 8, 1983 EQC Meeting.

Mt. Mazama Plvwood Company has been under variance from veneer dryer
emission limit rules since March 21, 1980. Since the initial variance

in 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission has granted three additional
variances -—- on July 17, 1981; April 16, 1982; and April 8, 1983.
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In each instance, the company has failed to meet the conditions of the
variances, pleading economic hardships and inability to raise the funds
to install the necessary control equipment.

It has been brought to the Department's attention that Mt. Mazama Timber
Products, Inc., voluntarily filed Chapter 11 reorganizational bankruptcy
proceedings in May 1983.

Members of the staff met in Sutherlin on June 1, 1983, with representatives
of Mt. Mazama Plywood Company.

It is recommended that the Commission grant an extension to the variance
until the end of the 120-day period allowed for Chapter 11 reorganization
and reconsider the Mt. Mazama variance at the November 18, 1983, meeting.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission grant
an extension to the variance with final compliance and incremental
progress steps for Mt. Mazama Plywood Company as follows:

1. By November 20, 1983, issue purchase orders for all major
emission control equipment components,

2. By December 1, 1983, begin construction and/or installation of
the emission control eguipment.

3. By May 1, 1984, complete installation of emission control
equipment and demonstrate compliance with both mass emission
and visible standards.

Further, that Mt. Mazama Plywood Company continue to supply the Department
with monthly financial data. In addition, the Department is to be informed
by October 1, 1983, of the company's position relative to the outcome of -
Mt. Mazama Timber Products, Inc., Chapter 11 reorganization bankruptcy
proceedings and the forecast of economic impacts upon continued operation.

Jim Kline, General Manager, Mt, Mazama Plywood, appeared before the
Commission to confirm the facts in the staff report and to answer questions
from the Commission.

Chairman Petersen suggested that the Trustee and the parent company commit
to writing an agreement to install the pollution control equipment at Mt.
Mazama Plywood if the parent company is successful in ligquidating
sufficient assets to do so.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded hy Commissioner Burgess
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved and
in addition instructed staff to contact the Trustee and others with the
Commission's concerns that the company's control equipment be allowed to
be brought up to standard.

Chairman Petersen suggested that the Department initiate contacts with
the owners and the Court to secure assurances (either written by the
company or by inclusion as part of the reorganization plan) that the
pollution control requirements be met upon realization of the plan itself.
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. EQC MINUTES :
JULY 8, 1983, MEETING AMENDED PAGE
AMENDED AUGUST 18, 1983

AGENDA ITEM L: Proposed Establishment of Woodstove Advisory Committee

HB 2235, establishing a statewide woodstove certification program, recently
passed both the House and the Senate and has been signed into law by the
Governor. A first step in proceeding toward EQC rulemaking on this issue
is establishment of an advisory committee to assist the EQC in adopting
woodstove emission standards and testing procedures. The staff report
makes a recommendation to establish a specific 6~ or 7-member committee.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the EQC establish the 7-member Woodstove Advisory
Committee as specified in Attachment 1. The Department should also
be directed to request organizations to appoint committee members
who have a strong technical background and experience to address
issues associated with wood combustion and testing methods.

Keith Cochran, Oregon Chimney Sweeps Association, suggested that a member
of his organization be included in the membership of the woodstove advisory
comuittee, if such is established.

Tom Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries, recommended that only technical
personnel be included as members of the committee and others (such as AOI
representatives or members from the chimney sweeps) be included as ex
officio members. He also noted that he was convinced that the Legislature
was particularly firm in assigning the July 1, 1984, compliance date and
expected that date to be strictly held to.

John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council, suggested that an eighth member
should be a representative from the chimney sweeps and went on to suggest
that a ninth person should be a representative from the public health
sector, such as was included on the Coal Burning Advisory Committee.

Commissioner Burgess said he wanted the charge to the committee to be
articulated and submitted for approval by the EQC at the time they
participate in a conference call to approve the membership of the
committee.

Chairman Petersen said he wanted circulated in advance of the conference
call the list of those people being proposed and any possible suggestions
as to who could act as chairman of this committee, He recommended a

7-person committee and wants to follow closely the charge of the statute.

Commissioner Denecke suggested that a member of the chimney sweeps should
be included on the committee. He also wanted staff to have approval power
over the slate of names forwarded to the Commission.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
and passed unanimously to direct Department staff to proceed to formulate
an advisory committee, not to exceed nine persons, consisting of the
representation on Attachment 1 but with the possibility of adding two
more. The agencies will be asked to nominate an individual or
individuals. The staff will come back to the Commission by telephone
conference call, together with a charge to the committee, and a timetable
for action will be included in that charge.
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Commissioner Brill asked that staff send the names and resumes of the
nominees to the Commission at least a week before the conference call in
order to provide time for a proper review.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Jan Shaw
Commission Assistant

Js:d
DOD25
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THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
August 1, 1983

On Monday, August 1, 1983, a special meeting of the Oregon Envirommental
Quality Commission was convened by conference telephone at the offices
of the Department of Envirommental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present

- by telephone were Commission members Chairman Jim Petersen, Vice-Chairman

Fred Burgess, Mary Bishop, and Arno Denecke. Commissioner Brill was
absent. Present in person on behalf of the Department were its Director,
William H. Young, and several members of the Department staff, '

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

SPECIAL MEETING

The woodstove certification bill (HB 2235), as sgigned into law by the
Governor on July 5, 1983, gives the EQC authority to establish an advisory
committee to aid the Commission in the adoption of woodstove emission
performance standards and testing criteria. At its July 8 meeting, the
Commission agreed to establishing a committee and asked the staff to
return with specific nominations and a charge. The Commission convened

to consider the composition of the Woodstove Advisory Committee; to
formulate the charge to that committee; and to establish a time schedule
for action by the committee.

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends that the EQC establish a nine-member wood
stove advisory committee with specific members listed in the summation
of this report. The Director further recommends that the EQC

1) appoint the scientific community representative as chairman;

2) direct the Department to solicit comments to the advisory committee
from Drs. Schade and Campbell regarding establishment of a woodstove
emission standard protective of public health; 3) approve the attached
mission statement as the official charge to the committee; and

4) direct the Department to keep other interested parties informed
about committee activities and to keep the committee informed about
comments made by interested individuals on committee activities.
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After a brief discussion, it was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded
by Commissioner Denecke, to adopt the Director's Recocmmendation, and
further MOQVED to authorize the Director, with the concurrence of the
Chairman, to approve alternate members to this committee should any member
find he/she cannot serve. The motion passed unanimously.

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned and the call
terminated,

Respectfully submitted,

Jan Shaw
EQC Assistant
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VICTOR ATIYEM
GOVERNOA

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting
June - 1983 Program Activity Report

Discussion

Attached is the June 1983 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:

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

2. To obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken
by the Department relative to air contaminant source plans and
specifications; and

3. To provide logs of civil penalties assessed, status of DEQ/EQC
contested cases, . -

Recommendation

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

William H. Young
CASplettstaszer:d
229-6484
July 27, 1983
Attachments
MD26




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

June, 1983
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WQ, SW Divisions June 1983

(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 3 72 3 15 a 1 16
Small Gasoline

Storage Tanks

Vapor Controls 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
Total 3 72 3 75 0 1 16
Water
Municipal 17 176 22 172 0 3 14
Industrial 17 72 9 72 0 0 15
Total 34 248 31 244 0 3 29
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 2 22 0 13 0 0 8
Demolition 1 3 1 3 0 1 0
Industrial 1 21 0 18 0 0 6
Sludge 1 12 2 12 0 0 1
Total 5 58 3 46 0 1 15
Hazardous ‘
Wastes 0 15 0 13 0 0 2
GRAND TOTAL 42 393 37 378 0 5 62
MD26.B
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROHMENTAL QUALITY

ALE QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT

SOURCES

PLAN MCTIONS COMPLETED

DATE OF
COUNTY NUMBER SOURCE ESS DESCRIPTION ACTION ARCTION
noRPa ©37 PRF GgARpNRY COAL DUST SUPP 5YS 04701732 AFPRCVED
LT S TELIPYNT 23H CHANG ) CAUSTIC SCPUBRER N&/03/30 APPROVED
BOPL TTwiR el CAFCESD LACYS LUMERE (3. T2UCY LOADING LN D6/14/8% APPROVED
T’,‘_‘\ -'L._ H i _t-'l,'IC_r'.. L.BH")’\ '3?'3”751_1_1‘17_3_ . ﬁ . _ o
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Adr Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

June, 1983
{Month and Year)

MMARY OF ATIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Recelved Completed Lections Under Regr'g
Month EY Month Fi Pending Permits Pernits
Direct Sources (1)
New 4 32 0 28 16
Existing 2 13 1 22 16
Renewals 13 60 10 160 52
Modifications 4 _43 G S 1) 29 _
Total 23 148 14 259 134 1747 1779
Indirect 3curces
New 0 L it} i 3
Existing 0 0 0 0 C
Renewals 0 0 ¢ 0 0]
Modifications 0 b 2 b 0
Tetal ¢ 10 2 10 3 206 209
GRAND TOTALS 23 158 16 269 137 1953 1988
{1) Number of
Pending Permits Comments
27 To be reviewed by Northwest Region
14 To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region
22 To be reviewed by Scuthwest Region
6 To be reviewed by Central Region
7 To be reviewed by Eastern Region
18 To be reviewed by Program Operations Section
10 To be reviewed by Planning & Development Section
25 Awaiting Public Notice
5 Awailting End of 30-day Notice
134

MAR.5 (8/79)
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DEFARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PEBRMITS 1SSUCD

PERMIT hPPrL. DATE TYPE

COUNTY SOURCE NUMBER I""E}_VI"‘ 515 \TU'G :\F‘{IE\T‘;‘D APPL. PSEL
[ MULTNOMAH CHEVRIN USA, INC. i 2027 04/02782 PLRMIT ISSUDD nv/25/33% ®OD
LJacxsow 34 COMPANTY L o Es OL29_11f1c/ 1T FEAMIT ISSUED OS/“&!BBNRNN i
I DESCHUTES CEHNTRAL NRESON PAVERS 09 D064 JD2/12783 PepMIT ISSUED  US/D1/B3 RHNW
‘LINN THOMPSONS HSILLS 22 1028 OL!O?J’Q? PzeMIT ISSUED O&/01/733 RHW
L MULTHOMAR  MAION _QTL _CO_OF'CALIE 24 1535 02/02/33 PEBMIT I155UL0 0D6/01/733 SNW. §
[ MULTHOMAH ASH SROVE CEMENT CC 26 1821 0L/19/83 FEAMIT 1SSUED 0&/01/483 RuW
L MULTHOMAN S0YD COFFTE COMRANY 24 2477 Q4/07/82 PEPMIT ISSUED 06/01/83 RHY
D WASHINGTON  MERCER IND. INC 3G 7579 04729752 PEAMIT ISSUED On/01/33 RHW
"PORT.S0UACE  YASULNA HEAD JUARE 1NC 37 0133 G3/71/33 PERMIT ISSuED  D6/01/7&3 RNWw
P PORT.SOURCE  WASCO COUNTY LOAD ] 37 GI0S 06720783 PEPMIT {SSUED 06701733 RANW
[DOUGLAS  YOWCALLA TIMBER PRODULTS 10 0035 05/27/33 P:eMIT ISSUED  06/06/83 MOD
P MULTNOMAH FMC CORP FASINE AHND RATL  2¢ 544 Q1713782 PERMIT I5SUED O6/047BIEXT
D MULTNO@AH GREAT Noereaw PRODUCTS. 2¢ 2931 0S/08/9% PERMIT ISSUEE D6/15/83 RNW
CUMATILLA MID-COLUN3IA ASPHALT €0 ° 30 0GN3 36/20/83 FEaMIT ISSUED T 06/23/83 MOD

TOTAL NU®HER SUICY LOOX HREPIRT LIMNES 14




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Adr Ouality Division June, 1983

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTICNS COMPLETED

2  County ¥  Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of *# Aation
® ¥ /8ite and Type of Same ¥ Action %
# $ % ﬁ

Indirect Sources

Washington 3t. Vinecent Hospital - 06/28/83 Pinal Permit
Parking Structure Addition Addendum Issued
(Mcdification), 558
Spaces, File No. 34-7021

Washington Koll Center Creekside 06/06/83 Final Permit

(Medification), 73 Addendum Issued
Spaces, File No. 34-8301

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

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division June 1983

{(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETEDR - 31

e

¥ County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action
¥ # /Site and Type of Same * Action ¥
% * % *
MUNTCTPAL WASTE SCURCES 22
Douglas Twin Rivers Vacation Park 6/15/83 Comments to Owner
On-Site Disposal System and Designer
Roseburg
Douglas Sutherlin 6/17/83 P.A.
Larry Waller Extension
Clackamas Wilsonville 6/23/83 P.A.
City Hall Extension
Hood River Columbia Gorge Resort 6/24/83 P.A,
(American Adventure)
Mosjier
Columbia Vernonia 6/27/83 P.A.
Sewage Lagoon Improvements
Jackson Shady Cove 6/27/83 P.A.
Loma Rogue Estates
Sanitary Sewers
Lincoln Gleneden S.D. 6/28/83 P.A.
Oceanside Properties
Sanitary Sewer
Marion Donald Sewage Collection 6/29/83 P.A.
and Treatment System
Clatsop Cannon Beach 6/29/83 P.A.
Wastewater Facilities
Improvements
Clatsop City of Warrenton 6/30/83 P.A&.
L.I.D. #7
Clackamas Molalia 6/30/83 P.A.

MAR.3 (5/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division
(Reporting Unit)

June 1983

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLE

(Month and Year)

¥ County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action r
¥ ¥ /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action # ¥
% % * % %
MUNTCIPAL, WASTE SOURCES Continued
Douglas Sutherlin 6/30/83 P.A.
Koleno Sewer (Revised)
Clackamas West Linn 6/30/83 P.A.
Sunburst II Townhouse Dev.
Tillamook Bay City 6/30/83 P.A.
Seattle Street Sewer Ext.
Marion Stayton 6/30/83 P.A.
Westown Park No. 10
Douglas Winston Road San. Sewer 6/30/83 P.A.
Winston
Mul tnomah Columbia Shores 6/30/83 P.A.
Sanitary Sewers
Jackson Jackson Co. Dept. of Ree. 7/1/83 Comments to Engineer
Emigrant Lake Rescrt
World Entertainment Co. Ext.
Deschutes Redmond 7/1/83 “P.A.
Casa Bonita Subdivision
Sanitary Sewers
Jackson Medford T7/1/83 P.A.
Alder Creek Unit 2
Sanitary Sewers
Jackson Shady Cove 7/1/83 P.A.
Project E-607-83
Sanitary Sewer Extensions
Clackamas Tri City S.D. 7/5/83 P.A.

MAR.3 (5/79)

Administration and
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Finish Site Work
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

_ _Water Quality Division

June, 1983

(Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

PL ACTIONS COMPLET 31
% County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of * Aetion ¥
® ¥ /Site and Type of Same * Action # &
% # * # *
INDUSTRIA ASTE S 9
Marion Dessert Seed Inc. 6/1/83 Approved
Seed Cleaning Irrigation
System
Brooks
Washington Permapost Products, Inc. 6/3/83 Approved
Pond Liners and Lysimeters
Aloha
Clackamas Avison Lmbr. Co., Molalla 6/7/83 Approved
Pentachlorophencl Control
System
Polk Cyril Klika, Independence 6/13/83 Approved
Manure Control System
Linn National Fruit Canning,
Irrigation Runoff Heturn
Systen
Albany
Yamhill Donald R. Heidgerken 6/15/83 Approved
- Manure Control Facility C :
Yamhill
Tillamook Prince Dairy 6/20/83 Approved
Manure Control System
Tillamook
Clackamas Burns Bros., Wilsonville 6/28/83 Approved
Storm Runcff 0il/Water :
Separator
Douglas Pacific Power & Light Co.  6/29/83 LApproved
Dixonville, 0il Spill
Containment System
MAR.% (5/79) WG2323




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY g
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT 7

Water Quality Pivision June, 1983
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTTIONS

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

Month Fis.¥r. Month Fis,Yr, Pending Permits Permits
LT T T T # %% # %% & /EE £ /%%

Muniecipal

New 0o /1 3 /15 1 /2 2 /a2 2 /5

Existing g /0 o /0 0 /0 g /0 0 /0

Renewals Lo/ 60 /14 4y /1 B9 /12 32 /7

Modifications 1 /1 5 /4 1 /1 5 /4 0 /0

Total 5 /3 68 /33 6 /4 66 /38 34 /12 236/127 238/132

Industrial

New 0 /2 5 /12 2 /3 6 /8 2 /6

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

Henewals 0o /1 37 /34 5 /4 31 /31 37 /15

Modifications 0 /0 ¥ /1 1 /0 6 /1 0 /0

Total 0 /3 he /747 8 /7 43 /40 39 /22 196/ 165 198/72

Aericultu Hatcheries airie te

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

Existing o /0 0 /0 ¢ /0 0 /0 0 /0

Renewals 0 /0 0 /3 0 /0 0 /M 0 /3

Modifications 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 N 0 /0

Total 0 /0 0 /3 0 /0 1 /2 1 /3 3 /13 L /13-

GRAND TOTALS 5 /6 114/83 /11 110/80 T4 /37 435/305 uho/217

# NPDES Permits

®% State Permits
7 General Permits Granted

Note: Number of sources under permits have been adjusted by subtracting the 296 General
Permits.

MAR.5W (8/79) WG2528




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

MAR.6 (5/79)

Portland, STP

WG2319

10

Water Quality June, 1983
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)
PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED
¥ County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Aetion
® # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action #
% % * #
MUNICTPAL AND TNDUSTRTAL SOURCES -~ NFPDES (12)
Lane Pope & Talbot Inc. 6-10-83 Permit Renewed
Oakridge
Lane City of Junction City 6-10-83 Permit Renewed
STP
Hood River Diamond Fruit Growers 6-14-83 Permit Renewed
Central - 0Odell
Hood River Diamond Fruit Growers 6-14-83 Permit Renewed
Packing - Odell
Hood River Diamond Fruit Growers 6-14-83 Permit Renewed
Packing -~ Parkdale
Hood River Diamond Fruit Growers 6-14-83 Permit Renewed
Packing - Van Horn
Klamath City of Klamath Falls 6-14-83 Permit Rehewed
Kingsley, STP
Yamhill Boise Cascade 6-15-83 Permit Issued
Willamina Veneer
Clackamas Forest Park Mobile Village 6-15-83 Permit Issued
STP
- Mul tnomah - Special Asphalt Products 6-27-83 Permit Issued
Portland
Lincoln City of Waldport, STP 6-27-83 Permit Renewed
Mul tnomah Hayden Corporation E=2T7-83 Permit Renewed




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Water Quality

June, 1983

(Reporting Unit)
PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETE

{Month and Year)

¥ County ®* Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action ¥
¥ ¥ /81lte and Type of Same ¥ jction ® #
8 * % % %
MUNICIPAL, AND INDUSTRIAL SQURCES -~ STATE (10)
Umatilla New Life Adventures, Inc. 6-3-83 Permit Issued
Lehman Hot Springs, STP
Mul tnomah Scenic Fruit Company 6-10-83 Permit Renewed
Gresham
Baker Robert Lattig 6-10-83 Permit Issued
Placer Mine - Baker
Grant City of Prairie City, STP 6-14-83 Permit Renewed
Deschutes Starwood Sanitary District 6-15-83 Permit Issued
Bend, STP
Baker Minexco, Inc. 6-15-83 Permit Issued
Blue Alka Claim - Baker
Yamhill Williams Slaughterhouse 6=-15-83 Permit Renewed
Sheridan
Mul tnomah Airco, Ine. - Portland 6-27=83 Permit Issued
Welding Products
Linn Georgia Pacific Corp. h-27-83 Permit Renewed
Millersburg - Resin Plant
Jackson M.C. Lininger & Sons, Inc. 6-217-83 Permit Renewed

Ready Mix - Medford

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES — MODIFICATIONS (3)

Columbia City of Rainier, STP 6-15-83
Coos Weyerhaeuser Co. 6-24-83
Plywood & Sawmill
North Bend
Deschutes City of Bend 6-27-83

MceGrath Road - 3TP

MAR.6 (5/79) WG2319
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DEPARTMENT CF ENVIROWNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

June, 1983

{Reporting Unit)
PERMIT ACTIONS CCMPLETED

(Month and Year)

12

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

& % /Site and Type of Same * Action #

* * * *

MUNICTIPAL AND TNDUSTRTIAL SOURCES = GENERAL PERMITS (7

Cocling Water - Permit N J, File (3)

Linn Richard Dalke 6-6-83 General Permit
(Heat Pump) Issued
Albany

Benton Delmer Nichols 6-24-83 General Permit
{Heat Pump) Issued
Corvallis

Benton Monty H. Brown . 6-24-83 General Permit
(Heat Pump) Issued
Corvallis

Por e Suction Dredges — Permi File 0 (3)

Mul tnomah John Leverrich, Portland 6683 General Permit
6" Suction Dredge Issued
Rogue River

State of Betty Ann Holt 6-13-83 General Permit

Washington Edmond, Washington Issued
3" & 6" Suction Dredge
Iliinois River

Mul tnomah Riek Denhart - Portland 6-22-83 General Permit
k" Suction Dredge Issued
Illinojis River

Gravel Mining = Permit No. 1000, File 32565 (1)}

Douglas Dan M, Parker Crushing 6-13-83 General Permit
Roseburg Issued

MAR.6 (5/79) WG2319




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

June 1983

{(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 Disposal
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Hazardous Waste
New
Authorizations
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

S5C1068.A
MAR.58 (4/79)

Permit
Actions
Received

==

ESNEE VI Y

105

105

116

4

29
12
45

Ui | —

904

Permit

Actions

Comple

11

1

1 =1 =1 0

RN ==

ted

wo D

o= =1 oo

785
795

899

13

Permit
Actions

30

Sites
Under

176

21

102

17

15

331

Sites
Reqr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

176

21

102

7

20

336




DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

June 1983

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

{Month and Year)

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

¥ # /Site and Type of Same # Action ¥ *

# # # %

Lane Franklin Landfill 6/8/83 Permit renewed
Existing facility

Marion Marion Forks Hatchery 6/10/83 Letter authorization
Existing landfill renewed

Coos Westbrook Wood Products 6/23/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Curry Rogge Lumber Sales 6/23/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Grant Long Creek Landfill 6/23/83 Permit renewed
Existing facility

Grant Monument Landfill 6/23/83 Permit renewed
Existing facility

Douglas Glide Lumber Products 6/30/83  Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Andrews Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Crane Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill '

Harney Diamond Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Drewsey Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Fields Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Frenchglen Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Harney Riley Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

3C1068.D

MAR.6 (5/79)
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¥ County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action #*

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

# # ¥ % %

Harney Sod House Disposal Site 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Existing landfill

Lincoln T & L Septic Tank Service 6/30/83 Permit amended
Sludge lagoon

Linn Cox Lagoon 6/30/83 Permit renewed
Sludge lagoon

SC1068.D

MAR.6 (5/79)

15




DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Solid Waste Divisicn , June 1983

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS
CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS, INC., GTLLIAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

# # % L3 ( !uant ity #*
% Date * Type ® Source ®#  Present ¥ Future ®
# % ¥ ¥ # ¥

DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED - 104
OREGON - 24
6/6 Arsenic/mercury- Electronic co. —- 50 drums

contaminated rags,
gloves, etc.

6/6 Cupric chloride Electronic co. -- 60,000 gal.
etching solution

6/13 Chrome trioxide- Electronic co. - 25 druns
contaminated empty
containersa

6/13 Chrome-contaminated Electronic co, 25 drums  =--
adsorbent

6/13 Sodium bisulfite Electronic co. 2,000 lb. =~-
granules

6/15 Isoset resin contain-  Wood product 2,300 1b. ~--

ing latex, inert fillers
and water-soluble polymer

6/15 Paint products Paint manuf. 25 tons _

6/15% Paint sludge Truck manuf. - 27,500 gal.

6/15 Solidified paint Wood product —_— 60 drums
sludge and varnish

6/21 Rosin flux dissolved Electronic co. - 10 drums
in IPA

SC1068.E

MAR.15 (1/82)

16




# * Quantity ¥

% Date # Type Source # Present #  Future ¥

) % % %

6/23 Gasoline-contaminated Spill cleanup 2,600 gal, -=
water

6/27 PCB-contaminated debris Spill cleanup 30 cu.yd, ==

6/27 Caustic-contamninated Spill cleanup 52,420 1lb. --
debris

6/27 Sevin 4 insecticide- Spill cleanup 27,690 1b, --
contaminated debris

6/30 Asphalt tank bottoms Asphalt plant 100 drums =

6/30 Solidified honing oil Smelting - 100 drums
sludge with Zr, Hf and
1503

6/30 Acetone with fiber- Smelting - 6 drums
glass compounds

6/30 Organic lab solvents Smelting - 500 gal.
(MIBK, CCly, acetone)

6/30 Paint thinners/paint Smelting —— 500 gal.
sludge

6/30 Penta sludge Wood treatment — —- 200 drums

6/30 Penta/creosote zludge Wood treatment — —- 50 drums

6/30 Obsolete pesticides State agency - 10 drums
and empty containers

6/30 Leaded gasoline tank Storage facil. 6,000 gal., 3,000 gal.
bottoms :

6/30 Zn chloride aludge Zine electro- - 1,200 gal.
with hydraulic oil plating

WASHINGTON - 59

6/6 Stoddard solvent from Fed. facility -— 1,500 gal.
aircraft parts cleaning

6/6 Ignitable paint epoxy Fed. facility - 15 drums
remover

6/6 Triecresyl phosphate Fed. facility - 10 drums
flame retardant

SC1068.E

MAR.15 (1/82)




¥ # % !!uant;‘tx #*
# Date #% Type # Source #  Present Future ®
% 2 % # #
6/6 Ignitable paint sludge Fed. faecility - 200 drums
6/6 Caustic solution with  Superfund proj. 20,000 -
heavy metals from gal.
Western Processing
6/6 PCB-contaminated Superfund proj. 10 cu.yd. --
cleanup debris from
Western Processing
6/6 PCB capacitors from Superfund proj. 3 units -
Western Processing '
6/10 Paint sludge Paint manuf. - 5 drums
6/13 Creosote tank bottoms  Wood preserving 60 drums 100 druums
6/13 Arsenic-contaminated Wood preserving 50 drums 75 drums
tank bottoms and filter
bags
6/13 Penta tank bottoms Wood preserving 60 drums 100 drums
6/13 Creosote tank bottoms  Wood preserving 60 drums 100 drums
6/14 Solvents: trichloro- Fed. facility - 115 drums
ethylene/triethylene
glycol/Freon 113
6/14 01d paints and paint Fed. facility - 20,000 cu.ft.
sludge
6/ 14 Paint thinners Fed. facility - 480 drums
6/14 Bilge oil slop Fed, facility - 800 drunms
6/14 Cyanide bearing Fed. facility - 5 drums
plating sludge
6/14 EPA Priority Pollutant Fed. facility - 2 drums
Kit
6/14 OSHA Regulated Fed. facility - 2 drums
Chemical Kit
6/14 Solid lithium hydrox-  Fed. facility - 20 drums
ide
6/14 Acid sclutions HCI, Fed. facility - 25 drums
glycolic acid and
acetic acid
SC1068.E
MAR.15 (1/82)
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% # # Quantity ¥
% Date * Type # Source #  Present Future #
# % % # ¥
6/15 Miscellaneous lab chem, Electronic co., -- 1 drumg
6/15 Dewatered leaded gaso- Waste processor -- 120 drums
line tank bottoms
6/21 PCB oils University - 20 drums
6/21 PCB transformers University - 20 units
6/21 Drained PCB transfor- University - 10 units
mers
6/21 PCB capacitors University - 500 cu,ft.
6/21 PCB-contaminated solids University —_ 5 drums
6/21 Contaminated tar 0il co. 15 drums  ~-—
6/23 Ignitable lab chemicals Tools manuf, - 25 drums
6/23 Paint sludge Paint manuf. - 8 drums
6/23 Alkyd resin-based Al Roof coatings 32 drums -
with mineral spirits
6/23 Coal tar-contaminated Roof coatings 114 drums --
asphalt with mineral
spirits
6/23 Mineral spirits- Roof coatings - 100 drums
contaminated water
6/27 Triaryl phosphate Shipyard - 492 drums
hydraulic fiuid/Freon
still-bottoms and paint
sludge with lead
6/27 Tertiary butyl perben- Fiberglass 68 gal. -
zoate catalyst manuf.
6/27 Caustic sludge 0il refinery - 100 drums
6/27 Leaded tank bottoms 01l refinery - 60 drums
solids
6/27 Leaded tank bottoms 0il refinery - 60 drums
sludge
6/27 Printing ink sludge/ Ink manuf. - 15 drums
mineral spirits
SC1068.E

MAR.15 (1/82)
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% % % “uantjtj[ #
# Date ¥ Type ¥ Source #  Present Future &
% % # # #
6/27 Paint stripper methy-  Shipyard - 12 drums
lene chloride/toluene
6/27 Corrosive lab chemicals Research facil, =~ 10 drums
6/27 Ignitable lab chemicals Research facil, == 20 drums
6/27 Poison B lab chemicals Research facil., -- 20 drums
6/27 PCB capacitors Paper co. - 6 drums
6/27 PCE liquids Paper co, - 2 drums
6/27 Lime kiln bricks con-  Paper mill -— 200 tons
taining chrome
6/27 Dry paint sludge and Foundry - 1,200 drums
contaminated filters
6/27 0ily sludge and conta- Foundry — 24 drums
minated booms, absor-
bent, etec.
6/27 Wet paint sludge Foundry - 12 drums
6/27 Asbestos cement bottom Foundry - 24 drums
boards with paint sludge
6/27 Paint thinners Foundry - 12 drums
6/27 Stoddard cleaning sol- Foundry - 12 drums
vent with toluene,
mineral spirits, etc.
6/27 PCB-contaminated rags, Al reduction -— 2 drums
clothing, etc.
6/27 PCB oils Al reduction - 10 drums
6/27 PCB-contaminated fluid Al reduction - 25 drums
6/27 PCB-contaminated Superfund proj. 200 drums -~
liquid from Western
Processing
6/28 PCB capacitors Chemical co. - 2,600 1b,
6/28 PCB transformers Chemical co. - 1,800 gal.
SC1068.E
MAR.15 (1/82)




MAR.15 (1/82)

¥ # ¥ # Quantity &
¥ Date ¥ Type Source * Present Future *
# ® % ¥
OTHER STATES - 21
6/6 Paint asludge Can coating (HI) 26 drums 12 drums
6/10 Arsenic-contaminated Chemical co. 9,300 gal. ~=
diisopropanolamine/ (AK)
oxazolidone sludge
6/15 Lead-contaminated soil 0il refin. (MT) 300 tons --
6/15 Iron chromate shift 01l refin. (MT) -- 200 drums
catalyst
6/15 PCB-contam. solids PCB treat. (AK) -~ 2,000 drums
6/15 Asbestos Asbestos remov, =-- 2,000 cu.ft.
project (MT)
6/15 PCB-contaminated Railroad co. - 500 gal.
transformers (ID)
6/15 PCE transformers Railroad co,(ID) ~- 500 gal.
6/16 Battery acid Research facil. -- 37 cu.ft,
(ID)
6/16 Dilute formaldehyde Research facil, e 200 gal,
solution {(ID)
6/16 Dilute formaldehyde/ Research facil., =~ 500 gal.
mercuric nitrate sol. (ID)
6/21 PCB transformers Fed. agency (AK) 37 cu.ft., ==
6/21 PCB oils Fed. agency (4K) 37 cu.ft., =--
6/21 PCB~contam. solids Fed. agency {AK) 37 cu.ft. ==
6/21 Household chemicals State agency 200 drums --
(AK)
6/21 PCB capacitors Food proc. (ID) ~- 2,000 1b.
6/21 PCB transformers Food proc. (ID) == 2,200 gal.
6/21 Emulsified oil-water Shipyard (HI) - 2l drums
6/21 Sump water with Shipyard (HI) - 48 drums
methylene chloride,
phenolics and oil-
water emulsion
SC1068.E




¥ # #® !!uantjtl[ %
% Date #¥ Type Source ¥ Present * Future #
# % # * %
6/23 Tetraethyl lead- Chemical co. 340 gal. -
contaminated oil {AK)
6/30 PCB capacitors . Research fac. - 12,000 1b.
(ID)

3C1068.E
MAR.15 (1/82)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noilse Control Program

June, 1983

{Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions
Initiated Completed
Source
category Mo FY Mo FY
Industrial/ 11 95 10 86
Commercial
Airports 1 12

(Month and Year)

Actions
Pending

Mo  last Mo

113 112




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program June. 1983
: (Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

*

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

Clackamas Canby Sewagée Treatment Plant 6/83 Noise discontinued
Canby

Multnomah Brachonelii Car Repair €/83 Ne violation
Portland :

Multnomah Grain Elevator 6/83 No violation
Portland

Multnomah Humming Noise West of Mt. Tabor §/83 No viclation

Mul tnomah Northwest Retreaders, Inc. 6/83 No violation
Portland

Multnomah Unknown high pitched noise 6/83 Noise discontinued
Portland

Washington Courtesy Auto Body 6/83 © In compliance
West Slope

Washington Dandy Tdion bay Care Center 6/83 No further action
Portland

Linn Morse Brothers {uarry 6/83 No wviolation
Lebanon

Josephine Copeland Sand and Gravel 6/83 In compliance
Murphy

Coos Benham Airport 6/83 Boundary approved
Coquille

24




CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

1983

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF JUNE, 1983:

Name and Location
of Viclation

Case No. & Type
of Violation

Economy Auto Parts, Inc.

Portland, Oregon

Michael A. Collatt
Cooa Bay, Oregon

Candi Van Hook
Astoriz, Oregon

Royal Acker
Corvallis, Oregon

David Roster and
Wilda Roster dba/
Western Professional
Metal Finishing
Clackamas County

Mark E. Riddle
Multnomah County

Mid-Oregon Crushing
Co., Inc,
Deschutes County

(GB2380

AQOB-NWR-83-52
Open burhned
commercial wastes

(a couch).

S3-SWR-83-56
Repaired an on-site
sewage disposal sys.
without obtaining a
permit.

AQOB-NWR-83-53
Open hurned

. prohibited materials.

AQOB-WVR-83-54

Open burned demolition

waste.

WQ-NWR-83-60
Operating a disposal
system without a
permit and discharg-
ing waste water to

surface of the ground.

AQOB-NWR-83-61

Open burned construc-
tion/demclition waste,.

AQ-CR-83-62
Operated an air
contaminant source,

an asphaltic concrete

plant, without a
permit.

6-6-83

6-13-83

6-13-83

6-13-83

6-17-83

6-21-83

6-28-83

Date Issued Amount

$50

$100

$50

$250

$500

$250

$500

Status

Paid 6-24-83.

Awaiting response
to notice.

Awaiting response
to notice,.

Certified mail
returned unclaim-
ed. Notice sent
to sheriff's
office for
personal service.

Certified mail
returned unclaim-
ed. Notice sent
to sheriff's
office for
personal service,

Awaiting service

confirmation.

Awaiting response
to notice,




JUNE 1983
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

LAST
ACTIONS MONTH 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 Qut/Option for EQC Appeal
Appealed to EQC

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

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15-AQ0-NWR-81-178

B OWWm NP O

|m )
] B OO | ko HWHE

[ %]

mowcwlc

1

15th Hearing Section case in 1981 involving Air
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1981; 178th enforcement action
in the Department in 1981.

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AGl Attorney General 1

AQ Air Quality Division

AQOB Air Quality, Open Burning

CR Central Region

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

ER Eastern Region

FB Field Burning

FWO Prank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

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

drngs Hearings Section

LMS Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit,

NWR Northwest Region

0ss On-Site Sewage Section

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

RLH Robert L. Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Rem Ordex Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

58 Subsurface Sewage (now 0S8S)

sw Solid Waste Division

SWR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

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

VAR Van Rollias, Enforcement Section

WO Water Quality Division

WVR Willamette Valley Region

CONTES.B {2}

26




June 1983

DEQ/EQC Contested Case LO9Y

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rost Rfrrl Atty Date Code Type & Ro. Status
WAH CHANG' 04/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 16~pP-WO-WVR-73~2849~J Curreat permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 RLH Prtys 03-P-WO-WVR~78-2012-J Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
M/V TOYOTA MARD 12/10/79 12/12/7% RIH Hrgs 17=-WO=NWR=79~127 Settlement being dis-—
No. 10 0il Spill Civil Penalty cussed. Limited summary
of §5,000 ruling requested.
PULLEN, Arthur W. 87/15/81 07/15/81 RLH Prtys 16-WQ-CR-81-60 Dept. dees not wish to
dba/Foley Lakes . viclation of EQC actively pursue further
Mobila Home Park Order, Civil Penalty enforcement action pend-
of $£500 ing expected progress in
establishing a community
sewage facility.
FRANK, Victor 09/23/81 09/23/81 LMS 06/08/82 Resp 19-A0-FB-81-05 EQC denied appeal.
FB Civil Penalty Resp. must seek gourt
of 31,000 review by 9/12/83.
GATES, Cliffora 10/06/81 MS 08,/23/83 Prtys 21-55-5WR-81-90 Hearing scheduled.
83 Civil Penalty
of $275
SPERLING, Wendell 11/25/8L1 11/25/81 LMS 63/17/83 Hrgs 23-AQ-FB-81-15 Decision due.
dba/Sperling Farms FB Civil Penalty
of $3,000
NOFZIGER, %eo 12/15/81 01/06/62 LMS 06/29/82 Prtys 26=AQ=-FB=-81-18 Decision issued 6/30/83.
FB Civil Panalty Must appeal by 8/1/83.
of $1,500
PULLEN, Arthur 03/16/82 93/29/82 RLH Prtys 28-WO-CR~82-16 See companion case above.
dba/Foley Lakes Violation of EQC
Mobile Home Park Order, Civil Penalty
of $4,500
BQW'ERS—EXEAW{TfHG—--ﬂ57/297‘6-2-——BS;‘ESfGi———bMS*-*-ﬂ67’&87‘33—-—--?!!ys————SG-SW-GH-SE-S‘i ——————————— BOC-approved-stipu=—-—
&—FENEENG T~ ENE SWH-S4vil-Penatby Lakad Setflemons-oi-
BT L 1 T B §F750-en-7/8/83+—
OLINGER, Bill 09/10/82 09/13/82 RILH 10/20/83 Priys 33-WO-MNWR-82-73 Hearing scheduled.
Ine. WQ Civil Penalty
of $§1,50C
TOEDTEMEIER, 09/10/82 09/13/82 LMS 07/14/83 Hrgs 34-AQ0B-WYR-82-65 Dacision due.
Norman OB Civil Penalty
of $250
SYLER, Richard B. 09/20/82 09/28/82 VAK 05/24,/83 Hrgs 15~AQ0B-WYR-82-76 Decision due.
08 Civil Penalty
of $100.
FIREBALL 09/27/82 RIH PLtys 38-33-5WR—~B2-85 2 repair permit has
CONSTRUCTION CORE. Remedial actiecn been issued. Hearing
& Glenn Dorgey Order deferred pending
resolution of eaviron—
mental problem.
TIPPET, James 12/02/82 12/06/82 LMS 09/15/82 Prtys 39-AQ~-FB-82-AGLl Hearing scheduled.
Ag. Burning Civil
Penalty of $50
GIANELLA, Vermont 12/17/82 12/28/82 VAR G9/20/83 Prtys 41-AQ=FB~§2~03 Hearing scheduled.
FB Civil Penalty
of $1,000
SCHLEGEL, 12/30/82 01/03/83 VAK 10/09/83 Hrgs 43-AQ-FB-82-05 To be scheduled.
George L. {tentative} FB Civil Penalty
of $400
FAHGN, Jay 01/03/83 01/07/83 LMS 10/12/83 Prtys 44-AQ-FB~B2~07 T¢ be scheduled,
dba/Faxon Farms {tentative) FB Civil Penalty
of $1,000
MARCA, Gerald 01/06/83 01/11/83  LMS 08/10/83 Prtys 45-55-SWR-82~101 Hearing scheduled
’ 588 Civil Penalty
of $500,
46-53-SWR-82-114
Remedial Action
Order
CONTES . TR July 27, 1983
D P
Fagt {




June 1983

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Brng DEQ Heng Resp Case Case
Nanme Rst Rfrrl Atby Date Code Type & No. Status
ALTHAUSER, 01/28/83 02/03/83 LMS 11/09/83 Priys 47-SW-NWR-82-111 preliminary Issues
Glenn L. (tentative} Solid Waste Civil
Penalty of 5350
OREEON 927401483 Resp 48-Deetasatory Appeal-time-expireds
ENVIRONMENYAR Ruking ~Eage-giogeds——
€0BNETR
HAYWCRTH FARMS, a1/14/83 02/28/83 Prtys 53-a0-FB-82-09 Preliminary Iasues
INC., and FB Civil Penalty
HAYWORTH, John W. of $1,000
OREGON SUN RANCH 04/04/83 04/12/83 RLH priys 51-A0-CR-81-233 Preliminary Issues
AQ Civil Penalty
of $500.
MoINNIS ENT. 06/17/83 06/21/83 IMS Prtys 52-55 /SW-NWR~83-47 Preliminary Issues.
SS/8W Civil Penalty
of $500.

CONTEE.TA

28 July 27, 1983




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM

T0o:
From:

Subject:

Environmenial Quality Commission

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

Environmental Quality Commission
Director
Agenda Item C, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the Commission take the following actions.

1. Approve tax credit applications:

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1514 Internatiocnal Paper Company Caustic plant mud washer

T-1612 Boise Cascade Corporation Air lock fuel feeders

T-1613 Boise Cascade Corporation Baghouse

T-163i4 Boise Cascade Corporation Multiclone ash collector

T-1616 Bohemia, Inc. Scrubbers

T-1617 Bohemia, Inc. Scrubbers

T-1618 Cagcade Construction Co., Inc. Baghouse upgrading

T-1620 Boise Cascade Corporation Scrubber

T-1622 Boise Cascade Corporation Scrubbers

T-1624 Continental Brass, Inc. Heavy metal removal and
cyanide destruction system

T-1625 Shell 0il Company Gasoline vapor recovery system

T-1626 Shell 0il Company 55 gagoline vapor recovery systems

T-1632 Stayton Canning Co. Coop. pE monitoring system

T-1633 Paul E. Carroll Manure control system

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1049 issued to West Harvard
Furniture Company asg the certified equipment has been sold (see review report).

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate 562 igsued to Woodfold-Marco
Manufacturing Company and reissue it to Weoodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc. (see
review report).

DEQ-46
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3. Revoke 27 Pollution Control Facility Certificates issued to Weyerhaeuser
West Coast, Inc. and reissue them in the name of Weyerhaeuser Company.

Certificates: 354, 383, 384, 400, 429, 495, 559, 608, 611,
644, 652, 653, 654, 778, 781, 886, 887, 889,
924, 985, 986, 1081, 1134, 1135, 1136, 1172

William H. Young
CAsplettstaszer
229-6484

7/27/83
Attachments
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PROPOSED AUGUST 1983 TOTALS

Alxr Quality $ 2,419,258
Water Quality 206,918
Solid/Hazardcous Waste -0-
Noise -0-

§ 2,626,176

CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS TO DATE

Alr Quality $ 6,271,902
Water Quality 27,076,105
Solid/Hazardous Waste 1,329,526
Noise -0-

$34,677,533




Application No. T=1514

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

3.

Applicant

International Paper Company
Industrial Packaging

P.0, Box 851

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,

soripti C e c

The facility described in this application consizts of a caustic plant
mud washer,

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 May %, 1979,
completed on February 1, 1980, and the facility was placed inteo
operation on February 1, 1980.

Facility Cost: $528,101.68 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Applicatiocn

The claimed facility, a caustic plant mud washer, employs a clarifier
consisting of a tank, drive mechanism, center shaft with rake arms,
adjustable weir, and a support truss, Installation of this facility
which replaced a previocus mud washer employing a thickener was
required to control Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) emissions, primarily
hydrogen sulfide, from the lime kiln stack and to handle the
additional mud associated with the plant expansion. The mud washer
controls the TRS emissions by efficient washing of the lime mud,
effectively reducing the amount of highly scluble sodium sulfide
reaching the lime kiln where it would react to form hydrogen sulfide.

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel and
has been found to be operating in compliance with regulations and
permit conditions. i
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ul

W.d.

The applicant reports that the additional amount of sodium suilfate
collected annually by the new mud washer is approximately 2624 tons,
The value of this material is approximately $368,665.99., The annual
operating expense of the claimed facility is $21,443.87 and consists
of the following items:

Maintenance - $18,778.20
Utilities - 1,709.81
Insurance - . _955.86
Total $21,443.87

The annual value of the sodium sulfate collected exceeds the annual
operating expenses before taxes, execlusive of depreciation, by
$347,222.12, The resulting rate of return on the investment (ROI)
determined by the procedures established in the "Tax Credit Guidance
Handbook® is greater than 50%. Therefore, less than 20% of the
claimed facility cost is allocable to peliution control,

The application was received on March 29, 1982, additional information

was received on May 31, 1983, and the application was considered
complete on May 31, 1983.

Summztion

a. Facility was constructed in accordanee 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, coniroclling, or reducing
air polliution,

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

‘e, The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is less than 20%.
Director's Recommendatio

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

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $528,101.68

with less than 20% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T~1514.

FULLER:a

AA3502
(503) 229-5T49
June 28, 1983




Application No. T=-1612

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corp.

Independence Plywood Plant

P. O. Box 50

Boise, Tdaho 83728

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at Independence.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application are two rotary air lock fuel
feeders for the hogged fuel boiler.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on November 7,
1977 and approved on November 14, 1977,

The facility was constructed and placed into operation after November 7, 1977.
Facility Cost: $9283.93 (Documentation by copies of invoices was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

To provide improved control of cembustion air to the hogged fuel boiler, two
rotary air locks were installed in the fuel feeders. A particulate scurce test
conducted prior to the installation showed variations in emissions which could
have been attributed in part to irregular and uncontrolled entrance of air

into the combustion chamber.

This installation may have had some benefits to process control. However, a
substantial purpose of the project was for pollution contrel and no significant
operational savings are identifiable. A particulate source test has demonstr-
ated compliance and with emissions much lower than was shown to exist prior to
the ingtallation of the air locks.

The $9283.93 cost of the project should be allocated to poliution centrol
at 80% or more.

The application was received on March 24, 1983 and was considered complete on
March 28, 1983,
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4. Summaticn

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 subsgtantial 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
polluticn 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 $9283.93 with 80% or more
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application No, T-1612.

L. Kostow:h
{503) 229-5186
July 19, 1983




Application No. T=1613

State of Cregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1'

2.

3.

4.

Applicant
Boise Cascade Corp.
P.0, Box 50

Boise, ID 83728

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at Valsetz, Oregon.

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

Qggc:;pt;og of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a baghouse to control
sanderdust emissions from an existing cyclone on z fuel bin.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on

May 19, 1977, and approved on May 25, 1977.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June 1977,
completed on July 24, 1977, and the facility was placed into operation
on July 25, 1977,

Facility Cost: $36,625 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Application

Boise Cascade Corporation installed a Clarke's bagfilter to control
sanderdust emissions from an existing cyclone located on a fuel bin.
Bagfil ter control is accepted as the best practicéable air emission
control for sanderdust. The source is in compliance with the
Department's rules.

The primary purpose of the facility is pollution control. There is no
economic benefit from operating the facility, therefore 80% or more of
the cost is allocable to pollution control tax credit,

The application was received on March 2%, 1983 and considered complete
on March 29, 1983,

i) tio

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

b, Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1)(a).
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c. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing
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 $36,625
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1613.

D.K. NEFF:a
(503) 229-6480
July 15, 1983
AA3576



Application No. T-1614

State -of Oregon
Department of Envirornmental Quality

Applicant

North Santiam Plywood Co,

P. 0. Box 377

Mill City, Oregon 97360

The applicant leases and operates a plywood plant at Mill City.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application ig a multiclone ash collector
used in conjunction with the- Fnergy Products of Idaho "fluid flame" heat
source for the veneer drvers.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on July 22,
1981 and approved on September 4, 1981,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on December 1, 1981,
completed in August, 1982, and the facility was placed inte operation on
May 10, 1983,

Facility Cost: $173,470 (Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

North. Santiam Plywood Co. installed a wood waste fired facility to supply
heat to the three soft wood veneer. dryers. The drvers were previously gas
fired. The total cost of the project was 52,184,926 including $173,470
claimed for pollution contrel eguipment.

The clafmed pollution control equipment is a multiclone to reduce the amount
of unburned particulate matter which would enter the atmosphere via the veneer
dryers. Upon request for additional cost support information, the applicant
submitted documents indicating-material costs of $207,682 for the multiclone,
ash handling system and insulation on the multiclone. No cost of installing
the equipment was docimented.

The Company has advised the Department that they don't wish to revise the tax
credit c¢laim, but rather maintain the elaim for $173,470 for the multiclene.

They have applied for and received energy tax credit on the rest of the project.

The Department believes that the eligiblé expenses of cost of the multiclone,
the additien of outside jinsulation and installation would exceed the claimed
amount.

The system has demonstrated compliance with. applicable alr quality control
rules.

The multiclones may provide some benefit to the process in preventing
contamination of the veneer with ash; however, it iIs substantially a
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pollution control device. There is no identified economic advantage to
the multiclone, and 80 percent or more of the cost is allocable to
pollution control.

The application was received on March 28, 1283, additional information
was received on April 18, 1983, and the application was considered
complete on April 18, 1983.

4. Summation

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

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

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

pollution.

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is reccmmended that a Pollution
Control Faclility Certificate bearing the cost of $173,470 with 80% or more
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application No. T-1614.

L. Kostow:h
(503) 229-5186
July 20, 1983




Application No. T=1616

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1-

2.

Applicant

Bohemia, Inc.,
Junction City Flant
2280 Oakmont Way
Eugene, OR 97401

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer and plywood
manufacturing plant at Junction City.

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

es on of C ed Fac "

The facility described in this application consists of two Burley
Industries scrubbers installed on the two existing veneer dryers,

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

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
November 17, 1980, and approved on January 6, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the c¢laimed facility on December 1,
1980, completed and placed into operation on March 1, 1982.

Facility Cost: $267,581.54 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
tion of

Bohemia, Inc., installed a Burley scrubber system (Model C-3) on each
of two veneer dryers at their green veneer and plywood plant at
Junction City., The project included performing various mechanical
work and adding seals to each dryer to control fugitive emissions, An
automatic damper control was installed on the 18 section dryer to
allow adjustment of internal dryer pressures for proper emisgsion
control system operation,

The retrofitting of Burley scrubber systems to contrel veneer dryer
emissions has been accepted in a number of plants throughout the

state, Bohemia's Junction City plant remains shut down at this time
because of poor product marketing conditions, The Company plans to
resume operation of the mill when the market improves., Prior to the
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4.

5.

temporary closue in 1981, LRAPA certified dryer 1 in compliance with
applicable air emission standards. The Company is committed to
demongtrate emission compliance of dryer 2 at restart,

LRAPA believes the Company is making a sincere effort to assure
compliance and supports the issuance of the pollution control tax
credit certification.

The primary purpose of the project was for air pollution control.
There is no economic benefit from operating the facility, therefore,
80% or more of the claimed cost is alloeable to pollution control tax
credit certification.

The application was received on April 12, 1983, and the application
was considered complete on April 18, 1983.

u tio

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).

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

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

e, The portion of the facility cost that is pr-operly allocable to
-+ pollution control is 80% or more.

irector! eco

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $267,581.54
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1616.

DON NEFF:a
{503) 229-6480
July 27, 1983
AA3591




Application No. T=1617

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2,

3,

Applicant

Bohemia, Inc.
Culp Creek Mill
2280 Oakmont Way
Eugene, OR 97401

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer and plywood
manufacturing plant at Culp Creek,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of Burley scrubber
systems installed on each of two veneer dryers.

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

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October 6, 1980, and approved on January 6, 1981,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on November 14,
1980 and completed and placed into operation on December 15, 1982.

Facility Cost: $299,519.07 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Application

Bohemia, Inc., installed a Burley scrubber system (Model C-3) on each
of two veneer dryers at their green veneer and plywood plant at Culp
Creek. The project included performing various mechanical work and
adding seals to each dryer to control fugitive emissions, An auto-
mztic damper control was installed on the dryers to allow adjustment
of internal dryer pressures for proper emission control system
operation.

The retrofitting of Burley scrubber systems to control veneer dryer
emissions has been accepted in a number of plants throughout the
state.
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LRAPA has certified both veneer dryers in compllance with the
applicable air emission standard. They support the granting of
pollution control tax credit at the facilities.

The primary purpose of the project was for air pollution control.
There is no economic benefit from operating the facility, therefore,
80% or more of the claimed cost is allocable to pollution control tax
credit certification,

The application was received on April 12, 1983, and the application
was considered complete on April 180, 1983.

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

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

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

5. Director's Recommendation

-Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $299,514.07
with 80% or more allocated to pollution contrel, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=1617.

DON NEFF:a
(503) 229-6480
July 27, 1983
AA3589




Application No. T-1618

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2.

Applicant

Cascade Construction Company, Inc.
P.0. Box 4267
Portland, OR 97208

The applicant owns ahd operates a stationary asphalt paving plant at
the foot of S.W. Abernathy, Portland, Oregon.

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

esceriptio C ed Faci

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

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
December 9, 1982, and approved on January 11, 1983.

Construction was initiated on the claimed faecility on January 17,
1983, completed on Janmuary 31, 1983, and the facility was placed into
operation in March 1983.

Facility Cost: $36,179.24 claimed (Accountant's Certification was
provided) of which $17,611.68 is eligible,

Evaluation of icatic

The eclaimed facility consists of upgrading an existing baghouse for
which tax credit has been received, by increasing the filter area from
18,020 £t.2 to 19,077 ft.2, an inorease of 9,75%, to improve
collection efficiency. To accomplish this, 65 eight-foot bags and 533
ten-foot bags were replaced with 598 twelve-foot bags. Coincident
with this change the remaining 667 ten-foot bags and 135 eight-foot
bags were replaced with identical bags. This replacement of identical
bags does not qualify for tax eredit as replacement of this nature is
conszidered maintenance,

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel and
has been found fc be operating in compliance with regulations and
permit conditicons.
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The claimed facility cost of $36,179.44 was reduced by $18,567.76
which represent costs associated with the replacement of the 667
ten-foot bags and 135 eight-foot bags considered as maintenance items
to arrive at the eligible facility cost. A breakdown of the eligible
facility cost is noted below:

Twelve-foot bags 14,261.88
598 clamps T12.62
Shipping for eligible items 990,38
Labor for eligible items __1,6U46,80

Eligible Facility Cost $17,611.68

Since there is no return on the investment in the facility and the
replaced items have no salvage value, 80% or more of the eligible cost
is allocable to pollution control.

The application was received on April 21, 1983, and the application
was considered complete on April 21, 1983.

L, 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 eligible facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control is 80% or more,

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summaticn, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $17,611.68
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
fagility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1618.

W. FULLER:a
(503) 229-5749
June 23, 1983
AA3483




Application No. T-15620

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Epplicant

Bolse Cascade Corporation

Sweet Home Plant

P. 0. Box 50

Bolse, Idaho 98728

The applicant owns and operates a plywood mill at Sweet Home.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Georgia Pacific air emission
scrubber installed on an existing Prentice veneer dryer.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on March 6,
1980 and approved on September 5, 1980.

Construction was Initiated on the claimed facility in July, 1980 and considered
complete in December, 1982, The facility was placed intc coperation in December,
1981, but necessary modifications followed until December, 1982.

Facility Cost: $175,048.75 (Accountanit's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Boise Cascade Corporation installed a Georgia Pacific air emission scrubber
at their Sweet Home plywood plant. The scrubber was installed on an existing
two—zone direct wood~fired Prentice veneer dryer to reduce stack air emissions
to meet state standards..

Other emission control scrubbers congidered for this application were the
Burley at a cost of about $125,000 and a Ceileote cogting about $30C,000.
The Burley unit was rejected because its success on direct wood-fired dryers
was questicnable.

The selected Georgia Pacific scrubber incorporates the candle filter system

as a third stage of emission control. The scrubber system was initially
completed and placed into operation in December, 1981, Tilter material failures
plagued the system until mi@-1982 requiring engineering modifications. It was
certified in compliance with the emission standards on Octcber 19, 1982.

During this period while the Company is still gaining operating experience
there have been excursions into non-compliance or marginal compliance with
visual standards. Although the system was  in operation since December, 1981,
the company didn"t consider the project complete until December, 1982,
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The primary purpcse of the facility was for air pollution contrel. There
is no economic benefit from operating the facility, therefore, 80% or
more of the claimed cost is eligible for pollution contrel tax credit
certification.

The application was received on April 21, 1983 and considered complete on
April 28, 1983,

- Summation

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

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

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

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

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $175,048.75 with 80% or

more allocated to pollution contrel, be issued for the factlity claimed in

Tax Credit Application No. T-1620.

Lloyd Kostow:h
(503) 229-5186
July 27, 1983




Application No. T-1622

State of QOregon
Department of Enviromnmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

T. Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation
Independence Flant

P.0. Box 50

Boisze, ID 98728

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer and plywood
manufacturing plant at Independence,

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

2. Desc 1o e c

The faecility described in this application consists of Burley
scrubbers and associated equipment to control air emissjions from two
veneer dryers,

Initial request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
on August 9, 1976, and approved on September 2, 1976.

A request for preliminary certification for tax credit for system
modifications was made on November 7, 1977 and approved on November 15,
1977,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1976,
completed and placed into operation in June 1978.

Facility Cost: $144,886.06 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Eyaluation of Application

Boise Cascade Corporation installed two three-~stage Burley scrubbers
on each of two veneer dryers at their plywcod plant at Independence to
meet State ailr emission standards, The project included sealing the
dryers to prevent escapement of fugitive emissions,

Following a few months of operation, it became apparent that the
three-stage scrubbers could not adequately control dryer stack
emissions. The Company replaced the scrubbers on each end of the
dryers with a single, larger five-stage scrubber on the green ends, A
dry end pressure seal and pressure balancing system was also added to
each dryer.
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Exhausting the veneer dryer stack gases to the hogged fuel boiler was
a control alternative considered, This technique was estimated to
cost $150,000,

The application of five-stage Burley scrubbers to control veneer dryer
stack emissions at the Boise Cascade Independence plant has resulted
in compliance with air emission standards, v

While the systems were essentially completed and placed into operaticn
in June 1978, the Company did not consider the project complete until
February 1980, after final adjustments were made by the equipment
supplier,

The primary purpose of the project was for air pollution control,
There is no economic benefit from operating the facility, therefore,
80% or more of the claimed facility cost is eligible for pollution
control tax credit certification.

The application was received on April 22, 1983, was considered
complete on April 28, 1983.

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).

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

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

e, The portion of the facility cost that is properly alliocable to
pollution contreol is 80% or more,

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $144,886.06
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1622.

DON NEFF:a
(503) 229-6480
July 27, 1983
AA3592




Application No. T-1624

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2.

3.

Applicant

Continental Brass, Inc.
11555 N.E. Sumher St.
Portland, OR 97220

The applicant owns and operates a metal finishing facility near
Parkrose.

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

eseription of C d Faeili

The facility described in this application is a heavy metal removal
and cyanide destruction system consisting of the following items:

a. Two stage cyanide destruction system with automatic caustie,
acid and chlorine feed;

. A Titan 100 neutralization cell, clarifier, and sand filter;

A floecculant feed system;

« A sludge thickener tank;

A Hercules B-60 sludge filter press;

Transfer pumps and chemical mixers;

Associated electrical control equipment; and

. 1400 Square feet of land.

PR O a0 T

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
September 4, 1981, and approved February 17, 1982. Construction
was initiated on the claimed facility February 1, 1982, completed
December 1982, and the facility was placed into operation December
1982.

Facility Cozt: $190,477.52 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluation of Application

The applicant constructed a new facility to finish furniture hardyare
at the Parkrose location. The property is served by the Multnomah
County Inverness Sewerage District which required Continental Brass to
install the pretreatment system, The system removes approximately

275 pounds of heavy metals (zinc and copper) per day. The waste metal
sludge is barreled and periodically hauled to Arlington. The system

has functioned well within the requirements of Multnomah County. There

is no return on investment from this facility.

-~
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4, Summation

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

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

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

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

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution contrel is 80 percent eor 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 $190,477.52
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Neo, T-1624.

Charles K. Ashbaker:1
(503) 229-5325
June 20, 1983

WL2566




Application No. T-1625

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFPORT

2,

3-

A ca

Shell 0il Company
P.0. Box 2463
Houston, TX TT7001

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline terminal at 5880 N.W. St.
Helens Road, Poriland, Oregon.

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

eseriptio iaimed Faci

The facility described in this application is a gasoline vapor
recovery system. The gascline vapors displaced when the storage tanks
are filled with gasoline are converted back to liguid gasoline by the
gystem.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
April 27, 1979, and approved on July 24, 1979.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on February 29,
1980, completed on May 21, 1981, and the facility was placed into
initial operation on May 21, 1981.

Facility Cost: $692,624 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Before installation of the vapor recovery system, the gasocline storage
tanks were closed tanks with the vapor spaces connected to a flexible
vapor diaphragm shaped like a dome, This vapor dome prevented vapor
losses due to temperature changes (breathing losses)., The claimed
facility is the installation of the vapor recovery system which is
connected to the vapor dome vent and the installation of equipment to
pipe vapors from the loading of delivery trucks to the vapor dome.

All vapors are now processed.

The vapor recovery system is based on feeding a lean oil stream in the
top of an absorber tower where it flows down through packing coming in
intimate contact with gasoline vapor introduced into the base of the
tower where it flows up through the packing. The lean oil absorbs

the hydrocarbons in the vapor becoming rich oil. The rich oil
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collects in the tower sump where it is pumped to gasoline storage.
Air and some small percentage of hydrocarbons goes out the top of the
tower to atmosphere,

The system has been source tested and works satisfactory.

The system recovers about 1000 tons of gasoline vapor per year which
equals 322,000 gallons., At $1.00 per gallon pipe line value of
gasoline, this is $322,000 per year recovered, The operating expenses
are $317,000 per year., The operating expenses include 1,736,000
gallons of "lean o0ilY used in the absorber tower which ends up in
gasoline at a net cost of 17 cents per gallon or $295,100 per year,
The return on investment is less than 1%. The allocation of cost to
pollution control is 80% or more.

The application was received on June 1, 1983, additional information
was received on July 27, 1983, and the application was considered
complete on July 27, T1983.

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).

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

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

e. The portion of the faecility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control 1s 804 or more.

