12/9/1988

OREGON
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
COMMISSION MEETING
MATERIALS

State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

This file is digitized in black and white using Optical Character Recognition (OCR)
in a standard PDF format.

Standard PDF Creates PDF files to be printed to desktop printers or digital copiers, published on a
CD, or sent to client as publishing proof. This set of options uses compression and downsampling to
keep the file size down. However, it also embeds subsets of all (allowed) fonts used in the file,
converts all colors to sRGB, and prints to a medium resolution. Window font subsets are not
embedded by default. PDF files created with this settings file can be opened in Acrobat and Reader
versions 6.0 and later.




Environmental Quality Commission

N D so T 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

$EQ-46

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
December 9, 1988
Clackamas Community College
Environmental Learning Center
19600 South Molalla
Oregon City, Oregon

The Commission will meet at DEQ at 7:30 am and will visit McFarlands
Yard Debris Recycling Operation, Solid Waste Transfer Station at Oregon
City, and Clackamas Community College Environmental Learning Center
prior to the start of the meeting at 10:30 am.

10:30 am CONSENT ITEMS

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

A, Minutes of the November 4, 1988 EQC Meeting.

B. Monthly Activity Report for September and October 1988,

C. Civil Penalties Settlement Agreements--None

D. Tax Credits for Approval.

PUBLIC FORUM

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

HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS
E. Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Meeting on Rule

Amendments to Delegate Air Quality Plan Approval and Denial
Authority to the Director.
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ACTION TTEMS

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. :

F. Proposed Adoption of Eugene-Springfield CO redesignation and
Adoption of Maintenance Plan as a Revision to the State
Implementation Plan, QAR 340-20-047.

G. Request by the City of Halsey for Exceptions to OAR 340-41-026(2)
(and EQC Policy Requiring Growth and Development be Accommodated
within Existing Loads).

H. Request by the City of Adair Village for Exceptions to OAR 340-41-
026(2) (and EQC Policy Requiring Growth and Development be
Accommodated within Existing Loads).

I. Informational Report: Review of Metro Solid Waste Reduction
Program.

J. Informational Report: Mid-Multnomah County Sewage Project Bonds

K. Informational Report: 1989-91 Budget Status

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 10:30 a.m. to avoid missing an item of
interest.

The next Commission meeting will be Friday January 20, 1989. There
will be a short work session prior to this meeting at 2:30 pm Thursday
January 19.

Coples of the staff reports on the agenda items are available by
contacting the Director's Office of the Department of Environmental
Quality, 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204, telephone
229-5301, or toll-free 1-800-452-4011. Please specify the agenda item
letter when requesting.



OREGON--ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -COMMISSION MEETING

WORK_ SESSTON
December 8, 1988
Conference Room 4
Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland
Note: The purpose of the work session is to provide an opportunity for
informal discussion of the following items.
making decisions at the work session.

The Commission will not be
2:30 pm

Discussion of Medford Air Quality Issues (Wood stoves,
Monitoring, etc.)
3:15

pm Status of Education Efforts
3:45 pm Water Quality Program-Background Discussion
4:30 pm Staff Report Format




Minutes
EQC Retreat
- October 20-21, 1988
Flying M Ranch

Participants at the retreat included the following:

Commission Members:

Chalrman Bill Hutchison ‘ J
" Genevieve Sage

~ Bill Wessinger

Wally Brill

" Emery Castle

Department Staff:

Fred Hansen'

John Laewy

Mike Downs
Stephanie Hallock
Tom- Bispham

Al Hose

‘Harold Sawyer

" Nick Nikkila

Monica Russell
Dick Nichols
Carolyn Young

Others present during portions of the retreat include:

Tom Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries

Tom Horn

Ed Whitelaw, Professor of Economics, University of Oregon,
and President ECO Northwest o

Robert Ball

Roger Swenson, Unified Sewerage Agency

Debie Garner, Unified Sewerage Agency

Andy Carron, National Council for Air and Stream Improvement

Scott Ashecon

Dick Reiten, Economic Development Department

Becky Kreaqg, Water Resources Department

Bruce Andrews, Department of Agriculture

Jim Brown, Department of Forestry

Jim Ross, Department of Land Conservation and Development

Rollie Rousseau, Department of Fish and Wildlife

Ward Armstrong, Oregon Forest Industries Council

Doug Morrison, Northwest Pulp and Paper Association

John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council :

Ray Wilkison, Oregon Forest Industries Council

Don Arkel, Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority

Marty Douglas, Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
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Joel Ario, Oregon State Public Interest Research Group
Dave Cracke, Oregon State Public Interest Research Group
Quincy Sugarman, Oregon State Public Interest Research Group

The retreat began with a discussion of followup actions from the
August 22-23, 1988 retreat that was held at Silver Falls State
Park Conference Center. A summary of followup actions had been
provided in advance to serve as a basis for this discussion.

The commission wondered if it would be possible to have a draft
policy on delegated programs brought back earlier than the staff
targeted 3/2/89 work session. Fred Hansen indicated that Mike
Downs, the designated lead for this item, was extremely busy with
the SB 122 Site Inventory at present. Further, the department
does not expect any program delegation issues to arise before the
targeted discussion in March 1989.

With respect to the Interagency Coordination item, the staff
indicated that a draft would be available in December, with a work
session discussion scheduled for January 19, 1989.

There was some discussion regarding the adequacy of definition of
beneficial uses of water. The initial part of further discussions
on antidegradation will focus on beneficial uses and their role in
establishment of water quality standards and an antidegradation
pelicy.

The Commission expressed a desire to accelerate the followup on
land use if possible to avoid missing an opportunity to assure
that land use decisions adequately prevent environmental gquality
problems.

The Commission agreed that discussions taking place during the
scheduled work sessions should not be duplicated in the regqular
meeting the next day. There should be more time at the work
sessions for informal general briefings on the background and
status of topics that are not on the next day's agenda.

A schedule of potential agenda items for future meetings through
July 1989, was distributed to the participants. The intent is to
update such a schedule after every meeting to assist in planning
meeting locations and work session topics. Discussion of this
schedule was deferred to later in the retreat.
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The Department advised that significant work has been done on a
draft rule to establish an enforcement policy. This rule will be
on the agenda for the November 4, 1988, EQC meeting for hearing
authorization. In connection with this discussion, there was
mention of the Department's legislative concept to establish a lab
certification program to assure accuracy of data generated at
.various laboratories and reported to DEQ as a part of compliance
requirements. Tom Donaca requested that the Department build a
.. reciprocity process into their concept so that a lab providing
data to more than one state does not have to go through
1ndependent certlficatlon processes in each state.

Carolyn Young will report at the December 8, 1988, work session on
the status of ongoing education efforts.

Discussions were adjourned for lunch.

A Ouality Environment -- Oregon's Greatest Natural Resource

Following Lunch, Fred Hansen introduced Ed Whitelaw, Professor of
Economics at the University of Oregon, and President of ECO

- Northwest, a consulting firm. Mr. Whitelaw presented his views on
factors which affect the general economy and economic¢ trends, and
the relationship to environmental quality.

Significant points made by Mr. Whitelaw and that resulted from the
discussion which followed are as follows:

+ A graph of total employment in Oregon shows an overall long
term trend of growth, with short term fluctuations around the
- trend line. Policies of government can affect the slope of
the long term trend line, but can do relatively little to
influence the short term fluctuations. A diverse economy
tends to reduce the magnltude or severity of short term
fluctuations.

+ We want to find instruments or tools that can help increase
the slope of the long term economic trend line. We don't
know exactly what influences the line, but a few factors have
been identified that seem to have some influence on economic
growth. Among these are proximity to the pacific for
overseas trade, situated within the huge west coast economy,
extensive educational system, public works, research
universities, vast forest and agricultural resources, strong
populist tradition, and quality of life.

* 014 economic theory held that people followed jobs. Today,
the theory is that jobs follow households. Therefore, to
linit the severity of cycles, you need a workforce that is
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intelligent, skilled, and happy. Quality of life is a key
- factor.

« Failure to invest in public works adversely affects long term
productivity. Poor roads, sewers, etc. drive up the cost per
unit of output for small businesses particularly. Oregon has
reduced its per capita investment in public works by 1/3
since 1980. Funds that should go to maintain existing
facilities are being used to fund facilities for new :
development, with the result that we are losing ground. We
are growing, and should be spending more just to keep up.

* Oregon's plus in quality of life is the outdoor environment.
(It isn't theater, museums, etc.) The real quality of life
is important, but the "perception® of the quality of life is
more important -- if you want to encourage growth. The
perception is difficult to create, easy to destroy.

« A person's total income consists of monetary income and non-
monetary income. Quality of life is a "fringe benefit" that
is part of the non monetary income. This factor is difficult
to quantify. However, it can in part explain the differences
in salary level for similar work in different parts of the

- country. '

* We must be careful to not inadvertently destroy our economy
and economic stability by undermining the quality of life
that is a very real, although not well gquantified, portion
of the economy.

* We can exploit our natural resources to produce jobs, at
least in the short run, but that may not be consistent with a
desired trend for long term growth.

+ Other states can boast an agricultural or forest based
economy, an educated workforce, etc. Oregon's uniqueness is
in its "quality of life". We must begin to consider the full
range of environmental tradeoffs in our decision making.

Following some questions, Dick Reiten, Director of the Economic
Development Department joined Mr. Whitelaw at the table to
continue the discussion of the relationship between economic
development and environmental quality.

Mr. Reiten stressed that Oregon's environment and quality of life
is ungquestionably its major selling point. He also noted that
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land use planning was one of the best things the state had done

to support economic development. He further noted that 75% of the
jobs outside the metropoclitan area are tied to wood products.

This presents a real problem to government to assist communities
in the transition to a wood products industry that is less labor
dependent and facing reductions in supply of logs. Maintaining
quality of life in these communities is difficult. There is a
real need to develop secondary wood products == €0 add value to
.-the product, not. just cut more trees.

' Mr. Reiten further noted that the working relationship between DEQ
and Economic Development was very good, a true partnership.

In the general discussion which followed, these points were made:

« Only one county chose secondary wood products as its primary
regional economic strategy. Most chose tourism.-

+ It is inevitable that some communities in this state will die
out. We need to face it and advise residents not to spend
their savings waiting for the industry that will not locate

. . there. | '

+ Growing environmental quality perceptions relating to
" garbage, hazardous waste, nerve gas, radicactive
contamination at Hanford, etc. can cost us our environmental
edge on economic advantage. We need to get in better control
in this area.

*+ Many of Oregon's immigrants are retired. They place a stress
on the medical system, public works, etc. but are not seeking
jobs.

« There needs to be better communication between industry and
the legislature regarding real problems industry is facing.

= We need to do a better job of communicating the true costs
and benefits that result from the decisions we make or don't
make. Too often, decision makers do not perceive they are
sharing in benefits in the same way they are sharing in the
costs.

Chairman Hutchison thanked Mr. Whitelaw and Mr. Reiten for their
excellent presentations and discussion.

Water Management in Oregon

Following a brief recess, the panel on Water Management in Oregon
was assembled. Each panel menber made a brief presentation
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highlighting potential future conflicts in water management and
opportunities for minimizing or mitigating these conflicts through
better coordination. Panel Members and significant points of
their presentation are as foliows=
g!i
Becky Kreaq, Admlnlstrator, Resource Management Department of
Water Resources. briefly discussed the proposed multi-
agency Oregon Water Management Program for 89-91 which
identifies 12 issues and 90 tasks relating to those issues.
DEQ has a lead agency or coordinating agency role in 2/3 of
the tasks. This stresses the realization that neither DEQ
nor the Water Resources Department can do it's job without
assistance from others, Coordination is good at the
department level and is improving. A challenge in front of
! " everyone is to 1mprove the coordlnatxon at the Commission
- level,

Bruce Andrews, Deputy Director, Department of Agriculture.
Agriculture in Oregon is changing. It must change to
survive because markets are changing. 85% of Oregon products
are marketed outside the state. To strengthen our
agriculture economy, we must add value to the products before
export from the state, rather than ship raw product. This
means a greater demand for water -- for processing as well as
for irrigation. Ag is pivotal in the discussion of
groundwater. While groundwater quality in Oregon is good
compared to other states, we need to find ways to protect it
without striking fear and foreboding in the hearts of
agriculture. We must overcome the perception that government
is trying to put the farmer out of business. Poverty is no
friend of the environment., Industry must be healthy to
protect the environment. Agencies have different
perspectives on the issue, and we understand that. But, as
professionals, we can work together.

Jim Brown, State Forester, Department of Forestry. Industry is
looking to public lands for its primary timber supply for the
next 30 years because private lands have been harvested and
are in a regrowth phase. Supply will decrease because of a
drop in timber supply on U.S. Forest Service land due to the
forest planning process. Some inevitable tension will occur
between agencies because of differences in mission and
professional differences of opinion. Non-point sources,
TMDL's, and cumulative impacts are concerns that are
developing because of the lack of solid information. Better
information is needed to progress from abstract value
statements to real understanding of costs and benefits.
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Jim Ross, Director, Department of Land Conservation and
Development. LCDC has a grade of B or B~ in planning
overall, but the grade is an F when it comes to water.
Groundwater and wetlands are the prime examples. Groundwater
was virtually unaddressed in the plans, and now conflicts are
becoming apparent with rural residential development relying
on the local groundwater supply being targeted into areas now
deemed critical groundwater areas. In the case of wetlands,
all agencies participated, and we thought a good job was
done. Now, inventory informationis better, and earlier
commitments made by federal agencies are not being honored.

The periodic review process affords an opportunity to address
new state programs and new data and information. We must
notify local governments of new data and programs as the
first step. If we don't have adegquate information on
groundwater quantity and quality, we must find a way to get
it -- otherwise we lose a primary opportunity to prevent
problems through good planning.

Rollie Rousseau, Deputy Director, Department of Fish and Wildlife.
: Fish and Wildlife has no authority to manage water. They are
an advocate for fish and wildlife needs as it relates to
water. There has been a long working relationship with DEQ,

particularly with respect to development and adoption of
water quality standards. All agencies have been good at
adopting new rules and regulatory programs. But, all have
not been so good in the compliance assurance side. The
public is demanding better evidence of compliance. Perhaps
we need to look to other mechanisms to lever available
.resources in this area -- such as contracting with the state
police or other agencies with an existing field force for
compliance activities.

Fred Hansen, Director, Department of Environmental Quality. In
the past, we have focused on point sources, and achieved
major environmental improvements. We have reached a point of
diminishing returns in this area. We must now turn our
substantial efforts to non-point sources or area wide sources
-- both urban and rural. Land use designations and
regulations are a key. We need new strategies to deal with
these issues and the tradeoffs related to these issues. We
must focus on getting the data needed to support the
difficult decisions that will force changes on an unconvinced
population. Coordination has always been good at the
Department level. It is better at the Director level, and
beginning to bloom at the Commission level.
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A general discussion period followed the presentations.
Significant points raised are as follows:

+ Everyone {citizen, farmer, fisherman, camper, etc.) has been
impacting the liveability and environment without realizing
and paying the true costs. We need to figure better ways to

" communicate costs, modify behavior, and get a better chance
for success in dealing with the issues.

* We must deal with the perception of lost value of property
due to regulation. The Constitution does not guarantee that
you can use your land for the highest value. Regulation is
to protect society as a wheole. "Taking" does not occur until
regulation prohibits all reasonable use and reduces the value
to essentially zero.

» Management of Oregon's natural resources (for broad benefit
of the public) is funded mostly from fees. 1.7% of the state
general fund goes to management of natural resources. By
contrast, 1% goes to fund the operation of the legislature.

e Oregon's system of boards and commissions produces some
inefficiencies and drain on agency energy, but it continues
to be the strength of the Oregon system. Care needs to be
exercised to make sure that legislatively mandated advisory
committees are not proliferated on top of the commissions.

Chairman Hutchison thanked the panel members for their
presentations and participation in the discussions. The session
was then adjourned for dinner.

DEQ in the 1990's: lessons of Historv and Prospects for the

Future

Following dinner, Chairman Hutchison introduced the speakers for
the evening discussion on DEQ in the 1990fs. Tom Donaca made the
initial presentation followed by John Charles. General discussion
followed. : '

Tom Donaca noted several lessons from history in his presentation
and made the following points:

+ DEQ serves the public in Oregon. Industry is a part of that
public. Problems must be faced together.

* John Mosser, a former chairman of the Sanitary Authority
established a tone that has been followed since: Penalties
were the last resort; always available for use, but as a last
resort. The reason: penalties bring attorneys into the
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process. The debate on procedural issues that almost always
follows delays consideration of technical issues which the
attorneys don't understand anyway. Therefore, seek ways to
focus on achieving the result -- on solving the problem.
This tone has resulted in significant environmental results,
with relatively few situations where penalties were
necessary. Make sure you know what you are d01ng if you
change this long pursued phllosophy.

'Funding and position limitations exist. Federal funding is =
declining although demands are increasing. Oregon is in the

top 10 states in the country in assessment of fees. Demands
are increasing. -The increasing demands do not carry with
them a sense of cost, benefit, or who pays. Thus, it is
necessary to prioritize allocation of limited resources.

DEQ built its reputation on successes in the Air and Water
Programs. These programs have no mentors in the legislative
process today. They are still vital, although not new and
sexy. They are at risk of being downgraded in favor of the
newver programs. If this occurs, and these programs slip, you
will lose credibility with the public.

It takes a long time (4 to 5 years or more) for meaningful
results from major legislation or rules to become apparent.
This includes understanding the situation, hiring
consultants, developing plans, constructing facilities, etc.
This is compounded by staff turnover during the process.

Interagency coordination is good between legislative
sessions. But during the session, things happen too fast.
Multiple committees, multiple agencies, multiple
subcommittees of ways and means, together with the speed of
events, makes effective coordination very difficult.

Charles made the following points:

Things that worked well for environmental control in the 70's

and 80's will not work well from here on cut. The shift fronm

point source to non-peint source emphasis guarantees this.
Further tightening down on the industrial sector will not
accomplish much for environmental quality. Effectiveness
will be determined by how well we handle this shift in
emphasis.

DEQ needs to devote more resource to influencing key day to
day land use decisions.
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+ Oregon Environmental Council believes environmental laws are
not being adequately enforced. The historic approach of
treating people fairly and nicely for the first violation and
then turning up the screws with subsequent violations is not
~appropriate. The standards should be clearly set, then
enforced. If the standard is not good or  fair, it should be
modified rather than using discretion to not enforce in the
"instance. This is increasingly important in the non-point
source area where you may never catch a violator again.
People have no respect for a program that allows violations.

+ Most within DEQ believe the agency is there to implement
legislative policy rather than be an advocate for the
environment: others believe DEQ should be more of an
advocate for environmental change. DEQ is effective in
influencing legislation. The agency and the Commission
should assume a more visible advocate role, including support
for the initiative to ban smoking. The Commission should
also articulate a position on what should be done about
field burning and other significant issues. (Fred Hansen
noted for the record that it is against state law for public
employees to advocate or express opinion on balleot measures.)

Chairman Hutchison thanked the panel members for their
presentations and participation in discussions. The session was
then adjourned for the evening.

Strategic Planning

Chairman Hutchison began the Friday Morning session on Strategic
Planning with a question on the desirability of strategic
planning. He noted the discussion the evening before on the need
to prioritize limited resources, to know where we are in meeting
federal requirements, and to not let the traditional air and water
programs slip. He also noted that prevention of pollution perhaps
hds not played as important a role as it should in the future. He
also stressed the need for the Commission to get a handle on the
budget, and to improve the way policy is reflected in the budget.
All of these items are an endorsement of the need for planning.

He then opened the discussion on the desirability to pursue
strategic planning.

Stephanie Hallock supported the need to do strategic planning.
She noted that the first step is to develop a plan to do the
planning. Staff investment of time in the process can be large,
therefore they need to know where you are going.

Nick Nikkila noted that he had survived strategic planning in
Missouri. Based on experience, he stressed the need to recognize
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that a strategic plan is a living document that must be
continually updated. Don't make format so stilted that it is
difficult to express what you are going to do. The format can
k111 you if it is not flexlble.

Chairman Hutchlson questioned the approprlateness and value of
public input in the process of developing a strategic plan. Nick
Nikkila and Stephanie Hallock both indicated that public input was

~.not a part of the processes they had experlenced. All agreed that

it is important to be aware of public perceptions and
expectations, however. Tom Donaca noted that the public has lots
- of input to DEQ. He also noted that most programs are pre-
mandated, leaving DEQ limited availability to shift funds to
address other perceived priorities. Public input in the
traditional sense therefore has limited impact.

Emery Castle commented on the process of strategic planning.

Based on his involvement with both successes and failures, he
identified two things to keep in mind: 1) the need to identify
benefits to the department in the area of -internal communication
and how each individual's positien fits in the larger picture; and
2) the need to recognize the benefits to the Commission in
understanding and appreciating the interdependence of decisions
(ie a decision in one area has implications on other areas). In
short, decisions must not be isolated. He noted that a plan
document does not give answers. A plan must be continuously
evolving, therefore a document is not the answer -- but the
process is. There is a need to identify ways to improve decision
making. Finally, he suggested that subcommittees might be used to
study issues in greater depth to better prepare for major
decisions. ' :

Bill Wessinger expressed great trepidation on going into strategic
planning based on his experience. He didn't want another book to
place on the shelf. He preferred a one page outline tec aid in
understanding the bigger picture and why we do things. He urged
care in the investment of significant staff time in preparing a
plan document when that staff time could perhaps be better spent
on other things.

Chairman Hutchison noted the importance of keeping the process
simple.

Harold Sawyer noted past department efforts on a program by
program basis to develop a Mission Statement, Goals, Objectives,
and Work Plans. These process were valuable in stimulating free
and open discussion between the involved staff in a workshop
setting. The greatest problem with this past process was that the
individual program pieces were never brought together into a
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single agency~wide picture. Basic assumptions underlying the
planning were not challenged and tested. The process also tended
to produce thick plan documents that were not very dynamic. He
noted that what is needed now is a systematic approach for
pulling the elements of the various programs intc a single
picture -- presented in brief form in no more than 4 pages.

Tom Bispham noted that without plan, day to day concerns prevail,
and the future is forgotten. When everything is a priority,
nothing is really a priority. He expressed the view that we are
on the front end of wave of rejuvenation of the environmental
movement. We therefore need to take advantage of present
opportunity. We need to identify and do an excellent job on the
critical few priority items. Bill Wessinger expressed agreement
with these views.

Fred Hansen stressed that everyone agrees that the last thing we
need is a strategic plan document. What we need is strategic
thinking -- the process, the approach, the thinking, the vision of
where we want to go, the marshalling of resources to get there.

We are experiencing growth -- and we need to better integrate the
growing organization. It is not the plan that is important, it is
the planning; not the document, it is the thinking. '

Chairman Hutchison summarized the consensus of the group that a
dynamic strategic planning process does present an opportunity for
the Department and Commission to do a better job.

The discussion then turned to the issue of how to launch the
strategic planning process.

Fred Hansen recognized the time constraints on the Commission but
stressed the need for the Commission to be involved in the process
of developing a mission statement because these discussions are
where the Commission and Department will get a shared vision.

Genevieve Sage noted that planning is not inventing something new
to do. In reality, the strategic plan is already in writing in
Oregon Law. The mission statement already exists. What is needed
is to figure out the connecting lines for the various statutes,
and to identify the holes. A
Stephanie Hallock urged that experienced and knowledgeable outside
help be employed to assist the Commission and Department
initially. Chairman Hutchison concurred.

Emery Castle asked if the Department has half a dozen things that
are major problems that a strategic plan will aid in solving. He
suggested that before outside help is selected, we need to know
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whether we want them to: 1) help us implement a strategic
planning activity, or 2) help us improve on half a dozen areas
where we are not very comfortable and believe a systematic
approach would be of benefit. Emery noted that the Department
seems to be doing a good job, but would expect the Department to
see areas for improvement.

Tom Blspham stressed that the process must tell us the high
_priorities, but must also tell staff which things we are not going
to do. Chairman Hutchison agreed that we can't put out all the
fires, but we should be driving the process, not be driven by it.

Chairman Hutchison summarized the consensus that we don't need a
perfect plan; rather we need to get a fundamental plan launched.
We need to improve as we go. We don't need a public opinion
sample; we don't need to spend $100,000; we don't need to overwork
staff. The Department needs to hire an outside expert for a short
period of time to facilitate the initial process and train staff
to continue the process. The consultant should advise the
Department on the sequence of steps to be pursued. The goal

- should be to have a strategic plan (described in 4 pages maximum)
done by next September or October.

The group then proceeded to start the preliminary thought process
by identifying issues of concern as follows:

What are mandatory'requirements of EPA that each program must
meet; what resources are required to meet them.

‘We don't have ability (in practical terms) to say no.
How do we relate td people who affect us -- EPA, the
governor, the legislature, the regulated communlty, the
publlc, etc.

We don't deal very well with various interest groups.

We need to do a better job of translating policy through the
organization.

We need to develdp priorities.
We need to better integrate efforts.

We need to be able to articulate to others what we are doing
an why in order to develop better understanding.

We need to strengthen the policy formulation process and the
(partnership between the Department and the Commission.
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We need to recognize that our audience is different today ==
many individuals rather than a relatively small number of
sources: (exhaust emissions, wood stoves, back yard burning,
recycling, etc.)

We need more flexibility in funding resources == current
inflexibility limits our ability to make effective decisions.

We need to enhance the agency's adaptive capacity. A plan
should help us with personnel decisions, qualifications,
position caps, retention, training, effective use of
resources, provide staff w1th necessary tools to deo
effective job, etc.

We are not gathering data we need to make decisions.

.Do we need an economist on staff to begin to better deal with
cost and economic impact issues.

- Is division of responsibility between EQC/DEQ correct. How
much flexibility do we have in this area. Perhaps some
decisions should be made by the Department rather than
spending resources preparing information for the Commission.

' The Commission needs to be able to delegate to the Department
without apprehension.

In concluding the discussion on Strategic Planning, Bill Wessinger
indicated he would be glad to set in on the process (as the
Department works with a consultant) in an ex officio capacity to
learn. ,

Future EQC Agenda Topics

The Commission supported the idea of a rolling calendar of
potential future Commission agenda topics. They also noted the
staff efforts to modify the format of agenda item staff reports
agreed to review the issue after the November 4 meeting.

The Commission agreed that it may be appropriate to meet in Salem
during the upcoming legislative session. They also agreed that it
was desirable to meet in other locations of the state when issues
or agenda topics would make meeting at such locations productive.

Public Input

During the time scheduled for public ihput, the Commission heard
from the following:
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Ray Wilkison, representing the Oregon Forest Industries Council,
spoke on air quality and water quality issues. He stressed the
need to continue prescribed burning as an efficient forest
management tool to maximize production on a shrinking acreage
available for intensive forest management. He was concerned that
forest prescribed burning would be linked to field burning in
probable discussions during the next legislative session.

With respect to water guality, Mr. Wilkison stated that his’
organization was puzzled by the recent decision of the EQC on load
allocations in the Tualatin Basin and does not believe the
decision properly relates to the non-point source program of the
" Federal Clean Water Act.

Don_ Arkel, representing Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority,
noted the evolution of air quality programs from major source
concerns to non traditional area sources such as vehicles, wood
stoves, etc. He stressed the need for better tools to deal with
these non-traditional sources including more nurturing of local
1nit1at1ves, seed funding for innovative projects, and a clear
policy requiring polluters to pay the full cost of disposal
(through excise taxes on commodities). He also noted the confllct
between Oregon's reputation for a high quality environment, and
the adverse impact of field and slash burning on that reputation.
He supported biomass production of energy at remote sites to
eliminate the need for slash burning. He questioned the necessity
for field burning.

Joel Ario, representing Oregon State Public Interest Research
Group, spoke on superfund related issues. He noted that the
length of time required for cleanup of identified sites is a
concern to their organization. He urged more emphasis on
pollution prevention and toxics, and supported the creation of a
toxics use reduction institute at a university in the state. He
also noted that the Department needs authority to force toxics use
reduction goals where voluntary programs are not successful.

Chairman Hutchison thanked the participants and the
retreat/workshop was adjourned following lunch.
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Minutes of the One Hundred Ninety-First Meeting
November 4, 1988

Department of Environmental Quality
Conference Room 4
811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, -Oregon 97204

Commission Members Present:

Bill Hutchison

Wallace Brill

Emery Castle

Genevieve Pisarski Sage
William Wessinger

Department of Environmental Quality Staff Present:

Fred Hansen, Director
Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General
Program Staff Members

NOTE: Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain
the Director's recommendations, are on file in the
Office of the Director, Department of Environmental
Quality, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204.
_Written material submitted at this meeting is made a
part of this record and is on file at the above
address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

Peter Dalke, budget manager for the Management Services
Division, gave an overview of the status of the department's
budget. His major point was that the base budget reductions plus
absorption of the 4% cost of living increase will leave the
department with a base budget $800,000 less than current levels.

William Young, Director of the Water Resources Department, spoke
about the Water Resources Department and programs which relate
directly to the Environmental Quality Commission and the
department. Ground water was the first area of joint interest.
The Water Resources Department is responsible for water well
construction standards, for disputes among water users,
characterization of aquifers, and toxic matters (landfills, etc.).
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It also has a role in the proposed new Ground Water Protection
Act. The second area of joint interest is planning and includes
basin plans, minimum stream flows, and rules for instream water
rights., Other joint interest activities include the Strategic
Water Management Group, Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board,
and other interagency roles which focus on the Federal Energy
Commission and hydro-electric projects. The permitting system
governing the Water Resources Department involves the final area
of joint interest. The applicable doctrine is "first in time is
first in right". There is no distinction based on relative value
of users; shortages are not shared.

FORMAT, MEETTING
CONSENT ITEMS:

Agenda Item A: Minutes of the September 9, 1988, EQC Meeting,
August 12, 1988, Emergency Meeting Minutes, and August Retreat
Notes.

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and passed unanimously to approve the
minutes and notes as submitted. Commissioner Brill abstained
on the August 12 minutes because he did not participate in
the meeting.

Agenda Ttem B : Monthly Activity Report for Augqust 1988.

Action: It was moved by Commissioner Sage, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and passed unanimously to approve the
monthly activity report for August 1988.

Agenda Ttem C: Civil Penalty Settlement Agreements

There were no civil penalty settlement proposals presented for
Commission action.

Agenda Item D: Tax Credits for Approval

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
issue tax credit certificates for pollution control facilities
listed in the report; that the Commission revoke Certificate
#1902 issued to Columbia-Willamette Leasing (Ogden-Martin) and
reissue to Pacific Corporation; and that the Commission extend,
for a period of 180 days, Willamette Industries Final Tax Credit
filing deadline.
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Action: It was moved by Commissioner Brill, seconded by
Commissioner Wessinger, and passed unanimously to approve
the director's recommendation.

PUBLIC FORUM

There were no participants in the public forum.

'HEARTNG AUTHORIZAT

‘Agenda Item E: Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public
Hearing on Proposed Environmental Cleanup Rules Regarding
Delisting of Facilities Listed on the Inventory and Establishing
a Process to Modify Information Regarding Facilities Listed on
the Inventory, QAR Chapter 340, Division 122.

In 1987 the Legislature enacted a provision in the Oregon
Superfund Law to determine the extent and nature of hazardous
substance releases throughout the state. A portion of that
statute requires the department to develop and compile an
inventory of confirmed releases of hazardous substances.

While the statue provided a detailed process for adding sites to
the inventory, it did not provide a mechanism for removing sites
from the list or modifying information about the sites. To that
end the department proposed that the Commission authorize the
department to take testimony at a public hearing on the proposed
rules. These rules provide a procedure and criteria for
delisting facilities from the inventory and for modifying
information contained in the inventory.

- Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to take testimony on the proposed
rules to provide a procedure and criteria for delisting
facilities from the Inventory and meodifying information contained
in the Inventory.

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Sage, and passed unanlmously to approve the
director's recommendation.

Agenda Ttem F: Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public
Hearing on Revisions of Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 340,
Division 12, civil Penalties, and Revision to the Clean Air Act
State Implementation Plan (SIP).

The Commission has directed the department to incorporate its
enforcement policy into its rules. The rules should include a
classification of violations and a civil penalty assessment
procedure. The proposed rules provide penalty predictability to
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the regulated community while retaining a level of flexibility in
the department®s enforcement discretion. This item is a request
for authorization to conduct a hearing to take testimony on the
proposed rules.

Michael Huston noted that the factors cited within the rule are
part of existing practice, therefore the rule strengthens the
ability of the department to defend its actions.

Richard Bach of Stoel, Rives, Boley, Jones, and Grey told the
Commission that he generally supported the proposed rules.
However, he was concerned with the department's decision to
incorporate the proposed rules into the Clean Air Act State
Implementation Plan. Mr. Bach stated that rules should not be
incorporated into the SIP unless required by law because such an
incorporation would give the EPA the authority to enforce the
propeosed rules. Mr. Bach was concerned that the department's
enforcement discretion would be adversely affected.

Commissioner Wessinger shared Mr. Bach's concern that the
proposed rules would limit the departmentfs discretion and asked
if such rules were necessary.

Tom Bispham, Regional Operations Division Administrator, replied
that the proposed rules retained the discretion to decide when
and how to enforce. At the same time, the proposed rules would
provide the regulated community with a clear understanding of the
enforcement process and how penalties are calculated. Mr.
Bispham also stated that the proposal would enhance statewide
consistency and give staff clear direction as to when and how to
pursue enforcement.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to take testimony on the proposed
revision to the civil penalty rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division
12, and proposed revisions toc the SIP.

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Sage, and passed unanimously to approve the
director's recommendation.

Agenda Item G: Request for Authorization to Conduct Public
Hearings on Proposed Rules, OAR 340-160-005 through OAR 340-150~-
150 and OAR 340-150-067, for "Registration and Licensing
Requirements for Underground Storage Tanks Service Providers" and
Modifications to Existing Rules, OAR 340-150-010 through 340-150-
150 and 340-012=-067, for "Requirements Under Which Regulated
Substances May be Placed Intc Underground Storage Tanks.
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Approximately 22,000 regulated underground storage tanks have
been identified in Oregon. Up to 25 percent may be leaking,
threatening public safety and the environment. The 1987 Oregon
Legislature authorized the Commission to adopt rules for a
comprehensive underground storage tank program. The Commission
adopted interim rules in January 1988. New rules are requivred to
reduce leaks caused by persons who service USTs and to insure
that petroleum products and hazardous materials are not placed
into USTs that do not have a permit. Agenda Item G is a request
to authorlze a public hearing on the proposed rules.

Director®s Recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
authorize public hearings to take testimony on the proposed
underground storage tank rules as presented in Attachments A and
B, OAR 340-160-005 through QAR 340-160~150, OAR 340-=15--101(12),

‘ and 340-150-150.

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Brill, seconded by
Commissioner Wessinger, and passed unanimously to approve
the director's recommendation.

Agenda Ttem H: Recquest for Authorization to Conduct a Public
Hearing on New Industrial Rules for PMj;y Emission Control in the
Medford-Ashland AQMA and Grants Pass and Klamath Falls Urban
Growth Areas (Amendment of OAR 340, Divisions 20 and 30).

A combination of new control requirements and strategies must be
adopted to meet new standards for PMig in the Medford-Ashland,
Grants Pass, and Klamath Falls areas. .

. Industrial control rules have been drafted to : (1) require more
effective controls for plywood veneer driers and large wood-fired
boilers in the Medford-Ashland and Grants Pass areas; (2)
increase the particulate emission offset ratio to 1.3 pounds of
reduction in existing emissions for every one pound of new
emissions in the Medford-Ashland area; (3) require additicnal
source-testing and continuous emissions monitoring in the
Medford-Ashland and Grants Pass areas; and (4) reduce the
significant emission rate for new or modified industrial sources
to five tons per year (from 15 tons per year) in the Klamath
Falls area.

‘This item requests authorization to conduct public hearings on
the new industrial rules.

Joe Weller, of the American :Lung Association, stated that he felt
these rules are short-sighted and that industry concerns were
addressed but that the input from the Coalition to Improve Air
Quality was not considered; especially the concerns expressed by
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Dr. Palzer regarding the testing of veneer and boiler emissions.
Mr. Weller stated that the package dealing with PM;5 should be
comprehensive not piece meal.

John Charles, with the Oregon Environmental Council, said he
shared Mr. Weller's concerns. He felt it was important to
emphasize the fact that every item in the proposal could be
changed in response to hearing testimony. He also said the rules
need to be both workable and enforceable.

Garrett Andrew, of Boise Cascade Corporation, felt that non-
industry controls should be addressed at the same time as
industry controls.

Merlyn Hough, with the Air Quality Division, reviewed the
problems with irndustry vs residential control of emissions.
Because the residential portion of control is unpopular and we
lack authority to stop woodstove use except under severe setting
of public health threat, attempting to move both strategies ahead
at the same time is not practical. The residential portion could
- hold up the industry portion and with on-going industrial '
development, the department felt it would be reasonable for
industry to know what their goals and/or limitations are.

Edward Butchino, of BWR Associates Inc., expressed concern about
the methodology of testing stating that there is no way to
measure or compare test results of emissions.

Mr. Hough stated that the uncertainty of testing methods was not
significant enough to stop the hearings on standards. He also
discussed the problems with soil and road dust, stating that
generally these particles are larger than the PM,4 standard and
therefore pose less of a health threat. The similarity between
"fingerprints" of veneer and woodstove emissions was discussed
and Mr. Hough stated that these fingerprints can be

distinguished. Finally, he noted that the department has met with
many groups and individuals in the area to discuss options and
alternatives for the various components of the control strategies.
.Comments and input has been used in developing this proposal

Fred Hansen summarized the issues before the Commission as
follows:

1) There is controversy in the community regarding methods for
meeting the PM;o standard, and there will continue to be
controversy.

2) DEQ has discussed the issues in the area in many forums --
non-industry as well as industry -- and will continue to do
so. '
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3) There will always be a need for more data.

4} There is a need to move ahead with something at this time to
give industry an opportunity to do better planning.

5) This is only a request for authorization to proceed to
hearing. Final adoption will occur at a later date.

The Commission recognized concerns about proceeding to hearing on
“industrial control requirements before the residential control
strategy was fully developed. There was consensus that the
proposed hearing should go ahead, that the proposal can and will
change if needed, and that final adoption should not occur until
residential controls are also identified.

In response to concerns expressed from Commissioners Castle and
Hutchison, the December work session of the EQC will include
specific discussion on source testing and monitoring the Dr.
Palzer issue, and the status of woodheating control strategies.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
authorize public hearings to take testimony on the proposed
amendments to Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for the
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area, OAR 340, Division
30, and the definition of Significant Emission Rate for the
Klamath Falls area, OAR 340~20-225(22).

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Wessinger, and unanimously passed to approve
the director's recommendation.

ACTION TTEMS

Agenda Item I: Request for Adoption of Proposed Cleanup Rules for
Leaking Petroleum Underground Storage Tank Systems, OAR 340-122-
201 to 340-122-260 and Amendments to OAR 340-~122-010 and 340-122-
030.

The proposed rules were developed in order to specify the level of
protection of public health, safety, welfare, and the environment
and the degree of cleanup necessary to achieve this protection.
One significant issue which surfaced during public comment on
these proposed rules concerned mandatory reporting requirements
for home heating oil USTs. These systems are currently exempt
from the reporting requirements in the UST statutes. The
department modified the scope of the proposed rules in order to
eliminate the mandatory reporting and initial abatement
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requirements. The department does retain the authority for
c¢leanup of releases from these systems at its discretion.

A technical attachment to Agenda Item I was submitted to clarify
- the original intent and applicability of the petroleum UST cleanup
rules and is made a part of this meetings record.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
approve the proposed cleanup rules for leaking petroleum
underground storage tank systems, OAR 340-122-~201 to 340~-122-260
and amendments to OAR 340-122-010 and 340-122-030.

ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Brill, and passed unanimously to approve the
director's recommendation as amended by the technical
handout.

Agenda Item J: This item was removed from the agenda.

Agenda Item K: Proposed Approval of Changes in LRAPA Title 43,
"Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants" and LRAPA Title
34, "Air Contaminant Discharge Permits" (Asbestos Regulations).

After the department held hearing on the proposed changes to LRAPA
rules, the LRAPA Board of Directors adopted new asbestos
reqgulations and requested that the Commission approve the revision
to Title 43 and adopt the revision to Title 34 as a revision to
the State Implementation Plan. LRAPA requested approval of the
changes because they are not a part of the SIP but contain
standards that under ORS 468.535{2) must be approved by the
Commission prior to LRAPA enforcement. LRAPA requested adoption
of the Title 34 changes because it is a part of the SIP and
changes to the SIP must be adopted by the Commission as
administrative rules.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commissiocon
approve the amendments to LRAPA Title 43 and adopt the amendments
to LRAPA Title 34 as a revision to the SIP.

Action: It was moved by Commissioner Brill, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and passed unanimously to approve the
director's recommendation.

Agenda Ttem I: Proposed Adoption of LRAPA PM;g Amendments,
Including Changes to Title 14, 31, 38, 51, and the Oakridge PMq o
Group II Committal SIP, as a Revision to the State Implementation
Plan, OAR 340-20-047.
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After holding hearings, the LRAPA Board of Directors adopted the
PM; o amendments and Group II committal SIP. LRAPA requested that
the Commission adopt LRAPA's new PMj;qg rules as a revision to the
SIP. LRAPA has requested adoption of its new PMjg rules because
they are a part of the SIP (OAR 340-20-047) and changes to the
SIP must be adopted by the Commission as administrative rules.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
adopt the new LRAPA PM;y regulations as an amendment to the SIP.

..Action: It was moved by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Sage, and passed unanimously to approve the
director's recommendation.

Agenda Item M: Informational Report: Report to the Legislature
on Management of Solid Waste in Oregon.

Director Hansen informed the Commission that: House Bill 2619,
passed by the 1987 Legislature requires a report on solid waste
capacity be submitted to the Legislature by December 15, 1988.
The Department is providing this informational report to the
Commission prior to the submission to the Legislature.

Chairman Hutchison asked if the report emphasizes enough the
problems of special waste and impending federal regulations.
Soulid Waste Manager Steve Greenwood responded that the report was
intended to highlight these problems, although the scope of the
report required by the Legislature was actually more limited
issue of capacity. Thus the report concluded that a disposal
capacity crisis was not found to exist, but goes on to identify
the other concerns. Chairman Hutchison requested that the scope
. of the report be expanded to increase emphasis on the other
issues.

John Charles, of the Oregon Environmental Council, suggested that
the department provide certain interested parties a chance to
comment on the report, and that these comments be included in the
report submitted to the Legislature. He noted that his
organization would have some comments to make on the recycling
portion of the report.

Steve Greenwood responded that while he was not opposed to
providing an opportunity to comment, this report would be seen in
the context of two other reports specifically on waste reduction
that the department will be submitting to this Legislature.

In response to Commission comments, Director Hansen noted that the
department would look to revise the report to ensure it adequately
reflected the department's concern for special wastes, groundwater
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protection, and the impact of new federal regulations and would
circulate the report and attach a summary of comments received.

Agenda Ttem N: Proposed Adoption of New Administrative rules for
the Waste Tire Program. OAR 340-62: Reimbursement for Use and
Cleanup of Waste Tires.

The 1987 Legislature passed a Waste Tire Bill (HB 2022) which
requires requlation of waste tires and imposes a $1 fee on new
replacement tires to create a Waste Tire Recycling Account. The
account is to be used for a reimbursement program to stimulate the
market for recycling of waste tires and to provide cleanup funds
for some tire piles. The department has worked with a task force
of affected parties to develop administrative rules for the Waste
Tire Program. Public hearings were held in LaGrande, Bend,
Medford, and Portland on a draft rule governing use of the Waste
Tire Recycling Account.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
adopt the proposed new rule governing use of the Waste Tire
Recycling account for reimbursements te persons using waste tires,
and a cleanup of tire piles in OAR Chapter 340, Division 62. :

Deanna Mueller~Crispin, Waste Tire Program Coordinator, noted that
the goal of the legislation was to enhance the market of tires.
The rule clarifies what constitutes the use of waste tires.

Deanna then discussed a chart provided for the Commission which
identified typical steps in the processes for use of waste tires
and the step at which reimbursement would be provided under the
proposed rules.

Pierre Renaud, of Northwest Tire Disposal Services Inc., stated
the reimbursement should be given priority as opposed to cleanup
because the reimbursement will cause the cleanup to happen.

Mark Hope, of Waste Recovery, Inc., objected to the proposed
definition of "end user" saying that it did not address the point
where value is added in processing the waste tire. He was

. concerned that this definition excludes some processors from
getting the reimbursement, but gives it to other processors. Mr.
Hope recommended language that would give the reimbursement to the
¥first purchaser" of tire-derived products. He felt this would
truly reimburse the "market". ‘

Chairman Hutchison asked counsel whether the Commission had to
give a reimbursement to every person who used waste tires or chips
(if a single tire passes through more than one set of hands).