Director's Rec endatio

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $692,624
with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1625,

RAY POTTS:a
(503) 229-6093
July 27, 1983
AA3590




Application No. T=1626

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2.

3.

Applicant

Shell 0il Company
P.0O. Box 2463
Houston, TX T7001

The applicant owns and operates gasoline service stations in the
Portland and Salem areas that require air contaminant contrel
equipment,

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

escriptio C e acilit

The facility described in this application is the installation of
gasoline vapor recovery at all underground storage tanks, The claimed
facilities are at 55 locations., Upon approval of this tax relief
application, the Department will issue a pollution control facility
certificate for each location. The locations and cost are itemized on
the attached sheets.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made and
approved as shown on the attached sheets.

Construction was initiated and completed, and the facilities were
placed into operation as shown on the attached sheets,

Facility Cost: $74,510.07 {Accountant's Certification was provided).
Evaluatio Applicatio

Gas stations in the Portland and Salem areas that are supplied
gasoline from a terminal are required to transfer the vapors displaced
during the filling of the storage tanks back to the delivery trucks.
The claimed facilities are for the portion of the vapor return system
that is installed on the underground storage tanks, The installed
vapor return system is approved by the Department.
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4,

5.

RAY POTTS:a
(503) 229-6093
7-27~83

AA3588

Since all gasoline storge tanks had submerged fil]l prior to conversion
to vapor control, there is no reduction in gasoline vapor loss to the
stations and, therefore, no return on investment, The vapors
collected in the tank trucks are returned to the terminal for
processing. The value of the returned vapors is pegligible and, while
it does offset the operating cost, does not provide any return on
gapital investment,

The application was received on dune 1, 1983, and the application was
considered complete on June 1, 1983.

Summation

8. 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.

irec 's Rec

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that
Pollution Control Facility Certificates bearing a total cost of
$74,510.07 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the 55 facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=1626.



Attachment to Application No. T-1626
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CONSTRUCTION APPLICATION
. NO. INITIATED COMPLETED PLACED IN MADE APPROVED

STATION LOCATION TANKS ON ON QPERATION COST ON ON
1, 5820 N.E. Glisan, Portland 3 10/14/80 10/17/80 10/17/80 $3,451.41 65-01-79 12-13-79
2., 2025 W.E. Stark, Gresham 3 09/25/80 09,/25/80 09/25/80 610.90 05~01-79 12-13-79
3. 1327 N.E. 82nd, Portland 4 09/26/80 09,/26,/80 09/26/80 698.49 05-01-79 12-13-79
4, 1755 E. Burnside, Gresham 3 08/05/80 08/05/80 08,/05/80 586.87 05=-01«79 02-08-80
5. 4816 N, Interstate, Portland 3 09,/03/80 0s/0%,/80 0%,/09/80 486,00 05-01-79 0$2-08-8¢
6. 4456 N.E. 42nd, Portland 4 09/26/80 10/17/80 10/17/80 828.48 05-01-79 12-13-79
7. 12216 N.E. Halsey, Portland 4 08,/07/80 08,/08/80 08/08,/80 2,385.14 05-01-79 12-13-79
8. 4350 S. E. 82nd, Portland 5 09/26/80 10/01/80 10/01/80 2,584.39 05-01-79 12-13~-79
9. 18025 E. Burnside, Portland 6 08/01,/80 a8/01/80 ng/01/80 1,360.57 05-01-79 12=-13-79
10. 2800 8.%W. Sam Jackson Parkway

Portland 4 09/11,/80 09,/12/80 09/12/860 1,029.85 p5-01-79 02-08-80
11. 1231 M.E. Broadway, Portland 4 09/03/80 09/09/80 0%,/09,/80 1,527.07 05-01-79 02=-08-80
12. 1525 N.E. Union Ava., Portland 4 09/03/80 09,/0%/80 08/09/80 £18.31 05-01=-79 02-08-80
13. 428 §.E. 82nd, Portland 3 10/17 /80 10/22/80 10/22/80 4,115.93 05-01-79 02-08-8¢
14. 16222 8.E. Stark, Portland 3 08,/04/80 §8,/07 /80 08,/07/80C 923.44 05-01-79 02-08-80
15. 1514 S.E. 39th Ave., Portland 3 09/30/80 09,/30/80 09/30/80 646.60 05-01-79 Q2-08-80
16. 1967 S.W. 4th, Portland 3 09,/29/80 09/29/80 09,/29/80 1,229.76 05-01-79 01-31-80
17, 1817 §.W. Skyline Blvd.,

Portland 3 11/22/80 11/22/80 11./22/80 557.09 05-01-79 12-18-79
18. 4229 N.E. 122nd Ave., Portland 3 09/24/80 09/24/80 09/24,/80 550 .08 05-01-79 0l1-30-80
19. 10134 S.E. Stark, Portland 3 09/29/80 10/01/80 10/01/80C 1,231.69 05-01-79 01-30-80
20. 3520 §.W. Patton Rd., Portland 3 10/20/80 10/25/80 10/25/80 486.00 05-01-79 12-13-79
21. 5949 W.E. Sandy Blvéd.,

Portland 3 09/03/80 09/09/8C 09/09/80 486.00 05=-01=79 12-13-79
22, 8715 Hall Blvd., Beaverton 4 07/21,/80 07/24/80 07/24/80 1,595.16 05=01-79 02-08-80
23. 16000 S.W. Lower Boones .

Ferry Rd., Lake Grove 3 06/15/80 06/24,/80 06/24/80 486.00 05-01~79 02-08-80
24. 11360 S.W. Canyon Rd.,

Beaverton 4 11/20/80 12/09/80 12,/09/80 3,346.04 05-01-79 01~31-80
25, 11415 S.W. Pacific Highway, :

Tigard 3 09/26/80 09,/29,/80 09/29/80 8911.79 05-01-79 01-31-80
26. 6361 S5.W. Capital Highway,

Hillsdale 4 12/29/80 01/03/81 01/03/81 6,195,15 05-01-79 01-31-80Q
27. 10060 S.W. Barbur Blvd,,

Portland 3 06/17/8C 06/18/80 06/18/81 486 .00 05-01-79 01-31-80
28, 905 W.W, Murray Rd,, Cadar :

Mill: 4 07/28/80 09,/12/80 09/12/80 2,893.68 05-01-79 02-08-80
29. 12235 N, Jantzen Dr., Portland 3 09/30/80 09/30/80 09/30/80 523.91 05-01-79 (©2-08-80
30. 8604 s.W. Barbur Blvd.,

Portland 4 10/15/80 11/04/80 11/04/80 2,142.58 05-01-79 02-08-80
31. 18135 S.W. Tualatin Valley

Highway, Alcha 4 10/13/80 10/14/80 i0/14/80 1,956.56 08-01-79 02-08-80
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CONSTRUCTION APPLICATION
NO. INITIATED COMPLETED FLACED IN MADE APPROVED

STATION IOCATION TANKS oM oN OPERATION CQSsT oN oW
32, 5215 S.W. Beaverton/Hillsdale

Highway, Portland 4 10/01/80 10/01/80 10/01/80 $ 733.55 05-01=-79 02-08=-80
33. 9085 5.W. Beaverton/Hillsdale

Highway, Beaverton 5 07/23/80 07/25/80 07/25/80 1,700,62 05-01-79 02-08-80
34, 11960 8.W. Allen ave.,

Beaverteon 3. 10/06/80 10/07/80 10/07/80 1,252.68 05-01-79 02-08-80
35, 14495 5.W. Tualatin Valley

Highway, Beaverton 4 07/23/80 07/30/80 07/30/8C 1,025.61 05-01-79 02-08-80
36, 6820 S§.W. Canyon Rd,, Portland 3 09/26/80 09/26/80 09/26/80 499,28 05-01-79 02-08-80
37. 3570 S.W. Cedar Hills Blvd.,

Beaverton 3 09/15/80 09,/19/80 09,/12/80 1,605.87 08-01=-79 02-08-820
38, 10155 S5,W. Canyon Road,

Beaverton 3 10/06,/80 10/08/80 10/08/80 3,885.00 05-01-79 02-08-B0
39. 1909 W. Burnside, Portland 3 10/29,/80 10/29/80 10/29/80 516.50 05-01=-79 02-08=80
40. 9785 s.W. Shady Ln., Tigard 3 038,/05,/80 09/05/80 09/05/80 614.23 05-01-79 02-80-80
41, 6660 S.W. Scholls Ferry RE.,

Beaverton -3 08,/04 /80 09/04/80 09/04/80 - 641.5% 05-01-79 02-08«80
42, 8118 S§.E. McLoughlin Blwvd.,

Portland .4 10/08/80 10/21/80 10/21/80 1,471.37 05-01-79 02-08-80
43. R, 2 Box 66, Wilsonville 4 10/08/80 10,/08/30 10/08/80 674,27 05~01=79 02-08-80
44, 1500 Hawthorne, Salem '5 07/30/80 0%/10/80 09/10/80 1,793.92 05-01-79 02-08-80
45, 3710 Market St., Salem 4 08,/07/80 ca/07/80 08/07/80 §82.90 05-01-79 02-08-80
46. 16010 S.E. 82né Dr., Clackamas 4 09,/26/80 10/17/80 10/17/80 783.82  05-01-75 02-08-80
47, 12522 5.FE. 82nd, Clackamas 5 11/10/80 11/11/80 11/11/80 2,730.84  (05-01-79 02-08-80
48. 18675 5. Pacific Highway,

West Linn 4 10,/08/80 10/24/806 10/24/80  1,174.70  05-01-79 02-08-80
49. 3850 River Rd. M., Salem 5 09/02/80 09/10/80 09/10/80  2,327.64  05-01-79 02-0B-80
50. 1729 N.E. Cornell Rd.,

Hillsbore 3 06/12,/80 06,/17/80 06/17/80 486.00 (05-01-75 (2-08-80
51. 13880 S.E. Webster Rd.,

Milwaukie 3 09/30/80 09,/30/80 09,/30,/80 471.45  05_01-79 (0l-31-80
52. 10700 S.E. MecLoughlin Blvd., '

Milwaukie 5 10/08/80 10/17/80 10/17/80  1,128.66  05.01-79 0l=31-80
53, 14811 S.E. McLoughlin Bivd.,

Oak Grove 3 09/30/80 09/30/80 09,/30/80 462.08  (5-.01-79 01-31-80
54, 655 E. Arlington, Gladstone 3 09,/26/80 09,/26/80 09/26/80 472.25  35-01-79 (2-08-80
55. 5475 Portland Ave., West Linn 3 09/30/80 10/01/80 10/01/80 573.33 05-01-79 nN2-08-80

TOTAL  §74,510.07




Application No. T=1632

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT %

"1982, the Department required Stayton Canning to install necessary

Applicant

Stayton Canning Company Cocperative

Stayton Plant No. 1
930 W. Washington St.

Stayton, OR 97383

The applicant owns and operates a vegetable processing facility at
Stayton.,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a continuous pH
monitoring system consisting of four Lakewcod pH probes, transmitters,
meters, strip charts, and alarms.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
September 10, 1982, and approved September 17, 1982. Construection
was initiated on the claimed facility September 15, 1982, completed
October 1, 1982, and the facility was placed into operation October 1,
1982.

Facility Cost: $7,692.76

Evaluation of Application

and tube heat exchangers. The cooeling water is discharged to the
Salem Canal. In June of 1982, a leak in the heat exchanger allowed
ammonia to contaminate the noncontact cooling water which resulted
in a fish kill in the canal. Prior to installation of the claimed
facility, the pH of the cooling water was checked once per day as
required by the waste discharge permit. By letter dated August 11,

pH alarms which could immediately detect any ammonia leaks.

(Ammonia tends to raise the pH of water.) The cooling water is now
continuously monitored for pH and the alarm system can provide early
warning of any leaks or spills. There is no significant return on
investment from this facility.
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4. Summation

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

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

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

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

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

. Director's Re

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $7,692.76
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1632.

Charles K. Ashbaker:l
(503) 229-5325
July 21, 1983

WL2651




Application No. T-1633

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Paul E. Carroll
8216 Pleasant Grove Road
Turner, OR 97392

The applicant owns and operates a dairy farm near Turner.

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

escription of Claime ilit

The facility described in this application is a manure control system
consisting of a concrete storage tank (25 feet wide x 60 feet long x
4 feet high), a 10 Hp agitator pump, and a 30 Hp disposal pump.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
March 16, 1981, and approved March 31, 1981. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility April 1981, completed March 1983,
and the facility was placed into operation April 1983.

Facility Cost: $8,749.20

The actual cost of the claimed facility was $11,786.20. However,
$3,037 of this cost was paid by the U. S, Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service. The revised facility cost is $8,749.20
[4$11,786.20 - $3,037 = $8,749.20].

Evaluation of liecati

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, manure was irrigated
directly onto the 55 acres of available land. Due to the lack of
storage, manure was often applied to the land during winter rains when
the ground was saturated. Runoff during these periods caused the
manure to enter adjacent ditches. The claimed system provides about
30 days of storage so that irrigation can be conducted during dry
weather. -The claimed system has greatly reduced water pollution from
this dairy. There is no significant return on investment from this
installation.




Application No. T-1633
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4. Summation

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

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

c. Faeility 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 fto satisfy the intents and pﬁrposes
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 $8,749.20
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1633.

Charles K. Ashbaker:g

WG2582

(503) 229-5325
July 19, 1983




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACITITY CERTIFICATE

Certificate issued to:

West Harwvard Furniture Company

2558 West Harvard Boulevard

Roseburg, Oregon 97470

Certificate was issued for a solid waste pollution contrel facility.
Summation:

By letter of July 12, 1983 (copy attached), the Department was informed
that the facility certified in Pollution Contrecl Certificate 1049 had
been sold on March 31, 1983.

Pursuant to ORS 317.072(10}, it is necessary that the Commission revoke
this Pollution Control Facility Certificate.

Director's Recommendation:

It is recommended the Commission revoke Pollution Control Facility
Certificate 1049 effective March 31, 1983, as the certified facility
has been sold.

CASplettstaszer
229-6484
7/27/83
Attachments
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- : Certlllicate NO., e o

State of Oregon 2/22/80
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue .

I Application No. T-1144

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Locati 1 Pollution Cont ility:

‘ West Harvard Furniture Company cation of Pollution Contral Faciity
2558 West Harvard Boulevard 2558 West Harvard Boulevard
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 Roseburg, Oregon

As: [] Lessee XX Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Kilkom mode] KV-60 waste paper bailer.

T B i ility: .
ype of Pollution Control Facility: L7 aix 7 noise L7 water [F Solid Waste /7 Hazardous Waste /77 Used Oil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:

Placed into operation:

10/16/79 10/16/79
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: s -
- . 7.,000.00
Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controi:
100%

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced abova, the Environmental Quality
commission certifies that the facility described hereinewas erected, constructed or installed in
accardance with the requirements of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of GRS 468.165, and ia designed for,
and is being operated or will oparate to a substantial extent for the purpase of preventing, controlling
or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is
necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chaptersg 454, 459, 467 and 468 and rulea adopted
thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution ControlL Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the
gtatutes of the Stats of Oregon, the regulations of the Departmwent of Envirooméntal Quality and the
following special conditions:

1. Tha facility shall be continuously operated at maxioum efficiency for the designed purpose of
preventing, controlling, amd reducing the type of poliuticn as indicated above.

7. The Department of Envirormental Quality shall be immediataly notified of any proposed change in usa.
or method of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operats for
its intended pollution control purpase..

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

NOTE — The Facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification. as an Enargy
Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued
the Certificate. alacts: to take. the kax. credit. relief undec ORS. 316..097 or. 317.072..

_ /7
Signed : @*’f Wﬂ”ﬂé
Title Joe B. Rich%;:, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _22nd day of Fehruary | 19 80

DEQ/TC-6 10/79 ’ SPesaat1-340




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFTICATE

1. Certificate issued to:
Woodfold-Marco Manufacturing Company
P. 0. Box 346
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116
The Certificate was issued for an air pollution control facility.

2. Summation
On April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission issued Pollutiohn
Control Facility Certificate 562 to Woodfold-Marco Manufacturing Company
for a small hogged fuel boiler.
By letter of July 20, 1983 (attached) the Department was informed that
the company had incorporated on Octoker 31, 1975 under the name of
Woodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc. This action did not constitute a sale,
exchange or other disposition of the facility.

3. Director's Recommendation
It is recommended that Pollution Control Facility 562 issued to Woodfold-
Marco Manufacturing Company be revoked and reissued in the name of
Woodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc. as of October 31, 1975.

CASplettstaszer

229-6484

7/27/83

Attachments




LAW QFFICES OF

DUFFY, GEORGESON, KEKEL & JENSEN
1404 STANDARD RLAZA
PORTLANP, OREGON 97204
CHARLES RP. DUFFY
DONALD J. GEORGESON TELEPHONE {(S03} 2261371

DAVID A. KEKEL
PATRICK H. JENSEN
PHILIP N. JONES
RICHARD W, MILLER

CAROLYN E. WILSON July 20, 1283

STEVEN A NICHOLES

WALDEN STOUT
OF COUNSEL

Carol Splettstaszer

Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Re: Woodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc.

Dear Carol:

We represent Woodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc., an Oregon
corporation. On April 25, 1975, Woodfold-Marco Manufacturing
Company, an Oregon partnership, was issued a pollution control
facility certificate by the Environmental Quality Commission,
covering a small hogged fuel boiler located at the company's
plant in Forest Grove. A copy of the certificate is enclosed
for your reference. On October 31, 1975, the partnership was
incorporated under the name of Woodfold-Marco Mfg., Inc., the
partners exchanging their partnership interests for 83 percent
of the stock ownership in the corporation.

At that time, the corporation failed to apply for,
under its new name and business form, a new pollution control
certificate covering the same facility.

It is respectfully requested that the Environmental
Quality Commission, at its next meeting, issue a certificate
identical in all material respects to the one that is enclosed,
except that it be issued in the name of Woodfold-Marco Mfg..,
Inc., and as of October 31, 1975, All the conditions set forth
on the enclosed certificate have been complied with by both the

partnership and the corporation since the date the certificate
was issued.

If you have any questions, please call.
Very truly yours,

Akl b1 A

Richard W. Miller

RWM:ah
Enclosure
cc: Mr. John Marontate




. ‘ Certificate Noo_ 562
Dute of  Issue i!t‘}é;ﬁ

Stute ol Ovegon
DFPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No, 1-618

POLLUTIOK CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Tog Asi Owner Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
Woodfold-Marco Manufacturing Company Nineteenth and ''A" Streets
Post Office Box 346 o Forest Grove, Oregon
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 ‘ Washington County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys .
Small hogged fue! boller which makes steam for comfort heating.

T
,_.
=

"D ate Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operations December, 1974; December, 1974
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys s 38,139.57

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls
Eighty percent (80%) or more

In sccordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pellution control facility” within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, comstructed, or installed on or
after Janmary 1, 1967, and ou or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, comtrolling or
_reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereupder.

Therefore, this Polluton Control Facility Certificate is ismied this date subject to compliance with

the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regnlations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following rpecial conditions

1. The facillity shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air poltlution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of
any pronosed 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 Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signed

Title B.A. McPhilllps, Chalrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

on the __25th day of Aprll 1975




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE CF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATES

1. Certificates issued to

Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc.
Containerboard Division

P. 0. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 97459

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

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

June 11, 1982 these 27 certificates were reissued to Weyerhasuser

West Coast, Inc. as the North Bend facility had changed names.

By letter of July 5, 1983, the Department was informed that Weyerhaeuser
West Coast, Inc. {a wholly owned gubsgsidiary of Weyerhaeuser Company) had
been dissolved and that its assets were now owned directly by Weyverhaeuser
Company (see attached letter and copy of the dissolution papers).

3. Director's Recommendation

It 1gs recommended the following Pollution Control Facility Certificates
issued to Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. be revoked and reissued in the
name of Weverhaeuser Company.

Certificates: 354, 383, 384, 400, 429, 495, 559, 608, 611,
644, 652, 653, 654, 778, 781, 886, 887, 889,
924, 985, 986, 1081, 1134, 1135, 1136, 1172

CASplettstaszer
229-6484
7/27/83
Attachments




Weyerhaeuser Company

Tacoma, Washington 98477
(208} 924-2345

July 5, 1983

Managemeng Servi
lces Diy,
Dept. of Environmenta) Quality

Mg, Carol A. Splettstaszer

Tax Credit Program Coordinator [ﬁ} E:(D E ” \7 E
Dept. of Environmental Quality T U}
522 8W 5th Avenue L —

P. 0. Box 1760
Portland OR 97207

1983

Dear Ms. Splettstaszer:

Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc., which wags a wholly owned
subsidiary of Weyerhaeuser Company, has been dissolved
and its assets are now owned directly by Weyerhaecuser
Company.

Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. held the following pollution
control facility certificates which should now be put in
the name of Weyerhaeuser Company:

383 778
354 781
384 866
400 887
429 889
495 924
559 ' 985
608 286
611 logl
644 1134
652 1135
653 1136
654 1172

I have enclosed a copy of the dissolution papers filed with
the state of Wisconsin for your files. If you need additional
information or have any guestions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

R TS S SOV

Marland L. Larson
Plant Property Tax Manager

MLL:sun
enc.




FORM 14

United States of America

State of Wisconsin 1769327
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE
EE— L 42488 11

To Al 1o Whom Theto Presents Shall Come:

The undersigned, as Secretary of State of the State of Wisconsin,

certifies that the attached is a duplicate of a document accepted and
filed in my office.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREQF, I have
hereunto set my hand and affixed
my official seal, at Madison, on
the date of filing of said docu-

 Onhr LRl

DOUGLAS La FOLLETTE
Secretary of State

0
3




F-nrrn 10=Ser. Srate 1980 State of Wisconsin ‘UL 4£q’0r&UL L

-Stock-ARTICLES QF SECRETARY OF STATE CORPORATION DIVISION

' ; M i in 5370
DISSOLUTION : adison, Wisconsin 53702 :  REQUIRED FOR RECORDING

-IN DANE COUNTY
WISCONSIN

ety

1. A statemeat of ntent 1o disxolve wus filed 1n the offlice of the secretary of state of Wisconsin on

. .Janu.ary. 18 - - 19 _8_3_ — . and a duplicate thereol, certified by the secretary of state, was
recarded in the affice of the register of deeds of . - _ - . - o Qa_ng _________________ county, Wisconsin, on
oo Jdamwary 21 . 19 83__,

2. dppp—brtchtmp et trone s S e e o e AP A i e b g ang diacharghd Dy

(b) Adequate provision has been made for si] debts, obligations and Liabilities of said corporation.
Note, Strike oul (2) or (b)),

5. Adequate provision has been made for all debts, obligations and lisbilities, contingent in nature, of which the
corparation has actyal knowledge,

4. All the remaining property and assels of the corporation have been distributed among 1ts shareholders tn accord-
snce with their respective rights and interests,

=

- . — ronn
5. AT e T ATt he— e e et any—couwsiOc

{b) Adequa'e provision has been made for the satisfacuion of any judgment, order or decree which may be entered
ag«einal the corporation in any pending suit,
Note. Sirike aut (a) of (b).

6 The ramee and respective addresses, 1acluding street and number, of the directore a= of the date hereof, or il there
be no directors At such time then of the last aclting directors, are

NAME ADDRESS ‘
(Give number, street and city)
__Robert C. lame .. _ . ._____._________ | 25 Summit Road, Tacoma WA_ 98406 _ __ ___
_ _Robert L. Schuyler ___ ____________| 12101 Gravelly Lake Dr. §.W., Tacoma WA__98499

oo ogATEOE

{Afliy seal or state thal there 18 none)

(Name)
Please prnnt or type




- ARTICLES OF DISSOLUTION
REGIST™ AFFICE

YL 424874 13 DANE £ .. #1858

Feg 25 8 sy A '3

VoL 434 ¥ AL
Cr‘:\f" e "‘:1HRE
Mail Returned Copy to: REGISTER UF DEEDS
{FILL IN THE NAME AND ADDRESS HERE)

L

Peter Lewis Sill
Law Department
Weyerhaeuser Company

/

|

;

!

K\_ Tacoma WA 38477

.

INSTRUCTIONS

I Thew articles ot dissoluiun must net be submatted for filing unti after the filing and revording of the wntent to dissolve. as these
articles must not be exccuted at a date pnor to the recording of the inient to dissolve,

I Txecute and submit v dupticate vriginal. Furnish Secretary of State with two 1dentical copies ol the document. One copy will be
retuncd (Nded) by Secretary ol Siate and the other copy retumed as you indicate in the space above, The copy that is rebirned must
be recurded with the Regiswer ot Deeds of the vounty in which the registered otfice of the corporation 1s located.

VoA corporate sead, Make sure (hat each of the copws of the document has an impression of the corporate seal. It the
corporation does not have a seal. write or type "NO SLAL” or each of the copes. .

4 Have the President and Secretary of the comoration sign. A Vice-President may sgn in Lieu of the President, and an Assistant
heetetary may sIignon e ol the Secretary, One person may not sy as both oificers. Make sure that each of the copwes has ongnal
SEmANLes - carbon copy, XCrox, O rubber stamp symatures 4re not scceptable.

5. Send the filing fee of $10 with the document. Make check or money order payable
to SECRETARY OF STATE. Your cancelled check is your receipt.

Boif vy scarent 1y (xerated o sownawlcdied in Wisconsin, Soction 14.33 (14) of the Wisconsin Statules provides
trel Al onali ot Lo faled unirss the name of the verson (1adiv-dudl who, or the govermmental agency which, drafted
B ml‘a:.tv-l. Lopvuritren, sUitped or weritlen thereron 10 3 legible manner. The statewment appearing on this form,
TEowaigcboied, COinpiIes witn tNYS oY ision. LC sure 1% 3% conipleted on each of the Lopies.

SEZCTAL NOTE

Action on filing articles of dissolution is sometimes delayed pending receipt of
evidence that the intent to dissolve was recorded with the county Register of Deeds.
You may ZXFZDITE transmittal of that evidence Ty requesting that the Regigter of Deeds
utilize the following form as the recording certificate,

£69LT

2.

DC_NOT DETACH

CFFICZ CF TEE ' The undersigned, as Register of Deeds of
REGISTER CF DEEDS - {COUNTY) ) '
County, Wisconsin, certifies that on
(DATE)

there was received and accepted for record in my office, an instrument bearing the
certificate of the Secretary of State of the State of Wisconsin, and described as
STATZMENT CF INTENT TC DISSOLVE of

IST CORPORATE S
NAME YHERE

(S EAL) witness my hand and official seal on (DATE)

TC: Office of the Secretary I R A T
of State RBEGISTER CF DEEDS




Cart. Yo. 354

Pate First Lssued 3I-~2-/3

Date Reissued 5/11/8
State of Oregon Appl. No. T-474 I

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P, 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon:
North Bend, Orsgon 97459 ‘

As: [ Lessee @ Owner

Description of Poilution Control Facility:

Deep ocean outfall system leased from the Port of Coos Bay to both Menasha
Corporation and Roseburg Lumber Company

Tyne of Pollution Control Facility: [ Alr [J Noise Water [ Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste (] Used Qil

Date Pollution Contrel Facility was completed: January, 1973 Placed into operation: January, 1973

Actual Cest of Pollution Control Facility: 31,330,421.83

Parcent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution contreoi:

80 percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed {n accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.179 and subsection (1) of ORS3 468.185, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operats to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpoeses of ORS Chapters 454, 458,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

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

1. The facility shaill be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency. for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be {mmediataly 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 polluticn control
purpose.

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

NQTE — The facility descriped herein i3 not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy anservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512. Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit reiief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed e e e

Title __Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Envircnmental Quality Commission on

the 1lth day of. June 19i2_.

DEQ,TC-4 10/79 ISP 0T061-140




Cart. Yo. 283

Date First issued 5-29-/3

Date Reissued 6/11/32

State of Oregon Appl. ¥o. T30

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division - Bend on Jorxdan Peoint Road

P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Qregon
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: (7] Lessee QOwner

Description of Pollution Control Faeility:
Theta Sensor Model LS- 800~AS Monitor with Sam Pak Conditioning Unit, Model
SP-1000 and a Varian G-11A Recorder, for monitoring soz from the acid.
plant absorption tower stack.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: @ Air (J Noise (J Water (J Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste (] Used Oil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: Placed into operation:
: _ . June 1972 :
Actual Cost of Polluticn Control Facility: 5 3,569.22

June, 1972

Percent of actual cost properly aliocable to pollution control:

80 percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of QRS 488.1635, and Is designed for, and is being operated or will operate 0 a
substantial extent for the purposs of preventing, contrelling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste.
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisty the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder. :

Therefore. this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is Issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quazlity and the following special conditicns:

1, The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency {or the designed purpose of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated ahove.

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

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

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

NCTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID CONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Yot 7 <
Signed _{ T e

Title _Joe B, Richa}:ds, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 11lth day of June 19 82

DEQ TC4 /T3 SPeT1053-140




Cart, ¥Yo. 384

Date Firzst [ssusd H-20-73

-Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appl. ¥o. 4T

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

- Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one~half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend con Jordan Pcint Road

P. C. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: 3 Lessee % Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Sampling platforms on two hog-fuel boiler stacks and an E.P,A. sampling train.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: (@ Air ({J Noise [J Water [J Seclid Waste {7 Hazardous Waste [ Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed; Placed into operation:
Decembey 1972 . Decempexr 1672
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $
6,822,175

Percent of actual cost properly aliocable to pollutien control:

80 percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environrental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed (n accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and i{s designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, eontrolling or reducing air, water or poise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used cil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
467 ahd 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Controi Facility Cartificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the foliowing special conditions:

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notitied of any proposed change (n use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purposa.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512. Qregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

/ '

it Yooy l"
Signed i ,‘g Tt e [\H .

Title _J9¢ B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the llth day of June 19 82

PDEQ, TC-S 10/72 SP*YT063=340




Cart. Yo. 400

Data First wrssusd T—20~73

Dats Reissued 6/11/82

State of COregon appl. Yo. T=aIT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhasuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division .

Bend on Jordan Point Read

P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459
As: [ Lessee @ Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Bioler stack emission sencing and recording system consisting of: two Bailey

Bolometer sensing and recording units and one Bailey Oxygen and Combusticnakles
Analyzer and recorder.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: g Air (0 Noise (J Water [J Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste (] Used Oil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed;: February 1972

Placed into operation: February 1972

Actual Cost of Poilution Control Facility: 3

5.,7C4.
Percent of actual cost properly allocazble to pollution control:

80 percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced abeve, the Eavironmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described hersin was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of QRS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS ¢68.163, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or selid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 458,
487 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

Therefore. this Pollution Cdntroi Facility Certificate is i{ssued this date subject to compliance with the statutes‘cf the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Depariment of Environmental Quality and the foilowing special conditions:

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shajil be immediately notitied 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 peiluticn control
purpose.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate eslects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS I3 A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed D= N A A

Title _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the FEnvironmental Quality Commission on

the _=1th day of June 19.82

DEQ, TC-5 10/79 SP*1063-140




Cart. No. 429

Date First Lssued LO-27-73

Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Qregon Appl. Na. T-452

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division - Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: [ Lessee { Owmer
Description of Pollution Contrel Facility:

Coos County, North Bend, Cregon

DeZurik automatic sampler and f£lowmeter

Type of Poliution Control Facility: [ Air (] Noise £x Water {J Solid Waste (] Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:

February, 1973 Placed into operation! pebruary, 1973

3,925.00
Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

Actual Cost of Poilution Centrol Facility: 3

80 percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was eracted, constructed or instailed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1} of ORS 468.163. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operaie to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling er reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefare, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is [ssued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions;

1. The facility shall be contlnuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, c<on-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated abowve.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or methoed

of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution contrel
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.
NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512. Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued tha Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 315.097 cr 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed SR R —

Title __J0& B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmentai Quality Commission on

the 1lth day of June 19 82 .

DEQ,TC-6 1/79 SP07083-140




Cart. No. 495

Date First Lssued  G-od1-74

Data Reissued 2
State of Oregon Appl. No. T“bbf6le78

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Wayerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one~half miles north of North
Containerhoard Division - Bend on Jeordan Peint Read

P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Cregon
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: ] Lessee 4 Owner

Cescription of Pollution Control Faeility:

Additional costs incutted on the deep ocean outfall system which was certified
under certificate number 354 on March 2, 1973. Additoinal costs are those
incurred between f£iling of application T-404 and February, 1974. -

Type of Pollution Contral Facility: [ Air (J Noise [k Water [J] Solid Waste (3 Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:

January, 1973 Placed into DPeratm“: Feburary, 1973

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3 249 .284.17
,284.

Percent of actual cost properly ailocable to pollution contirol:
Eighty percent (80%) or more

Basad upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental @Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described hersin was erected, constructed or installed in acrordance with the requirements
of ORS 46B8.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.164, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of QRS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore. this Pollution Cantrol Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Qregon, the reguliaticns of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditicns:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpcse of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing thie type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immedijately 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 pailution controi
purpose, .

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.
NQTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax ecredit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregen Law 1579, if the person issued the Certificate alects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NCTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

;! Y .
Signed e N el S0 SN

Y
Title _Joe B. RicHards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quallty Cormmission on

the 1lth day of June 19 82

DEQ, TC-4 13/79 SF97063-140




Cert. ¥o. 559

Data First L[ssusd I=28=T78

Data Rei d
State of Oregon ate Reissued 6711782

Appl. Neo. T-
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY '

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Reoad

P. C. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 97459

As:  [J] Lessee ] Cwner
Description of Poilution Control Facility:

Coecs County, North Bend, Oregon

Spent liquaor incinerator system

Type of Pallution Tontrol Facility: (J Alr (J Noise [l Water (7 Solid Waste (] Hazardous Waste (] Used Ofl
Date Pollution Centrol Facility was completed: 11-28=74 Placed into operation: 11-28-74

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3§ 3,058, 849.00
! ! .

Percent of actual cest properly allocabile to pollution control:

BEighty percent (80%) or more.

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced ahove., the Envireoamental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, consiructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and {s designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, conirelling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary %o satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 430,
467 and 4685 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

1. The facility shall be continuousiy operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpaose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reascn, the facility ceases to operate for its intended poliution control
purposea. .

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

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

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

,T
e

.. F—

Signed

>

'
Title . Joe. B. Richardé ,_Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 1ith day of June 19 82

DEQ. TC-S 10/79 SP0T08-340




Cart. No. 608

Data First L[ssuec G=-Jb=75

Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appl. ¥o. T-678

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: ) Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyverhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329
North Bend, Oregon 97459
As: (] Lessee M Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

Variable speed drive for the induced draft fan on the plant's No. 1 hogged fuel
boiler.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: @ Air ([J Neise [J Water [J Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste (J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was 'completed: 4-75 Placed into operation: 4-75
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: § 41,029.00

Percent of actual cost properiy allecable to pollution control:

Eighty percent (80%) or more

Based upon the information contained in the application refersneced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility desc¢ribed herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the regquirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of CRS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore. this Pollution Control Facility Certificate {5 issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of QOregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quaiity and the following special conditions:

1, The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-

troiling, and reducing the type cf pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

of operation of the faciiity and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its inteaded pollution control
purposa,

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Ensrgy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 312, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: 1THEIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed SRR Lo

Titte _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the llth day ,Of June 19 82

DEQ TC-6 10/T2 SPogT0e3-340




Cazrt. No. 611 e

Date Pirst Lssued =~ #9 7

Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon appl. Na. T—5683

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and cone-half miles north of North
Containerbhoard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon
North Bend, Oregon 574539

As: [ Lessee q Qwner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Upgrading parts of the air pollution control devices on the plant's No. 1
hogged fuel boiler consisting of mulriclone collector vanes, gaskets, & jam nuts
labor; and other materials and equipment rentals.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: @ Air (O Noise [J Water (] Solid Waste {J Hazardous Waste [J Usaed Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 7-7.74 Placed into operaticn: 7-8-74

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: s 7,212.00

Percent of actual cost properly allscable to pollution control;

Eighty percent (80%) cor more

Based upon the information contained in the apglication referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies tha: the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 46B8.173 and subsection (1} of ORS 468.185, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpcse of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used cil, and that it {s necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of CR3 Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Poliution Control Facility Certificate i{s issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the ragulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditicns:

1. The facility shall be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notifled of any proposed change in use or mathod
of operation of the facility and [f, for any reascn, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification azs an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Cregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

NCTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

- l" {. ;J :
7
Title _Joe.B. Richards, Chairman

_ 4 L

P

Signed

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _11lth day of June 19,82

DEQ/TC-8 10/79 SPoRI061-340




Cart. No. 644

Date First Issted 2.20-=76

Date Reigsued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appl. No. T=719.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROQL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollutions Control Faeility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-~-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend. on Jordan Point Road

P. Q. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon
North Bend, Cregon 97459

As:  [J Lessee ® Owner

Deseription of Pollution Control Facility:

Screening system for secondary fiber area

Type of Pollution Control Facility: [J Air [ Noise ¥ Water [ Solid Waste (] Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: Sept. 1975 Placed into operatien:  October 1975
Actual Cost of Poilution Control Facility: $ 6,664, |

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

Eighty percent or more

Based upon the information contained in the apgplication referenced above, the Envircnmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed {n accordance with the regquirements
of QRS 468.175 and subsection (1} of ORS 488.163, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate %0 a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing zir, water or noise poilution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the inteats and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 433,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

1. The facility shall be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of peilution as indicated abaove.

2, The Department of Enviranmental Quality shall be immediately notitied 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 pcllution control
purpose.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein Is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 312, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE CF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed E TN [,,__w

Title _J0e B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _L1th day of June 1982

DEQ,TC-8 10/79 SPIT053=340




1 Cert. ¥No. 652

Date Tirst L[ssuad S-12—-/6

Cate Reissued 6/11/82
[¢]

State of Oregon Appl. No. — =T

DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility: '
Weyerhasuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jeordan Point Reoad

P. O. Box 329 Coos County, Nerth Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oreqon 97459

As: [ Lessee | Cwner

Description of Poliution Control Faeility:

Two American Defibrator DKP presses and related equipment

Type of Pollution Control Facility: {J Air () Noise EX Water (7 Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste [ Used Qil
Date Poilution Control Facility was cornpleted: November, 1975 Placed inio operation! pNovember, 1975
Actual Cost of Pollution Controi Facility: $ 774,971 .

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

80% or more

Based upecn the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected. constructed or instailed in aceordance with the requirements
of ORS 488.173 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.183. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controiling or reducing air, water or noise poilution or solid waste.
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 43§,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Cdntrol Facility Certificate {5 issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Qregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following specizl conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

a

The Department of Environrnental Quality shail be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases io operate for {ts intended poillution control
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.
NOTE — The {acility described herzin i3 not eligible to receive lax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 3186.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

il

Signed Y AN Ly (

Title __Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _+lth day of June 19.82

DEQ, TC-4 (0/7% SH*T063~140




° Cart., YNo. 653

Date First Issued3-12-/6

Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon appl. No. T74]

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Contrel Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of Noxrth
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459

As; [ Lessee H Owmner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Dorrco Fluisolids System for spent liquor incineration

Type of Pollution Control Facility: (J Air (J Noise & Water [J Solid Waste (] Hazardous Waste (] Used Oil
Date Pollution Centrol Facility was completed: 11/28/74 Placed into operation: 11/28/74

Actuat Cost of Pollution Control Faeility: $ 3,121,236.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocabite to pollution controi:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application refersnced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected. constructed or installed in accordance with the reguirements
of ORS 488.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.185, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to &
substantial extent for the purpese of preventing, controlling or redueing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

Therefc;.re. this Pollution Cdntroi Facility Certificate i3 issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the folloewing special conditions:

1. The facility shall he continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above. ’

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility c¢eases to operate for its intended pollution contrel
pUrpose.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to recejve tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 3512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relie{ under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: TEIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE COF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed L L BN Ao

Title _J9e B. Richards, Chairman

.

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the . L1ER  4ay of June 1982

DEQ, TC-4 t49/79 SP0T083~340




Cart. ¥o. 654

Date Pirst Issued 3/12/76

Dat Rai d
State of Oregon ate zeissue 6/11/82

Appl. Mo. T-743 -

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 97453

As:  [J Lesses (3 Owmner
Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

Settling pit, concrete trench sluices, drag chain, pump and related equipment

Type of Pollution Controi Facility: [ Alr ([J Noise § Water {J Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: g/75 Placed into operation: g/75

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3 64,197
. .

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained In the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or instailed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 488.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 46B.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters ¢34, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Faeility Certificate i3 issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

. The facility shail be continuousiy operated at maximurn efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

of operation of the facility and if, for any reason. the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

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

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

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE ‘

s

w7 /
LoEn
Signed .

[ = i~ W

./’I
Title __Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

o the _21th  gay of June 1982

DEQ, TC-4 10/78 SP01063-14




Cert. Yo. 778

Date First Issuad 2/25/77

Data Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appol. No. T-861

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and cone-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. 0. Box 329
North Rend, Cregon 97459

As: ] Lessee @ Owmer '

Coos County, North Bend, Cregon

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Supplemental Kaden screens for mill effluent

»

Type of Pollution Control Facility: (] Air (] Noise @ Water [J Solid Waste {J Hazardous Waste {3 Used Qil
Date Pollution Contrel Facility was completed: March, 1976 Placed into operation: March, 1976
Actual Cost of Pollution Controt Facility:

$27,294.
Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application refersnced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility deseribed herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will oparate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pellution or seolid waste,

hazardous wastes or usaed oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 168 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency fpor the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above,

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

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

NOTE — The facility described herein ls not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 312, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

\ .
, . . y
Slgned BT A

7/
Titie . J0e B. Riichards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the . 2TER  gay of June 1982

DEQ TCS {0/79 SPrYT063-140

Ny




Cart. YNo. 781

Data Firsec I[ssued 4/L777

Date Rei d
State of Oregon ate Reissue 62/11/82

Appl. do. ~T-3
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pellution Control Facility:
Wayerhaeuser West Coast, Inc, Two and one~half miles north of North
Containerboard Division .

Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459
As:  {J Lessee @ Owner
Description of Poilution Control Facility:

Press washing, 1976 additions

Type of Pollution Control Facility: (3 Air [ Noise & Water {J Solid Waste {J Hazardous Waste [J Used Cil
Date Polluticn Control Facilify was completed:

November , 1975Placed into operation: Novembey, 1975
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3 10,824,

Percent of actual cost properly allocabie to pollutien control:

80% or more

Based upon the infoermation contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 46B8.178% and subsection (1) of QRS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, contreoiling or teducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of QRS Chapters 454, 459,
487 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore. this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is i{ssued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuousiy operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpcse of preventing, con-

troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

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

kN

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax eredit certificaticn as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit reiief under ORS 316.087 or 31i7.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE

DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

Signed A TS

Titte _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 1lth day of June 19 82

DEQ,TC-4 10/79 SE*T061-340




Cart. YNo. 886

Date Figst L[ssued 3/31/78

Data Reissued 6£/11/82

State of Oregon Appl. ¥o. =077

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: _ Location off Pollution Centrol Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Divisicn . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. 0. Box 329
North Bend, Oregon 97459
Ast [ Lessee M} Owner

Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

Description ¢of Pollution Control Facility:

Molten sulfur pump and insulated piping used to move molten sulfur to the spent
liguor incinerator

Type of Pollution Contrel Facility: {J Air ([ Noise ] Water [ Solid Waste (] Hazardous Wasta (J Used Qil

Date Pollution Contrel Facility was completed: February 1977 Placed into operation: February 1977
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ o1 ,365.00 '

Parcent ¢f actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced abave, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erscted, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of CRS 468.175 and subsection (1) of QRS 468.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate {0 a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or ncise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chaptars 454, 439,
457 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

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

1. The facility shall be coatinucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpese of preventing, con-
troiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

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

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisiens of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1379, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS5 A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM TEE
DATE QF FIRST ISSUANCE

—— ]
°f J
{ . 7

Y e
.

Signed L A

/

Title _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _LLith day of June 19.82

DEQ, TC-6 1&,/79 SPT0R3-240




Cart. ¥o. 887

' Date Pirst L[3sued
Cate Reis L=
State of Oregon 8 Reissue 6%11/82

Appl., No. T-976
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Leeation of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division -

Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. C. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Cregon 97459
As:  [J Lessee Q Owner
Deseription of Pollution Control Facility:

Pump and piping for transferring Venturi Scrubber backwash to weak liguor tank|

Type of Pollution Control Facility: [J air [J Noise Water (] Solid Waste {] Hazardous Waste {3 Used Oil
Date Poilution Control Facility was completed: December 1977 Placed into operation:

January 1978

Actual Cost of Poilution Centrol Facility: g 1,/ U0

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, consiructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of QRS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent {or the purpose of preventing, controlling or teducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it Is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of QRS Chapters ¢54, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder.

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

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-

trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

[

The Departmernt of Envifonmeutai Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

of operation of the fagility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pcliution controil
purpese.

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

NOTE -~ The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, (f the person issued the Certificate slects
to take the tax cradit relief under QRS 116.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID CNLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE CF FIRST ISSUANCE

)
.
1

: s
,/.’-}‘-,‘ s
Signed AN I TA

o

Title _Joe B, Righards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 1lth day of June 18 g2

DEQ, TC-S 10/79 SPe91063-340




Cart. Mo. 889

Date First Lssuad 3/31/78

Cata Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appl. Nao. T-378

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Cantrol Facility:

Weverhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Contalnerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road .
P. 0. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: O Lessee 3@ Cwaer

Deseription of Pollution Control Facility:

A 0.5 million gallon concrete tank with a plactic T-lock liner used to store
spent liguor

Type of Pollution Cantrei Facility: (] Air [0 Noise £ Water [J Solid Waste {] Hazardous Waste ([J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 3/14/66 Placed into operation: 3/14/77

Actuat Cost of Pollution Cenirol Facility: 3 181,606.00

Percent of actual cost properly ailocable to peotlution control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was arected, constructed or installed {n accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.185, and is designed for, and is being cperated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pellution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
487 and 468 and ruies adaopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Poliution Cc;ntrol Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shzll be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpcose of preventing, con-
treiling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated zbove,

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or metheod
of operation of the tfacility 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 Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided,

NOTE — The facility described herein i3 not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
. . Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1379, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

\ y |
Ay
N /}..
Signed AT L A ,/

Title _9Jce B. Richafds, Chairman
o/

Approved by the Environmental @Quality Comrnission on

the . 21th day of June ,19.82

DEQ, TC-4 10/79 SP*07083~340




Cart. Nc. 924

Cate First Lssusd J/28/78

Data Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon Apol. No. T-975 .

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Loecation of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 2329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As:  {J Lessee 3 Owner

Description of Pollution Controi Facility:

Settling takd to seperate sand from paper machine tortiary rejects. The system

washes the rej“ects and reclaims about 3000 ibs/day of fiber wich used to be
sewared

Type of Polluticn Control Facility: [} Air () Neoise (& Water (J Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste [ Used Qil
Date Pollutien Control Facility was completed: pecember 1977 Placed into operation:

December 1977

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: S 8.,854.00
' .

Percent of actual cost properly ailocable to pellution control:

+4  less than 20%

Based upon the informatien contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quallty Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of CRS 468.185, and is designed for, and is being operated or will gperate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preveating, controlling or reducing air, water or noise poilution or sclid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeoses of CRS Chapters 4534, 433,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder. .

Therefore, this Poliution Controk Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Eavironmental Quality and the {ollowing special conditions:

1. The facility shall he continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2, The Depariment of Environmental Quality shail be immediately 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 coatrel
purpose.

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

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

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FCR THE TIME REMAINING FRCM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

7
)~ o g
Signed R N

;

Title _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 11th day of June 19.82

DER, TC-8 10/79 SP*7063-340




Cert. No. 285

Date First I[ssued 6/29/79

Date Rei e
State of Oregon ate neissue 6/11/82

Appl. No. P-1073
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Loeation of Pellution Ceontrel Facility:
Weverhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one~half miles north of North
Containerboard Division .

Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459
As: (7 Lessee @ Owmner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

A caustic addition system for the spent liquor incinerator

Type of Pollution Contrel Facility: (@ Air [J Noise [ Water () Solid Waste {) Hazardous Waste [ Used Oil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 4/28/79

Placed into operation: 3/9/78

Actuzl Cost of Poilution Control Facility: § £/,000.

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control;

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected. constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of QRS 468.175 and subsection (1) of QOR3 468.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, centrolling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or soild waste,

hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore, this Poilution Cdntrot Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Qregen. the regulations of the Department ¢f Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
troiling, and redueing the type of pollution as indicated abave.

2. The Depariment of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases 1o operate for its intended pollution centrol
purpose,

3. Any reports or monitering data requested by the Department of Envirenmental Quality shall be promptly provided.
NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisiens of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, If the person issued the Certificate elects
tc take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

r‘ ) /"; ;
Signed ' _7"’ ot W L m__l/

Title _Joe B, Riché\rds, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the lith day ot June , 13 82

DEQ,TC-8 10/79 SPOT063-M0




Carw. Jo. 780

Date First Lssued  G/20/770

Date Reissuasd 6/11/82

State of Oregon Appl, do. T-1074

DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: - Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weverhaeuser West Cocast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Read

P. 0. Box 329 : Coos County, North Bend, Oregen
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: (3 Lessee 3 Owner

Description of Pollution Control Faeility:

L scrubbéx system consisting of four Burley scrubbers which are installed on
the No. 2 hog fuel boiler.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: Air [J Noise [J Water (3 Solid Waste (J] Hazardous Waste [J Used QIil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:  aygust 14, 1978  Placed into operation: aygqust 15, 1978
Actual Cost of Pollutien Control Facility: s 18Z,106.00 '

Percent of actual cost properly allecable to peilutien control:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erscted. constructed or {nstalled in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.1658, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisiy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

1. The facililty shall be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpese of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of poilution as indicated above,

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or methed
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 Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.
NOTE — The facility described hersin is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation

Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 18979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 3186.097 or 317.072.

WOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID OWLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ILSSUANCE

. el L, o Leroa
Signed L4 SR =

Title __Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the llth‘ day of June 1982,

DEQ, TC-4 10/19

SPOT063-340




Cart. ¥No. 1081

Datae First Lssued 6/20/80
Date Reissued 6/11/82
State of Oregon Appl. No. T-1197

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Wayerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerbcard Division - Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Cregon

North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: [ Lessee g Owner

Description of Pollution Control Faeillty:

Four (4) Kistler-Morse weighing mictocells and model 925 electronicts
readout on the spent liwuor incinerator product (salt cake} tank

Type of Pollution Control Facility: (3 Air {J Noise £ Water (J Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:  10/30/79 Placed into operation: 10/31/79
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: § 3,195.00

Percent of actual cost properly alloczble to poliution control:

80% or more

Based upen the infermation contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
cartifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of QRS 468.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, contrelling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,

hazardous wastes ar used cil, and that it {$ necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of QRS Chanters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

1. The facility shail be continuousiy operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpcse of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

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

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

NOTE — The facility described herein {s not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisiens of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979. if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit reilef under QRS 316.097 cr 317.072.

NCTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE CF FIRST ISSUANCE

. ¢ ) ‘
Signed T f RN Foo At

Title _Joe B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Enavironmental Quality Commission on

the _-1th day of June 19.82

DEQ,TC-8 10/72 SPeor0dl-240




Cart. YNo. 1134

Date E‘i.rl:st Tssued 9/10/80
State of Oregon g;;iagé?suad T—L266C{ll/82
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
POLLUTION CONTEOL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Logation of Pollution Control Faceility:

Weyerhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North

Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. Q. Box 329 Coos County, North Bend, Oregon

North Bend, Oregeon 97459

As: [ Lessee M@ Owner

Description of Poilution Control Facility:
Bailey~type OJ oxygen analyzet installed on the No. 2 hog fuel boiler exhaust

Type of Pollution Controt Facility: XJ Air [] Noise {J Water (] Sclid Waste {J Hazardous Waste [ Used (Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:  10/30/79 Placed into operation: 10/31/79

Actuai Cost of Poilution Control Facility: 3 3 19500

Percent of actual cost properiy allocable to pollution conirol:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in acecordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 488.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid wasta,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpaeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
467 and 468 and rujes adopted thereunder,

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

1. The facility shall be continuously owerated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Départment of Environmental Quality shall be immediately aotified of any propcsed change in use or method

of operation of the faecility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pellution control
purpese,

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

NOTE — The facility deseribed herein (s not eligible tc receive tax credit certification as an Energy Cpnsewation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Qregon Law 1973, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 3186.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

e/
/.‘} —ﬂ b ST

Signed i :

Title _Joe B. Richardg, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 11th day of June 19 g2

DEQ, TC-4 19/79 SP*T063-143




Cart. No. 1135

Date First [ssued 9/15/80
Date Reissued b/11/82
State of Oregon Appl. do. T=T261

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: ' Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyarhaeuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerbkoard Division - Bend on Jordan Point Reocad

P, 0. Box 329 Coas County, Norxrth Bend, Oregon
North Bend, Oregon 97459

As: ] Lessee 3 Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

A system of automatic timed high pressure showers for the four side-hill
screens preceding the settling basins. fThe facility consists of piping,
sprocket and chain driven spray bars, and an electrical control panel.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: ([ Air [J Noise XX Water [J Solid Waste (J Hazardous Waste (J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 6/13/80 Placed into operation: 6/13/80
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 7,803.00 )

Percent of actual cost properly allocabie to poilution control:

80C% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced abeve, the Environmental Quality Comrmission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in aceordance with the requirements
of ORS 4¢£8.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165. and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise poliution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisiy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 4389,
467 and 463 and rules adopted thereunder.

Therefore. this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compiiance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following specizi conditions:

1. The {acility shail be conitinuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpese of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

3. The Department of Environmental GQuality shall be immediately notifled of any propesed changs in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason. the facility ceases to operate for {ts intended polluticn control
purpose. :

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

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

NOTE: TEIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

"

T A
Slgned £l i, :

’

Title _Joe B! Richards, Chajrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the . +L1th day of June 19 82

DEQ,TC-8 10479 SP*T063-140




' Cart. Yo. 1136

| Date First Issuad 9/19/80

Date Reissued 6/11/82

State of Oregon appl. Mo. T-T2562

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Weyerhaeusar West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerboard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. O. Box 329

North Bend, Oregon 27459

As: ] Lessee & Owner
Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Coos County, North Bend, Cregon

The facility consists of a magnetic flow meter, piping and coupling devices.

Type of Pollution Controi Facility: (J Air [J Noise XX Water [] Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste {J Used Qil
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 3/28/80 Placed into operation: 3/ 28/80
Actual Cost of Peilution Centrol Facility: §11,377.09

Percent of actual cost properly allocabie to pollution control;

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the applicaticn referenced above, the Environmental Quality Cormmission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS +68.185, and is designed for, and is being coperated or will operate 1o a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or nocise pollution or sclid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it I3 necessary to satisfy the intents and purpeses of ORS Chapters 454, 439,
487 and 488 and rules adepted thersunder.

Therefare. this Pollution Cc;ntroi Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Dapartment of Eavironmental Quality and the following special conditions:

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be fmmediataly 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 Environmental Quality shall be prompily provided.

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.087 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE

. Ay e ;
Signed 4 Ty T L

Title __Joe B, Iiijchards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

tl?e 1lth day of June 19 82

DEQ TC-§ 10/79 SPIT06T-140




Carw. No. 1172 v

Date First Issued 12/19/80
Date Reigsued 6/11/8
State of Oregon appl. Yo. T—-Izé/zl £82

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pellution Control Facility:
Weyerhasuser West Coast, Inc. Two and one-half miles north of North
Containerhoard Division . Bend on Jordan Point Road

P. 0. Box 329

MNorth Bend, Oregon 97459

As:  [J Lessee R} Owner
Description of Pollution Controi Facility:

Cocos County, North Bend, Oregon

Bailey type OJ oxygen analyzer installed on the No. 1 hogged fuel beiler

Type of Pollution Control Facility: @ Air (] Noise {J Water ([J Solld Waste {J Hazardous Waste (J Used Qil
Date Pollutionn Control Facility was completed: June 1980 Placed into operation: June 1980
Actual Cost of Pollutien Coatrol Facility: § 2,/08.04

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controi:

80% or more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described hersin was erected. constructed or installed in acgordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1} of QRS 488.165, and is designed for, and i3 being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise poiluticn or sclid waste,
nazardous wastes or used ocfl, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intants and purpeses of ORS Chapters 434, 439,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thersunder,

Therefore, this Pollution Cdntrol Facility Certificate is issued this dale subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the ragulations of the Department of Envirconmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of peliution as indicated abova.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method

of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for [its intended pollution contrel
purposea.

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

NOTE — The (acility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 312, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM THE
DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE '

Signed Stue o fo

P

Title __JQe B. ;Ri'chards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the _+lth day of June 1982

DER,TC-6 10/79 SProT063-340




Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
VIGTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5686

GOVERANOR

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting

Request for Authorization to hold a Public Hearing on

Propose endments to the Motor Vehicle ggion Control
nspection Test Criterd Methods nd Standards (OAR

=24~ throu - ecific Affecting t
Polluti Equipment Visual Inspection, ¢ ine Exchan
Polic Test Method icensed Fleet Polic

Backsround

At the Environmental Quality Commission meeting of July 16, 1982,
amendments to OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 were approved, These
amendments affected the vehicle emission control test procedure and made
changes in the engine exchange policy. At that time, the report indicated
that a scheduled yearly review of the operating rules was not necessary
since the testing standards had been simplified and it appeared that
pellution control technology on new motor vehicles had stabilized.

Some items in the rules, however, need to be revised to reflect legislative
change and to improve specific program areas., The staff has completed the
rules review and proposes changes in the following areas:

DAR 340-28-306 Include permanent fleet vehicles with non-expiring
licenses in this section and provide alternative testing schedule for
fleet coperations.

OAR 340-24-310 Correct a reference error in the test method section.
0AR 340-24-315 Clarify a step in the inspection procedure.
OAR 340-24-320 and 325 Modify and simplify the reguirements for

underhcod inspection on those cars and trucks manufactured pricor to
1975, and modify the engine change criteria to specify policy for
owners of diesel-powered vehicles who wish to install a gasoline
engine in their vehicle.

DEC-46
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QAR 340-24-340 Add requirements for periodic examination of all
licensed inspectors, including those employed by licensed fleets,
Al s0 gpecifically indicate that violation of the State's
anti-tampering statute is grounds for revocation of a license.

OAR 340-24-350 Remove from the approved lists any exhaust gas
analyzers which are battery=-powered.

A tentative date for public hearing, if the Commission grants authority,
would be October 3, 1983. A proposed Statement of Need for rule making
and Fiscal Impact are attached as Appendix A. A draft Notice of Public
Hearing is attached as Appendix B. The proposed rule modifications are
attached as Appendix C,

Alternatives and Evalustion
The following rule modifications are proposed:

OAR 340-24-306. Recently passed House Bill 2033 made a change in
Oregon motor vehicle licensing law by changing the procedure for
certification of vehicles registered as permanent fleet vehicles
under ORS 481.186. Vehicles owned by large fleets can have
non-expiring license plates, Prior to the legislative change, these
vehicles were certified by the month and year of the original
registration. HB 2033 provides that these vehicles may be certified
within the year rather than within the 90-«days schedule that ORS
481.190 provides for most other vehicles. This makes the permanent
fleet category of vehicles very similar to vehicles that are
classified as publicly~owned. Changes are proposed to OAR 340-24-306
to include this permanent fleet vehicle within that section of the
rule.

When this rule was adopted, a staggered seguence for vehicle testing
was established. The staggered sequence, based upon the last digit of
the license plate, was chosen since there was no expiration date for
the publicly owned license plates. Some licehsed self-inspecting
fleets, among them the post office and the United States General
Services Administration, have indicated that this testing sequence
creates scheduling conflicts in their normal fleet maintenance
practices,

They have requested that they be allowed to establish a separate
testing schedule. The statube simply requires annual certification
for publicly-owned vehicles and yearly certification for permanent
fleet vehicles. As such, any legitimate method of establishing a
testing schedule would fulfill the statutory requirement. The
proposed modification provides this alternative, It would only affect
those fleets licensed by the Department for self-inspection.
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QAR 340-~24-310, This section contains the emission test procedure.
This procedure was modified last year and contains a special testing
provision for 1981 and newer Ford Motor Company-manufactured
vehicles, There is a reference to the standards to be applied., This
reference is in error, It should refer to Section 24-330, the light»
duty standards, rather than Section 28-335, the heavy-duty truck
standards. Minor housekeeping wording changes are alsoc proposed.

0AR 340-24-315. The staff is proposing a clarification in the test
procedure for heavy<+duty vehicles, The current regulation does not
spell out the requirement that the initial readings from the emission
test be recorded, though in practice this is dcone. The proposed
change clarifies this step in the inspection procedure,

OAR 340-24-320(3, 4, 5) and 24-325(5). Staff is proposing reducing
the stringency of the tampering inspection requirement on 1970-1974
and older vehicles. The result would be to ignore some changes made
in emission equipment for vehicles older than 1975, rather than the
current 1970 designation. This is a significant policy action. It
could, however, be considered compatible with the Oregon Legislature's
passage of SB 509, which exempts vehicles 20 years and older from all
program requirements,

The rules currently require that all 1970 and newer vehicles be
inspected for their origiral factory«installed pellution control
equipment. The proposed rule would modify our enforcement stringency
in the underhood inspection portion of the test to check only for the
positive crankcase ventilation (PCV), air injection reactors (AIR),
and evaporative emission control systems on 1970-1974 model year
vehicles, No change in inspection procedures for newer vehicles is
proposed., The effect of such a change would be:

1) There would be an increasedpass rate for the 1970-1974 model year
groupings of vehicles of about 12%. This could effectively raise
our overall pass rate about 5%, boosting the current rate to
about 70%. This group accounts for approximately 20% of our
vehicle population and contains about 110,000 cars and light
trucks.

2) Easing the underhood inspection requirement on the 1970-1974
grouping of vehicles should increase uniformity of the underhood
inspections among the testing centers.
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3) Customer conflict for owners of these older vehicles which have %
mal functioning or missing pollution control equipment would be 5
eased, since this point of confrontation would not be raised.

4) It would eliminate an incentive for avoiding the inspection
program requirements,

5) Program staff has taken several surveys over the past few years
that have indicated that these major parts are available
(sometimes requiring special order). Some minor system
components, however, are no longer available., This action should
reduce the problem of parts availability.

6) Bir quality compliance date schedules would not be affected since
there are no tampering credits included in current air quality
models and projections,

Recently, the U, S, Envirommental Protection agency has released its
draft report outlining credits available for tampering inspection.
Maximum potential credit for tampering inspection would still be
retained if the modifications proposed were implemented. The
inspection program is currently failing about 15% of the 1970=1974
year vehicles for all equipment requirements, Failing vehicles for
only PCV, AIR, and evaporation emission controls would drop the 15%
rate to approximately 5%.

OAR 340-~24-320(6) and 24-325(6)., This is the engine change policy

portion of the rules. A clarification of the rule is made for vehicle

owners wishing to convert 1975-1979 model year diesel vehicles to :
operate on gasoline. This clarification includes provisions that if a L
gasoline engine is installed, all of the associated pollution control '
equipment including catalytic convertors and unleaded fuel

requirements of the gasoline engine system must be met,

The second modification on the engine exchange policy applies to 1980

and newer vehicles. Two concerns have been raised by some

individuals relating to diesel-powered vehicles and light~duty

trucks, The weording in this paragraph of the rule would contain

provisions that provide for diesel=to~gasoline conversions. The rule

would clearly provide that a vehicle owner has flexibility in engine

exchanges to use any equivalent or better 1980 or newer light-duty

engine system. This change would not help some light-duty truck

owners who had purchased vehicles which were under-designed to their

transportation needs, The wording in this section is specifically

intended not to allow a light-duty truck to be modified to a heavy= 1

duty configuration and avoid the light=-duty truck emission |

requirement. l
' |
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OAR 340-24-340., The staff is proposing a change in this section which
institutes a re-examination regquirement for persons licensed to issue
Certificates of Compllance. The proposed change ilncorporates existing
program requirements for periodic examination of Department-employed
inspectors and further extends this requirement to all persons
licensed to issue Certificates of Compliance, It is proposed that
after the initial class and examination, all inspectors be required to
pass a re-examination every two years. The rationale for this
requirement is to insure that these personnel maintain a current
understanding of the requirements and policies for issuing
Certificates of Compliance,

The staff is proposing that a violation of ORS 483.825, the State's
anti-tampering statute, be specifically included as a reason for
revocation of a fleet or inspector license, It should be noted that a
viclation of this statute would still be grounds for revocation of a
license  but that this language change will emphasize that fact.
Additionally, a reference to the program's status would be changed
from "Division" to "Program"™ to be consistent with current

nomencl ature.

OAR 340-24-350, The staff proposes deleting from the approved list
specific exhaust gas analyzers currently approved for licensed fleet
use, All analyzers purchased hefore January 1, 1982 must have been
"BAR-T4" approved., The BAR designation references California Bureau
of Automotive Repair specifications for exhaust gas analyzers used in
licensed garages dqing emission inspections in California. Those
purchased after January 1, 1982 must be BAR-80 approved, BiR=80 is
the current state~of-the-art specification. On the original BAR-T4
listing, there are four brand-named analyzers which were approved but
which have had a poor "in=service" history. These exhaust gas
analyzers are battery-powered, and this is probably one of the major
contributing factors in their poor service history. The "in=service"
history of these units in terms of reliability, accuracy,
repeatability, and serviceability are such that it is the staff's
recommendation that they not be recognized as approved equipment for
the purposes of the licensed fleet progran.

The four units, KAL-EQUIP, NAFA, STEWART-WARNER, and DELCO, are in
essence the same unit with different brand names. These brands have
been out of production for several years., Three of 45 licensed fleets
currently use these exhaust gas analyzers. To provide adequate lead
time for these fleets to arrange replacement, the effective date of
this change is proposed as January 1, 1985, This time frame would
coincide with the annual fleet renewal period. This action will
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require that the three fleets purchase new analyzers if they wish to
naintain their licensed fleet status after 1984.

aclon

The staff has proposed modification to the Vehicle Inspection Program
operating rules in several areas., These areas include the testing method,
inspection procedures, and equipment requirements for licensed fleets. Some
of the changes are relatively minor, changing a reference error and
detailing a step in the inspection procedure. The change in underhood
inspection procedures and engine change is the most significant policy
action proposed. This action does not affect the projected ambient air
compliance dates but will result in an overall increase in vehicle pass
rate of about 5%. It would ease administrative burden on vehicles which
are older than the 1975 model year. These changes would also clarify the
engine change policy for the newest category of vehicles,

The other changes proposed would affect licensed fleets. One change would
allow a separate inspection schedule for licensed fleets, Another change
would require that the licensed fleet inspectors be re-examined every three
years in order to maintain their inspector status. And the third change
would require that three of our 45 licensed fleets update their exhaust gas
analyzers, The analyzers that staff is proposing be removed are obsolete
and have an unsatisfactory record for reliability and serviceability within
the exhaust gas analyzer industry. Adequate lead time i= proposed for
those fleets to acquire new instrumentation,

Director's Recommendation

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

authorized,
William H. Young
Attachments
4, Appendix A, Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact
B. Appendix B, Notice of Public Hearing
C. Appendix C, Proposed Rule Modifications
YZ291
WPJasper:zhe
229-5081
July 26, 1983




Appendix A
STATEMENT OF NEEP FOR RULEMAKIRG

Pursuant to OR3 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the
intended action to amend a rule.

The proposed amendments are needed to update the lnspection program
oriteria to reflect changes in operational oriteria, inspection program
protocol, and licensed fleet requirements.

House Bill 2033, Senate Bill 509, the existing rules, automobile and motor
vehicle manufacturer shop manuals anhd service manualas have been relied on.

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 operation of the inspection program. Three licensed Fleets
may be affected economically in that equipment currently used by those
fleets will no longer be allowed to be used as part of DEQ's lilcensed fleet
program.

These proposels do not affect land use,

VZ296

SIP.A (12/79)




Appendix B

Oregon Departrment of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

VIP Operating Rules 4)

WHO IS
AFFECTED:

WHAT IS
PROPOSED:

WHAT ARE THE
HIGHLIGHTS:

P.O. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Date Prepared: July 15, 1983
Hearing Date: October 3, 1983
Comments Due: October 3, 1983

Motor vehicle owners, people engaged in the business of repairing
motor vehicles, and licensed fleets operating in the Portland
metropolitan area will be affected by this proposal.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend OAR
340-24-300 through 340-24-350, Operating Rules for the Motor Vehicle
Inspection Program.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing modifications to
the current inspection program rules. Interested parties should

request a copy of the complete proposed rule package. Some highlights
are: '

¥%  Rule modifications allowing the establishment of specific test
schedules for licensed fleets,

#%  Rule modifications in the test criteria section detailing
gpecific changes in the inspection program test procedure.

%%  Tnspection program criteria changes which simplify the tampering
inspection for 1970 through 1974 vehicles,

% Changes in the test criteria section which amend
engine change policy.

L1 Changes in the licensed fleet and licensed exhausat gas analyzer
procedures which; 1) remove from certification list battery
powered exhaust gas analyzers for licensed fleet operations, and
2) which require periodic re-examination and re-certification of
licensed emission inspectors.

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be obtained from the
DEQ/Vehicle Inspection Program in Portland (522 S.W. Fifth Avenue) or
the regional office nearest you, For further information contact
William Jasper at (503) 229-6235,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid
long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-#452:Z813..And ask for the Department of %{%

8110/82 Environmental Quality. 1-800-452-4011

Caontalns

Recyolad
Matarials




WHAT IS THE
NEXT STEP:

VZ295

& public hearing will be held before a hearings officer at;

T:30 p.m,

October 3, 1983

State Office Building, Room TOT
1400 S, W, Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the public hearing.
Written comments may be sent to the DEQ Vehicle Inspection Program,
P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207, but must be received by no later
than 5:00 p.m., October 3, 1983.

After publiec hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt
rule amendments identical to the propesed amendments, adopt modified
rule amendments on the same subject matter, or decline to act. The
adopted rules will be submitted to the U, S. Envirommental Protection
Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan., The
Commission's deliberation should come in November, 1983 as part of the
agenda of a regularly scheduled Commission meeting,

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impaot Statement, and Land
Use Consistency Statement are attached to this notice.




Appendix C

Motor Vehicle Emission Control Inspection
Test Criteria, Methods, and Standards

Scope

340-24-300 Pursuant to ORS 468,360 to 468.405, 481,190
to 481.200, and 483.800 to 483,825, the following rules establish
the criteria, meithods, and standards for inspecting motor
vehicles, excluding motorcycles, to determine eligibility for
cbtaining a Certificate of Compliance or inspection.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ 89, f. 4-22-75, ef. 5-25~75; DEQ 139, f. 6~30~77
ef. 7T=-1-77

0AR243.00 1=




Pefinitions

340-24-305 As used in these rules unless otherwise required
by context:

(1) "Carbon dioxide" means a compound consisting of the
chemical formula (CO0»s).

(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 Commissicn,

(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 portis
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 contrel laws and regulations.

OAR243,05(1) -2-




(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 pounda).

(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
g 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 periocd ends. If the manufacturer
does not designate a production periocd, 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
noet 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 rocads,

(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.

OAR243.05(1) - -3-




(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 systen
or device which inhibits the introduction of fuels which can
adversely effect the overall motor vehicle pollution control
systen.

(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) "Owner" means the person having all the incidents of
ownership in a vehicle or where the ineidents of ownership are
in different persons, the person, other than a security interest
holder or lessor, entitled to the possession of a vehiele under
a security agreement, or a lease for a term of 10 or more
successive days.

(28) "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,

{29) "PPM" means parts per million by volume,

(30) "Public roads"™ means any street, alley, road, highwéy,
freeway, thoroughfare, or section thereof in this state used
by the public or dedicated or appropriated to public use,

(31) "RPMY means engine crankshaft revolutions per minute,

(32) "Two~stroke cycle engine® means an engine in which
combustion occurs, within any given c¢ylinder, once each
crankshaft revolution.

(33) "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. 34-22-75, ef. 5-25-75; DEQ 139, f. 6-30-77,
ef, T-1-77; DEQ 9-1978, f. & ef. T7-7T-78; DEQ 22-1979,
fo & ef. 7"5"79- )
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Publicly Owned and Permapent Fleet Vehicle[s] Testing
Requirements

340-24-306 (1) All motor vehicles registered as
government-owned vehicles under ORS U81.125 which are reguired
to be certified annually pursuant to ORS 481,190 shall, as means
of that certification, obtain a Certificate of Compliance,

cles u S hie <) r be tifie
ursuy eans
c if n in =) icate of Co

{3) [(2)]Any motor vehicle which is to be registered under ORS
481.125 opr 481,186 , but is not a new motor vehicle, shall
obtain a Certificate of Compliance prior to that registration as
so required by ORS 481.190.

{4) [(3)]For the purposes of providing a staggered certification
schedule for vehicles registered as government-owned vehicles ORS

481,125 or permanent fleet vehicles under ORS 481,186, shall
t as 0 tion be on the basis of the final

numerical digit contained on the vehicle license plate. Such
certification shall be completed by the last day of the month as
provided below (Last Digit and Month, respectively):

(a) l--wwmeua January;
(b) 2umemecwaa February;
(e) 3mmmemeue March;

(d) lde-eoe—an April;

(@) Bmmmmmma- May;

(f) b==--mmua June ;

(8) Tmmwmew—m—w- July;

(h) Bacreneaa August;
(1) 9=-mmmma September;
(j) O=wcewmua October,

schedule for ehi es e 8 government- e ahi e

nder S nent eet e _
£ es ehicle € ed et e n £ elf-
inspecti -24-
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Motor Vehicle Inspection Program Fee Schedule

340-25~30T The following is the fee schedule for Certificates of

Compliance, and licenses issued by the Department of
Environmental Quality, Vehicle Inspection Program.

Certificate Of COMPliANRCEe .uvesncencssncscnsasansinnscssensedT00

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT

Certifieate of COﬂlplianCe..--....-..o-----...-oooao'---..-..$3-00

ISSUED BY LICENSED MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OPERATION

MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OPERATION initial
annual renewal

FLEET OPERATION VEHICLE EMISSION INSPECTOR - initial
annual renewal

EXHAUST GAS ANALYZER SYSTEM initial
annual renewal

OAR243.,07 -6~

$5.00
$1.00

$5,00
$1.00

$5.00
$1.00




Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method

340~24-310 (1) The vehicle emiszsion 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
iz to be completed at the time of the motor vehicle being
inspected.

(3) Vehicles having coolant, o0il, or fuel leaks or any other
such defect that is unsafe to allow the emission test to be
condueted shall be rejected from the testing area. The emission
test shall not be conducted until the defects are eliminated.

(4) The vehicle transmigssion is to be plaged in neutral
gear or park position 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
pellution 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 indjcating 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 t-
for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements f
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 RFM and 2,700 RPM, The engine speed is to be
maintained at a steady speed within this= speed range for a
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 asysatem 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.

0AR243.10 -7 = 83201




(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 from each gas measured for

comparison] ,or the average reading from the exhaust outlets are
Lo be compared to the stndards of rule 340-24-330.

(12) If the vehicle does not comply with the standards
specified in rule 340-24-[335] 330, and it is a 1981 or newer
Ford Motor Company [product] vehicle. the vehicle shall have the
ignition turned off, restricted, and steps (8) through (11)
repreted,

(13) 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.

(14) 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,

(15) 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.

(16) 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,

(17) 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.: ORS Ch, 468

Hist: DEQ 89, f. 4-22-75, ef. 5-25-75, DEQ 139, f. 6-30-77,
ef, T-1-TT
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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 forn
is to be completed 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.

(%) 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 reguired 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.

T ste ate levels of the gages pmeasured at jidle
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded, The jdle
speed at which the gas measurements were made shall alsoc be
recorded,

{8) [(7)]The engine is to be accelerated, with no external
locading applied, to a speed of between 2200 RPM and 2700 RPM.

The engine speed 1= to be maintained at a constant speed within
this speed range for a sufficient time toc 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 jdle speed condition.

{9) [(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 alsc be recorded.

1) [{(9)1If the vehicle is equipped with a multiple exhaust
system, then steps (6) through[(8)] (9) 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[{(T7) and (8).] (8} and (9).
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{11) [(10)]1The reading from the exhaust outlet, or the average ‘
reading from the exhaust outlets obtained in each step[(7) and !
(8)] (8) and (9), are to be compared to the standards of rule 340- ‘
2k-335,

{12) [(11)]If the vehicle is capable of being operated with both
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (6) through[(8)] (9) are
to be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for
both fuels,

£13) {(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.

L14) [(13)]1If 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.

(15) [(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.

(16) [(15)]No Certificate of Compliance or inspection shall be
issued unless the vehicle complies with all reguirements of these
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468,360 to 368.405,
481,190 to 481.200, and 483.800 tc 483.825,

{17) [(16)1Any 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
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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 vehiecles, 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 T percent or less,

{(2) Fo 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.

nope e in a n o _ _ L oted
in section (5) or as provided by 40 CFR 85, 1701-1709,
e k e i

(B) Air injector reactor (ATR) system,

e t 5 e

{b) No vehicle emission control test for a [1970] 1975
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
nade inoperative in vioclation of ORS 483,.825(l), except as noted
in sectien (5) or as provided for by 340 CFR 85.1701-1709, Motor
vehicle pollution control systems include, but are not
hecessarily limited to:

{A) [(a)] Positive crankcase ventilation (PCV) systen.
{B) [(b)] Exhaust modifier system:

i) [(A)] Air injection reactor system;

{ii) [(B)] Thermal reactor system;

Liii) [(C)] Catalytic converter system[- (1975 and newer model
vehicles only)].
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[{c)] Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems [- (1973 and
newer model vehicles only)]

[{d)] Evaporative control system

[(e)] Spark timing systen:

[(A)] Vacuum advance systen;

[(B)] Vacuum retard system.

[(f)] Special emission control devices. Examples:

[(A)] Orifice spark advance control (0SAC);

EEEEEEE B

[(B)] Speed control switch (SCS).

{4ii) [(C)] Thermostatic air cleaner {(TAC).
{iv) [(D)] Transmission controlled spark (TCS).
{v) [(E)] Throttle solenoid control (TSC).
{vi) [(F)] Fuel filler inlet restriectors.
{vii) [(G)] Oxygen Sensor

miss Control Co e

(%) No vehicle emission control test for a [1970] 1975 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 so0 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 %83,825(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.
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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.

(¢) Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or
system parameter, if done for purposes of maintenance or repair
according to the vehicle or engine manufaocturer's instructions,
are not considered violations of ORS 483.,825(2).

(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 1970 through 1979 model year motor vehicles.
When a motor vehicle is equipped with other than the original
engine and [they] its 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
noneoriginal engine is older than the motor vehicle any
requirement for evaporative control system and fuel filler inlet
restrictor and catalytic convertor shall be based on the model
year of the wvehicle chassis. D co ssion t
L C L e8 nanged g *

rements ute nt 8

(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 , oQr
e ] s 1 [o] chibits e icle © r
a t e_and emiss ro ystem to (o} e t
. n S S "
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Heavy Duty Gasoline Hdtor VYehicle Emissioh 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.

Pos Crankcas
e ] n
(C) Air Injection Svystem

{(b) No vehicle emission control test for a[l970] 1975 or
newer model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of
the following factory-installed motor vehiecle pollution control
systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made
inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted in
section (5):

{4) [(a)lPositive crankcase ventilation;

- (B) [(b)]ExhauSt modifier system, Examples:

{1) [(A)]Air injection system

{ii) [(B)IThermal reactor system

(4ii) [(Cc)lcatalytic convertor system.

(C) [(c)lExhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems;
(D) [(d)]Evaporative control system;

{E) [(e)]Spark timing system. Examples:

Li) [(A)]Vacuum advance systen;
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({ii) [(B)Y]Vacuum retard systemn.

{F) [(f)]Special emission control devecies. Examples:
(i) [(A)YlOrifice spark advance control (0SAC);

(ii) [(B)Y[Speed control switch (SCS);

{1ii) [(C)]Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC);

Liv) [(D)]Transmission controlled spark (TC3);

{v) [(E)JThrottle solenoid control (TSC);

Lyi) [(F)]Fuel filler inlet restrictor,

(4) No vehicle emission control test conducted for a [1970]
J1975 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
emisgion 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, 1s 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,

... (e) 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 vioclations of ORS 483,825(2),

(5) & 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 E
authorized by ORS 483.825(3).
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(6) For the purposes of these rules, a[1970] 1975 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,

0AR243,25(1) =15a-
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OAR 340-24-330 LIGHT DUTY MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL
CUTPOINTS OR STANDARDS

(1) Light Duty Diesel Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cutpoints
All: 1.0% CO No BC Check

(2) Light Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cutpoints
Two Stroke Cycle
All: 6.5% CO No HC Check

(3) Light Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emiassion Control Cutpoints
Four Stroke Cycle - Passenger Cars

Pre 1968 Model Year
2 or less cylinders
All: 6.5% CO 1550 ppm HC
More than 4 ecylinders
All: 6.0% CO 1250 ppm HC
1968 - 1969 Model Year
4 or less cylinders
All: 5.5% CO 850 ppm HC
More than 4 cylinders
Ml: 5.0% CO 650 ppm HC
All: 4.5% CO 550 ppm HC
- el Ye
Al fa Romeo 3.5% CO 450 ppm HC
American Motors 3.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Audi 3.0% CO 450 ppm HC
BMW 3.5% CO 450 ppm HC
BL-Jaguar 3.5% CO 350 ppm HC
BL-MG 4.5¢ co 450 ppm HC
BL-Triumph §,0% CO 450 ppm HC
BL-Other 4,5% CO 450 ppm HC
Buick 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Cadillac 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Capri 3.0% €O 450 ppm HC
Checker 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Chevrolet 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Chrysler 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
Colt, Dodge 5.5% CO 550 ppm HC
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1972 - 1974 Model Year - Continued

Cricket, Plymouth~Single Carb.Only 7.5%

Cricket, Plymouth - All Others
Datsun

Dodge

Ferrari

Fiat

Ford - All Others

Ford - 4 cylinder

Honda Automobile - 1972
Honda Automcbile -~ All Others
Jenzen-Heal ey

Lincoln

Mazda - Piston Engine
Mazda ~ Rotary Engine
Mercury

Oldsmobile

Opel

Peugeot

Plymouth

Pontiac

Porsche 914 - 1974
Porsche =~ All Others

Renault
Rolls Royce and Bentley
Saab
Subaru
Toyota
Volkswagen - Type U
- Dasher
~ All Others
Volvo

All Vehicles Not Listed

1975 - 1980 Model Year
Catalyst Equipped
Non-Catalyst Equipped
All:

1981 and Newer Model Year
Al1: At idle

At 2500 rpm

0AR243.30 (1)

.09
3.0%
2.5%
3.5%
4,5%
2.5%
2.5%
5.5%
3.5%
5.0%
2.5%
4.5%
3.0%
2.5%
2.5%
3.5%
3.5%
2.5%
2.5%
5.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
4.59%
3.0%
3.5%
3.5%

3.5%

0.5%

2.0%

co
co
Cco
co
Co
co
co
Cco
Cco
co
co
Co
co
co
co
co
co
Cco
co
co
Co
Co
Co
Cco
Cco
Cco
co
co
ce
o
co

Co

co

co

co
co

450
450
450
350
350
450
350
450
450
450
450
350
450
450
350
350
450
450
350
350
450
450
450
350
450
450
450
450
450
450
450

450

-175.

250

175
175

ppm
ppm
bpm
ppm
bpm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppu
Ppm
ppm
Ppm
bpm
ppm
pPrm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
PPm
pPprm
Ppbm
pPpm
Ppm
Prm
Ppm
Ppm
Ppm
ppn

ppm

Ppm

pPpPm

ppm
ppm

HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC
HC

HC

HC

HC

HC
HC
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(4) Light Duty Gascline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cuf Points -
Light Duty Trucks

(a) 6000 GVWR or less

P [o] =

4 or less cylinders

All: 6.5% CO 1550 ppm HC

More than U4 cylinders

Al: €.5% CO 1250 ppm HC

- odel Ye

4 or less cylinders

All: 5.5% CO 850 ppm HC

More than 4 cylinders

All: 5.0% CO 650 ppm HC
4970 = 1971 Model XYear

Al 4,5% CO 550 ppm HC
1972 - 1974 Model Year

4 or less cylinders

All: 3.5% CO 450 ppm HC

More than 4 cylinders

All: 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
1975 - 1980 Model Year

Catalyast Equipped

All: 0.5% CO 175 ppu HC

Non-Catalyst Equipped

a11: 2.0% CO 250 ppm HC
198]1 and Newer Model Year

All: At idle 0.5% Co 175 ppm HC

At 2500 rpm 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC

(b) 6001 to 8500 CVWWR

e ode ear

All: 6.0% CO 1250 ppm HC
1968 ~ 1969 Model Year

All: 5.0% CO 650 ppm HC
Ig'm - ig'z | MQQQI Yggp

All: 4,5% CO 550 ppm HC
1972 — 1974 Model Year

All: 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC
1975 ~ 1978 Model Year

All: 2.0% CO 250 ppm HC

0AR243.30 (1) ~18- 81213



(5)

(6}

(7}

0AR243.30 (1) ~19- 81213

1979 = 1980 Model Year
Catalyst Equipped

All: 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC
Non-Catalyst Equipped .
AllL: 2.0% CO 250 ppm HC
1981 and Newer
All: At idle 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC
At 2500 rpm 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC

An enforcement tolerance of 0.5% carbon monoxide and 50 ppm
hydrecarbon will be added to the above cutpoints.

There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state unloaded
and raised rpm engine idle portion of the emission test from either
the vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase. In the case
of diesel engines and two-stroke cycle engines, the allowable
visible emission shall be no greater than 20% opacity.

The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing
from those listed in subsections (1), (2), (3), (i), (5) and (6)
for vehicle classes which are determined to present prohibitive
inspection problems using the listed standards.




340-24-335 HEAVY-DUTY GASOLINE MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL
EMISSION STANDARDS

(1) Carbon Monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance

% N %
A EHIC
Pre-1970 6.0 0.5
1970 through 1973 4.0 1.0
1974 through 1978 3.0 1.0
1979 and later 2.0 1.0

(2) Carbon monoxide nominal 2,500 RPM emission values not to be
oxceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance

9 9
ALI, VEHICLES
Pre-1970 3.0 1.0
1970 and later 2.0 1.0
Fuel Injected No Check

(3) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance

PPM . PPM
Pre-1970 700 200
1970 through 1973 500 200
1974 through 1978 300 200
1979 and later 250 100

(4) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state
unloaded engine idle and raised rpm porticn of the emission test fron
~gither the vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankecase., . . .

(5) The Director may establish specific separate standards,
differing from those listed in subsections (1), (2), (3), and (%)
for vehicle classes which are determined to present prohibitive
inspection problems using the listed standard.
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€Criteria for Qualifications of Persons Eliligible 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 emiasion inspecﬁor.
(c) State employed vehicle emission inspector.

(2) Application for a license must be completed on a form
provided by the Department,

(3) (a) Each motor vehicle fleef opepration license shall be
valid through December 31 of each year unless revoked, suspended,
or returned to the Department.

for tno v_grg fromﬂthe last“dav of the-m nth gt is ge. gnlgﬁ_

e spended et t

(4} No license shall be issued until the applicant has
fulfilled all requirements and paid the reguired 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.] 483,825,

(8) A fleet operation vehicle emission inspector ligcense
shall be valid only for inspection of, and execution of
certificates for, meoctor vehicle pollution control systems ahd
motor vehicles of the motor vehicle fleet operation by which
the inspector is employed on a full time basis, except:

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 ageney for that service and that contract having the
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approval of the Director.

(9) To [be licensed] initially receive or repew a license as
a vehicle emission inspector, the applicant must:

(a2} Be an employee of the Vehicle Inspection [Division]
Program of the Department, or

(b} Be an employee of a license motor vehicle fleet §
operation, |

(¢) Complete application.

(d) Satisfactorily cemplete a training program conducted
by the Department, Only persons employed by the Department or
by a2 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) At the completion of this training program
8 [Slatisfactorily complete an examination pertaining to the
inspectionh 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 481,125.

(b) Be equipped with an exhaust gas analyzer complying with
criteria established in rule 340-24-350.

(e¢) Be equipped with a sound level meter conforming
~to ®Requirements for Sound Measuring Instruments and
Personnel™ (NPCS-2) manual, revised September 15, 1974, of this
Department.

(11) No person licensed as a motor vehicle fleet operation
shall 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,
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GAS ANALYTICAL SYSTEM LICENSING CRITERIA !
340-24-350 (1) To be licensed, an exhaust gas analyzer must:
(a) Conform substantially with either:

(4) All specifications contained in the document "Specifications for
Exhaust (Gas Analyzer System Including Engine Tachometers® dated July 9,
1974, prepared by the Department and on file in the office of the Vehicle
Inspection Program of the Department,

(B) The technical specifications contained in the document
"Performance Criteria, Design Guidelines, and Accreditation Procedures for
Hydrccarbon (HC) and Carbon Monoxide (C0O) Analyzers Reguired in California
Official Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Stations,™ issued by the Bureau of
California, and on file in the office of the Vehicle Inspection
Program of the Department. Evidence that an instrument model is approved
by the California Bureau of Automotive Repair will suffice to show
conformance with this technical specification, or

(C) If a gas analytical system is purchased after January 1, 1982,
the techinical specifications contained in the document "The Cazlifornia
Exhaust Gas Analyzer Specification - 1979" on file in the office of the
Vehicle Inspection Program of the Department.

D ot withst ol of the above fications. no license

(b) Be owned by the licensed motor vehicle fleet operation or the
Department.

(¢} Be span gas calibrated a minimum of once a month (at least every
30 calendar days) by licensed inspector. The calibration and the
inspector's initials are to be recorded on the back of the exhaust gas .
analyzer's license for verification by the Department. -

{(2) Application for a license must be compieted on a form provided by
the Department.

(3) Each license issued for an exhaust gas analyzer shall be valid
through December 31 of each year, unless returned to the Department or
revoked,

(4) A license for an exhaust gas apalyzer system shall be renewed
upon submission of a statement by the motor vehicle fleet operation that
all conditions pertaining to the original license issuance are still valid
and that the unit has been gas calibrated and its proper operation
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verified within the last 30 days by & vehicle emission inspector in their
empl oyment. '

(5) Grounds for revocation of a license issued for an exhaust gas
analyzer system include the following:

(a) The unit has been altered, damaged, or modified so as to no
longer conform with the specifications of subsection (1)(a) of this rule.

{(b) The unit is no longer owned by the motor vehicle fleet
operation to which the license was issued.

(c) The Department verifies that a Certification of Compliance
has been issued to a vehicle which has been emission tested by an analyzer
that has not met the requirements of subsection (1){c¢) of this section.
(6) No license shall be transferable.

(7) No license shall be issued until all requirements of section (1)
of this section are fulfilled and required fees paid,
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VICTOR ATIYEH
QOVEANOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Rules Governing

Construction and Use of Waste Disposal Wells,
QAR 0-44-005 through O=44=0

Background and Problem Statement

In 1969, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted a set of rules
controlling the construction of waste disposal well=s. At that time, the
primary purpose for the rules was to phase ocut the sewage drain holes in
Central Oregon. WNow that the municipal areas in Central Oregon have been
sewered and most of the sewage drain holes have been phased out, it is
necessary to revise the rules so they relate to current conditions.
Because of a lack of a feasible alternative method of sewage disposal

in every case, a small number of existing, rural sewage drain holes will
probably be in existence for some time.

In addition to updating the sewage drain hole requirements, the rules need
tc be expanded to include cother types of waste disposal wells and
underground injection practices.

At the May 20, 1983 EQC Commission meeting, a proposal for modifying the
rules was presented to the Commission. At that time the Commission
authorized a hearing on the proposed rules.

4 public hearing was held in Redmond on June 24, 1983. There was no
opposing testimony on the rules. A copy of the hearing officer's report
is attached.

In response to written comments by one of the witnesses and further
evaluation by Department staff, some clarifying language was added to

OAR 340-44-015(7). It more clearly defines the limited conditions under
which new sewage drain holes may be constructed; authorizes the Director

to require additional treatment, where warranted; requires new sewage drain
holes to terminate at least 100 feet above known groundwater aquifer; and
requires abandonment whenever a feasible oh-site system or off-site sewers
become available,




EQC Agenda Item No., E
August 19, 1983
Page 2

Discussion and Evajuation

After due consideration to public comments and further staff evaluation,
the final rule modifications being proposed are as follows:

340-44-005 The definition of "Waste Disposal Well™ is changed and the
exclusions are removed.

Definitions for "Acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan" and
"Noncontact Cooling Water® are deleted because the terms are no longer
used in the body of rules,

Definition for "standard subsurface sewage disposal system! is
corrected to correspond with current on-site sewage disposal rules.

Definitions for "Aquifer", "Exempted Aquifer", "Seepage Pit", "Sewage
Drain Hole", "Underground Injection Activity", and "Underground Source
of Drinking Water" are added. {These definitions are necessary in order
to tie into the federal Underground Injection Control Program.)

340-8U-015 This rule relating to construction and use of waste disposal
wells has been extensively rewritten to define which injection
activities need a permit and which activities are prohibited. These
sections relating to sewage drain holes have been updated to
correspond to current conditions for construction and maintenance.
All of the sections which are no longer applicable have been deleted.
Section (7) of this rule has been expanded to desaribe under which
circumstances a new sewage drain hole might be constructed; the
construction requirements; and the requirement to abandon the sewage
drain hole as soon as an acceptable alternative is available. The
rule does not authorize new development on sewage drain holes.

340=U4<017 There have been minor revisions to this rule whieh pertain to
repair of existing waste disposal wells, to clarify that it applies
only to sewage drain holes.

340-44-019 This rule which required schedules for eliminating waste
disposal wells in municipalities is being repealed because it is no
longer needed now that sewers have been built in the municipal areas.

340-44-020 There is a minor modification to this rule to show that it
applies to all waste disposal wells, not just sewage drain holes, The
rule requires the Director's approval for all waste disposal wells.

340-44-035 There have been minor, clarifying changes to this rule. The
rule addresses some of the things to be considered in permits.

340-44-050 This is a new rule which pertains to construction and use
of disposal wells for surface runoff, Rather than regulating this
activity by permit, these rules are proposed.
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340-44-055 This rule has been added to require all types of underground
injection activities which threaten groundwaters be approved by the
Director. It also provides a mechanism for the Director to accept
permits writiten by other agencies for specialized injection activities
regulated by them.

There appears to be general support for these rule changes. The Department
has not been confronted with any opposition.

Summation

1. In 1969, rules were adopted which required the orderly phaseout of
waste disposal wells (drain holes) in Central Oregon.

2. Sewerage systems have been constructed in Bend, Redmond and Madras,
and most sewage drain holes have been eliminated.

3. Many sections of the waste disposal well rules are no longer
applicable and should be removed or modified.

4, There are other ftypes of waste disposal wells or underground injection
practices which aren't adequately addressed in the regulations which
should be included.

5. Through the public participation process the Department has found
general support for the rule modifications.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission

adept the rules as amended.

William H. Young
Attachments: 3
1. Revised Rules
2. Hearing Officer's Report
3. Statement of Need

Charles K. Ashbaker:l
229-5325
August 3, 1983

WL2642



ATTACHMENT 1

ﬁEPARTMENI OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY er Quali Pr m

DIVISION A4

CONSTRUCTION AND USE OF WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS OR OTHER UNDERGROUND TNJECTION
ACTIVITIES

DEFINITIONS

340-44-005 As used in these regulations unless the context reguires
othervwise:

[(1)] {12) "Person" means the United Stat nd agencies thereof state,
any individual, publie or private corporation, political
subdivision, governmental agency, municipality, industry,
copartnership, association, firm, trust, estate or any other
legal entity whatsocever.

[(2)] (17) "Sewage" means the water-carried human or animal waste from
residences, buildings, industrial establishments, or other
places, together with such groundwater infiltration and surface
water as may be present. The admixture with sewage as above
defined of industrial wastes or wastes shall alsc be considered
"seyage" within the meaning of these rules.

[(3)] (23) "Wastes"™ means sewage, industrial wastes, agricultural wastes,
and all other liquid, gaseous, =solid, radicactive or other
substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause
pollution of any waters of the state.

[(4)] (22) "Waste Disposal Well" means any [natural or manmade] bored,

drilled, driven or dug hole, [crevasse, fissure or opening in
the ground] whose depth 1s greater than its largest surface

dimension which is used or intended to be used for disposal
of sewage, industrial, agricultural or other wastes [:] and

8 dra es, drywe esspools and see its n
with other underground injection wells, hut deoes not apply
o 8inzls Fami esidentidl ces 5 - qeepare Dbi
nonresidenti cessbo ) its c eceive

sanit stes erve s h ersons .

[(a) "Waste Disposal Well", as used in these regulations, does
not include conventional seepage beds, tile fields,
cesspools or landfills constructed and operated in
accordance with Commission rules or waste treatment or
disposal ponds or lagoons constructed or operated under a
permit issued by the Director.]
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[(b) "Waste Disposal Well" does not include geothermal
reinjection wells.]

[(c) "Waste Disposal Well"™ does not include disposal wells
specifically approved by the Commission for disposal of
adeguately treated and disinfected effluents from large,
efficiently operated, municipal or county sewage treatment
plants, where contimious and effective surveillance and
control of waste treatment and discharge can be assured so
as to fully safeguard water quality and the public health
and welfare. Such disposal wells shall only be considered
for approval by the Commission if it determines that no
other method of disposal other than disposal well is
reasonably or practicably available.]

[(5)] {2) "Authorized Representatives™ means the staff of the Department or
of the local unit of govermment performing duties for and under
agreement with the Department as authorized by the Director to
act for the Department.

[(6)] (3) "Commission™ means the Environmental Quality Commission.
[(7)] (4) "Construction" includes installation or extension.
[(8)] (B) "Department" means the Department of Envirommental Quality.

[(2)] (&) "Director™ means the Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality.

[{10}] (14) "Public Health Hazard" means a condition whereby there are
suffiicient types and amounts of biological, chemical, or
physical, including radiclogical, agents relating to water or
sewage which are likely to cause human illness, disorders, or
disability. These include, but are not limited to, pathogenic
viruses and bacteria, parasites, toxic chemicals, and radicactive
isctopes. A malfunctioning or surfacing subsurface sewage
disposal system constitutes a public health hazard,

[(11)] (15) "Public Waters" means lakes, bays, ponds, impounding reservoirs,
aprings, wells, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes,
inlets, canals, the Pacifie Ocean within the territorial limits
of the State of Oregon, and all other bodies of surface or
underground waters, natural or artificial, inland or coastal,
fresh or salt, public or private (except those private waters
which do not combine or effect a junction with natural surface or
underground waters), which are wholly or partially within or
bordering the state or within its jurisdiection.
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[(12)] (11) "Owner" means any person who alone, or jointly, or severally
with others:

(A) Has legal title to any lot, dwelling, or dwelling unit; or

(B) Has care, charge, or control of any real property as agent,
executor, exeocutrix, administrator, administratrix, trustee,
lessee or guardian of the estate of the holder of legal
title; or

(C) 1Is the contract purchaser of real property.

Each such person as described in paragraphs (B} and (C) above,
thus representing the holder of legal title, is bound to comply
with the provisions of these minimum standards as if he were the
owner.

[(13)1 (8) ™Municipal sewerage system" means any part of a sewage
collection, transmission, or treatment facility that is owned and
operated by an incorporated city.

[(14) nvAcknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan™ means any land use
plan that has been acknowledged by the Land Conservation and
Development Commission. ]

{(15) "Noncontact cooling water" means water that has been used solely
for cooling purposes in a manner such that the water contains no
more contaminhants (except heat), after its use, than when it was
withdrawn from its natural source.]

[(16)] (13) "Property" means any structure, dwelling or parcel of land that
containg or uses a waste dispesal well for disposing of wastes.

[(17)] (19) "Standard [subsurface] gn-site sewage disposal system" means a

drainfield or approved alternative disposal system that complies
with the requirements of [rules 340-71-020 and 340-71-030.] OAR
Chabter 340 Division 71.° RO g

[(18)] (9) "Munieipal sewer service area" means an area which has been
desighated by an incorporated city for sewer service and for
which preliminary sewer planning has been completed,

[(19)] (i0) "Municipality" means an incorporated city only.

[(20)] {24) "WPCF Permit" means a permit as defined in Division 45.
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(1) M"Aguifer" means an underground stratum holding water which is
capable of yielding a significant amount of water to a well or
spring,

"Exempte ifer" means uife hi ontains wate
fewer tha tot issolye olids, is urrent
use 8 source o inkj ate s en exc
0S8 e source o inkin a, ecause e _or e
following:

s mine conten jol] ontent sica
characteristics, such as temperature, makes its use for
drinking water impracticals

b It is situated at r locatic s} s e
of water for drinking water purposes economically or
techhologically impractical; or
(s} The r exhibit e arag isties
makes t uifer uhus e for d ] .
Se e Pig® s ali i c ecejive ia ed
eyage h seeps the nding so ou e atio
in the lining.

crack or fissure used for sewage disposal in the lavg terrain of
Central Oregon; but does pot include a conventional seepage pit
il e OAR =T )=
{(20) "Underground Injection Activity" means any activity involving
underground injection of fluids including, but not limited to,
ste sSposa /o) etrole ed reco injec
s iqui et eum stor 1ls i indi s 3
roundwate harge well 8 er i jer
s8a backfiil we an ubs e n S.

ortio ich su i inkin e r hu io
i1s an aquifer i hich t oundwater ¢ ins fewe
tot igssol soli nd is e d
aquifer,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: SA 41, f. 5-15-69; DEQ 35-1979, f. & ef. 12-19-79
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POLICY
340~44-010

Whereas the discharge of untreated or inadequately treated sewage or
wastes to waste disposal wells and particularly to waste disposal
wells in the lava terrain of Central Oregon constitutes a threat of
serious, detrimental and irreversible pollution of valuable
groundwater resources and a threat to public health, it is hereby
declared to be the policy of the Commission to restrict, regulate or
prohibit the further construction and use of waste disposal wells in
Oregon and to phase out completely the use of waste disposal wells as
a meang of disposing of untreated or inadequately treated sewage or
wastes as rapidly as possible in an orderly and planned manner,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: SA 41, f, 5-15~69; DEQ 35-1979, f. & ef. 12-19~79

CONSTRUCTION OR USE OF WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS RESTRICTED
340-44-015

{1) After the effective date of these rules, no person shall
construct, [or] place in operation , or operate any waste
disposal well [for the disposal of sewage] without first
obtaining a WPCF permit [for said construction or coperation of
the waste disposal well from the Director cor his authorized
representative. ] e Department, unle

well is exempted by (2}, below.

The foll 3 0 te s ells e e PC
ermi alt h they are re ated as ed:

a Cess nd see =] ess tha cn e
a i See R -7 = :

hibitions a ot imi ions i
I of thi ule
I diti ¢ those 1 Spos ells e i e
aexenpt WPCF pe he (o} es i sal
s & exe [} i equire se-by-
case basis:
[ ] = Deleted Material
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Al]l cesspools and seepage pits whic ere constructed bhe

uar n hic ispose of onl omestic waste;
b 411 zewarge drain holes which were constructed bef
anuar d which dispose of o domesti ste:
Geothermal reinjectioc ells ic eturn uncontaminate
ter to the same aquifer or to one of equivale uality;
and
d Reinjectio f air conditionin ter or heat pum ransfe
yater to the same aquifer or one of equivalent gquality.
4 The followin es of underground injectio ctivities are

prohibited:

a ells used to dispose of hazardous waste s defined in O
ivision or radiocactive waste, as defined in O
4 into bove, or belo formatio hich contains an

underground source of drinking water within one quarter

(1/4) mile of the disposal well hole;

b Wells used to dispose of other industri r muhicipal
wastewater intoc or below a formation whieh contains an

underground socurce of drinking water within one guarter
4 jle of the disposal well hole cluding wells used

for injection of salt ter brou he surface as

result of oil or gas production.

[d] We used for underground injeeti activities r than
disposal, which cause or tend to cause pollution of
unde d waters of the State These activities include

iguid hvdrocarbo torage and injecti of fluids for
mineral extraction, -

NOTE: Bepcause of the widespread availabilit f usable
undegground waters in the State, Lhe Degartmgnt hag

ote tl h eat to underground waters in al rt f the
State and are, therefore, all subject to regulation by the
Department. If, at some future date, there is 3
demonstrated need for any of these pther underground
injection activities, the Department will initiste

ocedures to remove the prohibitio rovide ram and
rocedures for adequate rotecting undergroun ers fro

the sctivity has been adopted.

d Wells used for underground injection gctivities that a the
ovement of fluids to an undergro source of king water if
such fluids may cause a violation of any primary drinking water
regulatio romulgated under the Federal Safe inking Water Act
or may otherwise create ublic health hazard o e the

potential fto cause significant degradation of public waters.
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[(2)] (5) After January 1, 1983, use of [waste disposal wells for disposing of
sewage] sewage drain holes is prohibited unless the disposal well is
outside the boundaries of an incorporated city, sanitary district, or
county service district and municipal sewer service is not available to
the property; or unless [connection to the sewerage system violates any
acknowledged comprehensive land use plan or any of Oregon's Statewide
Land Use Goals as Determined by the Director.] the Director grants a

iyer suant to secti .

[(3) After January 1, 1981, use of a waste disposal well for
disposing of wastes other than sewage is prohibited except for
those disposal wells which dispose of only specifically approved
non-sewage waste waters and which are operating under a valid
WPCF Permit issued by the Director.]

[(4)] (6) Within 90 days following written notification by the Department
that sewer service 1= available t¢ a property, the owner of that
pProperty shall make connection to the sewer and shall abandon and
plug the sewage drain hole [disposal well] in accordance with
rule 340-44-040, Sewer service shall be deemed available to a
Property when a sewer is extended to within seventy-five (75)
feet from the property boundary. On a case-by-case basis, the
Director may waive the requirement to connect the sewer if he
determines that connection to the sewer is impracticable or
unreascnably burdensome, Any waiver granted by the Director
shall be temporary and may be revoked when or if the use of the
waste disposal well is modified or expanded.

[(5)] {7) Construction and use of new [waste disposal wells] sewage drain
holes is prohibited except those new [waste disposal wells]
Sewage drain holes that meet the following conditions:

(a) The [waste disposal welll] sewage drain hole i1s constructed [and
operated in compliance with a valid WPCF Permit issued by the
Director and is used solely for disposal of non-contact cooling

water; or] ugment a fa n-gite disposal sys

constructed before Janu . the fajili hn-site syst

cannot sonab be corrected b sio eplacement wi n
a oved alte ive system; 1 poszible field area has en
ful utilize ate nservati sures instituted;

L is no 30 le ternativ a ble to dispos fs e

o he lot i nt, erty.

{b) [The waste disposal well is constructed and operated inside
the City of Bend and only serves a dwelling or other
structure located inside the City of Bend. A permit to
construct a waste disposal well inside the City of Bend
shall not be issued unless it is an interim diszposal system
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that will be abandoned within ninety (90} days after the new Bend
sewage treatment plant is completed. No waste disposal wells shall
be constructed inside the City of Bend after the new Bend sewage
treatment plant is completed or after January 1, 1981, whichever
comes first., New waste disposal wells inside the City of

Bend] Where conditions rant, the Department require

additional sewage treatment before a new sewage drain hole will be
permitted., In addition, new sewage drain holez shall be

constructed within the following limitations:

(A) [Waste disposal wells] Sewage drain holes shall not be
constructed closer than five hundred (500) feet from a natural
stream or lake; [and]

(B) [Waste disposal wells] Sewage drain holes shall not be
constructed greater than one hundred (100) feet deep[.];

(C) [Waste disposal wells] Sewage drain holes [designed to dispose
of waste quantities greater than twelve hundred (1200) gallons
per day shall not be closer than one quarter (1/4) mile from a
domestic water well. If the design waste quantity is twelve
hundred (1200) gallons per day or less, the waste disposal
well] shall not be closer than one thousand (1000) feet from a
domestic water welll.] 3 and

D Any new se e drain hole shall terminate at least

100 feet sbove any known groundwater aqujfer,

(c) [The waste disposal well or wells ars constructed under a

letter permit issued by the Director. The Director may
issue a permit only after he determines that the following
requirements have been met:]

Any sewage drain hole constructed shall be abandoned and plugged
¥henever a feasible alternative on-site system or off-site sewers
become available, unless a waiver is granted by the Director '~

ursuant to Section of this rule o authorization fo
nstruction of a sewage drain hole withi ewer service are
ill be nted unless the property owner ees 1 itin ot to

emeonstrate against connectio o the sewer a abandonment of the
sewage drain hole when notified that sewer service is available.
This agreement shall be recorded in county deed records and shall

ry 5 cove ith the land.

[(A) A written application shall be submitted to the
Director, listing the number of waste disposal wells,
the quantity of waste proposed for disposal, and the
justification for allowing the disposal wells.]
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[(B)

[(c)

[(D)

[(E)

L(F}

The Director shall only issue a letter permit if he
determines that the proposed waste disposal well or
wells are needed to assure orderly extension of a
regional sewerage system, or to preserve the capability
of future sewer extensions to areas using existing
waste disposal wells or other less desirable methods of
long~term, urban sewage treatment and disposal.]

The Director shall not issue a letter permit unless the
owner of a municipal sewerage facility provides
adeguate assurances that the waste disposal wells are
interim and will ultimately be connected to the
municipal sewerage facility.]

If the waste disposal wells will serve more than one
parcel of land, it shall be operated and maintained by
the owner of the municipal sewerage facility.l]

The Director, in his evaluation of the application for
waste disposal well letter permits shall take into
account other potential means for sewage treatment and
disposal.]

If the Director determines to issue a letter permit, he
may require pretresatment of the wastes prior to
disposal by waste disposal well. The Director may also
require a commitment by the owner of the municipal
sewerage system to provide a plan for replacing the
waste disposal well or wells with sewers by a spescific
date. The Director may set other conditions on the
construction and use of the waste disposal well or
wells as necessary to assure that the disposal well or
wells are interim and to assure protection of
groundwater. ]

[(d) Except for waste disposal wells that dispose of specifically

approved nen-sewage waste waters, no permit shall be issued for
construction and use of a waste disposal well unless the owner of
the property to be using the disposal well agrees in writing not to
remonstrate against connection to sewer and abandonment of the

waste disposal well when notified that sewer is available.

agreement shall be recorded in ccunty deed records and shall run as

a covenant with the land.]

[(6)] (8) & permit to construct a waste disposal well shall not be issued
if the Director or his authorized representative, determines that
the waste disposal well has the potential to cause significant
degradation of public waters or creates a public health hazard.
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[(7)] (9) Without first obtaining [a permit issued by)] written
authorization from the Director or his authorized
representative, no person shall modify any structure or
change or expand any use of a structure or property that
utilizes a [waste disposal welll sewage drain hole. [A permit
shall be a written document and,] Except as allowed in section

[(8)] (10) of this rule , the authorization shall not be issued

unless:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

(£)

The property cannot qualify for a standard [subsurface]
on-zite sewage dlsposal system including the reserve area
requirement; and

The property is inside a designated, municipal sewer service
area; and

The owner of the property and the municipality having
Jurisdiction over the municipal sewer service area shall
enter into a written agreement. The agreement shall include
the owner's irrevocable consent to connect to the municipal
sewerage service when it becomes available and to not
remonstrate against formation of and inclusion into a local
improvement district if such a district is deemed necessary
by the municipality to finance sewer construction to the
property; and

The property is a single family dwelling that is not closer
than one hundred (100) feet to a munieipal sewerage system.
{The proposed changes or expansion of the use of the waste
disposal serving the single family dwelling shall not be for
the purpose of serving a commercial establishment or
multiple~unit dwelling); or

The property is not a single family dwelling, is not closer
than 300 feet from a municipal sewerage system, and the
proposed change or expansion of the use of the waste

disposal well would not create an incérésdsed waste flowy o

The property is not a single family dwelling; existing sewer
is not deemed available based upen the criteria established
in Oregon Administrative Rulea 340-71~160 and based upon the
total average daily flow estimated from the property after
the proposed modifications or expansion of the use of the
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waste disposal well and a municipality has committed in
writing to provide sewers to the property within two (2)
years.

[(8)] {10} The Director shall [issue a permit] grant authorization to

connect a replacement structure to a [waste disposal well] sewage
drain hole if:

{a) The waste disposal well previously served a structure that
was unintentionally destroyed by fire or other calamity; and

(b} The property cannot qualify for a standard cn-site sewage
disposal system, including the reserve area requirement; and

(e) There is no evidence that the waste disposal well had been
failing; and

(d) The replacement structure is approximately the same size as
the destroyed structure and the use has not been
significantly changed.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: SA 41, f. 5-15-69; DEQ 35-1979, f. & ef. 12-19-T9;
DEQ 22-1981, f. & ef. 9-2-81

REPATRS OF EXISTING [WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS] SEWAGE DRAIN HOLES

340-U4-017

(1)

Without first obtaining a Waste Disposal Well Repair Permit from
the Director or his representative, no person shall repalr or
attempt to repair a plugged or otherwise failing [waste

disposal well)] sewage drain hole.

(2) The Director or his authorized representative shall not issue a
Waste Disposal Well Repair Permit and shall require connection to
'a municipal sewerage system if, for a single-family dwelling, the
property is within one hundred (100) feet from the municipal
sewerage system or if, for other than a single-family dwelling,
the property is within three hundred (300) feet from the
municipal sewerage system.
[ 1 = Deleted Material
= New Material
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(3)

)]

The Director or his authorized representative shall not issue a
Waste Disposal Well Repair Permit if the property can

successfully accommodate a [drainfield] standard on-site sewage
dispos s If the Director or his authorized

representative determines that a drainfield can be installed and
that it can be expected to function satisfactorily for an
extended period of time, the property owner shall install

a drainfield and abandon the waste disposal well. The Director
or his guthorized representative may waive the requirement to
install a [drainfield] standard on-site sewage disposal system
if a municipality provides written commitment to provide sewers
to the property within two (2) years and if the failing waste
disposal well can be repaired or operated without causing a
public health hazard.

A Disposal Well Repair Permit shall be a written document and
shall specify those methods by which the waste disposal well may
be repaired. Poassible methods for repair shall include, but not
be limited to, introduction of caustie or acid, use of
explosives, or deepening the waste disposal well. Deepenihg the
waste disposal well shall be limited to a2 maximum depth of one
hundred (100) feet and shall only be permitted if:

(a) The property served by the failing waste disposal well shall
be inside a recognized urban growth boundary; and

(b) There is a written agreement between the owner of the
property and the municipality bhaving jurisdiction over the
urban growth boundary. The written agreement shall include
the property owner's irrevocable consent to connect to a
sewer when it becomes available and to abandon the waste
disposal well. The agreement shall also include the owner's
irrevocable consent to participate in the formation and be
ineluded in a local improvement district if the municipality
determines that such a distriet is necessary to finance
extension of sewers to the property.

Stat. Auth: ORS Ch. 168

Hist: DEQ 35-1979, f & ef, 12-19-7%
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SCHEDULES FOR ELIMINATING WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS INSIDE INCORPORATED CITIES,
SANITARY DISTRICTS, AND COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS

380-44-019 Entire Rule to be Repealed

[Prior to January 1, 1981, incorporated cities, sanitary districts, and
county service districts that contain waste disposal wells inside their
boundaries shall submit a plan to the Director that ineludes:]

[(1) An inventory and map of existing waste disposal wells inside its
boundary; and]

[(2) A time schedule for eliminating all waste disposal wells inside
its boundaries by January 1, 1983.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 35-1979, f. & ef. 12-19-79

ISSUANCE OF PERMITS WITHOUT DIRECTCR APFROVAL PROHIBITED
340-44-020

After the effective date of these rules, no person shall issue permits for
the construction, modification, maintenance, or use of waste disposal wells
unless that [person is at the time of issuance designated by the Director
as the authorized representative for the area for which the permit is
sought.] permit bee ed b e Directo

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: SA 41, f. 5-15-69; DEQ 35-1979, f. & ef. 12-19-T9

WASTE DISPOSAL WELL PERMIT AREAS
340-44-025 [SA 41, f. 5-15~69;

Repealed by DEQ 35-197%,
f. & ef. 12-19-79]
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WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS PROHIBITED WHERE BETTER TREATMENT OR PROTECTION IS
AVAILABLE

340-44-030

Permits shall ncet be issued for construction, maintenance or use of waste
disposal wells where any other treatment or disposal method which affords
better protection of public health or water resources is reasonably
available or possible.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: B84 41, f. 5-15-69

PERMIT CONDITIONS
340-44-035

(1) Permits for construction or use of waste disposal wells [issued
by an approved permit issuing agency] shall include, in addition
to other reasonable provisjons, minimum conditions relating to
their location, construction or use and a time limit for
authorized use of said waste disposal wellsa[, not to exceed a
period of five years]. [Construction and orientation of building
sewers shall be compatible with the approved area sewerage plan.]

Pe 8 fo nstructio use of waste 3pos e 0

nj s =) o) s esult il o ion
shall incliude conditions as necessary to prevent migration of

alsc be i uded to e ha ese er wells wi e
s ac uit for £ ement, ids i de n

source of drinking water.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: SA 41, f. B=15«69
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ABANDONMENT AND PLUGGING OF WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS

340-44-040

(1)

(2)

(3)

A waste disposal well, upon discontinuance of use or abandonment,
shall immediately be rendered completely inoperable by plugging
and sealing the hole to prevent the well from being a channel
allowing the vertical movement of water and a possible source of
contamination of the groundwater supply.

411 portions of the well which are surrounded by ¥=olid wall"
formation shall be plugged and filled with cement grout or
concrete,

The top portion of the well must be effectively =sealed with
cement grout or concrete to a depth of at least 18 feet below the
surface of the ground, or wherever this method of sealing is not
practical, effective sealing must be accomplished in a manner
approved in writing by the director or his authorized
representative.

Stat. Auth: ORS Ch. 468

CONSTRUCTION OR USE OF WASTE DISPOSAL WELLS PROHIBITED AFTER JANUARY 1,

1980

3U0-44-045 [sa 41, f. 5-15-69;

Repealed by DEQ 35-1979,
f. & ef. 12-19-79

ASTE DISPOSAL WELLS FOR SURFACE

340-114-050

(1) _Waste disposal wells for storm drainage shall only be used in
. s o N . ST

(2) New storm drainage disposal wells shall be as shallow as possible
but sha ot_excee e feet,
[ ] = Deleted Material
= New Material
WG205T7 (2-14-83) - Water Quality Rules




bEPgRIMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI, QUAITTY Water Quality Program

They shal ot be lo e se a sti
water well,
Usin t i S ell for 11} rainage
prohibited.
te d s e or 8 e ihage 1 3 e

toxic che S etrole S e store ndled is
prohibited, unless there is containment around the product area

i ] revent e e e ering the .

An r o h is ed b sposal wells
kept ¢le , um products ni che
wastes as much as practicable fo minimize the degree of
contaminatio 8 e
UND OUND INJECTTON AC IES
340-4h-055
ny undergro inj i ackt i e

xecept structi d use o st ispos ells e
irecto i agreement her state
hich stipulates that t agency's
u und inject et s 8 is o)
ided he deter es el (o} ontro
ins equate s rotec te
lluti :

Deleted Material
New Material
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ATTACHMENT 2

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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVER 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Charles K. Ashbaker
Subject: Hearing Officer Report for Revised Waste Dispeosal Well Rules
Background

On May 20, 1983, the Commission authorized the Department to conduct a
public hearing regarding proposed changes in the waste disposal well

rules. A public notice regarding the hearing was circulated May 23, 1983.
The hearing was scheduled for the Redmond City Council Chambers at 10 a.m,,
June 24, 1983, The record was left open until 5 p.m., June 27, 1983.

Public Testimon acelve

Although the Department had several requests for copies of the draft
rule changes, no public comments were received prior to the hearing.

There were eight persons who attended the hearing, Three of them
testified. 411 were in support of the proposed rule modifications.
One of the witnesses, representing Terrebonne Concerned Citizens, also
submitted written testimony. His testimony requested some olarifying
language regarding the construction of new sewage drain holes.

The hearing concluded at 12 noon.

Respecgtf

Charles K. #&shbaker
Hearing Officer

Attachments: a. List of Witneasses
b. Written testimony

CEA:g
WG2577
7/28/83




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
WITNESS REGISTRATION

L Lo6Y d FO&MCR Hope I &, 732
NAME (Please Print) 14 DATE

f;rﬁi CkAVL“%1/ £3@¢M4} Zi“’égib .
ADDRESS CR AFFILIATION '
I reguest approximately 2 minutes to address the

Commission on the subject of :msééf Vol Boyedt %Lﬁzmﬁ/
: 7

I primarily favor _k// / oppose the Department's proposed
action with regard to this subject matter.
CoERAH (5. KhurpEL - 283

NAME {Please Print) DATE

Ciry o RPesmonn . 455 S 77 G Bimonn 0cion
ADDRESS OR AFFILIATION ‘777{@
I request approximately ¢5 minutes to address the
Commission on the subject of 340 -4y -050

\ASTE q>mﬂ%SAL.\JéUS For __Duesacs rjﬂﬁNL%&E
I primarily favor ><; / oppose the Department's proposed

action with regard to this subject matter.

J_z"'

a, % -71 ny y
W . 374 a j/> é? ’f?// E‘/ﬁ’
NAME (Please/Praint) ' DATE

Fs

,}'J'{ 2717 ¢ /:r ppr ¥ //ﬁ SN2 A ('ﬂ/ (/ /A// z ¢ 77 3.

ADDRESS OR AFFILIATION

I request approximately /7 minutes to address the

~Commission on the subject of

I primarily favor _f//// oppose the Department's proposed

action with regard to this subject matter.




TERREBONNE CONCERNED CITIZENS
8512 15th Street
Terrebonne,  OR

We, Terrebonne Concerned Citizens recommend the Following:

340-447015(0) The sewage drain hole is constructed to augment the

operation of an otherwise falling on-site sewage disposal system that

meets the following conditions:

(&) The on-site system cannot be expanded by addition of at least 20
feet of drainfield or a seepage pit, and

(B) The existing failing on-site system was installed before January 1,
1979, and

{C¢) The failing on-site system is located inside an area that has been
shown (by a Department-approved sewerage facilities plan) not to
require a community-wide sewer system, or

(D} The failing on-gite system is located in a municipal sewer service
area, the owner of the property with the failing drainfield agrees
in writing to connect to sewer when it becémes available, and the

owner complies with OAR 340-44-015(%}) (c}).




ATTACHMENT 3

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

Pursuant to ORS 1B83.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commissicn's intended action to adopt a rule change.

(1) Legal Authority

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Commission to adopt such rules and
atandards as necessary for performance of the functions vested

by law in the Commission.

ORS 468.725% authorizes the Commission to adopt, by rule, effluent
limitations and other minimum requirements for disposal of wastes and

all matters pertaining to standards of quality for waters of the state.

{2) XNeed for the R
The current rules pertaining to waste disposal wells (0AR 340 -
Division 44) were adopted primarily for the purpose of phasing out
sewage drain holes in Central Oregon. Now that sewers have been
constructed in the larger communities and most of the drain holes have
been eliminated, it is necessary to update the rules so that they
relate to the current situation. In addition, other types of waste
disposal wells or underground injection activities need to be
addressed for adequate protection of groundwaters.

(3) Principal Documents Relie in this Rulemzk
a, OAR 340 Division 4Y
b. ORS 468.020
¢. ORS 468,725
d. 40 CFR Part 146

Fisc nd_FEcohomic

Thezse rule changes are not expected to have any appreciable fiscal or
econopic impact above that of the current rules.

Land Use Consistency

These rule changes do not affect land use.

CKA:1
WL2685




VIGYOR ATIYEH
GQOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMOR&NQUM

To: ‘ Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting
Request for the Commission to Adopt Revisions to
dministrative Rules =53-005 throu -0 evelopment
and Management of the Statewide Sewerage Works Construction
Grants Priority List: and (2) Approve the FY8Y Construction
Grant Priority List.

Background

At the May 20, 1983 meeting, the EQC authorized a public hearing on
proposed revisions to the administrative rules for development and
management of the construction grants priority system and the draft FY84
statewide priority list. The proposals consisted of two management changes
which improve the efficiency of distributing funds to projects that are
known to be ready to proceed and which better Iintegrate the state's program
with the Construction Grants Amendments of 1981. A proposed priority list
to distribute the FY84 federal grant funds, beginning October 1, 1983, was
also proposed.

The development of the FY8Y grant program policies and list was far

less complicated than in the past several years. In July, the President
signed a FY8Y4 appropriation of $2.4 billion, enabling Oregon to receive
approximately $27.6 million. EPA concurred that Oregon's present priority
system complies with the 1981 Construction Grant Amendments, And, although
new federal regulstions are long overdue, many of the changes in program
administration have been generally implemented and communicated to
potential FY84 grant applicants.

As the effects of the Construction Grants Amendments of 1981 are realized,
FY8Y4 will be a significantly different experience for potential
applicants. Applicants have the primary responsibility to update,
schedule, finance, and meet all new procedural requirements for planning
and design without federal funding for those steps in order to present an
acceptable Step 3 construction application to the state.