Michael Buston, DEQ legal counsel, responded that it lay within
the Commission's authority to determine "appropriate uses eligible
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for reimbursement” and to decide that certain uses (e.g. chipping
tires but not recovering their energy value) could be excluded
from the reimbursement.

Fred Hansen noted that the Department proposal is based on two key
assumptions: (1) you only pay once for a tire, and (2) payment is
made when the tire is turned into a non=tire product that is put
to use.

Franz Rotter, spoke of the advantages of pyrolysis. - He said that.
giving the reimbursement to the purchaser of pyrolysis products
would also help pyrolysis producers. He stated that reimbursement
could legitimately go to the pyrolysis producers as well since the
finished product eliminates the waste tire. He felt the pyrolysis
producer, who spends money to convert the tire to a non-tire
product, should get the reimbursement, rather than the purchaser
of the pyrolysis product.

Bill Briggs, representing Fuel Processors, agreed with Mr. Rotter
that reimbursement should go to the pyrolysis processor.

Commissioner Castle expressed the view that the earlier the
reimbursement enters into the process, the more impact it will
have. He therefore favored reimbursement at the earliest possible
point in the process where the legal requirements of the statute
are met. This further has the benefit of simplifyving the
administration of the program.

Fred Hansen indicated the department agreed, but had focused on
the point where the tire clearly becomes used as another product
as the point where the legal requirements of the statute are
clearly met. The legislature had debated various options,
including research and development, and rejected all in favor of
actual use. He also noted that the reimbursement point for the
pyrolysis process was a close call that was extensively discussed
by the department. The department finally concluded that a more
consistent interpretation would result by modifying the proposal
that went to hearing, although it could be decided either way
(current Director's recommendation, or wording that went to
hearing).

Chairman Hutchison asked about the possibility of reimbursing the
tire chipper rather than the end user of the chips. Fred Hansen
noted there was concern that tires could be chipped or otherwise
. processed .and still end up back in the waste stream if the
emphasis was not placed on actual use. Commissioner Castle
indicated he was willing to accept that, but still felt the
pyrolysis producer should be eligible for reimbursement.
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Director Hansen summarized the options available to the Commission
as follows:

a. Adopt the Director's Recommendation (pyrolysis producer
is not eligible for reimbursement).

b. Modify the Director's Recommendation to make the
pyrolysis producer eligible for reimbursement (return to
the draft rule language that went to hearing).

Cc. Defer action and direct the department to develop a
revised proposal for later consideration by the
Commission. -

Commissioner Wessinger expressed support for the Director's
recommendation and moved approval. The motion died for lack of a
second.

Action: Following further discussion, it was moved by
Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by Commissioner Sage and
passed by majority to adopt the rules with the original draft
language which defined the pyrolysis processor as an "end
user" and therefore made the processor sligible for
reimbursement. Commissioners Brill and Hutchison cast "no"
votes. :

Agenda JItem O: Request for Adoption of a Temporary Rule Amending
OAR 340, Division 61 to Prohibit the Disposal in Solid Waste
Disposal Facilities of Hazardous Waste Originating Out of State.

Federal regulations define which wastes are hazardous nationwide.
However, each state may opt to classify additional wastes as
hazardous. Thus a waste managed as hazardous at state option in
one state may be managed as solid waste in a neighboring state.
The unintended result of this allowed state flexibility can be
interstate transport of waste to avoid legitimate regulatory
requirements.

Although the adoption of temporary rules does not require a public
comment period, the department sent the agenda item to 45
interested parties including members of both the solid waste and
hazardous waste advisory committees. The department received
three responses, two in support of the temporary rule and one
asking for exemption for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco
for shredded currency and food coupons. These letters are made a
part of this meeting's record.

Director's recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
adopt a 180 day temporary rule amending OAR 340-61-060 to prohibit
wastes which are hazardous under the law of the state of origin
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from being managed at solid waste disposal sites when transported
into Oregon. '

It is also recommended that the Commission authorize the
department to proceed to permanent rulemaking.

Action: It was moved by Commissioner Sage, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and passed unanimously to approve the
director's recommendation.

11/16/18
mlyr




MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Clarification to Minutes 11/4/88 EQC

i

TO: Commissioners, Division Administrators
" FROM: Mdnié%”
DATE: December 2, 1988

Attached is page 12 of the minutes for the November 4 EQC meeting.
The first page shows the change that was made. The bold
underlined section indicates the wording which was added, the
bracket [=-—---- ] was deleted. The second page is the final
version.
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processor_being defined as an "end user" and therefore made
the processor eligible for reimbursement. Commissioners
Brill and Hutchison cast "no" votes.

Agenda Item O: Request for Adoption of a Temporary Rule Amending
OAR 340, Division 61 to Prohibit the Disposal in Solid Waste
Disposal Facilities of Hazardous Waste Originating out of State.

Federal regulations define which wastes are hazardous nationwide.
However, each state may opt to classify additional wastes as
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one state may be managed as solid waste in a neighboring state.
The unintended result of this allowed state flexibility can be

interstate transport of waste to avoid legltlmate regulatory
requirements.

Although the adoption of temporary rules does not require a public
comment period, the department sent the agenda item to 45
interested parties including members of both the solid waste and
hazardous waste advisory committees. The department received
three responses, two in support of the temporary rule and one
asking for exemption for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco
for shredded currency and food coupons. These letters are made a
part of this meeting's record. :
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asking for exemption for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco
for shredded currency and food coupons. These letters are made a
part of this meeting's record.
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Minutes of the One Hundred Ninety-Second Meeting
December 9, 1988

Clackamas Community College
Environmental Learning Center
Oregon City, Oregon

Commission Members Present:

Bill Hutchison, Chairman
Emery Castle, Vice Chairman
Wallace Brill

Genevieve Pisarski Sage
William Wessinger

Department of Environmental Quality Staff Present:

Fred Hansen, Director
Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General
Program Staff Members

NOTE: Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain
the Director's Recommendations, are on file in the
Office of the Director, Department of Environmental
_Quality, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204.
Written material submitted at this meeting is made a
part of this record and is on file at the above
address.

FFORMAT, MEETTING
CONSERT ITEMS:

Agenda Ttem A: Minutes of the November 4, 1988 EQC Meeting, and
Minutes of the October 20-21 Retreat at the Flying M Ranch.

The minutes of the November 4, 1988 EQC Meeting and the October
20-21, 1988 Retreat were circulated to the Commission in advance
of the meeting. A proposed amendment to the wording of the action
taken on Agenda Item N on page 12 of the November 4, 19288 minutes
was also circulated.
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ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Sage, and unanimously passed to approve the
November 4, 1988 EQC meeting minutes as amended and the
October 20-21, 1988 retreat minutes.

Agenda Item B : Monthly Activity Report for September and October

1988.
Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and unanimously passed to approve the
Activity Reports for September and October 1988.

Agenda Item C: Civil Penalty Settlement Agreements.

There were no civil penalty settlemgnt proposals presented for

Commission action.

Agenda Item D: Tax Credits for Approval

Director's Recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
issued tax credits certificates for pollution control facilities
listed in the report.

Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Castle, and unanimously passed to approve the
tax credits for the listed reports.

Chairman Hutchison abstained from voting on Tax Credit

Application T2305 because the applicant is a client of his
law firm.

PUBLIC FORUM

No one appeared at the public forum.

HEARTING AUTHORTZATTONS

Agenda Item E: Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public
Hearing Concerning Proposed Rules for Delegation of Air Quality
Construction Approval to the Department.

Statutory provision enacted in 1985 authorizes the Commission to
delegate its authority to enter an order either approving
construction or prohibiting construction of new air contaminant
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sources based on review of plans and specifications. Current
rules adopted by the EQC prior to 1985 authorize the Director to
approve plans (issue notice that construction may proceed), but
require the Commission to issue orders prohibiting construction
(disapproval of plans). At the August 1988, EQC retreat, the
Department was directed to develop the rules necessary to fully
delegate to the authority to take action on Air Quality plans and
specifications to the Department. This agenda item proposes the
rule amendment necessary to accomplish this purpose.

.. Director's Recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to consider rule revisions that would
delegate to the director authority for both air quality
construction plan approval and issuance of orders prohibiting
construction.

Chairman Hutchison asked how often plans had been disapproved in
the past. Director Hansen replied that there had been very few,
if any which had been denied. Tom Bispham, Regional Operations
Manager, stated that the reason few had been denied is because the
department staff works with the source to resolve differences and
get plans revised so that approval can be granted. Generally, the
source wants to get on with construction and is interested in
revising proposals as necessary to demonstrate compliance with
applicable statutes and rules in order to obtain approval.
Chairman Hutchison questicned the need tc include "denial”
authority in its delegation of authority to the Department since
denials were so rare and would constitute a major action. He felt
more comfortable with an alternative to the Director's
Recommendation that would stick with existing rules and have
orders prohibiting construction brought to the Commission.

Commissioner Sage asked what the intent of reserving plan approval
to the Commission was. Director Hansen replied that most
statutory authority rests with the Commission, but that much of it
which requires plan review and approval/disapproval has been
delegated to the director. This specific item was one which was
discussed during the August retreat as being one which could be
delegated. Director Hansen further indicated that because denial
was a rare event, and would likely be a major issue that would end
up before the Commission on appeal, an alternative that has denial
actions brought before the Commission as suggested by the Chairman
would also be appropriate.

Commissioner Wessinger expressed the view that approval or denial
of construction plans and specifications was not a policy matter.

Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Sage, and passed by majority to approve the
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Director's Recommendation to conduct a hearing on the rule
amendments. Chairman Hutchison cast a no vote.

ACTTON ITEMS

Agenda Item F: Proposed Adoption of LRAPA Eugene-Springfield
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Redesignation and Adoption of
Maintenance Plan as a Revision to the State Implementation Plan,
OAR 340-20-047. :

Data show that the Eugene~Springfield area, once in non-attainment
for Carbon Monoxide (CO) has met applicable criteria for attaining
the federal CO standard. CO non-attainment in the Eugene-
Springfield area was primarily related to traffic circulation.
Attainment was achieved by changing traffic flow. An inspection
and maintenance program was not required.

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) Board of
Directors has approved a joint request by LRAPA and the Lane
Council of Governments to redesignate the Eugene-Springfield area
as in attainment for CO, and replace the existing State
Inplementation Plan (SIP) CO Control Strategy with a Maintenance
Plan. This proposed CO redesignation and maintenance plan has
been reviewed by department staff who found it to be at least as
stringent as and consistent with corresponding state regulations.
The US Environmental Protection Agency has tentatively approved
the redesignation.

Director's Recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission
adopt the maintenance plan as a revision to the SIP as proposed.

Don Arkell, Director of Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority,
stated that redesignation plan was a positive event. The process
of solving the Eugene-Springfield attainment problem involved
other agencies' cooperative efforts in the development of
strategies to maintain CO standards. In response to a question
from Chairman Hutchison, Mr. Arkell stated that the primary
components of the plan were both direct and indirect
considerations. Indirectly an examination of the effect of
development on traffic patterns is triggered. More directly there
is an annual review between the City of Eugene, the Department of
Transportation, and LRAPA to change the plan to accommodate or
mitigate growth. The plan addresses developers who have been
denied development opportunities because their schemes compounded
air quality problems as well as those who do not want development
to occur.
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Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Brill, and unanimously passed to approve the
Director's Recommendation.

Agenda Item G: Request for Exceptions to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An
EQC Policy Requiring Growth and Development Be Accommodated Within
Existing Permitted Loads) by the City of Halsey, Oregon.

Oregon regulations require that wastewater point source
~dischargers improve the level of treatment as growth occurs, so
that total wasteloads to state waters do not increase. This anti-
degradation policy allows for exceptions to be made by the
Commission.

The City of Halsey proposes to expand the sewage treatment
facilities. The expansion and upgrade are necessary to eliminate
inadequate treatment facilities and to allow reserve capacity for
expected population growth over the next twenty years.

All reasonable alternative methods and levels of treatment have
been evaluated by Halsey as a part of their facilities planning
process. Environmental impacts and cost information were
examined for each alternative. The cost for alternative treatment
facilities capable of meeting existing load limits exceeds EPA
construction grant guidelines for what is defined as affordable.

The expected impact of increased wasteloads on existing water
quality, the potential for viclating water quality standards, and
the impact on the beneficial uses of the receiving waters have
been evaluated. The department determined that the requested

- wasteload increases could be granted without violating water
quality standards or impairing beneficial uses.

An amendment to Agenda Item G was submitted to the Commission and
becomes a part of this meeting's record. The amendment provided
the Commission with the hearings officer's report and summary and
evaluation of public comment received on the city's request for
increases in mass discharge limitations. As a result of the
hearing, the Director's Recommendation has been revised to reflect
a lower limit for suspended solids.

Director's Recommendation: The director recommends that the
amendment be appended to the staff report of Agenda Item G.
Furthermore, the director recommends that the increased BODg
loading be approved as requested, but that the increased total
suspended solids loading be approved for 115 pounds per day
instead of 164 pounds per day as requested.
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Commissioner Sage asked why the increase in limits to accommodate
future growth is needed now; what is the net environmental
benefit of the improved facility. Dick Nichols, Water Quality
Division Administrator, replied that permit limits have
traditionally been established based on the design capacity of the
treatment facilities. The net environmental gain of the proposed
improved and expanded facilities is the elimination of current
violations and a decrease in the periods of discharge during low
flow. 1In addition, the city can afford and effectively operate
the proposed new facilities. The loading will increase but a
conservative analysis by the Department indicates that beneficial
uses will not be affected and water quality standards will not be
violated.

Bob Baumgartner, Water Quality Engineer, stated that his analysis
of the situation indicated that the proposed increase in allowable
mass discharge locading would not cause or exacerbate any water
quality problems in the river. His analysis was based on worst
case assumptions that included a considerable factor of safety.

Chairman Hutchison asked if the proposed allowable increase in
discharge to Muddy Creek would have an impact on the Willamette
River. Bob Baumgartner responded that at the flow conditions
involved, standards are being achieved and it is unlikely that the
increased discharge will cause any detriment to the river or any
other sources. Chairman Hutchison noted that he believes the
policy to require that expansion be accommodated by increased
treatment such that stream loading is not increased is a

desirable policy, and that any proposed exceptions should be
subjected to very careful scrutiny.

Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Castle, seconded by
Commissioner Brill, and passed unanimously to approve the
- Director's Recommendation as amended.

Agenda Item H: Request for Exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC
Policy Requiring Growth and Development be Accommodated Within
Existing Permitted ILoads) by the City of Adair Village, Oregon.

The City of Adair Village is proposing to expand its existing
sewage treatment facilities. This expansion and upgrade is
necessary to eliminate inadequate treatment facilities and to
allow reserve capacity for expected population growth over the
next twenty years.

The expected impact of increased wasteloads on existing water
quality, the potential for violating water quality standards, and
the impact on the beneficial uses of the receiving stream were
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evaluated. The department determined that the reguested wasteload
increase could be granted without violating water quality
standards or impairing beneficial uses.

The cost of constructing, operating, and maintaining the new
treatment facilities were determined for each alternative
treatment method. The costs for the treatment facilities capable
of meeting existing load limits were prohibitively high, and far
exceed EPA construction grants guldellnes for "affordable"
treatment works. -

An amendment to Agenda Item H was submitted to the Commission and
becomes a part of this meeting's record. This amendment also
provides the Commission with the hearings officer's report and
summary and evaluation of public comment received on the city's
request for increases in mass discharge limitations.

Director's Recommendation: The Director recommends that the
amendment be appended to the staff report of Agenda Item H. No
public comment was received objecting to the proposed increase.
The director recommends the Commission grant the requested
wasteload increase for the City of Adair village.

Fred Hansen noted that this item was very similar to the previous
agenda item relating to the City of Halsey.

Jim Ableman, Mayor of Adair Village, was asked by Commissioner
Hutchison if there were any land use implications in the requested
proposal. He stated that he area of the lagoon could be farm land
and therefore requires a conditional use permit. Of more.
importance, however, were economic considerations. The City of
Adair Village is only 500 people and because of its size, costs of
improvements to each resident are much hlgher ‘than for larger
cities. The proposed new treatment plant will cost residents
about $50 per month compared to figures in the staff report of
$8.65 for Portland and $11.00 for Salem. He supports advanced
treatment and wishes the City could afford it. However, the cost
practically limits the kinds of improvements the city can make to
it's sewage system. Mr. Ableman also stated that the proposed
plan will initially increase monthly discharges, but that on an
annual basis, discharges will be decreased.

Action: It was MOVED by Commissioner Wessinger, seconded by
Commissioner Brill, and passed unanimously to approve the
Director's Recommendatlon as amended.
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INFORMATION REPORTS
Agenda Item I: Review of Metro Solid Waste Reduction Program.

The Department reported to the Commission on September 9, 1988
that Metro had not adequately implemented major portions of their
waste reduction program. The Commission then authorized a
hearing, which was held October 12, 1988, to determine the best
course of action.

The Department believes that the best course of action is to
negotiate a stipulated order, with penalties, covering activities
in eight key elements of the Metro Waste Reduction Program. This
order is scheduled to be adopted at the January 20, 1989
Commission meeting. Some important items to be in the order
include salvage of lumber and reusable building materials and yard
debris recycling at disposal sites, technical assistance in
multifamily and commercial recycling, pilot recycling container
projects, a pilot waste auditing and consulting service, and a
recycled material procurement program.

Bob Martin, Metro Solid Waste Manager, reviewed the status of the
Metro plan. He stated that Metro has been allocated a specific
amount of capacity at the Arlington landfill and ideally that they
would avoid using that capacity by encouraging reduction of the
waste stream via recycling and waste reduction.

Mr. Martin said that his review of the Metro plan indicated that
the necessary resources to carry out the plan were initially
underestimated and that the money was never allocated during the
budget process. Outside influences also affected the
implementation of the plan and were never addressed to get the
plan back on schedule. '

Mr. Martin stated that his intention was to work with DEQ to
develop a compliance order by consent. His major concern was that
he might not be able to run the issues through his committees and
board of directors prior to the January 20 Commission meeting.

Jeanne Roy, of Recycling Advocates expressed concern that there
would be any more delay in getting Metro's plan implemented--she
stated that the process of review had already delayed
implementation by a year. Ms. Roy also stated that none of the
essentials of the waste reduction plan should be changed. Metro
could be allowed to change strategy and time lines, but not the
action elements and goals of the original plan.

Ms. Roy felt that allowing yard debris programs to begin by
September 1, 1989 was too much of a delay and preferred to see an
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implementation date of July 1, 1989. She was concerned about a
"loophole" in the program which while it required communities to
submit plans by February 1, 1989, it did not set a timeline for
Metro to submit plans if they were assuming responsibility for
those communities. Ms. Roy stated that the best incentive for
reducing waste for trash haulers is to give credit for recycling.
She expressed the need to include scrap paper and plastics in the
"additional materials" definitions especially with regard to
multi-family dwellings. Ms. Roy also indicated that the money
--allocated to markets assistance was not enough and- that local - -
markets should be encouraged so that people did not begin
recycling programs only to have them stopped once again for lack
of funding.

Ms. Roy finally asked what will happen to the points of non-
agreement between DEQ and Metro when they review the plan and
establish the compliance order.

Michael Huston, DEQ legal counsel, stated that the statutory
authority is there for the Commission to order implementation of
the Waste Reduction Plan. Further, the Commission could seek a
court directive to enforce the plan. Civil penalties could not be
levied until an order was entered and subsequently violated.

Commissioner Wessinger recommended that the Commission direct the
Department to negotiate a stipulated orxrder.

Director Hansen recapped the sense of the Commission's direction
as follows:

« The Department should proceed with negotiation of a
stipulated order with intent that such negotiations be
complete and presented to the Commission at their January
meeting.

« It is absolutely critical that the order contain tight
timelines.

+ The stipulated order must contain stipulated penalties for
non-compliance.

+ The Department is not to back off too much just to get a
stipulated agreement. The Commission is willing to order
implenentation of part or all of the existing Waste Reduction
Plan if necessary.

By consensus, the Commission agreed and instructed the department
to proceed on that basis.
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At Commissioner Castle's suggestion, the Commission agreed that
this item will be on the agenda for the Commission in January,
even if negotiations are not fully completed by then.

The meeting was then recessed for lunch.

Following the lunch break, Senator Bill Kennemer briefly spoke to
the Commission about a bill he is interested in introducing at the
upcoming legislative session. He stated that although Oregon was
a pioneer with the bottle bill, its effectiveness had decreased
somewhat in the wake of other solid waste problems. In order to
address these problems at the source, he is proposing a bill which
would initiate a packaging tax; the intent being to provide
incentives for packaging which would reduce the amount of
packaging materials entering the waste stream.

Agenda Item J: Mid-Multnomah County Sewer Financing.

On April 25, 1986 the Commission entered an order requiring the
implementation of a plan to provide sewer services for a portion
of Mid Multnomah County. The plans calls for the Department of
Environmental Quality to assist with financing outside of
incorporated areas using Pollution Control Bond Fund proceeds.

The cities of Gresham and Portland and DEQ are drafting a
memorandum of understanding about the structure of financing for
the area. The Department seeks to assure that all loans will be
repaid in full by recipients, and that the risk of default is
appropriately shared by the Cities and DEQ. Further, the intent
is to assure the lowest reasonable cost to residents ocutside the
city. The first bond sale will be small, but the agreements
reached initially will set the stage for subsequent bond sales.

The department will return to the Commission with additional
information and seek Commission approval prior to proceeding to
the first bond sale on the matter.

By consensus, the Commission accepted the Department's report in
this matter.

Agenda Ttem K: Governor's Recommended Budget.

The agency budget regquest has been reviewed by the Governor and a
final Governor's recommended budget decided upon.
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The Governor's recommended budget will include an increase of
$38.3 million dollars and 83 new positions (the equivalent of 49.9
full time positions) for the 1989-91 biennium for DEQ. The bulk
of the increase will be in programs to prevent damage to the
environment in groundwater, solid waste management and recycling,
hazardous waste reduction, spill response, hazardous waste site
assessment and asbestos abatement management. There are also
major increases in environmental cleanup dollars and state match
for revolving loan fund financing for local sewer proiects.

The Commission accepted the report from the Department.

Other Business

Sarah Vickerman, Regional Program Director for Defenders of
Wildlife, Russell Hoeflich, Director of the Oregon Nature
Conservancy, and Jerry Herrmann, representing Clackamas Community
College Environmental Learning Center told the Commission about a
bill various conservation organizations are sponsoring establish a
dedicated trust fund to finance land acquisition for wildlife
conservation, outdoor recreation, interpretation and environmental
education; to provide an economic incentive for establishment of
effective recycling systems; and to limit the use of materials
causing adverse impacts to the environment.

The proposal would have the State sell Revenue Bonds to establish
the trust fund. The bonds would be repaid from several sources
including (1) an increase in the surcharge on tipping fees at
landfills statewide, (2} a 1% surcharge on disposable goods and
products packaged in disposable containers to be collected at the
wholesale distributor level, and (3) a $2 surcharge on vehicle
batteries. I ' ' o

She reviewed some of the contingencies for authorized expenditures
from the fund and stated that the proposal should help to
facilitate and stabilize recycling. Chairman Hutchison thanked
the group for their presentation.

Chairman Hutchison requested that a new agenda item be provided on
future agenda's for Commission member reports. The item would
specifically include a report from Commissioner Sage regarding the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board, and from the Chairman

- regarding the Pacific Northwest Hazardous Waste Advisory Council.

There was no further business, and the meeting was adjourned.

12/13/88
mlr




Department of Environmental Quality

NEIL GOLDSCHYOT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1334 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-1

REQUEST FOR COMMISION ACTION

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: R Agénda Item B, December 9, 1988, EOC Meeting, September and

October, 1988 Activity Reports

The report provides information to the Commission on the status of DEQ
activities. In addition, the report contains a listing of plans and
specifications for construction of air contaminant sources which by statute
require Commission approval. Other plans and specifications reviewed by the
Department do not require Commission approval.

FH:x
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NEIL GOLDSOCHEMIDT
COVERNGR

Department of Environmental Quality

811 8W SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1334 PHONE (503) 229-5686

DEQ-1

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Apenda Item No. B, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting
"'Septémber and October 1988 Activity Report

Discussion

Attached are September and October 1988 Program Activity Reports.

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

Water Quality, and Hazardous 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.

MX23

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

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

and

To provide logs of civil penalties assessed and status of DEQ/EQC
contested cases and status of variances.

WMike Apmm
e

Fred Hansen
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr, Water and Solid Waste Divisions

(Reporting Unit)

Plans

Received

Month FY
Alx
Direct Sources 5 19
Small CGasoline

Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls

Total 5 19
Water
Municipal 16 47
Industrial 10 24
Total 26 71
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 2 8
Demolition - 1
Industrial 2 3
Sludge - -
Total 4 12
GRAND TOTAL 35 102

MS124 (MAR.2 1/83)

Plans
__ Approved
Month FY
16 31
16 31
27 53
8 22
35 75
- 6
- 3
0 9
51 115

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

September 1988

(Month and Year)

Plans
Disapproved
Month

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
- 2
- 1
0 3
0 3

FY

Plans
Pending

10

10

24

30

31

13

48

88




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

September 1988

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County ~ * Name of Source/Project  * Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same  * Action  # *
* ¥ % o *
Benton Evanite Fiber Corporation 08/18/88  Completed-Approved
Clackamas Omark Industries, Inc. 09/27/88 Completed-Approved
Crook Clear Pine Mouldings Inc. 08/24/88 Completed-Approved
Douglas Keller Lumber Co. 08/22/88 Completed-Approved
Douglas Herbert Lumbetr Gompany 09/15/88 Completed-Approved
Douglas Gregory Forest Preoducts 09/15/88 Completed-Approved
Jackson Pacific Wood Fibers 08/29/88 Completed-Approved
Klamath Crater Lake Lumber Co. 08/15/88 Completed-Approved
Lane Bohemia Particleboard 08/16/88 Completed-Approved
Linn Duraflake Co, 08/17/88 Completed-Approved
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang Albény 08/16/88 Completed-Approved
Marion Siltec Epitaxial Corp. 08/15/88 Completed-Approved
Multrnomah Wacker Siltronic Corp 08/25/88 Completed-Approved
Pork GBN Batteries Inc. 08/25/88 Completed-Approved
Union North Powder Lumber Co. 09/13/88 Completed-Approved
Washington Times Litho, Inc. 08/29/88 Completed-Approved
MAR. 3 L 22

AD3917




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN ACTICNS COMPLETED

TOTAL. NUMBER QUICK IO0OK REPCRT LINES

16

Permit Date Action Date
Number Source Name County Scheduled  Description Achieved
02 2515 EVANITE FIBER CORPORATION BENTON 05/09/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/18/88
03 2624 CMARK INDUSTRIES, ING. CLACKAMAS 08/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 09/27/88
07 0001 CLEAR PINE MOULDINGS INC CROOK 08/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/24/88
08/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/24./88
08/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08,/24/88
08/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/24/88
10 Q019 KELIFR LUMBER CO. DOUGLAS 08/12/88 COMPIETED-APRVD 08/22/38
10 0043 HERBERT ILIMBER COMPANY DOUGLAS 08/29/68 COMPLETED-AFPRVD (9/15/83
10 G045 GREGORY FOREST FRODUCTS  DOUGLAS 08/25/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 09/15/88
15 0124 PACIFIC WOOD FIBERS JACKSON 08/15/88 COMPLETED-APRVD (8/29/88
18 0073 CRATER IAKE LIMBER CO. KIAMATH 11/27/87 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/15/88
20 0529 BOHEMIA PARTICLEBOARD LANE 08/03/88 COMPLETED-APRVD Q8/16/88
22 0143 DURAFLAKE CO LINN Q4/22 /88 COMPLETED-APRVD (8/17/88
04,22 /88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/15/88
22 0547 TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY LiNN 05/09/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/16/88 -
07/19/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/15/88
08/19/88 COMPLETED-AFRVD 08/25/88
24 8058 SILTEC EPITAXTAL CORP. MARTON 04/05/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/15/88
26 3002 WACKER SILTRONIC CORP MULTNOMAH 07/18/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/25/88
07/18/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/25/88
07/18/68 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/25/88.
. 27 8012 GNB BATTERIES INC POLK 08/22/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/2%/88
31 0036 NORTH PCWDER IUMBER CO.  UNICN 08/16/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 09/13/88 -
34 2744 TIMES LITHC, INC. WASHTNGTON 08/18/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 08/29/88



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division September 1988
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF ATR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
-Received Completed Actions .. .Under .. Reqr'g b
Month FY Month Y Pending Permits Permits '
Direct Sources
New 4 7 2 8 11
Existing 1 1 0 0 9
Renewals 10 24 11 22 62
Modifications 8 9 3 7 11
Trfs. /Name Chng. _4h 13 11 12 1
Total 27 5 27 49 94 1398 1422
indirect Sources
New 0 2 -0 2 2
Existing 0 0 0 0 ]
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications 4] 4] 0 0 0
Total 0 2 0 2 2 288 290
- GRAND TOQTALS 27 56 27 51 96 1686 1712
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
12 To be reviewed by Northwest Region
16 To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Reglon
8 To be reviewed by Southwest Region
4 To be reviewed by Central Region
6 Te be reviewed by Eastern Region
" 19 To be reviewed by Program Operations Section
19 Awaiting Public Notice
10 Awaiting end of 30-day Public Notice Period
94
MAR .5

AA5323 (10/88)




DEPARTMENT O ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

ooy

Permit

DIRECT SOURCES
PERMITS ISSULD

Appl. Date Type
Number Sourcé Name County Name Rcvd. Status Achvd. Appl.
02 7077 PHILOMATH FOREST PRODUCTS BENTON.” 10/08,/87 PERMIT ISSUED  08/31/88 RNW
03 2572 HANNA CAR WASH ININ'L CLACKAMAS 09/06,/88 PERMIT ISSUED 09/29/88 RNW
03 2674 PRECISION CASTPARTS CORP. CLACKAMAS 12/18/84 PERMIT ISSUED  09/07/88 RiW
05 2367 LONE STAR NORTHWEST COLUMBIA 08/15/88 PERMIT ISSUED 08/31,/88 MOD
09 0064 CENTRAL OREGON PAVERS DESCHUTES 04/11/88 PERMIT ISSUED 09/19/88 RNW
10 0027 FIBREBOARD CORPORATION DOUGLAS 08/04,/88 FPERMIT ISSUED 08/31,/88 MOD
10 0045 GREGORY FOREST PRODUCTS — DOUGLAS 09/06/88 PERMIT ISSUED 0%9/30,/88 MOD
10 0lle UMPQUA SAND & GRAVEL CONC DOUGLAS 09/12/88 PERMIT ISSUED  09/30/88 MOD
10 0123 BOHEMIA INC. DOUGLAS 07/25/88 PERMIT ISSUED  08/25/88 MCOD
10 0127 D & D AG LIME & ROCK CO. DOUGLAS 08/04/88 PERMIT ISSUED  08/31/88 MOD
17 0046 DIAMOND CABINETS JOSEPHINE 07/25/88 PERMIT ISSUED  08/25/88 MOD
.24 5790 WILIAMETTE UNIVERSTY MARTCN 06/20/88 PERMIT ISSUED 08/31/88 RNW
25 0026 PACIFIC CGAS TRANSMISSION MORROW 08/28/87 PERMIT ISSUED 09/19/88 NEW
- 26 1867 PRECISION CAST PARTS MULTINCGMAH 12/18,/84 PERMIT ISSUED  09/07/88 RNW
26 2074 TIMBERLINE FOREST PRODUGCT MULTNOMAH 08/31/88 PERMIT ISSUED  09/30/88 MOD
26 2749 SULZER BINGHAM FUMPS INC. MULTNCMAH 09/06,/88 PERMIT ISSUED  09/30/88 MOD
26 2777 JAMES RIVER II, INC. MULTNCMAH 08/02/88 PERMIT ISSUED  08/25/88 MOD
26 2837 PORTIAND STATE UNIVERSITY MUETNOMAH 08/09/88 PERMIT ISSUED (8/31,/88 RNYW
26 3241 ANODIZING, INC. MULTNOMAH 08/23/88 PERMIT ISSUED (09/29/88 MCD
29 0058 TILIAMOOK CO CREAMERY ASN TILLAMCOK 08/01/88 PERMIT ISSUED 08/25/88 MOD
34 2060 DIAMOND CABINETS - WASHINGION 07/25/88 PERMIT ISSUED  08/25/88 MOD
37 0200 KONEN ROCK SUPPLY PORT. SCURCE 05/16/88 PERMIT 1SSUED  09/19/88 RNW
37 0212 LONE STAR NORTHWEST PORT . SCURCE 08/19/88 PERMIT ISSUED  09/19/88 RNW
37  0Z67 JEFFERSON COUNTY RD DEPT PORT.SOURCE G8/08/88 PERMIT ISSUED 039/19/88 RNUW
37 0312 K F JACOBSEN & CO INC. PORT. SOURCE 07/26/88 PERMIT ISSUED - 09/19/88 RNW
37 0371 HUMBERT EXCAVATING, INC. PORT.SQURCE 09/01/88 PERMIT ISSULD  09/30/88 MOD
37 0394 MORSE BROS., INC. - PORT.SOURCE 06/24/88 PEBMIT ISSUED  09/29/88 NEW
TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOCK REPORT LINES 27




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Aly Quality Division September 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * HName of Source/Project  * Date of * Action ®
* * /Site and Type of Same  # Action * *
* * * % %
Indirect Sources

MAR. 6
AD3488




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division September 1988 !
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year) ;

PERMIT TRANSFERS & NAME CHANGES

Permit Status %
Number Company Name Type of Change of Permit ?
-05-2367 - Oregon Gity Leasing Co. -Transfer Issued ... -i
dba Lone Star Northwest , :

|

i

10-0027  Fibreboard Corporation Name Change Issued (f
10-0116 P, K. Guido, Inc. Transfer Issued

dba Umpqua Sand & CGravel
Concrete Service of Roseburg

10-0127 D & D Ag Lime & Rock Co, ) Transfer Issued

26-2074 Timberline Forest Products Transfer Tssued ;
cf Portland, Inc.

26-2749 Sulzer Brigham Pumps Inc. Transfer Issued
26-2909  Hall-Buck Marine, Inc, Transfer Awaiting
Issuance
36-8008  Conifer Plywood Co. nct Being
. Drafted
37-0371 Humbert Exgavating, Ine. Transfer Issued ?

L1n conjunction with permit renewal.
21n conjunction with permit modification.

MAR.5TC
AD3481 (10/88)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division September 1988
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

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

MUNICIPAL WASTE SQURCES -~ 27 Page 1 of 3

Clackamas Cahby B ~ 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
Redwood Interceptor Sewer .
(Revised)

Clatsop Warrenton 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
Premarqg Area

- (E. Harbor $t./N.E. Pacific Avenue)

Clatsop Astoria 10-3-88 Provigional Approval
Howard, Sheridan & Grant
Williamsport Sewer L.I.D.

Jackson Medford 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
Meadow Wood Apartments

Jackson BCVSA 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
Bigham Road/Avenue "E"
(Froject 80-18)

Linn Millersburg 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
o Contract No. 7
o McKay Property Connection

Columbia PGE-Trojan Facility 9-21-88 Provisional Approval
New Sewage Treatment Plant

Douglas Sutherlin ‘ 9-28-88 Provisional Approval
SKP Parks of Oregon '
{RV Park)

Clatsop Asgtoria 9-22-88 Provisional Approval
S.E. Sheridan Street

Polk Dallas 9-22-88 Provisional Approval
5.W. Walnut
Main Street to 5.W. Levens Street

Douglas Union Gap Sanitary Dist, 9-21-88 Provisional Approval
Sewer District
Sewage Collection System

WC3880




Water Quality Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

September 1988

(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

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

* * /Site and Type of Same  * Action % *

* ¥ % ¥ *

MUNICTPAL WASTE SOURCES Page 2 of 3

Douglas -Oakland 9-23-88 Provisional Approval
Oakland Heights Subdivision

Lane Lowell 9-16-88 Provisional Approval
Wagtewater Plant Improvements

Deschutes Bend 9-23-88 Comments to Engineer
Bend Millworks Extension

Lane USFS Biuslaw Nat’'l Forest 9-19-88 Comments to Region
Horsfall Campground for Permit Issuance
On-Site System

Yamhill Newberg 9-21-88 Provisional Approval
Allen Fruit Pretreatment System

Yamhill Sheridan 10-3-88 Provisional Approval
Outfall Sewer (Temporary
Connections; Prison to Lagoon)

Josephine Redwood $SSD 9-21-88 Provisional Approval
Hansgen Haven Subdivision

Douglas RUSA 9-27-88 Comments to RUSA
Loma Vista Pump Station

Washington USA - Gaston 9-14-88 Provisional Approval
Force Main to Forest Grove

Jackson Shady Cove 10-4-88 Provisional Approval
Padover Sewer Extension
{Chandra Lane)

WGC3880




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Divigion September 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County % Name of Source/Project  * Date of # Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same % Action * *
* * % * *
MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES - o Page 3 of 3
Clackamas Estacada 9-26-88 Provisional ,Approval
Phase IIL Sewer
System Rehabilitation
Douglas RUSA 9-21-88 Provisgional Approval
L and H Lumber Co.
Deschutes Bend 9-20-88 Provisional Approval
Aubrey Butte, Phase 8
Interim Pump Station
Clackamas West Linn 9-30-88 Provisional Approval
Willamette Fallg Drive
Sewer Replacement
Hood River Mt. Hood Meadows 9-12-88 Provisinal Approval

Influent Sewer Relocation

Note: Provisional approvals include a standard requirement for the design
engineer to inspect and to certify the construciton conforms te the approved
plans. Provisional approval often requires design changes/additions, more
stringent material testing standards, or more stringent performance acceptance
criteria,

WC3880




DEPARTMENT CF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Divisien

(Reporting Unit)

*

September 1988

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

* Date of

(Month and Year)

ks

Action

%  County Name of Source/Project #

* * /J5ite and Type of Same *# Action % *

INDUSTRIATL WASTE SOURCES - 8

Marion John Rasmussen 9-G-88 Approved
Manure Centrol Facility .

Tillamook Dave Hogan 9-27-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility

Marion Ciement J. Ruef- 9-20-88 Approved
Manure Lagoon & Irrigation

Tillamook Robert Forster 9-27-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility -

Clackamas Willamette Egg Farms 9-26-88 Approved
Automatic Overhead
Sprinkler System

Tillamook Scott & John Esphin 9-26-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility

Yamhill Irvin Hermans 9-8-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility

Washington Wachlin Farms 11 8-23-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility

Wc3880 ‘




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

September 1988

{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

(Month and Year)

)

% Qounty *# Name of Source/Project ¥ Date * Status * Reviewer #

* * /S8ite and Type of Same % Received ¥ * *

¥ * % % * %

MUNICIPAL. WASTE SOURCES - 24 Page 1 of 2

Umatilla Larry'Gfeenwait 4-21-88  Review Completion JLV
Shady Rest Mobile Home Court Projected 10-31-88
Bottomless Sand Filter

Lincoln Coyote Rock RV Park 8-30-88 Review Completion JLV
Site Sewers, New Drainfield Projected 10-31-88

Deschutes Mt. Bachelor Ski Area 8-17-88 Review Completion JLV
Pine Martin Lodge Projected 10-31-88

Curry Brookings 8-22-88 Review Completion KMV
Preliminary Plans for outfall Projected 10:31-88

Douglas Yoncalla 8-23-88 Review Completion JLV
Chlorination Chamber Projected 10-31-88

Clackamas Milwaukie 9-9-88 Review Completion JLV
Milwaukie Marketplace Projected 10-31-88

Clatsop John Day Mobile Home Park 9-10-88 Review Completion JLV
On-Site Repair Projected 10-31-88

Curry Harbor Sanitary District 9-19-88 Review Completion JLV
Glazebrook Subdivision Projected 10-31-88

Douglas Green Sanitary District 9-19-88 Review Completion DSM
LeBlanc Subdivision - Projected 10-31-88

Coos North Bend 9-19-88 Review Completion DSM
Replace 18" and 24" with Projected 10-31-88
30" sewer

Tillamook Oregon Dept. of Corrections 9-21-88 Review Completion JLV
South Fork Forest Camp Projected 10-31-88
Wastewater Facility

Tillamook Bay City 9-26-88 Review Completion JLV
Biock 1 Projected 10-31-88
Central Addition

WC3880




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division September 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

*  County * Name of Source/Project * Date = Status * Reviewer *

% % /Site and Type of Same % Received % * *

* * ¥ % % %

MUNIGIPAL WASTE SOURCES Page 2 of 2

Baker Idaho Power Company 8-25-88 Review Completion JLV
Copperfield Campground _ _ Projected 10-31-88
Reconstruction of On-Site System

- - - - - - - - - - - - -PROJECTS BELOW ARE "ON-HOLD"- - - - - - - - - - - -

Columbia Scappoocse 3-11-87 On Hold, Financing DSM
Sewage Treatment Plant Expansion Incomplete

Deschutes Romaine Village 4-27-87  On Hold For Surety Not
Recirculating Gravel Filter Bond Assigned
(Revised)

Marion Breitenbush Hot Springs 5-27-86 On Hold, Uncertain °~  JLV
On-5ite System Financing

Benton North Albany County 1-21-87  On Heold, Project Not
Service District Inactive Assigned
Spring Hill-Crocker Creek Int.

Curry Whaleshead Beach Campground 5-20-87 Holding for Field JLV
Gravel Recirculation Filter Inspection
{Revised)

Lincoln Whalers Rest 3-23-88 Holding for New JLV
Sewers and Septic Tanks Drainfield Plans

Multnomah Troutdale ! 4-25-88  Bids Rejected, DSM
Frontapge Road Sewagé Pump Station Being Redesigned
Replacement

Curry Brookings 4-25-88 Holding for DM
Brookings Meadows Subdivision Revisions

Wallowa Wallowa Lake Co. Service 6-6-88 Holding for DSM
District Equipment Submittals
STEP System Equiment/Materials

Douglas RUSA Holding For Design DSM
Loma Vista Phase II Pump Station Revisions

Deschutes Bend DEM
Bend Millwork Sewer and Awaiting Design
Pump Station Revisions

WG3880




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

September 1988

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

(Month and Year)

* County Name of Scource/Project * Date L Status *

® /Site and Type of Same  * Received # *

* * & %

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOQURCES - 6

Yamhill “allen Fruit 11-24-87 Review Completion’
Pretreatment Facility Projected 10-31-88

Polk Willamette Industries 7-22-88 Review Completion
Groundwater Protection Projected 10-31-88
& Monitoring System

Marion H. Hazenburg Dairy 8-16-88 Review Completion
Manure Control Facility Projected 10-31-88

Mul tnomah Boise Cascade Corporation 9-14-88 Review Completion
Gas Chromatograph/mass Projected 10-31-88
Spectrometer

Linn F. Ruby Dairy 9-16-88 Review Completion
Manure Control Facility Projected 10-31-88

Linn Pacific Power & Light Co. 9-23-88 Review Completion
0il Spill Control Faecility Projected 10-31-88

WC3880

[S98.3




SUMMRY-F Summary of Actions Taken 4 QCT 88
On Water Permit Applications in SEP 88 _

Number of Applications Filed ) Number of Permits Issued Applications Current Number
------------------------------------------------------------------------ Pending Permits of
Month Fiscal Year Month Fiscal Year Issuance (1) Active Permits

Source Category NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPGF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen @ NPDES WPCF Gem NPDES WPCF  Gen
&Permit SUDEYPE ----- -=--- emem ceooo coioo iiooh memo mmo mmeen cmmeo dmmm momn momm mmmee eooo ooeol e awaas

Domestic

NEW 2 1 7 2 1 2 9 3 19 9

RW 1 1 1 2 1

RWO 5 2 11 6 1 1 3 6 71 35

M 7

MWO 1 2 4 1 2 2 3 R

Total 6 5 1 14 18 2 3 3 7 11 81 59 2 225 195 29
Industrial :

NEW 1 2 2 2 10 3 4 14 Lo 13 9

RW 1 5 3

RO 1 4 4 8 6 2 3 18 2

M 1 3

MO 1 L 42 1 L4 11

Total 3 5 > 12 1 12 7 2 3 13 11 14 28 40 10 156 137 425
Agricultural

NEW 2 2 7 28 2

R _

RWO 1 2 1 3

MW

MWO 1 1

Total 3 T s 17 1 28 1 5 2 8 630
Crand Total 9 13 3 2% 36 14 10 6 10 20 23 42 110 104 12 383 340 1084

1) Does mot include applications withdrawn by the applicant, applications where it was determined a permit was not needed,
and applications where the permit was denied by DEQ.

It does include applications pending from previous months and those filed after 30-SEP-88.

NEW - New application

RW - Renewali with effluent limit changes

RWO - Renewal without effluent limit changes

MW - Modification with increase in effluent limits

MWO - Modification without increase in effluent limits




| ISSUEZ-R

PERMIT

SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE OR NUMBER

General: Cooling Water

IND
IND

100 GENOLl NEW OR003255-7
100 GENOL1 NEW OR003237-9

General: Suction Dredges

IND

700 GENO7

NEW

General: GConfined Animal Feeding

AGR 800 GENO8 NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
AGR 800 GENOS NEW
NPDES

boM 100510 NPDES

NEW ORO03246-8

ATl PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN 01-SEP-88 AND 30-SEP-88
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACILITY FACILITY NAME

COUNTY/REGION

30 SEP 38

103832/A STALEY CONTINENTAL, INC.
102789/A TILINE, INC.

103983 /A HANSEN, RICHARD A.

103993/A RAY VOGEL DATRY

103995/A JOLING, TEDD

103997/A KREUTZER, EDWARD A.

103999/A LEUTHOLD, DAN

103998 /A WOODWORTH, RONALD & CATHERINE
103996/A GARRONE, RONALD R.

103994/A USSING & SON

PORTLAND

CENTRAL POINT
JEFFERSON
MYRTLE, POINT
TILLAMOOK
COQUILLE
MYRTLE POINT
VALE

52830/A TANE COUNTY/MAPLETON COMMERCIAL AREA MAPTETON

OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

MULTNOMAH /NWR

LINN/WVR

MOBILE SRC/ALL

JACKSON/SWR

MARION/WVR
C00S/SWR

TTLLAMOOK /NWR

CO0S/SWR
CO0S /SWR.
MALHEUR /ER

LANE/WVR

20-SEP-88
30-SEP-88

08-5EP-88

12-SEP-88
12-5SEP-88
12-SEP-88
12-SEP-88
12-SEP-88
12-SEP-88
12-SEP-88

06-SEP-88

PAGE 1

31-DEC-90
31-DEC-90

31-JUL-91

31-J0L-92
31-JUL-92
31-JUL-92
31-JUL-92
31-JUL-92
31-JUL-92
31-JUL-92

31-AUG-93



bk

| ISSUE2-R

PERMIT
CAT NUMBER TYPE

DOM 100511 NPDES
IND 100512 NPDES
IND 100514 NPDES
IND 100515 NPDES
IND 100516 NPDES
IND 100517 NPDES
IND 100520 NPDES
DCM 3759 NPDES
IND4100153 NPDES

WECF

DOM 100421 WPCF
IND 100513 WEPCF

DOM 100421 WECF
IND 100518 WEPCF
AGR 3785 WECF
DoM 100519 WECF

MWO
EWO

MWO
BWO
MWO
EWO

OR002631-0
ORO00088-4
OR000034-5
ORO00033-7
CRO00D032-9
CRO00030-2
CRO00124-4
OR002635-2
OR0O03138-1

46790/A KIAMATH FATIS, CITY OF
12374/A BURLINGTON NORTHERN RATIROAD CCMPANY PORTLAND
24351 /A DIAMOND FRUIT GROWERS, INC.
24337/A DIAMCND FRUIT GROWERS,
24344/ DIAMOND FRUIT GROWERS,
24356/A DIAMOND FRUIT GROWERS,
70457 /A POPE & TALBOT, INC.

41740/B OTTER CREST WATER SERVICES CO.
26014/B AMERICAN SAND & GRAVEL INC.

47238/8 POWERS, PETER L. DBA
16380/A GORPCRATION OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP

ING.
INC.
INC.

ATl, PERMITS ISSUED BEIWEEN Ol-SEP-88 AND 30-S5EP-88
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

ODELL _
PINE GROVE
OAKRIDGE
OTTER. CREST
BAGLE CREEK

TANGENT
ST PAUL

OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF

TATTER-DAY SAINTS

4238/B POWERS, PETER L.
81590/A SIMPLOT, J R COMPANY
43682/B S LIVESTOCK & TRADING, INC.
95600/A BOHEMIA INC.

DBA

TANGENT
HINKLE
ATHENA
GOSHEN

COUNTY /REGION

* KLAMATH/CR

MULTNOMAH /NWR
HOOD RIVER/CR
HOOD RIVER/CR
HOOD RIVER/CR
HOOD RIVER/CR
LANE,/WVR
LINCOLN/WVR
CLACKAMAS /NWR.

LINN/WVR
MARTON/WVR

LINN/WVR
UMATILLA/ER
UMATILIA/ER

LANE,/WVR

30 SEP 88

08-SEP-88
08-5EP-88
09-SEP-88
09-5EP-88
09-SEP-88
09-SEP-88
28-SEP-88
30-SEP-88
30-SEP-88

07-SEP-88
09-SEP-88

14-5EP-88
20-SEP-88
21-5EP-88
22-5EP-88

30-NOV-88
28-FEB-91

31-DEC-92
31-AUG-93

31-DEC-92
31-AUG-23
31-DEC-88
30-JUN-923




PERMIT TRANSFERS

Part of

Water Quality Division Monthly Activity Report

(Period September 1, 1988 through September 30, 1988)

Permit Previous
No. Facility Name Facility New Facility Name City County Date Transferred
100421 VIP's Restaurants, Inc. 4238 Peter L. Powers dba Tangent Lirm/WVR 0%/07/88 (Ownership)
Freeway Properties
3785 Johns, Smith & Beamer, Inc. 43682 S Livestock & Trading, TInc. Athena Unmat /ERO 09/21/88 (Ownership)
3759 Otter Crest Corporation 41740 Otter Crest Water Services Co. Otter Rock Lince/WVR 09/30/88 (Cwnership)
100153 East Co. Aggregate’s, Inc.* 26014 American Sand & Gravel Inc. Eagle Creek Glac /NWR 09/30/88 (Cwnership)

* Names sbbreviated.

WI1137

(IDH)




|
|

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division September 1988

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County  #% Name of Source/Project . % Date of *° . Action. *
* * /Site and Type of Same % Action * *
w ke - * % w
NONE

MAR.3 (5/79) SB7923.1




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division September 1988

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF HAZARDQOUS WASTE PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

PERMITS
ISSUED PLANNED
No. No.
This . Fiscal Year No.
Month to Date (FYTD) in Fy 89~
Treatment 0 0 §]
Storage 0 0 1
Disposal 0 0 0
Post-Closure 0 0 3
INSPECTIONS
COMPLETED PLANNED
No.
This No. No.
Month FYTD in FY 89
Generator 5 16 14%
TSD 0 4 16%*
CLOSURES
PUBLIC NOTICES CERTIFICATIONS ACCEPTED
No. No. No.
This FYTD Planned This No. Planned
Month No. in FY 89 Month FYTD in FY 89
Treatment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage 0 0 3 0 0 4
Disposal 0 0 0 0 0 1

* SEA commitment only.

SB5285. A

f)
L




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Scolid Waste Divigion September 1988
(Repoxrting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING - 47

*  County *% Name of * Date % Date of * Type of, , * Location
* * Facility * Plans * Last % Action *
* * * Rec'd. ¥ ‘Action * and Status %
* * * * * *
Municipal Waste Sources - 31
f Baker Haines 12/13/85 12/13/85 (R) Plan received HQ
| Deschutes  Knott Pit Landfill 8/20/86 8/20/86  (R) Plan received HQ
Deschutes Fryrear Landfill 8/20/86 8/20/86 (R) Plan received HQ
; Deschutes Negus Land£ill 8/20/86  8/20/86 (R) Plan received HQ
% Yamhill River Bend 11/14/86 11/14/86 (R) Plan received HQ
é
i Marion Ogden Martin 3/24/87 3/24/87 {N) As-built plans rec'd. HQ
: Brooks ERF
Douglas Reedsport Lndfl.  5/7/87  5/7/87 (R) Plan received HQ
| Benton Coffin Butte 6/1/87 6/1/87 (R) Plan received HQ
% Klamath Klamath Falls 7/6/87 7/6/87 (R) Plan received HQ
‘ Landfill
E Lane Short Mountain 9/16/87 9/16/87 (R) Revised operational HQ
; Landfill plan
ﬁ Morrow Tidewater Barge 10/15/87 3/3/88 (N) Supplemental plan HO
N Lines received,
A (Finley Butte Lndfl.)
@ Umatilla City of Milton- 11/19/87 11/19/87 {N) Plan receiwved HQ
K Freewater (groundwater study)
i
ﬁ Marion Ogden-Martin 1r/20/87 11/20/87 (N) Plan received HQ
; {metal rec.)}
Marion Browns Island 11/20/87 11/20/87 (C) Plan received HQ
Landfill (groundwater study)
SC2104.A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans




* County * Name of % Date * Date of =* Type of * Location %
* * Facility * Plans * Last % Action * *
* * * Rec'd. ®* Action * and Status * *
* % L3 * % % *
Harney Burns-Hines 12/16/87 12/16/87 (R) Plan received HQ
Marion Woodburn TS 1/5/88 1/5/88 (N) Revised plan rec'd. HQ
Jackson Dry Creek Landfill 1/15/88 1/15/88 (R) Groundwatey .report HQ
recelved
Washington  Hillsboro TS 1/15/88 1/15/88 (N) Plans received HQ
Marion. Woodburn Landfill 1/22/88 1/22/88  (R) As built planms rec’'d.  HQ
Multnomah Riedel Composting 5/5/88 5/5/88 (N) Plans received HQ
Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 6/6/88 6/6/88 (R) Plans received HQ
Marion Woodburn Landfill 6/24/88 6/24/88 (R) Wastewater storage HQ
plans received
Coos Les' Sanitary 6/30/88 6/30/88 (N) Plans received. HG
Service TS
Malheur Brogan-Jameson 7/1/88 7/1/88 (C) Plans received. HQ
Lndfl
Malheur Brogan TS 7/1/88 7/1/88 (N) Plans received. HQ
Klamath Bio-Waste 7/14/88 7/14/88 (N) Plans received HQ
Management, Inc.
Marion Marion Recycling 7/20/88 7/20/88 (N) Plans received HQ
Center, Inc.
Marion Woodburn Landfill 8§/15/88 8/15/88 (M) Plans received HQ
Tillamook Tillamook Landfill §/16/88 8/16/88 (M) Plans received HQ
Douglas Lemolo Transfer 9/1/88 9/1/88 (M) Plans received HQ
Lane Franklin Landfill  9/29/88 9/29/88 (R) Groundwater report HQ
received
Demolition Waste Sources - 2
Washington  Hillsboro Landfill 1/29/88 1/29/88 (N) Expansion plans
“ recelved
Marion Browns Island Lndf. 6/8/88 6/8/88 (N} Plans received HQ
SG2104 A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans

2R




* County * Name of * Date % Date of % Type of # Location *
* * Facility * Plans * Last % Action * *
* ¥ * Rec'd. * Action * and Status * *
* * * * * * *
Industrial Waste Sources - 12
Klamath Weyerhaeuser, 3/24/86 11/25/86 {N) Add’'l, info. requested HQ
Klamath Falls
; Douglas Roseburg Forest 7/22/86  12/22/86 {(R) Add'l., info. rec’d. HQ
P oo Products. Co. e :
(Riddle)
Coos Rogge Lumber 7/28/86 6/18/87 (C) Additional info. HQ
stbmitted to revise
previous application
Douglas Roseburg Forest 3/23/87 3/23/87 (R) Operational plan HQ
Products Co. o
(Dixonville)
i Douglag Louisiana-Pacific 9/30/87 9/30/87 (R) Operational plan HQ
; Round Prarie
: Clatsop Nygard Logging 11/17,/87 11/17/87 (N} Plan received HQ
: Linn James River, 1/22/88 4/21/88 {C) Additional information HQ
Lebanon requested
Columbia Boise Cascade 4/6/88 4/6/88 (N) As built plans received. HQ
, St. Helens
| Douglas Sun Studs 6/20/88 6/20/88  (R) Plans received HQ
Douglas Sun Studs 7/1/88 7/1/88 (R) Operational/groundwater HQ
plans received
:a Douglas 1P, Gardiner 8/16/88 8/16/88 (N) Plans received HQ
-
. Yamhill Boise Cascade 9/1/88 9/1/88 (N} Plans received
B (Willamina)
ﬁ Grant Blue Mountain 9/7/88 9/7/88 (N) Plans received HQ
i Forest Products
Sewapge Sludge Sources - 2
Coos Beaver Hill 11/21/86 12/26/86  (N) Add'l. info. rec'’d. HQ
Lagoons
5C2104.A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans

3 23




%  County Name of * Date * Date of = Type of % Location #
* * Facility % Plans *  Last % Action * *
* * % Rec'd. * Action * and Status * *
* * ¥ % % * *
Coos Hempstead Sludge 9/14/87  9/14/87 {(C) Plan received HQ
Lagoons

E |

3

1

i

’

E

E

|

J

|

X

g

§

SC2104 A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans

4 24 ‘



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division
(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF SOLID WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

September 1088

{Month and Year)

LI

Permit Permit
Actions Actions ‘Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed "Actions Under Reqr'g
Menth FY . Month FY Pending Permits Permits
GeneralRefuse
New - 3 - - 8
Closures - 1 3 4 2
Renewals - - - 3 11
Modifications - 16 1 16 0
Total 0 Z20 4 23 21 180 180
Demolition
New - 1 - - 1
Closures - - - - -
Renewals - - - - 1
Modifications - 2 - 2 1
Total 0 3 0 2 3 11 11
Industrial
New 1 - - - 5
Closures - - - 1
Renewals - 1 - 6 6
Modifications - 8 - 8 -
Total 1 9 0 14 12 107 107
Sludge Dispossal
New - 1 - 1 1
Closures - - - - 1
Renewals - - - - -
Modifications - 1 - “ -
Total 0 2 1 2 18 18
Total Solid Waste 1 .34 4 a0 38 315 315

MAR.5S8 (11/84) (SB5285.B)

29
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division September 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

* County * Name of Source/Project % Date of * Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same % Action * *
* * * L *
Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 5/23/88 Addendum jssued.

(not pre-

viously

listed)
Malheur Adrian Landfill 9/29/88 Closure permit igsued.
Malheur Harper Landfill 9/29/88 Closure permit issued.
Malheur Willowcreek Landfill 9/29/88 Closure permit issued.

MAR.6 (5/79) SB7932.2




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

(Reporting Unit)

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

_Hazardous_and Solid Waste Division

September 19838

{(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING - 37
* Qounty ¥ Name of * Date % Date of # Type of \ * Location %
* * Facility * Appl. * Last ¥ Action * *
* * * Rec'd., % Action * and. Status ¥ *
* * * * * *® %*
Municipal Waste Sources .;Iélu
Clackamas Rossmans 3/14/846  2/11/87 (C) Applicant review HQ/RO
(second draft)

Baker Haines 1/30/85 6/20/85 (R) Applicant review HQ
Curry Wridge Creek 2/19/86  9/2/86 (R) Draft received HQ
Umatilla Rahn's (Athena) 5/16/86 5/16/86 (R) Application filed RO
Marion Woodburn Lndfl. 9/22/86 6/22/88 (R) Applicant review HQ
Coos Bandon Landfill 1/20/87 1/7/88 (R} Draft received HQ
Deschutes Negus Landfill 2/4/87 11/16/87 (R} Applicant review EQ
Douglas Reedsport Lndfl. 5/7/87 1/11/88 (R) Draft received HQ
Klamath Klamath Falls 1/6/87 7/6/87 (R) Application filed RO

Landfill
Lane Florence Landfill 9/21/87 1/12/88 (R) Draft received . HQ
Morrow Tidewater Barge 10/15/87 10/15/87 (N) Application filed HQ

Lines (Finley Butte ‘

Landfill)
Douglas Roseburg Landfill  10/21/87 12/21/87 (R) Draft received
Curry Port Orford Lndfl. 12/14/87 8/18/88 (R) Applicant review HQ
Washington  Hillsboro TS 1/15/88 4/12/88 (N) Draft received HQ
Multnomah Riedel Composting 53/5/88 5/5/88 (N) Application received RO/HQ
Coosg Les’ Sanitary 5/30/88 8/19/88 (M) Draft received HQ

Service TS
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; (C) = Closure permit;

MAR.7S (5/79)

(N) = New source;

(R) = Renewal

27
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* County # Name of * Date % Date of * Type of % Locatlon *
* * Facility * Appl, * Last # Action * *
* * * Rec'd, * Action * and Status * *
w = * % * &% X
Malheur Brogan-Jameson 7/1/88 7/1/88 (C) Application received RO
Malheur Brogan TS 7/1/88 7/1/88 (N) Application received RO
Klamath Bio-Waste Mgmt. Co, 7/14/88 8/25/88 (N) Public hearing held HQ
Marion : Marion Recycling 7/20/88  7/20/88 {R) Applieation received HQ
Center, Inc.
Tillamook  Tillamook Landfill 8/16/88 8/16/88  (N) Applicantion received RO
Demolition Waste Sources - 3
Coos Bracelin/Yeager 3/28/86 8/11/88 (R) Public hearing held HQ
(Joe Ney)
Washington Hillsboro Lndfl. 1/29/88 1/29/88 (A) Application received HQ
Marion Browns Island 6/8/88 8/18/88 (N) Applicant review HQ
Demolition
Industrial Waste Sources - 11
Lane Bohemia, Dorena 1/19/81 9/1/87 (R) Applicant review HQ
of second draft
Wallowa Boise Cascade 10/3/83  5/26/87 (R) Applicant comments HQ
Joseph Mill received
Klamath Weyerhaeuser, 3/24/86  11/25/86  (N) Add'l. info. requested HQ
Klamath Falls
(Expansion)
Curry South Coast Lbr. 7/18/86  7/18/86 (R) Application filed RO
Baker Ash Grove Cement 4/1/87 4/1/87 (N) Application received RO
West, Ine.
Klamath Modoc Lumber 5/4/87 5/4/87 (R) Application filed RO
Landfill
Clatsop Nygard Logging 11/17/87 3/3/88 (N) Draft received HQ
Wallowa Sequoia Forest Ind, 11/25/87 11/25/87 (N) Application filed RO
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; (GC) =~ Closure permit;

MAR.7S (5/79)

(N} = New source;

(R) = Renewal

28
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*

Name of

County * Date % Date of Type of % Location *
* w Facilicy * Appl. * Last * Action * v
* * * Rec’'d, * Action ¥ and Status * *
* * X * * * %
Douglas Glide Lumber Prod. 3/8/88 9/28/88 (R) Applicant comments HQ
received
Marion Silverton Forest 5/5/88 8/31/88 (C) Applicant review HQ
Products ..
Douglas Hayward Disp. Site 6/7/88 8/18/88 (R) Applicant review HQ
Yawhill Boise-Cascade . 9/1/88  9/1/88 (N) Application received HQ
(Willamina) T
Sewage Sludge Sources - 2
Coos Beaver Hill 5/30/86  3/10/87 {(N) Add’'l. info. received HQ
Lagoons (addition of waste oil
facility)
Coos Hempstead Sludge 9/14/87 9/14/87 (C) Application received HQ/RO
Lagoons
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; (C) = Closure permit;

MAR.78 (5/79)

{(N) = New source;

(R) = Renewal

29
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CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEKS, INC.
Arlington, Qregon

1988

HAZAEDOUS WASTE ORIGINATION SOURCES

MONTHLY QUANTITY OF WASTE DISPOSED (TOMS)‘I

Waste Source JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP acT NOV DEC Y
Oregen 1,198 1,766 2,845 1,927 1,644 3,602 4,782 5,351 4,690 27,805
Washington 7,698 8,186 10,696 @,986 2,918 14,952 15,595 16,971 17,961 111,963
California 19 - 32 - 46 - 12 9 I 118

€3 '
Alaska - - - 267 9 - - 922 540 1,738

- :
Idahe 41 26 146 35 19 2 8 129 171 577
CSSIZ'3 890 262 319 1,000 96,024 90,790 163,965 5,802 222 299,274
0ther4 73 32 11 136 43 103 60 106 69 733
TOTALS 9,919 10,272 14,149 13,351 47,703 109,449 184,422 29,290 23,653 442,208

Fogthotes

1 Quantity of waste (both RCRA and non-RCRA) received at the facility.

2 Waste generated on-site by CSSI.

3 Closure of surface impoundments occurred at the facility during the period May - August, 1988. The waste residue from the surface
impoundment closures was landfilled, which accounts for the relatively high amount of waste generated by CSSI during this peried.

4

Other waste origination sources include Utah, Montana, Hawaii, Wyoming, and British Columbia.
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YOLUME OF WASTE DISPOSED (TONS)

HAZARDOUS WASTE ORIGINATION SOURCES

CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS, INC.
Arlingten, Oregon

1987 - 1988 Waste Disposal Volume Comparison
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Contrel Progran September, 1988

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions Actions
Initiated Completed Pending
Source
Cataqor Cms FY 0 Me o FY Mo Last Mo
Industrial/
Commercial 13 44 19 45 187 193
Airports 0 4 0 0

32




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Contrecl Program

September,

1988

{(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

FINATL NOISE CONTROL ACTTONS

* * *
County * Name of Source and lLocation * Date * Action
Clackamas Stanley Hydraulic Tools, 9/88 No violation
Multnomah Rogers Construction, Greshan 9/88 No violation
Multnomah Tri-Met MAX, SW 10th Avenue 2/88 Referred to
Portland the City of
Portland
Clatsop Astoria Plywood, Astoria 9/88 In compliance
Marion Fairway Plaza Health Foods, 9/88 In compliance
Woodburn
Marion Gerlinger Casting Corp., 9/88 In compliance
Salem
Marion North Valley Seeds, Inc. 9/88 In compliance
Woodburn
Marion SILTEC, Inc., Salem 9/88 In compliance
Marion Sure-Gro Potting Soil Co., 9/88 In compliance
Hubbard
Lane Cascadia Company, Eugene S5/88 Referred to
the City of
Eugene
Lane Dow-Corning, Springfield 9/88 Referred to
the City of
Springfield
Lane Southern Pacific Transport- 9/88 Referred to
ation Company, River Road Hump the U.S. Fed.
Yard, Eugene Rail. Admin.
Lane Valley Tire (VE Tire), Eugene 9/88 Referred to

the City of
Eugene




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

NHoise Control Procgram

September,

1988

(Reporting Unit)

*

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

*

(Month and Year)

*

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action
Coos "Hallmark Fisheries, 9/88 In compliance -
Charleston
Coos C.M. Sanders Trucking, 9/88 Referred to
Coos Bay the Ccity of
Coos Bay
Coos South Coast Seafoods, Inc., 9/88 In compliance
Charleston
Douglas B & B Roads Quarry at Henry's 9/88 In compliance
Winery, Umpgua
Josephine Rogue White Water Excursions, 9/88  Referred to
on the Rogue River, Josephine Co.
near Grants Pass Sheriff River
Patroil
Union Union Pacific Railroad Co., 9/88 Referred to

Upper Parie Area Yard,
La Grande

the U.S. Fed,
Rail. Admin.



|
|
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CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1988

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF SEPTEMBER, 1988:

Name and Location
of Violation

Case No, & Type
of Violation

Pennwalt Corporation Stipulation and 8/30/88 §750 Paid 9/15/88.
Portland, Oregon Final Order No.

WQ-NWR-88-36

Stipulated civil

penalty for

" July, 1988 wiolatisis

of waste discharge

limits.
Claude St. Jean 0S-SWR-88-68 9/1/88 $500 Contested on
Douglas County Installed an on-site 9/15/88,

sewage disposal system

without being licensed

and without a permit.
John Bowers AQOB-CR-88-58 9/1/88 $1,500 Contested on
Klamath Falls, Oregon Open burned a large 9/19/88,

quantity of commercial

and demolition wastes.
Jack K. Davis AQ-WS-88-69 9/1/88 $1,500 Contested on
dba/Tri-County Stove and Offered for sale an 9/27/88.
Chimney Service uncertified woodstove.
Portland, Oregon
Gleneden Brick & Tile AQ-WS-88-70 9/1/88 51,500 Contested on
Works, Inc. Offered for sale an 9/15/88,
Gleneden Beach, Oregon uncertified woodstove,
William Lorenzana AQOB-NWR-88-78 9/6/88 $50 Paid 10/6/88.
Virginia Lorenzana Unauthorized open
West Linn, Oregon burning of domestic

waste,
Arie Jongeneel WQ-WVR-88-73A 9/8/88 $2,500 Contested on
dba/A.J. Dairy, Inc. Caused or allowed 10/3/88.
Mt. Angel, Oregon animal waste from a

dairy operation to

enter and pollute

Bocksler Creek.
Irving Hermans WQ-WVR-88-61A 9/8/88 2,500 Contested on

Yamhill, Oregon

Caused or allowed
animal waste from a
hog farm to enter and
pollute Roland Creek.

39

Date Issued Amount

Status

9,/27/88.




Name and Location
of Violation

Case No. & Type
of Violation Date Isgsued Amount

Status

David M. Darling
dba/Seacoast Nursery
Construction
Gearhart, Oregon

GB7885

05-NWR-88-86 9/26/88 $100
Installed an on-site

sewage disposal system

without first obtain-

in a permit.

a2
(o

Paid on 10/4/88.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr, Water and Solid Waste Divisions October 1988
(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 9 28 8 39 0 0 11
Small Gasoline
Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls
Total 9 28 8 39 0 0 11
Water
Municipal 6 53 8 61 0 0 24
Tndustrial 8 32 11 33 0 4] 3
Total 14 85 19 94 0 0 27
Solid Waste
Gen, Refuse 1 9 3 9 1 3 27
Demolition - 1 - - - - 2
Industrial - 3 - 3 - 1 13
Sludge - - - - - - 2
Total 1 13 3 12 1 4 4ty
GRAND TOTAL 24 126 30 145 2 4 82

MS124 (MAR.2 1/83)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Permit Date Actlon Date
Number Source HName County Scheduled Description Achieved
03 2624 UMARK INDUSTRIES, INC. CLACKAMAS Vyg/23/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 09/27/88
03 2734 PRECISION CASTPARTS CLACKAMAS 05/17/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 10/11/88
09 0018 DAW FOREST PRODUCTS GO DESCHUTES 09/29/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 10/19/88
09/29/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 10/19/88
26 1800 PORTLAND RENDERING CO MULTNOMAH 08/18/88 COMPLETED-APRVD (9/27/88
26 1867 PRECISION CAST PARTS MULTNOMAH 08/17/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 09/2G/88
26 3244 BOISE CASCADE CORFP. MULTNOMAH - 09/12/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 10/10/88
34 2753 UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY  WASHINGTON 08/19/88 COMPLETED-APRVD 10/27/88

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES

8




DEPARTMENT CF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division Qctober 1988
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF ATR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
. Received . . Completed Actions. . .Under. . . Reqr'g ...
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits
Direct Sources
New 1 8 1 9 11
Existing 0 1 1 1 8
Renewals 11 35 4 26 69
Modifications 3 12 2 9 12
Trfs./Name Chng. ) 16 3 15 1
Total 18 72 11 60 101 1398 1422
Indirect Sources
New 2 4 2 & 2
Existing 0 0 0 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications [ 4] Q Q 0
Total 2 4 _2 _4 2 290 292
GRAND TQOTALS 20 76 13 64 103 1688 1714
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
17 To be reviewed by Northwest Region
16 To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region
8 To be reviewed by Southwest Region
4 To be reviewed by GCentral Region ;
7 To be reviewed by Eastern Region i’
16 To be reviewed by Program Operations Section i
19 Awaiting Public Notice I
14 Awaiting end of 30-day Public Notice Period |
101
MAR.5

AA5323 (11/88)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

*  Air Quality Division ' October 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

*  County * Name of Source/Project  * Date of +* Action * ﬁ
* * /8ite and Type of Same  * Action % * i
* - * * * * L
Indirect Sources
Washington Key Pacific Services 10/10/88  Final Permit Issued

Operation Center, 487

Spaces, File No. 34-8806
Hultnomah 0ld Town Parking Garage/ 10/10/88 Final Permit Issued

Heliport, 410 Spaces,
File No. 26-8807

MAR. 6
AD3981

40




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PERMILTS ISSUED

Permit _ Appl. Date Type
Number Source Name County Name Revd. Status Achvd. Appl.-
i 10 0054 BOHEMIA INC., DRAIN PLYWD DOUGLAS 11/17/87 PERMIT ISSUED  10/12/88 BN
18 0083 BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT CORP KLAMATH 03/22/88 PERMIT ISSUED  11,/01/88 NEW
24 5747 UNITED FOODS, INC. MARTION 10/17/88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/28/88 TRS
24 5954 SALEM BIACKTOP & ASPHALT MARION 05/25/88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/12/88 RANW
26 1865 OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC. MULTNOMAH 08/15/88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/28/88 MOD
26 2424 PENNWALT CORPCRATION MULTNOMAH 06/29/88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/12/88 MOD
26 2909 HALL-BUCK MARINE, INC. MULTNOMAH 07/26/88 PERMIT ISSUED 10/12/83 TRS
27 Q187 DALIAS FEED & SEED, INC. POLK 10/11 /88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/28/88 TRS
34 2750 LONGBOTTOM COFFEE.& TEA  WASHINGTON 04/08/88 PERMIT ISSUED  10/12/88 EXT
37 0150 BOB ANGELL INC PCRT. SOURCE 09/06/68 PERMIT ISSUED 10/12/88 RNW
37 0168 LT CONTRACTORS INC, PORT. SOURCE 09/28/88 PERMIT ISSUED 10/12/88 RNW
TOTAL NUMPER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 11

-,

|
|




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division October 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT TRANSFERS & NAME CHANGES

Permit Status
Number Company Name Type_of Change of Permit
26-2909  Hall-Buck Marine, Inc. . . Transfer Issued
27-0219 Al Dembowski Transfer ' Awaiting
dba Dallas Warehouse Issuance
27-6019  Willamette Seed Co. Transferl Being
Drafted
36-8008  Conifer Plywood Co. Name Changel Being
Drafted

Ln conjunction with permit renewal,

21n conjunction with permit modification.

AD3481 (11/88)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division Qctober 1988

{(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS GOMPLETED

43

* County * Name of Source/Project % Date of * Action *
* % /Site and Type of Same * Action *
* * % *
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 11
Polk ‘Willamette Industries 9-1-88 Approved
Groundwater Protection
& Monitoring Systém
Marion H. Hazenburg Dairy 8-18-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Mul tnomah Boise Cascade Corporation 10-18-88 Approved
Gas Chromatograph/mass
Spectrometer
Linn F. Ruby Dairy 10-17-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Linn Pacific Power & Light Go. 10-14-88 Approved
0il Spill Control Facility
Tillamook Walt Huber 10-20-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Tillamook Leon Schwary 10-20-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Tillamook Myers Bros. 10-20-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Tillamook Vivian & Ed Tallman 10-20-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Tillamaok Porter Jersey Farm 10-20-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
Yamhill Melvin Trammel 10-27-88 Approved
Manure Control Facility
WC4061



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division October 1988
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

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

* * /Site and Type of Same * Action % w

* * * * *

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES Page 1 of 1

Douglas Yoncalla ' 10-19-88  Provisional Approval

' Chlorination Chamber

Clatsop John Day Mobile Home Park 10-28-88  Provisional Approval
On-Site Repair for five spaces
1250 gpd

Douglas Green Sanitary District 10-10-88 Provisional Approval
LeBlanc Subdivision

Coos North Bend 11-4-88 Verbal Approval
Replace 18" and 24" with 11-8-88 Provisional Approval
30" sewer

Tillamook Dept. of Corrections 10-20-88 Provisional Approval
South Fork Forest Camp
RGF and Drainfield

Lane Westfir 10-12-88  Comments to City
System Modification
Project Scope

Jackson Applegate Christian 10-28-88 Provisional Approval
Fellowship
Addition and modification
Bottomless Sand Filter

Jackson Prospect Motel/Restaurant 10-17-88 Final comments to county
On-Site System for permit issuance

3860 gpd

WC4061



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

October 1988
(Month and Year)

Water Quality Division
{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

*  County * HNanme of Source/Project * Date * Status * Reviewer *

* % /Site and Type of Same % Received * * *

% * % * & %

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES - 24 Page 1 of 2

Umatilla ”Larry Greenwalt 4-21-88 Review Completion JLV
Shady Rest Mobile Home Court Projected 11-30-88
Bottomless Sand Filter

Lincoln Coyote Rock RV Park 8-30-88 Review Completion JLV
Site Sewers, New Drainfield Projected 11-30-88

Deschutes Mt, Bachelor Ski Area B-17-88 Review Completion JLV
Pine Martin Lodge Projected 11-30-88

Curry Brookings §-22-88 Review Completion KMV
Preliminary Plans for outfall Projected 11-30-88

Clackamas Milwaukie 9-9-88 Review Completion JLV
Milwaukie Marketplace Projected 11-30-88

Curry Harbor Sanitary District 9-19-88 Review Completion Jiv
Glazebrook Subdivision Projected 11-30-88

Tillamook Bay City 9-26-88 Review Gompletion JLV
Block 1 Projected 11-30-88
Central Additioen

Clatsop Glenwood Mobile Park 10-4-88 Review Completion JLV
Modification to dual media Projected 11-30-88
filter from anoxic tower

Jackson BCVSA 10-17-88 Review Gompletion JLV
Jet Drive Projected 11-30-88

Coos Goos Bay STP #1 10-20-88 Review GCompletion DSM
Lab Equipment Specs Projected 11-30-88

Jackson Ashland 10-11-88 Review Completion DSM
Don Lewis Subdivision Projected 11-30-88

Jackson Jacksonville 10-11-88 Review Completion DSM
Daisy Creek Subd Projected 11-30-88

WC4061




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

October 1988

(Reporting Unit)
PLAN ACTIONS PENDING

(Month and Year)

*  County * Name of Source/Project # Date * Status * Reviewer ¥

* * /8ite and Type of Same % Received % * *

* * * % * *

MUNTCIPAL WASTE SOURGCES Pape 2 of 2

- -« - =« - - - - - - - - -PROJECTS BELOW ARE "ON-HOLD"- - - - - - . - - - - =

Baker Idaho Power Company 8-25-88  Awaiting Resubmittal JLV
Copperfield Campground S T T
Reconstruction of On-Site System

Columbia Scappoose 3-11-87 On Hold, Financing DSM
Sewage Treatment Plant Expansion Incomplete

Deschutes Romaine Village 4-27-87  On Hold For Surety Not
Recirculating Gravel Filter Bond Assigned
(Revised)

Marion Breitenbush Hot Springs 5-27-86  On Hold, Uncertain JLV
On-Site System ' Financing

Benton North Albany County 1-21-87 On Hold, Project Not
Service District Inactive Assigned
Spring Hill-Crocker Creek Int,

Curry Whaleshead Beach Campground 5-20-87 Holding for Field JLV
Gravel Recirculation Filter Ingpection
(Revized)

Lincoln Whalers Rest 3-23-88 Holding for New JLV
Sewers and Septic Tanks Drainfield Plans

Mul tnomah Troutdale 4-25-88  Bids Rejected, DSM
Frontage Road Sewage Pump Station Being Redesigned
Replacement '

Curry Brookings 4-25-88 Holding for DSH
Brookings Meadows Subdivision Revisions

Wallowa Wallowa Lake Co. Sexrvice 6-6-88 Holding for D3M
District Equipment Submittals
STEP System FEquiment/Materials

Douglas RUSA 9-23-88 Holding Feor Additional DSH
Loma Vista Phase II Pump Station Design Revisions

Deschutes Bend 8-18-88 DSM
Bend Millwork Sewer and Awaiting Design
Pump Station Revisions

WCA061
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality Division October 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PIAN ACTIONS PENDING

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

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 3

Yamhill ~ Allen Fruit 11-24-87  Review Completion
Pretreatment Facility ' Projected 11-30-88

Tillamook Richard DuVall 10-21-88 Review Completion
Manure Control Facility Projected 11-30-88
Tillamook Hanna Car Wash Systems 10-28-88  Review Completion
Clesed Loop Acid { Projected 11-30-88

Recovery System

WCa061
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SUMMRY-F Summary of Actions Taken 3 NOV 88
On Water Permit Applications in OCT 88
Number of Applicaticons Filed Number of Permits Issued . Applications Current Number
e e eeeiemeoos ememeceeeooooo - o—--eeo-ot ¢ Pepding Permits of
Month Fiscal Year Month Fiscal Year Issuance (1) Active Permits

Source Category NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WECF Gen NPDES WECF Cen NPDES WECF Gen NPDES WPCF CGen NPDES WECF  Gen
&Permit Subfype ----- ----- cooo- meme mmmoo somoe e oo ool e omm olliseeeom sooes meoe ooems oo aeeo-
Domestic

NEW 1 8 2 2 3 3 12 2

RW , 1 1 1 1 2 1

RWO 5 3 16 9 3 1 6 7 73 37

MW 1

MWO 2 4 2 3 3 4

Total ] 5 4 19 22 2 & 2 11 13 _ g2 61 2 226 196 29
Industrial

NEW 2 3 2 4 13 2 3 6 17 4 13 8

RW 2 1 2 _ 2

RWO 3 2 7 10 2 8 5 20 26

MW 1 3

MWO 1 4 5 2 1 4 5 1 1

Total 3 5 3 15 19 15 1 5 3 15 16 17 29 40 9 157 137 428
Agricultural

NEW 2 33 2

RW

RWO 1 3 1 4

MW ‘ :

MWC 1 1 1 2 '

Total 2 6 1 2 33 1 6 2 8 635
Grand Total 8 11 3 34 47 17 5 8 3 26 31 50 112 107 11 385 341 1092

1) Does not include applications withdrawn by the applicant, applications where it was determined a permit was not needed,
and applications where the permit was denled by DEQ.

Tt does include applications pending from previous months and those filed after 31-CCE-88.

NEW - New aplilication

RW - Renewal with effluent limit changes

RWO - Renewal without effluent limit changes

MW - Modification with increase in effluent limits

MWO - Modification without increase in effluent limits




&V

| ISSUE2-R

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE OR NUMBER

General: Suction Dredges

IND 700 GENO7 NEW

General: Gravel Mining

IND 1000 GEN1O NEW

General: Olly Stormwater Runoff

IND 1300 GENL3 NEW OR003262-0

NPDES

DOM 100526 NPDES RW  OR002060-5
IND 100528 NPDES RW  ORO0O155-4
DOM 100529 NPDES RWO OR002736-7
DOM 100530 NPDES RWO OROQ2049-4
DOM 100532 NPDES RWO ORO02072-9

ATY, PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN O1-0OCT-88 AND 31-OCT-88
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, TSSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACTLITY FACILITY NAME

31 OCT 88

DATE
COUNTY/REGION ISSUED

10&117/A.§TARNS, WAYNE M. & PIERCE, JOSEFPH

96115/C 1ONE STAR INDUSIRIES, INC.

104109/A MYRMO & SONS, INC.

44329/A JOSEPH, CITY OF

59417/A MULTNOMAH PLYWOOD CORPORATION
37550/A JANTZEN BEACH WATER CO.
62855/A OAKLAND, CITY OF

13745/A CANYONVILLE, CITY OF

OREGON CITY

EUGENE

JOSEFH

ST HELENS
PORTLAND
OAKLAND
CANYONVILLE

MOBILE SRC/ALL 26-0CT-88

CLACKAMAS /NWR. 06-0CT-88

LANE/WVR 25-0CT-88

WALLOWA/ER 11-0CT-88
COLIMBIA/NWR  21-OCT-88
MULTNOMAH/NWR. 25-0CT-88
DOUGLAS/SWR ~ 25-OCT-88
DOUGLAS/SWR. ~ 27-OCT-88

PAGE 1

31-JUL-91

31-DEC-91

31-JUL-93

30-5SEP-93
30-JUN-93
30-JUN-93
30-SEP-93
30-3EP-93




| ISSUE2-R

WECF

IND 100521 WPCF

AGR

3784 WECF

IND 100523 WPCF
IND 100524 WPCF
IND 100525 WPCF
DoM 100527 WPCF

IND 100171 WECF
DOM 100531 WECF

AL, PERMITS ISSUED BEIWEEN 01-0CT-88 AND 31-0CI-88
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACILITY FACILITY NAME

COUNTY /REGLON

31 OCT 88

103844 /A GERBER, TED & MERIDETH
43686/B TAYLOR, WARREN & VIVIAN DBA
102918/A OREGON PLACER INC.
69550/B GOLDEN REEF MINING CO.
74486/A ARCO OIL AND GAS CORPORATION

64736/4 OREGON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATICN

90622/A 1OGAN INTERNATIONAL LTD.
103793/A SUMPTER, CITY OF

CAVE JUNCTION

CANYONVILLE
SUNNY VALLEY
MIST

METOLIUS
SUMPTER

JOSEPHINE/SWR
UMATILLA/ER
DOUGLAS /SWR.
JOSEPHINE/SHR
COLIMBIA /NWR
JACKSON/SWR

JEFFERSON /CR
BAKER /ER

04-0CT-88
06-0CT-88
06-0CT-88
07-0CT-88
11-0¢T-88
12-0CT-88

25-0CT-88
27-0CT-88

PAGE 2

30-SEP-93
31-DEG-88
31-AUG-93
30-SEP-93
31-JUL-93
30-SEP-93

31-JAN-91
31-0CT-93



PERMIT TRANSFERS

: Part of
Water Quality Division Monthly Activity Beport

(Period October 1, 1988 through October 31, 1988)

Permit Previous :
No. Facility Name Facility New Facility Name City - County Date Transferred
3784 Johns, Swmith & Beamer, Inc. 43686 Warren Taylor & Vivian Taylor dba Reith : Umat/ERO 10/06/88 (Cwnership)
Torco Ranch :
100171 Western Brands, Inc. 90622 logan Internmational Ltd. Metolius . Jeff /CRO 10/25/88 (Name Chg)

i

WIl194  (JDH)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division October 1988
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PIAN ACTTONS COMPLETED

*  County % MName of Source/Project % Date of % Action *
* * /Site and Type of Same  * Action % *
* * * * L
Klamath Klamath Falls Landfill 5/26/88  Plans approved (not
previously reported)
Morrow Turnet Landfill 10/4/88 Plans approved (first
(City of Heppner) portion only)
Morrow Tidewater Barge Lines 10/14/88 Plans approved
(Findley Butte Landfill)
Yamhill River Bend Landfill 10/18/88 Plans rejected
Tillamook Tillamook Landfill 10/26/88 Plans approved
(Transfer Station)
Clackamas Canby Transfer & Recyc. Sta. 10/27/88 Plans rejected
(incomplete)
SB8022
MAR.6 (5/79)
-
9e




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division October 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

PERMITS
ISSUED PLANNED
No. No.
This _ Fiscal Year Ne.
Month to Date (FYTD) in FY 89
Treatment 0 0 0
Storage 0 0 1
Disposal 0 0 0
Post-Cleosure 0 0 3
INSPECTIONS
COMPLETED PLANNED
No.
This No. No,
Month FYTD in FY 89
Generator 1 17 4%
TSD 0 ' 4 16%
CLOSURES
PUBLIC NOTICES CERTIFICATIONS ACCEPTED
No. No. No.
This FYTD Planned This No. Planned
Month No. in FY 89 Month EYTD in FY 89
Treatment 0 0 0 0 0 #]
Storage 0 0 3 0 0 4
Disposal 4] 0 0 0 0 1

*# SEA commitment only.

SB5285.A

C
Qo




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

October 1988

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PILAN ACTIONS PENDING - 44

o4

* County * Name of * Date % Date of % Type of # Location

* * Facility * Plans %  Last ¥ Action * *

* * * Rec'd, ¥ Action * and Status * *

b ® * * x * x

Municipal Waste Sources - 27

Baker Haines 12/13/85 12/13/85 {(R) Plan received HQ

Deschutes Knott Pit Landfill 8/20/86 8/20/86 (R) Plan recelved HQ

Deschutes Fryrear Landfill 8/20/86 8/20/86 (R) Plan received HQ

Deschutes Negus Landfill 8/20/86 8§/20/86 (R) Plan received HqQ

Marion Ogden Martin 3/24/87  3/24/87 (N) A=g-built plans rec'd,. HQ
Brooks ERF

Douglas Reedsport Lndfl, 5/7/87 5/7/87 (R) Plan received HQ

Benton Coffin Butte 6/1/87 6/1/87 (R) Plan received HQ

Lane Short Mountain 9/16/87 9/16/87 {R) Revised operational HQ
Landfill plan

Umatilla City of Milton- 11/19/87 11,/19/87 (N) Plan received HQ
Freewater (groundwater study)

Marion Ogden-Martin 11/20/87 11/20/87 (N) Plan received HQ
(metal rec.)