EQC Agenda Item No, F
August 19, 1983
Page 2

The major changes in the construction grants programs are summarized as
follows:

1. Federal assistance levels are at 75 percent of the estimated
eligible project costs for FY84, In FY85, the percentage
decreases to 55 percent for new projects. In FY85, the State
will alsc consider whether the incentive for alternative and
innovative technology should be raised so that qualifying
projects receive a 20% grant increase for the cost of the
technology.

2. For FY84, eligible types of projects include treatment and
disposal facilities, inflow/infiltration correction,
rehabilitation and replacement of sewers, interceptors, and
correction of combined sewer overflows., In FY85, only treatment
and disposal facilities, interceptors and inflow/infiltration
correction are eligible unless the state exercises an option to
use up to 20 percent of its allotment for funding ineligible
projects.

3. For FYBY4, federal assistance for growth or reserve capacity in
facilities is limited to the 20-year project needs for plants and
sewers, In FYB5, funding assistance for reserve capacity in new
projects is limited to the capacity at the date of Step 3 grant
approval.

L, The elimination of grant assistance for Step 1 facilities
planning and Step 2 design will greatly impact the FY84 and FY85
programs., This effectively increases the responsibility of
potential applicants to make appropriate decisions and local
funding commitments in order to qualify for future construction
grants. Since little change was made in the substantive planning
and design requirements, nearly all completed facilities plans
will require considerable updating or complete reevaluation prior

“to quElifying for fiuture funding consideration. :

5. After FY8Y, Congress intends to contimue 75% grant participation
for certain projects which were initially planned and financed
and where construction was initiated under the 75% grant
program. EPA has attempted to identify these projects (termed
"grandfather" projects) according to various definitions within
the past year. Each time a possible EPA definition has been
proposed, DEQ has reevaluated potential qualifying applicants and
discussed the changes with EPA. Although potential "grandfather"
projects are noted on the FY8L priority list, we hope Lo receive
final guidance on the inclusion of appropriate projects in order
to assist potential FYB85 applicants in preparing their financial
plans.

In sccordance 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
May 23, 1983. A hearing was held in Portland at the DEQ's i4th Floor
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Conference Room. About 20 pecple attended the hearing. A copy of the
Hearing Officer's report and the list of respondents and attendees is
appended as Attachments A and B of this report.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Administrative rule changes were proposed to (1) reduce the grant increase
reserve, (2) require that potential applicants submit planning and design
schedules prior to the year in which funding consideration is sought, and
(3) make minor adjustments to add clarity to certain rule provisions. The
draft FY8Y4 priority list and point calculationh scores were alsc proposed.

No controversial issues regarding the administrative rules were raised
during the public participation process. Several project priority scores
were reevaluated.

A brief overview of the adjustments to the management system and priority
list is provided below:

1. Federal regulations no longer mandate that the state set aside
any portion of its allotment as a reserve for grant increases to
cover cost overruns or minor changes in the proposed project.
Proposed changes to the administrative rule 340-53-025(1) reduces
from 10% to 5% of the state's allotment, the amount set aside for
purposes of grant increases. The change does not limit the
amount of increased funds available to individual projects.

It is not expected that the reduction will result in the
inability of ongoing projects to receive grant increases during
FY84., 1In future years, applicants should recognize that increase
funds will be more limited than in the past.

One respondent requested clarification on whether the fund
reduction places a 5% limitation on increases to individual

projects. The proposed rule does not but it is probable that - -~

forthcoming construction grant regulations will contain a 5% per
project limitation on increases for new projecis. Another
respondent supported the rule.

2, The elimination of Step 1 and 2 grants postpones official
Environmental Protection Agency involvement in project reviews
and applications until after planning and design are complete.
The proposed rules 340-53-015{g) and (h) require that the
potential applicant inform the state of the project's planning
and design schedule prior to the year in which funding consider-
ation is sought. If the potential applicant fails to provide
information and scheduling that reasonably aasures the readiness
of the project to proceed, the target certification date for the
application will not be set for the subsequent fiscal year. The
schedules will be requested during the process for developing the
annual priority list, beginning with the FYB5 list.
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Many respondents provided planning and design schedules with
their testimony. One respondent concluded that the the rule was
appropriate.

3. Minor "housekeeping" rule modifications were proposed to clarify,
restate or delete rules, as appropriate. The changes do not
affeot program administration. No comments were received.

The affected rules are OAR 340-53-015(3)(f), 4{a), 5{(a)(e);
340-53-025(f); 340-53-035(1)(a)}, (1)(b), (1)(ec), and (1)(d).

Summation

1. The EQC must compile and adopt the state priority list for
allocating federal construction grants for FYB4. About $27.6
million is available for Oregon.

2. Limited adjustments to the priority list management system are
recommended regarding (a) the grant increase reserve fund; (b}
submittal of applicants' planning and design schedules; and (c)
minor "housekeeping®™ clarifications. No controversial issues
were raised during the publie involvement process,

3. The final FY8U4 construction grants priority list was developed in
accordance with OAR 340-53-005 through 53-035. Reevaluations of
pricrity ratings were considered where water quality and public
health impact documentation was submitted prior to the closing of
the record of public hearing record on June 29, 1983.

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
FY84 Construction Grants Priority List. SR

William H. Young
Attachments: (9)

Hearing Officer's Report

Record of Written Testimony

Summary, Evaluation, and Response to Oral and Written Testimony
Draft EPA Policy on Treatment Works Phases and Segments
Technical Corrections to the FYBY Priority List

OAR 340-53-005, as Revised

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

FY8Y4 Priority Points Calculation List, as Revised

FY8Y4 Construction Grants Priority List, as Revised

- .

HIooEES QW

B. J. Smith:g
WGz2622
229-5415
August 4, 1983




ATTACHMENT A

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

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: B. J. Smith, Hearing Officer

Subjeot: Public Heari n (8] ications P se
A istrative Rules =53~ u e
Development and Management of the Statewide Sewerage Works
Cons tio ts Priorit <] the Y
Construction Grant iori 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 0ffice of the Department of Environmental Quality in Portland,
beginning at 10 a.m. on June 24, 1983. Attendees were advised of the
following:

1. Cn May 23, 1983, the DEQ distributed the materials and documents on
which testimony is requested.

2. The materials on which testimony i= sought include revisions to two
state administrative rules governing program management and the
proposed FY84 priority list.

3. The President's recommended budget for FY 1984 is currently being
considered by Congress. It contains $2.4 billion nationally for the
construction grants program. At that level of funding, Oregon would
expect to receive about $27 million for projeects during FY84.

y, The subject of this hearing is the proposed FY84 priority list which
would become effective October 1, 1983, and would govern the
distribution of funds after that date.

5. The hearing record will close at 5 p.m., June 29, 1983.

6. The priority system and list is scheduled for action by the EQC at
their August 19, 1983, meeting in Portland.

DEQ-46




Public Hearing June 24, 1983
Page 2

The following summarizes the public testimony received:

1.

3.

Bill Cameron, City Engineer, Citv of Gresham

Mr. Cameron requested that the City of Gresham be placed on the DEQ
priority list, The project had been included with the Step 1 FY83
Multnomah County Conscortium Facility Plan project which was deleted from
the 1list. The request is for 47 million in treatment plant improvements
planned for construction in FY85.

In a June 20, 1983 letter, Mr. Cameron noted (1) deficiencies in existing
headworks, (2) inadequate capacity in the primary clarifiers and (3) the
need for replacement of solids handling system. These deficiencies make it
difficult to operate the plant and contribute to permit discharge
violations. He referenced a June 2, 1983 letter from DEQ, recognizing odor
problems and advising that a solution should be implemented not later than
JUIy 1y 1983.

J, Michael Hoebhn, Roseburg Urb anitar uthorit

Mr. Hoehn testified that the Roseburg Urban Sanitary Authority (RUSA) has
been created and is ready to go ahead with the Romeburg project.

He indicated that a sewer ordinance and user fees had been adopted. He
felt that since the facility plan was completed in 1977 when funding was at
75 percent, the project should be "grandfathered" (if not funded in FY84)
at the 75 percent funding level. Mr. Hoehn submitted written testimony
from Alta L. Bartram, Interim Manager of RUSA, which reiterated his
statements and included a draft schedule of planning/design activities.

William Sobolewski, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, QOregon
Operations Office .

Mr. Sobolewski stated that EPA had reviewed the priority list and was
satisfied. He also said that the computerized system should provide
greater flexibility than the previous manual systemn.

Mr. Scbolewski requested that the state review its grandfathering policy
relative te 75 percent funding because of new EPA policy.

Bill Guenzler, Ci of ene

Mr, Guenzler supported the segmenting and ranking of the River Hoad/Santa
Clara Project and noted that the actual segments might change after value
ehgiheering.

He hoped the 5 percent grant increase limitation in the grant increase
reserve would be applied to the increase fund but not to individual
projects.

Mr. Guenzler discussed the suitability of the City of Eugene as the grant
applicant for River Road/Santa Clara. Although he recognized that federal
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5.

eriteria must be met in order to be eligible for a grant, he felt that
there was substantial local concurrence that Eugene, rather than Lane
County, assume applicant responsibility. He urged that the criteria be
detailed so Eugene's suitability as the grantee could be established.

Orders by the Lane County Board of Commissioners designated Eugene as the
potentizl applicant.

Due to the confusion in modifying the program to eliminate Step 1 and 2
grants, Mr, Guenzler also requested that DEQ fund design as a part of the
project defined on the priority list or make an allowance for design
available from reserve funds.

Mike Warren, City Manager, City of Newberg

Mr. Warren noted that Newberg had not previously received construction
grant funds and that city policy has been "we will resolve our own
problems." He added that the city has passed bond issues, adopted an
industrial pretreatment ordinance and is considering adopting a permit
process,

Mr. Warren noted that only 1000 residential eguivalents were left in
treatment plant capacity and that the city would soon be facing a
connection moratorium. He also noted that Newberg has a tax rate of about

$7.70 per $1,000 which is among the highest in the state. The city is

considering a new $10 million treatment plant. Mr. Warren stated that a
sewer system was the city's number one priority and although they would be
willing to commit to still higher taxes, they needed finaneial help.

Mr. Warren appreciated the project's ranking and hoped that it wouldn't be
lowered. Mr. Warren also requested that DEQ construction grants staff
speak tc the Newberg City Council in the future.

Mr. Warren's comments were supported by Mayor Elvern Hall in a June 27,
1983 letter.

o Adkins, Robert E. Mevers ineers
Mr. Adkins was representing Klamath Falls and Crescent Sanitary District.

He noted that the Pelican City area of Klamath Falls had been declared by
the state as a health hazard and was required to annex to the City of
Klamath Falls and install sewer service. Mr. Adkins stated that
preliminary plans and specifications had been submitted to DEQ and that the
area should be annexed by mid-July and sewer system design started in
September. The proposed system would serve 900 people and cost about $1.14
million.

The city requested the project be declared an iwminent threat and raised on
the priority list with the hope of being funded this year so that they
could comply with state law; if Step 3 construction funds were not
available, then they requested 3Step 2 funding so they could proceed.

i
i
|
;
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Mr. Adkins, speaking for Crescent Sanitary District, noted that they have
invested $50,000 in a facility plan ané are the last project on the
priority list. He noted the efforts and willingness of the community to
help provide water and sewer service. The proposed system would be an
innovative system. A Forest Service complex in the community also needed
seyer service and would help finance a system.

Mr. Adkins requested that the priority of the Crescent 8. D. project be
raised because of local efforts and suggested that it is time to change the
priority ranking system to incorporate local effort into the priority peint
allocation.,

. an Houk, City Administrator, Ci of Philomath

Mr. Houk indicated that his purpose in attending the hearing was to see
what could be done to increase the priority rating of Philomath. Mr. Houk
felt that although the community is willing to expend funds to correct its
sewer problems, financial assistance will be necessary.

He indicated that the .35 MGD treatment plant, built in 1971, is unable to
handle present flows primarily because of a "totally leaky" collection
system. Since 1979, the city has expended $173,000 to grout and seal
sewers in the western part of the city. Despite this expenditure,
overflows frequently occur onto private property and streets. Mpr. Houk
noted that DEQ has stated that Philomath has one of the worst systems in
the valley and that the Willamette Valley Region Office of DEQ would
support raising the priority.

The firm of Westech Engineering prepared an evaluation of the Philomath
sewer system and recommended that over $1 million be expended to bring the
treatment plant within its hydraulic capacity.

Mr. Houk felt that although the community is willing to expend funds to
correct its. sewer problems,. financial assistance will be necessary. He
noted that an increase in the priority ranking of the project would be
appreciated.

Mr. Houk provided letters from DEQ and Benton County; the sewer system
evaluation prepared by Westech; and photographs and articles describing the
problems in the community.

Stephen C. Goodrich, City Manager, Ci f Cornelius (lette
Septembe 2

Mr. Goodrich requested that the City of Cornelius be placed on the priority
list for construction of a new interceptor. He noted that the sewer
system, built in 1985, is experilencing inflow and infiltration problems
resulting in surcharging, backup into homes, and overflow from manholes.

Mr. Goodrich concluded that funding of the needed work is difficult for a
conmunity like Cornelius.
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10.

11.

12.

Chris Noah~Nichols, U.S. Environ tal Protecti Agenc R
{letter of February 28, 1983)

Ms. Nichols noted that the state's priority system had been reviewed by EPA
and that the system adequately addresses the need teo consider both water
quality and publie health considerations.

omas Heinecke cting Plannin negineer i f Sale Lette f

May 24, 1963)

Mr, Heinecke requested that Salem's interceptor project (identified as
"East Relief" on the FY83 list changed to "Pringle Creek" on the draft FY84
list) be maintained on the priority list. He alsc noted that the
benefitted pepulation for the Pringle Creek Interceptor is 13,500 with an
ultimate service area population of approximately %0,000.

Mr, Heinecke provided additional infermation describing the project.

Donna J, Rush, City Recorder, Cit f Huntingt etter of
June 2. 1983)

Ms. Rush indicated that the City of Huntington is in need of a grant for
improvements to their sewer system. She refers to an April 1, 1983 letter
from DEQ which notes that separation of the city's storm sewers from their
sanitary sewers is needed. The present combined system has resulted in
such high flows to the lagoons that treatment capability has been impaired
and unchloringted effluent has been discharged to the river. Also noted
are problems of high exfiltration from the system which is probably leaking
raw sewage to the local groundwater.

Ms. Rush explains the City's unsuccessful attempts to cbtain Community
Development Block Grant funds. She alsc notes that Huntington has the
second highest tax rate in Baker County and that the cost for the needed

sewer work would be prohibitive if added to the existing levy for their pew =

water system.

Ms, Rush concludes that although they would like to live within their
means, the cost of the needed sewer work is not within the community's
ability to pay.

Janet Farstad, Business Manager, Pacific City Sanitar istrict etter

of June 8, 1983)

Ms. Faratad indicated concern that a grant increase requested for their
existing project might be adversely affected because it was not included on
the FY84 list,

She requested clarification of the status of the District's increase
request as well as confirmation that the request would be grandfathered at
5%
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13.

14,

15.

16.

17-

Audrevy Rockwell, Mavor, Ci of Westfir etter of June

Ms. Rockwell noted that Westfir, a newly incorporated city of 307 people,
is in extreme need of receiving a grant to bring their waste water
treatment system up to DEQ standards. She added that small cities are
"iLeft out in the cold" relative to getting grant funds. Ms. Rockwell
indicated that the sewer system, previously owned and operated by Hines
Lumber Co., is outdated and that a grant is needed to update the
facilities.

Ric d 0 ille anage Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authorit

(Letter of June 17, 1983%)

Mr. Miller indicated that the priority system amendments appeared to be
necessary and proper and that the ranking of the Whetstone project agreed
with past discussions., He provided a planning and design schedule for the
Whetstone Interceptor.

He indicated that the North Ashland interchange project should be deleted
from the list since it was being locally funded.

1113 V. Pye, Gene nage Metropolitan Wastewater Management
Commission (Letter of June

Mr. Pye noted that the Commission supported the 1985 certification date for
permanent sludge and Phase II Springfield Rehab. He indicated that the
cost of Phase VII of the Treatment Plant has been updated to $2.1 million
and that the cost of Phase I Sludge might be higher than indicated on the
list depending on current engineering studies.

Dale F. Cur Cit nager, Ci of Astori Letter of June

Mr, Curry discussed the background of the Williamsport interceptor project
and noted that leocal matching funds are available to fund the project.

He indicated support for the state prioritization process and recommended
against deviating from that process.

David Abra ilitie irector, Clackamas Co etters
dJune 29, 1683)

Mr. Abraham submitted three letters regarding the Tri-City Service
District's regional treatment facility and Clackamas County Service
Distriet No. 1 Kellogg treatment plant.

First, Mr. Abraham requested that the Tualatin Pump Station and West Linn
Force Main be changed from Letter Class "C"™ to "B"., As justification for
the change, Mr., Abraham noted that the facilities are needed tc eliminate
permit violations at the Willamette plant. He referred to 10 permit
violations at the Willamette plant between August 1982 and May 1983, in
addition to flows exceeding permitted limits 220 days during the last 12
months., Maximum daily flows during the period were 2.7 times the design
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flow of the plant. The permit violations resulted from shutdowns for
maintenance and equipment fallure. He also referenced materials
documenting beneficial use impairment from the Willamette plant.

Second, Mr. Abraham requested that Phase U of the Tri-City STP be divided
into Phase 4 and Phase 5, estimated at $700,000 and a cost decrease of
$400,000, respectively.

Third, Mr. Abraham requested that the Kellogg Creek sludge digesters be
treated as a segment of the Tri-City project for purposes of priority
ranking. He noted that effluent violations can occcur if sludge is not
removed from the treatment process and described the unreliability of
present sludge handling capability at the Kellogg plant. He conhcluded
that, to his knowledge, no sludge handling facilities have been segmented
out from treatment systems.

cuglas king, Cit nginee Ci of amat 11s etter o ul

1983)

Mr. Adkins supplied information to justify the City's request to improve
the priority of the Klamath Falls Pelican City interceptor project. The
information noted that (1) drainage from the Pelican City area flows
westerly to the Klamath Lake basin, (2) the State Health Division's
findings described sewage flowing into ditches, and (3) the findings
describe sewage in domestic water supply meter boxes which could
contaminate public water supply. Mr. Adkins noted that Harbor Isles, a new
subdivision immediately west of Pelican City would bring Klamath Lake
waters to within 300 feet of the health hazard area boundary.

Respectfully submitted,
2] Soet
. Jc;Ziith e
Hearing Officer
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ATTACHMENT B

RECQRD OF WRITTEN TESTIMONY

Letter of September 22, 1682, from Stephen C. Goodrich, City Manager,
City of Cornelius.

Letter of February 28, 1983, from Chris Noah-~Nichels, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Region X.

April 27, 1983, Orders No. 83-4-27-22 and 23 by the Board of
Commissioners of Lane County.

Letter of May 24, 1983, from Thomas L, Heinecke, Acting City Planner,
City of Salem.

Letter of June 2, 1983, from Donna J. Rush, City Recorder, City of
Huntington.

Letter of June 3, 1983, from Alta L. Bartram, Manager, Roseburg Urban
Sanitary Authority.

Letter of June 8, 1983, from Janet Farstad, Business Manager, Pacific
City Sanitary Distriet.

Letter of June 15, 1983, from Audrey Rockwell, Mayor, City of Westfir.

Letter of June 17, 1983, from Richard 0. Miller, Manager, Bear Creek
Valley Sanitary Authority.

Letter of June 20, 1983, from William E. Cameron, City Engineer, City
of Gresham.

Letter of June 22, 1983, from William Guenzler, Maintenance Engineer,
City of Eugene.

Letter of June 23, 1983, from Alta L. Bartram, Interim Manager,
Roseburg Urban Sanitary Authority. . L

Notice of Areawide Clearinghouse Review, June 24, 1983, from Lane
Council of Governments., Comments from City of Eugene, the
Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission, and the City of
Qakridge included.

Transcribed remarks made by William J. Sobolewski, Oregon Operations
Office, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Letter of June 27, 1983, from John F. Crockett, Public Works
Director/City Engineer, City of Astoria.

Letter of June 27, 1983, from Mayor Elvern Hall, City of Newberg.
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17. Letter of June 28, 1983, from R. Lyman Houck, City Administrator, City
of Philomath.

18. Three letters of June 29, 1983, from David J. Abraham, Utilities
Director, Clackamas County.

19. Letter of July 22, 1983, from Douglas Adkins, City Engineer, Klamath
Falls.
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ATTACHMENT C

SUMMARY, EVALUATION AND RESPONSE TO ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY

The following two sections present summaries and responses to relevant public
hearing testimony on the proposed revisicns to the system for development and
management of the priority list and on the draft FY8Y4 priority list. A sunmary
of the June 24, 1983, public hearing and the record of testimony appears as
Attachments A and B, Copies of 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; and

2. Testimony Related to the Individual FProject and Segment
Claggification and Ranking on the Draft FY8L4 Priority List.

1. Testimony Related to Rules Governing the Development and Management of

the Priority Systems and List

a. Ms., Chris Noah-Nichols and Mr. William Sobolewski of the U. 8.
Environmental Protection Agency indicated that the system and
administrative rules acceptably implemented the objectives of the
1981 Construction Grant Amendments and specifically 40 CFR
35.2015(b){1)(A) and (B), which require that states emphasize
project priorities based on public health and water
quality/beneficial water use impacts. They noted the new use of
the computer-assisted method for developing the priority list.

EPL alsc forwarded a new policy statement regarding the
qualifications of certain projects which are "grandfathered" to
continmue at 75% funding even if such projects are funded after
FY84., (¥ew projects funded after FYBY are eligible for 55% grant
participation.) This EPA policy statement, as contrasted with
earlier correspondence from EPA, refines and considerably reduces
the potential number of projects with grandfather status.

Although ‘the full text of the current EPA policy is appended to . -
this report, several portions are excerpted below (emphasis
added):

Once a grantee has planned, financed and initiated the
building of a substantial portion of its needed treatment
faeility and related interceptors, the intent is ... the
Federal funding rules will not be changed prior to
completion of building that facility. However, it is not
the intent . . , to grandfather every treatment facility and
related interceptor because the grantee hasg received a grant
for a minor portion of it.




Summary, Evaluation and Response to Oral and Written Testimony

Page 2

The future phases and segments of the treatment facility,

related interceptors and infiltration-inflow correction to be
built are described in a facilities plan approved by the Regional
Administrator of EPA before October 1, 1984. The projects that

are grandfathered should only be those that are necessary to make
the remainder of the treatment works gperational and comply with
the enforceable reguirements of the act.

EPA requested that appropriate changes be made to the state
priority list grant estimates in order to reflect this policy.

Response

Several funding estimates on the FYBY priority list are reduced
to better coineide with the current EPA policy on grandfathered
projects. This EPA policy is expected to become a part of EPA's
forthcoming guidance "Construction Grants 1984" and is, in our
Jjudgment, still tentative and subject to interpretative change
prior to its effect in FY85. This refinement of estimates for
75% - 55% grant participation after FYB4 made at this time
constitutes only the current best estimate of funding potential.
We will work with EPA prior to FY85 in order to better ascertain
grandfather qualified projects.

In developing or revising financial plans, it appears prudent to
assume that all projects funded after FY8) will be offered a
construction grant participation level of 55% of the eligible
costs since actual determinations on which projects will qualify
as "grandfathered" have not yet been made by EPA.

One respondent indicated that since the facility plan for a project was
completed when funding participation was at 75%, the construction
should be accorded grandfather status and funded at 75%.

Response

Section 202(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act was changed by the 1981
Construction Grant Amendments as follows: (1) The grant share
",..for any fiscal year beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
shall be 55 per centum of the cost of construction ..." and (2)
except ..."in any case where a primary, secondary or advanced
waste treatment facility or its related interceptors or a project
for infiltration/inflow correction has received a grant for
erection, building, acquisition, alteration, remcdeling,
improvement, expansion, or correction before October 1, 1984, all
segments and phases of such facility, interceptors and project
for Infiltration/inflow correction shall be eligible for grants
at 75 per centum ..."

The specific language of the Act and EPA's regulations appear to
provide no discretion for continuing 75% participation on
projects that had only received planning or design grants.
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The apparent Congressional intent is to reduce the federal share as
quickly as possible without upgsetting firm prior construction financing
commitments.

One respondent supported the continuation of the existing

priority system; another respondent suggested that the priority
rating system should be modified to add points to projects that
have initiated planning and/or design without benefit of grant.

Response

Federal regulations and policy require that state priority lists be
developed on a water quality and public health improvement basis. In
1081, Section 18 of Public Law 97-117 was amended as follows:

"It is the policy of Congress that projects for wastewater
treatment and management undertaken with Federal financial
assistance under this Act by any State, municipality . . .
are designed to achieve optimum water quality management,

consistent with the public health and water quality goals

and requirements of the Act,M

EPA amended its Construction Grants Regulations (%0 CFR 35.2015) to
reflect the policy and states are now required to consider ". . .

(4) The impairment of classified water uses resulting from existing
municipal discharges; and (B) The extent of surface or groundwater use
restoration or public health improvement resulting from the reduction
of poliution . . ." {(emphasis added).

Clearly, there is an increased federal interest in correcting severe
water quality and public health problems yet federal funding levels are
not established at levels which will realistically remedy all
documented problems of this nature in a timely fashion.

Since 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission has utilized a

management policy that (1) encouraged communities to seek other funding
mechanisms, (2) redirected the flow of scarce grant dollars to the
highest priocrity projects on the list and (3) phased out a transition
policy that virtually guaranteed funding priority for all projects that
initiated design in a priority order that considered whether planning
and design was completed as well as quality impacts. This step was
taken because of fiscal necessity due to the reduced allocations of
funds to the state and the insufficiency of funds to reach the highest
rated priority projects on the list.

Although states are allowed to adopt priority criteria in addition to
those required by EPA, priorities established by other signif'icant
factors would directly impact the ability to eliminate those types of
problems where regulations and statutes expressly direct the use of
grant funds.
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e.

Under the present grant program, all projects must now proceed through
planning and design without EPA grants and additionally, such efforts
nust include a demonstration of the water quality and public health
basia for the project. Projects currently categorized as Letter Class
D or E on the priority list do not currently meet the later
qualification. ’

Cne respondent sought clarification of the grant increase reserve
sum, which was proposed to be reduced from 10% to 5% of the
state's allotment.

Response

The proposed change to the administrative rule reduces the state's
annual sum of funds set aside for grant increases to cover allowable
project cost overruns and minor changes. If all increase requests
within a given year deplete this fund, either the increase beyond the
original grant amount would not be funded or would be delayed until the
next year's allotment. This rule change, by itself, does not limit the
amount of increased funds for an individual project as long as funds
are available in the increase reserve fund. However, based on recent
experiences in fisecal years 1981-83, grant increase expenditures have
been less than 10% of the state's allotment set aside. The 5% of state
funds formerly held for increases will now be added to the general
allotment for funding new projects.

It is probable that the final federal construction grant regulations,
when published, will limit the amount of grant increases which may be
added to any one project. The federal cost overrun limitation is
expected to be 5% of the bid price. EPA's limitation would affect all
projects that receive grant awards or go to bid after the effective
date of the regulation. GCrants awarded and bid prior to the federal
regulation would not be limited to 5%.

The proposed reduced state reserve fund should (1) accommodate the

expected overruns on older projects; (2) coincide with future EPA
regulations on the 5% maximum cost overruns per project, if such
regulations are adopted; and (3} provide sufficient reasonable grant
increase coverage for new projects as a class, regardless of whether
EPA adopts individual limitations.

One respondent (Pacific City Sanitary Distriet) questioned whether
grant increases for existing projects can be funded if they do not
appear on the FYBY Pricority List.

Response

Grant increases for minor project changes are not listed on the
state's priority list, but are funded in the order in which the
completed application is received subject to funds available in
the increase reserve fund. The Pacific City S.D. increase will
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be funded at the same level of grant participation (75%) as the
original construction.

One respondent requested that design funds be included in the grant
awards for projects on the priority list or that an allowance from
available reserve funds be offered to fund design for projects on the
pricrity list,

Response

Section 201 of the Clean Water Act now specifically prohibits grants
solely for facility plans and design and specifications. The
definition of a Step 3 construction project, which is now the only type
of listed project on the priority list, ineludes only grants for the
erection, building, acquisition, alteration, remodeling, improvement or
extension of treatment and conveyance facilities. Where appropriate,
an allowance to defray a portion of the cost for facilities planning
and design will be inecluded in the Step 3 grant.

Section 201(1)(2)(B) was amended to provide advances of allowances to a
"potential grant applicant which is a small community and which in the
Judgment of the State would otherwise be unable to prepare a request
for a grant for construction ..." The present EQC rule implements the
statute so that advances may be made to potential applicants who (1)
are expected to apply for funding in the current funding year or one
funding year thereafter, (2) are a municipality having less than 25,000
population, and (3) demonstrate finanecial need for the advance.

2. Testimony Related to Individual Project and Segment Clasgsification and
Ranking on the Draft FY84 Priority List.

a.

Several respondents provided new information or requested
re-assessment of priority ratings.

(1) Cornelius. The City Manager requested the addition of a relief
interceptor project to eliminate overflows from the sewer asystem
during heavy winter rains, A new project was added to the list
and prioritized in Letter Class E until such time as the City
submits additional documentation supporting its need and
identifying project estimates and schedules.

(2) Huntington. In accordance with the City's request, a project to
eliminate combined sewer overflows from the City's sewerage system
was added to the list. The lack of water guality documentation on
the effects of the existing sewerage system (i.e., quantity,
frequency, duration of high flows) on the waste treatment lagoon
or the Burnt River result in a Letter Class D determination at
this time.
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(3)

(%)

(5)

(6)

(1)

Westfir, The City requested they be placed on the priority list
but did not specify the project type needed. The Department, as
part of the City!'s NPDES permit, has requested that the City
undertake ongoing corrective measures to reduce infiltration/
inflow to the system. A project to address this need was added
under Letter Class D. No incidence of effluent violations have
been recorded on the City's monthly discharge monitoring reports,
Due to lack of planning documentation, all information is
estimated.

Gresham., At the City's request, a project for STP improvements
was placed on the priority list., Based on its need to ensure
treatment capability to comply with effluent standards established
in the City's NPDES permit, the project was categorized as

Letter Class C, It should be noted that project construction
consideration must be preceded by a facility plan which
demonstrates its compatibility with the area's 208 plan.

Philomath. The City requested that the priority rating of its
projects be reviewed and raised to reflect the frequency of bypasas
conditions and numerous instances of sewage overflows onto streets
and private property. In order for DEQ to raise the priority of
these projects for purposes of federal funding, it must be
demonstrated that water quality standards are being viclated or
that the projects are needed to eliminate surface water pollution
where beneficial uses are impaired. Since no documentation of
these conditions currently exists, mixing zohe surveys are being
scheduled for this summer and winter to determine the effects of
the City's discharges on Newton Creek and Mary's River. following
these surveys, the projects will be re-evaluated and the results
incorporated into the FY85 priority list.

Clackamas County Service Distriet 1, The District requested
that the Kellogg plant's sludge digester project be U
considered operationally dependent with the Tri-City S.D.
Regional STP project. The operational dependency criteria
would require & showing that the higher rated project
(Tri-City S.D.) is dependent for its operation on the
construction of the lower rated project (C.C.S.D. Kellogg).
Although sludge hauling from Kellogg has, at times, reguired
use of a truck from Oregon City's STP, the relationship
between the two facilities is not sufficiently integral to
operation to justify the requested change.

Several other sludge facilities (MWMC, Portland, USA Durham) were
analyzed and based on individual circumstances also found not to
be operationally dependent.

Tri-City Service District (Willamette). The District requested
that the priority of the Tualatin Pump Station and the West Linn
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(8)

(9)

(10)

Force Main projects (which are required to connect the West Linn
Willamette STP to the Tri~City S. D. regional facility) be
elevated to Letter Class B. The Department evaluates these
projects as Letter Class C since they are necessary to insure
treatment capability within the effluent standards established

in West Linn Willamette's NPDES permit. The Request for
Administrator's Concurrence specifically discussed DEQ's finding
that the Oregon City, West Linn-Bolton and Gladstone facilities do
noct adequately protect beneficial uses.

Benton County (Alsea). In 1983, the Department conducted a
sanitary survey of the Alsea area and identified direct discharges
of sewage from failing septic tanks into the North Fork Alsea
River. A project has been added to the list under Letter

Class C.

Gold Beach. In response to a verbal request from the City, an
interceptor project to serve an area of the City which is
presently unsewered has been added to the list. Since no septic
tank failures or discharges of raw sewage have been identified or
documented, the project was assigned Letter Class E.

Klamath Falls (Pelican City). Subsurface disposal facilities

have been investigated, a public hearing has been held and the
Administrator of Bealth Division has certified written Findings of
Fact that a hazard to public health exists and has ordered an area
to be annexed to the City. A survey of 29 properties showed
evidence of on-site system failures resulting in surfacing sewage
and sewage being piped to the ground surface. According to the
Health Division, these properties represent a 30 percent failure
rate within the area annexed. No groundwater or surface water
quality samples were collected to assess sewage impacts on water
quality, therefore the appropriate letter class is C. The
affected area of Pelican City is 1/2 to 1 mile from Klamath Lake.

Several respondents provided a Planning and Desigh Schedule, as
requested in proposed administrative rules 340-53-015{g) and (h).

Response

To the extent possible, this information will be used to schedule
projects for funding or to establish the ready to proceed date on the
F¥84 priority list in order to specify projects which can move ahead
if any projects within the fundable list cannot provide an acceptable
application during the fiscal year.
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Under the proposed administrative rule, the Department would require a
schedule prior to establishing a target application submittal date for

a project expecting to receive funds, beginning with the FYB5 priority
list.




ATTACHMENT D

DRAFT EPA POLICY
ON

Treatment Works Phases and Segménts
(For Construction Grants - 84)

Once a grantee has planned, financed and initiated the building of
a substantial portion of its needed treatment facility and related
interceptors, the intent is that, unless action is taken by the
Governor, the Federal funding rules will not be changed prior to the
completion of building that facility. However, it is not the intent of
the construction grants program to grandfather every treatment facility
and related interceptor because the grantee has received a grant for a
minor portion of it. Also, for a treatment facility meeting the
enforceable requirements of the Act, proposed projects to alter,
remodel, inprove or extend that facility should not be considered
eligible under the grandfathering provisions. In support of this
provision is the program's high priority placed on completing phased or
segmented treatment facilities and related interceptors in order to
receive the benefits of improved water quality.

The term "treatment works phase or segment" means a substantial
portion of a treatment facility. All phases or segments should be built
sequentially, usually funded from successive allotwents, and when all
seqments are conpleted they must be a part of an operable treatment '
facility and related interceptors necessary to meet - the enforceable
requirerents of the Act.

The construction grant regulations at 40 CFR 35.2152(a) (3) (1)
require that the future phases and segrments of the treatrent facility,
related interceptors and infiltration—inflow correction to be built are
described in a facilities plan approved by the Regional Admin.strator
before October 1, 1984. Also, the projects that are grandfathered
should be only those that are necessary to make the remainder of the
treatiment works operational and comply with the enforceable requirements
of the Act.

For treatment facilities and related interceptors that were
segrented or phased prior to May 12, 1982, the project files should
indicate a conscious decision on the part of the grantee, State agency
or EPA regarding the appropriateness of phasing or segmenting. For
those treatment facilities, related interceptors and infiltration-inflow
correction that have been segmented or phased since May 12, 1982, one or
more of the conditions of 40 CFR 35.2108(b) must have existed when grant
assistance was awarded and should be noted in the project file. The
award of these grants must be conditioned upon the applicant's agreement
to make the treatment works of which the phase or segment is a part
operational and comply with the enforceable requirements of the Act
according to a schedule specified in the grant agreement regardless of
whether grant funding is available for the remaining phases or segments.
Also, the grant agreement for the initial phase or segment should
include an inventory of future phases or segments to be grandfathered,




ATTACHMENT E

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO THE FY84 PRIORITY LIST

The following corrections were made to the recommended pricrity list, as
a result of testimony discussed in Attachment C or from administrative
corrections., They are listed according to the relative ranking the
project had on the draft priority list distributed on May 23, 1983.

The results of stream survey and sanitary surveys planned to be conducted
this summer for Baker and the Hoodland Service District are not available
at this time., If necessary, the results may lead to modifications in the
final FY84 priority list at a later date.

The following projects were funded by Community Development Block Grants:
Cresswell City STP, St. Helens South Interceptor and the Green S.D. Landers

Lane Interceptor.

Riverside Interceptor were locally funded.

G t Project

Bend

MWMC /Regional
Tri-City/Regional
Baker

Salem/Pringle Creek
BCVSA/Whetstone

Gresham/City
Cornelius/City
Westfir/City
Gold Beach/City

Benton County/Alsea

BJS:1
WL2666
7/28/83

Technic Correc

Modify Alternative
Technology Estimate

Estimate is $2.1 M for

STP Phase T

Rephase Project

Modify Alternative
Technology Estimate

Prcject Population Served
Changed from 119,000 to 13,500

Establish Ready to
Proceed Dates

New Entry
New Entry
New Entry
New Entry

New Entry

The BCVSA N. Ashland Interceptor and the Klamath Falls

C nt

Typographical
Correction

Update Costs
Information Supplied
by Distriect

Typographical
Correction

Recent Information
Supplied by City

Planning/Design

Schedule Provided

Request by City
Request by City
Request by City
Request by City

Recent DEQ Sanitary
Survey
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MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT WORKS
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM

DIVISION 53

Develcopment and Management of The Statewide
Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List

PURPOSE

340-53-005 The purpose of these rules is to presecribe procedures and

priority criteria to be used by the Department for development and

management of a statewide priority list of sewerage works construction

projeété potentially eligible for financial assistance from U.S. |

Environmental Protection Agency's Municipal Waste Water Treatment Works

Constfuction Grants Program, Sec. 201, P.L. 95-217.

DEFINITIONS | |

340~53-010 As used in these regulations unless otherwise required by

context:

(1) "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

| of his éuthofized representatives. | | |

(4) ™Municipality" means any county, city, special service district, or
other governmmental 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.

Deleted Material
New Material
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(5)
(6)

(m

(8)

(9)

(10)
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"EPA" means U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

"Treatment Works" means any faciliﬁy for the purpose of treating,
neutralizing or stabilizing sewage or industrial wastes of a liquid
nature, including treatment or disposal plants, the necessary
intercepting, outfall and ocutlet sewers, pumping stations integral to
such plants of sewers, equipment and furnishings thereof and their
appurtenances.

"Grant" means financial assistance from the U.S. Environmegtal
Protectiop Agency Municipal Waste Water Treatment Works Construction
Grants Programs as authorized by Sec., 201, P.L. 95-217 and subsequent
amendments.

"Advance" means an advance of funds for a Step 1 or Step 2 project.
The advance is equal to the estimated zllowance which is expected to
be ineluded in a future Step 3 grant award. An advance is made from
funds granted to Oregon by EPA; it is not a direct grant by EPA to a
municipality.

"Project" means a potentially fundable entry on the priority

list consisting of Step 3 or Step 2 plus 3-Ebeatment works or
components or segments of treatment works as further described in
Section 340-53-015, Subsecticn (M)..

"Treatment Works Component™ means a portion of an operable

treatment works described in an approved facility plan ineluding but

not limited to:

Deleted Material
New Material

[
n

CGRULE (4-29=83) 53=-2 Construction Grant Rules



D T OF RONMEN ¥ c e ra Pro

{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
tréatment works.

(11) "Treatment Works Segment™ means a portion of a treatment works
component which caﬂ be identified in a contract or discrete sub-item
of a contrac£ and may but need not.result in operable treatment works.

(12) "Priority List"™ means all projects in the state potentially
eligible for grants listed in rank order.

(13) "Fundable portion of the list" means those projects on the priority
list which are planned for a grant 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.

(14) "Facilities Planning™ means necessary plans and studies which
directly relate to the construetion of treatment works. Facilities
planning will demonstrate the need for the proposed facilities and
that they are cost-effective and environmentally acceptable.

(15) "Step 1 Project™ means any project for development of a facilities

pian for treatment works.

Deleted Material
New Material
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(16) "Step 2 Project"™ means any project for engineering design of
all or a poertion of treatment works. |
(17) m™Step 3 Project™ means any project for Eonstruction or
rehabilitation of all or a portion of treatment works,
(18) ™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 ineclude an
estimated allowance for a Step 1 and/ or Step 2 project.
(19) "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.
(20) "Alternative Technology™ means treatment work or components
or segments thereof which reclaim or reuse water, recycle waste water
constituents, eliminate discharge of peollutants, or recover energy.
(21) M"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.
(22) "Punding Year" means a federal fiscal year commencing October 1lst and
ending September 30th.
(23} "Current Funding Year™ means the funding year for which the

priority list is adopted.
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(24) "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, 2 munieipality having less than 25,000

population.

PRIORITY LIST DEVELOPMENT

34b-53-015 The Department will develop a statewide pricrity 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:

(a)

(b)

(ec)

The Department will determine and maintain sufficient information
concerning potential projects to develop the stétewide priority list.
The Department will develop a proposed priority list utilizing
critefia and procedures set forﬁh in this section.

A public hearing will be held concerning the preoposed pricrity
list prior to Commissioﬁ adoption. Public noticé and a-draft.
priority list will be provided to all interested parties at least
thirty (30) days prior to the hearing. Interested parties
inelude, but are not limited to, the following:

(4) Municipalities\having projects on the priority list,

(B) Engineering consultants involved in projects oh the priority

list.

Deleted Material
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(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)(a)The priority 1list will consist of a listing of all projects in the
state potentially eligible for grants listed in ranking order based on
ceriteria 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.,

{b)The seore.used in ranking a project consists of the project class
identified by letger 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 peoints from highest to lowest.

Deleted Material
New Material

non

CGRULE (4-29-8%3) 536 Construction Grant Rules



MEN N T C i ant am

(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 (1).

(b) EPA project identification number

(c) Name and type of municipality

(d) Description of project compoment

(e) Project step

(£) '[Projéct segment code] Grant appliecation 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. F n e

(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 funds
expected to be available. T e e ficati e fo h

n din i e as 8] i ed
date, 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.
(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) Design (Step 2) and construction of complete treatment works,
(Step 2 plus 3), or
(b) Construction of one or more complete waste treatment systems, or
(c) Construction of one or more treatment works components,
(d) Construction of one or more treatment works segments of a
treatment works component.
(5){a)When determining the treatment works components or segments to be
ineluded in a single project, the Department will consider:
(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 componenﬁs or segments relative to allowable
projeet grant. In no case will the [grant for a single project,]

project included on the priority list, as defined by 340-53-

010(9) exceed ten (10) million dollars in any given funding year.
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Where a [grant] proposed project would exceed this amount the
scope of work will be reduced by limiting 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.
{b) The Department shall have final diseretion 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 ﬁarget certification date in a
subsequent funding year. Within constraints of 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 previouslf funded project
which would change the scope of work significantly and thus consatitute
a new project.
(8) The Director may delete any project from the priority list if:
(a) It has réceived full funding
(b) It is no longer entitled to funding under the approved system.
(c¢) EPA has determined that the projeét is not needed to comply with
the enforceable requirements of the Clean Water Act or the

project is otherwise ineligible.

=1
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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

34%0-53-020 For each project included on the priority list the Department

will estimate the costs potentially eligible for a grant and the estimated

federal share.

(1) -Where state certification requirements differ from EPA eligibility

(2)

(3)

requirement the more restrictive shall apply.

Except as provided for in subsection (3), eligible eésﬁs 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.

The following will not be eligible for state certification:

(a) The cost of collection systems except for those which serve an
area where a mandatory health hazard annexabtion is required
pursuant to ORS 222.850 to 222.915 or whefe elimination of waste
disposal wells is required by OAR 330-44-019 to 44. 1In either
case, a Step 1 grant for the project must have been certified

prior to September 30, 1979.
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DPEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . Construction Grant Program

(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 seventy-five (75) percent
of the estimated sligible cost until FY 1985, when it is reducedrto
fifty-five (55) percent of the estimated eligible cost for new
projects. The Commission may reduce the percentage to fifty (50)
percent as allowed by federal law or regulation. The Department shall
also examine other alternatives for reducing the extent of grant
participation in individual projects for posasible implementatidn
beginning in FY 1982. The intent is %o 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 inereases of [ten (10)] five fs} percent.

{2) Reserve for Step 1 and Step 2 grant advances of up to ten (10) percent -
This reserfe shall_not exceed the amount estimated to provide advances
for eligible small communities‘projected to apply for a Step 3 or Step
2 + 3 grant in the current funding year and one funding year

thereafter.
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(3) ﬁeserve for alternative components of projects for small communities
utilizing alternative [system] systems of four (4) percent.
(4) Reserve for additional funding of projects involving innovative or
alternative technology of four (4) percent.
(5) Reserve for water quality management planning of not more than 1% of
the state's allotment nor less than $100,000. o
(6) Reserve for state management assistance of up to M-percent of the
total funds authorized for the state's allctment.
(7) The balance of the state's allocation will be the general allotment.
(8) The Director may at his disecretion utilize funds recovered from prior year
allotments for the purpose of:
{a) Grant increases or
(b) Conventional components of small community projects utilizing
alternative systems or
(e) The general allotment.
[(9) If FY82 appropriations are received, the special reserves noted in
340-53-025(1)=(6), as required by federal law and regulation, will be

established prior to October 1, 1982.1]
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PRIORITY LIST MANAGEMENT
340-53-030 The Department will select projects to be funded from the
priority list as follows: |
(1) 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
porticn of the prioriﬁy list will be made. The fundable portion of
the lizt will include the following:
(a) Sufficient projects selected according to priority rank to
utilize funds identified as the state's general allotment, and
{b) Additicnal projects involving alternative systems for small
communities as necessary to utilize funds avallable in that
reserve,
(2) Projects to be funded from the Step 1 and 2 grant ad?anoe reserve
will be selected based on their priority point scores and whether they
are projected to apply for Step 3 or Step 2 + 3 grant in the current
funding year or one funding year thereafter.
(3) 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‘affeeted project may within 20 days of receiving adequate
notice request a hearing before the Commission provided 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 noi ready to proceed.during the
funding year.

{(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 day=s 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.

Deleted Material
New Materizl

CGRULE (4-29.83) 53-14 Construction Grant Rules



D

(d)

(e)

N _EN B nst i a

If a project is bypassed it will maintain jits priority point rating
for consideration in future years. [If, however, a project‘is
designated as a transition projeét-as deseribed in section 340-53- -
015(7), it will retain its transition status after being bypassed and
will be ranked the following yvear according to the criteria.] If a
project is bypassed for two consecutive years the Commission may
remove it from the priority list.

Department failure to certify a project not on the fundable

portion of the list or for which funds are otherwise unavailable

will noft constitute a "bypass".
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Slrean Svemenl. Nankioe Polnbs _ Segment -+ Sesment Rank Points

Svenenl Seemenk. Bonk Poinks Ho. 5, Scuth Coast Basln
No. 1, Willamelie Hasle Coos Bay 1 80.00
' Coos River 2 70.00
Tuslatla 1 95.73 Coquille Hiver (River Mile 0-35) 3 60.00
Villumutke (River Mile 2 93.45 - Coguille River {River Mile 35-Source} b} 50.00
Vitlwmette (iiver Mile BI-186) 3 91.18 Remaining South Coast Basin Streams 5 40 .00
Soulh Yamhill Hiver ] 88.91 :
North Yawhitl River 5 86.64 MNo. 6, North Coast/Lower Coluwbia Basin
Youhil) Hiver [ 8h .36 ]
Pudding River E 82.09 Lewis and Clark River 1 B5.22
Malalla Rlver 19.82 . Klatskanine River 2 82.4y
5. Santiam Rlver 9 77.55 L Wilson Hiver {Hiver Hile 0-7) 3 79.48
Sanlism Klyer & N. Sunlian 10 15.27 i Trask River (River Mlle 0-6) i 76.88
Coast Fork Willamelte River 1 73.00 Skipanon River 5 T4.10
Middle Fork Willamette Rlver 12 ©70.73 Hestucca River (River Mile 0-15) & 71.32
Clackamay River 13 68.45 Nehalem River 7 66.51
HeEenzle Niver 14 66.18 Wilson River {River Mile 7 +) 8 65,76
Hickreall Creek i5 63.91 Trask River (River Mile & +) 9 62.498
Lacklamute RHiver 16 hl.64 Mestucca River (River Mlle 15.+) 10 60.20
Mapys River 17 5¢.36 Hebalem Bay 1 87.42
Caiapoola River 18 57.09 Tillamook Bay 12 56.64
Leng Tom Hlver 19 54.82 Tillemook Rlver {River HMile 0-15} 13 5).B6
Columbia Slough 20 52.5% Nestucca Bay : 14 1¢.08
Thomwas Creck 21 50.27 . Necanicum River 15 46 .30
Rusaining Wiilamette Basio Streams 22 LB _o0 Tillamook River (Hiver Mile 15+) 16 43.54
Netarts Bay ! 17 HO . TH
o, 2, Hogue Hasfia Hemalning Morth Coast/
. Lower Columbla Baaln Streams 18 38.00
dear Creck and Tributaries 1 83.50
Applegate Rlver 2 71.00 No. 7, Klamath Basin
Hiddle Hopue . 3 58.50
homadnlng Rogue Basin Streams y 46 .a0 Lost River 1 76 .00
Klawath River (River Mile 210-250} 2 66.00
tio, 4, Uupgua Basin . Williamson - 3 56 .00
Sprague 4 46 .00
Soulh Umpjua lilver 1 T7.33 : femaining Klamath Basin Streams 5 35.00
Guu Creek 2 60 .67
Hemalntag Umnpqua Basin Silreams 3 Wy .00 ! Ho. 8, Umatilia Basln
fic. 4, Deschules Basla Unatilla River 1 67.33
Columbia River (Umatilla Basin) 2 . 50.67
Craoked Hlvep 1 19.59 Rewaining Umatilla Basin Strednms 3 ' 34.00
bueuchutes fiver (Niver Mile }20-166) 2 67.00
Poschhles River (Hiver Mile 0-120) 3 5li .50 Mo. 9, Mid Coast Basln
ltumad nd g Deschutes Basln Streams ) 42,00 . ;oA
Siuslaw Bay 1 T1.00
Yagulna Bay 2 T2.00
s Siletz River 3 67.00
i Yaquina River i §2.00
! Alsea River 5 57.00

catiuLY 5/23/83 CGRULE : : 5/23/83
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Sepmenl Segwent fapk

Siluslaw River

Alsea Bay

Salmen River

Siteblz Bay

fewaining Mid Coast Basin Slreams

Ho. 10, Hood Basin

Itood River Maln Stenm

Columbla River (Hood Hasin)

Hood Kiver East,

(Middle and West Forks

Rumaining Hood Basin Streams
tin. 1), Grande Konde Hasin

Grande Ronde Kiver

Wallowa Rlver

Rewalning Grande Ronde Basin Streams
Ho. 12, Malbeur Baain

Malleur River
Ko, 13, Powder Basin

Snake Hiver (Powder Basin)

Powder MHiver

Burnt River

Remainlng Power Basin Stireans
No. 14, Sandy Basin

Columbia Kiver {Sandy Haaln}

Sandy River

kemaini ng Sandy Basin Streams

Na. 15, Jdohn Day Basin

John bay River
Remaining Jonn Day Basln Streams

Ho. 16, Walla Walla Basin

Walla Walla River
Remalning Walla Walla Basin Streams

Ho. 1Y, Malbeur lLake Dasin
Silvies River

Donner & Blitzen River
Eemal nlug Malheur Lake Baaln Streams

CORULLE
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Pointy

52.00
H7.00
42.00
37.00
32.00

67.50
55.00
42.50

30.00

61.33
4n.67
z6.00

26 .00

61.50
49.00
36.50
24.00

55.33
38.67
22.00

45.60
20.00

43.00
18.00

19.33
3267
16.00

5/23/83

Sezment Sepment Rank

No. 18, Goose and Summwer Lakes Baaln

Chewaucan River
Remaining Gocse and Summer Lakes
Basin Streams

Ho. 19, Owyhee Basin

Owyhee River
Remaining Owyhee Baain Streams

P 3

Points = Population Served & log 10
where:

-EBD—‘IE—C—!_lm

Resgription

Secondary Treatment and BPWTT
Major Sewer System Rehabilitation

Interception of Exlating Discharge

Infiltration/Inflow Correction

Interceptor te Serve Existing Development
Treatwment More Stringent than Secondary
Correction of Combined Sewer Overflows
Interceptor to Serve New Development

New Cellectors

CGRULE

Points
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Population emphasis points shall be assigned on the basis of the
formula:

3%.00
1%.00

17.00
12.00

Populaticn Served represents the exlsting Oregon population that
would be initially served by the project if it were in operation.
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TABLE 1
{340-53~015}

CONSTROCTION GRANTS PRIDRITY CRITERIA

PROJECT CLASS
Letter Code Description
A. Project will minimize or elimlnate surface or underground water

pollulicn where:

1. Waier quality standards are viclated repeatedly or
2. Beneflclal uses are lmpalred or may be damaged frreparably.

In addliticn:

1. The EQC by rule OAR 340-M4-00%5 to 440-040, had mandated
elimination of discharge or inadequately treated waste to
disposal wells or

2. Fhe Administrator of the Health Division or the EQC has certified
findings of fact which conclude that

{a) Water pollution or beneficlal use impairment exista and
(b} Hazard to publie health exista.

Docunentation required includes:

1. Field investigations, and
2. Fublie Notice and hearing and
3. Written flndings of fact.

Project will minimlze or eliminate surface or underground water
poliution where:

1. Water quality standards are violated repeatedly or
2. Beneficial uses are impaired or may be damaged irreparably.

Documentation required includes:

1. Aetual written documentatlon of exlsting water use impairment or
2. Acfual wrikten documentation of repeated viclation of standards.

Project is required to insure treatment capabllity to comply with
waler guallty standards ineluding:

1. Minimum federal effluent guidelines eatablished by rule pursuant
to PL 95-217 or

2. Effluent standards established in an issued WPCF or NPDES permit
or .

3. Trealment levels or effluent standards that would be placed in a
peruwlt to comply with state or federal regulation {for a source
not presently under permik).

CGRULE 5/23/83

Letter Codg

Description
Documentation reguired includes:

Actual written documentation of the applicable guideline, standard,
permlt condition, or other regulatory requirement.

Project 1s mecessary Lo minimize or eliminate pollution of surface or

D.
underground waters from:
1. Nonpoint scurces where malfunctioming subsurface sewage disposal
systems in developed areas are a contributing factor or
2. Point sources where infrequent discharges above permitted levels
are a contributing factor.
Documentation required lnoludes:
1. Sufficlent information to suggest a problem, but
2. Insufficlent data to conclusively demonstirate the problem,
Facility planning is expected to provide additfonal
documentation. o
E. Project 13 desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
problem.
Documentatio® required includes:
1. Recognizatioh that a problem could develep im the future, but
2. Lack of information to suggest a present water quality problem.
Regulatory Emphasis ’
Points . Degeription
150 Project received a limited time extension to meet the 1977 secondary
treatment goals of the Clean Water Act.
Documentation required includes:
1.  Addendum to the NPDES permit extending the compliance date, or
2. Stipulated conaent agreement indicating noncompliznce.
Finding must have been made prior to Januwary 1, 1978.
130 Project is necessary for immediate cerrection of a public health
hazard through extraordinary measures suech as:
1. Annexation, or
2. Service district formation.
Documentation required includes:
1. EQC order, or
2. Certification of public health hazard by the Admninistrater of the
Health Division pursuant to ORS 431.705 et.seq. or 222.850
et.seq. :
CGRULE ' 5/23/83
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Iolols i Deseription

120 Project is neceasary to elimipate a voluntary or lnvoluntary

moratorlium, including:

1. Involunkary connection limitation to a centrallzed facility, or
2. EQC rule that restricis issuance of subsurface dlsposal permits

for & specific geographlic area or

3. Voluntary limitations on connection Lo a centralized faeility or

construction of subsurface disposal systems. Voluntary

moratorium must meet the following conditions:

a, The moratorium was formally enacted prior to Auguat 1, 1979,

and

b. It attempts to limit flow to a central facility which 1s at

or beyond 90 percent capacity, and

a. The furisdiction has a medivm to high growth rate and
therefore requires preventive pollution control action.

Documentation required fncludes:

1. Rule or order establishing involuntary moratorium, or
2. Order, ordinance, or other documentation of voluntary

moratorium.

g0 Froject 1s necessary because of the poiential for regulatory action

ideniifled by:

1. HFDES permit liwitations or conditions which would be included in

a permit when issued or amended, or

2. DEQ approval of a facillity plan including a determination of such

potential, or

3. A sanltary survey conducted by the Health Diviaion or the DEQ.

Documentation required includes:

DEQ written concurrence based on the above.

50 Project is needed because of probable watepr quality problemas’

identified through preliminary sereening of problem and water quality

CONCErns.
Decumentation required includes:
Written suggestion by DEQ.

1] No iumediate need for the project has been identified.

Background

toformation is either insufficient or unavallable to decument the

existence of present water quality problema.

COHULE
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STREAM SEGMENT RANK

Stream Segment ranking points shall be assigred based on the formula:
n
where:
BR = Baain Rank (1 to 1I9) based on the total population
within the Oregon portion of the river basin.
The basin having the greatest populahion is ranked
number 1,

n = Number of stream segments in the particular basin.

SR = Segment rank within basin as indicated in the
: statewide water quality management plan,

Following is a listing of basin ranks, stream segment ranks, and computed
stream segment ranking polnts:

Basin Rapk
No. of
1978 . Stream Basin

Rasin Population Segments  Ranlc
Willamette 1,672,000 23 1
Rogue 180,100 4 2
Umpqua 84,700 3 3
Deschutes ] . 76,600 | ')
South Coast 16,300 ] 5
Horth Coask/Lower Columbila 66,440 16 6
Klamath ) 56,200 5 7
Umatilla : 50,600 3 8
Mid Codst 4l 630 10 9
Hood River 34,200 - 10
Grande Ronde 30,100 3 11
Malheur River 22,480 1 12
Sandy : 14,530 3 13
Pouder 17,200 L] 14
John Day : 12,250 2 15
Walla Walla 16,300 2 16
Malheur 7,650 3 17
Goose and Summer Lakes 6,900 2 18
Owyhee 3,u20 2 19

r
CGRULE E 5/23/83



TABLE 1
(340-53-015)

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIGRITY CRITERIA

PROJECT CLASZ
Letter Code Deseription
A, Project will minimize or eliminate surface or underground water

pellution where:

1. Water quality standards are vioclated repeatedly cor
2. Beneflcial uses are impaired or may be damaged irreparably.

In addition:

1. The EGC by rule QAR 380-U44-005 to 440-040, had mandated
elimination of discharge or inadequately treated waste teo
disposal wells or

2. The Administrator of the Health Division or the EQC has certified
findings of fact which coneclude that

{a) Water pollution or beneficlal use impairment exiskta and
{b) Hazard to public health exists.