Marion Browns Island 11/20/87 11/20/87 {C) Plan received HQ
Landfill {groundwater study)

Harney Burns-Hines 12/16/87 12/16/87 (R) Plan received HQ

Marion Wocdburn TS 1/5/88 1/5/88 (N) Revised plan rec'd. HQ

Jackson Dry Creek Landfill 1/15/88 1/15/88 (R) CGroundwater report HQ

received
Washington  Hillsboro TS 1/15/88 1/15/88 (N) Plans received HQ
SC2104 . A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans




* Qounty * Name of % Date % Date of ¥ Type of # Location #*

* * Facility % Plans *  Last % Action * ¥

* * % Rec'd. ®* Action * and Status * *

* * * * * ¥ *

Marion Woodburn Landfill 1/22/88 1/22/88 (R) As built plans rec'd. HQ

Multnomah Riedel Composting 5/5/88 5/5/88 (N) Plans received HQ

Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 6/6/88 6/6/88 (R) Plans received HQ

Marion Woodburn Landfill  6/24/88  6/24/88 (R) Wastewater storage HQ

plans received

Coos  les’ Sanitary 6/30/88 6/30/88" (W) Plans receiveéd, "HQ
Service TS

Malheur Brogan-Jamegon 7/1/88 7/1/88 (C) Plans received, HQ
Lndfl

Malheur Brogan TS 7/1/88 7/1/88 (N) Plans receiwved. HQ

Klamath Bio-Waste 7/14/88 7/14,/88 (N} Plans received HQ
Management, Inc.

Marion Marion Recycling 7/20/88  7/20/88 (N) Plans recelved HQ
Center, Inc.

Marion Woodburn Landfill  8/15/88 8/15/88 {M) Plans received HQ

Douglas Lemolo Transfer 9/1/88 9/1/88 (M) Plans recelved HO

Lane Franklin Landfill 9/29/88 9/29/88 {R) Groundwater report HQ

received

Demolition Waste Sources - 2

Washington Hillsboro Landfill 1/29/88  1/29/88 (N) Expansion plans

received
Marion Browns Island Lndf. 6/8/88 6/8/88 (N) Plans receiwved HQ
Industrial Waste Sources - 13
Klamath Weyerhaeuser, 3/24/86 11/25/86 (N) Add'l, info. requested HG %
Klamath Falls i
Douglas Roseburg Forest 1/22/86 12/22/86 (R) Add'l. info. rec’d. HQ é
Products Co. ;
(Riddle) §
5C2104.A (C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans ?

09



#* County ¥ Name of * Date % Date of ¥ Type of % Location *
* * Facility * Plans * Last % Action #* *
* * % Ree'd. % Action * and Status * *
* * * * ¥ L *
Coos Rogge Lumber 7/28/86  6/18/87 (C) Additional info. HQ
submitted to revise
previous application
Douglas Roseburg Forest 3/23/87 3/23/87 (R) Operational plan HQ
Products Co.
(Dixonville)
Douglas. .. ... Louigiana-Pacific.  9/30/87 9/30/87 (R} Operational plan HQ
Round Prarie
Clatszop Nygard Logging 11/17/87 11/17/87 (N) Plan recéived HQ
Linn James River, 1/22/88 4/21/88 (C) Additional information HQ
Lebanon requested
Columbia Boise Cascade 4/6/88 4/6/88 {(N) As built plans received. HQ
St. Helens
Douglas Sun Studs 6/20/88 6/20/88 (R) Plans received HQ
Douglas Sun Studs 7/1/88 7/1/88 (R) Operational/groundwater HQ
plans received
Douglas IP, Gardiner 8/16/88 8/16/88 {(N) Plans received HQ
Yamhill Boise Cascade 9/1/88 9/1/88 (N) Plans received
(Willamina)
Grant Blue Mountain 9/7/88 9/7/88 (N) Plans received HQ
Forest Products
Sewage Sludge Sources - 2
Coos Beaver Hill 11/21/86 12/26/86 (N) Add'l. info. rec'd. j3 (0]
Lagoons
Coos Hempstead Sludge 9/14/87 9/14/87 (C) Plan received HQ
Lagoons
SC2104.A {(C) = Closure plan; (N) = New source plans

o6




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division October 1988
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID WASTE PERMIT ACTIQNS

Permit Permit

Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites

Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g

Month FY Month Y Pending Permits Permits
GeneralRefuse
New - 3 - - 8
Closures - 1 - 4 2
Renewals 1 1 - 3 11
Modifications - 16 1 17 0
Total 1 21 1 24 21 180 180
Demolition
New - 1 - - 1
GClosures - - - - -
Renewals - - - - 1
Modifications - 2 - 2 1
Totsal 0 3 0 2 3 11 11
Industrial
New - - - - 5
Closures - - - - 1
Renewals - 1 - 6 6
Modifications - 8 - 8 -
Total 0 9 0 14 12 107 107
Sludge Disposal
New - 1 - 1 1
Closures - - - - 1
Renewals - - - - -
Modifications - 1 - - -
Total 0 2 0 1 2 18 18

Total Solid Waste 1 36 1 41 38 315 315

MAR.5S (11/84) (S5B5285.B)’

0'7




Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

(Reporting Unit)

October 1988

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

* County % MName of Source/Project % Date of * Action *

* % /Site and Type of Same % Action % *

* * % * *

Klamath Klamath Falls Landfill 5/26/88 Permit issued (not

previougly reported)

Curry Nesika Beach Transfer 8/16/88 Addendum issued (not
Station previously reported)

Clackamas Canby Transfer & Recycling 10/27/88  Application rejected
Station {incomplete)

SB8023

MAR.3 (5/79)

-




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Wagte Divigion

{Reporting Unit)

October 1988

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS PENDING - 38
% County #* Name of % Date % Date of #* Type of * Location %
* * Facility * Appl. % Last * Action * *
* * * Reec'd. * Action ¥ and Status * *
7 % * * * % *
Municipal Waste Sources - 21
Clackamas Rossmans 3/14/84 2/11/87 (C) Applicant review HQ/RO
{second draft)

Baker Haines 1/30/85 6/20/85 (R) Applicant review HQ
curry Wridge Creek 2/19/86  9/2/86 (R) Draft received HQ
Umatilla Rahn’s (Athena) 5/16/86  5/16/86 (R) Application filed RO
Marion Woodburn Lndfl, 9/22/86 6/22/88 (R} Applicant review HQ
Coos Bandon Landfill 1/20/87 1/7/88 (R) Draft received HQ
Deschutes Negus Landfill 2/4/87 11/16/87 {(R) Applicant review HQ
Douglas Reedsport Lndfl. 5/7/87 1/11/88 (R) Draft received HQ
Lane Florence Landfill  9/21/87 1/12/88 {R) Draft received HQ
Morrow Tidewater Barge 10/15/87 10/15/87 (N) Application filed BQ

Lines (Finley Butte

Landfill)
Douglas Roseburg Landfill  10/21/87 12/21/87 (R) Draft received
Gurry Port Orford Lndfl. 12/14/87 8/18/88 (R) Applicant review HQ
Washington  Hillshoro TS 1/15/88 4/12/88 {N) Draft received HQ
Multnomah Riedel Composting 5/5/88 5/5/88 (N) Application received RO/HQ
Coos Les'’ Sanitary 6/30/88 8/19/88 (N) Draft recelved HQ

Service TS5
Malheur Brogan-Jameson 7/1/88 7/1/88 {C) Application received RO
Malheur Brogan TS 7/1/88 7/1/88 () Application received RO
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; {(C) = Closure permit;

MAR.7S (5/79)

(N) =

New source;

(R)

= Renewal

c
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*  County % Name of % Date % Date of * Type of * Location
* * Facility * Appl. * Last % Action * *
* * * Rec'd. % Action ¥ and Status * *
% * * * % * *
Klamath Bio-Waste Mgmt, Co. 7/14/88 8/25/88 (N) Public hearing held HQ
Marion Marion Recycling 1/20/88 7/20/88 (N) Application received HQ
Center, Inc.
Tillamcok Tillamook Landfill 8/16/88 8/16/88 (N) Applicantion received RO
Marion Ogden Martin 10/11/88 10/11/88 (R) Application received HQ
Demolition Waste Sources - 3
Coos Bracelin/Yeager 3/28/86 8/11/88 (R) Public hearing held HG
{Joe Ney)
Washington  Hillsboro Lndfl. 1/29/88 1/29/88 {A) Application received HQ
Marion Browns Island 6/8/88 8/18/88 (N} Applicant review HQ
Demolition
Industrial Wagte Sources - 12
Lane Bohemia, Dorena 1/19/81 9/1/87 (R) Applicant review HQ
of second draft
Wallowa Boise Cascade 10/3/83 5/26/87 (R) Applicant comments HQ
Joseph Mill received
Klamath Weyerhaeuser, 3/24/86 11/25/86 (N) Add'l. info. requested HQ
Klamath Falls
(Expansion)
Curry South Coast Lbr. 7/18/86  7/18/86 (R) Application filed RO
Baker Ash Grove Cement 4/1/87 4/1/87 (N) Application received RO
West, Inc.
Klamath Modoc Lumber 5/4/87 5/4/87 {(R) Application filed RO
Landfill
Clatsop Nygard Logging 11/17/87 3/3/88 (N) Draft received HQ
Wallowa Sequoia Forest Ind. 11/25/87 11/25/87 (N) Application filed RO
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; (C) = Closure permit;

MAR.7S (5/79)

(N} = New source;

(R) = Remnewal

Page 2
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* County % Name of % Date % Date of ¥ Type of % Location #
* * Facility * Appl. * Last % Action * *
* * * Rec'd. % Action ¥ and Status * *
* % * * * * *
Douglas Glide Lumber Prod. 3/8/88 9/28/88 (R) Applicant comments HQ
received
Marion Silverton Forest 5/5/88 8/31/88 (C) Applicant review HQ
Products
Douglas Hayward Disp. Site 6/7/88 8/18/88 (R} Applicant review HQ
Yamhill " 'Boise-Cascade 9/1/88 "9/1/88 7 (N)Y Application received  ~HQ-
(Willamina)
Sewage Sludge Sources - 2
Coos Beaver Hill 5/30/86  3/10/87 (N) Add'l. info. received HQ
Lagoons {addition of waste oil
facility)
Coos Hempstead Sludge 9/14/87 9/14/87 (C) Application received HQ/RO
Lagoons
SB4968 (A) = Amendment; (C) = Closure permit,
MAR.7S (5/79) (N) = New source; (R) = Renewal Page 3
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUATLITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program Cctober, 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions Actions
Initiated Completed Pending
Source
Category Mo < FY Mo T FY T YU Mot Last Mo
Industrial/
Commercial 6 50 23 68 170 187
Alrports 2 6 0 0

62



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCORT

Noise Control Program

Octobker,

1988

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

SW Turner Road, Salemn

=‘ 63

* *
County * Name of Source and Iocation * Date * Action
"Multnomah “"East County Recycling Center, 10/88  No viclation
Portland
Multnomah Glenaire Care Center, 10/88 Referred to
Portland Multnomah
County
Multnomah New Birth Full Gospel Church, 10/88 No violation
NE Mallory Avenue, Portland
Multnomah Tri-Met, MAX, near N. 9th & 10/88 In compliance
Main, Gresham
Washington Pacific Plasties, Inc., 10/88 In compliance
Beaverton
Benton Evanite Glass Fiber, Inc., 10/88 In compliance
Corvallis
Benton Diamond B Corporation, 10/88 In compliance
Philomath
Benton WTD Enterprises (formerly l0/88 In compliance
Midway Forest Products),
Corvallis
Linn Oregon Strand Board Co., 10/88 In compliance
Brownsville
Linn United Foods, Inc., Albany 10/88 In compliance
Linn WTD Enterprises (formerly 10/88 In compliance
Halsey Veneer, Inc.), Halsey
Marion Donald Feed Company, Donald 10/88 Referred to
City of
Donald
Marion Riverbend Sand & Gravel, 10/88 In compliance




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program October, 1988
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

* * *
County % Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

Jackson - - Meridian Rock, Hwy #1140, 10/88 No-violation
White City .

Crook Prineville Loggers Supply, 10/88 No violation
Prineville

Crook Ranger Millwork, Prineville 10/88 In compliance

Deschutes Bend Salvage Company, Bend 10/88 No violation

Deschutes Regnier Brothers Buillding 10/88 In compliance
Materials, Bend

Deschutes Thomas Sales & Service, Inc. 10/88 No vieolation
Bend

Jefferson Mountain View Millwork 10/88 In compliance
(formerly Earth Industries),
Madras

Klamath Sturdi-Craft, Klamath Falls 10/88 In compliance

Lake Gooselake Lumber, Lakeview 10/88 In compliance

Lake Lakeview Lumber, Lakeview 10/88 In compliance

Alrports

Washington Apple Valley Airport, 10/88 Boundary
near Buxton approved

Lane Florence Hospital Emergehcy 10/88 Excepticn
Heliport, Florence granted

&L
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CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1988

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF OCTOBER, 1988:

Name and Location Case No. & Type
of Violation of Violation Date Issued Amount Status
West Linn School AQAB-NWR-88-77 10/21/88 $3,500 Awaiting responge
District No. 3JT Failed to properly to notice.
~ West Linn, Oregon ~ remove and handle

materials contain-
ing asbestos, during
a renovation project
at the Willamette

School.
Rahenkamp Wrecking, Inc. AQAB-SWR-88-76 10/21/88 $3,500 ‘Awaiting response

Medford, Oregon Failed to properly to notice.
. remove and handle
materials containing
asbestos, during a
renovation project
at the old KOBI
television studio

in Medford,
Scott Scholes AQOB-NWR-88-92 10/26/88  $50 Awaiting response
Portland, Oregon Unauthorized open to notice.
burning of yard
debris.

GB7982




November, 1988

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

ACTIONS
Preliminary Issues
Discovery
Settlement Action
Hearing to be scheduled.
Department reviewing penalty
Hearing scheduled
HO’s Decision Due
Briefing
Inactive
SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal
Appealed to EQC
EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review
Court Review Option Taken
Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

LAST MONTH

=
uJu:cam NMOUW OO

glPOOOO

PRESENT

'_l
\Jll‘\DOUJ‘\IOI—‘uOH

Eﬂc>c>c>o Mo

15-AQ-NWR-87-178

15th Hearing Section case in 1987 involving Air Quality
Division violation in Northwest Region jurisdiction in 1987;
178th enforcement action in the Department in 1987,

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AG1 Attorney General 1

AQ Air Quality Division

AQOB Alr Quality, Open Burning

CR Central Region

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

ER Eastern Region

FB Field Burning

HW Hazardous Waste

HSW Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

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

. Hrngs Hearings Section

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater
discharge permit

NWR Northwest Region

0SS On-S5ite Sewage Section

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involwved

Rem Order Remedial Action Oxrder

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

S8 Subsurface Sewage (now 08§5)

SW S0lid 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

WQ Water Quality Division

WVR Willamette Valley Region

CONTES.B
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November, 1988
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

. GCase

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case
Name _Ragst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. ~_Status
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 16-P-WQ-WVR-78-2849-J New permit under negotiation.
NPDES Permit May resolve contested issues.
Modification
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 03-P-WQ-WVR-78-2012-J New permit under negotiation.
NPDES Permit May resolve contested issues.
Modification :
DANT & RUSSELL, 05/31/85 05/31/85 03/21/86 15-HW-NWR-85-60 ; Settlement agreement submitted
ING. Hazardous waste . to Bankruptcy Court for approval.
disposal '
Civil Penalty of
$2,500
COBRAZIER FOREST 11/22/85 12/12/85 02/10/86 DEQ 23-H5W-85-60 Tentative settlement reached.
PERODUCTS Declaratory Ruling Order to be prepared for EQC
consideration.
CITY OF 05/03/88 Ptys 1-P-WQ-88 Motion to dismiss appeal filed
KILAMATH FALLS (FERC #10199) by Conservation Parties.
(SALT GAVES IT1)
ZEIMER, dba 3/2/88 3/3/88 07/12/88 Prtys AQOB-NWR-88-03 - Hearings Officer reduced penalty
RIVERGATE AUTO $1,000 Civil Penalty " to 8700. Appeal rights elapse
; December 5.
CSS5T 3/31/88 4/19/88 Prtys Permit 089-452-353 ; A stipulated order
. resolving certain disputed terms
- will be submitted to EQC for
approval; others will be
adjudicated.
NEU-GLO CANDLES 6/9/88 07/25/88 Dept AQAB-NWR-88-33 Hearings Officer found no

CONTES.T

Asbestos $1,000
Civil Penalty

liability.
November 28.

Appesal rights elapse

f Current as of November 21,1988




November, 1938
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case é Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. __Status
GUARANTEE 10/4/88 DEQ AQAB-NWR-88-31 Hearing held on 10/4/88.
CONSTRUCTICON $2,000 Civil Penalty Resp. seeks informal
resolution.
GEORGE FOX 9/7/88 DEQ AQAB-WVR-88-38 Hearing held on 9/7/88.
COLLEGE $3,750 Givil Penalty Resp. seeks informal
- resolution.
ELLIOTT-JOCHIMSEN 9/7/88 DEQ AQAB-WVR-88-50 ; Hearing held on 9/7/88.
§7,000 Civil Penalty - Resp. seeks informal
‘ resolution.
CLAUDE ST. JEAN 3/15/88 1/10/89 Prtys 05-5WR-88-68 5 Hearing re-scheduled.
$500 Givil Penalty :
GLENEDEN BRICK & 9/15/88 1/18/89 Prtys AQ-W5-88-70 Hearing scheduled.
TILE WORKS $1,500 Civil Penalty
JOHN BOWERS 9/19/88 1/11/89 Prtys AQOB-CR-88-58 Hearing re-scheduled to
51,500 Civil Penalty provide time for settle-
ment discussgions.
o)
CITY OF SALEM 9/26/88 11{29{88 Prtvs Deparment Order - Hearing scheduled.
DAVIS dbA 9/27/88 12/1/88 Prtys AQ-WS-88-69 é Hearing scheduled.
TEI-COUNTY STOVE $1,500 Civil Penalty :
AND CHIMINEY SERVICE
IEVING HERMENS 9/27/88 12/6/88 Prtys WQ-WVR-88-61A ; Hearing scheduled.

CONTES.T

$2,500 Civil Penalty
and-628, Department
Order

é Current as of November 21, 1988




November, 1988
DEQ/EQC Contested CGase Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case ? Case
Name Rgst RErrl Date GCode Type & No. Status
ARTE JONGANEEL 10/3/88 12/20/88 Prtys WQ-WVR-88-73A Hearing scheduled.
dba A.J. Dairy $2,500 Civil Penalty Cooperative resolution
' and -73B, Department proposed by Respondent.
Order
JOHN VOLREDG 11/15/88 11/17/88 Hrgs Wo-WVR-88-81  Hearing to be scheduled.

04

GCONTES.T

! Current as of November 21, 1988




Environmental Quality Commission
NEIL GOLDSTHRIOT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

REQUEST FOR COMMISSION AGCTION

Agenda Item D, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Pollution Control Tax Credit

Summation

The pollution control tax credits in the attached report contain no unusual
items,

Director's Recommendation

Isgue tax credit certificates for pollution control facilities listed in the
report.

CN:s
MS119

DEG-48




Environmental Quality Commission

N v 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5686
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission

: 7 v
From: Director .4 - Vo
é%;wj%diﬁﬂﬁﬁféﬂw“géiﬁif AﬁﬁLﬂ
Subject: Agen‘a'ltem ﬁ; DécémberHQ,HIQSQ; EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1905 Electronic Controls Design, Inc. Waste water treatment system
T-2129 Portland General Electric Co. 0il spill containment facility
T-2155 Hewlett Packard 0il spill containment tank
T-2176 Portland General Electric Co. 0il spill containment facility
T-2237 Marie Gochran Manure control facility

T-2295 Willamette Industries Inc, Pneumafil filter

T-2305 Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. Sand shakeout including baghouse

T-2322 Willamette Industries Inc. Macron systems No. 42 baghouse

T-2360 South Coast Lumber Co. Veneer dryer scrubber

T-2373 Teledyne Industries, Inc. Waste water pre-treatment

T-2406 Willamette Industries, Inc. Macron 42 bag filter

T-2431 Ray Davidson Straw Storage Shed

T-2446 Raymond T, Davidson Equipment to reduce open field
burning

T-2448 Mullen Farms Straw Storage Shed

T-2469 Columbia Helicopters, Inc. Hot vapor degreaser

T-2471 Willamette Industries, Inc. Chemical transfer system baghouse

T-2487 Kizer & Son Straw Storage Shed

T-2638 Clear Pine Mouldings, Inc. Baghaouse
DEQ-46




EQC Agenda Item D
December 9, 1988
Page 2

Proposed November 4, 1988 Totals:

Air Quality $ 1,556,012
Water Quality 347,644
Hazardous/So0lid Waste 293,171
Noise 0

$ 2,196,827

1988 Calendar Year Totals not including Tax Credits Certified at this EQC

meeting.
Alr Quality § 7,103,552
Water Quality 1,716,907
Hazardous/Solid Waste 178,947
Noise 0

S 8,999,406

. Fred Hansen
C. Nuttall:s
(503) 229-6484
November 23, 1988
MS118




Application No.T-1905

State of Oregen
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEYF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Electronic Controls Design,'lné.
13626 5. Freeman Road

Mulino, OR 97042

The applicant owns and operates a printed circuit board manufacturing
and digital dataloggers fabrication facility in Muline, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a water pellution control
facility. The facility is being leased from Collateral Financial

Services, Inc,

Degscription of Facility

The ANDCO electrochemical precipitation system consists of two
electrochemical cells with electrodes, acid feed system, polymer feed
system, a clarifier with flash mixer and flecculator, sludge handling
system, and appropriate electrical controls and plumbing system.

Claimed Facility Cost: $192, 048,00
{Accountant’s Certification was provided).

Procedural Regulirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.190 and by CAR
Chapter 340, Division 1lé6.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed June 14, 1984,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on July 15, 1984,

h. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made.

c. Construction of the facllity was substantially completed on
October 18, 1985 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on October 6, 1987, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




Application No.T-1905
Page 2

A4 Evaluation of Application

a.

- addition, a compliance schedule was included for a step by step

The facility i= eligible because the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency, to prevent groundwater pollution,
This prevention is accomplished by the use of treatment works for
industrial waste as defined in ORS 468,700,

Electronic Controls Design (ECD} previously operated a chemical
precipitation system followed by two concrete-lined polishing
lagoons to treat wastewater from the printed circuit board
manufaeturing operdtions. The treated effluent was discharged to
Milk Creek under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit.

The U, 8, Environmental Protection Agency advised ECD that the
lagoons had to be permitted under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations or be closed, ECD chose to remove
and close the lagoons under an agreed final order with EPA on
November &, 1984.  Furthermore, the existing treatment system was
found unreliable to continuously comply with its permit effluent
1imits. ECD decided to replace the existing treatment facility
with the electrochemical precipitation facility since the lagoons
were an integral part of the old system.

After the facility was completed, ECD incurred several violations
of effluent permit limits for copper and nickel. The violations
were attributed to operational difficulties of the new treatment
facility and some production processing equipment which were the
main source of pollutant loadings. ECD also had problems meeting
their permit limitations for biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and
ammonia. - The treatment system was not designed to treat organic
pollutants but only metals. 1In April 1987, the Sierra Club
notified ECD that they intended to file a citizen suit under the
provisions of the Clean Water Act for the above mentioned
violations.

In September 1987, the Department renewed the permit issued to
ECD. The copper limits were adjusted to the same level as the
other metals. Howevetr, the permitted levels were more
restrictive that those allowed by federal guidelines. 1In

reduction of BOD limits from 320 mg per liter to 20 mg per liter
by January 1, 1990,




Application No.T-1905
Page 3

In the early part of 1988, average concentrations for copper were
exceeded for 2 consecutive months. The violations were again
attributed to operational difficulties. As a result of these
violationsg, the Department issued a Notice of Intent to Assess
Civil Penalty in May 1988.

Since then, the facility has been in compliance with its permit
effluent limits., ECD chose the strategy of controlling the
organic pollutants at the point of generation and preventing its
introduction to the waste stream. Furthermore, ECD has recently
agreed to a Stipulation for Entry of Consent Judgement with the
Sierra Club to comply with its NPDES permit conditiong and limits.
The agreement stipulates that ECD will make payments to Sierra
Club for any permit violation that occurs between September 1,
1988 and June 1, 1989.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste producteg into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity,

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facilicy.

There is no return on investment for the facility.

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

The method chogen is the accepted method for control of
metals. This method is the least cost and most effective
method of controlling printed circuit board manufacturing
waste stream.

4y  Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
oceur as a result of the installation of the facility,

There are mno savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $79,440 annually.




Application No.T-1905
Page 4

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable te the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or neise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention,
contrel or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines,

The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with

a requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent groundwater poillutien and accomplishes this
purpose by the redesign to eliminate industrial waste as defined
in ORS 468.700.

The facility complies with federal Environmental Pretection Apgency
order and permit conditions.

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Contrel
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $19%2,048.00 with 100%
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. T-1905,

RCDulay:crw

WC4028

(503) 229-5876
November 2, 1988

|
|
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Application No. T-2129

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF AFPPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Portland General Electric Company
121 SW Salmon St., Tax Dept., TB 10
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates a distribution substation in Salem,
Oregon. Application was made for tax credit for a water pollution
control facility.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is a sand filter system (essentially a sgand-
filled trench with a baffle) installed along the northern and western
boundaries of the Market Street Substation. The purpose of the facility
is to contain oil that might be spilled from the transformers, circuit
breakers and switches located on the property.

The Market Street Substation is located approximately two miles
east of the Willamette River and has an enclosed area of
approximately 35,000 square feet,

There is currently mno secondary oil contaimment facility at the
Substation. No spills have occurred at this site but there is the
potential for approximately 5,000 gallons of transformer oil to drain
off the property in the event of a major spill. The sand filter
allows surface water to drain off the property but will stop an oil
gpill long enough to allow orderly cleanup.

Claimed Facility Cost: $14,874.49
(Accountant'’s Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.190 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.




The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed June 19, 1986,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on August 19,
1986,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c. Construction of the faciiity was substantially completed on
September 2, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on September 18, 1987, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

4. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to prevent a substantial gquantity of water pollution. This
prevention is accomplished by the elimination of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700.

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollutien control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS

468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used te recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

Because this facility generates no income, there is no
return on the investment.

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

Other alternatives considered were:
Transformer/circuit-breaker pits--$30,000 to $40,000
0il stop wvalve, piping and storage container--$24,000 to

530,000,

These alternatives were rejected because of cost and
operational maintenance.




4y Any related savings or increase in costs which oceur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility,

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil,

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
~actual cost of the facility properly allocable to

prevention, control or reduction of pollution.

5. Summation

The facility was constructed In accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent, a
substantial quantity of water pollution and accomplishes this
purpose by the elimination of industrial waste as defined in ORS
468.700,

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of §14,874.49 with 100 %
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. T-2129.

Jerry E. Turnbaugh:crw
503-229-5374
September 22, 1988

WC3826




Application No.T-2155

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Hewlett Packard

Portable Computer Division
71000 N.E. Circle Boulevard
Corvallis, OR 97330

The applicant owns and operates an electronic equipment manufacturing
plant in Corvallis, Oregon.

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

Desgeription of Faecility

The facility consists of a concrete gpill containment basin, 18 feet 10
inches by 19 feet 4 inches and 2 feet 10 inches high, for above ground
5,000 gallon capacity fuel oil storage tank.

Claimed Facility Cost: $8,374.00 (Adjusted downward from the total
claimed amount of $8,724.00 for an ineligible storage tank installation

cogt.)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and by.OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16..

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed July 25, 1986,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on September 1,
1986,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made,

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed omn
October 1, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on December 16, 1987, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




4,

Applieation No. T-2155
Page 2

Evaluation of Application

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency, to prevent water pollution.

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial
waste as defined in ORS 468,700,

- In accordance with federal law, owners of above ground oil = =~ =
storage facilities that could reasonably be expected to discharge

0il in harmful quantitiesg into or upon navigable waters must
provide o6il gpill containment systems,

The concrete spill contairmment basin has a capacity of 6,000
gallons which is motre than the storage volume of the fuel oil
tank, During normal operations, the rainfall collected in the
containment basin is pumped into the storm sewers which eventually
is discharged to the Willamette River., If oil is present
automatic sensors will shut off the pump. Any spilled oil would
be pumped out by cleanup crews for proper disposal. Any tank
rupture or major accidental spill would be contained in the basin
and handled by contract cleanup crews.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

D The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity:

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is no return on investment for this facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

Other alternatives considered was to replace existing single
wall buried tank with new double wall tank and double wall
buried piping complete tank level monitoring and annular
space leak detection system. Estimated cost of this
alternative was $53,400.00, It was not selected because of
its dinherent liabilities and higher cost.




Application No. T-21535
Page 3

4y  Any related savings or inecrease in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,

_water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recyeling or properly disposing of used oil.

The total cost of the c¢laimed facility is $8,724.00 Tncluded
in the total cost is the installation cost for the fuel oil
storage tank which is $350.00. Since the tank is not
considered to be a pollution contrel item, the cost
assoclated to the storage tank should not be included.
Accordingly the $8,724.00 has been adjusted by $350.00,
leaving an allocable cost of $8,374.00.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
a requirement imposed by the federal Envirommental Protection
Agency to prevent water pollution,

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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




Application No. T-2155
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6. Director’s Recommendstion
Bagsed upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $8,374.00 with 100% allocated

to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2155.

RGDwlayiepw T
WC4034

(503) 229-5876

November 2, 1988




Application No. T-2176

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Portland General Electric Company
121 S.W. Salmon St., Tax Dept., TB 10
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates a distribution substation in Gresham,
Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an oil-stop valve installed in the stormwater
drain system that serveg the Hogan South Substation which is located
between Fowell Boulevard and Portland Traction Co. right-of-way,
approximately 300-feet west of S.E. 242nd Drive (Hogan Road).

Claimed Facility Cost: $11,031.49

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed September 9,
1986, more than 30 days before installation commenced on
December 9, 1986,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
February 27, 1987 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on September 23, 1988, within 2 vears of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The sole purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial
quantity of water pollutiomn.




Application No. T-2176
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This prevention is accomplished by the elimination of industrial
waste as defined in ORS 468.700.

No o0il spills have occurred at this site but prior to the
installation of the stop wvalve, the potential existed for up to
6,425 gallons of oil te flow off the property in the stormwater
system if a major spill had occurred.

In determining the percent of the pollution controel facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468,190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or converi waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

This facility dees not generate revenue and so does not
provide a return on the investment.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

Other alternatives considered and found to be unacceptable
ware; transformer/circuit breaker pits ($30,000-540,000) and
sand filters (524,000-%$30,000).

4y  Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There are no savings from the facility.

5)  Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly allocable
to the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or
noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling
or properly dispesing of used oil.

There are no other factors to conslder in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention,
control or reduction of pollution.
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5. Summation

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines,
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial
guantity of water pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700,

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules,

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $11,031.49 with 100% allocated
to pollution contrel, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2176.

J. E. Tutrnbaugh:hs
WH2993

(503) 229-5374
October 10, 1988




Application No, T-2237

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Marie Cochran

1340-North Bank Road
Coquille, OR 97423

The applicant owns and operates a dairy in Coquille, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is a roofed manure-stacking building having a
concrete flcor and retaining walls with storage capacity for solids of
approximately 9,366 cubic feet and 2,774 cubic feet for liquids. The
facility will accommodate the waste generated by 100 cows for 150 days.

The facility received cost-sharing funds from the US Department of
Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service in the amount of
$3,500.00.

Claimed Facility Cost: §11,987.47%*

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16,

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed September 2,
1986, more than 30 days before construction commenced on October
14, 1986,

b, The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c, Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
August 28, 1987, and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on August 26, 1988, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility. '

(Accountant’'s Certification was provided).




Application No. 2237

Page 2
4, Evaluation of Application
a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility

is to reduce a substantial quantity of water pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by the disposal of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700.

Before construction of the stacking building, the manure would
have been piled outside, making it susceptible to leaching by
rainwater and occasional flooding.

The building is out of the flood plain and allows manure to be
stockpiled under cover during rainy weather. This provides
opportunity for holding manure until drier weather when it can be
spread on the pastures or fields to be farmed. Pollution of the
Coquille river due to manure runoff during the rainy season is
eliminated.

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost

allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products inte
a salable or usable commodity.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

This facility does not generate any return, either as a cost
savings or a salable product. The manure is used as before;
the facility merely allows it to be stored under cover
instead of cut in the rain,

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective,

The method chosen is the accepted method for control of
manure run-off te streams.
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4) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
facility construction.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil,

There are no other factors teo congider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to

prevention, control or reduction of peollution,

5, Summation !

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that prevent a substantial quantity of water pollution and
accomplishes this purpose by the elimination of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6,  Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing ‘the cost of $11,987.47 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be-issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2237,

J.E. Turnbaugh:hs
WH2992

(503) 5374
September 26, 1988
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Application No. T-2295

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Korpine Division

3800 First Interstate Tower
1300 SW Fifth Avenue
Portiand, OR 97301

The applicant cwng and operates a particlebsard manufacturing facility
in Bend, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The facility is a Pneumafil primary baghouse size 8,5-162-12 which was
installed to replace an existing uncontrolled 21,300 CFM low pressure
air cyclone for the press clean up air system.

Claimed Facility GCost: $60,272.40
(Accountant’s Certification was provided).

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

- The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed June 16, 1987,
more than 30 days before installation commenced on September 1,
1987,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
December 31, 1987, and the application for final certification was
found to he complete on September 27, 1988, within 2 years of
gubstantial completion of the facility.

fvaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpouse of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the
Department, to prevent air pollution. The requirement is ‘to
comply with OAR 340-21-060,
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The surrounding neighborhood has been impacted by fugitive
emissions for several years. As a result, the Department has been
conducting a fallout bucket study. One of the processes thought
to be causing the fallout problem is the press clean up air system
with an uncontrolled cyclone.

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have Bieéen considéered and analyzéed as indicated:

D The extent to which the facility 1s used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a galable or usable commodity. The material collected by the
facility is disposed of in a landfill,

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is no return on investment for this facility.

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

There is no known alternative.

- 4) Any related savings or Increase in costs which occur or may
occur ag a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $4,975.00 annually.

3) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reduction of pellution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pellution
control as determined by using this factor is 100%.
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5. Summation

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification

because air contaminants are eliminated as defined in ORS 468.275.
c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Director’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $60,272 .40 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credlt
Application No., T-2295.

Terri Sylvester:k
AK1139

(503} 229-5057
November 7, 1988




Application No. T-2305

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc.
10425 North Bloss Avenue
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a steel foundry at 10425 North Bloss
in Portland, Oregon. '

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility consists of a bag filter dust collection system.

Claimed Facility Cost: §145,588.76
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Regquirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.1%0, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed July 22, 1987,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on Cctober 21,
1987.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
March 11, 1988, and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on Cctober 4, 1988, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility 1s eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to prevent a substantial quantity of air pollution from the new
Sand-Shakeout System. This prevention is accomplished by
installing a bag filter dust collection system.

The facility has been inspected by Department personnel and was
found to be operating in compliance with Department regulations
and permit conditions.
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b. Eligible Cost Findings

Tn determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution contrel, the following factors from
ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

i)

2)

33

&)

5)

The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does mot recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity. All material collected by the
facility is disposed of in a landfill.

The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is mo return on the investment In the facility. - The
sole purpose of the facility is to prevent air pollution.

The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

The method chosen is the accepted method for control of
particulate.

Any related savings or increase in cests which cccur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $10,200 annually.

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are mno other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost .of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
contrel as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
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b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial
quantity of air pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
installation of a bag filter dust collection system.
c. The facility complieg with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to

pollution control is 100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate hearing the cost of $145,388.76 with 100%
allocated to pellution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No, T-2305.

W. J. Fuller:k
AR1077

(503) 229-5749
October 19, 1988



Application No. T-2322

State of COregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLTICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Duraflake Division
3800 First Interstate Tower
1300 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard manufacturing facility
in Albany, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The facility 1s a Macron Model No. 42 secondary baghouse installed on
the high pressure transport system from the green dryer to the raw
material system, '

Claimed Facility Cost: §15,094.89
(Accountant'’s Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.1%90, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16,

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a,. The request for preliminary certification was filed August 6, 1987
more than 30 days before installation commenced on October 17,
1987.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
November 4, 1987 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on September 27, 1988 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by elimination of air contaminants,
as defined in ORS 468.275.
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b, Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity. The material collected by the
facility is disposed of in a landfill.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is no return on investment for this facility.

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

A high efficiency cyclone was considered, but rejected
because it would not have been as effective as a baghouse,

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There i1s no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $3,604.00.
annually.

~5) - Any other factors which -are relevant. in establishing the . . .
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pellution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reduction of pollution,.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using this factor Is 100%,

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification

because air contaminants are eliminated as defined in ORS
468,275,
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c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules,

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $15,094.89 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T—2322.

Terri Sylvester:CDJ
AD3945

(503) 229-5057
November 7, 1988




Application No. T-2360

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
South Coast Lumber Company
Plywood Division

P.0. Box 670
Brookings, OR 97415

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant
in Brookings, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

A five-stage, Model B-58 Burley wet scrubber to control particulate
emissions from a veneer dryer (no, 4) installed in 1987.

Claimed Facility Cost: §71,390.00
(Accountant's Certification was provided),

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:
a. The request for preliminary certification was filed
October 1, 1987, more than 30 days before installation

commenced on December 15, 1987.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made,.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on

February 29, 1988, and the application for final certification was

found to be complete on October 27, 1988, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.
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4, Evaluation of Application
a, The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility

is to control a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This control is accomplished by elimination of air contaminants as
defined in ORS 468,275,

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cest

allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products Into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

The return on the investment is zero, as there are operating
costs and no income resulting from operating the facility.

3 The altermative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

Other alternatives of equipment were evaluated as being less
cogst-effective than the Burley wet scrubber.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility,

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $20,635 annually.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention,
control or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to peollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.
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5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the sole purpose of the facility isg to control a substantial
quantity of air pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination of particulate air contaminant. discharges to
atmosphere,

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules and permit
conditions.

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $71,390.00 with 100%
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. T-2360.

DNeff:k

AK1094 (10/88)
(503) 229-6480
October 27, 1988




Application No.T-23/3

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Teledyne Industries, Inc.
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
1600 0ld Salem Road
Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, and
niobium manufacturing and forming facility in Albany, Oregen.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is a uranium removal system for the pretreatment
of waste stream from the separation process of zirconium and hafnium
metals prior to discharging to the central wastewater treatment
facility. The facility consists of agitated mixing tanks, clarifiers,
filters, storage vessels, asgociated control equipment and building.
The uranium removal process is considered company confidential,

Claimed Facility Cost: 8 1,051,451.00
(Accountant's Certification was provided),

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16,

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed October 25,
1985, more than 30 days before construction commenced on January
6, 1986.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before

application for final certification was made.

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
December 16, 1986 and the application for fimal certification was
found to be complete on October 29, 1987, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.
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Evaluation of Application

a,

The facility is eligible because the sole purpoese of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of water pollution. This
reduction is accomplished by the use of treatment works for
industrial waste as defined in ORS 468,700,

Zircon gand containsg a relatively low amount of uranium.
Considerable efforts have been expended to remove or capture

~radioactive material prior to its introduction into liquid/ageous

process, A major portion of the radiocactive zircon sand
constituents are digcarded at the sand chlorination radiocactive-
waste system. Any uranium left appears in the wastewater '
treatment system at an average concentration of 13 parts per
million and ultimately discharged in the final effluent at very
low levels and/or ends up in the clarifier sludge. The clarifier
sludge is pumped for disposal to the "Farm Ponds" north of the
plant site.

Since the installation and operation of the uranium removal
facility, the uranium content of the waste stream discharging to
the wastewater treatment system has been reduced to an average of
3 parts per million, equivalent to a removal efficiency of 76%.
The uranium bearing sludge removed by the new facility is being
disposed of at a radicactive waste disposal facility at the
Hanford complex in Washington. The uranium content of the final
sludge being disposed of to the "Farm Ponds" has been greatly
reduced by about 70%.

The existing discharge permit issued to Teledyne Wah Chang
requires that the settling pond (farm ponds) sludges be
characterized and quantified and data be reported to the
Department in. conjunction with the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study and Record of Decision plan as
ordered by the Commission. As a result of the construction of the
claimed facility, a less contaminated sludge may help facilitate
approval for a plan for final disposal of settling pond sludges.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pellution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usahle commodity. The material collected by the
facility is disposed of to a radloactive waste disposal
facility.
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The estimated annual percent return on the Investment in the
facility.

There is ne return on investment in the facility.

The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

There are no known alternatives,

Any related savings or increase in costs which ocecur or may
occur as a result of the Installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. The company is
reluctant to provide the cost of maintaining and operating
the facility as they comnsider the uranium removal process as
company confidential.

Any other factors which are relevant in egstablishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise poilution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention
control or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properily allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accerdance with all reguiatory
deadlines,

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the sole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial
quantity of water pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
digposal of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700,

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, Commission

order, and permit conditions.

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to

pollution control is 100%.




Application No. T-237/3
Page 4

6. Director'’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $1,051,451.00 with 100%
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. T-2373.

RCbulay:crw
WC4026

(503) 229-5876
November 2, 1988




Application No., T-2406

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Puraflake Division
3800 First Interstate Tower
1300 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard manufacturing facility
in Albany, Oregon,

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

Description of Facility

The facility is a Macron Model No. 42 secondary baghouse installed on
the fire retardant sander dust disposal bin cyclone.

Claimed Facility Cost: $22,631.40.
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

‘Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190, and by CAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed December 28, 1987
more than. 30 days before installation commenced on February 1, 1988,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made.

c, Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
March 16, 1988 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on September 27, 1988 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by elimination of air contaminants,
as defined in ORS 468.275.
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b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution contrel facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have bheen considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

‘The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity. The material collected by the

facility is disposed of in a landfill,

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There 1s no return on investment for this facility,

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

There is no known alternative.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which oceur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $3,748.00.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, contrel or reduction of air,
water or mnoise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification

because air contaminants are eliminated as defined in ORS 468,275,
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c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6, Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $22,631.40 with 100% allocated
to pollution comtrol, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No., T-2406,

Terri Sylvester:CDJ
AD3947

(503) 229-5057
November 8, 1988




Application No. TC-2431

State of Oregon
Department of Eanvironmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLTICATION REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Ray Davidson
4058 Davidson Road NE
Sst. Paul, OR 97137

The applicant -owng and operates a grass seed farm operation in St. Paul,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facilitw

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a straw storage shed (70' x
164' =% 21') located at 4608 Davidson Road NE, St. Paul, Oregon. The
building will provide cover for 1,000 tons of straw. The land and building
are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: $43,853
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter
340, Division 16.

The facility has met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed January 27, 1988,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on April 1, 1988.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before applica-
tion for firal certification was made.

¢. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on June 20,
1988, and the application for final certification was found te be
complete on November 10, 1988, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility
iz fo reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.




This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air contaminants,
defined in ORS 468.275, and the facility's qualification as a
"pollution control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(1).

The facility also meets the definition provided in OAR 340-16-025
(2Y(g)¥{R): "Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densify-
ing, processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning."

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
ailocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190
have bheen considered and analyzed as indicated:

1. The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert
waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility promotes the conversion of a waste product (straw)
into a salable commcdity by providing straw storage.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

Using Table 1 of OAR 340-16-030 for a 1life of 10 years, the annual
percent return on investment is 0%.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pollution control obijective.

The method chosen ig the accepted method for reduction of air
polluticn, The method is the least costly most effective method
of reducing air contaminants.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which cccur or may occur
as a result of the installation of the facility.

There 1s no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
facility. ' :

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of
the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the preven-
tion, control or reduction of air, water or noise polluticn or
solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properiy disposing of
used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual
cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention, control or
reducticn of air pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to polliution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.




5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
" deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the
gole purpose of the facility is to reduce a subgtantial quantity of air
pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the reduction of air
contaminants, as defined in ORS 468.275.

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allocable to pollution
contrei is 100%.,

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it isg recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $43,853, with 100% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application Number TC-2431.

B Finneran:ka
(503) ©86-7337
November 17, 1988




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ.

(Continued)

{12) Has claimed facility previously been certified by DEQ for tax cradit, or is tax credit application currently pending on claimed facility or
any portion of it? Yes . please explain, No :

(13) Has claimed facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of

Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. No

SECTICN IV
SIGNIFICANT DATES
AND INFORMATION

(1) Provide the following information regarding costs associated with the claimed facility. Fill out tables as designated.