Documentation required includes:
1. Field investigations, and

2. Public Notice and hearing and
3. Written findings of fact.

B. Project will minimize or eliminate surface or underground water
rellution where:
1. Water quality standarda are violated repeatedly cor
2. Beneficial uses are impaired or may be damaged irreparably.
Documentation required incluges:
1. Actual written documentation of exlsting water use impairment or
2. Actuzl writben documentation of repeated viclation of standards.
. Project is required to insure treatment capability to cémply with
water quality standards ineluding:
1. Minimum federal effluent guidelines established by ‘rule pursuant
to PL 85217 or
2. Effluent standards established ia an issued WPCF or NPDES permit
or
3. Treatment levels or effluent standards that would be plzced in a
pernit te comply with state or federal regulation (for a socurce
net presently under permit).
CGRULE © 5/23/83
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D, Project is necessary to minimize or eliminate pollution of surface or
underground water= from:
1. Nonpolnt sources where malifunctioning subsurface sewage disposal
systems in developed areas are a contributing factor or
2. Point sources where infrequent discharges above permitted levels
are a contributing factor.
Pocumentation required includes:
I. Sufficient information to suggest a problem, but
2. Insufficient data to conclusively demcnstrate the problem.
Facility planning is expected to provide additional
decumeéntation,
E. Project I3 desirakble for prevention of potential water pollution
problem.
Documentation required includes:
1. Recognizatioﬁ that 2 problem could develop in the future, but
2. Lack of informatlion to suggest a present water quality problem.
Regulatory Emphagis ’
Points Description
150 Project received a limited time extension to meet the 1977 secondary
treatment goals of the Clean Water Act.
Documentation required includes:
1. Addendum to the NPDES permit extending the compliance date, or
2. Stipulated consent agreement indicating noncompliance.
Finding wust have been made pricp to January 1, 1978.
130 Projeet is necessary for immediate correction of a public heslth
hazard through extracrdinary measures such as:
1. Annexation, or
2. Service districkt formation.
Documentation required includes:
1. EQC order, or
2. Certification of public health hazard by the Administrater of the
Health Division pursuant to ORS 431.705 et.seq. or 222.850
et.seq. .
CGRULE 5/23/83

Documentation reguired includes:

Aztual writien documentation of the applicable guideline, standard,
permit condition, or other regulatcry requirement.
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Points Description STREAM SEGMENT RANE i,

120 Preject is necessary to eliminate z veoluntary or involuntary Stream Segwent rarcking peints shall be assigned based on the formulia;
moratorium, including: 1
where: SEGMENT POINTS = 100:2({BR) - (SrR)(5s0)
1. Involuntery connection limitation te a centralized facility, or . BR = Basin Rank {1 to 19) based on the total population
2. EQC ruje that restricts issuvance of subsurface dispesal permits within the Oregon portion of the river basin,
for a specifie geographic area or The basin having the greatest population is ranked
3. Voluntary limitations on comnection to a centralized facility or number 1.
construction of subsurface disposal systems, Voluntary
moratorium must meet the following conditions: ; 5 = Number of stream segments in the particular basin.
a. The moratorium was formally enacted prior to August 1, 1979, SR = Segment rank within basin as indicaked in the
and : statewlde water quality management plan.
b. It attempts to limit flow to & central facility which is at
or beyond 90 percent capacity, and Following is a listing of basin ranks, stream segment ranks, and computed
c. The jurisdiction has a2 medium to high growth rate and stream segmenht renking points:
therefore requires preventive pollution contrsl action. :
: Basin Rank
Documentation required includes:
No. of
1. Rule or order establishing involuntary moratorium, or 1978 Stream Basin
2. Order, ordinance, or other documentation of voluntary Basin Population Sepments Rank
moratorium. ,
. Willamette 1,672,000 23 1 ‘
90 Project 1s necessary because of the potential for regulatory action : Rogue 18G,100 4 2
identified by: . Unpqua 84,700 3 3
: Deschutes 76,600 4 4
1. NPDES permit limitations or conditions whieh would be included in } . South Coast 76,300 5 5
a permit when issued or amended, or : North Coast/Lower Columbia ° 66,440 18 6
2. DBEQ approval of a facility plan including a determination of such ; Klamath . 58,200 5 7
potential, or 1 Omatilla 50,000 3 3
3. A sanitary survey conducted by the Health Pivision or the DEQ. : Mid Coast 4,630 10 9
| Hood River 34,200 Y- 10
Bocumentation required includes: ) | Grande Ronde 30,100 3 11
) Malheur River 22,480 1 12 .
DEQ written concurrence based on the above, Sandy . 18,530 3 13
. . . Powder 17,200 4 14
) Project is needed because of probable water quality problenms John Day 12,250 2 15
jdentified through preliminary screening of problem and water guality Walla Walla 10,300 2 16
COnCerns. Malheur 7,650 3 17
Goose and Summer Lakes 6,900 2 18
Documentaticn reguired inecludes: Owyhee 3,420 2 19
Written suggestion by DEQ.
0 No immedizte need for the project bas been identified. -Background
information is either insufficient or unavailable to document the
existence of present water quality problems.
CGRULE . 5/23/83 : CGROLE 5/23/83




tream S anki ) Segment Segment Rank Points

Sepment Segment Rapk Points Ho. 5, South Coast Basin
No. 1, Willamette Basin Coos Bay 1 80.00
Coos River 2 70.00
Tualatin 1 95.73 Coquille River {River Mile 0-35) 3 60.00
Wiilamette (River Mile 2 93.45 : Coquille River (River Mile 35-Source) 4 50.00
Willamette (River Mile 84-1B6) 3 91.18 : Remalning South Coast Basin Streams 5 o .00
South Yambhill River 4 88.91 1
Narth Yamhill River 5 86.64 . No. 6, North Coast/lLower Columbia Basin
Yamhill River 6 84 .36 :
Pudding River T 82.09 : Lewls and Clark River 1 85 .22
Molalla River 8 75.82 Klatskanine River 2 82.44
5. SBantiam River 9 77.55 1 Wilson River (River Mile 0-7) 3 79.88
Santiam River & N. Santiam 10 75.27 {. Trask River {River Mile 0-6} 4 76.88
Coast Fork Willamette River 11 73.00 Skipanon River 5 74.10
Middle Fork Willamette River 12 T70.73 Westucca River (River Mile 0-15) 6 71.32
Clackamas River 13 68.45 Nehalem River ¥i 68.54
MeKenzie River 14 66.18 Wilson River (River Mile 7 +) ] 65.76
Rickreall Creek 15 63.91 Trask River (River Mile & +) 9 62.98
Luckiamute Hiver 16 61.6% Hestucca River (River Mile 15 +) 10 60.20
Marys River 17 59.36 Nehalem Bay 11 5T.42
Calapooia River 18 57.09 Tillamook Bay 12 56 .64
Long Tom River 19 54.82 Tillamook River (River Mile 0-15) 13 . 51.86
Columbia Slough 20 52.55 Nestucca Bay 14 49.08
Thomas Creek 21 50.27 Necanlcum River 15 56.30
Remaining Willamette Basin Streams 22 ' hg.00 Tillamook River (River Mile 15+) 16 43.54
Netarts Bay 17 40,74
No. 2, Rogue Basin Kemaining North Coast/
- Lower Columbia Basin Streams 18 38.00
Bear Creek and Tributeries 1 83.50
Applegate River 2 T1.00 ¥o. 7, ¥lamath Basin
Hiddle Regue 3 58.50
Remaining Rogue Basin Streawms Ll U6.00 Lost River 1 76 .00
Klamath River {River Mile 210-250) 2 66.00
No. 3, Umpgua Basin Williamson 3 56 .00
Sprague 4 L45.00
South Umpqua River 1 17.33 Remaining Klamath Basin Streams 5 36.00
Cow Creek 2 60.67
Remaining Umpqua Basin Streams 3 44.00 No. §, Umatilla Basin
Mo. 4, Deschutes Basin Umatilla River 1 67.33
Columbia River (Umatilla Basin) 2 50.67
Crocked River 1 79.50 Remaining Umatilla Basin Streams 3 34.00
Deschutes River (River Mile 120-166) 2 67.00
Deschutes River (River Mile 0-120) 3 54.50 No. 9, Mid Coast Basin
kemaining Deschutes Basin Streams i Lz.00
Siuslaw Bay 1 77.00
¥zquina Bay 2 72.00
a‘ Siletz River 3 67.00
4 Yaquina River 4 62.00
ﬂ. Alsea River 5 57.00

CGRULE 5/23/83 ; CGRULE 5/23/83




Segment Segment Rank Boinks ' Segpent Segment Rank Points

Siuslaw River & 52.00 No. 18, Gocse and Summer Lakes Basin
Alsea Bay T C47.00
Salmon River 8 T 42.00 Chewaucan River 1 39.00
Siletz Bay 9 . 37.00 Renmaining Goose and Summer Lakes 1%.00
Hemaining Mid Coast Basino Streams 10 - 32.00 Basin Streams 2
No. 10, Hood Basin He. 19, Owyhee Basin
Hood River Main Stem 1 - 6T.50 Owyhee River 1 17.00
Columbia River (Hood Basin) 2 55.00 Remaining Owyhee Basin Streams 2 12.09
Hood River East, 3 42,50
(Middle and West Forks Fopulation Emphasis
Remaining Hood Basin Streans 4 30.00
Populaticn emphasis polnts shall be assigned on the basis of the
Np. 11, Grande Ronde Basin : formula:
Grande Ronde River 1 £1.33 : Points = Population Served 2 log 10
Wallowa River 2 43 .67 ! where:
Remaining Grande Ronde Basin Streams 3 28.00 i
| Population Served represents the existing Oregen population that
¥o. 12, Malheur Basin ' would be initially served by the project if it were in operation.
. i
Malheur Hiver 1 26 .00 I FPROJECT TYPE
Ko. 13, Powder Basin I Descpiption Points
|
Snake Hiver (Powder Basin) 1 61.50 ! Secondary Treztment and BPWTT 1¢
Powder River 2 49.00 i Major Sewer System Rehabilitatien 9
Burnt River 3 36.50 I Interception of Existing Discharge 8
Remaining Power Basin Streams i 24.00 Infileration/Inflow Correction 7
! Interceptor to Serve Existing Development 6
No. 14, Sandy Basin Treatment More Stringent than Secondary 5
‘ Correction of Combined Sewer Overflows 3
Columbia River (Sandy Basin) 1 55.33 i Interceptor to Serve New Development 2
Sandy River 2 . 3B.67 i New Ccllectors 1
Remaining Sandy Basin Streams 3 22.00 l
No, 15, John Day Basin
|
Jokn Day River 1 - 45,00 !
Remaining John Day Basin Streams 2 20.00 5
No. 16, Walla Walla Basin i
Walla Walla River 1 43.00 i
Remaining Walla Walla Basin Streams z 18.00 :
No. 17, Malheur Lake Basin E
i
Silvies River 1 - 49.33 : -
Donner & Blitzen River 2 © 3267 §
Remaining Malheur Lake Basin Streams 3 16.0¢ H .
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ATTACHMENT G

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULE N

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commission's intended actions to consider 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 97-11T7, and proposed rules of the U. S,
Environmental Protection Agency which implement the law,.

(3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking

(a) Public Law 97=-117

(b) U0 CFR Parts 25 and 35
(c) OAR 340 Division 53
(d) OAR 340 Division 41

(4) Fiscal and Economic Impact of Rulemaking

One fiscal impact of this rulemaking is upon municipalities and special
districts seeking financial assistance for sewerage projects. The rules
affect the distribution of these funds. In communities that receive
federal grants, small businesses will benefit because they will pay less to
improve or develop sewerage systems, However, since few federal grant
dollars are expected to be available to assist communities seeking them,
the majority of projects will not receive assistance and will presumably
provide the cost of capital improvements through local financing plans for
these improvements by passing these costs on to potential or actual users
of the sewerage system such as residential, industrial and commercial
users. No direct adverse economic impact on small businesses is expected.

BJS:g
WG2303
May 20, 71983 EQC Meeting
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PROJECT
NUMBER

048507
056903
054203
062414
062419
049306
049305
043308
049308
049306
045307
049307
049306
049307
049306
049307
049307
049307
068901
068902
068903
043102
269301

0568101

COMMUNITY

FINAL REPCRT COF ELIGIBLE

BEND

MONROE

MONROE

MWHC

MWMc

TRI CITY Sb

TRI CITY S§D

TRI CITY &0D

TRI CITY SO

TRI CITY SD

TRI CIFY 3D

TRI CITY sD

TRI CITY SO

TRI CITY S0

TRI CITY SO

TRI CITY SO

TRI CITY S

TRI CITY SD

EUGENE

EUGENE

EUGENE

BAKER

ROSEBURG U.5.A.

SEASIDE

DEFARTMENT OF

CITY

MORTH AREA

MORTH AREA

REGICNAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

OREGON CITY

GLADSTONE

We. LINN~BOLTON

We LINN-BOLTON

We LINN-BOLTON

We LINM-BOLTON

RVYR R-SANTA CLA

AVR R—SAMTA LA

RVR R—S5ANTA CLA

CITY

REGIONAL

TiTy

PROJECTS

STATE OF QOREGON
EMVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST

COMPONENT

ONLY ORDERED BY TOTAL POINTS

EFf DISPOSAL
INTERCERTOR
COLLECTION

5T P&

5TP PT

STP P1 AND 2
§TP P3

STP P4

$TP PS5

WILL TINT 1A
WILL INT %8
WILL INT 2
OREGON CITY INT
PUMP STATIGN
RIVER ST Fm
BOLTON FORCE M
BOLTON PS
RIVER ST P3
RR/SC PS

SANTA CLARA INT
RIVER RD INT
§TP INP

sTP

ST IMP

STEP

3

CLASS

A

A

REG.
EMPH.

PATE: 7/29/83
POP. STREAM
EMPH ., RANK

B.47 79.50
3.69 54.82
3.49 54.82
10.33 91.18
10.33 91.{8
9.13 9345
¥.10 ?3.45
9.10 ?3.45
?.10 F3.45
9.10 ?I.45
9.10 F3.45
.10 P3.45
8,33 93.45
T4 $3.45
7.75 93.45
731 23.45
731 345
7.31 93.45
B.5% 21.18
B.04 91,13
783 91.18B
7.87 49.00
B.%6 77.33
7.40 46430

TIME:

ATTACHMENT H

B:52:21 amM
PROJELT
TYPE
10 A
[ A
1 A
10 ]
10 B
10 3
10 e
19 B
10 B
8 B
a8 a2
8 B
8 B
8 ]
8 8
8 ;]
8 B
§ 9
6 ]
& B
6 P
10 B
10 B
10 B

PAGES

TOTAL
POINTS

227 .97
194451
189,51
261.51
261.51
232.55
232455
232.55%
232.55
230.53
230.55
230.55
229.78
229.39
22%.20
228.76
A2B.TS
228476
225473
225.22
225.01
216.87
216.29

213.70

1
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m

m

nt

PROJECT
NUMBER

068102
068101
049402
064601
049403
U4 9404
064202
042601
042602
042602
042402

042602

042603

042603
d58702
042504
062801
D5z002
052002
052002
062802
059303
059302
352003

061902

COMHUNLITY

SEASIDE
SEASIDE
NEWBERG

SALEM

NEWBERG
NEWBERG
GRANDE RONDE
MULTNOMAH CO
MULTNOMAR CO
MULTNOMAH (O
MULTNOMAH (O
MULTHOMAK CO
MULTHNOMAH CO
MULTNOMAH <O
HAPPY VALLEY
MULTNOMQH co
{005 BAY NOWI
NORTH BEND
NORTH BEND
NORTH WEND
COGS BAY NO.1
ROSEBURG U.S.A.
ROSEBURG U.Sa.A.
NORTH BEND

ASTORTA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

PRINGLE CREEK

CITY

CITY

AREA

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

CITY

INVERNESS

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

cITY

ROSEBURG CITY

REGIONAL

CITY

WILLIAMSPORT

STATE OF OREGON

PRIORIYY [ALCULATION LIST

COMPONENT

P.S. P1A

II CORRECTION
STP IMP

INT

IT CLORRECTION
HESS CRK INT
SYSTEM
INTERCEPTOR 4
INTERCEPTOR BF
INTERCEPTOR 88
INTERCERPTOR 3¢
INTERCEPTOR 8H
IMTERCEPTOR BOD
TINTERCEPTOR 86
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR BE
STP IMP

SEWER REHAS

IT CORRECTION
PUMP STATIGN
I/I CORR

SEWER REHASB
INT

(1Y)

INTERCEPTOR

STEP CLASS
3 E}
3 B
3 B
3 3
3 8
3 2]
3 ]
3 -]
3 B
3 B
3 ]
3 ]
3 2
3 8
3 3
3 ]
3 B
3 ]
3 B

.3 B
3 8
3 8
3 B
3 B
3 B

DATE:

REG.
EMPH.

90
90

30

20
50
90
0
0
90

90

T/29/83 TIME:
POP. STREAN P
EMPH. RANK

731 44,30
7.40 46430
5.08 93.45
B.26 $3.45
8.08 9345
6,23 93.45
5.11 88.91
8.56 48.00
3.40 438.00
8.06 48.00
7.80 48.00
7438 48.00
.89 48.00
6451 48,00
65.32 48.00
6.00 48.00
7.91 80.00
7.98 §0.00
T.98 80,00
7.%8 80.00
7.91 50.00
2.51 77,33
8.07 77.33
7.98 30.00
4460 38.00

9:04:11 AM
ROJECT
TYPE
3 B
7 B
10 B
8 B
7 8
8 B
10 B
& 8
6 B
6 B
=} E
<] 8
-] 8
& 8
6 B
6 B
10 B
9 B
7 B8
7 B
7 B
9 B
3 B
3 B
& B

PAGE:

TOTAL
POINTS

211.61
210.70
201.53

199.71

170.89
190.51
190.32
190.00
187.91
185,98
184.93
184.98
184.91
184,84
183.40
180.98

178.60

2
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m

m

PRQJECT
NUMBER

044901
056903
063302
050701
062901
068301
052491
053701
53401
038802
058303
064701
049309
047202
047203
061502
063101
059203
069402
065501
034202
034203
062416

062417

043310

COMMUNITY

FALLS CITY
MONROE
YAMHILL CO
BCVSA

DRAIN

CLATS0P C[OUNTY
HGODLAND S.D.
SW LINCOLN CO
DESCHUTES (€O
MT ANGEL

MT ANGEL
SOUTH SUBURBAN
TRI CITY SD
ELGIN

ELGIN

CARLTON
VERNONIA
DALLAS
CLACKAMAS CO
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND

MWMC

MWMC

TRI CIFY §D

CITY

cITy

COVE ORCHARD
WHETSTONE

CITY

WESTPORT AREA
RHOCO=WELCHES
SAN DISTRICT
LAPINE

CITY

CITY

SAN DISTRICT
REGIONAL

CITY

CITY

CITY

CiTY

FIR VILLA
KELLOGG
COLUMBIA BV RLV
SOUTHEAST RLVG
SOUTHEAST ALvVG
REGIONAL
REGIONAL

WEST LINN

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENY OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PRIGATTY CALCULATION LIST

REG.

COMPONENT STEP CLASS EMPH
SYSTEM 3 B 20
SEWER REHAB 3 B 90
SYSTEM I B 90
INTERCEFTQR 3 B 90
STP IMP 3 B 90
SYSTEM 3 B 0
INT 3 3 90
SYSTEM 3 8 90
SYSTEM 3 B 50
STP IMP 3 < 150
II CORRECTION 3 c 150
STP IMP 3 c 130
SEWER REHAB 3 C 120
STP IMP 3 < 150
IT CORRECTION 3 % 130
STP IMP 3 c 120
STP IMP 3 c 120
INTERCEPTOR 3 C 130
SLUDPGE DIGEST 3 = 20
INTERCEPTGR 3 c 90
INTERCEPTOR P3 3 C 90
INTERCEPTQR P4 3 [ 90
SLUDGE P1 3 C 90
SLUDGE Pz 3 c 290
RIVER ST INT 3 < 90

DATE: T7/29/383

POP. STREAM
- EMPH. RANK .
5.88 61.64
5.50 54.82
4.08 4£3.00
6.60 45,00
6.07 44.00
Fa42 38.00
4.4 38.67
6.62 32.00
5.20 §7.00
6.83 22.09
5.83 32.0%
g2.53 46.00
9.10 93.45
Gobdy 61433
5.48 61.33
5.29 B&.b4
6.52 6B8.54
3.91 63.91
9.11 93.45
10.60 93.45
1041 93445
10.41 93.43%
10.33 9t1.18
10.33 91.18
8.35 53,45

TIME:

9:06:14 AM
PROJECT
TYPE
10 El
9 B
10 B
8 B
10 2]
10 [
6 8
ta 8
10 B
i0 C
7 c
10 C
9 ¢
10 C
9 c
10 c
1C [
3 [«
10 c
8 o
8 3
8 [
10 [
10 C
3 c

PAGE:

TOTAL
POINTS

167.52
159.32
152.0%
150460
150.07
T43.42
139.08
138.62
132.20
248.92
245.92
234.53
231455
227477
224481
222.93
205.06
203.82
202.56
202.05
207.86
201.86
20%.51
201.51

199.80

et
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PROJECT
NUMBER

&62418
049311
049312
N49313
049314
049315
049315
0824615
057502
069401
050603
51302
066801
069402
050604
061503
055402
0429082
0554033
051402
057302
057303
051403
052402

051604

COMMUNITY

MWMC

TRI CiITY SD
TRI CITY S&
TRI CITY §D
TRI CITY 590
TRI CITY SD
TRI CITY Sb
MWMC

USA

N« ALBANY 5.D.
SHERIDAN
CRESWELL
CORVALLIS
N. ALBANY §.D.
SHERIDAN
CARLTON
ENTERPR&SE
EAGLE POINT
ENTERPRISE
OAKRIDGE
LOWELL
LOWELL
OAKRIDGE
ESTACADA

KLAMATH FALLS

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

SPRINGFIELD
GLADSTONE
GLADSTONE
QREGON CITY
OREGON CITY
WEST LINN-WILLA
WEST LINN=WILLA
REGIONAL
GASTON

AREA 2A
S0UTH SIpE
CITY

CITY

AREA 2A
SOUTH SIDE
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

REGIONAL

PRIORITY CALCULATION

COMPOMNENT

SEWER REHAB P2
FORCE MAIN
INTERCEPTOR
ABERNETHY INT
NEWELL INT
TUALATIN PS§
WEST LINN FM
WEST IRWIN PS
INTERCEPTOR
STP

SEWER REHAD
INTERCEPTOR
s

INT

IT CORRECTION
I/I CORR

STP IHMP
INTERCEFPTOR
II CORRECTION
STP IMP

STP IMP

II CORRECYION
IT CORRECTION
STe IMP

STP EXPANSIOCH

STEP

3

1l

LIST
REG.

CLASS  EMPH
¢ 90
¢ 50
¢ 90
c 90
¢ 90
c %0
C 90
¢ 90
¢ 90
c 30
c 90
c 90
c 90
¢ %0
¢ 90
c 90
¢ 120
c 120
c 120
¢ 90
c 90
c 90
c 90
¢ 30

DATE: 7/29/83
POP. STREAM
- EMPH. RANK
9.25  91.1e
7.94  93.45
7a.94 93.45
7.63  93.45
7031 93.458
7.09  93.45
7.09 93.45
9.23  91.18
4,00 95.73
5.09  91.18
6.00  88.91
6,51  91.1%
8.48  91.18
5.09  91.18
6.00  88.91
5.20  Bb.sk
6,60 44a67
6.86  46.00
5.60 44,67
7.27 70.73
5.69  70.73
5,69 70.73
7.27  70.73
5.15  68.45
£.52  65.00

TINME:

PROJECT
TYPE

10
10

10

10

$:04:17 AN

C

PAGE:

199,39
199.08
198.70
198.54
198.54
198441
197.73
196.27
193.91
193.69
192.466
192.27
191.91
189.93
181.27
180.86
178.27
178.00
176442
175442
175.00
174.61

174052

4
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PROJECT
NUMBER

056502
056504
059403
051605
056503
059202
057902
031603
066101
062001
066102
0575903
047101
070001
056904
053302
055705
055706
053304
069501
053303
057702
051502
051504

053305

COMMUNITY

STANFIELD
STANFIELD
ESTACADA
KLAMATH FALLS
STANFIELD
DALLAS

MADRAS
KLAMATH FaLLS
GRANTS PASS
PAHILOMATH
GRANTS PASS
MADRAS
TANGENT
BENTON COUNTY
MONROE
FLORENCE
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
FLORENCE
GRESHAM
FLORENCE

HOOD RIVER
5CIO

SCIO

FLORENCE

STATE OF GREGON

DATE:

DEPARTMENT GF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY
PRIOKITY CALCULATION LIST

cIvy

cITY

CIvY
REGICHAL
CITY

CITY

FRINGE AREA
PELICAN CITY
CITY

CITYy

CITY

FRINGE AREA
CITY

AREA

cITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

cITY

CITY

CITY
WESTSIDE
CITY
SOUTHSIDE

HECETA BEACH

COMPONENT

STP IMP

SEWER REHAB
TI COARECTION
I1 CORAECTION
II CORRECTION
IT CLGARECTION
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR
SEWER REHAB
STP IMP

IT CORRECTION

COLLECTION

SYSTEM

SYSTEM

STP IMP

STP IMP

SLUBGE GAS UTIL
SLUBGE DISPOSAL
SEWER REHASB

STF INWP

Il CORRECTION
INTERCEPTOR

ST IMP

PUMP STATIOGN

INTERCEPTOR

STEP

REG.
CLASS EMPH.
[ 90
[ g0
c 20
C %0
[ 70
C %0
C 20
[ 30
c 90
[ 0
C 0
¢ 90
[ 90
C 30
[ 70
c 70
¢ 30
c 20
o ¥0
4 90
C 20
¢ FAY
C 90
C 0
C 90

T/29783
POP. STREAM
EMPH. RRNK

6.42 47 .33
.42 £7.33
6.16 68445
8.52 66.00
5.42 67.3%
7.91 63791
5.40 47.00
5.70 66.00
9.20 38.50
6.76 59.36
.20 38450
5.40 £7.00
5.45 57.07
L.78 57.00
5.50 54.82
Tat8 32.00
11.40 48.00
11.40 48.00
7o48 52.00
.07 48.00C
748 52.00
5.40 55.00
5.53" 50.27
5.53 50.27
5.31 52.00

TIME:

PAGE:

9:04:20 AM

PROJECT TOTAL

TYPE POINTS
10 € 173.75
9 € 172.75
7 C 171.61
7 € 171.52
7 € 170.75
7 € 158.82
& C 168,490
6 C 167.70
9 C 166.70
10 € 166.12
? C 164.70
1 T 163.40
10 L 162.54
10 C 161.78
10 € 160,32
10 £ 159,48
10 L 159.40
10 T 159,40
9 T 158,48
10 C 157.07
7 T 156.48
5 € 156,40
10 ¢ 155.80
3 € 152.80
6 £ 153.%1
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m

m

m

PROJELT
NUMBER

051503
057602
0&a1702
053306
067201
068501
062302
063701
Q67202
053902
053903
0637207
058402
064801
055904
0s1802
046901
061803
047302
051902
gs18m
047303
0865101
058902

058302

COMMUNITY

usa

GAKLAND
FLORENCE
BRODKINGS
RUFUS

DRAIN
KNOXTOWN §.0.
BROOKINGS

ST HELENS

$T HELENS
WARRENTON
RAINLER
HEPPNER
LINCOLN CITY
NEWPORT
KLAMATH €O
NEWPORT
DUFUR

JOSEPH
ONTARIO
DUFUA

FOSSIL
MILTOGN-FREEWATE

IONE

CITY

BANKS

cIry

HECETA BEACH

CITY

cIry

NORTH

SAN DISTRICT

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

cITY

MODOC POINT

CITY

cITY

CITY

CITY

CITy

cITy

CITY

CORE AREA

STATE OF OQREGON

DATE:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST

COMPONENT STEP
IT CORRECTION 3
INTERCEPTOR 3
5TP IMP 3
COLLECTION 3
57p IMP 3
STP IMP 3
INTERCEPTOR 3
STP IMP 3
II CORRECTION 3
IT CORRELTION 3
Po S. 1 3
I1 CORRECTION 3
I CORRECTION 3
STp IMP 3
INTERCEPTOR P2 3
STP IMP 3
SYSTEN 3
IT CORRECTION 3
5T IMP 3
STp IMP 2
5Te 1IMP 3
IT CORRECTION 3
STP IMP 3
STP IMP 3
SYSTEM 3

REG.

CLASS EMPH.
C Y0
C 70
[ 30
C g0
C 20
o 90
¢ 30
C 93
c 0
C 2
c 20
d 90
o 90
c 90
¢ 70
¢ 90
c 30
o @0
C 20
¢ 90
C 70
C 0
C 90
C 940
C 90

7129483
POP. STREAM
EMPH, RANK

5.53 50.27
5.31 43.00
5.%0 44.00
5.31 52.00
7.09 40.00
5.06 42.00
.00 44 .00
3.15 40.00
7.09 40.00
7.97 3£.00
.00 38.00
£.96 ig.00
5.6% 35.00
6.48 34.00
74135 37.00
7.84 32.00
3.40 35.00
7.84 32.00
5.56 30.00
5.94 28,00
7.90 26.00
5.36 30.00
5.63 20.00
7.33 18.00
4.00 20.00

TIME:

9:04:23 AM
PROJECT
TYPE
7 C
8 C
10 c
1 C
10 4
10 ¢
8 C
10 c
7 c
7 c
8 o
7 ¢
7 c
10 ¢
4 £
10 C
10 c
7 c
10 [o
10 c
10 ¢
7 t
10 c
192 C
10 c

PAGE:

148,31
147.09
147.06
146.00
145,15
144.09
142.97
142.00
141.946
141461
140.48
140.15
139.84
139.40
135.84
135.5%
133.96
133.90G
132.56
125.63
125433

124.00

&




SWCE200¢

€

m

m

m

m

PROJECT
NUMBER

058503
059501
063501
058202
067001
067002
067401
059701
a37102
066201
056402
067501
054701
059702
D&66601
054102
059703
058103
061703
060201
064701
045601
065001
044302

067101

COMMUNITY

MILTON-FREEWATE

HALSEY
ATHENA
IRRIGON

TRI CITY S.0D.
TRI CITY 8.0.
BORING
WESTFIR

usa
SODAVILLE
NORTH POWDER
WALLOWA
YONCALLA
YONCALLA
DOUGLAS €O
SISTgRS
YONCALLA
SEASIDE
OAKLAND
NESKOWIN
MILL CITY
JOSEPHINE (0
BURNS

TURNER

PILOT ROCK

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

MYRTLE CREEK
MYRTLE CREEK
AREA

CITY

DURHAN

CITY

CITY

cITY

CITY

CITY

CAMAS VALLEY
CITY

CITY

CITY

UNION GAP
SAN AUTHORITY
CITY
MERLIN/COL. V.
cITY

CITY

CITY

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PRIGRITY CALCULATION LIST

COMPONENT

INTERCEPTOR
STP IMP

STP IMP
SYSTEM

STP IMP

II CORRECTION
SYSTEM

II CORRECTION
SLUDGE

SYSTEN

§TP IMP

STPF INP

STP IMP

SEWER REHAB
SYSTER

SYSTEN

I] CORRELTION
P.5. IMP
INTERCEPTOR
SYSTEM

SYSTEM

SYSTEM

STP IMP
INTERCEPTOR

STP IMP

STEP

CLASS

DATE:

REG.
EMPH,

90
50
59
130
90
90
90
ga
50
30
20
90
20
30
90
%0
?q
20
g0

90

50
50

50

7729783
POP. STREAM
EMPH. RANK
7.33 18.00
5.72 45.00
.00 14,00
5042 50,67
7.56 77.33
7.56 77.33
5.40 63.45
4.97 70.73
10.16 95.73
4256 57.09
5.29 4%.00
5,99 44,67
5.86 44.00
5.86 44,00
4.35 44.00
5.81 £2.00
5.86 44,00
7.40 46.30
4.35 44.00
4.80 38.00
§.48 75,27
8.21 58.50
7,11 49.33
6.12 91.18
§.50 34.00

TIME:

P:06:26 AM
PROJECT
TYPE
4 C
10 C
10 [
10 D
10 D
7 D
10 ¥
7 D
10 D
10 D
10 b
10 ]
10 o
9 o
10 D
10 [
7 D
2 bl
& o]
i0 b
19 D
10 D
10 v
6 b
10 D

PAGE:

TOTAL
POINTS

121.33
113.72
100.00
196,09
184,89
181.89
173.85
172,70
165.89
141.65
154.29
150.66
149.86
148.86
148.35
147.81
144,86
145.70
144.35
142,80
141.73
126.71
116. 44
102,30

100.50

7
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SWEGZ00C

m

Lt

m

PROJECT
NUMBER

064501
06%4601
044201
669403
068201
051303
042405
049406
069404
068202
063401
059204
056001
045801
G353904
né9202
054202
061704
0&4701
068104
068103
G69203
0569204
06101

067601

COMMUNITY

PRINEVILLE
HUNMTINGTON
LANE CO

N. ALBANY S5.D.
USA

CRESWELL
NEW3ERG
NEWBERG

Ns ALBANY 5.0.
USA

REDMOND

DALLAS

VENETA
CORVALLIS

ST HELENS
HARRENTON
CARMEL-FOULWER
ORKLAND

TWIN ROCKS
SEASIDE
SEASIDE
WARRENTON
WARRENTON
WALLOWA LAKE

ADAIR VILLAGE

STATE OF OREGON

DEFARTMENT GOF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PRIORITY CALCULATION LIST

CITY

CITY

MAPLETON

AREA 1
HILLSBORO

CITY

CITY

CITY

AREA Z9
HILLSEORD

cITy

CITY

CITY

AIRPORT

CITY

CITY

SAN DISTRICT
DRIVERS VALLEY
5AN DISTRICT

N WAHENA RD

S WAHENA AD
HARIOR & ENSIGN
MERLIN & SECOND
SAN AUTHORITY

CITY

COMPONENT

STP IMP

o]

SYSTEM

INT

EFF DISPOSAL

STP IMP

HESS CRK P.S.

B8TH 5T.Pa.S.

INT

CORNELIUS INT.
STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSICON
5TP IMP

STP EXPANSION
SYSTEM
INTERCEFTOR
STP EXPANSION
FORCE MAIN
FORCE MAIN
FGRCE MAIN
FORCE MAIN
SYSTEM

STP IMP

STEP

REG.
CLASS EMPH

o} 0
D 50
D 0
E 140
£ 0
£ 90
E %0
13 20
£ 90
E 90
£ 20
3 20
E 20
E 70
3 90
E 20
E 30
E Y0
E 0
E 20
E 20
E 0
£ 30
3 50
E [y

DATE: 7/29/83
POP. STREAM
. ENMPH. RANK

7.56 79.50
5.48 36.50
5.43 52.00
5.95 91.18
8.00 F5.73
651 $1.18
6.23 93,45
5.50 93,45
5.55 71.18
4.00 95.73
7.63 67.00
7.91 63.91
6.560 54.82
5,09 48,00
7.97 18.00
6.96 38,00
5.00 35,00
3,75 44.00
5.63 38.00
5.09 46,30
4.89 46.30
5.05 38.00
4.85 38.00
6.00 44.67
5.48 91.18

TIHE:

9:04:29 AN
PROJECLT
TYPE
10 1]
3 D
10 ]
6 E
10 E
10 E
8 E
8 E
6 E
2 E
10 E
10 E
10 £
13 E
10 £
10 E
10 E
& £
10 E
2 E
2 E
3 E
3 E
10 E
10 E

PAGE:

TOTAL
POINTS

203.73
19769
197.68
196.95
192.73
191,73
T74.63
171.82
161.42
153.09
145.97
144.96
144.00
143.75
143.43
143.39
143.19
136.05
135.85
11067

106.646

8




SWCGZ0AC

PROJECT
NUMBER

063701
068601
069405
069404
044001
064401
054001
067801
047701
067901
068001
655101
0656301
069901
04601

069801

COMMUNRITY

MARION CO
WEBDERBURN

N. ALBANY S5.D.
N+ ALBANY 5.D.
ALBANY

ODPELL

MERRILL
LYONS—MEHAMA
DETRCIT

IDANHA

GATES

SANDY
SCAPPOOSE
CORNELIUS
CRESCENT

GOLD BEACH

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PRIORTITY CALCULATION LIST

BROCKS

SAN DISTRICT
AREA 4

AREA 3

N.E. KNO*BUTTE
SAN DISTRICT
CITY
REGIONAL
CITY

cCITY

cITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

SAN DISTRICT

MYRTLE ACRES

COMPONENRT

SYSTEM

STP EXPANSION
INT

INT
INTERCEPTOR
STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSION
SYSTEM

SYSTEM

SYSTEM

SYSTEM

STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSICH
INTERéEPTOR
SYSTEM

INTERCEPTOR

STEP

REG .

CLASS EMPH
E 0
E 30
E a
£ o
E o
E 30
E o
E o
E o
E o
3 0
E 1}
E ¢
E a
E 0
E C

DATE: T/29/83
POP, STREAM

. EMPH. RANK
4.80 91.18
5.12 40.00
6.31 %1.18
5.83 ?1.18
5.09 91.18
5.16 30.00
5.91 76.00
6.21 75.27
5.58 75.27
5.14 75.27
4.95 75.27
6.91 68.45
7.00 43.00
7.38 45.00
4.08 42.00
4.00 40.00

TIME:

9:04:33 AM
PROJECT
TYPE
10 E
10 E
6 E
6 E
& E
0 E
10 3
i0 E
10 E
10 E
10 E
10 E
10 E
] E
10 E
[} 3

PAGE:

TOTAL
POINTS,

105.78
1G5.12
103.49
103.0%
102.27
F6.16
91.91
$1.438
90.85
0. 41

90.22

65.00
63.38
56.08

50.00

3




ATTACHMENT

Effective October 1, 1983

FINAL MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FY84 PRIORITY LIST

Federal regulations governing the Federal Municipal Waste Water Treatments Works Construction Grants
Program require that grants be awarded from an approved statewide priority list. The FY8U4 priority list
is intended to satisfy those requirements and was developed in accordance with OAR 340-53-005 et seq.,
Development and Management of the Statewide Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List. The
priority list includes all known projects potentially eligible for a grant, the estimated grant amount,
and estimated target certification date.

The FY8Y4 Priority List is based on OAR 340-53-005. These rules specify that the FY8l list shows separate
priority rating points for each component or segment of the proposed treatment works based on priority
criteria unless components or segments were operationally dependent upon other components or segments.

In the latter case, the higher priority ranking would be given to operationally dependent units.

Funding Assumptions

1. Projects which are still scheduled for available FY83 funding are targeted for FY83.

2. The pational authorization for FY83-85 is $2.4 billion annually. If the full authorization were
received for FY84, Oregon would receive $27.636 million.

3. The $27.64 million in FY84 funds would be separated into the following reserves:

Million $
General Allotment (83% minus $150,000) 22.787
Reserve for Grant Increases (5%) 1.382
Small Community Alternative Reserve (4%) 1.105
Innovative/Alternative Reserve (4%) 1.105
Steps 1 and 2 Advance Reserve (Up to 10%; $50,000 Estimate) .050
Reserve for Water Quality Management (Up to $276,000; $100,000 Estimate) .100
Reserve for State Management Assistance (4% of Auth.). 1.105

y, No projects will be scheduled on the priority list for the reserve for Step 1 and 2 grant advances.
Potentizal recipients of these funds may make application to the DEQ to the extent that funds are
available under QAR 380-53~025. ZRefer to the priority points caleculation list to determine the
relative priority rating of Step 1 and 2 projects.

I ENAWHOYLLY



Scheduling Assumptions

1.

2.

Projects are scheduled to utilize the general allotment funds available each year, according to
pricrity ranking order.

Step 2 plus 3 or Step 3 projects for small communities utilizing alternative technology were
scheduled according to the funds available in a special reserve and in accordance with the priority
ranking for projects known to be eligible for that reserve.

When a project could not be fully funded in a given year, it was schéduled for two or more years.
The priority list shows projects which may be funded during a five year period if funds are

available at an assumed rate. FYB85 is the last year for which funds are currently authorized under
the Clean Water Act.

Other Assumptions

1.

If actual appropriations differ from the "funding assumptions", more or fewer projects may be
certified in a given year without additional public hearing or initiation of bypass procedures,
See OAR 340-53-015(3)(h).

2. If federa) eligibility criteria is modified, appropriate deletions can be made without priority list
modification or bypass.

3. Minor medifications as a result of updated project information can be made to the list without
additiorpal publiec hearing.

4. After FYBY4, new projects will be funded at 55% grant participation. Projects which are
"grandfathered™ to contimue at 75% funding are not affected by the decrease in grant participation
for projects beginning in FYB5; however, please note that actual determinations on which projects
are expected to quality as "grandfathered" have not yet been made by EPA. Where new projects are
scheduled for FYB4Y funding or where projects are estimated to qualify for "grandfather®
consideration, an asterisk has been placed next to the grant amount.

BJS:1

WL15092

Revised 7/28/83
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SWCG300¢C

RANK COMMUNLITY

2 Mumg

3 TRTI CITY

4 TRI CITY

5 TRI CITY

5 TRI CITY
7 EUBENE
8 EUGENE
9 EUGENE

10 BAKER

11 RCSEBURG U.S.A.

12 SEASIDE

b

5D

SD

S0

REGIONAL

REGICNAL

REGIONAL

REGIONAL

OREGON CITY
W. LINN-BOLTON

GLADSTONE

RVR R=SANTA CLA

RVR R=SANTA CLA

RVR R-SANTA CLA

CITY

REGICNAL

CITY

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATE COF CREGON

DATE:

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIQRITY LIST

COMPONENT

EFF DISPOSAL

5TP P7
SLUDGE P1
WEST IRWIN P§

STP P4
5TP PS5

WILL INT 2

WILL INT 1A
WILL INT 18
OREGON CITY INT
RIVER ST FM
BOLTON FORCE M
SO0LTON PS

RIVER ST P$

PUMP STATION

ARR/SC PS

SANTA CLARA INT

RIVER RD INT

STP IMP

STP
INT

STP IMP
IT CORRECTION

PROJELT

NUMSER

048607

062419
062416
062415

0469306
349308

049307

049206
049307
049306
049306
049307
049307
049307

049307

068901

068902

068903

043102

0669301
069302

068101
068101

STEP

AL

(R RV RTRV RV

NOTE: 1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUN® AMOUNT INDICATES 75X FUNDING

READY
TO TARGET
PROCEED CERT.
FY 83 0g/83
FY %4 Q4as84
F¥ 83 0%/83
FY 83 06/83
FY 83 39783
FY B4 059784
FY 24 11/383
FY 83 09783
FY 84 11783
FY &3 0%/83
FY B3 09783
FY 84 11/83
FY B4 11/83
FY B4 11483
FY B4 11/83
FY 84 Q87384
FY B4 08784
FY 84 08/84
Q6784
FY 34 10784
FY B4 10/84
10784
10/84

GENERAL
FUND

7729783

SMALL
coms,
FUND

TIME:

ALT.
TECH.
FUND

8:28:25 AM
INNOV
TECH. STEP1&Z
FUND ADVANCE

1,231%

1,576%
1,896
L,B82%

1,224%
525%

S44%

782
1,426%
238
531
137*
720%
720%

1,015

1,350

br885%

7r194
55

2r124
329

158

428

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OFf DOLLARS

PAGE: P4

PRIORITY

A

TTLDmE WD

o @

POINTS

227.97

261.51
201451
198.41

232.55
232.55

230.55

230.55
230.55
229.78
22%.20
228.76
228,76
228.76

229.39

225.73

225.22

225.01

216.87

216.29
183.40

213.70
210.70

L




SWCGINO0C

RANK

15
16
17
18
19

20

21

22
23
24

25

26

DATE: 7/29/33 TIME: 8:28:25 aM
STATE OF QOREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIQRITY LIST

READY SMALL ALT. INNOV
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL COMM. TECH. TECLH. STEP1&2
COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT NUMSER STEP PROLEED CERT. FUND FUKD FUND FUND ADVANCE
SEASIDE CITY P.5. P1K& 068102 3 10784 S09
NEWBERG CITY STP INP 049402 3 10/84 2.078 11
SALEM PRINGLE CREEK INT D64601 3 10/ &4 B2S
NEWBERS cITY II CORRECTION 049403 3 10484 275
NEWBERG CITY HESS CRK INT 049404 3 10/84 125
GRANDE RONDE AREA SYSTEM 664202 3 08783 394« 1,537Tx 204
MULTNOMAH CO INVERNESS INTERCEPTOR 8A 042601 3 10/ 84 387
MULTNOMAH €O INVERNESS - INTERCEPTOR &F D&42602 3 10784 606
INTERCEPTOR 2B 042602 3 10/ 84 254
INTERCEPTOR BC 042602 3 10/84 119
INTERCEFTOR BH 042602 3 10/24 84
MULTNOMAHK €O INVERNESS INTERCEFTOR 8D 042603 3 10784 124
INTERCEPTOR 86 042603 3 10/ 84 159
HAPPY VALLEY crvy INTERCEPTOR 056702 3 10/84 275
MULTNOMAH €O INVERNESS INTERCEPTOR BE 042604 3 16/84 101
005 BAY NO.1T CITY STP IMP 062801 3 10784 696
NORTH BEND cITY SEWER REHAB 052002 3 10/84 291
II CORRECTION 052002 3 10/ 84 291
PUMP STATICN 052002 3 10784 31
£O0S BAY NO.1 CITY I/1 CORR N62802 3 10/84 1,573
N
13 AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING 2} ALL DQGLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

NOTE:

PAGE: 3

PRIORITY

B

oD ® oo

o w

T mm

POINTS

211.61
201.53
199.71
198.53
197.638
194.02
192.56

192.40
192.06
191.80
191.38

19G.89
19C.31

190.32
160.00
187.91

186.98
184.98
1B4.98

184.91

—
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4o

SWCE300C

RANK

27

23

29

30

31

32

3z

34

35

37

33

40

41

42

NOTE:

ROSEBURG U.S.A.

NORTH BEND

ASTORIA

FALLS CITY

YAMHILL €O

3{VSA

DRAIN

CLATSOP COUNTY

HOODLAND $.D.

SW LINCOLN CO

DESCHUTES (0

MT ANGEL

MT ANGEL

SOUTH SUBURBAN

TRI CITY SO

ELGIN

1) AN ASTERISK

ROSEBURG CITY

CITY

WILLIAMSPORT

CITY

COVE ORLHARD

WHETSTONE

CITY

WESTPORT AREA

RHODO-WELCHES

SAN DISTRICT

LAPINE

CITY

CITY

SAN DISTRICT

REGIONAL

CITY

AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES

COMPONENT

SEWER REHAB

Cs¢

INTERCEPTOR

CSYSTEM

SYSTEM
INTERCEPTOR
$TP INMP
SYSTEM

INT

SYSTEM

SYSTEM

STP IMP

II CORRECTION
STP IMP

SEWER REHAR

PATE: T7/29/83 TIME: 8:28:25 AWM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST
READY SMALL ALT. INNQV
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL COMM. TECH. TECH. STEP1&2
NUMBER STEP PROCCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE
069303 3 FY 83 10784 1,234
05200% 3 10784 685
061902 3 FY 84 10/ 84 402
D&s9 3 10784 1-100
063902 3 01784 160% 21
060701 3 FY 85 10/ 84 £60
062901 3 03784 28* 239+% 38
068301 3 Q6784 219* 515 69
052601 3 FY 81 10/84 156
053701 3 10/ 84 495
053601 3 10/84 272
58802 3 10734 106
058803 3 10/84 107
0667061 . 3 10/84 47¢
49309 3 FY B4 10784 TTan
047202 3 10784 259

S5TP IMP

75% FUNDING

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 4

PRICRITY
POINTS

B 184,84
B 180.98%
B 178.640
B 167.52
B‘152.08
B 150.6C
B 150.07
B 143.42
B 13%.08
B 138.62
B 132.20
€ 248.92
C 245.92
€ 234.53
€ 231.55

C 227.77

oy
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SWCE300C

43

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

CARLTON

VERNONIA

DALLAS

CLACKAMAS CO

PORTLAND

PORTLAND

MWMC

TRI CITY

MWMC

TRI CITY

TRI

CITY

CITY

TRI

CITY

TRI CITY

13 AN ASTERISK

5D

50

SD

$D

D

SD

CITY

FIR VILLA

KELLEGE

COLUMBIA BV RLV

SOUTHEAST RLVG

REGIONAL

WEST LINN

SPRINGFIELD

GLADSTONE

GLADSTONE

OREGON CITY

QREGON CITY

WEST LINN-WILLA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QRUALITY

STATE QOF OREGON

DATE ;

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIGRITY LIST

COMPONENT

IT CORRECTIOCN

STP IMP

5TP IMP

INTERCEPTOR

SLUDGE DIGEST

INTERCEPTOR

INTERCEPTOR P3
INTERCEPTGR F4

SLURGE P2

RIVER ST INT

SEWER REHAEG P2.

EOQRCE MAIN
INTERCEPTOR
ABERNETﬁY INT
NEWELL INT

TUALATIN P3
WEST LINN FM

PROJECT

NUMBER

047203

061502

063101

057203

060402

065501

034202
034203

062417

049310

062418

049311

049312

049313

049314

069315
049315

STEP

L

AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

READY

70

TARGET

PROCEED CERT.

FY

FY
FY

FY

83

80
81

az

10785

10785

10785
10/85

10785

10786

10784

107856

10784

10/36

10/86

10786
10786

GENERAL
FUND

7/29/83

SMALL
COMM.
FUND

TIME:

ALT.
TECH.
FUND

431

468

138

2,162%

1,210

9,200
3,200+

Tr369%

665%

1,125%

152

133*

TIT*

6T

87 2%
688

83

8:28:25 AM
INNOV
TECH. S§TEP18&2
FUND ADVANCE

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 5

PRIORITY
POINTS

¢ 226.81

€ 222.93

€ 205.06

c 203.82

t 202.36

C 202.05

€ 201.84
c 201.88&

¢ 201.51

¢ 199.80

€ 199443

€ 199.3%

¢ 1%9.39

c 199.08

¢ 198.76

C 198.54
C 198.54
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SWCE300¢C

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

69

70

71

72

73

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

N. ALBANY 35.D.

‘

SHERIDAN

CRESWELL

CORVALLIS

Na. AL3ANY

S.D.

SHERIDAN

CARLTON

ENTERPRISE

EAGLE POINT

ENTERPRISE

QAKRIDGE

LOWELL

LOWELE

OAKRIDGE

ESTACADA

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES T5X FUNDING

GASTON

AREA 24

SOUTH SIDE

CITY

CITY

AREA 24

SOUTH SIDE

CITY

cITY

cIvY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITyY

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTITY

STATE OF CREGON

DATE:

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST

COMPONENT

INTERCEPTOR
STP

SEWER REHAB
INTERCERTOR
€50

INT

I1 tORRﬁCTION
I/1 CORR

STP IMP
INTERCEPTGR
IT CORRECTION
STP IMP

STP IMP

I1 CORRECTION
IT CORRECTION

STP IMP

PROJECT

NUMBER

057502

069401

050603

051302

066801

069402

050604

0461503

655402

042902

055403

051402

057302

357303

051403

059402

READY
TO0 TARGET
PROCEED CERT.

107846

10/86

10/86

10786

10786

10786

10786

10/86

10786

10480

10/86

10736

10/B6

10/86

GENERAL
FUND

35

65

1,906

198

103

81

101

413

52

560

138

109

72

536

7129733

SMALL
comm,
FUND

TIME:

ALT.
TECH.
FUND

8:28:25 AM
INHNOV
TECH. STEP182
FUND ADVANCE

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 3

PRIORITY
POINTS

C 197.73

€ 1%96.27

C 193.91

C 193.46%9

C 192.66

€ 192.27

C 191.91

C 189.93

c 181.27

C 180.8¢6

£ 178.27

c 178.00

C 176.42

C 175.42

¢ 175.00

C 174,61




SWER30GC ' DATE: 7/29/783 TIME: 8:28:25 AM PAGE: 7
STATE GF OREGON
: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST

: READY SMALL ALT. INNOV
! PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL COMM. TECH. TECH. STEP18&2 PRIORITY
] RANK COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT NUMBER STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE POINTS
‘ T4 KLAMATH FALLS REGIONAL STP EXPANSLION 051604 3 107848 411 C 174,52
‘ 75 STANFIELD CITY STP INMP 056502 3 ’ 10/86 259 C 173.75
( . .
76 STANFIELD CITY SEWER REHAB 056504 3 104/86 6 € 172.75
ﬂ 77 ESTACADA cITY IT CORRECTION 059403 3 10/86 T4 C 171.61
[ B
79 KLAMATH FALLS REGIONAL II CORRECTION 0514605 3 10/86 264 c 171.52
T 79 STANFIELD CITY IT CORRECTION 036503 3 10/86 & c 170,75
' 80 DALLAS CITY II CORRECTION 059202 3 10786 150 t 168.82
' 81 MADRAS FRINGE AREA INTERCEPTOR 057902 3 10786 297 C 168.40
COLLECTION 057903 3 10784 1,380 C 163.40
B2 KLAMATH FALLS PELICAN CITY INTERCEPTOR 051606 3 10/86 374 C 167.70
B3 GRANTS PASS CITY SEWER REHASB 066101 3 10/86 337 C 166.70
84 PHILOMATH CITY STP IMP 062001 3 10/ 86 424 C 166412
B85 GRANTS PASS CITyY IT CORRECTION 066102 3 10786 ™ ¢ 164,70
B4 TANGENTY CITY SYSTEM 047101 3 16/86 825 € 162,54
L
87 BENTON COUNTY AREA SYSTEM 070001 3 . 10/86 83 € 161.78
88 MONROE CITY STP IMP 036904 3 FY 81 10/86 108 ¢ 160.32
89 FLORENCE CITY STP IWMP 053362 z 10786 1,419 € 159.48

NOTE: 1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75X FUNDING 2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS




SWCG300C

92
3
Qb
25
96
97

94

29
100
101
102
103

104

PROJECT

LTI MR CONTONENT | OMMREER G
( CITY SLUDGE GAS UTIL 055705 3
CITY SLUDPGE DISPOSAL 055706 3

cITY SEWER REWAB 053304 3

CITY STP IMP 8469501 2

CITY II CORRECTION 053303 3

WESTSIDE INTERCEPTOR Q57702 3

CITY STP 'IMP 051502 3

SOUTHSIDE ‘PUMP STATION 051504 3

HECETA BEACH INTERCEPTOR 053305 3

COLLECTION 053306 3

CITY II CORRECTION 851503 3

BANKS INTERCEPTOR 057602 3

CITY STP IMP 061702 3

CITY STP IMP Q67201 3

cITY STP IMP 068501 3

NORTH INTERCEPTGR 062902 3

SAN DISTRICT STP IMP 068701 3

105

COMMURITY

PORTLAND

PORTLAND

FLORENCE

GRESHAM

FLORENCE

HOOD RIVER

SCIC

SCIO

FLORENCE

SCIO0

USA

QAKLAND

BROOKINGS

RUFUS

DRAIN

KNOXTOWN S.D.

1) AN ASTERISK

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DATE: 7/29/83 TIME: 8:28:25 AM

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FIMNAL PRICRITY LIST

AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

READY
TO TARGET
PROCEED CERT.

10/87

10/87

10/87

10787

10787

10787

10784
10/84

10/87

10/87

10/87

10787

10/E4

10787

10/ 84

2) ALL DOLLAR

SMALL ALT. INNOV

GENERAL COMM, TECH. TECH. STEP1&2
FUKD FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE

2,720=%

7-r268%
154

3,850
101

110

57

138 25
382 59

39

960

222

358
37 7

89
220 40

AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS CF DOLLARS

PAGE: 8

PRIQRITY
POINTS

C 15%9.40
€ 159.40
C 3158.48
¢ 157.07
C 156.48
€ 156.40
¢ 155.80
¢ 153.80

C 153.31
¢ 148.31

€ 152.80
€ 151.31
€ 149,90
t 147,09
C 147.06
€ 145,00

€ 145.15




SWCG300C

108

109

110

2 LINCOLN

COMMUNITY

ST HELENS
BROCKINGS
ST HELENS
WARRENTON
RAINIER
HEPPNER
CITY
NEWPCORT
KLAMATH CO
NéWPURT
DUFUR
JOSEPH
OHNTARIO
DUFUR
FOSSIL

MILTON-FREEWATE

13 AN ASTERISK

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

MODOC POINT

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

AFTER THE FUND AMQUNT INDICATES

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATE OF QREGON

DATE: 7/29/83 TIME: B8:28:25 AN

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIQRITY LIST

COMPONENT

II CORRECTION
11 CORRECTION
Po 5. 1.

II CORRECTION
Ii CORRECTION
STP IMP
INTERCEPTOR P2
STP IMP
SYSTEM

I1 CORRECTION
STP IMP

STP IMP

STP ImMP

II CORRECTION
STP IMP

STP 1IMP
INTERCEETOR

PROJECT
NUMBER STEP
053902 3
067202 3
053903 3
069201 3
058602 3
064801 3
055904 3
061802 3
046901 3
061803 3
047302 3
051902 3
051801 3
047303 3
0465101 3
158902 3
058903 3

75% FUNDING

READY
T0 TARGET
PROCEED CERT.

10/87

10787

10/87

10/87

FY 80

10787

10/87

10/87

10787

10487

10/87

10/87

10787

10/87

10/87
10/87

SMALL
GENERAL COMM. TECH. TECH. STEP1R2
FUND fUND FUND FUND ADVANCE

ALT. INNOV

84

120

584

737

250%

880

314

183

231

481

24

£93

715
281

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSAKDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 9

PRIORITY

€

(ol

[m]

POINTS

142.97

144.09

142.00

141.96

141.61

140448

14G.15

139.84

139.40

136.84

135.56

133.956

133,90

132.56

125.63

125.33
121.33




MOTE: 1) AN ASTERISX AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

SWCG300C DATE: 7/29/8% TIME: 8:28:25 AM  PAGE: 10
STATE QOF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST
i READY SMALL AlLT. INNOV
PROJECT TQ TARGET GENRERAL COMM. TECH. TECH. STEP1RZ PRIORITY
RANK COMMUN;TY AREA COMPONENT NUMBER STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE POINTS
e So-=  S=ssses sessmol emsesss mossses SSsSsss Semosss Seewess Cweesee
122 IONE CORE AREA SYSTEM 058302 3 10784 33 22 4 ¢ 124.00
. )
123 HALSEY CITY STP IMP 059501 3 10787 634 C 113.72
£ -
124 ATHENA CITY STP IMP 063501 3 10/87 440 £ 100.00
;
125 IRRLIGON CITY SYSTEM 058202 3 10/84 561 374 68 D 196.09
. ‘
126 TRI CITY 5.D. MYRTLE CREEK STP IMP 067001 3 10787 490 D 184.89
¢
127 TRI CITY $.D.  MYRTLE CREEK I1I CORRECTION 067002 3 10/87 100+ p 181,89
{
' 128 BORING AREA SYSTEM 067401 3 10787 275 » 173.85
{
129 WESTFIR CITY II CORRECTION 049701 3 10787 550 p 172.70
130 USA DURHAM SLUDGE 037102 3 10788 6r300* D 1565.89
ﬂ 131 SODAVILLE CITY SYSTEM 066201 3 10788 371 D 161.465
l‘ .
132 NORTH POWDER CITY STP IMP p56402 3 10/88 59 D 154.29
‘ 133 WALLOWA CITY STP IMP 067501 3 10/88 330 D 150.66
Ly
' 134 YONCALLA CITY STP tMP a59701 3 10788 421 D 149.86
- 135 YONCALLA CITY SEWER REHAS 059702 3 10/88 1 D 148.86
C,
- 1346 DOUGLAS €O CAMAS VALLEY SYSTEM 066601 3 10788 440 b 148,35
137 SISTERS CTITY SYSTEM 054102 3 10/ 85 550 770 140 D 147.81%




SWEG300C

: RANK

140

141

144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152

153

Py

o

NOTE:

COMMUNETY

YONCALLA

SEASIDE

DAKLAND

NESKOWIN

MILL CITY

JOSEPHINE CO

BURNS

TURNER

»

PILOT ROCK

PRINEYILLE

HUNTINGTON

LANE (O

N. ALBANY 5.D,

UsA

CRESWELL

NEWBERG

1) AN ASTERISK

AREA
CITyY
cITY
UNION GAP

SAN AUTHORITY

CITY

MERLIN/COL. V.

CITY

CITY

CITY

CI7Y

CITY

MAPLETON

AREA 1

HILLSBGRO

CETY

CITY

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATE CGF OREGON

DATE: 7/29/83 TIME: 8:128:25 AM

CONSTRUCTIONMN GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST

COMPONENT

T1 CORRECTION
Pus. INP
INTERCEPTOR
SYSTEM
SYSTEM
SYSTEM

STP INP
INTERCEPTOR
STP IMP

STP IMP

€S0

SYSTEM

INT

EFF DISFOSAL
STP IMP

HESS CRK Pa.5.

PROJECT
NUMBER STEP
059703 3
068105 3
061703 3
040201 3
044701 3
045601 3
365001 3
044302 3
067101 3
064501 3
069601 3
D44201 3
069403 3
06820Q1 3
051303 3
349405 3

AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 73% FUNDING

READY
TQ TARGET
PROCEED CERT.

10/88
10786
10/88
io/88
10/86
.10187
10787
10/88
10/88
10/88
10788
10788
10786

107838

2} ALL DOLLAR

INNOV
GENERAL TECH. TECH. STEP18Z
FUND FUND FUKND ADVANCE

ALT.

94

1,320 1,320 240

512

220 40

481

660

413

259

523

1,775x% 237

636

AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS COF DOLLARS

PAGE: 11

PRIGRITY
POIMNTS

D 146.86

D 145.70

D 144.35

b 142.80

D 141,73

D 126.71

D 116.44

o 103.34

p 100.50

D 97.06

b 94,98

D 6T.83

E 223.13

£ 203.73

E 197.69

E 197.68




e

SWCR300¢

COMMUNITY

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATE OF OREGON

DATE:

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST

COMPONENT

163

164

165

168

167

1568

1469

MOTE:

NEWBERG

N. ALBAMY S.D.

USA

REDMOND

DALLAS

VENETA

CORVALLIS

ST HELENS

WARRENTON

CARMEL-FOULWEA

OAKLAND

TWIN

ROCKS

SEASIDE

SEASIDE

HARRENTCN

WARRENTON

13 AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT

AREA 2B

HILLSBORO

cIvY

CITY

CITY

AIRPORT

CITY

CITY

SAN DISTRICT

DRIVERS VALLEY

SAM DISTRILT

N WAHENA RD

$ WAHENA RD

HARBOR & ENSIGN FORCE

MERLIN & SECOND FORCE

8TH ST.P.S.
INT

CORNELIUS INT.
STP EXPANSION
$TP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSICN
STP EXPANSION
STP IMP
STP EXPANSION
SYSTEM
INTERCEPTOR
STP EXPANSION
FORCE MAIN
FORCE MAIN

MAIN

MAIN

PROJECT
NUMBER STEP
049406 3
069404 3
gé6g2oe 3
068401 3
0592204 3
0646001 3
045801 3
053904 3
069202 3
054202 3
Q61704 3
064701 3
068104 3
068103 3
069203 3
069204 3

INDICATES 75% FUNDING

READY
T0 TARGET
PROCEED CERT.

16/83

10788

10/88

10/88

10/88

10/88

10/88

10/88

10/88

10/84

10/38

10/88

23 ALL DOLLAR

GENERAL
FUND

7/29/83

TIME:

8:28:25 AM

INNOV
TECH.
FUND

STEP1&2
ADVANCE

352

435

1,053

376

330

g5

257

496

238

220

231

384

25

183

33

AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 12

PRIQRITY
POINTS

E 196.95

E 192.73

E 191.73

E 174.63

E 171.82

E 181.42

E 153.09

£ 145.97

E 144.96

E 144,00

E 143.75

E 143,63

E 143.39

E 143.19

E 136.05

E 135.85

R




~

en

R .

SWCG300C

172

173

174

176

177

178

179

1380

1381

182

183

184

185

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

WALLOWA LAKE
ADAIR VILLAGE
MARION €O
WEDDERBURN

N. ALBANY S.D.
N. ALSANY §.D.
ALBANY

ODELL

MERRILL
LYONS=MEHAMA
DETROIT

IDANHA

BATES

SANDY
SCAPPOOSE

CORNELIUS

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75X FUNDING

SAN AUTHORITY

CiTyY

BROOKS

SAN DISTRICT

AREA 4

AREA 3

NeE.

KNOXBUTTE

SAN DISTRICT

CITY

REGIONAL

CITy

CITY

crry

CITY

LITY

CITY

DATE: 7/29/783 TIME: B8:28:25 AM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIGRITY LIST
‘ READY SMALL ALT. INNOV
PROJECT T9 TARGET GENERAL COHMM. TECH. TECH. STEP18&2
COMPONEN NUMBER STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE
SYSTEM 060107 3 10/88 330
STP IMP 067601 3 10788 248
SYSTEM 063701 3 10788 275
STP EXPANSION 0634601 3 10738 73
INT 069405 3 107838 550
INT 069406 3 1G/88 550
INTERCEPTOR 046001 3 10788 523
STP EXPANSION 064401 3 10/88 495
STP EXPANSION 054001 3 10788 495
SYSTEM g67801 3 10/88 413
SYSTEM 047701 3 10/88 560
SYSTEM 0&7901 3 10/88 426
SYSTEM 068001 3 10783 359
STP EXPANSION 055101 3 10788 693
STP EXPANSION 866301 3 10788 561
INTERCEPTOR 069901 3 10/ 83 220

23 ALL DOLLAR ANMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE: 13

PRIORITY
POINTS

E 110.67

E 106.66

E 105.78

E 105.12

E 103.49

E 103.01

E 102,27

E 96.16

E 91.91

E 91.48

E 90.85

£ 90.41

E  90.22

E B85.36

£ 65.00

E 63.38




SWCGE300¢C DATE: 7/29/783 TIME: 8:28:25 AW
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT COF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRULTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST

READY SMALL ALT. INNOV
PROJECT T0 TARGET GENERAL COMM. TECH. TECH. STEP1E&2
RANK COMMUNLITY AREA COMPONENT NUMBER STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND ADVANCE
186 CRESCENT SAN BISTRICT SYSTEM 054601 3 10788 413
187 GOLD BEACH MYRTLE ACRES INTERCEPTOR 069301 3 10788 12%
)
NOTE: 1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMCGUNT INDiCATES 75% FUNDING 2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANWDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

14

PRIORITY
POINTS

[

[




Environmental Qualily Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR §7207

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting

Request For An Extension Of A Variance From OAR 340-25-315(1) (b)
Veneer Dryer Emission Limits, For Champion International Corporation,
Lebanon Plywood Divigion, Steam Heated Dryers 1 through 6.

Background and Problem Statement

Champion International Corporaticon, Building Preoducts Division, owns and
operates a plywood mill at Lebanon, Oregon, an area in compliance with all
ambient air quality standards. The Company alsc operates a separate hard-
board division at thig same plant site.

Currently, Champion operates 6 steam heated veneer dryers and 1 direct wood
fired veneer dryer at this mill. The steam dryers are controlled by routing
dryer exhaust gases to the hogged fuel beoilers for incineration of hydrocarbons
(blue haze). The wood fired drver is controlled by recycling a portion of the
dryer exhaust back through the heat cell (i.e., the burning area) for
incineration.

In 1981, Champion began experiencing difficulty in obtaining sufficient
supplies of hogged fuel to cperate the boilers at steaming rates high
enough to adequately incinerate exhaust gases from all & steam dryers.

The boilers needed less combustion air and thus would not swallow all the
dryer exhaust gas. This resulted in notices of noncompliance from the
Department and promptad the Company to request relief from the Department's
105 average, 20% maximum opacity rule for the steam dryers; In April,
1982, the Environmental Quality Commission granted a variance to Champion
allowing them to abort up to 3 dryers directly to atmosphere (see
Attachment 1). The variance expired July 1, 1983.

The Company is seeking a modification and extension of that variance.

It had been the Company's hope that market conditions would allow them to
return to previous levels of production and boiler firing rates. However,

due to the length and severity of the recession and the resultant changes in
the make-up of the plywood industry, Champion now finds the Lebanon mill can
nc longer compete in the general construction grade plywood market. There-
fore, management has made the decision to increase producticon of "specialty"
plywood, which the mill can more economically produce. This change in product
emphasis means that the cnsite production of hogged fuel will not provide
enough fuel to fire the boilers at steaming rates adequate to control

all steam dryers.




In identifying this long term inability to adequately control dryer emissions,
Champion has proposed modifying the boiler incineration system to allow an addi-
tional increment of dryer exhaust to be incinerated. They have requested an
extension of the expired variance (with a reduction in the number of aborted
dryers from 3 to 1-1/2) until September 1, 1984, on the basis that strict
compliance would result in substantial curtailment or closing down of the plant.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468,345 to grant variances from the
Department rules if it finds strict compliance is inappropriate for one of the
reasons specified in the statute, including "{c} strict compliance would result
in substantial curtailment or closing down of a business, plant or operation.”

Alternatives and Evaluation

For the past year, Champion has operated the steam heated dryers under provisions
of the April, 1982, variance. Quarterly reports submitted as part of the
variance indicate that the boilers have not steamed at levels sufficient to
adequately control the steam dryers (see Attachment 2}. Champion has managed

to minimize the impact of uncontrolled emissions by limiting the number of
aborted dryers to 1 (generally No. 4) plus the green end stack from dryer 5
{(which is not connected to the incineration system at this time).

In order to fire the boilers at rates high enough to accormodate all steam dryer
emissions, the Company must operate their electrical generating turbines in
addition to supplying steam to the plywood mill and hardboard plant. Currently,
reductions in industrial and residential power demand and forecast electrical
power surpluses over the next 10 years makes the onsite generation of power
uneconomical, To date, the cost of purchasing additional hogged fuel for power
generation far exceeds the cost of purchasing power.

Champion has proposed to upgrade the boiler incineration system to eliminate
the need te abort uncontrolled dryer emissions to atmesphere at current reduced
firing rates.

Thisg would be accomplished by modifying 2 Coen Sanderdust burners firing into
the hogged fuel boilers. The proposal would replace ambient air with dryer
exhaust §ased, this allowing an additional 18,000 to 20,000 actual cubic feet -
per minute of dryver emissions to be incinerated. 1In addition, the Company would
process all redry veneer (wveneer not completely dried during the first pass
through a dryer) in a single dryer. TRedry temperatures are well below that
required to drive off hy@rocarbons or blue haze and most volatile hydrocarbons
would have already been driven off during the first pass. Therefore, these
emizsions should be within the 10% average, 20% maximum opacity limits. Champion
plans to discharge these emissions directly to atmosphere, further reducing the
amount of dryer emission load and exhaust air volume on the incineration system
during the 16 hours a day of redry operation. During the remaining 8 hours,

the dryer would be vented to the incineration system.

(2)




Champion has committed to complete modification of the burnerg and connect the
No. 5 dryer green end stack to the control system by August 1, 1984.

Over the pericod of the original variance, Regional staff have monitored the
operation of the plywood mill and have reviewed guarterly reports. The
Company has worked within the conditions of the wvariance and has been very
cooperative in responding to the Department's regquests. There have been no
citizen complaints resulting from the authorized bypassing of up to three
drvers.

Headquarters and Regional staff have met with Champion to discuss this
propesal and conclude that it is reasonable and should result in compliance
with the opacity limits of the Department. :

As te the Company's contention that strict compliance would result in
substantial curtailment, we note the following:

1. The mill is best suited to production of specialty plywood,
and cannot compete with mills producing construction grades
of plywood unless a capital intensive mill modification is
undertaken.

2. In April of this vear, the wmill (largest employer in Linn
County) shut down for a period of 3 weeks due to poor market
conditiong. This was a pericd when construction grade plywood
was experiencing an upswing in orders. The shutdown placed
560 people out of work. Upon restart, only 460 workers were
rehired, in an effort to reduce losses. It is unknown when
the remaining 100 workers will be rehired.

Three variance alternatives are identified:

1. Grant the variance with increments of progress as outlined by
the Company, with a final compliance date of September 1, 1984.

The Company and DEQ staff feel that this is a realistic
gthedile, ' '

2. Implement the schedule of alternative 1 above, and require the
Company to initiate changes in drver operation to reduce visible
emissions from the aborted dryers until the proposed modifications
are complete and compliance is achieved. These changes may be
reduced dryver temperatures and increased dryer times.

The Department feels that this alternative is impractical and
would place further economic hardship on the Company and reduce

the availability of funds for solving the problem.

3. Deny the variance extension and proceed with enforcement action

{(3)




(civil penalties) for violations of the opacity limits in Champion's
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit.

The Department feels that this dlternative is also impractical
because there is no immediate remedy to achieve compliance that
would not result in substantial curtailment or closure of the
plant. Further, the proposed l4-month extension appears to be
the minimum time needed to fund, design and complete the projects.

As with the original variance, staff does not look forward to an additional
14 months of bypassing uncontrolled veneer drver gases. However, this
proposal will provide a sclution to dryer emissions if future downturns

in the plywocd industry occur, and will result in a more reliable control
system than now exists. Therefore, the Department concurs with Champion's
request for an extension of the April, 1982 wvariance.

Summation

1. Champion Internaticnal Corporation has requested a modification and
extension of their April, 1982 variance from ccmpliance with the
Department's opacity rule for up to 3 steam heated veneer dryers.

2. The need for the original wariance and this extension resulted from
changing fuel supplies and market conditions which'limit the capability
of the boiler incineration system controlling the six steam dryers.

3. The Company has operated within the conditions of the original variance,
which expired July 1, 1983. During the variance period, no citizen
complaints were received.

4, The Company has proposed modifying the sanderdust burner portion of the
hogged fuel beoiler system to allow additional veneer 8ryer gas Incinera-
tion at currently reduced boiler steaming rates. This proposal should
result in continuous compliance even during future market downturns,

5. The Company shut down this mill in April due to poor market conditions,
putting 560 employees cut of work. Even though the mill is now opera-
tional, 100 employees remain out of work indefinitely.

6. Tt is believed that imposition of variance conditions limiting dryer
temperature and increasing drying time will substantially reduce the
Company's ability to remain operating.

7. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that strict compliance would result in
substantial curtailment or closing down of a business, plant or
operation.

{4




3, The Commission should find that strict compliance would result in
substantial curtailment or closing down of Champion International Corp.,
Building Products Division's Lebanon Plywood Mill.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission grant an extension
to Champien International Corporation, Lebanon Plywood Division's April, 1982,
variance from OAR 340-25-315(1) (b), Veneer Dryer Emigsion Limits, with final
compliance and increments of progress as follows:

1. Complete engineering and obtain funding to modify the Coen sanderdust
burners and install necessary ducting and related equipment by March
1, 1984.

2. Issue purchase orders for equipment and contracts for construction and
installation of the burner modifications by April 15, 1984.

3. Complete burner modifications and ductwork installation (including
ducting of the No. 5 dryer green end stack to the boilers) by August 1,
1984,

4. Demonstrate compliance with the Department's opacity limits by Septem-
ber 1, 1984.

In addition, the wvariance should be modified to limit the number of aborted
steam heated dryers to 1 plus the green end stack of the No. 5 dryer during
the period of the variance extension. The quarterly reporting requirement
should be modified to replace the forecasting of future supplies of hogged
fuel with guarterly progress reports on achieving compliance. All other
reporting reguirements remain in effect.

William H. Young
WHY : JEB:dsw
Attachments:
1. Commission Report, April, 1982.

2. Quarterly Reports.
3. Request for Variance Extension dated July 29, 1983.

(5)
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Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SCUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5686
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MEMORANDUM /,{Pf‘j 0y 19, d

e e

f-t.'T‘“-|H‘ i N
To: Environmental Quality Commission TsENT fo el

L

AT I3 f“f‘?,

VIAL

SICE QU}EU;-{

From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. X, April 16, 1982, EQC Meeting

Request For Variance From Q4R 340-25-315(1){b} Veneer
Dryer Emission Limits, For Champion International
Corporation, Lebanon Plywood Divisicn, Steam Heated
Dryers 1-6

Background and Problem Statement

Champion International Corporaticon owns and cperates a plywood
manufacturing mill at Lebanon, Oregon (Lebanoa Plywocd Division), an area
in compliance with all ambient air quality standards. The Company also
operates a hardbcard plant at the site, {Lebanon Hardboard Division).

The Company produces plywood from raw logs processed on site and from green
veneer produced at other Champion miils in the northwest, There are six
steam heated dryers and one wood-fired veneer dryer on site. Emissions
from the wood-fired dryer are currently being controlled by recycle and
incineration. Emissions from the steam heated dryers are collected and
incinerated in the Company's two hogged fuel boilers which supply heat for
the hardboard plant and the plywood mill.

Due to an industry-wide shortage of hogged fuel, the Company is unable to
operate the boilers at sufficient rates to adequately control emissions
from all s8ix steam dryers. At the present firing rates, the volume of
exhaust gaszes from the six dryers exceeds the combustion air requirement of
the boilers.

Under normal operating conditions, the hogged fuel boillers steam at a rate
of 130,000 lbs/hr. Due to the ourrent fuel shortage, the steaming rate
average varies between 85,000 and 165,000 lbs/hr depending on fhe quantity
and quality of fuel available. The Company indicates a minimum of 125,000
lbs/hr is needed te adequately control emissions from all six steam heated
dryers,
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‘Champion has requested a variance to allow diverting the emissions from a
minimum of one and a maximum of three steam heated dryers to the atmosphere
in lieu of routing them through the hogged fuel beoiller control system.
Accordingly, Champion also requested permission to operate the same dryers
in viclation of the Department's veneer dryer opacity emission limits for a
period of eighteen months. This 1s the minimum time period anticipated by
Champion for recovery of the forest products induatry. (See Attachments 1
and 2). :

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468,345 to grant variances fronm
Department Rules if it finds strict compliance ia inappropriate faor one of
the reasons specified in the Statute, including (a) conditions exist that
are beyond the control of the persons granted such variance; and {b) strict
compliance would result in substantial curtalilment or closing down of a
buainess, plant or cperaticn.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Department rule OAR 340-25-315(1) established April 1, 1980 as the final
compliance date for meeting the 20% maximum, 10% average opacity limits for
steam heated veneer dryers (this corresponds fo the deadlines set under the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977). The boiler incineration system at
Lebanon was approved by the Department and installztion completed in 1977,
well in advance of the deadline.

Subsequent Department inspections verified compliance with the 109 average.
. 20% maximum opacity limits up until February, 1981, when uncontrolled
emissions from the number five dryer were observed. In a letter dated
March 2, 1981, Champion indicated hegged fuel shortages forced them to
abort the number five dryer to atmosphere., At that time, the Company
indicated they were trying to purchase outside fuel to zupplement hogged
fuel, sanderdust. and ply trim produced on site and thus increase steam
production and improve operation of the incineration system.

Since that time, the {ollowing steps have been taken o secqure additional
fueal:

1. Fuel is purchased on the open market whenever possible. To date,

hogged fuel has been brought in from as far away as Klamath Falls
and St. Helens, Oregon.

2. Chips and other material used for raw material (furnish) at the
hardboard mill are sometimes diverted to the boilers for fuel, on
an emergency basis. to maintain fire in the boilers (a minimum of
85,000 lbs/hr steaming rate is needed to operate the hardboard
dryers and plywood plant).

3. Logs stored in the mill pond were pulled, bark removed for use as
fuel, and the logs returned to the pond for storage.
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I, Spoils {bark mixed with dirt) removed during log pond dredging
have been burned as fuel. This practice had- to be discontinued
due to operational problems with the boiler (grates plugging,
eta,).

5. Partially decomposed woodwaste (with questionable heat value) 1s
belng dug up from a landfill and hauled in from 3St. Helens for
fuel.

DEQ staff have contacted several companies who use hogged fuel and two
suppliers of fuel. In all cases, these contacts indicate that there is a

shortage of fuel with supplies of outzide open market material available
only on an intermittent basis. Prices vary from $20 to $#0/wet unit {($40
to $80/%one dry unit), plus shipping expenses,

Fuel dealers indicate that they are having a difficult time securing
supplies of hegged fuel to selil.

Even with the above steps, the Company has been unable to meet plant steam
requlrements, and has had to take several actiocns to reduce the steanm

demand on the boilers., These acticns have unfortunately also decreased the
boiler's capability to handle dryer gases: :

1. All steam operated pumps and motors which could have been

switched to electriecity (increasing overall power cost) have been
switched.

2. The steam turbine powered electrical generators have been shut
down (increasing_overall power cost).

3. Building space heating (steam) has been cut back to the minimum
acceptable to the lahor unions.

by, Natural gas booster burners in the hardboard plant furnish dryers
' are set at maximum to make up for lost heat from the beiler heat
exchanger system,

These steps serve to underscore the magnitude of the fuel shortage at

Lebanon.

Regional staff have discussed several alternatives to dryer bypasses with
the Company. Champion indicates the following probable effeots should
these alternatives be Iimplemented:

1. Curtail veneer drylng to the number of dryers which could be
efflciently controlled by the boiler incineration system.

Effect: Layoffs of operations personnel of the affected dryers
would be the result. With curtailment of veneer drying, plywood
production would be substantially cut baek for lack of dry
veneer. The Lebanon Plywood Division has been marginally
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prefitable during the current sconomic slump, and such a cut back
would likely place fhe Divisicon in a submarginal profit status,
possibly causing shutdown of the Division.

Other rippie effects would likely be (depending on the number of
dryers shut down) clesing of one or more Company cowned veneer
milla in Idanha and Mapleton, Oregon; Morton, Washington; and
Redding, California. All these mills supply green veneer for
processing at Lebanon,

2. Curtail production at the hardboard mill and divert raw material
(chips, etc.) to the boilers for fuel,

Effect: Any substantial cut back in production would limit this
Division's ability to operate efficiently (i.e., raw material
used for boiler fuel would leave insufficient material for
production). If such were the case, shutdown of hardboard is
likely, Layoffs of plant personnel would be likely in any
curtailment,

3. Install separate (additional) emission controls to handle the
dryer gases which cannot be incinerated in the boilers,

Effects; Large expenditure of funds {$0.5 to $1.0 million at
15-20% interest) to design, construct and operate a contrel

system. This would likely intensify the already marginal
economic status of the Plywood Division, with shutdown likely.

The system would be energy intensive {(medium efficiency

serubber), Lead time for design, construction and installatien
would likely take 12-18 months.

While the Department does not lock forward to a reversal of air quality
gains at Champion, Lebanon, staff nmust agree that the circumstances and
conditions which exist are neither the fault of nor under the control of
the Company. It would seem unreasonable to require substantial curtailment
or shutdown of the Plywcod mill given the current unemployment picture in
the east Linn County area. It appears unreasonable to require installation
of additional controls on any bypassed dryers at this time due to the high
capital costs and extended instaliation time involved.

Therefore, the Department concurs with Champion's ccntention that they are
unable to comply with the Department's veneer dryer emission limitzs due to
conditions beyond their control, and that strict compliance would result in
substantial curtailment or closing down of their mill. With recovery of
the wood products industry, the problem should be resolved.

The Department supports this variance request for a period of approximately

1 year because of the Company's past efforts to alleviate the fuel shortage
and their commitment to continue to pursue an adequate scurce of fuel. If

the hogged fuel situation does not improve within this time frame, the
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Company should consider either alternate controls or fuel types or sources,

Bypassing of one or more of the dryers will result in distinct visible
plumes (as before implementation of controls). If three of the dryers are
bypassed, the estimated annual increase in emissions would be 19 tons of
particulate and ¢.7 tons of organics. Total annual plywoed plant emissions
are estimated at 298 tons particulate and 40 tons organics., However, staff
does not expect resultant health impacts or public nuisance conditlions to
exist durding the period of this variance.

If granted, the variance should be subject to the following conditions:

1. Operation of the existing boller incineration system at the
paximum-efficlency to accomcdate the most dryers possible.

2. Submissaion of quarterly reports detailing fuel avallabillty,
steaming rates, number of dryers aborted and forecast for the
next quarter.

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

Summation
1. Since 1977, Champion International Corporation has operated a control

system for six steam heated veneer dryers., The system is based upon
incineration of dryer gases in two hogged fuel boilers, Department
inspections have shown compliance with opacity limits (20% maximum, 10%
average) up until February, 1981, when fuel shortages began to affect
the abllity of the Iincineration system to adequately control emissicns
from all dryers, Emissions from one veneer dryer were diverted
directly to atmosphere, resulting in violation of the opacity limits.

2. Champion has taken steps to supplement fuel supplies, including
purchase of outside fuel when available, burning of pond dredgings and
partially decomposed woodwaste from landfills, in an effort to keep
the incineration system at maximum efficiency in order to meet opacity
limits. These steps have proven unsuccessful, and additional dryers
muat now be periodically bypassed.

3. Champion has requested a varlance to operate from one to three steam

heated veneer dryers in violation of the Department's 20% maximum, 10%
average opacity limits for a period of 18 months.

4, Alternatives to bypassing dryer emissions (shut down affected dryers;
use chipa from Hardboard Division for fuel; and installation of a
serubber for bypassed dryers) are considered unacceptable to the
Company and would likely cause curtailment or shutdown of the plywood
mill.
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5. The Department concurs with Champion that their inability to maintain
continuous compliance is caugzed by factors beyond their control and

that strict compliance would likely result in curtailment cor shutdown
of the plywood mill.

8. The Department rezlizes that emissions will increase with granting of

this request, but expects that no health impact or public nuisance
will be cauged during the period of the variance., The estimated

annual increase in emisaions with three dryers uncontralled is 19 tons

of particulate and 0.7 tons of organics. Total plant emissions are
estimated at 298 tons of particulate and 40 tons of organics,

ector's Recommendations

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it i3 recommended that a variance
from QAR 340-25-315(1)(b), Veneer Dryer Emission Limits, be granted to
Champion Internaticnal Corporaticn, Lebancn PlywoodDivision, for cperation

of up to three steam heated veneer dryers in violation of the Department's
emxission limits, subject to the fellowing conditiona:

1. The veneer dryer control system (hogged fuel boiler incineration)

will be operated at maximum efficiency, consistent with fuel
availability and quality, to accomcdate the most dryers possible,

2. Quarterly reports will be submitted to the Department detailing
fuel availability and costz, steaming rates, number of dryers,
aborted and forecast for the next quarter.

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

Y, This variance shall expire July 1, 1983.

William H. Young

Attachments: 1. Variance request dated Februapy 25, 1982
2. Variance request addendum dated March 18, 1982

AA1976 (1)
F.A. Skirvin:a
229-6414

March 24, 1982
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Champion

Channon Internabional Corporation

Feoruary 25, 1982

Mr. Dale Wulffenstein

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
895 Sumner Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97319

RE: Boiler Incineration - Veneer Dryer Emission Control (6-Steam Heated)
Lebanon, Oregon

Dear Mr. Wulffenstein:

As preyiously discussed, frequent upset conditions in recent months

have been experienced at Lebanon's veneer dryer incineration system

for dryers 1 through 6. Regretfully, this situation reflects the cur-
rent economic trend; however, it is viewed by us as temporary in nature.

The present non-compliance status is a function of the boilers' inability
to accept the veneer gases from all six dryers because of the boilers'
reduced operating levels. The reduced levels are caused by the following:

1. Reduced fuel availability; thereby, requiring lower boiler firing
rates.

2. Reduced fuel quality {higher moisture and ash} causing Tower combustion
temperatures and subsequently less tolerance to moisture laden gases.

Fuel production at Lebanon has reduced by approximately one-third because
of the curtailment of one shift in the plant's green end. To the extent
possible, fuel is being purchased to make up this deficit. This pur-
chased fuel is difficult to obtain, is variable in quality, appears to
have a higher ash content, and averages about 10 percent wetter than the
fuel we generate.

Combining these factors, management was forced to discontinue operating
the turbine generators and other miscellanecus steam-driven egquipment
wherever possible, Experience indicates that this resulted in lowering
the average boiler steaming rates from approximately 16,000 to 24,000 pph
below normal to remain consistent with fuel availability.
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Mr. Dale Wulffenstein
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The ultimate result of a lower steaming rate and wetter fuel {s an
unstable firing condition in the boilers if the total veneer gas volume
is utilized. This occurs primarily because the wet veneer gases in-
crease the overall heat load to a point beyond that which tha boilers
can handle and still maintain reguired combustion temperatures. Con-
sequentiy, fugitives increase and venting occurs.

Therefore, it is now necessary that we request a variance to Lebanon's
Air Discharge Permit #22-5196 as related to the veneer gas incineration
systen. It is requested on the basis that: a) Conditions exist that

are beyond our control, and b) strict compliance would result in sub-
stantial curtaiiment of production. Since it is extremely difficult

to predict a specific date for resuming compiiance ¢n a routine basis,

no expiration date can be given; however, we would continue to incinerate
to the extent possible. Cenditions reiating to the variance could be
reviewed on a guarteriy basis or scme other time frame consistent with
the Department's requivements.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
myself or Jack Hayes at Lebanon.

S1ncere1y,

il ot

Ralph Heinert -
Assistant Manager
Western Environmental Affairs

RH/se

cc Al Smith - Eugene
Rod Bradley - Lebanon
Jack Hayes - Lebanon
Ed Clem - Stamford
Harry Bartels/File
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Champion Intirnatinaal Somsorahon

March 18, 1882

ir. Dale Wulffenstein

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
Willamette Valley Region

895 Summer Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

RE: AQ-Champion 8uilding Products
Lebanon Plywood Division
ACDP 22-5190; Linn County
.Request for Variance

Dear Mr. Wulffenstein:

This will respond to your letter of March 12, 1982 and our phone conver-
sations concerning our request for a variance for the veneer dryer/boiler
incineraticn system at Lebanon.

Under the present economic conditions of manufacturing and the availability

of boiler fuel, we are unable to comply with the Oregon opacity regulations.

Due to boiler fuel deficiencies, in both gquantity and quality, we are
unable to meet consistently a 20% maximum opacity per stack and with
a 10% average opacity from all stacks from the six steam dryers.

We must continue to operate in our presently curtailed mode of operation,
but wish, at the same time, to avoid any citation and possible subsequent
cease and desist order for any violation that might occur.

Manufacturing at our Lebanon mill is complex even under-our present cur-
tailed production scheduling. Additional economic problems would be
created if we were to attempt to manufacture with only a portion of our
steam dryers in operation. At present, we have curtailed our green end
manufacturing to, essentially, a one-shift operation in order to produce
nine- to tweive-foot veneers for long length panels. Very few mills in
the industry are capable of producing such paneils. -The curtailment of
the veneer peeling operations has, of course, affected our fuel supply
for the steam boilers and is, in a large measure, responsible for our
need for a variance.

e
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Mr, Dale Wulffenstein
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We have been purchasing fuel wherever we can, but fuel is in short supply
In recent times we have obtainad fuel from as far away as Beaver Marsh
(between Chemult and Klamath Falls} and St. Helens, Oregon for deliverasd
high prices of $75.00 and $85.00 per bone dry unit. Our separate hardboard
operation utilizes wood chips, shavings and sawdust as raw material for
their manufacturing, and is dependent on the central boiler plant for

steam and fiber dryer energy. Hardbeard's raw material costs are currently
averaging $57.C0 per bone dry fon which converts tg $68.00 per bone dry
unit. This, as you can see, is less than our current long-haul hog fuel
costs, but hardboard raw materials are also in short supply. Robbing
hardboard of raw materials for fuel could be expected to curtail that
operation very seriously.

te have aiso considered converting our peeler cores to hog fuel rather
than seiling them for re-manufacturing into 2" x 4" studs. The economics,
at present, are favorable; however, the mechanics of such a cecnversion

are not good. The lack of a transfer system plus suitable equipment for
reducing the cores to fuel would raise our conversicn costs considerably
from sclid wood unit cost to that of fuel. Also, the volume of the

cores produced undar today's conditions is not large enough to Justify
further consideration.

At the present time, we are receiving, at Lebanon, veneer from three
company mills, plus veneer purchased on, the open market. Economics is
the reason why we curtailed our veneer operation at Lebanon and closed
ogur green veneer mill at Idanha. We must purchase or transfer veneer
at the lowest possible price in order to keep the Lebanon miil open.

The complexity of the proper flow of materials through the Lebanon plant
makes it impractical to curtail segments of the manufacturing, such as
drying, without a serious cost effect on the balance of the operation.
This, plus costs, is the reason why we cannot dry veneer on overtime and
use fewer dryers in an attempt to maintain productivity and compliance.
The green end section of the plant can, however, be curtailed when it

is better economics to purchase veneer on the opan market.

Any curtailment of plywoed production at Lebanon, however, is always
reflected in the volume of veneer obtained from our cther mills and in
that purchased from otner saurces.

The economics of our Lebanon mill is a part of the Corporation's financial
position as reported in the quarterly and annual reports. We wish it
reflected a brighter picture. We have been advised that the Corporation’s
freeze on capital expenditures can be expected tc continue through 1983.
We respectfully request, then, that a variance be granted for that period.

Sincerely,

’%/‘;22535%7fg ;
Harry Bartels ¢cc Rod Bradley-Lebanan
Manager Phil Grayson-Lebanon
Western Environmental Affairs Jack Hayes-lLebanon
#HE/se : Al Smith-Eugene

Ralph Heinert/File
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F.O. Box 10228 e . ATTACHMENT 2

1600 Valley River Orive - .\
Eugene, Oregon 97440 - i
503 §87-4729, 503 687-4643

Champion

Champion International Corparation

October 22, 1982

Mr. Dale Wulffenstein

Environmental Consultant

Department of Environmental Guality
WiTlamette VYailey Region

885 Summer Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

SUBJECT: Quarterly Report RE: Variance Requirements - Lebanon

Dear Mr. Wuiffenstein:

The enclosed material is submitted for your review as requivred by
the variance granted Champion's Lebanon facilities on April 16,
1982.

Inciuded are the following:

1. Daily Beiler Steaming Rates.

2.  The number of veneer dryersoperating and those operating on
abort.

3. A statement on fuel avaiiability, costs and a forecast for the
4th Quarter of this year.

If you have any questions, please contact me. Also, please accept

an apology for the tardiness of the first quarter report; it shouldn't
occuyr again.

Sincerely,

1 3 { * -
r_é 4} %ﬁrﬁf?ﬁf&%

Ralph Heinért

Manager

E i t .i 1 T T = e
Western Environmental Affairs :?j) Lf U?Eﬁ ” “f ﬁf l \
RH/SE f)f:“‘.l“i‘.‘ P Ao ’i %
Enclosures S GO o tan L
cc Bob Brewer/Rod Bradley-Lebanon LR S o1

Phil Grayson-Lebanon C
Jack Hayes-Lebanonh ERIETAL
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Oc..er 21, 1982

FUEL AVAILABILITY & FOURTH QUARTER FORECAST

CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
BUILDING PRODUCTS DIVISION
LEBANCN, OREGON

Hogged boiler fuel continues to be a scarce commodity because of
the number of wood-processing plants that continue to not operate.

Champion's Idanha plant resumed operations on June 1 and one Tathe
shift was started back up at Lebanon on August 1. These operations
helped to meet the summer fuel requirements; however, with winter
approaching, additional fuel sources wili no doubt have to be found.
Fuel costs have been as high as $90.00 per BDU.

Purchased fuel requirements totaled 5,781 bone dry tons for the first
three quarters of 1982 (1st - 2,169 BDT; 2nd - 1,947 BDT; 3rd -

1,665 BDT). Fuel availability is not expected to improve during

the fourth quarter. Therefore, it will be necessary to continue
aborting a portion of the dryers.

The number of dryers required to be aborted during the fourth guarter
will be a function of fuel availability and the overal?l average fuei
meisture content. - As the combustion air moisture content and fuel
moisture content increases, the capabilities of the boiler to handle
additional moisture laden veneer gases will decrease. However, the
operating personnel at Lebanon will continue to handle as many

dryer gas discharges as possible as operating conditions change.
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P.O, Box 10228 i £

1600 Valtey River Orive { i
Eugene, Oregon 7440
503 687-4729, 503 687-4843

Champion

Champion International Corporalion

January 19, 1983

Mr. Dale Wulffenstein

Envirenmental Consultant

Department of Environmental Quality
Willamette Valley Region

395 Summer Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

SUBJECT: Fourth Quarter Report Regarding
Variance Reporting Requirements - Lebanon

Dear Mr. Wulffenstein:

The enclosed information 1s submitted for your review as reguired by the
variance to the Lebanon Plywood Air Quality Permit.

The information includes:

1. Daily boiler steaming rates.

2.  The number of veneer dryers operating versus those operating on abort.
3. Fuel usage and availabiitity.

If you have any questions, please contact myself or Jack Hayes.

Sincgrely,

s P 4

A4
Ralp

Manageiejne ‘ ' §§F§§%§é=<Q5

Western Environmental Affairs

RH/se <<§§> \?;&\ dﬁﬁd

Enclosures 5%3 et
cc Bob Brewer - Lebancn w S eAC
Phil Grayson - Lebanon E&~§i of
SAN
Jack Hayes -~ Lebanon ?gﬁ@qu,
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FUEL AVAILABILITY AND FIRST QUARTER FORECAST
CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
BUILDING PRCDUCTS BIVISION
LEBANON, GREGON

Although the number of mills operating appears to be increasing, boiler
hogged-fuel continues to be in short supply. It is not anticipated that

these conditions will change by any great extent during this operating
quarter.

Operating conditions did allow the Lebanon facility to normally operate
with one dryer aborted from the veneer gas system. This is notf expected
to change during the first quarter of the year.

The Lehanon facility purchased 2,440 BDT during the fourth quarter of
1982.

January 19, 1983




P.O. Box 10228 - et
1600 Valley River Drive 4. I
Eugene, Cregon 97440 - R
503 687-4728, 503 687-4643

Champion

Champion Internahional Corporation
April 25, 1983

Mr. Dale Wulffenstein

Oepartment of Environmental Quality
Willamette Valley Region

895 Summer Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

SUBJECT: 1983 First Quarter Report
RE: Variance Reporting Requirements - Lebanon

Dear My, Wulffenstein:

The enclosed information is submitted for your review as required by the
variance to the Lebanon Air Quality Permit #22-5196.

The information includes:

1. Daily boiler steaming rates.

2.  Number of veneer dryers operating versus those on abort.

3. Fuel usage and availabiiity.

If you have any questions, please contact myself of Jack Hayes.
STHCEYE]y,

7{/?? ‘%gm L/

Ral Heirert
Manager
Western Environmental Affairs

RH/se
cc Bob Brewer - Lebanon

kot~ Lo 2 o RV ET)

9 E
PR o 1983

6gomw&ﬁﬂjwnﬂ?
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FUEL AVATLABILITY AND FIRST QUARTER FORECAST

CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPCRATION
BUILDING PRODUCTS DIVISION
LEBANON, OREGON

Purchased hogged-fuel did increase for the 1st quarter of 1983. It is
anticipated that if operations at the Lebanon facility resume during
the 2nd quarter of 1983, fuel would be purchased at approximately the
same rate.

Again, conditions were such that the facility was able to operate with
only one veneer dryer exhaust system aborted to atmosphere. At present,
however, it is uncertain what the production schedule will be when
production does resume.

The Lebanon facility purchased 3,598 bone dry tons during the 1st quarter
of 1983 and came from seven different sources.

4

Ralph’ Heinert
April 25, 1983
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P.C. Box 10223 ATTACHMENT 3

1600 Valley River Drive State of Oregon o
Eugene. Oreg'on 9?[4:‘15[.) R DEPARTMENT 8FeENVlRONMENTAL QUALITY
503 687-4729, 503 G87-4543 ijg U w E
EBELYE
‘ auGo1 1933
Champion AIR QUALITY CONMTROL

Champion Internauonal Corporation

July 29, 1983

Mr. Dale Wulffenstein

Regional Engineer

Department of Environmental Quality
Willamette Valley Region

895 Summer Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 67310

SUBJECT: Lebanon PTywood'— Air Quality Permit #22-5196
Permit Variance - Steam Heated Dryers

Dear Myr. Wulffenstein:

This letter is to address air quality permit #22-5196 for the Lebanon
faciTlity and the operating variance to that permit which expired on
July 1, 1983.

The variance which was approved in 1982 permitting up- to three veneer
dryers to be aborted from the veneer gas incineration system was re-
quired because of the inability of the boilers to accept the total
quantity of gases generated at the dryers. This was caused because
fuel availability and cost necessitated operating the boilers at Tower
steaming rates by taking auxiliary steam users off-line.

As can be seen by the quarterly reports that have been submitted as

a condition of the variance, the situation necessitating the variance
sti1l persists and although improvements in fuel costs and availability
are beginning to occur, recent developments at lLebanon relating to pro-
duction and market conditions have necessitated that the Jower boiler
operating levels be continued. Champion has been able to operate the
gas incineration system with a maximum of 1% dryers aborted instead

of three and has done so for the past nine months. Realizing that the
present operating conditions are likely to continue for some time and
that reoccurrences of these same conditions are possible in the future,
system modifications will be necessary to allow the gas incineration
system to function properly on a full-time basis.

Because the problem relates to the upper 1limit of excess air and gas
that the boilers can accept at a given firing rate, modifications would
involve ducting and metering changes to allow replacement of ambient
air supplied to the boilers {by way of the Coen dust burners) with
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veneer gases from the dryers. This change would result in a reduction
of total air te each boiler of up to 10,000 cfm, and allow the veneer
gases presently bypassed to be accepted for incineration and place the
excess air and gas in a manageabie firing range necessary for the
reduced boiler operating rates presently being experienced.

To further insure that excessive veneer gases do not become a problem,
it would be advantageous to obtain a permit modification which would
allow dryers operating on redry to be aboried from the system. Ex-
perience indicates that this can be done because the majority of high
and low temperature volatiles have already been released in the previous
drying process. Redry dryers will typically operate at temperatures
from 225 degrees F. to 275 degrees F. and, therefore, temperatures should
be sufficiently low enough to not create opacity standards exceedances.

PROPOSED COMPLIANCE PLAN AND SCHEDULE

In order to accomplish the above-proposed modifications, the following
schedule is submitted for your review and approval.

Stage 1:

1. Obtain permit modification to allow redryer exhaust to bypass venger
gas incineration system. (By September 1, 1983)

2. Complete engineering and obtain funding to install ducting and related
equipment to allow veneer gas to veplace ambient air being supplied
by Coen burners. (By March 1, 1984)

3. TIssue purchase orders for egquipment and contracts for construction.
(By April 15, 1984)

4. Complete construction and installation during normally scheduled
plant shutdown in July. {By July 31, 1984)

5. Start-up, debug systems and demonstrate compliance. (By September 1,
1984)

In order to institute the above compliance schedule, it will be necessary
to obtain approval from your Department and the Environmental Quality
Commission to extend the present variance allowing a percentage of veneer
gases to bypass the incineration system. The variance could be modified
to allow a maximum of one dryer and one stack to be aborted instead of
the original maximum of three dryers.

The variance to operate is being requested on the basis that strict
compliance would result in substantial curtailment or shutdown of the
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facilities at Lebanon. Since Champion's fiscal year runs from January
to January, allocable funding has already been committed for the year

1983 and the present economic conditions have rendered emergency funds
non-available.

I personally apologize for the tardiness of the proposed plan and
requests; however, the recent closure of the Lebanon facility somewhat
altered various priorities at that location.

[f you have any guestions or desire additional information relating
to the enclosed plans and proposals, please contact me at 687-4643.

Sincereiy,

Ralph Heinert
Manager
Western Environmental Affairs

RH/se

Enclosures

cc R. Brewer - Champion/Lebanon
J. Hayes - Champion/Lebanon
J. Deacon - Champion/Eugene

Lloyd Kostow

DEQ




VICTCR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No., H, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting
Public Hearing to Consider o of the Portliand
International Airport Noise Abateme [+) Pursuant to
OAR 340-35-045)

Backeground and Problem Statement

On September &, 1981, the Oregon Environmental Council (OEC) requested the
Department to initiate the process of requiring the Port of Portland to
develop a noise abatement program for Portland International Airport (PIA)
under the procedures described in the Commission rule, Noize Control
Regulations for Airports (CAR 340-35-045). OEC noted that aireraft
"fiights over Portland neighborhoods frequently interfere with
communications, sleep, church services and other noise-sensitive
activities." They also were concerned that some Northeast Portland
residents were exposed to peak noise levels as high as 98 dBA that
continued for several minutes. OEC concluded their request by noting that
the Port of Portland and the Federal Aviation Administration had not been
responsive to this problem when complaints were submitted, Thus, QEC
believed the Department should require that an abatement plan be prepared.

The Depariment has received numerous complaints of excessive noise due to-
PIA operations since the noise control program was formed. Several changes
in PIA operations also increased noilse impacts that resulted in increased
complaints. Commercial operations have increased and the federal
de~regulation of the airlines has produced an influx of some cperators with
older, and thus louder, jet aircraft. De-regulation has also provided more
demand for commuter cperations. Some commuter aireraft are noisy, fly at
low altitudes, and/or operate on the most noise-sensitive-runway (RW

2/20)., The Oregon Air National Guard has also been responsible for noise
complaints, In 1980, the 142nd Fighter Interceptor Group based at PIA
replaced thelr F-101 aircoraft with F-U4 aireraft. The F-) aircraft has been
responsible for an increased number of complaints about military operations
due to its nois=e level and unusual tonal characteristies.
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Upon receipt of the QOEC letter, the Director, pursuant to Section 5 of the
airport noise control rules, scheduled a meeting between all affected
parties in an effort to rescolve informally the noise problem prior to
issuing a notification to begin a formal abatement program, As a result of
these meetings, the Port of Portland (Port) agreed that PIA noise impacts
warranted the development of a formal noise abatement program in accordance
with the Commisaicn's regulations, The Port agreed to initiate the study
by June 1982 and have a proposed plan completed within twelve months. On
March 5, 1982, the Commission was informed of the Port's proposal at which
time the Commission concurred with the process and schedule to develop the
plan.

The goal of an airport noise abatement program is to reduce noise impacts,
prevent the creation of new impacts, or the expansion of existing impacts.
This goal is to be achieved through the develcopment of aircraft operational
controls and noise-compatible land-use controls.

The regulations reguire the airport proprietor to consider sixteen
aircraft/airport operational control options and eleven land«usze control
options during development of the abatement program, Each practicable
operational control option is to be incorporated into the abatement
program. Likewise, recommended land use and development control options
included in the plan must be pursued with the responsible governmental body
by the airport proprietor.

On June 8, 1983, the Port of Portland Commission approved the proposed
noise abatement plan for PIA. On June 30 the plan was submitted to the
Department for review, Pursuant to the noise control regulation (Section
(4)(d)} the proposed plan must be submitted for Commission approval. The
Commission shall base its approval or disapproval upon:

(a) The completeness of the information submitted;

(p) The comprehensiveness and reasonableness of the proprietor's
evaluation of the operational plan elements;

(¢) The presence of an implementation schedule for the operational
plang

(d} The comprehensiveness and reasonableness of the proprietor's
evaluation of land use and development plan elements;

(e) Evidence of good faith efforts to adopt the land use and
development plan, or obtain its adoption Ly the responsible
governmental body;

(f) The nature and magnitude of existing and potential noise impacts;

(g) Testimony of interested and affected persons; and

{(h) Any other relevant factors.
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Upon approval of a plan, the abatement program shall have the forge and
effect of an order of the Commission, The Commission may also direct the
Department to undertake such activity necessary to ensure compliance with
the terms of ita order.

Fvaluation of the Proposed Abatement Program

The PIA noise abatement program was developed by the Port of Portland with
the assistance of a "planning advisory commiftee" over a twelve-month
period. The plan addresses most issues raised by concerned citizens and
interest groups and follows the procedures specified in the noise control
regulations,

The rules require the airport proprietor to study impacts within the Ldn =
55 dBA noise contour. This contour is an equal-noise "footprint"™ that
¢ircumscribes the area impacted by the operation of the airport. Figure 1
shows the 1982 baseline noise contours for PIA. The 55 dBA contour
describes the study area for the abatement plan while the higher contours
are used for control measures appropriate to the extent of the noise
impact. The population within the 1982 baseline 55 dBA contour is 177,700
and covers an area of 127.8 square miles,
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OPERATIONAL CONTROL PROGRAM

The proposed plan contains the following airport operational controls
designed to reduce the size of the noise contours or to shif't the contours
to compatible land uses:

(a)

(b)

(e)

The north-south crosswind runway (Runway 2/20) would not be used by
any aircraft unless dictated by weather or field conditions. Use of
this runway has been the source of many complaints as arriving and
departing aircraft pass directly over densely populated areas of north
and northeast Portland as well as portions of Clark County,
Washington. BSome commuter airlines have used this runway on a regular

‘basis because of its convenience, This restriction would, therefore,

have some cost impact on these airlines.,

811 air carrier, military F-4 fighters, and business jets would comply
with the following procedures:

(1) When departing toward the east (RN 10R/10L), a 20~degree left
turn would be made after takeoff to head the aircraft up the
Columbia River. This course (080 degrees magnetic) is followed
for 10 nautical miles before turning toward a destination
heading,.

(2) When departing toward the west (Rd 28R/28L), aircraft would
maintain the runway heading (280 degrees) for a distance of 8
nautical miles or to an altitude of 6,000 feet before turning on
course,

{(3) Under strong south winds and the crosswind runway is dictated,
departures toward the south on Runway 20 would c¢ircle to the
right and head northeast for a distance of 8 miles before turning
on course. : :

(4) When landing to the east (R 10R/10L}, aircraft would follow a
straight-in path on the runway heading from a point 8 miles from
the airport.

{5) When landing to the west (M 28R/28L) under good weather
conditions, the river would be followed until approximately 4
niles from the airport at which time the aircraft would follow
the runway alignment. Under poor weather conditions aireraft
would follow a direot straight-in approach from a point 8 miles
from the airport,

All large commuter aircraft and the military T-33 trainers would:
(1) Fly all departure procedures as designated for the large aircraft

except they would turn at 3,000 feet altitude rather than the
required 8 and 10 miles, or 6,000 feet altitude, points,
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(d)

(e)

(f)

LA

(2) Fly the same arrival procedures specified for the large aircraft.

The smaller, mostly general aviation airceraft would not fly the
specific procedures described above except for the prohibitions on the
crosswind runway. These aircraft would be turned on course as &o0nh as
practicable after departures.

In order to implement and enhance the procedures cutlined above, two
navigational aids would be added to the airport, A Very High
Frequency Omnidirectional Range station and Distance Measuring
Equipment (VOR/DME) navigational aid would be added to allow more
precise use of the flight track procedures outlined above. 1In the
future, a Microwave Landing System (MLS) would be added for
approaches from the east, The MLS would not be helpful until after
1990 when more air carrier aircraft will have the necessary on-hoard
equipment to use this precision landing systemn.

In order to mitigate noise impacts caused by the Oregon Air National
Guard (OANG), the Port of Portland would negotiate a formal
agreenent, This agreement would work to 1imit flying activity during
nighttime hours, In addition, the OANG has agreed to suspend the
overhead landing approach pattern procedure for the F-l§ fighter
aircraft but retain this procedure for the T-33 trainer aircraft.

USE M

In order to assist the maintenance of reduced noise impacts achieved from
the operational controls, the following land use mangement controls are
included in the FIA noise abatement plan:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

No new residences should be allowed within the 65 dBA contour unless
currently permitted under existing residential zoning. This control
measure is established in Portland at 68 dBA and thus needs amending.
Mul tnomah County would initiate this control by amending its County
Framewcrk Flan to establish the necessary policy decision.

Sound insulation should be required for all new residential
structures within the 65 dBA contour, The Portland ordinance already
requires this recommendation. However, Multnomah County must develoD
the appropriate ordinance.

Sound insulation should be required for all new or reconstructed
non-residential, noise~sensitive uses within the 65 dBA contour. Such
ordinances must be approved in Portland and Mul thomah County,

All new residential construction within the 65 dBA contour should
dedicate a noise easement to the Port of Portland, Such an ordinance
is approved for Portland. Multnomah County would need to adopt a
policy and an ordinance to require such easements,
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(e) A noise disclosure to all prospective purchasers or tenants is
recommended within the 65 dBA contour. The Port of Portland will

pursue this concept though the State Legislature and the local Board
of Realtors, ‘

(f) Urbanization of noise-sensitive uses within the 55 dBA contour and
outside Urban Growth Boundries should be discouraged. The Port cof
Portland will petition METRO and Mul tnomah County to adopt policies to
manage noise-sensitive growth within the area impacted by PIA,

(g) Existing noise.sensitive uses (properties) within the 75 dBA contour
should be acquired. It is projected that only the Lemon Island
Moorage would be exposed to 75 dBA by the year 2003, This area now
contains approximately 59 houseboats and 125 residents., The Port of
Portland owns this moorage. The Port would investigate options to
resolve these incompatible uses with the goal of removal of these uses
from within the 75 dBA contour.

(h) If federal funds are available, a sound insulation program for
existing homes within the 70 dBA contour would be established. It is
projected that aproximately 230 homes would be eligible for this
program,

(i) The Port of Portland would pursue a tax relief program for
installation of sound insulation for approximately 925 existing
dwellings within the 6% dBA contour. Such a program would be pursued
by the Port of Portland during the 1985 Legislative session.

(j) Sound insulation controls recommended for noise~senstive uses within
the 65 dBA contour would be enhanced by amendments to the State
Building Code to require sound insulation within high-impact areas.
The Port of Portland would pursue these amendments to the building
code at the state level,

PROGRAM IMPACT

The impact of the proposed PIA noise abatement program is a significant
reduction of exposure to people and some reduction in the amount of
exposed land area, The initial operational controls would reduce the
population exposed to aircraft noise levels exceeding Ldn 55 dBA by 39
percent and 69,000 people, The area within this contour would be reduced
by 6 percent, Most of this reduction is achieved by shifting the noise to
less sensitive areas, primarily over the Columbia River.

The following Table provides projections of population and area exposure at
baseline (1982), initial implementation (1983), five years (1988), ten
years (1993), and twenty years (2003).
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Table 1
Baseline 1983 1988 1993 2003
Population within 55 dBA (0Q0's) 177.7 108.7 104.5 116.0 114.4
60 dBA (000's) 2.7 26,9 25.1 26.6 28.3
65 dBA (000's) 8.9 3.4 3.0 3.0 3.3
70 dBA (000's) 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.4
T5 dba (0Q00's) 0.2 0.1 0.0 c.0 0.0
Total Area within 55 dBA (=sq.mi) 127.8 120.2 109,9 106.3 94.5
60 dBA (sq.mi) 56.6 60.0 55.0 52.7 Uu5.6
65 dBA (sq.mi) 31.9 26.6 24.6 23.7 20.4
70 dBA (sq.mi) 12.3 10.8 10.1 9.6 8.1
75 dBA (sq.mi) 5.2 4.6 4.2 4,0 3.2

Future changes in exposure are primarily affected by changes in aircraft
noise emission levels and changes in residential development. New
generation, quieter aircraft are now being brought into service (B-757,
B-767, and DC 9-80) and will continue until the year 2000 at which time it
is expected that the air carrier fleet will consist almost entirely of
quieter aircraft, However, during this period it is projected that the
commuter aircraft fleet will continue to expand. The trend in commuters

is toward larger aircraft (30 - 50 seats) and they, therefore, may become a

more significant portion of the noise problem at PIA depending upon the
numbers and noise emissions of replacement aircraft.

Figure 2 shows the 1983 noise abatement contours for PIA and displays
existing areas of noisewsensitive use, Comparison of this figure with
Figure 1 shows the narrowing of the contour achieved through the extension
of approach and departure tracks from approximately 3 miles to 8 miles on
the west side and from 3 miles to 10 miles on the east side of the
airport, In addition, the east side contour has been shifted north, over
the Columbia River, thus reducing impacts in east Multnomah County. The
remaining tail on Figure 2 south of Wood Village reflects the straight-in
arrival procedure that would be used during poor weather conditions when
the visual river approach is not recommended.
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IMPLEMENTATION

Table 2 outlines the proposed schedule to implement the various elements of
the propesed PIA noise abatement plan. A number of the flight procedure
changes are being reviewed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for
their approval, Additionally, the acquisition of the VOR/DME navigational
aid is being pursued through a FAA grant from meonies available for noise
abatement or under general enplanement allocations,

Many of the land-~use elements may take a longer period of time to
impiement, Some of these items need statutory authority through the Oregon
Legislature while others need the development and adoption of implementing
ordinances by various local governments.

Several members of the Port's advisory committee have raised concerns over
this implementation schedule. Most are anxious to see the plan fully

impl emented as soon as possible, However, some of the operational controls
cannot be fully implemented until the VOR/DME navigational aid is
installed. Also, some controls can only be partially implemented until
some air traffic control problems are resolved.

The Port alsc proposes to establish a Noise Abatement Advisory Committee to
assist and advise the Port on the implementation of the abatement program,
In addition, the Port's noise abatement staff will have the daily
responsibility to ensure the program is implemented. The Port staff will
investigate noise complaints and determine whether aircraft are following
the noise abatement flight procedures,

Staff believes the implementation of this plan must be closely monitored.
The Port's advisory committee will most likely review implementation and
recommend changes to the abatement plan. It is recommended that DEQ staff
review the status of the plan in approximately one year and report to the
Commission. ;
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THMPLEMENTATIOR SCHEDULE
PIA HOISE ABATEMERT PLAN

1983 1984 1985 and
Recommendation 6 7891011121123 45678910 11 12| Beyond
Port Approval *
Rwy 10 Departure 1 e————T —————

Rwy 28 Departure A—B-_hC

Rwy 2—20. Restriction A

Rwy 20 Departures [ e ——— T S m— ————
Limit Downwind
Approaches Am{
River Arrival to A———_B_C
Rwy 28 .
Acguire VOR/DME L S T I —

QANG Use Agreement Am

Noise Overlay Zone

Portland Amﬂ_c

Multnomah Co. : A“BT-—C

Disclosure Statement

State . [ meemsemene 1
Rezgltors A“BMC
UBC Amendment ‘ : Avessssmge: B
State Tax .Relief A remc—
UBG Policy AmBMC
Ldn 75 .Acquisition £ monesssmesssamm———rs T s A A LI
Sound Insulation A—_-Bic

A = Initiate Action

B = Earliest or partial implementation

C = Latest or total implementation

Tahle 2
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REMAINING ISSUES

A number of issues still remain that are of interest to Department staff
and others, The Port agrees that some issues should be the subject for
their advisory committee as a continuing review and evaluation function.
Hemaining issues that should be addressed in the future are listed below:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Commuter Departure Procedure,

The recommended procedure for departures of commuter-type aircraft
allows turns at 3,000 feet altitude, approximately 3 miles from the
airport, instead of the air carrier procedure which would require
distances of 8 and 10 miles from the airport prior to turning. Thus,
these aircraft will continue to pass over major population areas but
with reduced impact due to the new procedure. The decision to provide
the commuter aircraft a less circuitous departure route was primarily
based on the economic impact to these airlines. Impacts under the new
procedure should be evaluated after implementation.

Singl e~Event Impacts.

Al though the propeosed flight track changes would require higher
altitudes before turning over populated areas, some aircraft
overflights will most likely continue to cause unwanted noise impacts,

The most serious impacts would occur during departures toward the west
(R4 28R/29L) with destinations south and east of Portland such as San
Francisco and Penver. These flights would pass over large pepulation
centers in Washington County and southwest and southeast Peortland.

One option that has been suggested is to turn all eastbound traffic
north and around Clark County population centers, when departing
toward the west., The Port agrees this option should be evaluated in
the future, The Port however, has made no suggestions to resolve
single~event impacts due to southbound departures toward the west.

Helicopters.

Military and civilian helicopters operating from PIA have generated
substantial numbers of noise complaints. The Port and the Air Guard
have worked to develop flight procedures to reduce these impacts, It
appears, however, that further refinements are necessary,

Military Overflights,

Operations of the F-§ fighter aircraft over population areas continues
to generate complaints. These aircraft conform to no noise emission
sfandard and are a source of higher than normal emissions., These
aircraf't should, therefore, conform strictly to established flight
procedures, Also, F=U4 overflights of populated areas while arriving
and departing PIA, or at any other time, should be prohibited,
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The following facts and conclusicons are offered:

1.

3.

8.

10.

1.

The Port of Portland has prepared a proposed airport noise abatement
program for Portland International Airport in accordance with the
Noise Control Regulations for Airports, OAR 340-35=045,

The recommended operational controls would keep arriving and departing
alr carrier and military fighter airecrafi{ over the Columbia River to a
reasonable extent.

Commuter aireraft would operate under the same arrival procedures as
the air carriers; howeveg their departure procedure would allow a turn
on destination course at approximately one-half the altitude as the
air carriers due primarily to economic impacts.

Operations on the north-south crosswind runway would be restrieted for
all aircraft{ uniess wind conditions dictate its use,

Implementation of the operational controls would reduce the number of
pecople living in the noise impact boundary (Ldn 55 dBA contour) by
69,000 people, a 39 percent reduction,

Recommended land use management plans would provide mitigation for
existing noise sensitive uses and control development of new noise
sensitive uses impacted by PIA noise.

New residences within the 65 dBA contour would be limited to existing
residential zones and sound insulation} noise disclosure and easements
would be required,

Scund insulation of existing residential uses would be provided within

‘the 70 dBA contour (230 dwelling units) and insulation would be:

encouraged through tax credits for those between the £5 and TO dBA
contours (925 dwelling units).

Existing residences within the 75 dBA contour (59 houseboats) would be
removed,

Future urban growth of noise~sensitive uses within the 55 dBA contour
would be discouraged outside the Urban Growth Boundary.

Complete implementation of the abatement program would not occur until
1985 and later although all operational controls should be implemented
by mid-198%4.
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12. A number of issues remain that should be addressed in the future:

a)

b)

c)
d)

The commuter departure procedure may not be found to be
acceptable;

Single-event impacts, primarily due to south-and east-bound
flights departing toward the west, may need attention;

Helicopter operational controls may need further refinements; and
A comprehensive noise abatement plan for military fighter

airopraft may be necessary to control times and locations of
operations.,

13. The Department believes the proposed ncise abatement program meets the
approval criteria specified in subsection (4)(d) of this rule,

specifically:

a) The information provided is complete;

b) The operational plan elements are comprehensive and reasonable;

e) The implementation scheme for the operational plan is acceptable;

d) The land-use and development plan elements are comprehensive and
reasonable;

e) It appears that the implementation scheme for the land use plan
is acceptable; and

f) A reduction of exposed people of 39 percent in 1983 and

maintaining a 37 percent reduction in 2003 demonstrates the
immediate effect of the program and the long-term controls
accompl ished through 'operationaland land«use development
measures,

Director's Recommendati

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve the
proposed Portland International Airport Noise Abatement Program
outlined in this report and Attachment B with the following conditions:

1. All operational controls shall be implemented within the schedule
shown in Table 2.

2. 211 land use controls shall be pursued as scheduled, to the extent
feasible, by the Port of Portland.
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3. Prior to January 1, 1985, the Department shall submit an informational
report on the status of this abatement program, an evaluation of
implementation progress, and the need to amend the program.

h, Approval of this program and these conditions is an order of the
Commission and is enforceable pursuant to OAR 340-12-052,

R0

William H., Young

AZ289
Attachments
A. Transmittal Letter from Port of Portland
B. Portland International Airport Noise Abatement Plan
Summary Report - June 1983 (available at DEQ headquarters)
JMHector :ahe
2295989

July 29, 1983 _
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% Port of Portland

Box 3529 Portland, Oregon 97208
503/231-5000
TWX: 910-464-6151

June 30, 1983 '

Bill Young, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Dear Bill:

On June 8, the Port of Portland Commission approved the Portland Inter-
national Airport Noise Abatement Plan and directed staff to submit the

" plan to the Envirommental Quality Commission for review. This action

was the culmination of an li-month study conducted by Port staff and
our consultant with the wvaluable assistance of a 28-member Planning
Advisory Committee. We are very proud of the results of the study,
both in terms of the magnitude of the plan's noise reduction, &nd in .
terms of the vast improvement in trust and communication that developed
among Port, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) airline, and neigh-
borhood representatlves.

Therefore, consistent with DEQ Airport Noise Control Regulations, we
are submitting three copies of the Portland International Airport Noise
Abatement Plan Technical Report as documentation of our Airport Noise
Abatement Program for Portland Internationmal Airport (PIA)., Implemen-
tation of the plan is expected to reduce the population residing within
the Noise Impact Boundary by 69,000 people, a 39 percent reduction.
Other noise-sensitive properties within the Noise Impact Boundary will
also be gimilarly reduced: schools, 22 percent reduction; parks, 35
percent reductionj churches, 41 percent reduction; hospitals, 33 per-
cent reduction.

The plan consists of three closely related programs:

o An Aviation Noise Abatement Program, which identifies changes in
aircraft operational procedures and proposals for fac111ty
improvements at PIA.

o A Land Use Management Program, which proposes land use compati-
bility improvements in the vicinity of the airport and mitigation
wmeasures for existing noise-semnsitive land uses.

o A Review and Monitoring Program, which describes procedures for
monitoring changes in airport usage, aircraft equipment and opera-
tion, land use, and citizen complaints so that the plan may be
continually updated.

Offices also in Pasco, Washington, Chicago, litinois, New York, NY., Washington, D.G,, Hong Kong, Manila,
Secul, Sirigapore, Sydney, Taipei, Tokya, London




Bill Young
Page 2
June 30, 1983

Implementation of all three programs has begun. We expect to have
interim aircraft operational procedures implemented by the FAA early
in July, which should achieve the majority of the expected noise reduc-
tions. Complete implementation of aircraft noise abatement procedures
is dependent on the installation of an important navigational aid and
may take one year to accomplish.

Airport noise abatement planning is a complex, time-consuming task
requiring the concerted action of many groups and agencies. Although
all sircraft noise impacts in the Portland area will not be completely
eliminated, the PIA Noise Abatement Plan establishes programs that
will result in significant noise reduction. The Port of Portland is
comnitted to the implementation of the plan and to the continuing pro-
cess of noise abatement.

We look forward to your favorable review. If you or your staff have
any questions, please contact Bill Supak or Jay Buechler,

Sincerely,

1Zoyd Anderson
xecutive Director

cc: John Hector
Planning Advisory Committee

03F451
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NOISE ABATEMENT PLAN
SUMMARY REPORT

The primary objective of the Portland International Airport (PIA) Noise
Abatement Study was to minimize the conflict of aircraft noise with the
surrounding community. With the help of a 28 member Planning Advisory
Committee, representing community groups, the FAA, the airlines, pilots, and
local and state governments, a plan has emerged that, when implemented, is
expected to reduce hoise to 69,000 Oregon and Washington residents. Further,
because aircraft engines will become guieter in the future, the number of
persons exposed to aircraft noise should remain about the same over the next
20 years, even with continued population growth in the metropolitan area.
This 39 percent reduction in noise impacts will be achieved through changes in
aireraft operational procedures, land use management, and noise monitoring
programs.

Specifically, the plan consists of 3 closely related programs.

e The Aviation Hoise Abatement Prograe, which addresses changes in aiprcraft
cperational procedures and proposals for facllity improvements at PIA,
during both the long and short terma. Included among these
recommendations are:

@ New departure procedures to the east, west, and scuth that take
advantage of the Columbia River as a compatible land use.

e New ailreraft arrival routes from the east that take advantage of the
Columbia River.

® Prohibition of commuter and general aviatlon operations on Runway 2-20
unless dictated by wind conditions.

& Installation of a VOR/DME navigational ald on the airport which enables
airceraft to more precisely fly the proposed noise abatement procedures.




¢ A Land Use Management Program, which addresses future land use development
in the airport environs and mitigation measures for existing
noise-sensitive land uses. This program includes:

¢ Extension of a Noise Overlay Zone to Multnomah County.

¢ Consideration of property acquisition within a very high nolse impact
area (Ldn 75).

® Consideration of a sound insulation azsistance program.

e Pursuit of statewilde legislation related to tax relief for sound
insulation, fair disclosure of noise levels, and building code
amendments in areas of high noise impact.

e A Review and Monitoring Program, which describes the procedures for
monitoring the developments and changes in airport usage, aircraft
equipment and operations, land use, and citizen complaints so that the
program may be continually updated and kept effective. Elements of this
program include:

@ Formation of a continuing noise abatement advisory committee.
¢ Continuing noise monitoring program.
e Suggested public information actions.

The estimated annual éoat to the airlines to fly the recommended procedures is
$2,250,000. Total capital costs are estimated to be $1.9 million, not
including the possible costs of property acquisition or relocation.

This report summarizes the PIA Noise Abatement Plan. The next section
presents a brief background on how the study was conducted. The remainder of
the report describes the specific plan recommendations. A detailed
description of the plan is available in PIA Noise Abatement Plan, Techmical
Report, June, 1983.




BACKGROUND

In early 1982, the Port of Portland staff met with representatives of the
State Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), and the community about increasing noise impacts from
PIA. It was concluded that there were no short-=term solutions to this complex
problem. The best approach was to prepare a comprehensive nolse abatement
plan for the airport based on a study involving all of the agencies
responsible for the management of aircraft noise.