Actual cost of the claimed facility : $ 43,853,
b. Salvage value of any facility removed 0
from service _ $ .

c. Caleulation of annual cash flows:

GROSS ANNUAL ANNUAL OPERATING ANNUAL
YEAR INCOME* EXPENSES* CASH FLOW
. 0 | 1,570. 0 (-1570)
2. 0 o 1,570, o (-1,570)
3. 0 \ 1,570. o (-1570)
N 0 1,595, 0__ (-15495)
S 0 1,595, 0__ (-1595}
0 7,900. 0 (=1800)

TOTALS

: 0 e ‘
d. Average annual cash flow 3 ( {J‘D 80) \ /

Calculate by using the following formula:
Total of Annual REVISlOﬂs mabl BY

 SECTIONV
ALLOCATION OF COSTS

~LashHows Average Annual Cash Flow BRIAN FIonERAN
5 DEQ  (1-10-9%
e.  Useful life of claimed facility 10 years

f.  Return on investment factor
Calculate by using the following formula:
Cost of Facility
Average Annual Cash Flow

= Return on Investment Factor

g.  Annual percent return on investment (ROT) 0

{Use Table 1, OAR 340-16-030) %
h. Reference annual percent return on investment 16.1

(RROI) {Use Table 2, QAR 340-16-030) %
L  Portion of actual costs propetly allocable 100

to poliution controi %

Calcuiate by using the following formula:

RRCI — ROI

RROI x 100% = Percent allocable

*Attach calculations for each of the first five years.

DEQ/TC2—8/84 . . Page 4 of &




Application No. TC-2446¢

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Raymond T. Davidson
R & D Farms, Inc.

4058 Davidson Road NE
St. Paul, OR 97137

The applicant owng and operates a grass seed farm operation in
s5t. Paul, Oregeon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Descripticn of Claimed Egquipment

‘The equipment described in this application are a conventional straw baler,
bale wagon, and hay squeeze used to remove straw from fields that would
otherwise be open burned. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: §79,700
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Procedural Requirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.130, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The requegt for preliminary certification was filed March 3, 1988,
less than 30 days before purchase on March 17, 1988. However,
according to the process provided in OAR 340-16-015(1){b}, the
application was received by DEQ staff and the applicant was notified
that the application was complete, and purchase could commence,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before applica-
tion for final certification was made.

<. Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on March 17,
1288, and the application for final certificaticn was found to be
complete on October 14, 1988, within two years of substantial purchase
of the equipment.




4. Evaluation of Application

a.

The equipment is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air contaminants,
defined in ORS 468.275, and the equipment's qualification as a
"pollution control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(1).

The equipment alsc meets the definition provided in OAR 340-16-025
{(2)(g)y(A): "Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densify-
ing, processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorpcrating
grase straw or straw based products which will result in reduction

of open field burning.™ :

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190
have been consgidered and analyzed as indicated:

1. The extent to which the facility is used to reduce air pollution.

The equipment promotes the reduction of air pollution by removing
straw from fields which would otherwise be open burned.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
equipment.

Using Table 1 of OAR 340-16-030 for a life of 10 years, the annual
percent return on investment is 6.1%.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pollution control objective.

The method chosen is the accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is the least costly, most effective method
of reducing air contaminants.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur
as a result of the purchase of the equipment.

There ig no related savings or increase in costs as a result of
equipment purchase.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of
the actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to the preven-
tion, contrel or reduction of air, water or noisge pollution or
solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly disposing of
used oil,

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or
reduction of air pollution.




E
]

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pellution
control as determined by using these factors is 62%.

5. Summation

a. The equipment was purchased in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The equipment is eligible for final tax credit certification in that
the sole purpose of the equipment ig to reduce a substantial quantity
of air pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the reduction of air
contaminants, as defined in ORS 468,275,

¢. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to polliution
control is 62%,

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, i1t is recommended that a Pellution Contrel
Facility Certificate bearing the cogt of §$79,700, with 62% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the equipment claimed in Tax Credit
Application Number TC-2446.

B Finneran:ka
(503) 686-7837
November 17, 1988




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILIT‘(
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ

(Continued)

(12) Has claimed facility previousiy been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application currently pending on claimed facility or
any portion of it? Yes please explain. No p:4

(13) Has claimed facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of
Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. No .4

SECTION IV
SIGNIFICANT DATES
AND INFORMATION

{1) Provide the following information regarding costs associated with the claimed facility. Fill out tables as designated.

a.  Actual cost of the claimed facility % 79,700,
b, Salvage value of any facility removed 0
from service $

¢, Calculation of annuai cash flows:

GROSS ANNUAL ANNUAL OPERATING ANNUAL

YEAR INCOME* EXPENSES® CASH FLOW
. . 42,000. ‘ 33,758, 8,242
. 43,000, 33,758, | 9,242
1. 43,000, 35,730 7,270
. 44,000, 36,180, 7,820.
.. 45,000. 37,680. 7,320.

totals 217,000, 177,106. | 39,894,

d.  Average annual cash flow $ 7,.979.

Calculate by using the following formula:

Total of Annual

Cash Flows Average Annual Cash Flow

SECTION YV
ALLOCATION OF COSTS

5
.- Useful life of claimed facility i 10 years
f.  Return on investment factor s 10.00

Calculate by using the following formuia:
Cost of Facility
Average Annual Cash Flow

= Retumn on Investment Factor

g. Annual percent return on investment (RO ‘ /
(Use Table 1, OAR 340-16-030) 0 %

h. Reference annual percent return on investment L (: SEe ATTALHED )
(RROI {Use Table 2, OAR 340-156-030) ‘ 16,1 % .

i.  Portion of actual costs property allocable
to pollution control IFsTHIRY %

Calculate by using the following formula:

RROI— RQOI

0 =
RROI x 100% Percent aliocable

*Attach calculations for each of the first five years.

DEQ/TC2—8/84 ' Page 4 of 6
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

"APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ.

(Continued)

(12) Has claimed facility previously been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application currently pending on claimed facility oz
any portion of it? Yes piease explain. No

(13) Has claimed facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of

Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. No

SECTION IV
SIGNIFICANT DATES
AND INFORMATION |

(1) Provide the following information regarding costs associated with the claimed facility. Fill out tables as designated.

a.  Actual cost of the claimed facility $

b, Salvage value of any facility removed
from service $

c. Calculation of annual cash flows:

GROSS ANNUAL ANNUAL OPERATING ANNUAL

YEAR . INCOME™ EXPENSES® CASH FLOW
, N N N

( C \

. ) . /
4 & \

A _ N
51
8 TOTALS 247 000 177, 166 249 4,64
>
zZ Q .
-t &
9 Z d. Average annual cash flow $ w-i;q 14
3 9 Calculate by using the following formula:
& b
o Total of Arnnual
@ Cash Flows
S — s = Average Annual Cash Flow
b
)'é e. Useful life of claimed facility ' 10 yedrs
f.  Retumn on investment factor : $ 1o
Calculate by using the foilowing formula:
Cost of Facility .
= Retu I tment Fact
Average Annual Cash Flow Stim on fnvestment Factor
g Annual percent returmn on investment (ROI) (.14
(Use Table 1, QAR 340-16-030) £ 2 %
h. Reference annual percent return on investment i -
(RRON (Use Table 2, OAR 340-16-030) .| % %ﬁc““m?"ﬂm B
a Firdpleanss
i.  Portion of actual costs properly allocable (" ‘ Vsl " !
to pollution control YA 67 & % TIEa FranD Butdide

= Wikt fga, i - |T-%%
Calculate by using the following formula: * A

RROI — RO1

RROI x 100% = Percent allocable

*Attach calculations for each of the first five years,

DEQ/TC2—8 /84 Page 4 of 6




Application No. TC-2448

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF RPPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Gerald P. & Kathleen A. Mullen
Mullen Farms

17792 River Road NE

St. Paul, OR 97137

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in St. Paul,
Oregon.

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

Degcription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a straw storage shed (70' x
168' x 22') located at 21612 Riwver Road NE, S8t. Paul, Marion County,
Oregon 97137. The building will provide cover for 1,000 tons of baled
straw per year. The land and building are owned by the applicant. The
straw is exported toc Japan for livegtock feed.

Claimed facility cost: $53,032
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OARR Chapter
340, Division 16.

The facility has met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed March 3, 1988,
more than 30 days before construction commenced on May 2, 1988.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before applica-
tion for final certification was made.

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on July 25,
1988, and the application for final certification was found te be
complete on August 16, 1988, within two vears of substantial
completion of the facility.




4.

Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air contaminants,
defined in ORS 468.275, and the facility's qualification as a
"pollution control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(1).

The facility algo meets the definition provided in OAR 340-16-025
{(2Y(g){(A): "Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densify-
ing, processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning."

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution contrel facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190
have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1. The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert
waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility promotes the conversion of a waste product (straw)
into a salable commodity by providing straw storage.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

Using Table 1 of OAR 340-16-030 for a life of 10 years, the annual
percent return on investment is 0%.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pollution control objective. '

The method chosen is the accepted methoed for reduction of air
pollution, The method is the least costly most effective method
of reducing air contaminants.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur
as a result of the installation of the facility.

There 1s no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
facility installatiaon.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of
the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the preven-
tion, control or reduction of air, water or ncise pollution or
golid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly dispesing of
used oil. '

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual
cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention, control or
reduction of air pollution.




The actual cost of the facility properly allocable tec polluticn
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the
sole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial gquantity of air
pollution and accomplisghes this purpose by the reduction of air
contaminants, as defined in ORS 468.275.

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pellution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $53,032, with 100% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application Rumber TC-2448,

B Finneran:ka
{503) ©686-7837
November 17, 1988




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
- TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ

{Continued)

m

{12) Has claimed .fa.-ci_lity previously been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application currently pending on claimed facility or

_-any portien of it? Yes please explain. No No

SECTIONIV
SIGNIFICANT DATES

. Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes

AND INFORMATION

" (13) Has c!_aimed'_Ea;cility, or any port‘:oh of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of
please explain, No

No

RROI — RO!
RROI

*Attach calculations for each of the first five years,

Calculate by using the following formula:

x 100% = Percent allocable

(1) Provlde the {ollowmg information regarding costs associated with the claimed facility, Fill out tables as designated.

.a. Actual cost of the claimed facility $ 53,032,
: © b, Salvage value of any facility removed
- from service ] _ 0,
¢ Calculation of annual cash flows:
. GROSS ANNUAL - ANNUAL QPERATING
YEAR : INCOME® EXPENSES*
L 0 1,793.
2. O 1 ] 7 9 5 .
3-— O 1 ¥ 7 9 3 L]
. 0 ) 1,818,
g 5_ O 1 y 81 8 .
8 .
O TOTALS 0 9,015,
P '
Zz O .
cz d.  Average annual cash flow $ 0
=5 g
B — Calculate by using the following formula:
@ 5 Total of Annual
“o __Cash Flows ' )
b -—-——5—— = Average Annual Cash Flow
]
':,:J e.  Useful life of claimed facility 10 years
f.  Return on investment factor $ Q
Calculate by using the followmg formula:
Cost of Facility
t tment F
Average Annual Cash Flow = Return on Investment Factor
g Annual percent retum on investment (RO1)
{Use Table 1, OAR 340-16-030) 0 %
h, Reference annual percent return on investment 16 . 1
{RROM) (Use Table 2, OAR 340-16-030} : %
i.  Portion of actual costs properly allocable 100
to poflution control %

ANNUAL
CASH ELOW

0

o 1o 1o o (o

DEQ/TC2—8/84
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Application No, T-2469

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Columbia Helicopters, Inc.

P.0. Box 3500
Portland, OR 97208

The applicant owns and operates a helicopter maintenance and leasing
operation at Aurora, Oregon,

Application was made for tax credit for a hazardous waste minimization
facility.

Degcription of Facility

The facility includes a high velocity plastic pellet paint stripper
system and a hot vapor degreaser unit. This equipment is housed in a
30 ft. X 47 ft. concrete building. The building is divided into three
rooms. The largest room houses the hot vapor degreaser., The remaining
rooms house the high velocity plastic pellet paint stripper equipment
and the paint removal or "blast” area. The paint removal area is lined
and floored with aluminum panels to deflect the high velocity plastic
beads and reduce erosion.

Claimed Facility Cost: $207,925
(Accountant’s Certification was provided).

Procedural Regquirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. :

The facility met all statutory deadlines in.that:

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed May 8, 1985
more than 30 days before construction commenced on June 17, 1987.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made,

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed December
1987 and the application for final certification was found to be
complete on September 1, 1988 within 2 years of substantial
completion of the facility,




Tax Relief Application Review Report
Columbia Helicopters, Inc,
Application No, T-2469

Page 2

4. Fvaluation of Application

a,

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of hazardous waste, as
defined in ORS 466.005.

This reduction is accomplished by an innovative process change.
Approximately 5,300 gals. of methylene chloride waste from the
paint removal operation and 280 gals. of spent 1,1,1
trichloroethane solvent from the degreasing operatlon are
eliminated annually from the waste streams by the new process.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors have been
considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

23 The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

Average annual cash flow is $2,274. This results from the
old process operating expenses minus the new process
estimated operating expenses. Dividing the claimed facility
cost by the average annual cash flow, pgives a return on
investment (ROI) factor of 91. Using the formula in OAR 340-
16- 030(5)(c), for a useful fac111ty life of 30 years, the ROI
is zero. -7 = I

3 The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

The high wvelocity plastic bead paint stripping process is
the "State-of-the-Art in industrial nonsolvent paint removal
operations. This method is effective and minimizes the
production of hazardous waste. No other nonchemical
stripping processes were considered because none was
identified to be commercially viable during research into
alternative methods.

Several degreasing operations were considered. The chosen
alternative was the least expensive.




Tax Relief Application Review Report
Columbia Helicopters, Inc.

Application No.
Page 3

4)

5)

T-2469

Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
installation of the facility.

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocahle to the prevention, control or reduction of air,

" water or mnolse pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to

5. Summation

recyeling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors to congider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reductien of pollutiomn.

Based on these findings, factor 2 above i1s the most
applicable factor.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by using this factor
is 100%.

a, The faecility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial

quantity of hazardous waste, by the redesign of the paint
stripping process and the parts degreasing operations,.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Dirvector'’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control

Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $207,925 with 100% allocated

to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2469,

Eduarde G. Chiong:f

7F3587
(503) 229-5326

November 1, 1988

!
|
|
t
i




Application No. T-2471

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.
Duraflake Division

3800 First Interstate Tower
1300 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

The appllcant owns and operates a particleboard manufacturing facility
in Albany, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility
The facility is a Western Pneumatic Model No. 42 primary baghouse

to control emissions from the Fire Retardant Chemical dust feeder
transfer ‘system,

Claimed Facility Cost: §17,221.90
(Accountant's Certification was provided),

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OCAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facllity met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed April 22, 1988
more than 30 days before installation commenced on June 1, 1988.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
July 13, 1988 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on September 27, 1988 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by elimination of air contaminants,
as defined in ORS 468.275.




Application No. T-2471
Page 2

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors from ORS
468,190 have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

1 The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The material collected By the faéility is estimated to have a
value of §$3,340.00 annually and is recycled into the
manufacturing process, '

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is no return on investment for this facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the game pollution control objective.

There is no known alternative.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which cccur or may
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. Gross material
recovered from this facility is estimated to be $3,340.00
annually, The cost of maintaining and operating the facility
is §3,738.00 annually.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or Lo
recyeling or properly disposing of used oil,

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
prevention, control or reduction of pollution,

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
contrel as determined by using this factor is 100%.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification

because air contaminants are eliminated as defined in ORS 468.275.




Application No. T-2471
Page 3

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules,.

d. The portion of the facility cost that 1s properly allocable to
pollution control is 100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $17,221.90 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the faCllxty claimed in Tax Credit
Application No, T- 2471

Terri Sylvester:CDJ
AD3946

(503) 229-5057
November 7, 1988




Application No. TC-2487

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Charles S. Kizer, President
Kizer & Scn, Inc.

24552 Rowland Road
Harrisburg, OR 97446

The applicant cwns and operaltes a grass seed farm operation in Harrisburg,
Oregon.

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

Degcription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application ig a straw storage shed (100 %
160" x 20') eaves steel frame, clear span building with metal roof and
three gide walls located at 24488 Rowland Road, Linn County, Harrisburg,
Oregon 97446. (The shed will enclose 1,200 tons of straw. The baled cr
densified straw is intended for shipment to Japan for livestock feed.) The
land and puilding are owned by Kizer & Son, Inc. a corporation.

Claimed facility cost: §$89,661.10
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468,190, and by OAR Chapter
340, Divisgion 16.

The facility has met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed May 13, 1988,
less than 30 days before construction commenced on June 6, 1988.

However, according to the process provided in CAR 340-16-015(1}{b), the
applicaticn was received by DEQ staff and the applicant was notified
that the application was complete, and construction could commence.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved hefore applica-
tion for final certification was made,

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on August 1,
1988, and the application for final certification was found to be
compiete on October 20, 1988, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.




4, Evaluation of Application

=

The facility i= eligible because the principal purpose of the facility
is to reduce a sgubstantial quantity of air pollutien.

This reducticon is accomplished by reduction of air contaminants,
defined in ORS 468.275, and the facility's qualification as a
"pollution contrel faciiity", defined in OAR 340-16-025(1).

The facility also meets the definition provided in OAR 340-16-025
(2Y(g)Y{(p): M"Equipment, facilitiesg, and land for gathering, densify-
ing, processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning.'

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable te pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190
have been congidered and analyzed as indicated:

1. The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert
waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility promotes tThe conversion of a waste product (straw)
into a salable commodity by providing straw storage.

2. The estimated annual percent refturn on the investment in the
facility.

Using Table 1 of OAR 340-~16-030 for a life of 25 vears, the annual
percent return on investment ig 0%.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pellution control objective.

The method chosen is the accepted method for reduction of air
polluticn. The method igs the least costly most effective method
of reducing air contaminants.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur
as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
facility installation.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of
the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the preven-
tion, control or reduction of air, water or nolse pollution or
solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly disposing of
used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual
cost of the facility properly allocable to prevention, control or
reduction of air pollution.




The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

. The facility ig eligible for final tax credit certification in that the
gole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial quantity of air
pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the reduction of air
contaminants, as defined in ORS 468,275,

¢, The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allccable to pollutiocn
control is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $89,661.10, with 100% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application Number TC-2487.

B Finneran:ka
{503) 686-7837
November 17, 1988
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ.

{Continued) .
4 % (12} Has claimed facility previously been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application currently pending on ctaimed facility or
== any portion of it? Yes please explain. No
> S E
- A czd
=z = -
HE
S o ; {13) Has clairned facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of
% E E Energy. or is such an application pending? Yes please explain. Ne
O Z
n <
{1) Provide the following infermation regarding costs associated with the claimed facility, Fill out tables as designated,
Actual cost of the claimed facility .
b. Salvage value of an)} facility removed ) O 00
from service $
c.  Calculation of annual cash flows:
. CGROSS ANNUAL ~ ANNUAL OPERATING © ANNUAL
YEAR INCOME* EXPENSES® CASH FLOW
1- 2250.00 £.00 2250.00
. 2250 .00 _ 0.00 | 2250.00
3. 2250.00 0.00 _ : 2250,00
4 2250 .00 . 0.00 2250.00
o 5. 2250.00 0.00 2250.00
{7} . :
S TOTALS 11250 .00 0.00 11250 .00
> o :
Z O
Cz d. Average annual cash flow §__2250.00
E") Q Calculate by using the following formuia:
% : Total of Annual ) e
8 —ﬁgﬂ—gﬁi- = Average Annual Cash Flow - - : s - ‘3;
o . . " o5 R o
pr e.  Useful life of claimed facility , years E e po ‘29‘ G_W‘E
f.  Return on investment factor . 3( 39 '85 ;(\p,c,\* @
Calculate by using the following formula: B > Y™ 7 " g
Cost of Facility = Return on Investment Factor Ead Ny G : ‘6
Average Annual Cash Fiow 2 N i !
. . L -
g. Annual percent return on investment (RO .
{Use Table 1, OAR 340-16-030) Less than ﬁ’ 00 %
h. Reference annual percent return on investment 87 rate
(RROI) (Use Table 2, CAR 340-16-030) 16 .1 % ( 1987 )
i.  Portion of actual costs properly allocable 100 '
to pollution control %
Caicuiate by using the following formula:
RROI:—RBIR-Q! x 100% = Percent allocable
*Attach calcuiations for each of the first five years.

DEQ/TC2—8/84

Paged of 6




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

| APPLICATION FOR FINAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 ET. SEQ.

X

(Continued)
b4 % (12) Has claimed facility previously been certified by DEQ for tax credit, or is tax credit application currently pending on claimed facifity or
: = any portion of it? Yes please explain, No
el o
Z B
55
B O | (13) Has claimed facility, or any portion of it, previously been certified as an Energy Conservation Facility by the State Department of
b E E Energy, or is such an application pending? Yes please explain, No
oz
@» <
(1) Provide the following information regarding costs associated with the claimed facility, Fill out tabies as designated.
Actual cost of the claimed facility ‘ $ 89,661.10
b. Salvage value of any facility removed
from service $ 2
c.  Calculation of annual cash flows:
GROSS ANNUAL ANNUAL OPERATING
YEAR . INCOME* EXPENSES*
1. 2,500 2,700
3. 2,500 2,700
' 3. 2,500 _ 2,700
4 . 2,500 ' 2,700
o 5- 2,500 2,700
=
2]
S TOTALS 12,500 13,500
25
0z d.  Average annual cash flow ] <2007
S 9 Calculate by using the following formula:
=i Total of A
B otal o F[nnual
8 _C_agl}soL = Average Annual Cash Flow ' <40>
e )
@ | e Useful life of claimed facility 25 years
f. Return on investment factor $ _@
Caleulate by using the following formula:
Cost of Facility .
= Retu I tment Fact
Average Annual Cash Flow erum on Mvestment Factor
g  Annual percent return on investment (ROI) o]
{Use Table 1, OAR 340-16-030) %
h. Reference annual percent rettam on investment ;
(RROI) (Use Table 2, OAR 340-16-030) 16.1 %
i.  Portion of actual costs properly allocable
to pollution control . 100 %
Calculate by using the following formula:
BLOEESTRQE x 100% = Percent aliocable
*Attach calculations for each of the first five years.

ANNUAL
CASH FLOW

(200} -

ooy

<2000

{200}

{200

{1,000

DEQ/TC2—8/84
AMENDED 11-17-88

Page 4 of 6



FIIZEF Hz =00 . I i .
£453Z FHowland Rd.
Harrisburg, OF 97448
October 20, 1988

APFLICATION FOR FIWAL CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION COMTROL

FACILITY FOR TAx RELIEF FURFOEES.

Explanatiosn of "GROSE AMHUAL IHCOME" {(page 41

We have 3 contract for 19832 crop to provida (771 strawy
storsge, (3} zitse for handliing and (4} truck Joading and
weighing facilitijes for an annual paymeni of $I000.00.

We allocated this az follows:

1200 tons of straw & F5.007/tons FRO00.00
- Storsge . ZZE0 .00

whe - Site for handling ’3u ao e
s Truck loading and weizhing 00,00

-
2

#Much of this reauires clipping of regrowth after harvest.

The £5.00 hardly pays this cost.

Explanation of "AMMUAL OPERATIMG EXPEMSEE" (pages 4)

Taxes (real proparty) £7500.007

Inzurance zoo.oo

Le=zz zsaving of "burn fees=s on £330 acres" 270000

Met annual "axpensa" g.0o0
//'?“9'_%8 N IS—“PM p;’Lone Co Ir\.ge.r’ei‘k e

é-.vc:és ﬂrb«.uuc‘.l Tiuecome $}.§OO

Amuua,[ Ofemu(-\u;l Expe nses 700

selul IWFe fo frs

2760




Application No. T-2638

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Clear Pine Moulding, Inc.
1155 N. Main

P.O. Box 309

Prineville, OR 97754

The applicant owns and operates a pine moulding manﬁfacturing facilicty
in Prineville, Oregon. '

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

Description of Facility

Baghouse system serving as a primary and secondary dust collector of
wood residue from wood processing equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $15,445.00 (Adjusted downward from the total
claimed amount of $16,060.00 for an ineligible noisze silencer)
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed
August 23, 1988, less than 30 days before
installation commenced on August 24, 1988. However,
according to the process provided in OAR 340-16-015(1)}(b), the
application was reviewed by DEQ staff and the applicant was
notified that the application was complete and that
installation could commence,

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made.

c. Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
September 9, 1988, and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on October 21, 1988, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




Application No. T-2638
Page 2

4. - Evaluation of Application

a,

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by elimination of, air
contaminants as defined in ORS 468.275.

Eligible Cost Findings

In détermining'thé percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution contrel, the following factors from ORS
468.190 have been considered and aralyZed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The material collected by the facility is disposed of in a
landfill.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

The return on the investment for this facility is zero as
there is no significant value to the dust collected and there
are maintenance and operation costs.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective,.

No alternative emission control systems were considered.

4)  -Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may..
occur as a result of the installation of the facility.

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $1,714 annually,

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, controel or reduction of air,
water ot noilse pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

A claim for $16,060.00 was made which inecluded & noise
silencer with a cost of $615. Because this silencer is
located in the duct work for the purpose of reducing noise
levels within the plant working area 1t 1s not eligible for
pollution control tax credit. Accordingly the $16,060.00 has
been adjusted by $615, leaving an allocable cost of
$15,445.00,




Application No. T-2638
Page 3

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 100%.

5, Summation

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
‘b, The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the sole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial
quantity of alr contaminants as defined in ORS 468.275.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules and permit
conditions,
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to

pollution control is 100%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon thege findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $15,445.00 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2638.

Don K. Neff
AD3902

(503) 229-6480
October 28, 1988




Application No. T-2642

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Bend Garbage Company, Inc.

61480 Parrell Road
Bend, OR 97702

The applicant owns and operates a solid waste collection and recycling
business in Bend, Oregon.

Application wag made for tax credit for a solid waste, recycling
facility.

Description of Facility

Claimed Facility Cost: §85,246,

The facility described in this application congists of a full line
recycling depot in Bend, Oregon to serve the general public and to

bale cardboard. Facilities include a 38’ X 60’ metal building for
storage of recyclables, a 28' X 66’ covered area for receiving and
processing recyclables, and a 40' X 40' metal building with a cardbeard
baler.

Procedural Requirements

The facility ig governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16,

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed _
more than 30 days before construction began. Preliminary
certification was approved on October 6, 1983 and construction
began in May 1984.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before
application for final certification was made,

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed in
December 1987 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete in September 1988, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of solid waste by recycling.




Tax Credit Review Application
Bend Garbage Company, Inc.

Page 2

This reduction is accomplished through a full line of recycling
services for the public. Materials received include glass,
newspaper, tin cans, aluminum, waste o0il, office paper, and
cardboard. Facilities include a baler for the marketing and
shipment of cardboard. This full-scale recycling depot did not
previously exist at the sanitary landfill.

The depot processes an average of 1620 tons per year of recyclable
material that was previously disposed in the landfill.

The facility also has, as a principal purpose, compliance with ORS
459,165, which requires the opportunity to recycle at the solid
waste landfill.

Costs consist solely of construction of a recycling material
storage building and processing area, and a cardboard baling
facility and storage area. Total cost ig $85,246.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution controel facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following factors have heen
considered and analyzed as indicated:

iy The extent to which the facility is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The entire facility is devoted to the purpose of recycling
waste products.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
facility.

There is a negative calculated cash flow anticipated for the
facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control objective.

There are mo other alternatives considered, as the Department
requires that the opportunity to recycle be provided at the
landfill.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs as a result of the
installation of the facility.

Bend Garbage Company leases at no cost the recycling storage
and processing facility to the Bend Recycling Team.




Tax Credit Review Application
Bend Garbage Company, Inc.
Page 3

For each of the 1620 tons diverted from the landfill, there
is an avoided cost of disposal. However, these avoided costs
are not attributed to Bend Garbage Company, Inc. and are thus
public benefits of the facility.

3) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air,
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.

There are no other factors relevant to establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly allocable
to pollution control.

Based on the finding, factors 1 and 2 are the most applicable
factors. Therefore, the portion of the actual cost allocable
to pollution control is 100%.

5., Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in

that the sole purpose of the facility is to reduce a substantial
quantity of solid waste by recyecling.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it 1s recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $85,246 with 100% allocated
to pollution contrel, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-2642.

S5G:f

SF3537

(503) 229-5782
October 12, 1988




Environmental Quality Commission
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

Agenda Item E, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Request for Autheorization teo Conduct a Public Hearing Concerning

Proposed Rules for Delegation of Air Quality Construction Approval
to the Department

ISSUE

Should the Commission delegate authority to the Director for
both approval and denial of Air Quality construction plans.

SUMMARY

Currently there is statutory authority for delegation of air
quality construction plan review and approval/disapproval by the
Commission to the Director. Although adopted out of sync from the
normal sequence, regulatory authority also exists for delegation
of air quality construction plan review and approval by the
Commission to the Director. For complete delegation, regulatory
authority for delegation of plan disapproval is needed.

Alternatively, the Commission could recognize the existing rules

as adequate for delegation of construction plan approval and
retain authority for issuing orders prohibiting construction.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

The Director recommends that the Commission authorize a public
hearing to consider rule revisions that would delegate to the
Director authority for both air gquality construction plan approval
and issuance of orders prohibiting construction.

AD3883.A




Environmental Quality Commission

811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item E, December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting
Request for Authorlzatlon to Conduct a Public Hearlng
Concerning Proposed Rules for Delegation of Air Quality
Construction Approval to the Department

Background

The Legislature, during the 1985 legislative session, adopted a
provision which allows the Commission to Delegate its duties
concerning the review and approval of construction plans for air
pollution sources to the Director of the Department (ORS
468.325(d)) (Attachment A). The way it is now, the Department
reviews such plans and conditionally approves or denies the
proposed construction. The Commission must then formally take
action to confirm the Department's action. Commission approval is
usually granted as part of the activity report that is presented
to the Commission at the beginning of each Commission meeting.

The rules concerning Notice of Construction and Approval of Plans
(OAR 340-20-030) (Attachment B) were originally adeopted by the
Commission in 1970. Subsequently, in 1972, rules for the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit pregram were adopted by the
Commission (OAR 340-20-140 through 185).

The Commission gave the authority for both construction plan
approval and pernit approval to the Director and provided for an
appeal process to the Commission. Since the Statutes establishing
these programs were adopted by the Legislature at different times,
the Statutes were different in the duties required to be carried
out by the Commission and the Department.

While the pre 1985 permit statutes clearly state that the Director
is the permit issuing authority, the construction plan approval
statutes designate the Commission as the approval authority. In
practice, most actions concerning construction approval or denial
are permit decisions. The Director has the authority under the
permit provisions, to approve or deny permits and to institute
enforcement actions, including issuing orders halting
construction. Only those construction approvals or denials that
do not require a permit action are dealt with through the Notice
of Construction and Approval of Plans provisions.




Agenda Item E,
EQC Meeting
December 9, 1988
Page 2

Examples of situations where the construction plan approval
provisions apply are for sources that are too small to need a
permit and for replacement of air pollution control equipment at
permitted facilities where a permit modification is not required.

The conflict between the Statute which required Commission
approval of construction plans and the desire of the Commission to
have the Department conduct such actions was resolved when the
statute was revised in 1985. As a result of that revision, the
Commission can formally delegate this responsibility to the
Director. The rules that were adopted by the Commission in 1970
already provide for Department approval of construction plans.
Therefore, no rule revision is technically required for the
Commission to delegate authority for approval of construction
plans to the Director. However, under the construction plan
approval rules, only the Commission can issue an order prohibiting
construction. If the Commission wishes to delegate this authorlty
to the Director a rule revision is needed.

An appeal provision was also adopted by the Legislature, which
provides that any person subject to a decision of the Director
concerning approval or denial of a proposed construction project
may demand a hearing before the Commission. At such a hearing,
the Commission could review the decision of the Director and
either uphold the Director's decision or make some other
decision. This provision is consistent with the rules and
practices that have been employed by the Department and the
Commission.

Alternatives

The Commission has the following alternatives.

1. If the Commission wishes to fully delegate the air quality
construction plan program to the Director, the Commission
could delegate the authority for issuing orders prohibiting
construction by adoption of a revision of OAR 2340-20-030 as
proposed in Attachment C. If this alternative is adopted by
the Commission, the Commission could authorize the Department
to hold a public hearing on the proposed rule revisions. The
proposed revisions would then be brought back to the
Commission for adoption at a future meeting. Per the
existing statutes, appeals of the Director's decisions by any
person subject to such decisions would be made to the
Commission.



Agenda Item E,
EQC Meeting
December 9, 1988
Page 3

2. The Commission could decide to limit delegation to only
review and approval of air quality construction plans. This
alternative would simply require an affirmation on the part
of the Commission of their desire for such a limited
delegation.

3. The Commission could decide not to delegate the authority for
approval of air quality construction plans to the Director.
Such an action by the Commission would result in plans
continuing to be brought before the Commission for
confirmation of actions recommended by the Department.

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends that the Commission authorize a public
hearing to consider revision to the rule concerning delegation of
authority to the Director for both air dquality construction plan
approval and issuance of orders prohibiting construction.

QWQ&& H%hww
Freﬁwﬁansen

Attachments : : . o . S
A. ORS 468,325 Notice Prior to Construction of New Sources
B. OAR 340-20-030 Notice of Construction and Approval
of Plans
C. Wording for possible rule revisions

AD3983



Orepon Revised Statutes

46_&325 Notice prior to construction of
few sources; order authorizing or probibit-
1ng construction; effect of no order: appeal.
t1) The commission may require notice prior to
the construction of new air contamination
siurces specitied hy class or classes in its rules or
standards relaring tooaie nnllution.

Attachment A

(2 Within 30 days of receipt of such notice,
the commiasion may require, as & condition pre-
cadent to approval of the construction, the sub.
mission of plaons and specifications. After
examination thereof, the commission may
rvequest cogTections and revisiong to the plans and
specifications, The commission may also require
any other information concerning alr contami-
nant emissions as (5 Decessary to determine
whether the propesed construction i3 in accord-
ance with the provisions of ORS 448.305, ¢54.010
10 454.040, 454.208 1o 454.255, 454,405, 454,425,
454.505 {0 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this
chapter and epplicable rules or standards adopted
pursuant thereto.

(3) If the commission determines that the
proposed construction is in accordance with the
provisions of ORS 4483085, 454.010 to 454.040,
454,205 to 454.285, 454.405, 454.425, 454.503 to
454.535, 454,605 to 4+54.745 and this chapter and
applicable rules or standards adopted pursuant
thereto, it shall enter an order approving such
construction. If the commission determines that
the congtruction does not comply with the provi-
sions of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205
o 454.2585, 454,405, £54.425, 454.505 to 454.5385,
434.605 to 454.745 and this chapter and applica-
ble rules or standards adopted purguant thereto,

o it shall notify the applicant and enter an order

prohibiting the construction.

(4) If within 60 days of the receipt of plans,
specifications or anv subsequently requested revi-
gions oF corrections to the plans and specifica-
tiena or any other information required pursuant
to this section, the commission fails to issue an
arder, the failure shail be considered a determina-
tion that the conmstruction may proceed. The
conatruction must comply with the plans, specifi-
cations and any corpections of revisions thereto
or other information, if any, previously submit-
tec.

(5) Any person againgt whom the order is
directed may, within 20 days from the date of
mailing of the order, demand & hearing, The
demeand shall be in writing, shall state the
grounds for hearing and shall be mailed to the
director of the department. The hearing shall be
conducted pursuant to the applicable provisions
of ORS 183.310 to 183.550.

(6) The commission may delegnte ity duties
undes subsections {2) ta {4) of this section to the
Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality. If the commission delegates its duties
under this section, eny person ageinst whom an
order of the director is directed may demand a
hearing before the cormmission as provided in
subsection (5) of this eeetton



Attachment B

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 20 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

©

DIVISION 20

GENERAL

Highest apd Best Practicable Tresement and Control
~ Required
340-20-001 -Nowwithsianding the general.and specific
-emission standards and regulations contained in this Divie
ston, the highest and best practicable treatment and contro!
of air contdminant emissions shall in every case be provided
50 a5 1o maintain overall air quality at the highest possible
levels, and 10 maintain contaminant concentrations, vis-
ibtlity reduction, odors. sciling and other deleterious factors
ai the lowest possible levels, In the case of new sources of air
contamination, partcularly those located in areas with exist-
ing high air qualiry, the degree of treatment and control
provided shall be such that degradation of exisitng aiy quality
15 minimized (o the greatest extent possible,.

Stet Ambs QRS Ch,
Hlsis DEQ 37, L 1571 Ef ¥i1-T2

Excepdons

340-20-003 Except as provided in ORS 468 450, the
provisions of these rules do not apply to:

(1) Agricultural operations and the growing or har-
vesting of crops and the raising of fowls or animals,

{2y Use of equipment n agriculiural operations in the
growth of ¢crops or the raising of fowls or animals.

{3) Barbeque equipment used in connection with any
residence,

(47 Agricultural land clearing operations or land grading.

{3) Heatung equipment tn or useéd in conneciton with
residences used exclusively as dwellings for not more than
four-families; or

{6} Fires set or permitted by any public officer. board,
council or commisston when such fire is set or permission
gven in the performance of such duty of the officer for the
purpose of weed abatement, the prevention or elimination of

a fire hazard, or the instruction of employes in the methods -

of fire fightinig, which s in the omnion of such officer
necessary, or from fres set pursuant to permit for the
purpose of instruction of emploves of private indusirial
coacerns n methods of fire fighting, or for civil defense
instruction.

Stat. Aotb ORS Ch,
Hise: DEQ 15, [ 612.70, ¢f, %170 DEQ 37, [ 2157 ef. 3172

Registration

Registratlon in Genernl

140-20-005 The following air contaminant sources, not’

under the junisdiction of & regtonal air polluiion control
authority, shall register with the Department no later than
March 1, 1971, and annually thereafier as required by this
rule:

{1} Aluminum reducuon planis,

{2) Hot mux asphalt plants.

-t - Div, 20

{3) Rendcring planis.

{4) Kraft and sulfize pulp mills,

{5) Installations operating wigwarm waste burncrs,

(6) Plywood. partcleboard, and liberboard plant siles.

{7y Open burning refuse disposal sites receiving more
than 500 wns/year of refusa.

{8) Thermal-eleciric power generating plants,

{9 Other contaminant sources shall register with the
Depariment when so requested,

Stat, Agths ORS Ch.
Hists DEQ {5, £ 61270, ef 94170

Registration Requiremenis
340-20-010 (1) Registration shall be completed within

30 days following the matling date of the request by the

Department.
{2) Registration shali be made on {orms furnished by the

Depariment and completed by the owner. lessee of the
source, or agent.

(3) The following informauon shall be reported by
registeants:

(a)} Name. address, and nature of business.

(b) Name of lecal person responsible for compliance
wiih these rules.

(c) MName of person authomzed o receive requesis 1or
data and information.

{d} A descnipucn of the production processes and 3
relaied flow chart

{e) A plot plan showing the location ard height of all air
contaminant scurces. The plot plan shall also indicate the
nearest residential or commertial propernty.

(f) Type and quanuty of fuels used.

{g) Amount, nature, and duration of air contaminant
emissions.

(k) Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equip-
ment under present or anticipaled operating conditions.

(1) Amount and method of refuse disposal.

Stat, Asth.: ORS Ch. :
Hist: DEQ 158 6=i 2.7, efl 9-1.70

Re-registration

3d0-20-015 (1) Qnee a vear upon the annual date of

regisiration. a person cesponsible for an awr confaminant
source shatl reaflirm tn wniing the correctness and current
swatus of the informanon furnished to the Deparimernt.

(2) Anty change in anv of the factual dara reported under
seetion 340-20-01013) shall be reported (o the Depariment. at
which lime re-fegistration may be required on forms fur-

‘nished by the Department.

Stet. Auths ORS (h,
Histe DEQ 15, £ 8=13-70, ef, ¥-1.70

Metice of Construction and Approval of Plans

Requirement

3d40-20-020 No person shall construet, install. or estab-
lish a new source of air contarmnant emmission of any ¢lass
listed in section 340-20-025(1} and not under the junsdichion
of a regional air quality contrel authority wuhout lirst
notifying the Depariment 1n wriling,

Siaa, Awh: QRS Ch

{November, 1986)




OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 140, DIVISION 20 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Hist: DEC 15 [ 61 2-10, ¢, 9-4-70

Scope .

346-20-025 (1) This regulation shall apply to the fol-
lowing classes of sources of air contarminani emission:

(a) Afr pollution control equipment

{b) Fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 BTU per
hour or greater,

{c) Refuse buming equipment rated ai 50 pounds per
hour or greater.

{d) Open burning operations.

{¢} Process equipment having ermission to the atmo-
sphere,

(f) Such other sources as the Depanmsm may detgrmine
to be potentialiy significant sources of air contamination.

(2) New construction, installation or eswablishment
_ includes:

{2} Addidon 10 or enlargement or replacement of an air
contamination source,

{bY A major alteration or modificaticn of an air con-
tamination source that may significandy affect the emission
of air coptamination.

Sint, Apths ORS Ch, R
Hist: DEQ.LS. T, 6-12-70, ef, 8470 DEQ 37. £ 2157, ef. Jal-72

Procedure

343-20-030 (1) Notdce of Constructica. Any person
intending to construet, install, or establish a new source of air
contarninant emissions of a class listed in section 340-20-
025(1) shall notify the Departmment [n writing on a form
supplied by the Departument.

(2} Subrmission of Plans and Specifications. The Depart-
ment may within 30 days of receipt of 2 Notice of Construc-
tlon require the submission of plans and specificatons {or air
poilution control equipment and facilities and their rela-
tionship to the production process. The foliowing informa-
ton may alsc be required:

{a) Name, address. and nature of business.

{b) Name of Iccai person respon51ble for ccmphance
with these rules.

(¢) Name of person authorized 1o recerve requests for
data and information.

{d) A description of the production processes and 4
related flow chart

. {e) A plot plan showing the location and hetght of afl air
contaminant sources, The plot plan shall also indicate the
nearest residential or commercial property.

() Type and quantity of fuels used.

(g) Amount, rature and duraton of air contaminant
emissions,

{h) Esttmated efficiency of air pollution conu—ol equip-
ment under present or anticipated operating conditions.

(1) Amount and methad of refuse disposal,

() The Department may require corrections and revi-
sions to the plans and specifications (o nsure compliance
with applicable rules, orders and statuses.

(3) Notice of Approval:

{a) The Department shall upon determining that the
proposed construction ts in the opinion of the Department in
accordance with the provisions of applicable rules, order,
and statutes, notify the person concerned that construcuon
may proceed.

(Movember, 1986)

{b} A Noticg of Approval to proceed wath construction
shall not relieve the owner of the obligation of complying
with applicable emission standards and orders.

{4) Order Prohibiiing Construction:

(a) If within 60 days of receipt of the itemns set forth in
section 340-20-030(2) the Environmental Quality Commis-
sion determnines that the propased construcuon is not (n
accordance with applicable statutes, rules, regulations and
orders, 1t shall {ssue an order prohibiting the construction.
installation or esiablishment of the air contamination
source. Said order {5 (o be forwarded to the owner by certified
mail.

(b)Y Failure to issue such order within the time prescribed
herein shall be considered a determination that the proposed
construction, instzllation, or establishment may proceed.
provided that it is in accordance with plans, specifications,
and any correctons or revisions thereto. or ather informa-
tion, if any, previously submitied. and provided further that
it shall not relieve the owner of the obligation of complying
with applicable emission standards and orders,

(5) Hearing. Pursuant to law, a person against whom an
order prohibiting construction 15 directed may within 20
days from the date of mailing of the order, demand a hearing.
The demand shail be in wriiing, staie the grounds for hearing,
and be mailed to the Director of the Department of Environ-
mnenial Quality, The hearing shall be conducted pursuant o
the applicable provisions of ORS Chapter {83,

(6) Natice of Completion. Within thirty (30) davs afler
any person has constructed an air contaminauon source as
defined under section 340-20-010(1), he shall so report in
writing on a form furnished by the Department, stating the
date of completion of construction and the date the source
was or will be put in operation.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch,
Hizi: DEQ 15. £ 612-70. ¢f. 9-1-70

Compliance Schedules
340-20-032 (1) The Depariment shall attempt 10
encourage voluntary cooperation of zll persons responsible

for an air contamination source, as defined by ORS |

368.275(4). To facilitate this cooperation and provide for a
progressive program of air poltution control. the Department
may negotiale with such persons a schedule of comptiance.
The schedule will set forth the dates and terms and condi-
tions by which the person responsible for an air contamina-
tion source shall comply with appticable air quality rules or
statuies:

{a) The schedule may be'in lieu of 2 hearing and shall be
in writing and signed by the Director of the Department or
his designated officer and an authorized agent of the person
responstble for the afr contamination source. After the sched-
ule is executed by both parties, it shall be confirmed by order

of the Departmsnt. o
(b} Compliance schedules providing for final com-

pliance ai a date later than |8 months from the date of

execution shall contan requirements for pencdic reporting
and increments of progress toward compliance. at intervals
of less than 18 months.
{¢) No compliance schedule shall atlow emissions on a
permanent basis 1o excess of applicable standards and rules.
(2} In the event a negotiated schedule of compliance
cannot be established. the Depariment may set a show cause

- Div, 20
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Wording for Possible Rule Revisions

Revise the following rule:

OAR 340-20-030(4) Order Prohibiting Construction - change
Environmental Quality Commission to Director of the Department

AD3983




Environmental Quality Commission
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (B03) 229-5686

DEG-46

REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

Agenda Item F, December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of LRAPA Fugene-Springfield Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Attainment Redesignation and Adoption of Maintenance Plan as a
Revigionh to the State Implementation Plan, OAR 340-20-047

ISSUE

Data show that the Eugene-Springfield area, once in
nonattainment for Carbon Monoxide (CO) has met applicable
criteria for attaining the federal CO standard. CO
nonattainment in the Eugene-Springfield area was primarily
related to traffic circulation. Attainment was achieved by
changing traffic flow. An inspection and maintenance program
was not required.