In July, 1982, the Port Commission authorized an expenditure of $280,000 for a
noise abatement study to find workable solutions that would reduce noise
impacts. The consulting firm of Coffman Asscciates from Kansas City,
Missouri, in assoclation with 2 local subcontractors, Wilsey & Ham and Seton,
Johnson and Odell, was retained to provide technical assistance throughout the
planning process.

Realizing that effective noise reduction can only be achieved through the
cooperative efforts of affected citizens and the agencies involved in the
management of aircraft rnoise, the Port provided 2 important elements in the
study to allow direct involvement of all parties who may be affected by the
results. First, a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) was assembled which
consisted of representatives of the Port, FAA, loczl and state governments,
the airlines, the military, pilots, airporf{ users, and the general public.
This committee met frequently to provide and review information throughout the
study, and to participate in the development of alternative sclutions.

Secondly, public workshops were conducted throughout the process. These
provided opportunities for the general public to learn about the study's goals
and objectives and the existing noise situation, as well as to .participate in
. developing alternatives for noise reduction and recommendations included in
the final plan. Individuals who were on record as having complained about
noise or expressed an interest in the study were specifically invited, by
letter, to attend these sessions, while additional announcements were made in
local newspapers. ‘

The objective of the noise abatement planning process for PIA has been-te
achieve maximum compatibility between aircraft operations and noise-sensitive
land uses within the airport environs. During the course of the study, an
inventory of existing airport facilities-=such as runways, taxiways, and
navigational aids available--was conducted to help in the evaluation of the
effectiveness of facility changes in reducing noise. At the same time, a land
use and zoning inventory was also completed.

Following this work, 1982 baseline noise contours were developed using the
FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM) and information obtained from 40 hours of
radar flight tracking, aircraft noise measurements and current data on the
number of annual operations and the types of aircraft using PIA.

Once the contours were generated, both existing and future land uses in the
study area were evaluated to determine incompatible locationg.




After this, a total of T6 separate aircraft operational and airport
development alternatives suggested for noise abatement were scréened for
applicability at PIA. Alternatives considered most beneficial were analyzed
to determine not only their noise abatement potential, but also their impacts
on air transportation and safety. Since the ultimate concern was the effect
of noise on people, the minimization of the numbers of perscons impacted was a
key factor in the selection of those alternatives recommended for
implementation.

Additionally, 34 different land use management techniques (alternatives) were
evaluated for their applicability to noise impacted areas. This assessment
included the determination by local land use planning agencies of the
acceptability of the various techniques, their effectiveness in reducing noise
impacts and the determination of the costs associated with their
implementation.

As a result of these analyses of aviation alternatives and land use management
techniques, the recommended Noise Abatement Plan was, derived.




AVIATION NOISE ABATEMENT PROGRAM

The recommended aviation noise abatement plan for PIA conaists of several
elements designed to direct the major portion of local aircraft cperations
over the areas most compatible with the noise generated by those aircraft.
These elements may be separated into 3 categories: runway use, flight track
changes, and capital improvements to the airport.

Runway Use

The specific measure recommended for implementation which falls within the
runway utilization category is:

@ FRestrict operations on Runway 2-20 by all airecraft unless its use is
dictated by weather or field conditions.

Under this measure, the use of the runway would be limited to those few
periods of the year when wind is from the south (between 180 and 220 degrees)
and in excess of safe crosswind standards for use of the parallel ruaways.
This wind demanded use would occur approximately 1 1/2 percent of the year for
large aircraft and approximately 3 percent of the year feor smaller aircraft.

Flight Track Changes

The second group of aviation elements includes those from which the greatest
noise relief benefits may be derived--changes to flight track locations and
their use, These have been subcategorized by aircraft type and are indicated,
in compariscon with current flight tracks, on Exhibit A for departures and
Exhibit B for arrivals. :

For all air carrier, military fighter/attack, and business jet aircraft, these
measures are:

e If departing on Runway 10R or 10L (take-off to the east), turn left as

soon as practical to 080 degrees and fly that course for a distance of 10 -

miles before turning on course.

This measure will take aircraft 6 miles further east than what is
currently being flown.

e If departing on Runway 28R or 28L (take-off to the west), maintain the
initial runway heading for a distance of 8 miles or until reaching an
altitude of 6,000 feet, whichever occurs first, before turning on course.

This measure will take aircraft approximately 4 miles further west and
3,000 feet higher than what is currently being flown.

¢ If departing on Runway 20 (take-off to the south) and east or northbound,
turn right as soon as practical to a heading of 310 degrees and fly 8
miles from the airport before turning on course.




By turning soon after takeoff populated areas south of the airport could
be avoided.

¢ If departing on Runway 20 and east or southbound, turn right as soon as
practical to a heading of 290 degrees and fly 8 miles from the airport
before turning on course.

This procedure will also result in aircraft turning before reaching
densely populated areas.

@ If arriving on Runway 10R or 10L (landing to the east), establish final
approach beyond 8 miles from the airport. A&ir Traffic Control will 1limit
the use of downwind approaches to the greatest extent practical by
vectoring arrivals directly to the final approach fix.

This measure will minimize the use of current flight tracks which overfly
heavily populated areas.

€ If arriving on Runway 28R or 28L (landing to the west) under generally
good weather conditions, use an approach path over the river until
approximately 4 miles from the airport.

Airceraft presently land "straight-in" to the west, over populated portions
of east Multnomah County. This procedure will keep aircraft over the
Columbia River for a longer period of time.

@ If arriving on Runway 28R or 28L when the preceding procedure is not
possible, Air Traffic Control will limit the use of downwind approaches to
the greatest extent practical by vectoring arrivals directly to the final
approach point 8 miles from the airport.

For all propeller aircraft heavier than 12,500 pounds, Metroliners and
military T-33 aircraft, the measures are:

e Fly all departure courses designated above for air carrier, military
fighter/attack, and business jet aireraft to an altitude of 3,000 feet
before turning on course. :

e Fly all arrival courses designated above for large aircraft.

To maintain the efficient use of the airspace and prevent an unacceptable
detericoration of airport capacity, piston engine aircraft weighing less than
12,500 pounds (most general aviation airecraft) should be turned on course as
soon as practical after departure. These aircraft should be sequenced into
the arrival stream in accordance with safe operating eriteria.

Capital Improvements

Those recommendations calling for significant capital improvements to the
airport are:

¢ Expedite the installation of a VOR/DME navigational aid on the airport to
allow the more precise use of the flight track procedures previously
outlined.




e Install, when technology and practicality warrant, a microwave landing
system (MLS) for approaches from the east. This measure will have little
utility until on-board equipment for air carrier aireraft has been
developed and installed on the majority of the fleet. It is not
anticipated that this will occur until after 1990,

Use Agreement

In addition to these 3 groups of aviation noise abatement recommendations, 2
additional measures are recommended to limit activity which has been the
subject of noise complaints. These measures are:

e Establish a formal agreement between the airport and the Oregon Air
National Guard to limit their flying activity during nighttime hours to
only emergencies or those special occasions when required by the United
States Air Force. Included in this agreement should be procedures for
notification of the public whenever special exercises are planned which
will extend into the nighttime hours.

e Suspend the overhead approach procedure by F=# military aircraft subject
to further evaluation, but allow formation approach procedures. Retain
overhead approaches by T-33 aircraft.

The combination of the preceding 17 measures form the recommended aviation
noise abatement program for PIA. The anticipated results of its
implementation are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Abatement Plan Noise Exposure

To project the anticipated noise exposure associated with the plan, forecast
operational levels were computer modeled to provide Ldn 55, 60, 65, 70, and 75
noise contours for the years 1983, 1988, 1993, and 2003.

The data used in the computer modeling of forecast aircraft noise includes
small and large aircraft flight tracks, altitude and distance profiles, time
of day percentages, fleet mix, FAR Part 36 compliance levels, and runway
utilization. Table A presents the fleet mix and operational levels used for
the projection of the abatement plan noise contours.

FAR, Part 36 Compliance

The Federal Aviation Administraticn, under FAR, Part 36, has set guidelines
requiring decreases in the level of noise produced by large air carrier
aircraft by 1988. Most air carriers have injitiated a program of either
retrofitting, reengining, or replacing aircraft which do not meet the new
lower noise standards. The percent of aircraft at PIA in compliance with FAR
Part 36 is given on Table B.




Tabie A
FLEET MIX FORECASTS

Air Carrier
Class III (91-125 Seats)
BAC~111
BAE-146
737-200
DC-9-30
727-100

Class IV (126-185 Seats)
727-200
757
DC-9-50/80
737-300

Class V (186-240 Seats)
DC-8-63/71
767
4300

Class VI (241-360 Seats)
DC-10
L-1011
TUT

Commuter _
20 Seat (Metro, C99, EMB 110F2)
30-40 Seat (S330, Dash 8, S340)
50+ Seat (F-27, 748, Dash 7)

Cargo
Two~-Engine (DC-9)
Three-Engine (727)
Four-Engine (DC-8)

General Aviation
Single~Engine Piston
Twin-Engine Piston
Turboprop
Rotorcraft
Business Jet

Military
- FY
T33

UH-1H

UH-1N

TOTALS:

1983 1988 1993 2003
6,180 0 0 0
0 6,240 6,860 7,460
7,480 7,340 5,660 1,840
4,050 5,180 3,420 830
2,920 2,680 1,710 20
HS,HOO 40,100 34,720 18,610
440 2,200 6,690 20,220
3,060 5,310 10,290 21,240
0 1,250 3,990 13,200
2,230 1,300 900 0
1,640 3,500 4,250 9,500
1,500 1,600 2,650 4,130
1,420 1,440 1,440 3,000
2,050 1,430 1,200 0
200 350 550 1,050
78,560 79,920 B4,330 101,100
22,970 27,720 23,360 11,000
520 2,600 8,030 26,330
3,200 4,700 11,670 25,930
26,690 35,020 43,060 63,260
Incl. 930 1,160 1,670
in 1,150 1,430 2,080
above 530 670 950
2,610 3,330 ,700

61,880 56,540 55,500 55,600
33,660 29,300 30,800 33,300
12,450 17,000 18,300 20,300
2,000 2,200 2,300 2,400
7,020 7,050 7,080 7,140
117,010 112,090 113,980 118,740
7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000
1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750
8,125 8,125 8,125 B,125
8,125 8,125 8,125 8,125
25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
247,260 254,640 269,700 312,800




‘Table B
FAR PART 36 COMPLIANCE
PORTLAND INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

Percent Percent
Carrier Aircraft In Compliance Not In Compliance

Airborne DC-9-10/30 0 100
AirCal DC-9-80 100 0
' BT37 ki 93

Alaska BT27 100 0
: BT37 100 0
DC-9-80 100 0

American BT27 100 0
Continental BT27 100 0
Delta B727 100 0
L1011 100 0

Eastern B727 100 0
A300 100 0

L1011 100 0

Emery B727 0 100
Evergreen DC-9-10/30 0 100
Federal Express ‘B727 100 0
Frontier BT37 57 43
bC-9-80 100 0

Northwest B727 100 0
DC-10 100 0

Orion B72T 67 33
Pacifiec Express B-111 0 100
P34 DC-9-80 100 0
BT2T 100 0

Republic DC-9-10 0 100
DC=-9~50/80 100 0

B727 100 ' 0

THA DC-9-80 100 0
United BT27 100 0
: BT37 - 45 - 55
B767 100 0

DC-8 38 62

DC=-10 100 0

Western B727 100 0
Wien Air BT737 100 0

Note: Horizon, Cascade and Arcata are not listed because turboprop
aircraft are not subject to FAR Part 36, Stage II restrictions.

Taken in total, the fleet compliance level for Portland Inter-
national Airport is 81.6 percent under May, 1983 conditions..

Source: Air Transport Asscociation of America and FAA, Department of
Energy and Environment.




1983 Noise Abatement Plan Contours

Exhibit C compares the 1982 baseline noise contours with noise contours which
may be expected for 1983 traffic levels with the implementation of the noise
abatement plan. Several features become cobvious when these contours are
compared. First, several populated areas will experience significantly
reduced noise with the implementation of the recommended flight procedures.
West of the airport, the large bulges associated with turning movements are
reduced considerably in =size over Sauvie Island and disappear completely over
Northwesat Portland and Lake Vancouver. BScuth of the airport, the contours are
slightly reduced in size by virtue of right turns on departure from Runway 20.
While this reduction is not great in area, the number of persons affected by
the reduction is substantial.

The greatest benefits from the implementation of the abatement plan procedures
are realized east of the airport. Noise levels are reduced over virtually all
of eastern Multnomah County. The city of Gresham 1s completely removed from
within the 55 Ldn contour, while Wood Village, Fairview, and unincorporated
portions of the county will all be exposed to lower average noise levels.
Table C indicates the various impacts associated with the 1983 noise zbatement
plan contours. Most notable among these are a 39 percent reduction in the
number of persons exposed to noise of 55 Ldn or more and a reduction of 62
percent in the number of persons within the 65 Ldn contour.

The area over the Columbia River east of PIA is exposed to greater levels of
noise than under baseline conditions. This is the result of departing
aircraft turning to a heading of 080 degrees for a distance of 10 miles before
turning on course, The implementation of a visual approach procedure over the
river is also reflected in this contour change. Fortunately, the great
majority of the area exposed tc increased noise is now in compatilble use and
expected to remain so in the future. West of the airport, noise may be
expected to increase over portions of Sauvie Island as a result of aircraft.
maintaining their initial runway heading for 8 miles (or until reaching 6,000
feet) prior to turning on course.

Those areas of noise-sensitive use subject to increased noise between 55 and
65 Ldn are generally located along the sidelines of the primary flight tracks
to and from PIA and include a portion of eastern Clark County, including part
of the Cascade Park Subdivision south of MeGillivray Blvd. and small portions
of Camas and Washougal. Also, slightly increased noise may be expected over a
small area of widely scattered homes in the Corbett area. Increases west of
the airport appear to be entirely over compatible areas. In no case is ncise
above 65 Ldn extended over populated areas not previously impacted. The areas
of noise-sensitive use remaining after implementation of the plan are shown on
Exhibit D.
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Table C
1983 HOISE ABATEMENT PLAN
IMPACTS AND INCOMPATIBILITIES

1983

1982 Abatement  Percent
Baseline Plan Change

Population within 55 Ldn (000's) 177.7 108.7 - 39
60 Ldn (000's) 52.7 26.9 - 49

65 Ldn (000's) 8.9 3.4 - b2

70 Ldn (000's) 0.4 0.5 + 25

75 Ldn (000's) 0.2 0.1 - 50

Level Weighted Population (000's) 37.7 21.4 - 43
Total area within 55 Ldn (sq. mi.) 127.8 120.3 - 6
60 Ldn (sq. mi.) 56.6 60.0 + 6

65 Ldn (sq. mi.) 31.9 26.6 - 17

70 Ldn (sq. mi.) 12.3 10.8 - 12

75 Ldn (sq. mi.) 5.2 4.6 - 12

Residential area within 55 Ldn (acres) 20,107 15,737 - 22

Residential area within 65 Ldn (acres) 1,901 1,096 - U2
Schools within 55 Ldn 68 53 - 22
65 Ldn 1 1 0

Parks within 55 Ldn 37 2y - 35
65 Ldn 2 pd 0

Churches within 55 Ldn 99 58 - i
65 Ldn 2 i - 50

Hospitals within 55 Ldn 6 y - 33
65 Ldn 0 0 vl

Noise Abatement Plan Contours for 1988, 1993, and 2003

Noise contour projections for 3 future periods - 1988, 1993, and 2003 - were
also prepared.

In 1988, there should be a general reduction in the size of the contours in
the study area due to the anticipated compliance of all aircraft with FAR Part
36 noise requirements.

In 1993, the reduction in size will continue, due to a quieter aircraft fleet
and the anticipated effects of the installation of a microwave landing systen
for approaches from the east. However, development of residential areas in
eastern Multnomah and Clark Counties within the 55 to 65 Ldn could create a
slight increase in overall population impacts.

In the year 2003, the maximum tested reduction in contour size compared to
1982 baseline conditions will be achieved, primarily as a result of greater
use of new generation aircraft. Even with forecast populaticn growth, there
will be only 114,000 people residing within the year 2003 Ldn 55 contour.
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Program Costs

The costs of implementing this program consist of 2 separate categories of
expenditure. The first is those capital improvements which are required for
the implementation of specific elements of the plan., The second is
anticipated aircraft operating costs associated with the recommended
procedures.

The major anticipated capital costs related to the plan recommendations are
the acquisition of a VOR/DME navigational aid for installation on the airport
and the eventual purchase and installation of a Microwave Landing System
approach from the east. The VOR/DME is expected to cost approximately
$200,000. A microwave landing system is expected to cost in excess of
$1,000,000 when it is installed after 1990.

The estimated cost to the air carrier fleet in following the river departure
and arrival routes is projected to be an additional $2,000,000 for 1983 and
gradually increasing to slightly higher levels over the next 20 years. Costs
to the commuter carriers are expected to be an additional $250,000 with the
crosswind runway restriction and climbs to 3,000 feet prior to turns on
course,

Implementation Approach

Implementation of the aviation noise abatement program should be through an
agreement between the Port of Portland and the Air Traffic Control Tower. The
agreement should incorporate each of the recommended actions.

The implementation of the noise control program should ineclude a written
statement describing the noise abatement measures which will be in effect,
distributed for the use of pilots and aircraft operators and for the
information of the publiec.
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LAND USE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

A Land Use Management Program, which addresses development in the airport
environs and mitigation measures for existing noise-sensitive land uses, was
developed for PIA. Each of the measures has been discussed with affected
jurisdictions., The individual recommendations of the land use management
program are:

@ That no new residential construction within the 65 Ldn contour be allowed
unless currently permitted under existing residential zoning.

e That sound insulation be required for all new residential structures
within the 65 Ldn contour. Interior noise reduction an average interior
level of U5 Ldn is the objective.

¢ That sound insulation be required for all new or reconstructed
nonresidential, noise-sensitive uses within the 65 Ldn contour.

¢ That within the 65 Ldn contour, all new residential construction be
required to dedicate a noise easement to the Port of Portland.

¢ That within the 65 Ldn contour, a disclosure statement be required for all
new residential structures.

e That urbanization outside the Urban Growth or Services Boundary, within 55
Ldn, be managed to control the growth of noise-sensitive uses.

®# That the Port of Portland consider acquiring property with existing
noise-sensitive uses within the 75 Ldn contour.

¢ That the Port of Portland establish a sound insulation assistance progran,
if FAA funding is available, for existing homes located within the 1988
Ldn 70 contour.

® That tax relief for sound insulation be sought for homecwners within the
65 Ldn contour. '

@ That legislative amendments be sought that revisze the State Uniform
Building Code and establish falr disclosure.

The implementation of these recommendations will assist the maintenance of
reduced noise impacts resulting from implementation of the Aviation Hoise
Abatement Program discussed in the previous section.

Program Implementation

In the following paragraphs, a more detailed description and the
implementation mechanism for each of the recommended techniques is discussed.

Noise Overlay Zone

Provision of a Noise Overlay Zone would serve to regulate all noise sensitive
land uses within the 65 Ldn contour, dssuring that all new construction
includes adequate protection from noise impacts.
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The following paragraphs outline the process necessary to create the nolse
overlay zone within each affected jurisdiction.

City of Vancouver and Clark County

The 65 Ldn contour includes only a very small portion of southern Vancouver
and a majority of this area is industrial land. While population projections
for this area show an increase between 1983 and 2003, this increase is
expected to be the result of downtown re-development rather than conventional
residential expansion. Consequently there would be minimal benefit to the
City in establishing an overlay zZone at this time. Therefore the extension of
the noise impact zone into the Vancouver portion of the 65 Ldn contour is not
recommended.

Multncmah County

There could be substantial benefit to Multhomah County from the creation of a
noise impact zone. It is recommended that appropriate language be added to
the County Framework Plan, and that an ordinance similar to Portland's
crdinance be adopted by the County Board.

The first step in implementing this recommendation is a revision to the
existing Policy 13 of the County Framework Plan (Air, Noise and Water
Quality). This revision should be a statement of County policy to pursue the
creation of a noise overlay zone.

After the peolicy to create a noise impact zone is adopted into the Framework
Plan, an ordinance creating the zone and the associated regulations must be
drafted. The last step in the creation of a noise impact zone in Multnomah
County is the addition of the zone to the County Zoning Map.

City of Portland

The City of Portland's noise ordinance is already in effect. The Noise
Ordinance requires an update of the boundary every 5 years with the first
revision due in September of 1983. Consequently a timetable for revision and
update of the ordinance is already established. It is recommended that the
ordinance be amended so that references to 1977 Ldn 68 and Ldn 65 be changed
to the 1983 Ldn 65 contour. This will require that existing prohibitions on
residential development presently tied to the 1977 Ldn 68 contour be revised
to the 1983 Ldn 65 contour. This would make the city ordinance consistent
with the ordinance proposed for Multnomah County and consistent with accepted
federal guidelines for land use compatibility. It is also recommended that
the noise easement references to 1977 noise levels be deleted.

Noise Easement Dedication

The Portland Noise Impact Ordinance, calls for the dedication of a noise
easement to the Port of Portland for all new residential construction within
the 65 Ldn contour. The Port currently holds several such easements. The
proposed noise ordinance for Multnomah County should also include an easement.
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Disclosure Statements

One element of the recommended nolse overlay zone 18 a requirement for the
provision of a disclosure statement to all prospective purchasers or tenants
within the 65 Ldn contour. This statement is meant to inform the prospective
buyer or tenant of existing noise impacts on the subject property. Fair
disclosure is difficult for the local Jjurisdiction to enforce, but provides
some degree of benefit when it is applied. It is recommended that the Port
pursue the concept of noise level disclosure through the State Legislature and
with local Boards of' Realtors.

Amendments to the St'ate Building Code

A principal element o¢of the proposed noise overlay zone is a requirement for
sound insulation in new noise-sensitive development within the 65 Ldn contour.
The most effective tool for implementation of such a requirement is the local
building code. Because building codes in Oregon are regulated at the state
level, and the code is uniform statewide, it is recommended that the Port
pursue amendments to the building code at the state level to require sound
insulation within high noise impact areas.

Urban Growth Management

The intention of the urban grdwth management recommendations is to discourage
the conversion of those areas which are not now urbanized to noise-sensitive
urban land uses.

It is recommended that the Port of Portland petition Clark County, Multnomah
County and METRO to adopt land use policies which will manage the growth of
noise-sensitive uses for those areas outside existing urban growth boundaries
and within the 1983 Ldn 55 noise contour.

Acquisition Within 75 Ldn

Due to the high level of noise impact in the immediate viclnity of the
airport, it is recommended that the Port consider the acquisition of all
residential structures within the 75 Ldn. Identification of targeted
structures should be based upon 2003 contours, so that dwellings currently
within the 75 Ldn, but ocutside the contour by 2003 are not purchased
unnecessarily. The only existing residences within the year 2003 Ldn 75
contour are in the Lemon Island Houseboat Moorage. This moorage, which
includes approximately 59 houseboats and 125 residents; is located directly
north of the east end of Runway 10L-28R.

The Port of Portland should investigate the options for the future of the
Lemon Island Moorage. These include closing the moorage completely,
relocating the moorage to a new less noise-sensitive location, or leaving it
as is. The Port of Portland Commission should establish a policy of sascquiring
control of all noise sensitive property within the year 2003 Ldn 75 contour.
This policy could be implemented by first directing Port staff to work with
the moorage residents over the next 3 to 6 months to develop a solution.
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Sound Insulation Program

If FAA funding is available, it is recommended that the Port of Portland
establish and administer a sound insulation assistance program for homes
located within the 1988 Ldn 70 contour.

The program could best be administered in a manner similar to that of existing
weatherization programs. Services provided within the Program Boundary could
include: an acoustical audit, provision of a guaranteed loan or grant and
inspection services. Upon request by the property owner and verification that
the property lies within the Program Boundary, the Pert could arrange for an
acousgtical audit of the residence. Noise measurements would be talen and the
general effectiveness of building construction, existing insulation, ete. in
reducing exterior to interior noise would be measured. The end product of the
audit would be a recommended package of measures which would reduce the
average interior noise level to 45 Ldn.

In order to assure that program monies are spent properly, all participating
homes should be inspected on completion of the work. Partiecipating homeowhers
would alsc grant a noise easement to the Port of Portland.

Sound Insulation For Schools

According to federal noise control guidelines, the threshold level for average
interior noise in schools is 45 dBA. School buildings are estimated to reduce
noise from exterior to interior by approximately 20 Ldn. Consequently, in the
outer noise contours (55-65 Ldn) no additional insulation is required to bring
average interior noise down to the threshold level.

There is only one existing school within the 65 Ldn contour, Columbia School
on Marine Drive. Columbia School is a publie middle school within the
Portland School District and is currently in its last year of full-time
operation. The District plans to use the facility as a holding school (used
for temporary relocation caused by displacement during remodeling of other
schools) over the next 2 years. Beyond that time period, 1t is unlikely that
the building will be used f'or regular classroom space.  As a result, it is not
recommended that Columbia School be insulated to reduce noise. The Port of
Portland should monitor the situation through the continuing program, and if
the District plans change, the possibility of insulation should be
reconsidered and evaluated.

Tax Relief for Soeund Insulation

The insulation of property against socund intrusion can be an expensive
proposition. Therefore, it is recommended that the Port pursue with the
Oregon Legislature an income tax deduction for those individuals who reside
within the 65 Ldn contour and insulate their homes against noise. Such a
program could be applied on a statewide basis.
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Land Use Management Program Costs

Several of the recommended land use management strategies have little or no
cost associated with their implementation, while others will require
significant expenditure of public monies to accomplish their intent. The
implementation of a noise overlay zone in Multnomah County and the revislon of
the existing zone within the City of Portland will require no major capital
expenditure by public bodies, although some costs may accrue to private
developers in meeting the specificaticns of the zone. Costs would be incurred
for city, county and Port staff personnel time expended in administering the
proposed overlay zone and providing staff review during the approval process.,

The management of urbanization outside the Urban Growth of Services Boundary
and within 55 Ldn will also require the commitment of staff time for
coordination and support of the proposal by the Port, Clark County, Multnomah
County and METROQ.

A detailed analysis of the cost of acquisition of the Lemon Island Moorage
should be conducted over the next 3 to 6 months as staff and moorage residents
exanine relocation options.

Beyond the acquisition of property within the 75 Ldn contour, the primary
costs associated with the land use management program will be incurred in the
implementation of a sound insulation program. Insulation of 230 dwelling
units within the 70 to 75 Ldn contours will cost approximately $610,000. 1In’
addition to the insulation costs, the Port would incur administrative costs
for audit and inspection services. If it is assumed that all homes within the
70 Ldn contour are insulated over a 3-year period, administration costs would
be approximately $15,300 per year. Finally, design and publication of an
information brochure is anticipated to cost approximately $10,000 in staff
time and distribution. The costs associated with the recommended program are
outlined in Table D.

Table D
ESTIMATED INSULATION PROGRAM COSTS
PROPOSED PROGRAM

Contour Estimated Funding Participation
Interval Cost FAA (90 Percent) Port (10 Percent)
70 - 75 Ldn $ 666,000 $ 599,400 $ 66,600
Annualized

over 3 years $ 222,000 $ 199,800 $ 22,200
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REVIEW AND MONITORING PROGRAM

The implementation of the PIA Noise Abatement Plan cannot be accomplished and
then forgotten if the programs are to provide continuing noise relief to the
community. The noise abatement plan must be flexible to achieve its intended
goals. Therefore, a continuing process of noise abatement assessment is
recommended to monitor compliance with both the aviation noise abatement
program at PIA and the land use management program in the adjacent
communities, Table E provides a flowchart showing the timing of
implementation of the recommendations of the noise abatement plan.

Noise Abatement Advisory Committee

It is recommended that a Noise Abatement Advisory Committee be established.
It is further recommended that the existing Planning Advisory Committee that
served during the course of the study, serve as the proposed Noise Abatement
Advisory Commjttee for the first year following adoption of the plan. At the
end of the year, membership and representation could be evaluated to determine
if adjustments were necessary. The committee should meet bimonthly or
quarterly for the first year. In subsequent years, the Committee may find it
adequate to meet less frequently.

-The Committee is envisioned as having 2 principal areas of concern in the
continuing process of noise abatement. The first of these is review of the
implementation of the Aviation Noise Abatement Program. The following are
potential functions of the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee:

¢ HReview of reports from the Port Noise Abatement 0ffice with regard to
complaints and compliance with the noise abatement program and reports
from the FAA Air Traffic Manager on the use of the prescribed abatement
procedures. The committee would analyze complaints filed with the Noise
Abatement Office, review the records of compliance and noncompliance and
the actions taken by the noise abatement staff to follow up multiple
violations, if they oeccur.

¢ Review and comment on proposals for changes to aircraft operating
procedures relative to their impact on noise exposure and their effect on
the operating efficiency of the noise abatement plan procedures. It is
under this responsibility that the refinement of the noise abatement plan
is accomplished by addressing issues specific to very limited needs and
very lcocalized areas.

@ Review of periodic updates of the noise contour mapping for Portland
International Airport prepared by Port staff. These contour map updates
should be prepared annually in the first quarter of the calendar year and
be based on the preceding year's annual activity levels. This process
will allow a continuous evaluastion of the effectiveness of the noilse
abatement plan and the early detection of significant deviations from its
recommendations.
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Table E

TMPLEMENTATIOE SCHEDULE
PIA NOISE ABATEMENT PLAN

Recommendation

Port Approval

Rwy 10 Departure

Rwy 28 Departure

Rwy 2-20 Restriction
Rwy 20 Departures

Limit Downwind
Approaches

River Arrival to
Rwy 28

Acquire VOR/DME
CANG Use Agreement
Noise Overlay Zone
Portland

Mul tnomah Co.
Disclosure Statement
State

Realtors
UBC Amendment
State Tax Relief
UBG Policy
Ldn 75 Acgquisition

Sound Insulation

A
B
c

Initiate Action

i n

AmC

1983 1984 1985 and
67891011 121234567489 10 11 12| Beyond
#

D T ——
4\ meeamam

A e e

Earliest or partial implementation
Latest or total implementation
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The second principal role of the committee or individual committee members
would be to monitor and assist the implementation of the recommendations of
the Land Use Management Program. Among its specific functions could be:

@ FReceive reports concerning ongoing or upcoming development proposals and
applications within noise impacted areas; evaluate each for 1its possible
effect on compatible land use and and suggest to the appropriate
Jurisdiction those changes they would suggest to prevent or limit adverse
impacts.

@ Support the implementation of the various Land Use Management Program
recommendations by appearing before local or state legislative bodies when
they are considered. Included here would be appearances before city and
county commissions relative to implementation of noise overlay zones and
before state legislative committees considering fair disclosure, building
code modification and tax relief questions.

& Review the progress of those land use recommendations which lie within the
ability of the Port to implement. These include land acquisition and
sound insulation assistance programs.

Noise Abatement Staff Team

Duties of the Port's noise abatement staff team in implementing the
recommendations of this plan would include the coordination of the Noise
Abatement Adviscory Committee function and daily continuation of the noise
abatement program. The elements of the continuing program should include:

An expanded noisze monitoring program.
Complaint and response functions.

A procedural review and evaluation process.
- A land use planning assistance function.

A public information and involvement function.

e @ O ¢ @

Noise Monitoring

The noise abatement program for Portland International Airport does not demand
a continuous field monitoring program with control by ordinance and/or civil
penalties. However, if situations arise in which extensive noise complaints
are received from & particular area, the noise abatement staff should
coordinate with the FAA to establish a procedure to conduct field measurement.
Simultaneously, radar tracking should be conducted to identify aircraft single
event noise levels for future comparisons and to identify the source of the
complaint and request compliance if necessary.

It is recommended that periods of one-week be used for Ldn contour monitoring
activity. Taking runway utilization, activity levels, fleet mix and weather
conditions into account, these recorded noise levels (measured in Ldn) would
be mapped and compared to previously calculated noise contours to identify any
major discrepancy between what is actually occurring and what was predicted to
occur. Comparison of the printed outputs from the recorders and airline and
military flight schedules may make it possible to identify individual aireraft
which create especially high noise levels. The noise abatement staff should
then follow up this evaluation with the operator and request compliance if
nencompliance is indicated.
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In addition to the collection of nolse measurements associated with complaint
levels, measurement evaluations may be found useful 1n the assessment of noise
conditions related to specific procedural changes and the committee and Port
response to those changes. For example, a new standardized, reduced thrust
noise abatement takeoff procedure has been discussed for some time. During
the implementation of such procedures at a future date, if ever, measurements
might be made to determine their impact on overall noise exposure. Work which
has been recently accomplished on military formation procedures is an example
of the utility of this measurement function.

Complaint Response

The complaint response function of the noise abatement staff refers to those
activities now underway which record and analyze noise complaints. They
include maintenance of the noise complaint hot line telephone circuits,
initial response to those complaining, analysis of trends in complaints,
follow up actions and evaluation of individual complaints where possible, and
recurrent reports,

Procedural Review and Evaluation

A process should be established which provides for the continuing review and
evaluation of refinements to the noise abatement plan. This process should
include the following 6 steps:

@ Initial review of suggested procedural changes by the Noise Abatement
Office, including preparation of technical descriptions of the proposal
and its feasibility and cost.

& When appropriate, review by the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee at its
next regularly scheduled meeting.

@ HReview by the FAA to determine its feasibility and impact on the air
traffic system.

¢ Review and written response by affected operators, including the number of
operations impacted and its anticipated costs or savings.

8 Development of a detailed technical report, inecluding computer modeling,
field testing, and impact and cost analyses as appropriate.

e Second review by the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee.

e Formal written response to the coriginator addressing the original
suggestion with technical analysis, projected date of implementation or
reasons it is unacceptable.

In some cases, the Port staff may find it helpful to develop noise contours to
determine the significance of a change in aircraft fleet mix or major facility
changes. This effort would be conducted on an as needed basis. Additionally,
new noise contours should be developed on a periodie hasis (annually is
suggested) to reflect a current noise exposure condition. These contours
should be based upon the most recent data available as collected from the Air
Traffic Control Tower and the airport users.
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In addition to the collection of detailed information on aircraft mix, it is
recommended that the noise abatement team periodically conduct radar tracking
of aircraft flight tracks on a random basis. Assurances should be made to
collect these flight tracks under all operating conditions, including east
flow, west flow, crosswind utilization, IFR and VFR weather. Additionally,
radar tracking may become necessary to provide input to specialized
evaluations (such as impacts associated with specific aircraft types) which
may occur from time to time.

A number of items have been identified for evaluation under this continuing
review and evaluation function. Planning Advisory Committee members have
indicated the following as priorities for further investigation:

e Evaluate turns to the north for eastbound traffic departing to the west.

e Evaluation of a Runway 28R side-step approach procedure for landings by
military aircraft.

. & Evaluate the noise abatement characteristics of overhead approaches as
compared to formation approaches.

e Evaluate refinements to helicopter operating procedures.
@ Evaluate preferred general aviation routings.
@ Evaluate the noise impacts of Metroliner reduced power procedures.

e Evaluate, when applicable, the benefits associated with installation of an
MLS on Runway 28L rather than 28R.

Land Use Planning Assistance

The Land Use Management Program recommends a series of steps which may be
taken by both loecal and regional agencies as well as the Port. In some cases
it will be necessary to prepare testimony in support of the program for
.presentation before legislative.committees, and to provide supportive
information to and coordination with local land use planning agencies.

The administration of a sound insulation program is alsc a land use
responsibility which would be met by the staff nolse abatement team. The team
would make initial investigations into the eligibility of specified properties
for assistance, administer the scheduling of audits and inspections, and
oversee the reimbursement of construction costs.

Public Information

Port staff should be responsible for the preparation of an annual report of
the ongoing noise abatement program. This report should summarize the ongoing
noise abatement efforts, provide updated noise exposure contours, and summary
tables on noise complaints. Another public information activity could be the
publication of periodic newsletters for distribution to individuals who have
expressed an interest in the noise abatement program, who have complained
about aireraft noise, or who have attended the various workshops held during
the noise abatement planning process. Such newsletters should also be
forwarded to all local neighborhood assocciations for distribution to their
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membership. Port staff should also schedule neighborhood workshops, coffees,
or presentations to regular neighborhood association meetings to desecribe the
noise abatement plan and the continuing efforts at its refinement. Finally,
the noise abatement team should be responsible for the preparation of news
' releases and media contacts concerning unusual noise generating events which
may occur from time to time. '
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CONCLUSION

The . preparation of this Noise Abatement Plam for Portland International
Airport has been a lengthy and arduous process involving the efforts of not
only the aviation and land use professionals in the community, but the general
public as well. The dedication of the Planning Advisory Committee membership
has resulted in the development of a series of recommendations which, while
not eliminating aireraft noise from the community, will greatly reduce its
impacts on the lives of the airport's neighbors.

It should be recognized that the plan includes all those recommendations which
could be reasonably implemented and does not call for the development of major
new airport facilities or mass land acquisition as has been necessary at other
airports in the United States. Early in the study process members of the
general public and public representatives of the Planning Advisory Committee
called for the revision of flight tracks to move noise away from densely
populated residential areas. This has been incorporated in the
recommendations as the prineipal method of reducing noise impacts in the
compunity.

Aircraft noise is, however, a problem which cannot be sclved by airport
management or airport users alone if the airport is to maintain a viable
service function for the Portland region. The evaluation of land use
management techniques in the aircraft noise abatement planning process has
resulted in a set of land use recommendations affected jurisdictions can
implement to control the development of incompatible uses in noise impacted
areas.

The Hoise Abatement Plam does not, and cannot, provide all the answers to
noise related issues. Therefore, the recommendation to continue the process
on a local level has been made. This continuing program will also provide for
a timely response to those conditions which may change over time and require a
reevaluation of future noise conditions.

In conclusion, the recommendations presented here ineclude the major measures

which may be taken to reduce noise impacts, but it is now the responsibility
-of-local agencies to take advantage of* them through implementation.
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIveNH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda ITtem No. I, August 19, 1983, EQC Meeting

Administrative Review of Agency-Issued Permits

Background

This matter originally came before the Commission when a publit interest
group petitioned the Environmental Quality Commission to amend its rules
to expand access to administrative review of permits issued by the
Department, {1) Ppermit applicantg are entitled to a contested case hearing
to challenge the terms or conditions of a permit or its denial. (2) The
proposed rule extended that right to “any person.”

Department opposed the proposal. It argued that the public has adeguate
protection in (1) the opportunity for public participation prior to the
issuance of permits; (2) the existence of alternate methods of reaching
the Commission with concerns; and (3) the existence of a judicial review
procedure. The need for an efficient method of processing the variety
of permits issued by the agency in its normal operations outweighed the
value of providing contested case hearings on demand.

The Commission declined to initiate rulemaking procedures on the specific
rule change proposal. Instead, it directed staff to study and analyze
the extent to which the Commission and non-applicants should be able to
participate in the formation and review of permits. The Commission” also
directed staff to recommend procedures by which such participation might
be undertaken effectively.

(1)attached are the petition, staff report, response, and final order
{Attachment 1).

(2)oAR 340-14-025(5). If the applicant is dissatisfied with the conditions
or limitations of any permit issued by the Department, he may request
a hearing before the Commission or its authorized representative. Such
a request for hearing shall be made in writing to the Director within
20 days of the date of mailing of the notification of issuance of the
permit, Any hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the regulations
of the Department.

DEQ-46
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Alternatives

The various options can be grouped under two categories. The first group
employs a trial-type (contested case) procedure. The second contemplates
a less structured forum for Commission involvement in the permit process.
For reasons discussed below the contested case format is deemed unduly
burdensome; a variation from the second option category ig favored.

Contested Case Review

These alternatives all involve variations of a trial-type hearing at the
instigation of a non-applicant to challenge permit terms.

One course of action, at the far end of the option range, is to offer to
all comers the ability to request a full administrative hearing with all
the formalities and procedures required by law in the conduct of an
administrative trial. No one now seems to be advocating allowing non-
applicants contested case review on demand, and it is this alternative
that the Commission rejected as unwarranted in considering the rulemaking
petition which prompted this examination.

The issue then narrows to whether the contested case format can be
effectively employed subject to limitations designed to encourage
potentially informative and productive examination of issues without unduly
burdening the applicant and regulator. Some means are:

1. Limit the persons to whom Commigsion review is available. Persons
to whom review rights are offered in other situations include those
who can show they:

a. Are "adversely affected or aggrieved." (ORS 183.480 standard
for establishing right to judicial review of agency orders.)

b. Have an interest in the outcome of the agency's proceeding
or represent a public interest in such result {(ORS 183.310(6) (c)
standard for establishing right of access by intervention in
a contested case).

c. Have an interest in the matter which is so direct and immediate
that they will either gain or lose by the direct legal operation
and effect of the decision - (Non-adminigtrative intervention
criteria, Union High Dist, No. 2 v. LaClair, 218 Or 493, 344
P23 769 (1959).)

Or, the Commisgion can c¢reate its own gualification criteria.

2, Limit the types of issues appealable by non-applicants. This might
involve limiting Commission review to policy issues, constitutional
issues or jurisdictional issues, rather than technical issues
requiring technical expertise; e.g. that a rule was misconstrued seems
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a better claim on Commission involvement than that effluent
measurements are inaccurate.

3. Limit the format, procedure, or circumstances under which review
is available by appeal to the Commission:

a. Proceed by written presentations rather than by sworn witnesges,
cross examination, etc.

b. "Certification of issues."” Request Commission review by
identifying areas of ostensible error and documenting error.
EQC may consider whether the requester has made a persuasive
case of possible error.

c. Make requests for review discretionary and reversible only for
abuge of discretion, as in rulemaking and declaratory ruling
reguests.

4. Broadening access to the hearing process but require the posting
of a bond.

There also are possible variations within the listed means.

Proponents of expanded use of the contested case process thoughtfully
support their request. Administrative review can be both cheaper and less
formal than court review. Typically, court review requires the use of
attorneys, while administrative review more flexibly allows participation
by informed laymen. The opportunity for court review sometimes becomes
illusory if generous funding is not available. They say, too, that opening
the process to a broader spectrum of participants enhances the prospect

of a more complete and, presumably, better record for decision, possibly
decreasing the need for court review. Proponents remind us that the permit
.process involves considerable discretion and, therefore, the potential

for abuse, which is traditionally protected by the availability of
administrative review. They argue that relatively few permits are
appealed, and therefore the feared delays and costs would be infrequent

and usually warranted. Finally, there exist possibilities which would
expand public access without seriously interfering with either the business
of the Department or permit applicants.

Opponents sensibly counter that delays engendered by contested cases make
that option simply impractical. Applicants suffer with the passage of
time, Delay provides a per se advantage to permit opponents. Delay is
financially costly and deters facility siting. The permittee is made
hostage to radical groups. Because permits require assurance of land use
compatibility, the issues raised have been thoroughly debated in a land use
forum. There is a fear that extensive Commission review would transform
the nature of the permit process from technical to political by
transferring responsibility from the technical body to the policy body.
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Policy is established in the rulemaking process and the development of

a permit is essentially ministerial, not requiring direct Commission
participation. PFinally, an expanded contested case process is simply not
necessary. 'There is no fundamental unfairness in allowing an applicant
rights that non-applicants do not have. Due process allows different
procedures, depending on the interests of the parties; Oregon law
authorizes the present procedure and it is presumed to be intended because
the legislature could have expanded administrative review in this agency
as it 4id for such agencies as State Lands, DLCD, and the Energy Facility
S8iting Council., Finally, reasonable alternatives are currently available:
court review, pre-issuance public participation, informal access to the
EQC for presentation of concerns and use of declaratory ruling and
rulemaking proceedings,

Analysis of Contested Case Options

Use of any of these contested case alternatives exceeds the requirements

of law. It is established law that in the absence of a particular statute
or rule requiring it an agency need not offer a contested case (trial-type)
hearing before issuing a permit.(3) While proponents of expanded access to
the system cite the need for "fundamental fairness," that fairness is not
necessarily achieved by offering all persons perfect parity by condruent
rights. The interest of applicants and non-applicants is not of the same
nature or magnitude. Delay engendered by the right to command contested
case review, whether exercised or not, iz the major impediment to such
review,

While non-party applicants represent important environmental interests,
these interests are sufficiently recognized by providing for participation
in setting of the standards (rules and requlations) employed in permits
through rulemaking participation and other established public
participation processes, Ultimately, the availability of judicial review

is the safety net assuring that the considerable discretion exercised by .

the agency is not abused.

Under any of the alternatives, contested case hearings could be compelled
more frequently than they are now. A permit applicant would have little

assurance of the certainty of his project until the 30-day appeal deadline
had passed uneventfully. ZEven an unsuccessful request for a hearing could
extend the uncertainty weeks beyond the permit issuance date, while permit
applicants and hearing applicants argued the issue of hearing entitlement.

(3)N.W. Bnvr. Def. v. Air Poll. Auth., 16 Or App 638, 519 P2d 1271, Sup. Ct.

review denied (1974).
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Looking at the agency rules for appeals to the Commission, OaAR 340-11-132,
we see that an appellant has 30 days to file a notice of intent to appeal.
Then, presumably, the agency must prepare a transcript. Twenty—-one days
seems a modest time for this activity. Another 30 days are required

for preparation of appellant's brief and exceptions, with an additional

30 days for Respondent's exceptions. Appellant may use 20 days for reply
before the matter is even ready for evaluation and decision, 131 days have
elapsed. These time estimates are very conservative. There is an often
used rule providing for extensions of time. All activity pursuant to a
permit is in abeyance during the appeal periocd.

The costs of delay have been considered by the Southern Oregon Timber
Industry Association {SOTIA) (Attachment 3). Noting that availability

of a contested case would significantly increase the economic burden to
the agency and create economic hardship for applicants, SOTIA believes
that adding this burden to the already excessive Oregon permit environment
could become a deterrent to businesses seeking to locate or expand in
Oregon. BAlthough costs are difficult to quantify, SOTIA developed a
partial list of direct and indirect costs:

(1) Increased salary, travel, and associated costs for agency personnel
needed to conduct contested hearings;

{2} Additional agency overhead costs necessary for management of increased
staff workload;

(3) Costs of personnel to research, rebut, and defend the agency
decision;

(4) Costs of industrial staffing necessary to defend the company's
interests;

(5) 1Increased costs of equipment and installation resulting from delays
in purchase and placement;

(6) Lost wages of company personnel who could be working much earlier
if the process moved expeditiously;

. (7) Loss of tax revenue to the federal government and state from the
company and the employves not employed during the delay;

{8} The loss of business to other states which do not have convoluted
permit processes;

(9) Loss of profits to finance capital development and pay stock holders,
with attendant loss of income tax revenues.

The list is not exhaustive.

Public Participation Hearings

These alternatives all involve variations of a hearing in which information
is brought to the Commissicn and exchanged with other interested members

of the public orally or in writing but without use of sworn testimony,
crosg examination, and other warious procedures associated with
administrative litigation. These types of hearings are commonly referred
to as "publie"™ hearings, although the term is broader than the range of

the options being discussed.

e,
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Below is a selection of methods containing elements which can be combined
in a wide range of ways to implement an information exchange between the

Commission and the public on permits issued by the Department. The list

attempts to display some ways the variables may be used.

A.

No Change. Department holds public hearings on controversial
permits. A hearings officer prepares a report summarizing the offered
testimony, while the technical person responsible for the facility
prepares an analysis of the issues raised. The Director studies the
reports before issuing or denying the permit and may or may not be
influenced by information gleaned from the hearing. The Commission,
having delegated that responsibility to the Director, does not
influence his permit decision. However, since the permit applicant
has a right to appeal the terms of that permit to the Commission,

the Commission (itself or through its hearings officer) may hold a
contested case hearing to review the Director's action. An applicant
may also challenge the Commission's decision in a court appeal, while
a non-applicant may only challenge the Director's action by a court
appeal.

Commission Review of Controversial Permits. As soon as the agency
identifies a permit in which common sense would tell it there ls
potential interest of any substantial nature, the agency could publish
notice and then hold a public hearing. Staff would then provide the
Commission with a summary and analysis of information received and

a proposed permit. The Commission could then advise the Director

of its satisfaction with the draft permit or direct changes. A
variation akin to this alternative is to have the Commissgion hold

the hearing and issue the permit.

Activity Report as a Basis for Commission Attention., Staff

develops a list of permit applications which it could send to the
Commission as an activity report, highlighting those permits in which
significant public interest was expected. The Commission could then
decide what increaged level of attention those permits would be given,
and the appropriate method of accomplishing that.

Director's Report to the Commission.

Informally, perhaps in a general information memo f£rom the Director,
the Commission could be informed of significant permit activities

and have identified permits likely to produce broad or sustained
public interest, so the Commigsion could particularly monitor those
permits. and, on its own initiative or in response to public or agency
request, guide decisions involving the permit.

Analysis of Publi¢ Hearing Options

There are advantages to greater Commission involvement in permit issuance
outside the contested case format. ¥Friends of the Earth/Oregon, which
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filed the original rule change request, informed the Commission that it
had never intended to request a contested case hearing; rather it wanted

a chance to address the Commission and so be sure that the Commission knew
directly of its objections and concerns.

The public usually finds it easier to deal with the public hearing process
of simply submitted written or oral testimony, rather than the more formal
contested case process where they may feel "on trial." In the public
hearing one is not cut off from the decision-maker by legal formalities
and conventions. While a contested case hearing can be more rigorous in
examining the issues, agency resources are finite and the advantage is

not necessarily worth the cost.

The timing of permits is crucial. A project can be killed solely by delay.
Delay can be substantially avoided by using the public hearing procesgs.
Even before receipt of a permit application the agency usually knows of
major upcoming projects and can predict with an extremely high degree of
accuracy which permits will be controversial. These projects tend to be
major in every sense, and it takes a long time to develop the information
necessary to evaluate the permit applications. This pre-issuance time
can be well managed For enriching the public participation procesgs.
Information gleaned from cutside experts and the non-technical public are
easiest to incorporate at an early stage in the permit development and
thus are used to the greatest advantage.

While the opportunity for an information-type hearing appears to be the
best of the available solutions, it will not satisfy everyone. One
disadvantage is the absence of legal controls. The Commission has
discretion whether to hold the hearing and whether to follow the
information received from the public in formulating the permit terms.

The agency's discretion is controlled, of course, first by its good faith,
and further by the existence of opportunity for judicial review. Because
the Commission is committed to hearing permit appeals, it may not wish

t0 appear biased by comments made and positions taken in the permit
development stage.

It is difficult to outline any structured process which will not adversely
affect the agency's relatively expeditious processing of the vast portion
of the permits it issues. The advantage of the public hearing system,

and particularly alternative D, is that it is geared to providing
Commission review when warranted by public interest or the controversial
nature of the permit, without inappropriately interfering with the
applicant's right to timely administrative action.
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the Commission take note of this report and direct staff
to use public hearing alternative "D" described on page 6.

(B

William H. Young

Attachments (3)

1. Petition, staff report, response, and final order

2. Oregon Environmental Council letter of 6/27/83

3. Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association letter of 7/25/83

HKR2113
LKZucker:k
229-5383
August 3, 1983
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FRIENDS OF THE EARTH / Oregon Branch TR
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BEFORE THE DEFPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of }

Proposed Amendament ) FRIEZNDS OF THE FARTH
to OAR 340-14-085(5) PETITION TO AMEND
Relating to Isguance OAR 340-14-125(5)

of a Permit

1. The Oregon Branch of Friends of the Earth (FOE/Q) petitions
to initiaste a rule amendment, FOE/O offices are located at Suite
810, Dekum Building, 513 8.W. 3rd Ave., Portland, Or., 97304, Our
mailing address is P.0. Box 1251, Portland, Or., 97307.

2. The Oregon Branch has approximately 1000 members within the
8tate of Oregon. Many of the members live, work and recreate in the
vicinity of fzeilities thaet may be consiructed, installed, modified
or operated as & result of the issuance of & permit by the DEQ.
Further, FOE/O members éat food irrigated from rivere of the stete
of Oregon and breathe the air that may be affected by & permit to
emit, diecharge or diepose of wastes in accordance with specified
limitations as determined by the Department. Friends of the Earth
has a long-time commitment and involvement in igsues involving air
and weter gquality and the distribution of pollutants into the
envircnment,

3, Petitioner asserts that the present rule does not sdecuately
provide the public sufficient ability to address concerns about
conditions or limitations of a permit issued by the Department.

4. Petitioner asserts that the present rule does not equally

provide for the Tights of all the people of the Stete of Oregon in
that the exiesting rule allows a permit applicent the right to

100% Recscled Paper
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request a haaring before the Commission if the applicant is
dispatisfied with the conditions or limitations of any permit
issued by the Department, However, it DOES NOT provide the same
right to any affected parties.

5, Petitioner asserts that the existing rule is prejudicisl to
the interests of the public in that the present rule does not
provide an equal opportunity to both the apolicant and affected
parties to challenge conditions and limitations of a permit for
which the public or applicant may be dissatisfied,

6, Petiticner asserts that the amended rule would more adeguately
provide for the interests of the people of the State of Oregon and
'petitions the Department of Environmental Quality %o initiate a
Tulemaking proceeding to address this issue.

7. OAR 340-14-0235(3) relating to Issuance of a Permit should
read. as followsa:

#(5) If (the applicant) e&ny person is dissatisfied with the

conditions or limitations of any permit lssued by the Depertment, he

may request & hearing before the Commission or its authorized
representative, Such a request for hearing shall be made in

writing to the Director within 30 days of the date of mailing of

the notification of issumnce of the permit. Any hearing held

shall be conducted puresuant to the regulstions of the Depertment,”

8. Petitioner asserts that the issue of adequete and egual
opportunity of the public to address concerns about oconditions and
limits attached to the issuance of permits by the Department iz an
issue of importance and interest to all Oregonians. FOE/Q believes
that all parties involved in applications for permits from DEQ have
an interest in the outcome of the proposed rulemaking,

Wherefore, petitioner requests DEQ adopt the proposed amendment
to CAR 340-14-025(5). ) {

— . 7

] A;l ) ‘-‘h’"‘ ” \h"*“
DATED: Sept 14, 1983 et /- -
James L. Jobmson, Jr, - Sfate Ghairo
/FRIENDS OF THE EARTH/OREGON BRANCH
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522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5656

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, October 15, 1982, EQC Meeting

Petition to Amend OAR 340~14-025(5)

Background

Priends of the Earth/Oregon Branch (FOE/O), a citizen group, has petitioned
the Commission to amend its rules to expand the scope of administrative
review to allow any person dissatisfied with the conditions or limitations
of a permit issued by the Department to obtain a contested case hearing
before the Commission. A copy of the petition is attached.

Under the current rule, only a permit applicant may obtain Commission
review. The rule provides:

OAR 340-14-025(5)

{(5) 1If the applicant is dissatisfied with the
conditions or limitations of any permit issued by
the Department, he may request a hearing before

the Commission or its authorized reprasentative.
Such a request for hearing shall be made in writing
to the Director within 20 days of the date of
mailing of the notification of issuance of the
permit. Any hearing held shall be conducted
pursuant to the regulations of the Department.

FOE/O would substitute "any person” in place of "the applicant" in
the rule. *

At its October 15, 1982 meeting the Commission must either deny the
petition or initiate rulemaking proceedings.

* 7This memorandum addresses only the specific rule proposal before the
Commission for consideration.

August 19, 1983 EQC Meeting
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Considerations

In analyzing the need for this rule change, the fundamental question is
whether a proper balance is reached between the sometimes conflicting

goals of assuring access to the system in order to protect the public
interest, and the need for expeditious processing of the variety

of permits issued by the agency in the regular course of its operations,
The nature of the permitting process, the availability of alternate methods
of gaining access to the Commission, the availability of judicial review,
and the need for timely permit issuance, all suggest that the proposed

rule would inhibit rather than achieve a reasonable balance.

The permit process involves the application of predetermined rules

to a specific facility., The Department's authority to impose permit terms
is fairly circumscribed by the rules and standards established by the
-Commission. Adoption of rules is always preceded by a public participation
process in which citizen comment is elicited and addressed. The rules
establish the parameters of each permit. 1In that sense, the drafting of

a permit is a mechanical or ministerial process because the content of

the permit is defined by preexisting standards, Policy decisions as to,
for example, safe and allowable emission quantities, have already been
made. And while not mandated by law, it is the practice of the Department
to conduct informational hearings prior to issuing permits in which public
interest has been expressed, At these hearings, interested persons have
the opportunity to point out any perceived misapplication of the agency's
rules and standards to the facility being regulated. These hearings are
informational rather than "adversarial.” They do not reguire sworn
testimony, cross examination is not undertaken, and neither refined

rules of pleading nor the rules of evidence are applied.

The rule change proponent would like to be able to enter the review process
at the administrative level rather than employing the judicial review
process. FOE/O "asserts that the present rule does not equally provide

for the rights of all" and "is prejudicial to the interests of the

public in that (it) does not provide an equal opportunity to both applicant
and affected parties to challenge conditions and limitations of a permit
for which (sic) the public or applicant may be dissatisfied,"

While a member of the public cannot compel a trial-type proceeding at the
administrative level, the public position does have its advocate. The
agency's mission, as reflected in ORS 468.035, is to restore and preserve
the quality and purity of the air and the waters of the state in accordance
with the rules and standards established by the Commission. In developing
and issuing permits, as in its other functions, the agency is the proponent
and protector of the public interest. It is this public interest that

the agency serves in applying statutes and regulations in development of

a permit. The permit applicant stands in a different position than the
public. In recognition of the particular interests of permit applicants,
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the legislature granted dissatisfied applicants the right to advocate their
position in a contested case before the agency. ORS 468.070(3);
183.310(2) (C). The legislature has not accorded this right to the public
at large.

It is established law that in the absence of a particular statute or rule
requiring it (and neither exists in this case) an agency need not offer

a contested case {trial-type} hearing before issuing a permit, N. W.

Envr. Def. v. Air Poll. Auth., 16 Or Ap 638, 519 P2d 1271, Sup. Ct. review

denied (1974). However the public is not left without a remedy to correct
any purported failure of the agency to apply correct standards or procedure
in issuing a permit. Under ORS 183.480 "any individual adversely affected
or aggrieved by an order” is entitled to judicial review. A permit is

an order contemplated in this grant of access to the courts. ORS
183.310(5) (a). Thus, citizens favoring or opposing the issuance or terms
of a permit have the right to test the agency’s action by judiclal review.
ORS 183.484 confers jurisdiction for such review on the circuit court.

There are also other means of directing the Commission's attention to
issues of public concern about permit conditions. The agency's
interpretation of a rule or statute may be challenged by a petition for
declaratory ruling. ORS 183.410. Just as the applicant in this case did,
any interested person may petition the Commission to promulgate, amend

or repeal a rule. ORS 183.390. With a minimum of formality, any member
of the public may claim the Commission's attention with a presentation

of concerns at the public forum which precedes Commission action on the
gcheduled agenda at each Commission meeting.

Adding administrative review to the review procedure already available
could increase the cost and time needed to issue legitimate permits. House
Bill 3305 (Oregon Laws 1982, Pirst Speclal Session, Ch. 3), enacted this
year, enjoins state agencies to act without undue delay in completing
review of permit applications. It provides: '

SECTION 1. (1) It is the policy of the State of Oregon
that every state agency authorized or required to
approve or to issue permits shall accomplish its review
and make its decision expeditiously and without undue
delay. '

(2) Bvery state agency authorized or reguired to
approve or to issue permits shall adopt rules
establishing the timetable to be followed by the agency
when issuing permits. Whenever possible, the period
of time between receipt of the properly completed
application and completion of the agency's review shall
not exceed 60 days unless other law specifies a longer
period of time.

g
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{3) Whenever any person proposes a project and
submits a properly completed application to the
appropriate state agency for the necessary permit,
the state agency shall promptly acknowledge receipt
of the application. If the state agency contemplates
it will be unable to complete action to approve or
disapprove the application within 60 days of receipt
of the application, the state agency shall submit to
the applicant a procedural timetable for completion
of the agency's review at the time it acknowledges
receipt of the application.

(4) As used in this section:

(a) "Permit™ means any approval required from a
state agency prior to construction or operation
of a project.

{b) "Project™ means any public or private
construction or expansion or addition that
requires as a prerequisite to such construction,
expansion or addition the approval of a state
agency, excluding activities subject to ORS
469,570, 469.590 to 469.621 and 469.930.

{c} "sState agency" means "agency" as that term is
defined in ORS 183.310.

Encumbering the permit application process with an additional hurdle can
tie up agency resources in issues which are costly to litigate
administratively {probably requiring the use of expert witnesses and
undoubtedly requiring the counsel and representation of an attorney), but
which do not escape judicial scrutiny. The Department issues 200 permits
annually regulating air quality alone. Applicants for these permits for
new or planned facilities could be confronted with serious delays.
Significant contested cases before the agency typically involve trial to
a hearings officer preceded or followed by motions, discovery, esxchanges
of legal memoranda, delays to accommodate attorney and

witness schedules, transcription of a hearing record, and a detailed
decision. Repetition of some of these elements occurs in appeals of the
hearings officer's decision to the Commission. Unbridled by judicial rules
of procedure and evidence, contested case participants have considerable
latitude in the presentation of their cases, This lesser degree of
formality can be helpful, but it tends to create a more diffuse and
extensive proceeding record than is found in court trials. There are
attendant costs, not the least of which is the dampener that protracted
or cumulative litigation places on planned facility development. A further
concern is that the proposed rule change, as drafted, allows anycne,
however tenuous his interest in the permit, to become a party.
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In short, the opportunity for public participation prior to the issuance
of permits, alternate methods of reaching the Commission with concerns,
the existence of a judicial review procedure, and the need for an
expeditious method of permit processing all make the present system
outweigh the advantage of providing contested case hearings on demand to
the public. '

Recommendation

I recommend that the rule not be changed as proposed.
William H. Young

Attachment (1) Petition to Amend OAR 340~14-025(5)

L. R. Zucker:k

229-5383

September 29, 1982
HK1288
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) FRIENDS OF THE EARTH / Oregon Branch

QFFICE OF THE DHRECTOR
P.0.Box 1251 - Portland, OR 97207 - (503) 243-2806

AAD BELIEELED

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of
Proposed Amendment
to OAR 340-14-025(5)
Relating to Issuance
of a Permit

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH
RESPONSE TO DEQ STAFF
MEMORANDUM 9/29/82

— N et et N

The Oregen Branch of Friends of the Earth (FOE/O) received a copy

of the DEQ staff memo recommending that the rule not be changed by
going to the DEQ offices and obtaining a copy on Cctober &th. The
memo was dated September 29th. The delay in making the memc available
to FOE/O has made it difficult to respond to DEQ in a timely manner
with a response that can be provided to the Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) prior to the October 15th meeting.