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) Board of
Directors has approved a joint request by LRAPA and the Lane
Council of Governments to redesignate the Eugene-Springfield
area as in attainment for €O, and replace the existing State
Implementation Plan (SIP) CO Control Strategy with a
Maintenance Plan. This proposed CO redesignation and
maintenance plan has been reviewed by Department staff who
found it to be at least as stringent as and consistent with
corresponding state requlations. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency has tentatively approved the redesignation.

The LRAPA Board of Directors has requested that the
Commission adopt the CO redesignation and maintenance plan

as a revision to the SIP. The most reasonable alternative to
be considered is that of adoption.

SUMMARY
The proposed rule redesignates the Eugene-Springfield area as in
attainment with CO standards, and sets forth a plan for

maintaining CO standards.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Adopt.

AD3982




BOVERNGH

Environmental Quality Commission

HEL GoLDSoHIDT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, GR 97204 PHONE (503) 22%-5696

DEQ-48

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item F, December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting
Proposed Adoption of T.RAPA Fugene-Springfield CO
Attainment Redesignation and Adoption of Maintenance
Plan as a Revision to the State Implementation Plan,
OCAR 340-20-047

BACKGROUND

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) is responsible
for regulating most air pollution sources in Lane County. Most,
but not all of LRAPA's regulations are part of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). LRAPA exercises the same air gquality
control functions that are vested in the Commission and
Department, subject to Commission and Department overview. (ORS
468.535) After receiving authorization from the Department to
conduct a joint EQC-LRAPA rulemaking hearing, LRAPA adopts rule
revisions, and submits them to the Department for presentation to
the Commission. The Commission may then adopt or approve the rule
revisions. SIP revisions must then ke submitted to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

This agenda item proposes adoption of the LRAPA's Eugene-
Springfield Carbon Monoxide (CO) attainment redesignation and
amendment of the SIP by replacing the existing Eugene-Springfield
CO Control Strategy with an Attainment Demonstration and
Maintenance Plan (Attachment A).

In 1979, the Eugene-Springfield area was designated as a non-
attainment area for Carbon Moncoxide, based on ambient alr quality
measurements taken by the LRAPA. The Lane Council of Governments
(LCOG), as the designated transportation planning agency for Lane
County, developed a plan to attain the standards by 1987, the
federally mandated deadline. This plan was incorporated into the
Oregon SIP. CO attainment was achieved primarily through traffic
circulation modifications. An inspection and maintenance program
was not necessary.

LRAPA has measured and documented progress towards lowering the
emissions of CO from motor vehicles and reducing ambient levels of
CO. (Attachment B - Staff Report to LRAPA's Board of Directors)
These data show that Eugene-Springfield has not violated the
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federal €O standard for the last three years. EPA criteria for CO
attainment require that eight consecutive calendar quarters must
elapse without a violation. Eugene-Springfield clearly meets the
EPA criteria for CO attainment. In addition to presenting

ambient air quality data that demonstrate attainment, LRAPA's
Board of Directors has adopted a maintenance plan to assure that
the Eugene~-Springfield area will continue to meet CO standards
through the year 2000. The Eugene-Springfield CO Maintenance plan
consists of the Eugene parking and circulation plan, regulation of
indirect sources under LRAPA's Indirect Source Permit Rules, and a
set of enforcement, review and monitoring commitments by LRAPA and
the City of Eugene.

Two years ago, the City of Eugene began working on a Central Area
Transportation Study (CATS), including a comprehensive parking and
circulation plan. The plan addresses traffic flows in and around
the central business district of the city which is the area of
non-attainment. It provides mitigation of "hot spot" zones
identified by ILRAPA in 1984 and 1985. It incorporates
synchronized traffic lights, removal of on-street parking,
creation of turn pockets, etc., to assure smooth traffic flow.

The plan includes near-term major development projects.
(Attachment A, p.5).

LRAPA has made the commitment to utilize its indirect source
review requirements to assure, on a case-by-case basis, that major
new developments do not interfere with continuing attainment
status. LRAPA will also enforce the City of Eugene Parking and
Circulation Plan, monitor for CO and conduct periodic monitoring
studies to ensure continued attainment. LRAPA and the City of

- Eugene will annually review the parking and circulation plan,
making changes as necessary to ensure compliance with ambient air
quality standards. (Attachment A, p. 5).

Rulemaking Process

On November 17, 1987 LRAPA approved Eugene's CAT Study as a
parking and circulation plan under LRAPA's indirect source rules.
The City of Eugene, by resolution, committed to annual review and
adjustment of programs as part of the maintenance strategy. The
Department reviewed LRAPA's request for CO attainment
redesignation, found the proposal to be at least as stringent as
corresponding state regulations, and authorized LRAPA to hold a
joint EQC/LRAPA/I.COG hearing. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) had tentatively approved the redesignation and
maintenance plan. On September 13, 1988, LRAPA held a concurrent
hearing with LCOG to adopt CATS and the city's resolution, and to
incorporate LRAPA's indirect source rules into the SIP. Legal
notice of the public hearing was published in the Cottage Grove
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Sentinel, the Eugene Reqgister-Guard and the Springfield News. The
Rulemaking Statements are Attachment C. LRAPA also adopted a joint
resolution with LCOG to forward to the EPA a request to revise the
SIP. This joint LRAPA/LCOG resolution is Attachment D. On
September 22, LCOG adopted the joint resolution.

Alternatlves and Evaluatlon

1. Take no action or deny the r@quest Eugene-Springfield would
© remain designated as non-attainment for CO. Although it is

not on EPA's list of areas subject to post 1987 non-
attainment requirements, the Eugene-Springfield area would
remain subject to industrial emissions offset reqguirements
and federal sanctions. EPA could eventually put the Eugene-
Springfield area on the post 1987 non-attainment list, and
request a formal SIP revision.

2. Approve the SIP revision as requested. This would officially
put Eugene-Springfield in attainment for CO under state !
regulations, and would also add LRAPA's indirect source rules i
to the Oregon SIP, as part of the maintenance strategy for
Eugene-Springfield.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission adopt the LRAPA/LCOG
proposed attainment demonstration and maintenance plan as a
revision to the SIP (OAR 340-20-047) and authorize the Department
to request that EPA rede51gnate the Eugene Sprlngfleld as an

attainment area for CO.

Fred Hansen

Attachments A - Eugene-Springfield CO Attainment Demonstration
and Maintenance Plan
B - Staff Report to LRAPA's Board of Directors
C - Rulemaking Statements
D - Joint LCOG-LRAPA Resolution

Sarah Armitage
229-5581
November 22, 1988
AD3982.A
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SECTION 4.7
ATTAINMENT DEMONSTRATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN FOR THE

EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA FOR
CARBON MONOXIDE '

4.7.0

4.7.1

INTRODUCTION

The March 22, 1979 State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision for carbon
monoxide {(CO) concluded that the air quality in the Eugene-Springfield
Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) violated the 8-hour federal Am-
bient Air Quality Standard for CO. This revision included a predic-

~tion that the AQMA would achieve attainment by 1987 without implemen-
tation of any additional local control measures. This argument velied
“heavily on emission reductions from motor vehicles due to the Federal

Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program (FMVECP), additional local
traffic engineering improvements and the strong local emphasis on
alternative modes (mass transit, bicycling and carpooling). Since
attainment was not predicted by the federally-mandated deadline
(1982}, an analysis of reasonably available control measures was
performed {June 26, 1980)}. The study concluded that applying addi-
tional control measures to the AQMA would not achieve attainment
sooner than the FMVECP and existing local control measures would.

The progress in attaining the standards has been monitored by the Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA). Annual progress reports
were issued which document the changes in emissions and the ambient
levels of CO within the Eugene-Springfield AQMA. These reports
clearly demonstrate that CO emissions from transportation sources and
resultant ambient concentrations at the designated monitoring site
have continued a downward trend. Based upon the improvement in the
ambient Tevels over the past several years and recent programs which
will continue to keep the ambient levels below the standards, it is
now appropriate to deciare the AQMA in attainment with the CO

‘standards.

STANDARD ATTAINMENT DEMONSTRATION

Since 1971, LRAPA has maintained a continuous monitoring site for CO
in downtown Fugene. It was data from this site that led to the non-
attainment designation by the EPA under Part D of the Clean Air Act.
CO is a seasonal pollutant in the AQMA, with highest Tevels occurring
only during the winter months. The meteorology during these high
periods is characterized by cold temperatures, with light winds and
poor vertical mixing. These are generally periods when the National
Weather Service has declared an Air Stagnation Advisory (ASA). As
depicted in Table 1, the AQMA has experienced several winters over the
past nine years that have had extensive ASA periods. However, though
the meteorological conditions were conducive to high levels, the AQMA
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has not violated the standards since 1980 (see Table 2), with only
single exceedances occurring in 1983 and 1985. As a result, the
Eugene-Springfideld AQMA satisfies the basic EPA requirement for
demonstrating attainmeni status of eight consecutive quarters of data
without a violation of the standard.

Because the data demonstrating attainment comes from a single site, a
menitoring study was conducted during the winter CO season of 1983-
1984 to evaluate the representativeness of the downiown Eugene site
(see "Study to Evaluate the Representativeness of the Permanent Carbon
Monoxide Site for the Eugene-Springfield AQMA", May, 1984, Appendix
4.7-4). The results of this study demonstrated that the permanent
monitoring site adequately represents the peak CO levels in the
Eugene-Springfield AQMA and is a suitable indicator of CO attainment
status. This study did, however, identify a hot spot Tocation at a
_freeway 1ntersectlgn¢Q;ocks from the downtown monitor which resulted

——1n a follow up moni-toring study being performed in 1985 (see "Study

4.7.2

to Evatuate Potential Hot Spot Carbon Monoxide Sites Within the
Eugene-Springfield AQMA", June, 1985, Appendix 4.7-5). This second
study identified an additional hot spot Tocation near downtown. Both
studies examined numerous potential hot spot sites throughout the
metropolitan area, and only two were identified which were near
downtown Eugene. These studies concluded that these hot spot loca-
tions are isolated microscale problem areas and that the permanent
monitoring site in downtown Eugene represents the peak area-wide CO

levels,

Subsequent to identification, areas avound both hot spot Tocations
have had major transportation projects proposed. Under LRAPA’s
Indirect Source Rules {see Appendix 4.7-1), éach project was required
to provide mitigating measures to Tower maximum concentrations at the
hot spots and to assure that ambient air quality standards will not be
violated. One project is completed with the mitigating measures in
place. Work is in progress at the other.

STANDARD MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

Under LRAPA’s Indirect Source Permit rules, all proposed major trans-
portation projects in Lane County must demonstrate that they will not
contribute to a violation of the ambient air standards. These pro-
jects must receive a permit from LRAPA prior to commencing construc-
tion. As mentioned previously, these rules have heen used by LRAPA to
mitigate CO emissions near the two hot spot locations. In addition to
the mitigating measures, additional CO menitoring has been required.
This will assure that ambient CO levels will be maintained.

A-4
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~ of projects and implementation strategies which address the transpor-

4.7.2-1

Although the entire Eugene-Springfield AQMA was designated as a non-
attainment area under Part D, monitoring studies have demonstrated
that the actual non-attainment area is limited to central Eugene.
Recognizing this, the City of Eugene has addressed the CO problem as
part of its planning process. On November 17, 1987, the LRAPA Board
of Directors approved the Eugene Parking and Circulation Plan {see
Appendix 4.7-3) under the auspices of Title 20 of the LRAPA Rules and
Reguiations which govern indirect sources. This plan provides a set

tation impacts of growth and development in the city center. They
were designed to insure that air quality standards will be maintained.
The plan is based on the technical analysis performed by the City of
Eugene in the Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) {see Appendix
4.7-2). The air quality analysis portion of CATS was performed using
the date normalizing rollback technique recommended by EPA Region X.
The projected area-wide CO emissions under the worsti-case scenario
(see Table 3) show a steady decline through the year 2000. As a
result, the air guality projections for the worst-case scenario
indicate a steady improvement in ambient Tevels through the year 2000
(see Table 4). Although even the future worst-case scenario is
projected to maintain attainment with the standards, the scenario
adopted for implementation by the Eugene City Councii and LRAPA Board
of Directors was the best future case of those analyzed in CATS.

Summary of Local Commitments to the Maintenance Plan

The following local commitments are designed to provide adequate
assurance of maintaining the ambient CO standards through the year

2000:

A. LRAPA will continue to enforce Title 20 of LRAPA’s rules, requir-
ing proposed major transportation projects in lane County to
demonstrate that they will not cause or contribute to a violation
of ambient air quality standards;

B. LRAPA will enforce the City of Eugene Parking and Circulation Plan
to ensure compliance;

C. LRAPA and the City of fugene will annually review the Parking and
Circulation Plan, making changes as necessary to ensure that
Ambient Air Quality Standards will not be violated;

D. LRAPA will continue to monitor for CO at the designated monitoring
site; and

E. LRAPA will conduct periodic short-duration monitoring studies to
ensure continued attainment.




TABLE 1 |
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD

WINTER AIR STAGNATION ADVISORY PERIODS
NOVEMBER--FEBRUARY

Total Humber

Hinter Season of ASA Days
1979--1980 16 F
1980--1981 19 &
1982--1983 11
1983--1984 0
1984--1985 19 ]
1985--1986 1
1986--1987 8
1987--1988 0
TABLE 2
AMBIENT CARBON MONOXIDE LEVELS
DOWNTOWN EUGENE MONITORING SITE
8-HOUR AVERAGES
PPM
Haximum Second Highest Number of
Year Level Level Days > 9 PPH
1980 12 10 2
1981 8 8 0
1982 | g 8 0
1983 10 9 1
1984 g 8 0
1985 1 8 1
1986 9 8 | 0
1987 7 7 0




SOURCE

Transportation

Home Wood Heating

TOTAL

TABLE 3

CENTRAL EUGENE

CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSION ESTIMATES

CITY OF EUGENE CENTRAL AREA TRANSPORATION STUDY

TONS/YEAR

1990

" 6,021
1,348

7,369

TABLE 4

PROJECTED SECOND-HIGHEST CO CONCENTRATIONS

—
(D
1)
-3

1985
1987
1990
1995
2000

WORST-CASE SCENARIO
PPM -

CO level

9.18
9.07
8.87
8.39
7.72

A-7
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Agenda Item HNo. 6
LRAPA Board of Directors Meeting

September 13, 1988

TO: Board of Directors

FROM:  Donald R. Arkell, Director

SUBJ:  Staff Report and Recommendations on “Eugene-Springfield Request for
Change in Attainment Status for Carbon Monoxide®

DISCUSSION

Carbon meonoxide (€0) is a colorless, odorless gas which, when respired in
significant cencentrations, acts to restrict the oxygen uptake by the blood.
Because of the significant health impacts, the U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency {(EPA} has set ambient standards for this poliutant. In a 1979 report
prepared by the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG), in conjuncition with LRAPA,
it was concluded that the Eugene/Springfield area violated the 8-hour federal
Ambient Air Quality Standard for CO. It was predicted in that report that the
CO standard would be attained by 1987, through the replacement of older cars
by newer ones, with certain improvements to specific local streets and road-
ways and with a strong 1oca}-emphasis-on alternative modes.

Annual progress veports isgued to EPA by LRAPA have demonstrated that €O
emissions from transportation sources have been significantly reduced over the
past several years and that the resultani concentrations of C0 measured at the
designated monitoring site in downtown Eugene have also shown a downward
trend. In fact, the data show that this area has not violated the ambient
standards since 1980. This clearly meets the EPA requirement for demonstrat-

ing attainment of eight consecutive quarters without a violation of the

standard,




Eugene-Springfieid AQMA
Request for Change in Attainment Status for CO
September 13, 1988 2

In order to successfully justify a change in the attainment status, it
must be demonstrated not only that the standard has been attained, bui also
that it will be maintained for at least ten years into the future. LRAPA's
indirect Source Rules, which require all major transportation projects in Lane
County to demonstrate that they will not -contribute to a violation of the
ambient standard, contribute significantly to this demenstration.

The City of Eugene’s recently-approved Parking and Circulation Plan,
adopted by the LRAPA Board of Directors November 17, 1987, provides for a set
of projects and implementation strategies to addvress the transportation
impacts of growth and development in the city center. These were designed to
insure that the air quality standards will be maintained. LRAPA and the City
of Lugene are committed to providing an annual veview of this program and
making changes if conditions warrani. In addition, LRAPA will continue to
monitor for CO to assure continued attainment. This will provide the needed

Tocal commitment to successtully demonstrate maintenance of the standard

through the year 2000. ‘
This proposal has been submitted to the State of Oregon A-85 review
process, and no comments have been received to date., WNotice of this hearing

was published in the Cottage Grove Sentinel, the Fugene Reqgister-Guard and the

Springfield News.

DIRECTOR’S RECOMMENDATION

Based on these facts and on the information in the attached report, it is
the Director’s recommendation that the board approve this request for
attainment status change.

REJ/mid
B-2
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STATEMENT OF NEED FOR PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENTS Agenda Item F

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), the following statement provides information on
the proposed action to amend Oregon’s Revised State Implementation Plan (SIP)
for Particulate Matter for the Eugene/Spsringfield Air Quality Maintenance
Area. '

Legal Authority

ORS 468.020, ORS 468.505, ORS 468.53%, and the Federal Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1977 (PL 95-95).

Nééd For Amendments

In 1979, it was determined that the Eugene-Springfield area was not in com-
pliance with federal standards for carbon monoxide. A State Implementation
Plan for Carbon Monoxide was adopted in 1979, committing to attainment of the
federal standards by Decembey of 1987. The standards have not been violated
since 1980. Through adherance to strategies in the SIP, and with adoption of
a Traffic and Circulation Plan for downtown Eugene (the area of highest CO
levels), it is now predicted that the area will maintain compliance at least
through the year 2000. The proposed request for re-designation of the area to
attainment status for carbon monoxide would remove Eugene-Springfield from
EPA’s 1ist of non-complying areas for this pollutant, thus avoiding possible
future sanctions.

Principal Documents Relied Upon

1. State of Oregon State Implementation Plan Revision for Carbon Monoxide,
Eugene/Springfield AQMA

2. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (PL 95-95)
3. ORS 468, et. seq.
4. LRAPA StaffiReport to Board of Directors, September 13, 1988

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

The change in compliance status from non-attainment to attainment should have
no economic impact.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT

The proposed SIP revision does not affect land use as described in any
applicable land use plan in Lane County.

/mjd
09/13/88
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RESOLUTION NO. 85-8 December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting

Agenda Item T
JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE T
LANE COUNCTIL OF GOVERNMENTS AND
THE LANE REGTONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY

RESOLUTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF REQUESTING THAT THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AIR QUALITY
MAINTENANCE AREA BE DESIGNATED AS AN ATTAINMENT AREA FOR CARBON MONOXIDE.

WHEREAS, the lane Council of Governments (L-COG) is the designated metropolitan
planning organizaticn for transportation planning and is the lead agency for carbon
monoxide planning in the metropelitan area; and

WHEREAS, the Lane Regional Air Poilution Autherity (LRAPA) has overall air gquality
responsibilities in the Cugene-Springfield area and Lane County; and

WHEREAS | "1n 1979 LRAPA and L~COG adopted State Implementation Plan Revisions for the . o
Eugene-Springfield area which indicated carbon monoxide problems were concentrated ;
in the vicinity of downtown Eugene and which projected attainment of the federal
carbon monoxide standards by 1987, and

WHEREAS, actions contained in the State Implementaticn Plan Revisions have been
implemented, resulting in actual reductions of motor vehicle emissions sufficient to
attain the federal standards; and

WHEREAS | air quality monitoring performed by LRAPA indicates no violations of the
carbon monoxide standard have occured since 1980, thus demonstrating attainment of
the standard; and

WHEREAS, planning work performed by LRAPA and L-COG indicate the carbon monoxide
standard will continue to be maintained; and

WHEREAS, the LRAPA Board approved the Eugene Parking and Circuilation Plan which 1
includes projects and strategies to ensure air quality standards will be maintained; ;
and

WHEREAS, the LRAPA Board conducted a public hearing on the request for an attainment
designation for the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Beard of Directors of the Lane Council of -
Governments and the Board of Directors of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
that the U. S. Envirenmental Protection Agency be regquested to designate the Eugene- 1
Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area as an attainment area for carbon monoxide. i

ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Lane Council of Governments this Z22st day of
September, 1988,

George Kloeppel Bob Bryson
Executive Director Chairman

ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Lane Regipnal Air Pollution Authority this
13th day of September, 1988,

Chatih ziic? (K

Donaid K. Arkell N Richard (37(

Director Chairman




Environmental Quality Commission

DEQ-46

NER GOLSCHMDT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

~Subject:  Amendment to Item G, December 9, 1983, EQC Meeting

Request for Exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy
Requiring Growth and Development Be Accommodated Within Existing
Permitted Loads) by the City of Halsev, Oregon.

Purpose of Amendment

The purpose of this amendment is to provide the Commission with the Hearing
Officer's report and summary and evaluation of public comment received on
the City's request for increases in mass discharge limitations.

The request for an exception to the policy requiring growth and development
be accommodated within existing allowable discharpe loads, unless otherwise
approved by the Commission, is a substantative permit issue requiring public
notice. As part of the permit issuance process and in anticipation that a
public hearing might be requested during the routine permit public netice
procedure, the Department prepared a notice of hearing on the proposed
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the City
of Halsey (Attachment A).

The public hearing was held on November 17, 1988. Testimony from the City's
engineer requested the record be held open beyond Novembsr 18 to provide
additional comment on the draft permit. The summary and response to
testimony includes the additional comments received on the draft permit.

The proposed permit includes interim effluent limitations for the existing
gystem and proposed increases in wasteload limits upon completion of
treatment facility improvements. The public comment was summarized,
evaluated and is being included as an addendum to the staff report.

Evaluation

The Hearing Officer's report and summary and evaluation of public comment on
the City's request for an increase in mass discharge for its proposed
expanded treatment facility is presented in Attachment B. This report
includes copies of written testimony.

No objections to the proposed load increase were raised. Testimony from
Senator Mae Yih, the City and its engineer concerning the propesed increase
elaborated on reasons they believe it is important that the Commission




Amendment to Agenda Item G, EQC Meeting
December 9, 1988
Page 2

approve an exception to O0AR 340-41-026(2) on December 9, 1988. The City has
made a good faith effort to complete planning and financing to construct
expanded facilities which will result in improved treatment and fewer months
of discharge to Muddy Creek. The City has experienced budget cuts and does
not believe the residents can afford a project that would enable them to
stay within the current mass load.

Additionally, one commentor suggested that the permit require discharges
from the lagoon be curtailed if Muddy Creek flows rise above floed stage.
Concern about public perception that treated sewage waste water may
contaminate property was expressed. The Department evaluated this concern
and considered both the public health concern and whether discharges of
treated and disinfected effluent discharges might exacerbate flood
conditions. The Department concluded that at peak discharge flow rates,
treated effluent would not increase bacterial wvalues above instream
background levels at any time. Also, a 1 cfs effluent discharge flow
compared to 1000 cfs stream flow at flood stage suggests that lagoon flows
will not exacerbate flooding.

Since the hearing dealt with any issue relative to the content of the
proposed permit, there were also comments and suggestions concerning other
permit issueg. The permit is proposed to be modified as shown in Attachment
C. These changes are summarized as follows:

1, The Department concludes it is appropriate to modify the BOD and TSS
percent removal requirement from 85% to 65%. Also, because the lagoon
system is to be sized and designed to accommodate high flows, the
lagoon will be capable of treating effluent to 35 mg/l. Thus, the
original requested load increase should be decreased from 164 to 115
pounds per day TSS monthly average. However, if the Commission does
not approve the requested load increase, higher percent removals may be
required.

2. Revisions to the compliance schedule for completion of engineering
plans and specifications and award of construction bids, are made to
correspond with the engineer's revised schedule.

3. Following re-evaluation of the basis for identifying a 50 foot mixing
zone 1n the draft permit, the Department concludes that a 100 foot
mixing zone is appropriate.

4, Miner "housekeeping" changes to correspond with the existing permitted
discharge period for the treatment system until expansion is
compieted, to clarify the purpose of the influent flow specified for
the existing facility, and the dilution factor for the proposed
facility.
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H

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends that this report be appended to the staff report of
Agenda Item G. Furthermore, the Director recommends that the increased
BOD5 loading be approved as requested, but that the increased total
sugpended solids loading be approved for 115 pounds per day instead of 164
pounds per day as requested.

/f\

A

Fred Hansen

Mary M. Halliburton:REF:kjc
WJl3z1

229-5065

December 5, 1988

Attachments: A. Public Hearing Notice
B, Hearing Officer’s Report, Including Summary and Response
to Public Comment and Copies of Written Testimony
C. Revised Draft NPDES Permit for the City of Halsey




ATTACHMENT A

f" ™

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

WATER QUALITY WASTE DISCHARGE PERMITS

Date Prepared: 10/07/88
Notice Issued: 10/14/88
Comments Due: 11/18/88

WHO ARE THE City of Adair Village, STP

APPLICANTS City of Halsey, STP

WHAT IS ‘Modification of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
PROPOSED: permit limitations to allow the Cities of Adair Village and Halsey

to expand thé capacities of their sewage treatment plants from G.200
million gallons per day (MGD) to 0.318 MGD and 0.096 MGD to 0.394 MGD,

respectively.
WHAT ARE THE The Cities each propose to construct additional treatment capacity to
HIGHLIGHTS : accommodate the wastewater loads of larger and growing populations in

the two communities, and to resolve permit vioclations. The permitted
monthly average biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended
solids (TS5) discharge Limits for the expanded facilities would be
increased only in the wet weather season of November 1 - April 30.

The monthly average discharge load from the Adair Village system would
be increased by 33 pounds per day BOD and 83 pounds per day TSS.
Discharge of Adair Village'’s treated effluent to Bowers Slough would be
eliminated. Treated and disinfected waste instead would be discharged
to the Willamette River. The City of Halsey'’s discharge load to Muddy
Creek would be increased by 51 pounds per day BOD and 84 pounds per day.
TS8. There will be no discharge during the low river flow period of
May 1 through October 31 from either facilicy,

HOW IS THE There will be an increase in the amounts of BOD and TSS discharged to

PUBLIC AFFECTED: the Willamette River from the Adair Plant and to Muddy Greek from the
Halsey Plant. However, no detrimental water quality effects of these
increased discharges are predicted.

HOW TO COMMENT: Public hearings have been scheduled for: City of Halsey at 2:00 p.m.,
and City of Adair Village at 6:00 p.m., on the following date and
location:

Thursday, November 17
Albany Armory
George Miller, Room B
104 SW 4th Avenue
Albany, Oregon

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 paris of the state, call 1-800-452-4011.

811 5.W. 6th Avenue
Poriland, OR 97204
1i/1/86

A-1
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ATTACHMENT A
(continued)

The public will have the opportunity to give oral or written testimony
at these hearings.

Written comments should be presented to DEQ by Friday. November 18
at the following address:

Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division
8l1 5.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: 229-6099

_After the public testimony has been received and evaluated, the pro-

posed modifications will be revised as appropriate and #ill be
presented to the Envirommental Quality Commission for their

consideration. The Commission may approve the increase, approve a
modified propesal or deny the increase.
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Environmental Quality Commission

DEG-48

NEIL oL baoHOT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (603) 228-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission Date: December 7, 1988
From: Mary M. Halliburton, Hearings Officer

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Hearings Officer’'s Report on Proposed Modification of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Svstem (NPDES) Permit Timitations
to Allow the City of Halseyv to Increase the Citv's Sewage
Treatment Plant Discharge Loading to Muddy Creek,

A public hearing was held Thursday, November 17, 1988 at the Albany Armory,
104 SW 4th Avenue, Albany, Oregon at 2:00 PM. The hearing was preceded by
public notice issued October 14, 1988 (Attachment A).

The hearings officer summarized the purpose of the hearing and reminded
those present that the hearing record would close at 5:00 PM, Friday,
Novembetr 18. The Department at that time would then summarize and respond
to all written and oral comment for inclusion in the material the
Enviropmental Quality Commission (EQC) will review at their December 9, 1988
EQC meeting.

In addition, those present were advised that if so desired, they may receive
a copy of the EQC staff report, and summary and response to oral and written
testimony.

An overview of the propesed medifications being consideéred for the City of
Halsey's wastewalter treatment facility was presented by Francis Dzata,
Project Officer, DEQ,

Following the presentation by Francis Dzata, the public hearing commenced.
The hearing officer noted that Senator Mae Yih had requested that the
written testimony she provided be made part of the hearing record.

Those who signed up to provide comment were called individually to provide
comment. Four persons provided oral comment. FEach supported the proposed
increase in discharge to Muddy Creek. One person recommended discharge to
Muddy Creek not be allowed when Muddy Creek experiences flooding.

Summary of Oral and Written Tegtimonv

Mae Yih, State Senator:

Senator Yih was unable to attend the public hearing but submitted written
testimony to the Department November 15, 1988, supporting the City’s

i
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application for expansion of the sewage treatment plant. The Senator’s
support is based on the prediction that water quality will not be affected
in the receiving stream and that the increased discharge will only occcur
during the wet weather months.

Concern was also eXpressed that further delays in the approval of the
application by the EQC will result in financial consequences that the

citizens of Halsey can 111 afford.

Arthur Case. Jr., Mayor, City of Halsev: ... . . .

Mayor Case's comments supported the expansion of the current lagoon
treatment system. He addressed the economic impacts of the project, thus
far, and expressed concern about the process Halsey has experienced to date
in completing the steps to bring their request for discharge loads to the
EQC.

The City requested puidance from the Department of Envirenmental Quality in
February, 1988. In May, the City recelved a letter confirming that a mass
load increase would require the approval of the EQC. Prior to receipt of
this letter the City had proceeded with the facilities plan report, passed a
bond measure in the amount of $300,000, held a 30 day public notice and sent
their facility plan and to the Public Clearinghouse for their 45 day public
notice. Mayor Case stated that by this time all parties involved knew that
EQC approval of the mass load increase was required. The request by the
Department for another public hearing in November has put the project behind
schedule 30 - 60 days, placed the project in a less favorable bidding
position and delayed the obtaining the Linn county conditional use permit.

The City has committed substantial financial resources to the project thus
far, a portion of which is an advance for facility planning from EPA which
would require repayment if the project is not built. Also, if the mass load
increase is not granted and the City is required to implement spray
irrigation (Option 2) or addition of intermittent sand filters (Option 3),
substantial increases in initial and annual operating costs will result to
the City. Further, the City will have to go back to the voters for more
funding.

The City is small, has less than 300 hook-ups and can not afford additional
costs. The City has experienced budget cuts and has only one public works
employee. TImplementation of Options 2 and 3 would require more maintenance
than the city can afford and he feels that the enlarged lagoon system is the
best choice for the City.

Department'’s Response:

The Department acknowledges that the City of Halsey has made a good faith
effort to complete facility planning and arrange local financing to be
eligible for construction grant award by September 30, 1988. The Department
apologizes for not providing written response to the (ity's February request
for guidance on future treatment criteria until May 1988, It unfortuneately
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was assumed that the verbal phone communication with the City's engineer in
March 1988 provided sufficient guidance on lagoon seepage criteria,
treatment criteria, including federal 85% removal requirements and the need
for the facility plan to address alternatives to stay within the existing
mass loads and evaluate impacts on receiving water quality. Additionally,
to prevent miscommunication in the future on the need for public notice on
permit related actions prior to degign and construction of propesed
facilities, the grant and permit sections are developing procedures whereby
all potential grantees are made aware of the Department'’s permit related
procedures.. .. It appears that the grant award condition also notifying the .
permittee of the need for EQC action on the requested load increase prior to
release of the grant monies did not adequately prepare the City for
procedural steps for public notice that would be required on the load
increase request.

Sharon McDonald, Gityv Recorder/Public Works Director., City of Halgev:

Ms. McDonald gave testimony on behalf of the City of Halsey supporting the
ptojected expansion of the lageon system, and submitted for the record a
written copy of her testimony.

The City of Halsey is a small rural community with a small staff and a tax
base to match. The residents of the City have, since 1968, defeated every
ballot measure which would result in an increase in costs to the voters.
Beginning in 1983, the City Counsel has been aware of the need for
improvements to the sewer system and made efforts to make corrections as
funds have allowed., The City continues to suffer from the voters
unwillingness to approve adequate funding of City services and hire
additional staff. Thus, the City centinues to balance services against the
economic burden placed upon its residents, many of which are senior
citizens on a fixed income. Consequently, the choice of the increase in
mass load increase is the most attractive to the City since it is the least
cos5tly option and &llows the City funds within the approved budget for the
removal of excessive Inflow and Infiltration.

The City views the EQC approval of the mass load increase as crucial to the
timely and successful completion of the project. Delays encountered thus
far have placed the City at least 30 days behind schedule. Further delays
will cause the cost of the project to increase resulting in budget overrun,
an unfavorable bid timing and a return to the voters for further funding.
It is Ms. McDonald’s opinion that given the voters past record on funding
essential City services that the entire project could be killed if
additional funding is required. In conclusion, the City feels it has worked
very hard to meet DEQ, EPA and other Department requirements and asks the
EQC consider the limitations of the City both financially and physically in
considering the Gity's request for a mass load increase given the
envirommental impact has been shown to be negligible.
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Steve Downs, Project Manager, Westech Engineering, Inc:

Mr. Downs expanded on the technical aspects of the project and provided
additional information at the hearing to support the City's request for a
mass load increase. He stated that the City has shown a good faith effort
in the undertaking of inflow and infiltration work and implementation of
interim spray irrigation measures to remain within the existing permitted
limits. In addition, he noted:

1. .. .Under. the.preferred option, the City .will be. expanding the current . . .
holding peried from five months under the current permit to six months
under the proposed permit. Other options were reviewed by the City and
the beneficial uses and impacts of the options as well as the
beneficial uses impact of increased loads to Muddy Creek were
evaluated. Input from other state agencies was solicited: State
Historical Preservation, Fish and Wildlife, DEQ, LCDC, State Lands, and
Water Resources.

2. Technical options and costs were evaluated., Summer irrigation and
winter discharge to stay within current limits would require a removal
of greater than 75 percent of the I/l in the system. Effluent
polishing with an intermittent sand filter with a 25 percent removal of
I/1 would result in a discharge load of about one half the current
permit limits, However, because this option would result in a greater
level of treatment than EPA's minimum requirements, it would not be
grant eligible. Both of these options are beyond the City's financial
capabilities. The City has agreed to a three year program to reduce
I/1 by 30 percent under the preferred option.

3. Mr. Downs requested that a decision whether to allow an increase be
made on December 9, 1988, so that the City may proceed and be on line
next fall with the treatment facility. Mr. Downs also requested that
additional time be giver to the City to review the proposed draft
permit beyond the close of the hearing. With regard to Mr. Down's
request for additional time to review the draft permit, the Department
verbally concurrad following the public hearing that it was appropriate
for the City te have additional time. The Department received the
City's comments on November 29, 1988, Mr. Downs requested: (1) the
percent removal requirement for BOD and TSS be modified from 85 to 65
percent (%); (2) clarification of the flow limitation for the existing
facilities; (3) reassessment of the proposed mixing zone length and
dilution factor requirement; and (4) revisions to the compliance
schedule.

Department'’'s Response:

1. The Department concurs it is appropriate to modify the BOD and TSS
percent removal requirement from 85% to 65%. Upon further evaluation,
it is also appropriate to reduce the permitted monthly average TSS
effluent concentration from 50 mg/l to 35 mg/l te ensure a minimum of
65% removal of TSS. Lagoon systems sized and designed to accommodate
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higher peaks of the magnitude that Halsey experiences will also be
capable of treating effluent to 35 mg/l TSS. The TSS monthly average
mass load based on this concentration limit at a design flow of (G.394
mgd is 115 pounds per day. However, if the Commission does not approve
wasteload increases, higher percent removal requirements and more
stringent effluent concentration limits may be required.

2.  The non-discharge period applicable to the facilities prior to upgrade
will be modified to reflect the non-discharge period for which the

. May 1 through Cctober 31.

3. The approved dry weather flow limit of 0.096 nigd ig recognized as the
design basis for the existing system. It is not a limitation.
Schedule C of the permit requires the City to upgrade its treatment
syvstem. No enforcement action would be contemplated unless the interim
effluent limits or compliance schedules are not achieved. The
compliance schedules will be modified to correspond to the engineer’s
revised schedule.

4. The condition concerning the required dilution factor will be modified
to clearly reflect that either a dilution factor of 0.48 or an instream
flow of 75 cfs is required to allew discharge to Muddy Creek between
Novembar 1 and April 30. The Department maintains that the instream
water quality standard for dissolved oxygen of 95 percent saturation
applies to Muddy Creek. Fish and Wildlife considers Muddy Creek to be
a migratory cutthroat trout stream. These fish are a type of salmonid.

5. The Department reviewed the calculations performed to determine an
appropriate mixing zone length: The calculation which resulted in
specifying a mixing zone length in the draft permit is appropriate for
lake and ocean outfalls but not for streams. The stream velocity needs
to be-accounted for in determining effluent dispersion. A new computer
analysis justifies a mixing zone length of 100 feet. At daily maximum
effluent BOD concentrations, background water quality effluent and
effluent plume concentrations would be equal 100 feet downstream.

Mr. Dave MacPherson, a farmer in Oakville area whose land borders Muddy
Creek approximately 20 miles downstream from the point of discharge:

Mr, MacPherson supports the expansion of the treatment facility by the

City. However, he is concerned about effluent discharge during periods of
high stream flows which may result in flooding around a neighbor’s home.

Mr. MacPherson asks that the City consider curtailing winter discharges when
flooding occurs in the area. Although the flow of effluent from the
treatment system may not contribute significant flows to the creek, he feels
that the psychological effect of the City's discharge may result in
complaints from his neighbor.
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Department's Response:

The Department congidered both the potential for treated and disinfected
wastewater contributing to flood conditions and potential for public health
concerns if discharge occurs during flood conditions. It was concluded that
effluent discharges to Muddy Creek would not adversely effect water quality,
cause instream fecal coliform values to increase above background levels,
nor exacerbate flooding. At peak lagoon discharge rates, effluent will be
adequately treated and disinfected. Furthermore, the effluent te Muddy
..Creek flow at flood stage dilution factor would exceed a 1:1000 dilution at
the point of discharge. Effluent flow will be less than one (1) cubic foot
per second (cfs) while Muddy Creek flows would overtop the stream bank at
about 1000 cfs stream flow, The nearest dwelling is about one milé bélow
the point of discharge.

Attachments: Written Testimony Received Goncerning Proposed Increase in
Mass Discharge Limits and the Draft NPDES Permit

Mary M. Haliiburton:kje
WI1330

229-6099

December 7, 1988
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Watar Quahty Division
fiapt. of Envirprmertal Quality

November 15, 1988

Mary Halliburton

Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

. Dear Ms, Halliburton:

Since I will not be able to attend the November 17 hearing regarding the
expansion of the capacity of Halsey City’s sewage treatment plant, T am
writing to express my support for Halsey’s application. I would
appreciate it if you will enter my letter into your record.

I support Halsey’s application primarily because no detrimental water
quality affects of these discharges are predicted, and the requested
monthly discharge would be increased only in the wet-weather months of
November 1 through April 30.

The plan, designed by Westech Engineering of Salem, has gone through
meetings with DEQ representatives earlier in March, and a 45-day public
meeting notice at the State Clearing House. There was a response through
the State Clearing House from DEQ, Water Resources Dept., and the State
Historic Preservation Office. All concerns were addressed. The DEQ/EPA
report returned with a "finding of no significant impact."

Voters in Halsey have approved the bond election in May inspite of a high
combined property tax rate of near $40/$1000 in the city. They did,
however, turn down the city’s one~year operating levy, street improvement,
and Central Linn school levy requests. Any further delay of approval of
the discharge application will result in financial consequences that
Halsey citizens can ill afford.

The sewage treatment plan is well-designed, has been reviewed by three
state departments and offices, and the discharge will have no significant
impact to the receiving stream. I urge your expeditious approval to allow
work to go ahead without creating hardship to citizens in a small rural
city who is still recovering from a diffjcult economy.

Sincerely,

WAl
Mae Yih
State Senator

MY:tw

cc: Fred Hansen - Director, DEQ
Art Case, Jr.- Mayor of Halsey
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DEQ PUBLIC HEARING
NQVEMBER 17, 1877 -~ 2:00pm
ALBANY, OREGON

RE: BOD/TSS pound load increase for City of Halsey
discharge into Muddy Creek system

THE CITY OF HALSEY 1S A SMALL RURAL COMMUNITY - NOT A LARGE URBAN CITY.
WE DO NOT HAVE THE STAFF TO EFFECTIVELY DEAL WITH COMPLEX, TIME~CONSUMING SITUATIONS,
MATNLY BEGAUSE THERE ARE. NO FUNDS AVAILABLE TO HIRE SUGH PERSONNEL.
| THE TAX BASE FOR THE CLTY FOR 1988/89 IS $32,206! - 48%%«aa%'?Qaé/awd canaé%gzﬂ@

'v‘,.

A MEASURE WAS PUT ON THE MAY PRIMARY BALLOT TO INCREASE THIS TAX BASE TO
$64,000 WITH A PROMISE TO NOT GO BEYOND THAT AMOUNT FOR 2 YEARS. THE MEASURE WAS
DEFEATED BY THE VOTERS.

HISTORICALLY, THE VOTERS OF HALSEY HAVE DEFEATED EVERY MEASURE WHICH COST
MONEY, WITH ONE EXCEPTION. 1IN 1968 THEY PASSED A 25-YEAR, $525,000 BOND MEASURE TO
FUND CONSTRUCTION OF THE SEWER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM AND A WATER DISTRIBUTION
SYSTEM. THESE BONDS WILL BE PAID OFF IN 1993/94.

BEGINNING IN 1983 THE COUNCIL HAS BEEN AWARE OF A NEED TO IMPROVE THE
SEWER SYSTEM AND TOOK STEPS TO MEET THOSE NEEDRS. A PRELIMINARY STUDY WAS5 COMPLETED
USING BUDGETED FUNDS. A NEED FOR SMOKE TESTING WAS FOUND, SO THE FUNDS WERE BUDGETED-
THE TESTING DONE——AND FOLLOWUP WORK WAS COMPLETED.

A STRONG NEED FOR I/T CORRECTING WAS FOUND. SOME TV INSPECTION WAS DONE AND
THEN SOME GROUT WORK AND OTHER REPAIRS WERE MADE.

WHEN IT WAS APPARENT THAT THE SUMMER HOLDING CAPACLITY WAS INADEQUATE, THE
CITY INSTITUTED AN INTERI# TRRIGATION PROGRAM ON THE 19 ACRES OWNED ADJAGENT TO THE
LAGOON PONDS. '

ALL OF THESE MEASURES WERE TAKEN BY THE dITY AS BUDGETEDIFUNDS BECAME AVATL-
ABLE. AT THE SAME TIME SEVERAL BALLOT MEASURES WERE DEFEATED BY THE VOTERS, INCLUDING
A TAX BASE INCREASEﬁ;A ONE~-YEAR OPERATING LEVY FOR THE GENERAL FURD TO MAINTAIN THE
SAME LEVEL OF SERVICES THEY THEN HAD. AS THESE WERE DEFEATED THE BUDGET CRUNCH BECAME
MORE CRITICAL. THEY ALSO DEFEATED A BOND MEASURE FOR STREET MAINTENANCE.
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DURING 1987/88 THE VOTERS DEFEATED A ONE-YEAR LEVY REQUEST OF $13,600
TQ FUND THE SECOND PUBLIC WORKS EMPLOYEE FOR THE YEAR. THEREFORE, THE CITY NOW HAS
1 FULL TIME PUBLIC WORKS EMPLOYEE TO MAINTAIN ALL CiTY SERVICES: INCLUPING THE
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM, WASTEWATER SYSTEM, STREET WORK, STORM DRAINS, PARKS, FEIC.
THE CITY RECORDER FUNCTIONS AS THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR, BUILDING OFFICIAL, BUDGET
CFFICER, ETC. THAT 1S THE EXTENT OF THE CITY STAFF.

MUCH OF THE CITIZENSHIP OF OUR COMMUNITY IS SENTOR CITIZENS. THESE PEOPLE
ARE ON A FIXED INCOME. ANY INCREASE IN PROPERTY TAXES AND/OR USER CHARGES HAS A VERY
BIG IMPACT ON THOSE BUDGETS. WLTH THIS IN MIND, THE CITY HAS TRIED TO BALANCE THE
NEED FOR SERVICES AGAINST THE ECONOMIC BURDEN WHICH COULD BE GAUSED TO SOME OF THE
RESIDENTS OF THE CITY. WE HAVE BUDGETED AS WISELY AS WASY POSSIBLE IN THIS EXPANSION
PROJECT. THE OPTION CHOSEN FOR EXPANSION ( WHICH REQUIRES THE POUND LOAD INGREASE)
WAS MOST ATTRACTIVE BECAUSE OF THE COST-EFFECTIVE BALANCE.

- DURING THE PROCESS OF STUDYIEG THE PROBLEMS AND SELECTING THE CORRECT
OPTION FOR THE CITY, THE ECONOMIC COST-EFFECTIVENESS WAS THE MAIN PRIORITY. THE
I/1I CORRECTION WAS NOT COST-EFFECTIVE ENOUGH IN THE DEQ/EPA GUIDELINES TO BE CON-
SIDERED FOR GRANT FUNDING. HOWEVER, THE COUNCIL REALIZED THAT THIS PROBLEM MUST
BE ADDRESSED. THEREFORE, DURING THE SCHEDULING AND BUDGETING PROCESS, THE CITY
CHOSE TO PUT A $300,000 BOND MEASURE ON THE BALLOT, AT A TIME WHEN THE ENGINEER'S
ESTIMATE OF THE CITY'S SHARE OF THE EXPANSiON PROJECT WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY
$225,000, 50 THAT THE I/1 REPAIRS COﬂLD BE STARTED. IF THIS MONEY MUST BE USED
FOR A MORE COMPLEX TREATMENT SYSTEM, THERE WILL RE NO MONEY FOR 1/I CORRECTION.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT WAS PROVED NEGLIGIBLE IN THE CITY‘S EYES, THERE?CRE
THE CITY FELT THE NEXT DPECISION SHOULD MAKE THE ECONOMIC IMPACT AS NEGLIGIBLE AS
POSSIBLE — THUS THE REQUEST FOR THE BOD/TSS POUND LOAD INCREASE. IF THIS IS ALLOWED,
THE CITY MAY PROCEED TO SELL THE $300,000 2OND ISSUE PASSED BY THE VOTERS TN MAY;
WE MAY HIRE AN ENGINEER FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION {STEP 11 AND III) OF THE
PROJECT, S0 THAT THE BIDS MAY BE PUT OUT AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

DUE TO THE UNEXPECTED DELAY IN GETTING AN E.Q.C. DETERMINATION, THE CITY
WILL BE AT LEAST 30-DAYS BEHIND SCHEDULE BY DECEMBER 9th. EVERY DELAY, AT THIS POINT,
WILL CAUSE AN INCREASE IN COST TO THE CiTY. AT TBE VERY LEAST, IT COULD CAUSE AN UN—
FAVORABLE BID TIMEING. OUR BUDGET WAS SET WITH A SCHEDULE OF PAYMENT & RECEIPTS 1IN
MIND. ‘AS THAT SCHEDULE FALLS BEHIND,—COSTS WILL RISE AND THE BUDGET WILL SHOW A

page 2.
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SHORTFALL. AS WE ALL XNOW, A SHORTFALL WOULD MEAN RETURNING TO THE VOTERS FOR
FURTHER FUNDINC. GIVEN THE HISTORY OF THE CITY, IT WILL NOT ONLY BE UNFORTUNATE -
BUT MOST LIKELY IMPOSSIBLE — TO PASS ANOTHER MEASURE. THIS WOULD EFFECTIVELY KILL
THE ENTIRE PROJECT. EVEN THAT HAS A FINANCIAL IMPACT IN THAT APPROXIMATELY $9,600
HAS BEEN ADVANCED ON THE GRANT FOR PLANNING, AND THAT AMOUNT WOULD BECOME A REPAYABLE
LTIABTLITY TO THE CGITY. A CHANGE, OR MODIFICATION, TN DESTIGN COULD ALSO PUT THE ENTIRE
PROJECT IN JEOPARDY.

THE CITY HAS WORKED VERY HARD, WITH LIMITED FUNDS AND LTMITED STAFF, TO
MEET ALL OF THE TIME}LINES'AND'CRITERIA'SET'FORTH'EY'THE”DEQ/EPA AND ALL DEPARTMENTS
INVOLVED. WE ARE NOW ASKING THAT THESE LIMITATIONS IN STAFF, AS WELL AS FUNDING, BE
GIVEN A STRONG WEIGHT IN THE DECISION BY THE E.Q.C. TO ALLOW THE REQUESTED BOD/TSS
POUND LOAD INCREASES. WE FEEL THAT OUR FACILTY PLAN 18 VERY COMPLETEX AND THAT THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT HAS BEEN SHOWN AS FXTREMELY NEGLIGIBLE TN THE MUDDY CREEK
DISCHARGE AREA. THEREFORE, THE ECONOMIC IMPACT SHOULD BECOME A STRONG CRITERIA FOR
MAKING A POSITIVE DECISION.

SHARON E MC DY)@\Q @\\

CITY OF HALGSEY
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
CITY RECORDER




ATTACHMENT B-1
(continued)

STECH ENGINEERING, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS & PLANNERS - ’J o TN W e
RECELYE

PRINCIPALS ;‘m V 240 ?‘388

CH. STEKDELEE F.E

SA WARD, 7

SC. DOWNS, P.E November 28, 1988 . Wastar ¢y G Oivision
EE, f Erniy it ity

Ms. Mary Halliburton

DEQ Water Quality Division
811 S.W. 6th

Portland, OR 97204

RE: City of Halsey
File No. 345320

Dear Ms. Halliburton:

on behalf of the City of Halsey, we have reviewed the preliminary
draft NPDES Permit, which was given to City representatives on
November 17, 1988.

In general, we believe the proposed permit effluent limitations
and compliance schedules realistically reflect the City’s
prevailing conditions and anticipated construction schedule for
the expanded facilities; assuming the EGC approves the City’s
requested increase 1in mass discharge loads. However, we believe
some comments on the proposed permit are appropriate.

1. Page 2. The 1longer non~discharge periocd (May 1 through
October 31) does not go 1into effect until the expanded
lagoons become operational. Therefore, the interim limits

contained in Conditions Ala. (1) and (2) and Alb. should
reflect the currently permitted non-discharge period of
June 1 through October 31.

2. Page 2. We understand that the average dry weather flow
Iimitation [Condition Ala (3)] reflects the treatment
fa01llty S approved de51gn capacity and is not an enforced
conditicn of the permit. Tha ﬁruycsgu limit of 0.0356 ¥GD
accurately reflects the City’s currently dry weather
seasonal average, but not the currently experienced maximum
monthly average dry weather flow (0.163 MGD). Until the
impending project is completed, and prevalllnq I/I is
reduced under the City’s on-going efforts, the City has no
means available to limit summer flows to the stated 0.096

MGD.
3. Page 3. Conditien A2a (3) prohibits discharges when

Effluent BOD/DPilution Factor exceeds 0.48, or when Muddy
Creek flows fall below 75 cfszs.. We understand from

B-1-5
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discussions with DEQ representatives that this condition is
based upon the standard of maintaining a dissolved oxygen
concentration of at least 95 percent of saturation for a
Salmonid fish preducing stream. Our (as well as the City’s)
discussions with Wayne Hunt, Oregon Dept. of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) - Salem, indicate that Muddy Creek has no
salmon or stealhead run; nor any documented run of cutthroat
trout. Benton County’s Muddy Creek apparently does have
some cutthroat trout, and he "assumes" that Linn County’s

- Muddy Creek may also. However, 1long-time Halsey residents -

are not aware of any such trout; and the testimony provided
at the November 17 public hearing did not substantiate the
assumption that Muddy Creek is a Salmonid stream.

The City is willing to abide with the 0.48 ratio for
Effluent BOD/Dilution Facter (which translates into a 75
cfs limitation at design flows and an effluent BOD
concentration of 60 mg/l), pending collection of additional
streamflow data during the coming months as a rating curve
is developed for the already installed stream gage.
However, we request that this condition remain open to
further evaluation and negotiation during the project
certification period; pending the development of DEQ/ODFW
documentation that Muddy Creek 1s indeed a Salmonid fish
producing stream.

4, Page 3. Condition A2a (3) requires that BOD and TSS removal
efficiency shall not be less than 85 percent monthly
average. We understand that this is based on the influent
and effluent concentrations, and not mass loads. As
revealed in the Facilities Plan, winter (discharge) period
influent concentrations for BOD and TSS have averaged 66.8
and 75.8 mg/l respectively. 85 percent removal would
require effluent concentrations to average 10.0 and 11.4
mg/l respectively. The City has committed to reducing I/I
flows by 25 percent over the next three vyears; effectively
increasing the wastewdter’s influent concentration.
However, 85 percent removal would still require effluent
concentrations of 13.4 and 15.2 mg/l for BOD and TSS. Such
discharges are not possible with any stabilization lagoon or
rock filter effluent polishing; but would require
intermittent slow sand filtration of +the lagoon effluent,
which is beyond the City’s financial capability.

We understand that EPA secondary treatment standards allow
stabilization 1lagoons to provide as 1low as 65 percent
removal. Since Halsey’s lagoons will discharge only during
the winter-high streamflow months (and under a 30/50
standard for BOD/TSS), we request that the 85 percent

B-1-6
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reduction standard be reduced to 65 percent; pending an
evaluation of the project’s success and lagoon’s performance
as part of the project certification.

5. Page 3. The City‘’s present permit specifies a mixing zone

of 100 feet from the point of discharge into Muddy Creek.

The City concurs with reducing the width of the mixing zone

to 25 feet, and in limiting its upstream distance to 10 feet

~ (Condition A3). However, considering the results of DEQ’s

October 1986 mixing Zone ‘survey, and +the "lack of any

documented adverse impact on the receiving stream, it is

requested that the downstream segment of the mixing zone be
retained at the currently permitted 100 feet.

6. Page 5. As we discussed on November 17th, the City’s
compllance schedule should be revised as follows to reflect
the December 9th delay of the EQC’s decision.

a. Condition Cil.a. to read "February 28, 1983".

b. Condition Cl.b to read "May 31, 1989",

c. The remaining dates to remain "as is", except possibly
shifted to the end of the preceding month to correspond
to the revised dates above.

On behalf of the City, we appreciate this opportunity to comment
on the City’s draft permit, and trust these comments are self
explanatory Please call me if you have any questions or need
further information.

Sincerely,

WESTECH ENGINEERING,

5%

Stephén C. Downs, P.E.
Project Manager

cc: City of Halsey
Ralph Funk, DEQ Water Quality Division
Francis Dzata, DEQ Water Quality Division
DEQ Willamette Valley Region - Salem




ATTACHMENT C

‘Expiration Date: 12-31-93
Permit Number:

File Number: 36320

Page 1 of 6 Pages

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Environmental Qualit
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, OH 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Issued pursuant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSUED TO: SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
Outfall  Outfall
City of Halsey - s - Type of Waste  Number Location. .
P,0. Box 35
Halsey, OR 97348 Domestic Sewage 001 Muddy Creek
‘ ‘ (R.M. 23)

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFORMATION:

3 cell lapoon sewage treatment Basin: Willamette

lant located 1% miles west of Subbasin: Middle Willamette
Ealseg off hwy 228 (T 148, R 4w, Stream: Muddy Creek
Sec. 2, WiM.) Hydro Code: 2H-MUDM 23.0D

County: Linn
EPA REFERENCE NO: OR-00223%-0
Issued in response to Application No. 999366 received December 4, 1986.

This permit is issued based on the land use findings in the permit record.

Fred Hansen, Director Date

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is
authorized to construct, install, modify, or operate a waste water
collection, treatment, control and disposal system and discharge to public
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with all
the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth in the attached
schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded... 2-3
Schedule B - Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements. .. b4-5
Schedule C - Compliance Conditions and Schedules............. 5
Schedule D - Special Conditions............ ... .., 6
General Conditions......... ... ... . i Attached

Each other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited.

This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for
compliance with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule,
standard, ordinance, order, judgment, or decree.
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SCHEDULE A
Interim Waste Discharge Limitations not te be Exceeded After Permit
Issuance.
a, Outfall Number 001
(1) June 1 - October 31: No discharge to state waters 1is
permitted,
' (2) November 1 - April 30:
Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly ib/dav 1b/davy 1bs
BOD _ 40 mg/l 45 mg/l 63 72 126
TSS 50 mg/l 80 mg/l {79 128 158
FC per 100 ml 200 400
(3) Other Parameters Limitations
- pH (year-round) Shall be within the range

6.0-9.0

Average dry weather flow

to the treatment faeility © 0.096 MGD
(Mass discharge limitations

based on 0.190 MGD)

b. Outfall Number 002 (spray irrigation) June 1 - October 31
(1) No discharge to state waters is permitted. All wastewater shall be

distributed on land for dissipation by evapotranspiration and
controlled seepage by following sound irrigation practices so as to

prevent: ‘

a, Prolonged ponding of waste on the ground surface;

b. Surface runoff or subsurface drainage through drainage tile;
c, The creation of odors, fly and mosquito breeding and other

nuisance conditions; and

d. The overloading of land with nutrients or organics.

(2) Prior to land application of the treated wastewater, it shall receive
at least the equivalent of secondary treatment and disinfection to
reduce fecal coliform to 200 organisms/100 ml on a monthly average,
with no sample to exceed 400 organisms/100 ml.

(3) Unless approved otherwise in writing by the Department, a
deep-rooted,permanent grass cover shall be maintained on the land
disposal area at all times and be periodically cut to insure maximum
evapotranspiration and protect the site from erosion.

C-2
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2, Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Attainment of
Operational Level as Required by Schedule €, Condition l.e. of this Permit.

a. Outfall Number 001

(1) May 1 - October 31: No discharge to public waters

(2) November 1 - April 30:

_ Average Effluent = Monthly = Weekly = Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly 1b/day 1b/day ibs
BOD 30 mg/X 45 mg/l 29 149 198
TSS 35 mg/l 53 mg/l 115 174 230
FC per 100 ml 200 400
{3) Other Parameters Limitationsg
pH (year-round) Shall be within the range
6.0-9.0
No discharge to Muddy Creek is permitted when either the effluent
BOD concentration in mg/l, divided by the dilution factor of the

receiving stream exceeds 0.48 or a minimum stream flow of 75 CFS§
is measured.

Average dry weather flow

to the treatment facility 0.197 MGD
(Mass discharge limitations

based on 0.394 MGD)

BOD & TSS removal efficiency Shall not bhe less than 65
percent monthly average

3. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which will violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in OAR
340-41-445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone shall be that portion of
Muddy Creek 25 feet wide and beginning 10 feet
upstream and extending 100 feet downstream from the
point of discharge to Muddy Creek.




SCHEDULE B

1. Minimum Moniltoring and Report Requirements

ATTACHMENT C
(continued)

36320
6 Pages

File Number:
Page 4 of

(unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

a. Influent

Item oxr Parameter

Minimum Frequency

Type of Sample

Total Flow (MGD) Daily Continuous
- recording

Flow Meter Calibration 2/year *Verificatjon
BOD-5 2 /morith Composite
188 2 /month Composite1
ph 3/week Grab
b. Outfall Number 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall) when

discharging. {

ITtem or Parameter
Total Flow (MGD)

Flow Meter Galibration

BOD-5

TSS

pH

Fecal Coliform

Quantity Chlorine Used

Chlorine Residual

Average Percent Removed
(BOD and TS8)

Minimum Frequency
Daily

2/Year
2 /month
2/month
3/week
Monthly
Daily
Daily
Monthly

Type of Sample

Continuous
Recording
Verification
Composite1
Composite
Grab

Grab
Measurement
Grab
Calculation

¢. Outfall Number 002 (spray irrigation) when dischargiﬁg

Ttem or Parameter

Total Flow (GPD)
BOD-5

TSS

pH

Chlorine residual
Fecal Coliform

Minimum Frequency

Tvpe of Sample

Daily
Monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily
Monthly

Measurement
Grab
Grab
Grab
Grab
Grab

lgrab samples to be taken until construction of the upgraded or improved sewage
collection, treatment and disposal facility is complete as required by Schedule
C, Condition 1l,c. of this permit,
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d, Other Parameters (when discharging to Muddy Creek)

Item or Parameter Minimum Fregquency Type of Sample
Creek Flow (MGD) Daily Measurement 2
BOD Dilution Factor 2 /month Calculation’

2creek flow measurement to commence upon completion of fac111t1es as requlred by
Schedule C Condltlon 1.c. of this permit.

3The equation to be used for the BOD dilution factor is

{Effluent BODs Concentration} x (Effluent Flow, MGD)
Creek Flow, MGD

Monitoring reports (DMRs) shall include a record of the location, guantity
and method of use of all sludge removed from the treatment facility and a
record of all applicable equipment breakdowns and bypassing,

2, Reﬁorting Procedures
Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting

period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the Department
by the 15th day of the following month.,

SCHEDULE C

Compliance Conditions and Schedules

1. The permittee is required to make necessary improvements and/or upgrade the
sewage collection, treatment and disposal facilities in order to achieve
compliance with the effluent limitations specified in Schedule A, Conditionm
2, in accordance with the following:

a, By no later than February 28, 1989, the permittee shall submit complete
engineering plans and specifications for construction of necessary
improvements. In addition, the permittee sghall submit with the
engineering plans and specifications an on-going inflow and
infiltration correction and maintenance program and schedule for
Department review and approval. -

b, By no later than May 31, 1989, the permittee shall award construction
bids for. completion of necessary improvements. Progress reports are
required at 6 month intervals from award of bid,

c. By no later than Octeber 31, 1989, the permittee shall complete
construction of the necessary 1mpr0vements




ATTACHMENT C
(continued)

File Number: 36320
Page & of 6 Pages

d. By no later than October 31, 1989 the permittee shall implement an
approved inflow and infiltration (I/I) correction and maintenance
program to remove a minimum of 25% of excessive 1/l as identified in
the September 1988 Facllity Plan over a three year peried. An annual
report shall be submitted to the Department by September 1 of each year
which details sewer collection maintenance activities that have heen
done in the previous year and outlines those activities planned for the
following year,

e. By no later than February 1, 1990, the permittee shall attain
operational level of the facilities to meet permit limits.

2. The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have been
established in this schedule. Either prior to or no later than 14 days
following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall submit to the
Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with the established
schedule, The Director may revise a schedule of compliance if he determines
good and valid cause resulting from events over which the permittee has
little or no control,

SCHEDULE D

Special Conditions

1. The permittee shall continue to operate a spray irrigation disposal program
to the extent practicable within weather and soil conditions, to increase
the holding capacity of the existing lagoon system until the plant is
upgraded to provide for treatment and dry weather holding capacity as
required by Schedule C, Condition 1 of this permit.

2. In the event the permittee finds it necessary te remove accumulated sludge
50lids from the lagoons, the permittee ghall submit a sludge management
plan developed in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Division 50 prior to removing sludge.

P36320W (CRW)




Environmental Quality Commission

KEL GOLOSCHMAT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTTION

Agenda Item G, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Request for Exceptions to QAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy Requiring
Growth and Development Be Adccommodated Within Existing Permitted Loads)
by the City of Halsevy, QOregon

ISSUE

Oregon regulations require that wastewater point source dischargers improve
the level of treatment as growth occurs, so that total wasteloads to state
waters do not increase. This anti-degradation policy allows for exceptions
to be made by the Commission,.

SUMMATION
" The City of Halsey proposes to expand the sewage treatment facilities.
The expansion and upgrade are necessary to eliminate inadequate
treatment facilities and to allow reserve capacity for expected
population growth over the next twenty years.

All reasonable alternative methods and levels of treatment were
evaluated by Halsey as part of the facilities plamning process.
Environmental impacts and cost information were examined for each
alternatives. The costs for alternative treatment facilities capable
of meeting existing load limits exceed EPA construction grants
guidelines for "affordable' treatment works.

The expected impact of increased wasteloads on existing water quality,
the potential for violating water gquality standards, and the impact on
the beneficial uses of the receiving stream were evaluated. The
Department determined that the requested wasteload increases could be
granted without violating water quality standards or impairing
bheneficial uses.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATTCN

The Department recommends that the Commission grant the regquested wasteload
increase for the City of Halsey.

Tom Lucas:kjc
WJI1230

229-5415
November 9, 1988




Environmental Quality Commission

N AT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. G, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Request for Exceptions to 0OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy
Requiring Growth and Development be Accommodated Within Existing
Permitted loads) By the Cityv of Halsey, Orepon.

BACKGROUND

The City of Halsey currently operates a wastewater treatment facility which
consists of two stabilization lagoons, a chlerination system and a temporary
spray irrigation system. The facility, designed and constructed in 1969 to
accommodate 20 years of growth, provides service to a population eguivalent of
787. The current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
for the facility allows treated and disinfected effluent containing 30
milligrams per liter (mg/l) of Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and 50 mg/l of
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) to be discharged into Muddy Creek at River Mile 23
in the wet weather months of November through April. No discharge is allowed in
the dry weather months of May through October.

The City of Halsey's sewage treatment plant is in violation of the permit limits
and 1s causing documented water quality problems. The residents of Halsey have
moved forward toe resolve these existing water quality concerns by applying for
and receiving a EPA construction grant and approving a $300,000 bond measure to
provide matching funds for the EPA grant for preparation of engineering plans and
for the necessary construction.

As part of the planning precess required prior to issuance of an EPA grant and
construction activities, Halsey prepared a wastewater facilities plan. The
facilities plan evaluated all reasonable treatment and dispesal alternatives,
The evaluation considered the environmental impact, the capital and operating
expenses assoclated with each possible alternative, and the reliability of each
alternative. A twenty year planning period with population growth consistent
with the adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan was used in evaluating each
alternative. The city’s financial capability to construct and operate the
proposed upgraded treatment plant was also analyzed.

After considering a variety of alternatives, Halsey has selected the cost
effective treatment alternative that will meet all effluent concentration

limits, and all Instream protection standards, but that will exceed the currently
permitted pounds per day limits for BOD and Total Suspended Solids (TS$S) during
winter discharges. All discharges will be during the wet weather pericd when
streamflows are high and recreational use is low relative te the summer.

DEQ-46



I
!

Apenda Ttem No. G
December 9, 1988
Page 2

The Commission’s policy is that growth is to be accommodated within existing
permitted loadings, as stated in OAR 340-41-026: "In order to maintain the
quality of waters in the State of Oregon, it is the policy of the EQC te require
that growth and development be accommodated by increased efficiency and
effectiveness of waste treatment and control such that future discharge loads
from existing sources do not exceed presently allowed discharged loads unless
otherwise specifically approved by the EQC." This policy recognizes that the
assimilative capacity of rivers is limited and maintenance of water quality,
-while -accommodating growth may-require more stringent controls... .. ... .. . . . .. .
The City of Halsey has requested that an exception be made to allow for

increased winter discharge loads.

The Halsey sewage treatment plant upgrade design is required to meet federal and
state effluent standards, as well as numerous in-stream standards and limitations
to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of the receiving stream.

Growth and development are required to be accommodated within the permitted
wasteloads for the existing Halsey treatment facility unless approved by the
Envirommental Quality Commission. These applicable effluent standards and in-
stream standards are summarized in Attachment A. The full text of the standards
is Included in Attachment B,

A NPDES permit renewal has been drafted that includes both proposed interim
effluent limitations for the existing system and proposed increased wasteload
limits to be applicable upon completion of the improvements according to the
specified compliance schedule. The draft permit was made available for public
comment in accordance with public notification requirements for NPDES permits. A
public hearing on the proposed permit and the load increase issue was held on
November 17, 1988. Public comment will be summarized, evaluated and included as
an addenda for this staff report prior to the EQC meeting on December 9, 1988.
The proposed NPDES permit is included in Attachment C.

EVATUATION

After evaluating alternatives, the City of Halsey is proposing to increase the
treatment capacity of the wastewater treatment system from the current permitted
effluent discharge flow of 0.192 million gallons per day (MGD) to 0.394 MGD,
This would iIncrease the permitted discharge load limits from a total monthly
average of 48 pounds per day blochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and 80 pounds per
day total suspended solids (TS55) to 99 pounds and 164 pounds, respectively.
Concentration limits would remain at 30 mg/l BOD and 50 mg/l TSS as required in
the applicable water quality standards for the Willamette River Basin (Oregon
Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-41-455(1)) for secondary treatment applicable to
western Oregon lagoon systems, Attachment D summarizes the City of Halsey's
request,

The proposed expansion of Halsey's sewage treatment facility is projected to
accommodate: 1) a population growth of about 478 population equivalent expected
by the year 2009; and 2) wet weather flows to the facility including infiltration
and inflow (I/1) of extraneous flows into the collection system. Treatment of
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the 1/1 rather than removal has heen shown to be cost-effective in an L/I
analysis conducted as part of the facility plan.

Evaluation Based On Criteria Discusgsed at November 3, 1988 EOC Work Segsion

The Department’s staff report presented on November 3, 1988, (Attachment E)
recommended that three factors be used to evaluate any request for a wasteload
increase. A proposed wasteload increase would not be required to qualify under
. all three categories. . However, all three factors should be congidered in the
Department’s evaluation in addition to the study on water quality impact. In
addition to considering these three factors, the Commission directed the
Department to comprehensively evaluate the impact of any proposed wasteload
increase on water quality and beneficlal uses,

1. Are There Any Practical Alternatives To The Propogsed Wasteload Increase?

The Gity of Halsey evaluated and analyzed four treatment alternatives to
address the community’s NPDES permit compliance problems. The alternatives
and the assocciated costs are presented in Attachment F.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would ensure that the city stays within the currently
permitted mass load limits. However, the cost of these alternatives makes
them prohibitively bhurdensome when compared to the cost of Alternative 4,
which was chosen by the City. Alternative 2 is the least costly treatment
alternative which will not result in mass load increases. However, this
alternative would cost homeowners $12 more in monthly sewer charges. The
monthly cost of Alternative 2 is $36 or about 2.5 percent of the median
hougehold income., EPA pguidelines recommend that sewer user fees not exceed
1.75 percent of the median household income. The proposed least cost
alternative (with lead increase) will cost homeowners in Halsey $24/month,
which is about 1.7 percent of the median household income. This is barely
affordable using the EPA "affordability" criteria; yet the Halsey residents
are willing to pay this. A project which would result in a "no lecad
increase” in mass discharges will clearly burden the Halsey community
financially. ‘

2. Is The Increase In Wasteload At This Discharge Point Due To Relocating
Existing Wasteloads?

Thig factor is not relevant te the expansion and upgrade as the Halsey
sewage Ctreatment facility. Inflow and infiltration (I/I) of water into the
collection system, and additional growth for a population equivalent of 478
by the year 2009, are the basis for the waste load increase by Halsey.
Analysis of the I/I in Halsey's collection system showed that removing I/1
from the system is not cost-effective. To insure that the structural
integrity of Halsey's collection system is maintained, the Department has
requested the City of Halsey to submit an ongoing I/I reduction and
collection system maintenance program for review and approval., An approved
3-year I/I reduction program will be incorporated into the city’s NPDES
permit compliance schedule. The city will finance this program outside the
federal grant.
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3. Are There Environmental Trade-offs That OQutweipgh The Benefits 0Of
Regtricting Wasteload Increases?

The sewage treatment lagoons currently serving Halsey residents are not
large encugh to hold all the dry weather period sewage flows, This results
in summertime discharges into Muddy Creek causing a violation of the City's
NPDES Permit. The inadequate lagoon storage capacity also causes high

detentlon tlme. This results in the dlscharge of less than secondary
treatment quality effluent into Muddy Creek., For example, the monthly
average BOD removal efficiency of the lagoons fell below 50% (required
removal efficiency is 85%) for the months of March and December 1987, This,
coupled with motre than three times the current design flows in these months,
resulted in an average masgg discharge increase of 37% above the permit
limit. The Department reviewed the Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) for
the period November 1986, through July 1988. During this period, eleven
violations of the monthly average BOD and TSS concentration and mass
discharge limits occurred. The propesed preoject is meeded to improve water
quality in Muddy Creek by the construction of the expanded three-cell
stabilization lagoon which will provide adequate storage for six months.

The project will result in the elimination of the present discharge of
inadequately treated sewage effluent to Muddy Creek and enable treatment of
effluent to meet the proposed NPDES permit requirements.

4, What Will Be The Impact Qf The Proposed Wasteload On Water Quality In Muddy
Creeck?

The current and requested mass discharge limits are shown in Attachment G.
An analysis was done based on worst case assumptions (198 lbs/day BOD,

15° G, 0.5 mg/1 dissolved oxygen for waste assimilation), to determine the
minimum stream flow necessary for the proposed effluent--discharge te have
negligible effect on instream dissolved oxygen. This analysis resulted in
the conclusion that a minimum instream flow of 75 cubic feet per second
(cfs) or 48.50 MGD is appropriate and necessary to provide adequate dilution
for the proposed dailly maximum discharge load. This dilution requirement
corresponds to a dilution facter of 0.48 as indicated in the draft permit.
This would insure that the water quality standard of a minimum of 95% of
saturation for dissolved oxygen for Muddy Creek will be maintalned esven at
warmer temperatures. The proposed mass load increases translate to a
contribution of about 7.7 percent BOD and 0.19 percent TSS above existing
background levels outside the mixing zone,

Based on water quality data for the Calapooia River which is & similar,
adjacent stream, the Department would expect fecal ceoliform concentrations
in Muddy Creek to exceed standards during the winter high flow period. High
levels of fecal coliform are common in winter for most Oregon streams and
can be attributed, in general, to failing septic tanks, agricultural
activities, and sewage by-passing. The Department has no data, however,
that would associate high fecal coliform levels to a sewage treatment plant
such as that proposed by the City of Halsey. In fact, the treated effluent




Agenda Item No. G
December 9, 1988
Page 5

from the sewage treatment plant will itself meet the water quality standard.
Tn addition, the proposed plan will address infiltration and inflow and by-
passing will be prevented. Therefore, the Department believes the proposed
load increase will not contribute to fecal coliform problems in Muddy

Creek. The Department also analyzed other water quality standards relative
to the proposed increased loading request. As demonstrated in Attachment G,
winter stream flows in Muddy Creek will be in excess of flows necessary to
provide adequate dilution. This will insure that the discharged organic
loads cause no nuisance conditions nor impair beneficial uses in Muddy
Creek,

RECOMMENDATTON

The Director recommends that the Commission grant the requested mass load
increases to the City of Halsey, and that the Department modify the NPFDES permit
ag appropriate, based on the following findings:

1. The expected impact on water quality will be minimal, and will be offset by
the elimination of summer discharges to public waters, There will be no
impairment of beneficial uses or water quality standards vieclations ocutside
the mixing zones.

2. The cost of complying with the existing mass load discharge limits would be
unacceptably high.

ks s
Fred Hansen
Director
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November 9, 1988

Attachments:
A, Summary of Applicable Water Quality Standards
B. Text of CFR 40 Part 133; OAR 340-41-455; OAR 340-41-026
G. Proposed NPDES permit for Halsey
D, Discharge Limits - City of Halsey
E. "Proposed Criteria for Consideration of Increased Loadings Due to

Expansions of Existing Sewage Treatment Plants or Industrial Sources",

November 3, 1988,

Treatment Alternatives and Assoclated Costs - City of Halsey

G, Evaluation of Proposed Discharge Load From the City of Halsey Sewage
Treatment Facility

H. Map of Portion of Willamette River Basin
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ATTACHMENT A

Applicable Water Quality Standards
for City of Halsey

All of the following standards apply to the Halsey sewage treatment facility.
Where federal and state standards conflict, the most stringent applies. The
following regulation descriptions are not the complete text of the regulations,
but rather summarize the portions of interest. The full text of the regulations
are included in Attachment B.

. Federal Standards .

CFR 40 Part 133 - Municipal sewage treatment plants are required to meet the
equivalent of secondary treatment. For lagoons operating in Western Oregon,
these effluent standards not to be exceeded are:

Biochemical oxygen demand: 30 mg/l, thirty day average

(BOD) 45 mg/1, seven day average
60 mg/l, daily maximum

Total suspended solids: 50 mg/1l, thirty day average

(TSS) 75 mg/l, seven day average

100 mg/1, daily maximum

Minimum percent removal of BOD and TSS: 85%, monthly average,
unless otherwise allowed by the Department.  In no case may the
percent removal be less than 65%.

The EPA adopted revisions to the secondary treatment regulations in
September 1984 whereby an "treatment equivalent to secondary treatment" may
be allowasble for certain lagoon and trickling filter systems on a case-by-
case basis, Treatment systems eligible for consideration for "equivalent
secondary treatment"” must demonstrate that the "standard" secondary
treatment limitations are exceeded even with proper operation and
maintenance of the system; a trickling filter or lagoon is used as the
principal process; the treatment works provides significant biological
treatment such that at least a 30-day average of 65 percent removal of BODg
is achieved, and water quality will not be adversely impacted. For
qualifying facilities, the following equivalent secondary limits may be
applied:

45 mg/l BODs monthly average
65 mg/1 BOD5 weekly average
65% BODs removal

45 mg/l TSS monthly average, except where an adiustment has been
approved for lagoons. _

65 mg/l TSS weekly average, except where an adjustment has been
approved for lagoons.

65% TSS removal.
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Oregon has applied the case-by-case "equivalent secondary treatment"
definition to two facilities on an interim basis until such time as the
facilities need to upgrade to accommodate growth. The higher B0Dg limits
are not proposed for Halsey, however a percent removal less than 85% is
appropriate for lagoon systems which have alternate approved T35S
concentration limits of either 50 mg/l or 85 mg/l monthly average and where
the influent concentration following a cost-effective I/I analysis will be
less than 333 mg/l TSS.

Oregon Resulations

OAR 340-41-455(1)(a),{g), (h) - New or modified municipal sewage treatment
plants in the Willamette River Basin except the Tualatin River Subbasin are
required to meet the following effluent discharge standards to public
waters.

May 1 through October 31:
Biochemical oxygen demand: 10 mg/l, monthly average
Total suspended solids: 10 mg/l, monthly average

or equivalent control such as land application of treated
effluent.

November 1 through April 30:
Minimum of secondary treatment

Positive protection to prevent the discharge of raw or inadequately
treated sewage shall be provided.

Treated sewage wastes shall be disinfected to an equivalent to
thorough mixing with sufficient chlorine to provide a residual of at
least 1 part per million after 60 minutes of contact time,

OAR 340-41-455(1)(f) - New or modified municipal sewage treatment plants

must discharge to streams providing adequate dilution. The effluent BOD

concentration in mg/1l, divided by the dilution facteor (ratic of receiving
stream flow to effluent flow) shall not exceed one. - [Example --if the -
affluent BOD is 30 mg/l, then the flow in the receiving stream must be at
least 30 timeg greater than the effluent flow.]

0AR 340-41-445 - No wastes may be discharged that cause violations of water
quality standards, outside of a mixing zone of initial dilution designated
by the Department. These water quality parameters for which standards have
been set include: disgsolved oxygen as a percent of maximum theoretical
concentration (% saturation); temperature increase; turbidity; pH; fecal
coliform bacteria; dissolved gases that could interfere with beneficial
uses; total dissolved solids; any condizions that are deleterious te fish or
other aquatic life or that affect the potability of drinking water;
aesthetic conditions cffensive to human senses; radicisotope concentrations;
and toxic substances.

OAR 340-41-445(4) - Mixing zones for dischatrges may be established. The
mixing zone shall be as small as possible, and water within the mixing =zone
must be free of acutely toxic materials, materials that cause nuisance




conditions such as floating debris and scum, and must minimize adverse
effects on aquatic life and other beneficial uses. No discharges are
allowed that will threaten public health.

OAR 340-41-026 - Growth and development must be accommodated within
existing permitted lcads, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission.
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PART 133—SECONDARY TREATMENT
REGULATION

Sec.

133.100
133.101
133.102
133.103

Purpose.

Definitions.

Secondary treatment.

Special considerations.

133.104 Sampling and test procedures.

133.105 Treatment equlvalent to secondary
treatment.

AUTHORITY: Becs. I0L(bXIXB), 304(dX1),
304(3)(4), 308, and 501 of the Pederal Water
Pollution Control Act as smended by the
Federal Water Pollution Conirol Act
Amendments of 1872, the Clean Water Act
of 1977, and the Municipal Wastewater
Treatment Construction QGrant Amend-
ments of 1881, 33 U.B.C. 131UbXLXB),
1314¢d) (1) and ¢4), 1318, and 1341, 86 Stat.

ATTACHMENT B

§ 133.10°

! \
. 816, Pub. L. 92-500; 91 Stat. 1567, Pub. L.
: 85-217; 95 Stat. 1623, Pub. L. 87-117.

Sounrce: 49 FR 37006, Sept. 20, 1584,

; unless otherwise noted.

 §133.100 Purpose.

This part provides information cn

. the level of effluent quality attainable
: through the application of secondary
i or equivalent treatment.

| §.133,101..Deﬁnm}mg_.. R

Terms used in this part are defined
as follows:

‘() “?-day average.” The arithmetic
mean of pollutant parameter values
for samples collected in a period of 7
consecutive days.

(b} “30-day average.’” The arithmetic
mean of polluiant parameter values of
samples collected in g period of 30 con-
secutive dys.

(¢} “dci” The Clean Water Act (33
U.8.C. 1251 ef seq., as amended).

(d) “BOD.”) The five day measure of
the pollutant parameter biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD).

(ey “CBOD;.” The five day measure
of the pollutant parameter carbona-
ceous biochemical oxygen demand
(CBODs).

(f) “Effiuent concenirations consist-
ently achievable through proper oper-
ation and maintenance.” (1) For a
given pollutant parameter, the 953th
percentile value for the 30-day average
effluent quality achieved by a treat-
ment works in a period of at least two
years, excluding values attributable to
upeets, bypasses, operational errors, or
other unusual conditions, and (2) a 7-
day average value equal to 1.5 times
the value derived under paragraph
(£)1) of this seection.

(g) “Facilities eligible for treatment
equivalent to secondary treatment.”
Treatment works shall be eligible for
consideration for effluent lUmitations
described for treatment eguivalent to
secondary treatment (§ 133.105), if;

(1) The BOD, and 88 effluent con-
centrations consistently achievable
through proper operation and mainte-
nance (§ 133.101¢f)) of the treatment
works exceed the minimum level of
the effluent quelity set forth in
§§133.102(a) and. 133.102(b),

238
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§133.102

(2) A trickling filter or waste stabili-
zation pond is used as the principal
process, and

(3) The treatment works provide sig-
nificant biological treatment of munic-
ipal wastewater.

(h) “mg/1, " Milligrams per liter.

Y “NPDES. " WNational Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System.

(i) "“Percent removal.” A percentage
expression of the removal efficiency
across a treatment plant for a given
pollutant parameter, as determined
from the 30-day average values of the
raw wastewater influent pollutant con-
centrations to the facility and the 30-
day average values of the effluent pol-
hutant concentrations for a given time
period,

(kY “Significant biological treal-
ment.” The use of an aerobic or anaer-
obic biological treatment process in a
treatment works to consistently
achieve a 30-day average of a least 65
percent removal of BOD;.

(1) “S§8.” The pellutant parameter
total suspended solids.

(m) ‘“Significantly more stringent
limitation’ means BOD; and 88 limi-
tations necessary to meet the percent
removal reguirements of at least 5
mg/]l more siringent than the other-
wise applicable concentration-based
liinitations (e.g., less than 256 mg/l in
the case of the secondary treatment
limits for BODs; and 38), or the per-
cent rermoval limitations in §§ 133,102
and 13R.105, if sucnit limits would, by
themselves, force significant construc-
tion or other significant capital ex-
penditure.

(n) “Btate Director” means the chief
administrative officer of any State or
interstate agency operating an ‘‘ap-
proved program,” or the delegated
representative of the State Director,

[49 FR 37006, Sept. 20, 1984; 49 FR 40405,
Oct. 16, 1984, as amended at 50 FR 23387,
June 3, 1985]

§133.102 Secondary treatment.

The following paragraphs describe
the minimum level of effluent quality
attainable by secondary treatment in
terms of the parameters—BOD;, S8
and pH. All requirements for each pa-
rameter shall be achieved except as
provided for in §§ 133.103 and 133.105.

(a) BOD:s.

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-86 Edition)

(1> The 30-day average shall not
exceed 30 mg/1,

(2) The 7T-day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/l.

{(3) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 85 per-
cent,

(4) At the option of the NPDES per-

‘mitting authority, in lieu of -the pa-

rameter BODs and the levels of the ef-
fluent quality specified in paragraphs
(a)(1), (43(2) and (a)(3), the parameter
CBOI»x may be substituted with the
following levels of the CBOD:s effluent
quality provided:

(i) The 30-day saverage shall not
exceed 25 mg/l.

(it The 7-day average shall not
exceed 40 mg/L

(iii) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 85 per-
ceni.

(b) §8. (1) The 30-day average shall
not exceed 30 me/1.

(2) The "-day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/1.

(3) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 85 per-
cent.

(e} pH. The effluent values for pk
shall be maintained within the limits
of 6.0 to 9.0 unless the publicly owned
treatrnent works demonstrates that:
(1) Inorganic chemicels are not added
to the waste stream as part of the
treatment process; and (2) coniribu-
tions from Industrial sources do not

cause the pH of the effluent to be _l_e_ss N

than 6.0 or greater than 9.0,

(49 FR 37006, Sept. 20, 1084; 48 FR 40405,
Oct. 16, 1884)

§133.103 Special considerations.

{(a) Combined sewers. Treatment
works subject to this part may not be
capable of meeting the percentage re-
moval requirements established under
§3133.102(2X(3) and 133.102(bX3), or
£§ 133.105(a%3) and  133.105(bX3)
during wet weather where the treat-
ment works receive flows from com-
bined sewers (i.e., sewers which are de-
signed to transport beth storm water
and sanitary sewage). For such treat-
ment works, the decision must be
made on a case-by-case basis as to
whether any attainable percentage re-
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moval level can be defined, and if so,
what the level should be.

(b) Mmdustrial wastes. For certain in-
dustrial categories, the discharge to
navigable waters of BOD; and 85 per-
mitied under sections 301{bX1}AXD,
(b){2)(E) or 306 of the Act may be less
stringent than the values given in
§8 133.102¢(ax 1), 133.102(=2)(4)(1),
133.102(bX(1), 133.105(a)(1),
133.105(b)(1) and 133.105{e)1Xi). In

cases when wastes would be “intro-
duced from such an industrial catego-
ry into a publicly owned treafment
works, the values for BOD; and SS in
§§ 133.102(a) 1), 133.102¢a)(4)(),
133.102(bX 1), 133.105¢ax1),
133.105(h)X1), and 133,105(e}1)i) may
be adjusted upwards provided that: (1)
The permitted discharge of such pol-
lutants, attributable to the industrial
category, would not be greater than
that which would be permitted under
sections 301(bX 1) AX1), 30L(LY2XE) or
308 of the Act if sueh industrial cate-
gory were to discharge directly into
the navigable waters, and (2) the flow
or leading of such pollutants intro-
duced by the industrial category ex-
ceeds 10 percent of the design flow or
loading of the publicly owned treat-
ment works. When such an adjust-
ment is made, the values for BOD; or
S8 in §4§ 133.102¢a)(2), 133.102(aX4)X(ii),
§ 133.102(bX(2), 133.105(aX(2),
133.165¢bX2), and 133. 105(e)(1)(il)
_should be adjusted

Regional Administrator, or, if appro-
priate, State Director subject to EPA
approval, is authorized to adjust the
minimum levels of effluent quality set
forth in §133.106 (b)(1), (bX2), and
{b)(3) for treatment werks subject to
this part, to conform to the SS concen-
trations achievable with waste stabili-
zation ponds, provided that: (1) Waste
stablization ponds are the principal
process used for secondary treatment;
and (2) operation and maintenance
data indicate that the SS values speci-
fied in §133.105 (bX1), (hX2), and
(bX3) cannot be achieved. The term
“S5 concentrations achievable with
waste stabilization ponds” means a SS
value, determined by the Regional Ad-
ministrator, or, if appropriate, State
Directer subject to EPA approval,
which is equal to the effluent concen-

§ 133.104

tration achieved 90 percent of the
time within a State or appropriate
contiguous geographical area by waste
stabilization ponds that are achieving
the levels of effluent quality for BOD,
specified in § 133.105¢a)(1). lcf. 43 FR
55279].