1. DEQ proposes there be no public hearing on FOE's petition to

amend the rule. There has been no notice in the paper or notice giwven
to interested public interest groups. FOE/0 questions what good
reasons DEQ offers for not permitting the public to have a hearing on
FOE/QO's request? '

2. The DEQ staff has misinformed the EQC . The report falsly claimed
that the legislature has only given the permit applicant the right to
a contested case hearing., ORS 468.070(3) was cited, however there is
no mention of applicants there. The procedure in this section is
available toc all. Only the EQC administrative rules limit it to the
applicants. ORS 183.310(2){(c) is also cited, which is a definition
section. The definitions also provide for other situations. The staff
report ignored the (2) (b) and (2) (d) sections. The report says that
the legislature has not accorded the right to the public at large.
Staff is misreading and omitting part of the statute. It is the agency
administrative rule that limits the case to ORS 183.310(2) {c).

3. DEQ has failed to provide sufficient reason why the DEQ is to

be viewed as the sole "proponent and protector of the public interest.”
FOE/Q offers to the Commissicn the suggestion that the staff perception
of the agency is incorrect.

4, The staff report says that citizens have an aliernative to the
propesed appeal process and cites the opportunity to petition to amend
a rule. This is unrealistic in that once a permit is issued, a rule
change has no effect.

103 Rucveled Paper
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FOE/O is making the reasonable request that the public receive egual
consideration in concerns about permit conditions. The staff memo
sidesteps this issue and speaks of FOE/O efforts to add a procedure
that could "increase the cost and time needed to iszue legitimate
permits." Making reference to HB 3305, the memo argues that giving
the public egual appeal opportunity with the permit applicant would

encumber the permit process.

FOE/C argues that the ability of ANY party to reguest a hearing to

appeal permit conditions could cause delays in the issuance of permits.
That ability to cause delays is afforded to permit applicants under

DEQ rules regardless of the adequate nature of the permitting process,

the availability of alternate methods of gaining access to the Commission,
the availability of judicial/review, and the neéd for timely permit
issuance.

The right to equal avenues of appeal is not a more cumbersome process.
The right to appeal in itself certainly is more cumberSOme a Process
than a situation without it. Democracy also is a more cumbersome
process than some other forms of government. Regardless, the staff
memo failed to cite reasons why DEQ feels the permit applicant should
have access to a process that the public is denied. For what reasons
can it be assumed that the public would request a Commission hearing
for tenuous reascns and that the applicant would not?

FOE/O is concerned alsc with the nature of the language in the staff
memo that does not convey the intent of Friends of the Earth. The
raquested rule change would permit any person with objections to
conditions of a permit to "request a hearing before the Commission".
The staff report says that the proposed amendment would enable the
public to "demand" a hearing. The wording in the DEQ rule reasonably
exprasses the intent. . of Friends of the Earth. Our guestion then is,
does a "reguest" by a permit applicant or member of the public
necessarily translate into the ability of a party to "demand"a hearing
for ANY reason, be it spurious or sound? Is it not true that there are
certain limits on the ability of any party to receive a hearing?

DEQ proposes to continue to relegate citizen's groups and cities to
the courts. FOE/O requests the copportunity to have equal footing with
the permit applicant before the agency. We do not feel that DEQ has
adequately or accurately presented reasons sufficient to cause the
Commission to deny our request to amend the rule.

FOE/O requests a proper hearing before the Commissicon so that we and
other environmental organizations and concerned citizens can present
our arguements in faver of the proposed rule change.

DATED: Octcker 13, 1982

. ‘ v o vl
G L, -
ENCL: (2) — / TZf_, — S
J;mes L. Johnscon, Jr., =STATE CHATRPERSON
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH/OREGON BRANCH
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of FRIENDS OF THE )
EARTH/OREGON BRANCH )
Petition to Amend OAR 340-14-025(5))
(Contested Case Hearings )
Regarding Permit Conditions) )

FINAL ORDER

This matter came before the Commission on October 15,

1982 pursuant to a petition by the Oregon Branch of Friends

of the Earth (petitioner) seeking an amendment of OAR 340-
14-025(5) regarding contested case hearings in permit matters.

Petitioner waived the statutory 30-day limit and submitted
written and oral argument in favor of its petition. OQregon
Environmental Council presented written and oral argument in
favor of amending the rule in another respect. The Department,
Agsociated Oregon Industries.and'Northwest Pulp and Parper
Association, Seattle, Washington, submitted written and oral
arguments in opposition to the petition.

Having read, heard and considered the arguments for and
against the petition, the Commission orally denied the petition
and now finds:

1. Petitioner proposes that the Commission amend

CAR 340-14-025(5) to read: "If [the-applicant] any person

is dissatisfied with the conditicons or limitations of any

L]
»

permit ., . . he may request a hearing That proposal
could be interpreted to grant the right to every person includ-
ing individuals without even any remote interest in the permit,

to require a contested case hearing (i.e. including the right

1 - FINAL CRDER
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te written notice, sworn testimony, cross-examination, and

written findings of fact, conclusions of law and final order

regarding the conditions or limitations of any permit with
which the person is dissatisfied. Such hearing procedures
would pose a serious pptential of substantially éxtending

and delaying the final issuance of permits even though
applicants might find them acceptable and might be eager to
promptly operate under them., OSuch delays would not appear to
be in the public interest at this time. Consequently the
Commission should not commence a rulemaking proceeding preopos-
ing to amend the rule as petitioned by petitioner.

2. The extent, 1f any, to which the Commission and
sufficiently interested members of the public should be able
to participate in the formation of the conditions and limi-
tations of permits, and in the review of conditions and limi-
tations of issued permits énd the proceedings therefor needs
further study and analysis. Until such study and analysis
has been ccmpleted it would be premature to commence a rule-
making proceeding proposing to adopt any particular rule.
Consequently, the staff should conduct the study and analysis
and report to the Commission. |

Therefore it is hereby

ORDERED that:

1. The petition is denied; and

2. The staff shall study and analyze the issue of the

extent, if any, to which the Commission and sufficiently

2 - FINAL ORDER
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interested members of the public should be able to participate
in the formation of permit conditions and limitations, the

review thereof in issued permits, and the procedures therefor;

and report its findings to the Commission. ]

[ A

Dated this /7 day of December, 1982.

CYZW B\ C‘i\’{\ iy 0 -

Joe B%iigchards, Chairman Mary V., Bishop

Envirdnmental Quality Commission  Environmental Quality Commission

S

— B
i O A e Yt . A S
" Fred J. Burgess, Vice Chairman Wallace B. Brill

Environmental Quality Commission Environmental Quality Commission

q
! .

|

- James E. Petersen
Environmental Quality Commission

NOTICE: Review of this order is pursuant to ORS 183,484,

Page 3 - FINAL ORDER
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

QFFICERS

Wealter McMonies, Jr.
President

James 8. Coon
Vice-President
Sonfa Grove
Secretary

Judith G. Crockett
Treasurer

DIRECTORS
Lais Albright
Mariel Ames

Jobn H. Baldwin
William R, Cook
Charlotre Corkran
Douglas M, DuPriest
Mark J. Gresnfield
Jobn Hoffuagle
Rebecca Marshall
Kate McCarthy

Jim Orwens

Lavie Parker

Sara Polenick

Claire A, Puchy
Ethan Seltzer

Gil Sharp

Corinne Sheston
Nancy Showalter
Maurita Stwyih
Caryn Talbor Throop
Don Waggoner
David F. Werschbu!

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Jobn A. Chavies

2637 §.W. Water Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201
Phone: 503/222-1963

June 27, 1983

Ms. Linda Zucker
Hearings Officer
Department of Environmental Quallty
P.O. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Re:

Possible amendments to
OAR 340-14-025(5)

Dear Linda,

OEC offers the following comments on the igsues
raised pursuant to the FOE/0 petition on DEQ's
appeals procedures,

OAR 340-14-025(5) provides that a DEQ permit applicant
dissatisfied with the conditiocns or limitations of a per=-
mit may request an EQC hearing to review the decision:

"If the applicant is dissatisfied with the
conditions or limitations of any permit issued
by the Department, he may request a hearing
before the Commission or its authorized repre-
sentative. Such a request for hearing shall
be made in writing to the Director within 20
days of the date of mailing of the notifica-
tion of issuance of the permit. Any hearing
held shall be conducted pursuant to the regu-
lations of the Department.™

Friends of the Earth/Oregon petitioned for an amend-
ment to this rule which would change the words "the
applicant" to "any person".

Oregon Environmental Council believes it reasonable
for the Commission to adopt a compromlse rule that would
read:

"Any person adversely affected or aggrieved by
the conditions or limitations of any permit
issued by the Department may request a hearing
before the Commission or its authorized
representative..."”

Oregon Environmental Council's primary concerns are
that:
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1) Persons other than the permit applicant directly
affected by the conditions of a DEQ permit presently have in-
adequate access to the administrative process.

2) By excluding affected persons from this process, admin-
istrative decigions may be made on an incomplete record,
necessitating costly and time-consuming judicial review.

3) To allow only permit applicants to request hearings is
to deny the significance of environmental impacts, which is the
very reason for the Commission's existence.

Several issues have been brought to OEC's attention as
needing clarification:
I. Do other agencies permit appeals by third parties
on permit decisions?
ITI. What is the meaning of "person adversely affected"?
ITII. How can EQC preserve its discretion as to whether
to accept an appeal?
IV. What materials should be included in the record if
the appeal is accepted?
V. What information should the petition for review
include?
VI. Time lines for appeal.

Study of the administrative proceedings of other agencies
and pertinent cases has vielded some clarification:

I. Do other agencies permit appeals by third parties
on permit decisions?

A) Division of State Lands. QAR Chapter 141 allows
appeals by "any interested party adversely affected"
by the grant of a removal and fill permit. It is
specified that the Director shall order a hearing if
he finds that the party has a legally protected
interest.

B) LUBA 28.16 allows intervéntion into or appeal of
a land use decision by any person whose interests are
adversely affected or who is aggrieved by the decision.

IT. What is the meaning of "person adversely affected"?

A) Two LUBA decisions somewhat clarify the "adversely
affected" language:
Gaske v. Lane City, 3 or LUBA 119, 120 (1981).

The petitioner must state how the facts alleged to result

from the decision will injure or cause harm to him.

Hilliard v. Lane County, 1 or LUBA 83, 84 (1980).
Mere conclusionary statements in the absence of factual
allegations are insufficient.

B) The Division of State Lands rule requires a

"legally protected interest” on the part of the applicant.
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C) Marbet v. Portland General Electric Co., 277 Or
447, 457, 461, P. 24 154 (1977) stated that "aggrieved”
..."surely includes one whom the agency itself, pur-
suant to a statutory directive, has recognized to
present an interest that the legislature wished to have
considered.™

D} Office of Communication of United Church of Christ
v. Federal Communications Commission, 359 F.2d 994 {1966)
gave standing to the listening public to intervene in

an F.C.C. licence renewal proceeding. The court there
stated that: "Since the concept of standing is a
practical and functional one designed to insure that
only those with a genuine interest can participate in

a proceeding, we can see no reason to exclude those with
such an obvious and acute concern as the listening
audience." Id at 1002.

"Their interest in television programming is
direct and their responsibilities important." Id at 1003.

The opinion also pointed out that the expense of
participation in the administrative would operate to
limit the number of petitioners to those with sufficient
interest.

How can EQC protect its discretion as to whether to
accept an appeal?

A) The FCC case opinion also addressed the question of

agency discretion”
"The Commission should be accorded broad discretion
in establishing and applying rules for such public
participation, including rules for determining
which community representatives are to be allowed
to participate and how many are reasonably required
to give the Commission the assistance it needs in
vindicating the public interest. The usefulness
of any particular petitioner for intervention must
be judged in relation to other petiticners and the
motive of the claims it asserts as basis for stand-
ing. Moreover, it is no novelty in the admini-
strative process to require consclidation of
petitions and briefs to avoid multiplicity of parties
and duplication of effort." Id. at 1006.

What materials should be included in the record if the
appeal is accepted?

A) The LUBA rules as to the record on review are set
forth in LUBA 28.17:

"Unless the Board otherwise orders, or the parties
otherwise stipulate, the record shall include at
least the following:
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(1) The final decision including the findings and

conclusions;

(2) All exhibits, maps, documents or other written
materials;

(3) ALl written testimony submitted in the course

of the governing body's proceeding;

(4) Minutes of the proceeding as required by law.

LUBA encourages the parties to agree among them-
selves as to what the record on review should contain.
The board will almost always defer to the parties'
agreement as to the record. The matters to be included,
however, must have been before the governing body in
gsome form during its deliberations."

V. What information should the petition for review include?

A) LUBA 28.23 specifies the contents of the petition

for review:
"The petition must set out the facts establishing
that the petitioner has standing, the date of the
decision and the issues to be reviewed. The
petition must also include a clear and concise
statement of the case: 1) the nature of the decision
and the relief sought. 2} A clear summary of
arguments. 3) A complete and concigse summary of
facts.

VI. Timelines for appeal.

A) LUBA 28.10 sets a time limit of 30 days for filing
an appeal.

Conclusion

The Environmental Quality Commission should commence rule-
making to amend OAR 340=14-025{5). The current rule suffers from
a fundamental lack of fairness: permittees can appeal terms of a
permit which may clearly affect the public interest, yet rep-
resentatives of the public cannot appeal. We believe our "adversely
affected or aggrieved" language would remedy the problem. Other
proposals may surface as well during rule-making. A comparison
with the practices of other agencies shows that opening the process
will not limit agency dlscretlon, cause unreasonable delays or
otherwise impose excessive burdens on the applicant. It will,
however ensure that a fair process exists for public partici-
pation in EQC decision-making.

I hope these comments have been helpful.

Yours very
e X

A. Charles
Executlve Director

cc: Jim Johnson, FOE/O
Jeff Toote, FOD
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2680 N, PACIFIC HWY. MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 TELEPHONE 773.5329
July 25, 1983

Mr. James E. Petersen, Chairman State of Oregon
Oregon Environmental DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Quality Commission m E @ E U W E [l]
P.0. Box 1760 1l _
Portland, OR 97501 AUG 2 1983

Dear Mr. Petersen, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Ms. Linda Zucker has informed our organization of the commission's
intent to con51der the need for change in the Department's permit re-
view process. We have been provided the Friends of the Farth petitlon,
staff report, input from AOIL, OEC and NPPA, the rebuttal by Friends

of the Harth, and the final order of October 15, 1982.

SOTIA has a long standing interest in the permit process. Our member—
ship includes most of the major air contaminant discharge permit hold-
ers in Jackson and Josephine Counties., We have represented those mem—
bers in rule making and strategy development processes, and our stand-
ing to comment should be well established.

There appear to be two questions facing the commission. First, should
the process be amended to permit parties, other than aggrieved appli-
cants, to contest the decision of the department in issuing or denying
issuance or renewal of a permit? Second, can improvements be made to
the permit review process, or an alternative process utilized? This
letter will address the first question and defer comment on the second.

I have reviewed the record on behalf of our Air Quality Committee and
have discussed the issue with Ms. Zucker. The record's legal arguments
supporting the existing permit process are conclusive. There appear to
be no legal grounds for opening the process to other than aggrieved
applicants. The rule making process and the judicial contest of issued
permits provide sufficient protection to the public and affected par-
ties.

From an operational standpoint the process works. It works for both
the applicant and the agency. It is an administrative procedure with
established protocol. There are certainly opportunities to improve
that protocol and the procedure. However, opening the process to third
parties is not, in our estimation, such an opportunity. On the con-—
trary, we suggest that such action would be detrimental to the process,
introducing uncertainty, additional administrative workload with its
attendant costs, and offering unwarranted opportunities for certain
parties and groups to nefariously obstruct business and the agency.
This would be in the face of administration direction to clean up pro-
cesses; reducing delay, workload and cost.

Senving Foredt-Related Indutiries and Communily Interest in Southern Onegon
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The forest products industry is no stranger to administrative appeal
procedures. We deal with them frequently at the federal level in con-
Junction with Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service decisions.
Both agencies have administrative review procedures which give standing
to non-affected parties. While the intent is honorable and has had
some beneficial results, all too often the process is used to obstruct.
The requirements for processing, rebutting and defending significantly
impact agency budgets. Manpower is diverted from important tasks,
creating delays for both the govermment and the private party who is
directly a party to the. decision.

In the federal process there is no need to establish an economic in-
terest to achieve standing. There is also no need to post bond, to

pay legal costs if the appeal proves groundless, or to reimburse the
agency or affected private party for damages suffered in the delay.

The process is custem made for obstructing and delaying action.

If the Friends of the Farth pefition were granted, we could visualize
the same undesirable conditions being imposed upon the permit review
process. In the worst case this could cause significant economic burden
to the agency and create an economic hardship for the applicant. Tt
would have far reaching implications when added to the already exces—
sive Oregon permit enviromment, and could become a deterrant to busi-
ness seeking to locate or expand in the state.

Unfortunately, the costs are difficult to quantify. A partial list
would include:

1. Increased salary, travel and associated costs for agency
persornel needed to conduct contested hearings.

2. Additional agency overhead costs necessary for management
of increased staff workload.

3. Costs of persomnel to research, rebut and defend the agency
decision.

4. Costs of industrial staffing necessary to defend the com-
pany's interests.

5. Increased costs of equipment and installation resulting from
delays in purchase and placement.

6. Lost wages of company persomnel who could be working muCh
earlier if the process moved expeditiously.

7. Loss of tax reverwe to the federal government and state from
the company and the employees not emploved during the delay,

8. The loss of business to other states which do not have convo-
luted permit processes.

9. Loss of profits to finance capital development and pay stock-
holders, with attendant loss of income tax revenues.

Obviously, one could add to this list to the limit of his or her im-
agination. Many of the costs are directly discernible and could be
quantified or projected for a specific project. Others are indirect
and difficult to isolate. Each case would have a different cost.
However, there should be no question that there would be additional
costs.
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The commission must consider if the tradeoffs of permitting third par-
ties to contest the award of permits will have a positive benefit to
the state of Oregon. We contend that they would not. The existing
rule making and judicial processes provide sufficient protection for
citizens.

We strongly urge the commission to not amend the permit process to
allow third parties to contest agency permit decisions. There is no
legal basis for their request, the tradeoffs would not favor the state
or the permit applicant, and the process would be unnecessarily con-—
founded by the action.

Issuance of a permit is nothing more than the right to operate within
established standards. The public had ample opportunity to input and
impact upon those standards during rulemaking. The arguments should be
over the standards, not their application with established guidelines.
Concerned parties should be guaranteed ample opportunity to affect the
outcome of the rulemaking process, but not the implementation and appli-
cation on a day to day basis.

Your consideration of our comments will be appreciated.

Very truly yours

e

John T.. Smith
ecretary-manager




VICTOR ATIYEH
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DEQ-1 -

Department of Environmental Quality

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

MEMORANDUM

TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

FROM: Bill Youngldﬁf

DATE: Bhugust 5, 1983

At your last Commission meeting, Commissioner Bishop mentioned
a recent Oregonian editorial on backyard burning. The Public

Affairs staff researched the Oregonian editorials on backyard

burning over the past several vears, and those editorials and

an analysis are attached for your information.

The Department has not brought the issue of backyard burning

back to the Commission pending the completion of ‘the demonstration
project on the feasibility of marketing chipped yard debris by

the Metropolitan Service District. METRO plans on holding a
public meeting to review their final report on Thursday,

August 18, 1983.

The Commission may want to review the METRO forum results and

discuss these editorials and a possible visit by Commissioners or
myself to the Oregonian editorial board at the Friday, August 19, 1983
meeting.

WHY :pc
Attachments




STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: WHYoung DATE: July 22, 1983

FROM: JAGillaspie 2R

SUBJECT: Qregghi | Position on Backyard Burning

I have reviewed the editorials of the Oregonian on backyard burning for
the past several vears. The editorials are attached. I am hopeful, but
not positive, all the Oregonian statements on backyard burning for the

past few years are included.

Through time, the paper seems to be less supportive of the ban on backyard
burning. March 9, 1981 they were willing to say, "Backyard burning
probably will have to end sometime in the Portland area." "The bill (SB
327) has to have a sunset clause o that the pressure will remain to find
real solutions.® ‘“Neither should it perpetually extend deadlines for

solving burning issues".

That positive attitude toward moving into a burning ban was reinforced

by an April 14, 1983 editorial which urged haulers to start picking up
vard debris., '"Branches, grass, and c¢lippings from the yard should be put
to better use than being buried in the ground or burned, pouring pollution

into the air". "The effort was a qualified success".

Their latest voice criticizing the City Club report takes a different

approach, starting to arque for the first time that backyard burning isn't




really a pollution preoblem. "Use of the words, 'may' and ‘potentially’
however, obviously reflect the committee's uncertainty as to just how much

of a problem backyard burning is".

The Oregonian is being consistent, however, that the alternatives to
backyard burning be firmly in place prior to Commission action to reinstate
the ban. "Some progress has been made by the METRO, DEQ, and local
governments toward providing collection and alternative disposal methods

for backyard debris. But it is not enough to support a ban."

I would still recommend a visit to discuss the health-related issues along
with nuisance and soiling problems of backyard burning. You might also

hit the useful use of airshed argument.

FD12

cc: McCue
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ban, but not forever

Lift burning
It is too bad that when the Environmental
-Quality Commission banned backyard burhing

" for the Portland area, it couldr't magically ban .

‘the whole yard debris disposal problem too, or at
“least offer some alternate solutions.

Since that didn’t happen, and the commission’

stands firm, Oregon Senate Bill 327, with modifi-
cations, cught to be locked at for the logical
interim remedy ~ lifting the ban. Backyard
~burning probably will have to end sometime in

the Portland drea, buf the timing of the-current
wban i sart Wer this year simply was prema-
*ture The region has no good solutmnskyet for
K non burning alternatives with the Vard debris. It
'may well have them within a few years.

... By late 1984, the Metropolitan,Service Dis- .
..trict hopes to open its Oregon City resource.

. recovery plant to burn most of the region’s gar-

bage for steam fuel production. The service dis-

t.trict should have various recycling programs and
~a new landfill under way by then. Sometime in

!'that peripd seems a much wiser time to c0n51der
“the ban. :

Meanwhile, irate and debris-laden c1tlzens

"are going to burn the stuff anyway, and in fact
can do so legally in fireplaces or barbecues..

‘Debris will accumulate at readsides and on va-
“cant lots, creating fire hazards and rodent shei-

FRED A. STICKEL, President and Publisher
J. RICHARD NOKES, Editor

MONDAY, MARCH 9, 1981

ters, And the machinery used to shed or chip the

debris may itself poliute the atmosphere.

The Department of Environmentai Quality
and the Metropolitan Service District started
working a few weeks ago under a $265,000
federal grant tc explore backyard burning alter-
natives. But the money appears too little and too
late to deal with.a ban that is aiready spawning
debris. Local officials asked to supply temporary
yard debris disposal sites as part of the grant
program are very retuctant or apathetic about
doing so, the district reports. Hundreds of resi-

dents are already headed for the area's landfills.

with their debris, poiluting the air with their
cars as they go.
But Senate Bill 327, to be really helpful, must

.not merely }ift the ban and let the matter go into
-a perpetual limbo. The bill has to-have a sunset
itl

Lgmﬂnd v

clause so that the pressure will
Leal solutions, The necessi t its prowsmn to
atlow backyard burning of paper and cardboard
also is questionable. '

The Leg1s}ature should not Indiscriminately
override important actions of the Environmental
Quallty Commﬁﬁ“‘ﬁ@ﬁﬁ@”ﬁﬁﬁmﬁ“xf ;m___p,e,ma.l
ly mggg“andllnee for soh{mg bummg issues,
But in this case, bUriing MAKES MOTE sense than

" banning. .
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" Burning ban hot issue for councils
The air around Portland this sprmg ought to
be less gray than-usual because of the ban on
o backyard burning. But it also might be more
blue, figuratively speaking, if homeowners start
cussing state and local governments for not hav-
ing prepared alternative means to dispose of skeptics out of many citizens.
: prunings and cuttings.

Most local governments are looking to the
Metropolitan Service District for a coordinated
disposal program. It, in turn, is looking to the
{ederal government for a $265,000 Environmen-
tal Protection Act grant to get local collection
programs rolling.

} The service district and local governments -

f recently asked the state Department of Environ-
~mental Quality for at least another six months
before banning backyard burning in the met-
ropolitan area, but the Environmental Quality
Commission locked at the lack of progress over
- the last 10 years and said, “No more.” Last fall
, ' o marked the last legal backyard burning in the
' Portland urban area.

Legal is the key word, unless local leaders

get moving. Midnight burning and a littered
"landscape would be poor trade-offs for the ban
designed to clean up Portland's airshed.

G B e g b e, PR R R L
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R!CHARD K. MILLISON,

Even-if all homeowners stayed within the -
law, they would create problems for the Port- |
land area. Landfills are nearing capacity. The ;
regional service district is trying to find a new
dump site, but its years-long effort has made

Local governments cannot hope that the state |
will rescind its ban, nor can they count on a "
timely regional solution, though ithat clearly
would be most economical in terms of sharing
equipment, space and personnel. The ban will |
have an Impact on homeowners this spring, not |
next fall, :

Nelghborhoods can be organized to provide |
drop-box or similar collection points, and storage
sites can be found so that backyard debris can be
stockpiled for subsequent conversion to compost
‘material or shredded bark dust or chipped boiler
fuel, These are things Portland and other local
governments are talking ahout, But, two months -
hefore the spring bummg han. they must do
mere than talk.

City councils and county commxssxoners
should have plans ready and dollars for im-
plementation set aside now. And a reglonal pro- ¢
gram should be ready by fall,
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~ bark dust and mulch,
_ . A demonstration project undertaken by the
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An other\mse well researched, well- reasoned

Clty ‘Club committee report on-air pollution con-.
‘ trols for the Portland metropolatan area stumbles

wehen it gets to a recommendanon fora backyard
burnmg ban. , |

woCertainly the commxttee s recommendation
that the four-county Portland Air Quality Advi-
sory Committee be made permanent to promote
institutional cooperatlon and coordination makes
good sense, as does its support of a statewide
wood stove certification and education program.
.-, However, in apparent eagerness to convey a
message that industry has carried more than its
share of the burden for air-pollution control, the
committee recommends that individuals be

forced to pay a greater price in one form for.
_¢lean‘air — through d ban on backyard bu,rmng

This, despite a parenthetical admission that
the ‘long run, the individual consumer does, in
aily case, pay for the cost of industrial pollutmn
control through hlgher costs for goods.”
_.-.Th. case for eveutuaily banning backyard
£ ,anﬁ“‘iﬁﬁeport “Alr
iy rol Policies in the Portland Air-
shed,” the City Club committee does give it a
good try. While conceding that “open burning of
yard debris contributes only about 1.5 percent of

the overall particulate pollution in the Portland

area,” the comm:ttee correctly notes that the

L PETER THOMPSON, Managing Editor

FRED A. STICKEL, President and Pubhsher
ROBERT M. LANDAUER, Editorial Page Editor  DONALD J. STER
_-RICHARD K. MILLLISON, Advertising Director - PATRICK L. M

FRIDAY, JUNE 24, 1983

Ji

 burning takes place in residential areas, “where

_the impact on peopie may be more dramatic than

the impact of other pollution sources.” The com-
_mittee further points out that smoke from back-
“yard burning contains particularly high concen-
- trations of breathable particulates that potential
iy create the greatest health hazards. L
“Use of the words, "“may” and “potentially;”

. however, obviously reflect the committee’s un- |
certainty asto just how much of a problem back-
~yard burning is. One measurable form of af
pollution is total suspended pdrtlculates or TSP,
and while 23 percent of TSP in 1980 came from
woodstoves, only 1 percent was traced to back-
yard burning, the City Club report notes.
Some progress has been made by the Met-
ropolitan Service District, Department of Envi-

‘ronmental Quality and local governments toward s

providing collection and alternative disposal
methods for backyard debris. But it is not enough
to support a ban.

‘The City Ciub commitiee’s thmkmg that a
ban on backyard burning, effective in one vear,
would spur the public to demand development of
an effective alternative may be true. But 1t
smacks more of governmeni by bludgeon than
government by responsible planning. It certainly
demands more suppor ting data than the commit- .
tee uncovered. B

e
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& Thestale FHVI[OHmEH[dl {uality Comumiasion
has lifted a 2} -month-oid ban ou outdoor hurning
of Tesidential trash and yard debris in the metropol-

[itan Porttand area. Should Eugene, then, repeal, or
at least modify, the ban ont such burning that it
adopted 12 years ago?

9 Agiicultural field burning and forest siash
fires are permitied on days when atmospheric con-
ditlons {ovor rapid dispersa] of the smoke, Wouldnt
it be QX to permit bacityard bonfires on the sama
basis? .

All other Lane County residents can oblain
penmts lo toreh Lrash 2ud horticuitural wastes out-
- doers on feworable burning days between Qct. 1 and
June 30, Wouldn't ¢ ilowmg Zugens residents the
same privilege help them save money and, at the
same iime, hetp reduce Lane County's solid waste

dispoanl probiems?

Com\‘er‘ing onfy e statements that preface
them, il mighi be templing to ansvwer “yes" to all of
the above guestions,

Actuaily, though, it would he shorisighted —
and therefore, wrong — {or Bupene to [, or modi-
fy, its ban. Permitting even the resumption of leaf
burning in the {all would run foolishly counter to
the course thal Eugene — and all of the Willamette

Valley, for that matier — must pursue in ovder o
kenp the air we breathe szic to breathe.

Toe EQCHT cancellation of the Portlend area
“hurning ban was dictated by political pressiives, not
scienlific judgments. Data collected last year indt-
cated that backyard refuse burning oroducad irom
15 to 40 percent of all of the “respirable particu-
late” air pollutinn in {hat area.

However, lack of public appreciation of that
fact permitted a backiash azainst the ban to devel-
op after it became Pffhcme on Jun. 1. Failore of
Portland area local goveraments to provide suitabls
alternative systems for disposing of !ree trimmings,
building-demalition debris and ottier bulky combus-
tibles contributed to the dissent.

When a coterie of Portland area mgs}atcrs
sponsored Senate Bill 327 to strip the EQC of au-
thority to prohibii backysrd burning anywhere in
the state, and when - no matter how hypocritically
— the mayer of Porfland and other of the aresa's
ranking public oificials endorsed the bill, the EGC
was (oreed to capituiate,

Eventually, though, the Portland srea burning
san will have lo be reinsiated. Associated Oregon

indusiries general gounsel Tom Donaca suressed
that poini recently in testlfving against $B8 327 be-
Tore a legisiative comimities,

The AOUs “histaric position regarding back-
yard burning in the Portland erea,” Donaca sald,
i3 that ultimately 1t must be banned.” He qualified
that only by adding, "but not until a solid waste
disposal system 18 in place and reasonably available
ta most of the people in the area”

Donnca nioted that the Portland area s curveat-
ly using more than 100 percent of the capecity of i
alrshed. Unlasa corrective steps are taken, he sald,
“geilvity in the area probably will be consirained”
hath fn atiracting new industries and providing for
erovelh of existing ones,

In the Porfland aren, indesirial emissions ac-
count for up to 23 percent of “breathabla particy-
late” pollution; wood haat, up to 21 percent; dust, up
{6 18 perceat, and motor vehicle exhausts, 10 per-
cent, The mix varizs from time to time, of course.
And, factoring in gaseous as well as particuiaie con-
taminants, so does the overail degree of air potlu-
tion.

Fugene's alr qualtty problems are generally
comparabie in nature -— and no less critical than
those at the upper end of the Willamette Vailey.
And as long as alr is belng polluted elsewhera in the
valiey, prevailing winds witl move much of it this
way, During almospheric temperature inversions
that hold poliution close to the ground, Eugene resl-
dents bresthe the stuff for days on end, no malter
whera I comes from,

The Eugene City Council was stirred to ban

backyard burning in 1569 oaly partly 2s & protest

agalust summertime agri fenttural field burndng thal

sent dense €louds of smoke into {he city, ssriously
agoravaling some residents respiratory problems,
Eleven years eartler, Eugene had established the

first Iocal air poliution contrel prosram in the Wil

lametts leey

The population of the Willamette Valley has
more fhan doubled sincs then, And attendant air
polluilon problems have multiplied accordingly de-
splte efforts of the EGC and and ifs operative arm,
the siate Departmen! of Environmental Quality

The botiom line herg has io read:
should Eugene's backyard hurning ban be kept in
effect, but afforis to improve air guallty in every
feasible way should be stepped up — localiy and at
the siate-government level
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DeCplte pressures from the mayor of Portland
and other public officials in Multnomah County, the
Legislature should reject a bill aimed at sabotaging
Oregon's “Clean Air” program.

Senate Bill 327 would cripple state Environ-
mental Quality Commission efforts to reduce air
pollution resulting from backyard burning in metro-
politan areas. It also could set a dangerous prece-
dent for other moves sgcrificing air quallty for the
convenience of potluters.

This bill, which originally would have canceled
the EQC's discretionary authority to prohibit trash
fires, has been somewhat modified to permit EQC
interruptions of backyard burning after June 30,
1882, as required by air quality standards establish-
ed by the commission, '

However, a qualifying provision would prevent

the EQC from halting outdoor burning of household
and horticulturatl wastes —- no matter how critical
the situation — 1if alternative disposal methods
were not available.

Mountains of tree trimmings, bmldmg demoli-
tion debris and other bulky combustibles are
burned in the Portland metropolifan area because
its local governments have dallied overlong in set-
fing up reusable waste recycling programs and pro-
viding adequate landfil] sites for non-recoverable
wastes.

Although Portland Mayor Frank Ivancie has
testified that backyard burning accounts for only
1.2 percent’of its total annual air pollution, state
studies have shown that outdoor refuse burning at
times produces 25 to 40 percent of all the “respir-
able particulate” air poliution in that populous area.
Industrial emissions, the next largest contributor,
are responsiple for no more than 23 percent, ac-
cording to the state’s studies. Wood heat, dust and
auto exhausts account for the rest, in that order.

Enactment of SB 327, as recommended last.
week by the Senate Environment-Land Use Com-
mittee, would promote aggravation of the situation.
Instead of fostering corrective action, as the EQC
has attempted to do, it would permit open-ended
delays in the development of adequate landfills and
recycling programs needed by the Portland area’s
expanding population.

ollution retreat ur

The Portland area would be left with both its

air pollution and solid waste problems further from

solution,

/

Worse than that, passage of SB 327 as it stands

would contradict the assignment given the EQC in '+

Oregon's pollution control code.

It is “the public policy of the State of Oregon . ..
to restore and maintain the quality of the air re-
sources of the state in a condition as free from air
pollution as practicable, consistent with the overall

public welfare of the state,” according to ORS -

468.280.

By substituting its judgment in this matter for
that of five citizens who work constantly to imple-
ment Oregon’s environmental quality laws, the Leg-
isiature would open the deor to supplications for
special relief from EQC-ordered pollution controls
of all kinds.

Support for local governments’ anti-pollution

programs (Eugene’s backyard burning ban, for ex-

ample) also would be undermined. Momentum that

should be aggressively maintained to keep Oregon a

livable state as it continues to grow would be lost.

Testifying .against 5B 327 a month ago, Tom
Donaca, general counsel for Assoclated Oregon In-
dustries, observed that the Portland area is already
using more than 100 percent of the capacity of its
alrshed. Unless air poliution controls are strength-
ened, he sald, expansion of existing industries and
accommodation of new industries “probably will be

constrained.”

Donaca favored allowing backyard. burning
when conditions are favorable, *‘until & solid waste

disposal system is in place and reasonably available :;
to most of the people in the area.” But, “ultimate-

ly,” he said, “it must be banned.”

The EQC has recognized the Portland area’s |

solid waste disposal difficulties and has given its
local governments as much leeway as they should
expect by temporarily lifting a ban on backyard
burning it ordered there at the first of the year,

There is, accordingly, no need for SB 327. Iis
acceptance by the Legislature would be & mistake
that would delay air quality protection Oregon
should employ hefore the need hecomes really des-
perate, ‘
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The state Environmental (puality Commnission
has zﬁf gd & ¥ -month-0id ban on outdoor burning

" of residential t‘“&:h and vard. ﬁebz iginthe metmpab

Iitan Portiand area. Should &
gt least modify, the ban @r such bumm that it

gene, then, repeal, or

gdopted 12 yEam ago?

o Agri L.jtur’sl field namvrag and fv:z:' st slash
fires ave permitied on days when abmospheric con-
ditions faver rapid dispersal of the smoke, Wouldn't

“it be OX to permit backyard boniires on the same

“hasig?

@ All other Lane County residents can obigin

Cpermils o toreh frash and borticuitural wastes put-
- doors on faverable burning days between Oct. 1 and

CJune

30, Wouldn't sliowing Hygene residenis the

'same privilege help them save money and, at the

- same time, |
“disposal problems?

help reduce Lane County's solid wasie

Considering only the statements tm prefacs
them:, it might be terapling to answer “}@s” toall of

. the above qwsﬁ:;orf'

Actually, mwh, it would be QT:‘O%‘”’LSEQUEEG —

and therefore, wrong — Ior Eugene to Hi, or modi-
Iy, its ban. Permifting even the resumption of leaf
“burning in the fall would run foolishly counder to

the course tha! Hugene — and all of the Willamete

“Valley, for {hat matter — mugt pursue in order to

"burning baz: was ¢ictated by political pressur

keep the air we breathe saie o breathe,
The EQCs canceilation of the Portland area

\JDY e
scieptific judgments. Data collected lagt vear Indi-
cated that hackyard refuse burning produced from
25 to 40 percent of all of the ““espimhl@ particu-
late" air pﬂiimm in that area.

However, lack of public appreciation of that
fact pe.rmit?te b sh against the ban to devel
ep after it be ‘ective on Jan. 1. Fajlure of
Portland area loca i governmems to provide suilahle
alternative sygiems -{71‘ disposing of tree trimmings,
building-democlition debris and other bulky combys-
tibles coniributed to the dissanf.

When a coterie of Portland area legislatars
sponsored Senate Bill 327 to sirip the EQC of au-
thority to prohibit backyard burming anywhere in
the ctate, and when — no matter how hypocritically
-~ the mayor of Portland and other cf the area’s
ranking public officlals endorsed the bill, the EQC
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“was forced ta capindate.

Ewentually, though, the Portland area burning
han will havr {0 be remss iea Msomated Gregon
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indusiries g |
that point recently in testifying against 8B 227 he-
fore a leglsiative commitiee.

The AOVs “historic posiion regerding back-
yard burning {n the Portland arez,” Donaca said,
“is that uitimately it must be banned.” He gualified
that only by adding, “bul not untl a solid wasle
disposal systemn 18 in place end reasonably available
to most of the peopie in the area”

Donaca noted that the Porfiand avea is current-
ty using more than 100 pereeni of the capacity of lis
alrshed. Unless corrective steps are taken, he sald,
“activity in the area prebably will be constrained”
heth in aftracting new industries and providing for
growih of existing ones.

in the Portland ares, industrial emdssions ac-
count for up fo 23 percent of “breathable particu-
”a‘t@“ poliution; woed heat, up {0 21 percent; dust, up
to 18 percent, and motor vehicls m'-:ha sts, 10 par
cent. The mix varies from time fo time, of course.
And, factoring in gaseous as well ay particulate con-
taminants, so does the overall degree of alr pollu-
tigm. ‘
Eugeng's air guality
comparabie in nature -— and no less critical than
those at {he upper end of the Willamette Valiey.
And ag long as air is being polluted gisewhere in the
valley, prevailing winds will move much of it this
wa v, During aimoespheric temperature inversions
that hold pollution ciosz fo the ground, Eugene resk-
dents breathe the s Uit for days on end, no matier
where It comes fro

The Hugene u‘!:y Council was stirred {o ban

 backyard burning in 19695
agalnst g
sent dense clouds of smoelks into the ¢ity, seriously
aggravating some residents’ respiratory problems.
Eleven years earlier, Eugene tad established fhe

oaly partly as a protest

first Iogal zir poliution control prog”an in the Wil-
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the state Department of Environmental Guality.
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Cily of Gresham

1333 N.W. EASTMAN AVENUE
GRESHAM, OREGCN 97030
(503) 661-3000

August 17, 1983

MEBEIVE]

AUG 18 1983

Ms B. J. Smith, Chief

Construction Grants Unit Water Quality Nivision
DEG Dept. of Environs Al Quality
P.0O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

RE: FY 84 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

The City of Gresham appreciates being added to the DEQ's Priority
List in the amount of $3,850,000. We must, however, request that
Gresham's priority be increased. While it is true that the expan-
sion of our plant is required to insure treatment capability to
comply with water quality standards, the expansion is also neces-
sary to reduce underground water pollution stemming from subsurface
disposal of sewage.

Gresham's obligation to provide sewage collection and treatment

to a large number of presently unsewered residences and businesses
in central Multnomah County necessitates the expansion of its
wastewater treatment facilities., This obligation was formalized
last November with the signing of an intergovernmental agreement
hetween Gresham and Multnomah County, Portland and Troutdale
establishing procedures for participating in the Sewer Systems
Development Charge ordinance enacted in July, 1982 by Multnomah
County as required by an order of the Environmental Quality Com-
mission., WNew construction in unsewered areas now involves the
payment of a fee to the County which is placed into a fund for
financing the expansion of waste treatment works or extension of
sanitary trunk lines. Approximately 20,000 people within Gresham's
sewerage drainage boundary are currently using subsurface sewage
disposal techniques, to the detriment of the region's groundwater,
(A partial copy of the Financial Plan Project report by the East
Multnomah County Sanitary Sewer Consortium is enclosed and sup-
ports this figure.) Before Gresham can seriously consider extend-
ing service to these residents, improvements must be made to the
wastewater treatment plant.




Ms B. J. Smith, Chief
Construction Grants Unit
August 17, 1983

Page 2

RE: FY 84 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

The proposed improvements include a new headworks, increased primary
clarification capacity, and replacement of the existing solids
handling system. The facility planning for our treatment plant
improvements was originally included in the Multnomah County Sewer
Consortium project. The Sewer Consortium project was dropped from
the DEQ's Priority List since Step I work is no longer grant
aligible.

The City of Gresham has elacted to proceed on its own and has
selected a consulting engineer to prepare a facilities plan for
our wastewater treatment plant expansion. The engineering work
commenced in July, 1983 and should be completed by January, 1984.
We will then provide documentation concerning the plant expansion
and details on the presently unsewered, but urbanized, area in the
unincorporated portion of our drainage basin,

The City of Gresham wastewater treatment plant has several defici-
encies and impending deficiencies that need correction as soon as
posgible., Our headworks are not adequately sized nor are they
adequately removing grit and rags from the influent given current
(and projected) flows. There is damage to downstream treatment
plant equipment because this larger material is not being removed
during normal flow conditions and the grit channel and screens are
being bypassed during high flow conditions. Our primary clarifiers
are undersized in comparison to the secondary system. When the City
expanded the plant with its own funds in 1979-80, the secondary
~ystem capacity was increased to 10 mgd but there were no funds
‘wvailable to increase the primary system from the previous plant
design of 6 mgd. Currently, the City is utilizing a split-stream
flow concept.where flows above 14 mgd hypass the primary system and
are treated in the secondary system with some of the primary flow
also receiving secondary treatment. The split-stream flow system
has made it more difficult to operate the plant during wet weather
and has contributed greatly to our not meeting the discharge
requirements several times within the past year.

Our solids handling system also needs replacement. The City did not
have funds available to upgrade the capacity of the solids handling
system during its 1979-80 expansion. Currently we are utilizing a
porteous heat treatment system process followed by a vacuum filter.
The system is not adequate to process all the solids produced and
has contributed to violations of the discharge permit during the
past year, given the extremely high organic loadings the system
returns to the plant., Attached is a letter dated June 2, 1983, from
Charles Clinton, Regional Supervisor, Northwest Region, DEQ, stating
that our treatment plant solids handling process is a public




Ms B. J. Smith, Chief
Construction Grants Unit
August 17, 1983

Page 3

RE: FY 84 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

nuisance in accordance with OAR 340~21-055 to 340-21-060. The
porteous system is the only process that the City has available to
handle solids. It is expensive to operate, unreliable, and produces
odors that are difficult to eliminate in our odor reduction system,

It may appear there is capacity at our wastewater treatment plant

to serve existing unsewered properties in unincorporated Multnomah
County, but that is not the case. When the plant was expanded in
1979-80, the City did not have sufficient funds to expand the entire
plant from 6 mgd to 10 mgd. Only the secondary system was expanded
leaving the headworks, primary treatment and sludge handling systems
in need of enlargement.

Another factor in determining available capacity at our plant is
that commitments have been made for the remaining plant capacity.
When the City formed an LID to expand the plant in 1978, the City
reserved 2.25 mgd capacity for those property owners who partici-
pated in the LID. The City has determined that it needs 0.94 mgd
for growth in the City. Also sewage treatment contracts with
Fairview and Wood Village reserve 0.16 mgd and 0.05 mgd, respec-
tively, of excess treatment plant capacity for future development
in these cities.

In 1882, the City determined there was 0.6 mgd wastewater treatment
plant capacity available for use in the unincorporated area. Ap-
proximately 0.4 mgd of thisgs capacity has been reserved, leaving only
0.2 mgd capacity for connections.in unincorporated Multnomah County
while it is egtimated that 2.0 mgd capacity is needed to sewer ex-
isting unsewered development that is polluting groundwater in the
central Multnomah County area.

Your consideration of Gresham's request is appreciated. 7If there
are any further questions, please feel free to contact me.

CITY OF GRESHAM

William ®. Cameron, P.E.
Director of Public Works
WEC/ESH/jb

File: DEQ Priority List

cce:  James R. Keller
E. Scott Huff, P.E.

Attachment
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Department of Environmental Quality

0

June 2, 1983

Mr. William E. Cameron, City Engineer
City of Gresham

1333 N. W, Eastman

Gresham, Oregon 97030

Re: WQ -~ City of Gresham
File No. 35173
Multnomah County

Deay Mr., Cameron:

As you are aware, this Department received a citizen petition in August
1982, which complained of the maledors from the Gresham sewage treatment
plant. .
In response to the petition and prior individual complaints, we performed
a number of scentometer (odor) surveys and were unable to confirm a vio-
lation of that particular standard. Nevertheless, based upon the number
of complaints, we consider the operation to be creating a public nuisance
as defined by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-21-055 to 340-21~060.

Due to the unacceptable odors from the lime stabilized sludge, you have
returned to the use of the Porteus unit. As & result, odor complaints
have again resumed.

hs we discussed, we consider the use of the Porteus unit the "lesser of
two evils". Because the odors are considered a2 public nuisance, we only
consider its current use as an interim sludge processing method while you

develop and implement acceptable short-term and long-term solutions.

In closing, we are requesting a written reply by June 13, 1983, describing
your intended short-term sclution. It is our expectation that this solu-
tion be implemented as expeditiously as possible but by no later than
July 1, 1983.

‘f}If you should have any questions, piease feel free to contact me at

229-6955,
Sincerely,éﬁk/
cﬁi;:;es R. Clinton
Regional Supervisor
Northwest Region
CRC/mb

cc: Water Quality Division, DEQ

522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE (503) 229-5696




FINANCIAL PLAN PROJECT
Submitted by

EAST MULTNOMAH COUNTY SANITARY SEWER CONSORTIUM
i 2115 S5FE Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97214
248-3297

MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Dennis Buchanan, County Executive

CENTRAL COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICT
Commissioner Caroline Miller, Presiding Officer

CITY OF GRESHAM
Mayor Margaret Weil

CITY OF PORTLAND
Mayor Francis lvancie
Commissioner Mike Lindberg, Public Works

CIiTY OF TROUTDALE
Mayor Sam Cox

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
- Rick Gustafson, Executive Diregtor

January 1983
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I. Purpose

. The purpose of this grant application is to develop a financt#al plan which
Identifies financing mechanisms and a time-line for sewering the unsewered
area of Urban Multnomah County east of the Willamette River. Providing sewer
services witl:

1. Protect the groundwater aquifer from continued and further degradation; and

2. Achieve comprehensive land use planning goals, specifically in the area of
economic development,

It. Introduction

A. East Multnomah County Sanitary Sewer Consortium:

The Consortium was formed in 1977 for the purpose of reviewing the Federal

208 Waste Treatment Management Component. It was originally comprised of
technical staff from Multnomah County and the cities of Gresham and Troutdale;
the City of Portland later became a member of this group. Metro, while not
directly a member, is represented on the Consortium,

-Among other things, the 208 Component required constructing a regional
sewgrage system to direct all sewage to the Gresham plant and eventually
abandoning both the Inverness and Troutdale treatment plants. This plan,
while possibiy workable, was rejected by the Consortium for several reasons,
The major concern of the technical staff was the potential magnitude of
environmental hazards in the event of plant failure, since a fallure at a
smaller plant would be much easier. to control. Additionaily, this plan

was not a practical or cost effective solution; the basins were topographically
well defined, so required minimum pumping. Transporting sewage out of the
basins to the Gresham piant would encounter obstacles of natural topogrsphy
that required excessively costly remedies and were unnecessary.

The Consortium hired an engineering contractor to deveiop an alternative

plan to the 208 Component. This plan resulted in amending the Component to
instead permit the County and the cities to proceed with permanent, independent
trestment plant expansions,

Following this process, the Consortium discontinued meetings, but was not dis-
banded. Early in 1982, Multnomah County reconvened the Consortium in response
to directives from the Environmental Quality Commission, requiring that a
financial plan be developed by July 1, 1984, to identify financial mechanisms
and time-lines for provision of sewer service to the areas of urbanized central
Multnomah County served by cesspools/seepage pits.

The directive further stipulated that installation of new cesspools would be
prohibited effective January 1, 1985, provided that a system was adopted by
the affected jurisdictions 'whereby additional funds are coilected for each
cesspool installation and the funds collected are used for planning, design
and construction of sewers in the cesspool/seepage pit areas.' This condition
would delay the initial prohibition date of October 1, 1982, allowing time
for the development of a sewer systems development charge policy and to
investigate a users discharge fee for existing cesspools.




€

In July, Multnomah County enacted Ordinance No. 320, imposing a Systems
Development Charge of $500 per residential equivalent for installation of
cesspool /seepage pits and on all new or additional construction in excess

of $10,000.1 The Ordinance became effective August 5 and has accummulated
approximately § through December An intergovernmental agreement for
dispersal of the funds for approved construction projects within the respect-
ive basins has been approved by Multnomah County, the Central County Service
District, Gresham, Portland and Troutdale.

The remaining charge of developing a financial plan for the area is the
primary concern of the Consortium at the present time. Because it includes
areas outside the existing city boundaries but within their service basins,
Multnomah County, under whose immediate jurisdiction the area falls, has
acted as the lead agency for the Consortium. The County, working with the
members of the Consortium, has prepared and will administer this financial
planning grant,.

B. History of Efforts to Date of Affected Jurisdictions:

Multnomah County/Central County Service District:

The Central County Service District was formed in 1965 by Multnomah County
and inciudes the area known as the Inverness Basin. Inverness, the north-
western-most basin in unincorporated east County, includes portions of
Portland and all of Maywood Park, It is bounded by the Coiumbia/Portland
Basin to the west, the Columbia River to the north, the Gresham Basin to
the east and the Johnson Creek/Portiand Basin te the south.

The Inverness Treatment Plant began operation in 1969 and treats approxi-
mately ‘1.2 mgd; no plant expansion has occurred since the initial construc-
tion and the boundaries of the District have remained substantially the same
since its inception.

tn 1978, at the direction of the DEQ, Multnomah County began to develop plans
for the protection of the east County aquifer. This work resulted in the

East County Groundwater Plan, adopted by the Board and subsequently the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality and the Land Conservation Development Commission,
which called for 90% of all development in the Inverness Basin to be sewered

by 1990. This did not include those unsewered areas outside the lnverness
Basin, since the County was not the designated agency responsibie for sewering
the remaining three basins of the unsewered area.

- Since adoption of the plan, a financial report developed by CH2ZM HiH,2 and
engineering plans for Inverness Plant expansion developed by Kramer, Chin and
Mayo3 have been completed, identifying the means and cost of serving 90% of
the basin by 1990.

In the fall of 1981, the County created the position of Sewer Development
Manager to head the County's new Sewer Development Division. The first charge
of this Division was to assess the feasibility of the two reports and determine
if the County could actually achieve this aim, given the current economic out-
look and the now known projected costs. An est:mated $150 million would be
required to finance sewers in the Inverness Basis; costs were dictated by an

1. Appendice Exhibit
2. Exhibit =-Executive Summary/CHZM Hill Report
3. Exhibit =lIntroduction & Recommendations/KCM Preliminary Engineering Designs

b




eight year time frame. 1t was obvious from the outset, once the costs were
known, that it would not be possible to meet the original conditions and !
the County, with the concurrence of the EQC, again sought financial planning '
services to develop a more realistic time-line for service provisions. Among
other things, this financial plan will analyze and make recommendations
regarding the feasibility of imposing a discharge fee on existing cesspool/
seepage pits in the District. Concurrent with this, development of a master
engineering plan was also approved, since the last master plan dated to 1965;
a component of the engineering plan will include a revision of original
designs and estimates for plant expansion, in smaller increments phased over
& longer period of time. The two studies are expected to be completed by
spring 1983 and will form the basis for future County/District actions,

L

A parallel ‘effort of the County this year involved obtaining funding for
construction of sewers simultaneous with the development of light rail transit
on Burnside Street, which lies within® the boundaries of the Inverness and
Gresham Basins. Gresham was a partner in this effort and will be constructing
the portion of Burnside within its basin from 146th Avenue to 199th Avenue as
an operating line; that portion of the line within the District, from 97th
Avenue to 146th Avenue will be constructed by the District and will beceme
operational when the interceptor on 122nd Avenue has been extended from
.Sacramento Street south to Burnside Street and the plant has been expanded.

Also during this year, ownership of the Inverness Flant and lines was trans-
ferred to the District; the District's outstanding general fund loan of
$870,000 was repaid to the County; a biue Tibbon Citizens Advisory Committee
for Financing Sewers in fast County was formed to develop recommendations for
future County policies with regard to sewers; and a Systems Development Charge
was imposed by the County, providing dispersal to the District for approved
sewer construction projects. Additionally, a District-wide tax base was
placed on the November ballot but was defeated by the voters; 40% in favor,
60% opposed. This tax base may not be referred to a vote again until May
1984, since tax base measures may only be voted on at a primary or general
election. It is hoped that in the intervening period, sufficient acceptance
of the need for sewers will be achieved and that District residents will
approve a second attempt to establish a tax base for sewer provisions.

City of Gresham: .

The Gresham Basin is bordered by Troutdale's Sandy River Basin to the east,
portions of Multnomah and Clackamas Counties to the south, the Portland/
Johnson Creek Basin in the southwesterly portion, the lnverness Basin in the
northwesterly portion and the Columbia River to the north, with the Troutdale
Basin bordering the northeasterly edge. -

Following adoption of the Columbia Waste Treatment Plan, the Gresham Treatment
Plant was expanded from 6 mgd to 10 mgd in 1978 with local funding, at a cost
of $3 million. 1t was estimated that this expansion would be adequate to
serve existing sewered populations and the projected growth in the basin both
Inside and outside present city boundaries to the year 1987, possibly 1952,
depending upon the level and rate of development. The plant will require
further expansion to provide service to the existing unsewered developed areas
in the unincorporated area of the basin and to those few unsewered porperties
inslde the city limits., Of the estimated 25,000 residents in the

—



"unincorporated area of the Gresham Basin, approximately 5,000 are currently
served by sewers. Providing service to the remaining 20,000 residents would
require an estimated 1.5 to 2 mgd capacity at the plant, not including new
development.

A master engineering plan for tne basin was completed by the firm of Brown
and Caldwell in December, 1980, It indicates phasing of existing and

future needs in the collection system; however, does not include phasing of
major lines into new areas. Additionally, the plan includes a five year
capital improvements inventory which recommends the sale of a $5 million

bond issue to correct existing and near future deficiencies in the collection
system.

Major recent steps for sewer provision taken by Gresham inciude the following:
o Linneman Pump Station and interceptor project; completed 1986, $1 million.

o MNorth trunk parallel sewer line from 215th Avenue and PTC railroad to
Hogan Road; completed 1981, $1 miltlion.

o Funded engineering designs for Gresham parallel interceptor from treatment
plant to 215th Avenue and PTC railroad. Plans will be completed in early
1983; the estimated project construction cost is $2 milljon and is included
in the proposed $5 million capital improvement inventory. '

When complieted, this line will serve the Tektronix property and Cedar Lake
Estates in the central area of the basin and will provide additional
capacity to the Gresham interceptor line so that unincorporated areas,
presently unable to connect to the existing near capacity line, will have
access to sewer services,

o Burnside/Light Rail Transit Sewers: Gresham will construct sewers simul-
taneous with light rail transit development on Burnside Street, which iies
within the boundaries of the Gresham and Inverness Basins. Gresham's
portion of the line extends from 146th Avenue to 199th Avenue and will
be operational with extension of the Stark Street and 181st Avenue trunk
lines. The estimated cost of this project is $1.5 million; construction
will commence in spring 1983.

o Completion of Urban Services Report which denotes Gresham policies for
sewer service provision.

¢ intergovernmental Agreement to apply for and receive funds for spproved
projects from the County's Sewer Systems Development Fund.

o Gresham technical staff are working with KCM master plan engineering staff
to analyze special study areas presently identified as part of the Inver-
ness basin which may be more appropriately served by Gresham. Folliowing
completion of the inverness Master Plan for the Central County Service
District, proposed boundary changes will be submitted to the Metro's Water
Resource Policy Advisory Committee (WRPAC) for approval and formal revision
of the regional 208 plan,

. Exhibit -ExecUtive Summary, Brown & Caldwel! Master Plan
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Auqust 17, 1983

Department of Environmental Quality
Bi1l Young, Director

522 S.M. Fifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr, Young:

The Parkrose Community Group, as you are aware has been actively involved

in the problems of aircraft noise at Portland International Airport for

over six years, After all this time it is nice to finally see some progress
in mitigating the noise pollution that has heen propagated through increased
operations and a lack of control of the flight operations.

We wish to make some recommendations in your anticipated adoption of the
Proposed Noise Abatement Policy. The plan in principal holds the promise

of providing the retief we have long sought, however,it is only a promise
and not a guarntee. The plan elements are totally dependant upon each other
to be workable. At this point in time it is not known if all elements can
or will be implemented, For this reason, we ask that the Commission condi-
tionally approve the plan by adding the following conditions: 1, The noise
overlay zone not be implemented at this time; 2. The other land use elements
reqarding disclosure statements not be implemented at this time; 3. The
references regarding granting of aviagation easements not be implemented

at this time; 4. Add the requirement that the consultant be brought back

to make confirmation studies that either confirm or deny the success of

the operational elements of the .plan. Only in this way can reasonable

land use changes be made. This addition could perhaps indicate that further
changes should be made to the plan at that time,

The Multnomah County Planning Commission has supported these recommendations
and incorporated the language in The Multnomah County Comprehensive Frame-
work Plan, We urge this commission to also defer accepting any of the
elements of the Noise Abatement Plan until 1984 when the consultant can

be brought back to verify the noise contours and land use actions can be
implemented on the basis of fact not a theoretical model. We fully support
the immediate impTementation of the operational efements, but the land use
portions are a tremendous burden of costs that the Port is asking the public
to bear and they should be subjected to the public planning process and
addressed only after the operational elements are in place,

i}gc re]y:é;//
Xa ry %regory

Chairman, Parkrose Community Group

35472 N.E. 131st Place
Portland, Oregon 97230
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GEECE OF THE DIRECTAN

Noise fbatenent: Helicopiors froum the Poul & fie Guard

lte ate fortunate enough io Live in a neighborhood where owr neighbora diaplay
the {ac on appropricle holideys, where wany of ows naighbors are velerans
who take pride in owr wilitory aewices, and whete the citigens are concemned
about the quality of life and the quality of the emwitowsent,

One complaint we would voice ebowt the helicoptors fwom the Port ane flix C}f;a'affd
ie that they fdy far too Low and directly over our homea, many Limes Jlying in
) e‘j ] . INSearily 7

pairs. e deel thol we are the Vacenic! route because they certainly o 1ol
follow either 82ud ave. ot the new 1-205 cotiidor, Jnatead, they come {row
cither side of Rocky Butle, {ying douth. [loat ofiten they ate on the weat side
of the butic....{lying directly over the grade od an 93nd belween Trompson
aud Vidlamookl streets,

Students fron the achool hawe comploined That the windows rettle, Lhe noise is
very mich ¢ distption, ond there is dome {ear for safety, le, in our homes,
expetience the dane condifiond.

e firsl hear the fin Guard helicoptors epproaching fron the south, when they
are abill on the gouth-aide of the Malsey bridge.,  Their pirops ore 40 noidel
and. The noise ia amplified even more becouse of the "natural bowd! effect
created by the construction of 1-205 and the bean,

fs neighbors we have discussed what could be done io sodve the problem; it

would seen thot no metier whol toule ia chodsen one main factor nemaing. .. ..
elevation, Selieve us, wo other aircraft flies ao tow over wa aa do the heilicon-
Lora guow the fie Guard., Becavse of the high elevation of the Sutle, we wouwld
Lhink that for their safely as well as owss, that they would be ab a nuch highet
We know owr neighborhood ia interesting,..the jail ia jual over the freemay;

theve hoa been g Lot of conatwection going on over the dast few years; vud

the Butte and the aurtounding homes ore picturesgue. Bul please raice yowe sighta,

3¢ a pelition from our cesidenta ahouvld be required, plecae infows wa, Letiing
wa know how wony aiguatures ate necessary.

Sincerely,
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August 10,1983

Envirommental Quality Commission
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

RE: Agende Item H, EQC meeting pf‘AugustHIQ

Dear Commissioconers,

OEC recommends that the EQC approve the PIA
noise abatement plan. We belleve 1f represents a
substantial step toward ensuring compatability
between PIA and the Portland metro area.

Most elements of the plan appear to be reason-
able compromises amcong - aircraft safety, operating
efficliency and noise Impacts.

Two elements concern usg and will need to be
monitored closely. First, commuter aircraft flight
tracks continue fto be over the most populated
areas. These aircraft are nearly as nolsy as
laerge transports. They are being granted exceptions
to flight track modifications due to presumed
economic and scheduling impacts. We belleve this
deserves a closer look.

Secondly, air carrier flights departing
to the west, with destinations to the southeast,
will continue to fly over the most populated areas,
although at altitudes which reduce the noise by a
small amount (3 db or so).

Overall the plan should help Portland's live-
ability, and emphasizes the importance of your

nolse regulations in providing a basls for coop-
erative envirommental efforts.

Sincerely

ot B G Gt
@E@EUWE ohn A. Charles

Executive Director
AUG 17 1983
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