(c) Waste stabilization :

(d) Less concentrated influent
wastewater for separale sewers. The
Regional Administrator or, if appro-

_priate, State Director is authorized to

substitute either a lower percent re-
moval requirement or a mass loading
limit for the percent removal require-
ments set forth in §§ 133.102(a)3),
133.102¢a)(4)iii), 133.102(bX(3),
102,108¢a)(3), 133.105(bX(3) and
133.108(eX(1)iii}) provided that the
permittes satisfactorily demonstrates
that: (1) The treatment works is con-
sistently meeting, or will consistently
meet, its permit effluent concentra-
tion limits but its percent removal re-
quirements cannot he met due to less
concentrated influent wastewater, (2)
to meet the percent removal require-
ments, the treatment works would
have to achieve significantly more
stringent limitations than would oth-
erwise be required by the concentra-
tion-based standards, and (3) the less
concentrated influent wastewater is
not the result of excessive I/1, The de-
termination of whether the less con-
centrated wastewater is the result of

excessive I/1 will use the definition of

excessive I/1 itn 40 CFR 35.2005(b)16)
plus the additional criterion that
inflow is nonexcessive if the total flow
to the POTW (le., wastewater plus
inflow plus infiltration) is less than
275 gallons per capita per day.

{49 FR 37008, Sept. 20, 1984, s amended at
5¢ FR 23387, June 3, 1885; 50 FR 36880,
Sept. 10, 1985]

§133.104 Sampling and tes{ procedures.

(a) Sampling and test procedures for
poltutants lsted In this part shall be
in accordance with guidelines promul-
gated by the Administrator in 40 CFR
Part 1386,

(b} Chemical oxygen demand (CQD)
or total organic carbon (TOC) may be
substituted for BOD. when a long-
term BOD:COD or BOD:TOC correla-
tion has been demonstrated.
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§ 133,105

§133.105 Treatment equivalent to second-
ary treatment.

This section describes the minimum
level of effluent quality attajinable by
facilities eligible for treatment eqguiva-
lent to secondary treatment
(§133.101¢g)) in terms of the param-
eters—BO1);, S8 and pH. All require-
ments for the specified parameters in
paragraphs {(a), (b) and (¢) of this sec-
tion shall be achieved except as pro-
vided for in § 133.103, or paragraphs
(d), (e) or (f) of this section.

(a) BOD;., (1) The 30-day average
shall not exceed 45 mg/l.

(2) The %Y-day average shall not
exceed 65 mg/l.

(3) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 65 per-
cent.

(b) SS. Except where SS values have
heen adjusted in accordance with
§133.1063(c): :

{1) The 30-day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/1.

(2 The %-day average shall not
exceed 65 mp/1.

(3} The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 65 per-
cent,

(¢} pH, The requirements of
§ 133.102(c) shall be met,

(d) Allernative State requirements.
Except as limited by paragraph (f) of
this section, and after notice and op-
portunity for public comment, the Re-
gional Administrator, or, if appropri-

—ate,; State Director subject to EPA ap--

proval, is aunthorized to adjust the
minimum levels of effluent guality set
forth in paragraphs (aX1)}, (aX2),
(b)1) and (bX2) of this section for
trickling filter facilities and in para-
graphs (a)(1) and (a)2) of this section
for waste stabilization pond facilities,
to conform to the BODs and SS effiu-
ent concentrations consistently achiev-
able through proper cperation and
maintenance (§133.101(f)) by the
median (50th percentile) facility in a
representative sample of facilities
within a State or appropriate contigu-
ous geographical area that meet the
definition of facilities eligible for
treatment equivalent to secondary
treatment (§ 133.101(gh.

(The information collection requirements
contained in this rule have been approved

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-86 Edition)

by OMB and assigned control number 2040-
0051.)

(e} CBOD; limitations:

(1) Where data are available to es-
tablish CBOD; limitations for a {reat-
ment works subject to this section, the
NPDES permitting authority may sub-
stitute the parameter CBOD; for the
parameter BODs; In §§ 133.105(aX1),
133.105(aX2) and 133.105(a)3), on a
case-by-case basis provided that the
leveis of CBOD, effluent quality are
not less stringent than the following:

(i) The 30-day average shall not
exceed 40 mg/l.

(ii) The '-days average shall not
exceed 60 mg/1.

(iil) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not he less than 65 per-
cent. .

(2) Where data are available, the pa-
rameter CBOID: may be used for efflu-
ent quality limitations established
under paragraph (d) of this section.
Where concurrent BOD effluent data
are available, they must be submitted
with the CBOD data as a part of the
approval process outlined in para-
graph (d) of this section,

(f) Permit adjustments. Any permit
adjustment made pursuant to this
part may not be any less stringent
than the limitations required pursuant
to §133.105(a)-(e), Purthermore, per-
mitting authorities shall require more
stringent limitations when adjusting
permits if: (1)} For existing facilities

“the permitting authority -Jetermines

that the 30-day average and T7-day av-
erage BODs and SS effluent values
that could be achievable through
proper operation and maintenance of
the treatment works, based on an
analysis of the past performance of
the treatment works, would enable the
treatment works to achieve more strin-
gent limitations, or

(2) For new facilities, the permitting
authority determines that the 30-day
average and 7-day average BOD; and
88 effluent values that could be
echievable through proper operation
and maintenance of the treatment
works, considering the design capabil-
{ty of the treatment process and geo-
graphical and climatic conditions,
would enable the treatment works to
achieve more stringent limitations.
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Willamette Basin

Beneficial Water Uses to be Protected

340-41-442 Water quality in the Willamette River
Basin (see Figures | and 7) shall be managed to protect the
recognized beneficial uses as indicated in Table 6.

Stet, Authe ORS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 128, £ & ef 1-21-77

Water Quality Standards Not to be Exceeded (To be Adopted
Pursuant to ORS 468.735 and Enfoiceable Pursuvant to ORS
468,720, 468.9990, and 463.992)

340-41-445 (1) Notwithstanding the water quality stan-
dards contained below, the highest and best practicabie
treatment and/or control of wastes, activities, and flows shall
in every case be provided so as to maintain dissolved oxygen
and overall water quality at the highest possible levels and
water temperatures, coliform bacteria concentrations, dis-

(November, 1987)
B-5
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solved chemical substances, toxic materials, radioactivity,
turbidities, color, odor, and other deleterious factors at the
lowest possible levels.

(2) No wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall

be conducted which either alone or in combination wiih
other wastes or activities will cause violation of the following
standards in the waters of the Willametie River Basin:
a) Dissolved oxygen (DO):
A ‘hanne] and main stem Willamette
River from mouth to the Willamette Falls at Oregon City,
river mile 26.6: The DO concentrations shall not be less than
5 mg/l.

(B) Main stem Willamette River from the Willametie
Falls to Newberg, river mile 50 The DO concentranons shall
not be less than 6 mg/1.

(C): Main stem Willamette aner from Newberg o

Salem, river mile 85: The DO concentrations shall not be less
than 7 mg/l.

(D) Main stem Willamette River from Salem to con-
fluence of Coast and Middle Forks, river mile 187; The DO
concentrauonsshallnot be less than 90% of sawuration.

(E) A Hasin sirearms:

(1) Salmonid fish producmg waters: The DO concentra-
tion shall not be less than 90% of saturation at seasonal low
or less than 95% of saturation in spawning areas during
spawning, incubation, hatching, and fry stages of salmonid
fishes,

(ii) Non-Salmonid fish producing waters: The DO con-

[centration shall not bc less than 6 mg/l.

(A) Mulmomah Chamml and the main stem Willamette
River from mouth to Newberg, river mile 50: No measurable
increases shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative 10 2 control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 70°
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due 1o a single-
source discharge when receiving water temperatures are
69.5° F, or less; or more than 2° F, increase due to ali sources
combined when stream ternperatures are 68° F. or less,
except for specificaily limited duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
which are necessary to accommaodate legitimate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preveniive techniques have
been applied to minimize temperature rises. The Director
shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to
the temperature standard for a planned activity or discharge
will in all probability adversely affect the beneficial uses.

(B) Willamette River from Newberg to confluence of
Coast and Middie Forks, river mile 187: No measurable
increases shall be atlowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative (o a control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 64°
F. or greater: or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-
source discharge when receiving water lemperatures are
63.5° F. or less; or more than 2° F, increase due to all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 62° F. or less,
except for specifically limited duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
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which are necessary o accommodale legitimate uses or
activities where temperdtures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have
been applied to minimize temperature rvises. The Director
shafl hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to
the temperature standard for a planned activity or dlscharge

= Hasin sireams: ' e
(i) Salmonid fish producing waters: No measurable
increases shall be allowed ocutside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative to a control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 58°
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-
source. discharge when receiving water temperatures are
57.5° F. or less; or more than 2° F. increase due t6 all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 36° F. or less,
except for specificaily limited duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Deparimeni of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
which are necessary to accommodate legitimate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have
been applied 1o minimize emperature risgs. The Director
shall hold a public bearing when a-request for an exception to
the temperature standard for a planned activity or discharge
will in gll probability adversely affect the beneficial uses.

{ii) Non-Salmonid fish producing waters: No measur-
able increases shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative to 2 control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 64°
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-
source discharge when receiving water temperatures are
€3.5° F. or less; or more than 2° F. increase due to all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 62° F. or less,
except for specifically limited duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
which are necessary to accommodate legitirnate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have

‘been applied to minimize temperature rises. The Director

shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to
the temperature standard for a planned activity or discharpe
will in all probability adversely affect the beneficial uses,

(D) Columbia River: No measurable increases shall be
allowed outside of the assigned mixing zone, as measured
relative to a control point immediately upsiream from a
discharge when stream temperatures are 68° F. or greater; or
more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-source discharge
when reteiving water temperatures are 67.5° F. or less; or
more than 2° F. increase due to all sources combined when
streamn temperatures are 66° F. ot less, except for specifically
limited duration activities which may be authorized by DEQ
under such conditions as DEQ and the Department of Fish
and Wildlife may prescribe and which are necessary 1o
accommaodate legitimate uses or activities where tem-
peratures in excess of this standard are unavoidable and ali
practical preventive techniques have been applied to mini-
mize temperature rises, The Director shall hold a public
hearing when a request for an exception to the temperature
standard for a planned activity or discharge will in all
probability adversely affect the beneficial uses.
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{c} Turbidity (Jackson Turbidity Units, JTU): No more
than a 10 percent cumulative increase in natural stream
turbidities shall be allowed, as measured relative oa comro]

point immediately upstream of the turbidity causis iy,
However, limited duration activities necessary to address an
emergency or to accommodate essential dredging, construc-
tion or other legitimate activities and which cause the stan-
dard to be exceeded may be authorized provided all
practicable turbidity control techniques have been applied
and one of the following has been granted:

{A) Emergency activities: Approval coordinated by
DEQ with the Department of Fish and Wildlife under
conditions they may prescribe to accommaodate response to
emergencies or (o protect public health and welfare,

..{B} Dredging, Construction or other Legitimate Activi-

ties: Permit or certification authorized under terins‘of Sec-

tion 401 or 404 (Permits and Licenses, Federal Water
Poltution Control Act) or QAR 141-85-100 et seq. (Removal
and Fill Permits, Division of State Lands), with limitations
and conditions governing the activity set forth in the permit
or certificate,

(d) pH (hydrogen ion concentration); pH values shall
not fall outside the following ranges:

(A) Columbia River: 7.0 10 8.5.

{B) All other basin waters: 6.5 to 8.5,

{e) Organisms of the coliform group where associated
wuh fecal sources (MPN or equivalent MF using a represen-

4 (A) Ma.m stem Wlilamette River (river miles 0 to 187)
5and Multnomah Channel: A log mean of 200 fecal coliform
per 100 milliliters based on a minimum of 5 samples in a 30-
day period with no more than 10 percent of the samples in

_the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 m},

All other Willamette Basin streams: A log mean o
200 fecal coliform per 100 milliliters based en a minimum off
5 samples in a 30-day pcnod mth no more than 10 percent off

400 per 100 ml |

(1) Upstream from nghway 5 bridge between Portland
and Vancouver (river mile 106.5): A log mean of 200 fecal
coliformn per 100 milliliters based on a minimum of §
samples in a 30-day period with no more than 10 percent of

" the samples in the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 ml

(if) Downstream from Highway 5 bridge between Port-
land and Vancouver (river miles 0 to 106.5): A log mean of
200 fecal coliform per 100 milliliters based on a miaimum of
5 samples in a 30-day period with no more than 10 percent of
the samples in the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 ml

(D) Bacterial poflution or other conmﬁ%imw
waters used for domestic purposes, livestock watering, irriga-
tion, bathing, or shellfish propagation, or otherwise injurious
to public heaith shall not be allowed.

{g) The liberation of dissolved gases, such as carbon
dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, or other gases, in sufficient quan-
tities to cause objectionable odors or to be deleterious 1o fish
or other aquatic life, navigation, recreation, or other reason-
able uses made of such waters shall not be allowed.

{h) The development of fungi or other growths having a

tdeleterious effect on stream bottoms, fish or other aquatic

llife, or which are injurious to health, recreation, or industry

l

shall not be allowed.

{i} The creation of tastes or odors or toxic or other

gconditions that are deleterious to fish or other aquatic life or
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affect the potability of drinking waier or the palatability of
fish or shellfish shall pot be allowed,

{j) The formation of appreciable bottom or sludge
depuosits or the formation of any organic or inorganic depos-
its deleterious to fish or other aquatic life or injurious to
public health, recreation, or industry shall not be allowed.

(k) Objectionable discoloration, scum, oily sleek or
floating solids, or coating of aquatic life with oil films shall
not be allowed.

(1} Aesthetic conditions offensive to the human senses of
sight, taste, smell, or touch shall not bz allowed.

(m) Radicisctope concentrations shall not exceed max-
imum permissible concentrations (MFPC's) in drinking water,
edibie fishes or shellfishes, wildlife, irrigated crops, livestock
and dairy products, or pose an external radiation hazard.

(n) The concentration of total dissolved gas relative to
atmospheric pressure 4t the point of sample collection shall
not exceed one hundred and ten percent (110%) of satura-
tion, except when stream flow exceeds the 10-vyear, 7-day
average flood. However, for Hatchery receiving waters and
waters of less than 2 feet in depth, the concentration of toial
dissolved gas relative to atmospheric pressure at the point of
sample collection shall not exceed one hundred and five
percent (105%) of saturation.

(o) Total Digsolved Sofids: Guide concentrations listed
below shall not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically
authorized by DEQ upon such conditions as it may deem
necessary to carry out the general intent of this plan and to
protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule 340-41-442;

{A)Columbia River.......oivvnvvvnnnen. 500 mg/!
- {B) Willameste River & Trbutaries ....... 100.0 mg/!

{p) Toxic Substances:

{A} Toxic substances shall not be introduced above
natural background levels in the waters of the state in
amounis, concentrations, or combinations which may be
harmful, may chemically chenge to harmful forms in the
environment, or may bicaccumulate to levels that adversely
affect public healih, safety, or welfare; aquauc life; or other
designated beneficial uses.

(B) Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most
‘fecent criteria values for orpanic and inorganic pollutants
established by EPA and published in Quality Criteria for
Water(1986). A list of the criteria is presented in Table 20,

(C) The criteriz in paragraph (B) of this subsection shall

apply unless data from scientifically valid studies demon- '

sirate that the most sensitive designated beneficial uses will
not be adversely affected by exceeding a critericn or that a
more restrictive criterion is warranted to protect beneficial
uses, as accepted by the Department on a site specific basis,
Where no published EPA criteria exist for a toxic subsiance,
public hezlth advisories and other published scientific liter-
ature may be considered and used, if appropriate, to set
guidance values,

{D) Bio-assessment studies such as laboratory bioassays
or instream measurements of indigenous biclogical commuy-
nities, shall be conducted, as the Department deems neces-
sary, to monitor the toxicity of complex effluents, other
suspected discharges or chemical substances without
numeric criteria, to aquatic life. These studies, properly
conducted in accordance with standard testing procedures,
may be considered as scientifically valid data for the pur-
poses of paragraph (C) of this subsection. If toxicity occurs,
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the Department shall evalpate and implement measures
necessary to reduce toxicity on a case-by-case basis,

{3) Where the natural quality parameters of waters of the
Willametie River Basin are outside the numerical limits of
the above assigned water quality standards, the natural water
quality shall be the standard.

{4} Mixing zones:

{a) The Department may allow a designated portion of a
receiving waler to serve as a zone of initial dilution for waste
waters and receiving waters to mix thoroughly and this zone
will be defined as 2 mixing zone.

(b) The Department may suspend all or part of the water
quality standards, or set less restrictive siandards, in the
defined mlxmg zone, provxdcd that the foilowmg conditions

‘|are met!

(A) The water within the mmng zone shall be free of

(i) Materials in concenirations that will cause acute
(96HLCS0) toxicity to aquatic life. Acute toxicity is meas-
ured as the lethal concentration that causes 50 percent
mortality of organisms within a 96-hour test period.

(i) Materials that will settle to form objectionable
deposits.

(i} Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that
canse puisance condmons ‘

(iv) Substances in concentranons that produce
deleterious amounits of fungal or bacterial growths.

(B) The water outside the boundary of the mixing zone
shall:

(i} Be free of materials in concentrations that will cause
chronic (sublethal) toxicity. Chronic toxicity i3 measured as
the concentration that causes long-term sublethal effects,
such as significantly impaired growth or reproduction in
aquatic orzanisms, during a testing period based on test
species life cycle. Procedures and end points will be specified
by the Department in waste water discharge permits,

(ii) Meet all other water quality standards under normal
annual low flow conditions.

(¢} The limits of the mixing zone shall be described in
the waste water discharge permit. In determining the loca-
tion, surface area, and volume of 2 mixing zone area, the
Departinent may use appropriate mixing zone guidelines io
assess the hiological, physical, and chemical character of
receiving waters, and effivent, and the most appropriate
placement of the outfall, to protect instream water quatity,
public health, and other beneficial uses. Based on receiving
water and effluent characteristics, the Department shall
define a mixing zone in the immediate area of a waste water
discharge to: ‘

(A) Be as small as feasible;

(B) Avoid overlap with any other mixing zones to the
extent possible and be less than the total stream width as
necessary 1o allow passage of fish and other aquatic organ-
isms;

{C) Minimize adverse effects on the indigenous biolog-
ical community espectally when species are present that
warrant special protection for thelr economic importance,
tribal significance, ecological uniqueness, or for other similar
reasons as determined by the Department;

(D) Not threaten public health;

(E) Minimize adverse effects on other designated bene-
ficial uses outside the mixing zone.

{d) The Department may request the applicant of a
permitted discharge for which a mixing zone is required, to
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submit all information necessary to define a mixing zone,
such as:

{A) Type of operation to be conducted;

_ (B) Characteristics of effluent flow rates and composi-
tion;

(C) Characteristics of low flows of receiving waters;

(D) Description of potential environmental effects;

(E) Proposed design for outfall structures,

{e) The Department may, as necessary, require mixing
zone monitoning studies and/or bioassays to be conducted to
evaluate water quality or biological status within and outside
the mixing zone boundary,

() The Department may change mixing zone limits or
.. require the relocation of an outfall if it determines that the
water quality within the mixing zone adversely affects any
existing beneficial uses in the receiving waters.

(5) Testing methods: The analytical testing methods for
determining compliance with the water gquality standards
contained in this rule shall be in accordance with the most
recent edition of Standerd Metheds for the Fxamination of
Water and Waste Water published jointly by the American
Public Health Associstion, American Water Worlks Associn-
tien, and Water Pollution Control Federation, unless the
Department has published an applicable superseding
method, in which case testing shall be in accordance with the
superseding method; provided, however, that testing in
accordance with an alternative method shail comply with
this rule if the Departiment has published the method or has
approved the method in writing.

[Pablizatisas: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference
in this rule & gvaiiable from the office of the Depaciment of Environmental
Quality.}

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 -

Hist: DEQ 128, f & ef. (-21.77; DEQ 1- l9&0 f. & ef. 1-9-30; DEQ

18-1987, f. & ef, 9487

Mirimum Design Criteria for Treatment and Control of
Wagtes

340-41-455 Subject to the implemeniation program set
forth in rule 340-41-120, prior to discharge of any wastes
from any new or modified facility to any waters of the
Willamette River Basin, such wastes shall be treated. and
controlled in facilities designed in accordance with the fol-
lowing mimimum criteria (In designing treatment facilities,
average conditions and a anormal range of variability are
generally used in establishing design criteria. A facility once
completed and placed in operation should operate at or near
the design Himit most of the time, but may cperate below the
design criteria limit at times due to variables which are
unpredictable or uncontreilable. This is particularly true for
biclogical treatment facilities. The actual operating limits are
intended 1o be established by permit pursuant to ORS
468.740 and recognize that the actual performance level may
ai times be less than the design criteria.):

(1) Sewage wastes:

(a) Willamette River and tributaries except Tualatin
River Subbasin:

{A) During periods of low stream flows (approximately
May | to October 31): Treatment resulting in monthly
average effluent concentrations not to exceed 10 mg/l of
BOD and 10 mg/! of S8 or equivalent control,

(B) During the period of high stream flows (approx-
imately November | to April 30} A minimum of secondary
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treatment or equivaleni conirol and unless otherwise specifi-
cally authorized by the Department, operation of all waste
treatment and control facilities at maximum practical effi-
iency and effectiveness so as to minimize waste discharges
iC waters

(b) Main stern Tualatin River from mouth to Gaston
(river mile 0 to 65);

(A) During periods of low stream flows (approximasely
May 1 to October 31): Treatment resulting in monthly
average effluent concentrations not to exceed 10 mg/l of
BOD and 10 mg/1 of S8 or equivalent controk.

(B) During the period of high stream flows (approx-
immately November 1 to April 30)% Treatment resulting in
monthly average effluent concentrations not to exceed 20

- mg/l 6f BOD and 20 mg/l of S5 orequivalent control.. .

(c) Main stem Tualatin River above Gaston (river mile o

65) and all tributaries to the Tualatin River: Treatment
resulting in monthly average effluent concentrations not to
exceed 5 mg/l of BOD and 5 mg/1 of SS or equivalent control.

(d) Tualatin River Subbasin: The dissoived oxygen level
in the discharged effluents shall not be less than 6 mg/L

() Main stem Columbia River;

{A) During summer (May 1 to October 31): Treatment
resulting in monthly average effluent concentrations not to
exceed 20 mg/l of BOD and 20 mg/l of 55 or eguivalent
control.

(B) During winter (MNovember | to April 30 A mini-
mum of secondary treatment or equivalent control and
unless otherwise specifically authorized by the Department,
operation of all waste treatment and control facilities at
maximuim practicable efficiency and effectiveness so as to
minimize waste discharges to public waters.

() Efluent BOD concentrations in mg/l, divided by the
dilution factor (ratic of receiving stream flow to effluent
fiow) shall not exceed one (1) unless otherwise specifically
approved by the Environmental Quality Commission.

(g) Sewage wastes shall be disinfected, after treaiment,
equivalent to thorough mixing with sufficient chlorine to
provide a residual of at least | part per million after 60
minutes of contact time unless otherwise specifically author-
tzed by permit.

(h) Positive protection shall be provided to prevent
bypassing raw or inadequately treated sewage to piiblic
waters unless otherwise approved by the Department where
elimination of inflow and infiltration would be necessary but
not presently practicable.

{i) More stringent waste treatment and control require-
ments may be u’nposed where special conditions may

_|require.

' {2) Industnal wastes:

(a) After maximum practicable inplant coatrol, a mini-
mum of secondary treatment or equivalent control {reduc-
tion of suspended solids and organic material where present
in significant quantities, effective disinfection where bac-
terial organisms of public health significance are present. and
control of toxic or other deleterious substances).

{b) Specific industrial waste treatment requirements
shall be determined on an individual basis in accordance
with the provisions of this plan, applicable federal require-
ments, and the following:

(A) The uses which are or may likely be made of the
receiving stream;

(B) The size and nature of flow of the receiving stream:
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{C) The quantity and quality of wastes to be treated; and |
(D) The presence or absence of other sources of pollu- ' .
tion on the same watershed.
{c) Where industrial, commercial, or agricultural
efffuents contain significani quantities of potentially toxic
elements, treatment requirements shall be determined utiliz-
ing approprizate bioassays.
{d) Industrial cooling waters containing significant heat
loads shall be subjeciad to offstream cooling or heat recovery
prior to discharge to public waters.
{e) Positive protection shall be provided to prevent
bypassing of raw or inadequately treated industrial wastes to
any public waters.
{f) Facilities shall be provided to prevent and contain
- spills- of potentially toxic or hazardous materials and a
positive program for containment and cleznup of such spills
should they cccur shall be developed and maintained.

Stat. Awth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hiat: DEQ 128, f & ef. 1-21-77

Specizi Policies and Guidelines

340-41-470. (1) In order to preserve the existing high
quality water for municipal water supplies and recreation, it
is the policy of the EQC to prohibit any further waste
discharges to the waters of

(a) The Clackarnas River Subbasin;

{b) The McKenzie River Subbasin above the Hayden
Bridge (river mile 15);

{c) The North Santiam River Subbasin.

(2) The Environmental Quality Commission shall
investigate, together with any other affected state agencies,
the means of maintaining at least existing minimum flow
during the surnmer low flow period.

Stat. Auth: ORS Ch. 458

Hist.: DEQ 128, . &ef. 1-21-77
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¢elicies and Guidelines Generally Applicable to All Basins

340-41-026 (1)(a) Existing high quality waters which
‘exceed those levels necessary to support propagation of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water shall
be maintzined and protected unless the Environmental
Quality Commission chooses. after fuil satisfaction of the
intergovernmental coordination and public participation
provisions of the continuing planning process. 10 lower waler
‘quaiity for necessary and justifiable economic or social
idevelopment. The Director or his designee may allow lower
Jwater quality on a short-term basis in order 10 respond to

lemergencies or to otherwise protect public health and wel-
(fare. In no event, however, may degradation of water quality

_ linterfere with or become injurious to the beneficial uses of
|water within surface waters of the following areas:

{A) National Parks;

(B) National Wild and Scenic Rivers;

{C) Mational Wildlife Refuges;

(D) State Parks.

(b) Point source discharges shall follow policies and
guwidelines (2), (3), and (4), and nonpoint source activities
-ghall follow guidelines (5), (6), {7}, (8), and (9).

(2) In order 1o mainialy the GUATITY O] WALETs inl (HE State |
of Oregomn, it is the policy of the EQC to require that growth
and development be agcommodated by increased efficiency
and sffectiveness of waste treatment and control such that
measurable future discharged waste loads from existing
sources do not excead presently allowed discharged loads
unless otherwise specifically approved by the EQC.

{3) FOF any new Wasie sources, allernaiives wiich utiliize &

- reuse or disposal with no discharge to public waters shall be

i given highest priority for use wherever practicable. New

i source discharges may be approved by the Department if no P

i measurable adverse impaci ou water quality or beneficial ‘
uses will occur. Significant or large new sources must be

| approved by the Environmenial Quality Commission.

;‘ (4) No discharges of wastes to lakes or reservoirs shall be
allowed without specific approval of the EQC.

(5) Log handling in public waters shall conform to
current EQC policies and guidelines.

{(6) Sand and gravel removal operations shall be con-
ducted pursuant to a permit froin the Division of State Lands
| and separated from the active flowing stream by a water-tight

; berm wherever physically practicable. Recirculation and

i reuse of pracess water shall be required wherever practicable.

¢ Discharges, when allowed, or seepage or feakage losses to

" public waters shall not cause a violation of water quality

" standards or adversely affect legitimate beneficial uses.

; {7 Logging and forest management activities shall be

. conducted in accordance with the Oregon Forest Practices

© Act 20 2s to minimize adverse effects on water quality.

_ {8) Road building and maintenance activities shall be
conducted in a manner 5o as 10 keep waste materials out of
public waters and minimize erosion of cut banks, fills, and

_ road surfaces.

: (9) In order to improve controls over nonpoint sources :

" of pollution, federal, state, and loca! respurce management i
agencies will be encouraged and assisted to coordinate plan- ;
ning and implementation of programs to regulate or control ‘j
runoff, erosion, turbidity, stream temperature, stream flow, i
and the withdrawal and use of irmgation water on a basin-
wide approach 50 as to protect the quality and beneficial uses

v, 4]
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%%\{ \ Petmit Number:

File Number: 36320
Page 1 of & Pages

NATTONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Environmental Qualit
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, OK 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Izzued pursuant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSUED TO: SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
outfall  Qutfall
City of Halsey o Type of Waste =~ Number ~  Location
P.0O., Box 35 .
Halsey, OR 97348 Domestic Sewage 001 Muddy Creek
(R.M. 23)

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFOBRMATION:

3 cell lagoon sewage treatment Basin: Willamette

lant located 1) miles west of Subbasin: Middle Willamette
Ealsez off hwy 228 (T 145, R 4W, Stream: Muddy Creek

Sec. Hydro Code: 20-MUDM 23.0D

County: Linn
EPA REFFRENCE NO: OR-002239-0
TIssued in response to Application No. 999366 received December 4, 19856,

This permit is issued based on the land use findings in the permit record.

Fred Hansen, Director Date

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or trevoked, the permittee is
authorized to construct, install, modify, or operate a waste water
collection, treatment, control and disposal system and discharge to public
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with all
the requirements, limitationsg, and conditions set feorth in the attached
schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Waste Disposgal Limitations not to he Exceeded. .. 2-3
Schedule B - Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements. .. 4-5
Schedule € - Compliance Conditions and Schedules............. 5
Schedule D - Special Conditions.......... ... ... ..o, 6
General Conditions........ .. .. . . i Attached

Each other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited,

This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for
compliance with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule,
standard, ordinance, order, judgment, or decree,

c-1
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Pages

Interim Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permit

Issuance,

a. Outfall Number 001

(1)

June 1 - October 31: No discharge to state waters is

permitted.

(2) November 1 - April 30:

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly 1b/day lb/day 1bs
BOD 40 mg/L 45 mg/l 63 72 126
TSS 50 mg/3 80 mg/1 79 128 158
FC per 100 ml 200 400
{3) Other Parameters Limitations

pH (year-round)

Average dry weather flow

to the treatment facility
(Mass discharge limitations
based on 0,190 MGD)

Shall be within the range

6.0-9.0

0.096 MGD

b. OQutfall Number 002 (spray irrigation) June 1 - October 31

(1

(2)

(3)

No discharge to state waters is permitted, All wastewater shall be
distributed on land for dissipation by evapotranspiration and
controlled seepage by following sound irrigation practices so as to

prevent:

a. Prolonged ponding of waste on the ground surface;

b. Surface runoff or subgurface drainage through drainage tile;
c. The creation of odors, fly and mosquiteo breeding and other

nuisance conditions:; and

d. The overloading of land with nutrients or organics.

Prior to land application of the treated wastewater, it shall receive
at least the equivalent of secondary treatment and disinfection to
reduce fecal coliform to 200 organisms/100 ml on a monthly average,
with no gample to exceed 400 organisms/100 ml.

Unless approved otherwise in writing by the Department, a
deep-rooted,permanent grass cover shall be maintained on the land
disposal area at all times and be periedically cut to insure maximum
evapotranspiration and protect the site from erosion,
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Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Attainment of
Operational Level as Required by Schedule €, Condition 1l,e. of this Permit. '
a. Outfall Number 001

(1) May 1 - October 31: No discharge to public waters

(2) November 1 - April 30:

...Average Effluent . . . Monthly  Weekly . Daily
Concentrations Average Average Max Imum

Parameter Monthly  Weekly 1b/day ib/day 1bs

BOD 30 mg/l 45 mg/l 99 149 198

TSS 50 mg/l 80 mg/l 164 246 328

FC per 100 ml 200 400
{3) Other Parameters Limitations

pH (year-round) Shall be within the range
6.0-9.0

No discharge to Muddy Creek iz permitted when the effluent BOD
concentration in mg/l, divided by the dilution factor of the
receiving stream exceeds (.48 or a minimum stream flow of 75 CFS
is measured.

Average dry weather flow

to the treatment facility 0.197 MGD
(Mass discharge limitations

based on 0.394 MGD)

BOD & TSS removal efficlency Shall not be less than 85
percent monthly average

Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this

permit, mo wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which will violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in 0AR
340-41-445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zomne shall be that portion of Muddy Creek 25 feet
wide and beginning 10 feet upstream and extending 50 feet downstream
from the point of discharge to Muddy Creek,
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SCHEDULE B

1. Minimum Moniteoring and Report Requirements
{unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

a. Influent
Iltem or Parameter Minimum Freguency Tyvpe of Sample
Total .Flow. (MGD). .. Daily. ... ... .. Continuous

, o recording
Flow Meter Calibration 2/year Verification
BOD-5 2/month Compositel

TSS 2 fmonth Composite1

ph 3/week Grab

b. Outfall Number 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall) when

discharging,
Item or Parameter Minimum Freguency Type of Sample
Total Flow (MGD) Daily Continuous
Recording

Flow Meter Calibration 2/Yeatr Verification
BOD-5 2 /month Compositel
TSS 2/month Composite1
pH 3/week Grab
Fecal Coliform Monthly Grab
Quantity Chlorine Used Daily Measurement
Chlorine Residual Daily Grab
Average Percent Removed Monthly Calculation

(BOD and TSS)

c. Outfall Number Q02 {spray irrigation) when discharging

Ttem or Parameter Minimum Frequency Type of Sample
Total Flow {(GPD) Daily Measurement
BOD-5 Monthly Grab

TSS Monthly Grab

pH Weekly Grab

Chlorine residual Daily Grab

Fecal Coliform Monthly Grab

lerab gamples to be taken until censtruction of the upgraded or improved sewage
collection, treatment and disposal facility is complete as required by Schedule
C, Condition l.c, of this permit,
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d. Other Parameters (when discharging to Muddy Creek)

Item or Parameter Minimum Frequency Type of Sample
Creek Flow (MGD) Daily Measurement?
BOD Dilution Factor 2 /month Calculationd

dule C Condition l.c. of this permit.
equation to be used for the BOD dilution factor is

(Effluent BODs Concentration) x (Effluent Flow, MGD)
Creek Flow, MGD

Monitoring reports (DMRs) shall include a record of the location, gquantity
and method of use of all sludge removed from the treatment facility and a
record of all applicable equipment breakdowns and bypassing.

Reporting Procedures

Monitering results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting
period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the Department
by the 15th day of the following month.

SCHEDULE C

liance Conditions and Schedules

1.

The permittee is required to make mnecessary improvements and/or upgrade the
sewage collection, treatment and disposal facilities in order to achieve
compliance with the effluent limitations specified in Schedule A, Condition
2, in accordance with the following:

a, By no later than February 28, 1989, the permittee shall submit complete
enginearing plans and specifications for construction of necessary
improvements. In addition, the permittee shall submit with the
engineering plans and specifications an on-going inflow and
infiltration correction and maintenance program and schedule for
Department review and approval.

b, By no later than May 31, 1989, the permittee shall award construction
bids for completion of necesggsary improvements. Progress reports are

required at 6 month intervals from award of bid.

c. By no later than October 31, 1989, the permittee shall complete
construction of the necessary improvements.

C-5
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d. By no later than October 31, 1989 the permittee shall implement an
approved inflow and infiltration (I/I) correction and maintenance
program to remove a minimum of 25% of excessive I/1 as identified in
the Septembher 1988 Facility Plan over a three year period, An annual
report shall be submitted to the Department by September 1 of each year
which details sewer collection maintenance activities that have been
done in the previous vear and outlines those activities planned for the
following vear.

e, .”Bj.ﬁo iéféf than February 1, ibgd; the perﬁittee shall attain
operational level of the facilities to meet permit limits.

2. The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have been
established in this schedule. Either prior to or no later than 14 days
- following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall submit to the
Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with the established
schedule. The Director may revise a schedule of compliance if he determines
good and valid cause resulting from events over which the permittee has
little or no control.

SCHEDULE D

Special Conditions

1. The permittee shall continue to operate a spray ilrrigation disposal program
to the extent practicable within weather and soil conditions, to increase
the holding capacity of the existing lagoon system until the plant is
upgraded to provide for treatment and dry weather holding capacity as
required by Schedule C, Condition 1 of this permit.

2, In the event the permittee finds it necessary to remove accumulated sludge
~solids from the lagoons, the permittee shall submlit a sludge management
plan developed in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Division 50 prior to removing sludge.

P36320W (CRW)




Monthly average effluent
concentrations

Monthly average
mass loading

Daily maximum
mass loading
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DISCHARGE LIMITS
City of Halsey

Current Permitted

... Discharge of
0.192 MGD

{Nov. 1 to Apr. 30)

30 mg/1l BOD
50 mg/1l TSS

48 lbs/day BCD
80 lbs/day TSS

96 1lbs BCD
160 1bs TSS

ATTACHMENT D

Requested Permitted
.. Discharge of
0.394 MGD
(Nov. 1 to Apr. 30)

30 mg/1l BOD
50 mg/1 TSS

99 lbs/day BOD
164 lbs/day TSS

198 1lbe BOD
328 lbs TSS




ATTACHMENT E

TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: November 3, 1988

FROM: Fred Hansen, Director

SUBJECT: - Proposed Criteria for Consideration .of Increased Loadings. Due. to
Expansions of Existing Sewage Treatment Plants or Industrial
Sources.

BACKGROUND

Oregon Administrative Rule (DAR) 340-41-026(2) states: "In order to maintain
the quality of waters in the State of Oregon, it is the policy of the EQC to
require that growth and development be accommodated by increzased efficiency

and effectiveness of waste treatment and contrel such that measurable future
discharged waste loads from existing sources do not exceed presently allowed
discharged loads unless otherwise specifically approved by the EQC."

This policy statement was adopted by the Commission in January, 1977, and is
one of two basic components of the Department’s current water quality
management strategy as it relates to the control of point source discharges.
The second component is reflected in the minimum design criteria for treat-
ment and control of wastes as stated in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR)
340-41., These criteria are specific for each of Oregon’s nineteen river
basins and specify the minlmum treatment design levels for both sewage
treatment plants and industrial waste water sources. - The treatment levels
for sewage treatment plants, in part, state specific numerical criteria.

For industrial gources, on the other hand, the criteria require highest and
best practicable treatment and control which means that, as technology
improves with time, the criteria become more stringent.

When developed, the minimum design criteria were designed to assure that
projected growth during the twenty vear planning period would not result in
any additional waste loadings to the state's waters,

The regulations also provide that wherever minimum design criteria for waste
treatment and control facilities set forth in the rules are more stringent
than applicable federal standards and treatment levels currently being
provided (emphasis provided), upgrading to the more stringent requirements
will be deferred until it is necessary to expand or otherwise modify or
replace the existing treatment facilities. (0AR 340-41-120{3) (<))

This water guality management strategy has been extremely beneficial to the
protection of Oregon’'s water quality. It has forced the advance of treat-
ment technology which might not have otherwise occurred. It recognizes
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Memo to Environmental Quality Commission
November 3, 1988

that Oregon's water bodies have a finite capacity to assimilate wastes and
still meet water quality standards, Consequently, i1t has helped preserve
the remaining, unused asgsimilative capacity of Oregon's rivers and streams
by minimizing the increase of discharges into them. The strategy, however,
inherently causes disparities that, over time, have become more glaring.
First, because the strategy is not triggered for existing facilities until
there is a need to upgrade or expand, some facilities still are only
required to meet the minimum treatment level required by the Federal govern-
ment.

The second disparity arises when a new sewage source isg preposed for dis-
charge. The new source may only be required to meet the basin’s numerical
standard for sewage treatment plants if adequate stream flow is available
and uses will be protected. Theoretically, the new source could be located
next to an existing source that, because of expansions due to growth, has
had to progressively increase its level of treatment resulting in effluent
limits much more stringent than the basin standard required of the new
source,

Historically, the Department always evaluates the potential effects on water
quality from proposed new or expanded sources. This evaluation, among

other things, considers the dilution capabilities of the receiving stream
and, in conjunction with the water quality management strategy discussed
above, has represented the basic approach to controlling wastewater dis-
charges from point sources. Admittedly, it is more of a technology-hased
approach than a strict water quality approach. However, it is not intended
to allow loads to increage to the carrying capacity of the streams.

ISSUES

i, As discussed above, application of this strategy can create some
digparities or inequities between adjacent or similar sources. The
Department does not helieve that rules can bé written that could
anticipate the potential disparities and eliminate them from arising.
Consequently, the Commisgsion will continue to be faced with requests
from sources to allow increased loadings. The 1issue then seems to be
what criteria should be used in arriving at the decisions. A list of
proposed criteria is attached as Attachment A,

2. Should new municipal sources be allowed only to meet the numerical
minimum design criteria if a similar source along the same river system
has been forced by the stratepgy to meet much more stringent treatment
requirements? To be comparable to the approach for new industrial
sources, it may be more appropriate for new municipal sources to meet
treatment requirements equivalent to the highest level currently being
required on that water body.

3. To what extent should the Commission involve itself in permit issuance

decisions? In most permit actions, the Commission’s role is teo act as
an appeal board. When the strategy was adopted, the Department did not

WJI1z78
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Memo to Environmental Quality Commission
November 3, 1988

envision that the Commission would be faced with very many requests.

In fact, the Department referred only those requests to the Commission
that were considered significant and dealt with the rest through the
regular permit igsuance procedure. The Department helieves that strict
application of the strategy currently required by the rules will force
many minor decisions to the Commission for action, We deo mnot believe
it is a good use of Commission time to consider reoutine requests nor
effective use of Department staff time in preparing Commission staff
reports on these routine requests, We recommend that the Commission
~limit its yeview and required approval to those requests from principal
dischargers as defined by EPA criteria. A list of the principal
dischargers is attached as Attachment B.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATTON

The Director recommends that:

1. The Commission recognize the criteria stated in Attachment A as the
basgis for considering requests for increased leoadings under CAR 30-41-
026(2).

2. The Commission direct the Department to proceed to rule-making to:

a. Change the minimum design criteria so that new municipal sewage

treatment plants must meet the most stringent treatment require-
ments currently imposed on other sources discharging into the same
water body.

b, Limit the sources for which the Commissgion would review requests
for increased loadings to those defined as principal dischargers
by EPA and DEQ,

Richard J. Nichols:kjc
229-5324




PROPOSED CRITERTA FOR CONSTIDERATION OF INCREASED LOADINGS DUE TO
EXPANSIONS OF EXTISTING SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS AND INDUSTRIAL
SOURCES

1. Practicality of options to increased loads. The review of alternatives
to increased loads concludes that there are ne practicable alterna-

tives. Obviously, practicability is not easily defined and must
consider costs, available technology, public concerns, and other issues
such as the environmental consequences of not requiring more stringent
controls. An example: A sewage Creatment plant currently discharges
at a level of 10 mg/l each for BOD-5 and total suspended solids (TS§)
on a monthly average. Growth has caused the plant to reach its capa-
clty. and the city.propoges to double. the size of the plant. . Summer
effluent irrigation is not possible because of steep slopes. Improved
treatment over 10/10 would require expensive treatment technology. The
receiving stream is large and has ample assimilative capacity for
additional waste loadings.

2. Increased loading from_an existing treatment plant is due to: the
extension of sewers to an existing development served by on-site
systems that currently cause a health hazard or groundwater contamina-
tion; the reduction of existing total loads discharged by eliminating
raw sewape by-passes; or the construction of a regional plant to
replace several smaller, less-efficient sewapge treatment plants., In
some cases, a particular sewage treatment plant may be asked to serve
additional areas outside its existing service area to eliminate a water
qualiity or public health concern. An example of this situation would
be the City of Gresham which is extending sewers into mid-Multnomah
County to eliminate the use of cesspools for waste disposal as required
by the Environmental Quality Commission. The Commission allowed
Gresham to retain its effluent concentration limits rather than provide
a higher degree of treatment when gerving mid-Multnomah County. In
another case, a city's sewerage system is overtaxed with extraneous
water, causing the sewer system to frequently by-pass raw waste and the
plant to operate inefficiently. The excess water in the system
resulted from combined gaiiitary and storm sewers, and groundwater
infiltration due to leaky sewers. To address such a problem, the City
of North Bend improved its sewer system and is expanding ite plant.
They are being allowed to maintain their effluent concentration limits.
Finally, a plant may be selected to serve as a regional facility to
replace a number of nearby smaller plants that are less efficient and
would otherwise need to expand. The expanded sewage treatment plant at
Roseburg is a case where this has happened. The upgrade of the Rose-
burg plant required a higher summer treatment level to meet the Umpqua
Basin treatment and effluent dilution criteria. However, -they were
given higher winter permitted load limits for the larger plant flow
while retaining secondary treatment during the wet weather season.

WIi1278 E -4



3. Environmental trade-offs may outweigh the benefits of restricting
seasonal increased loadings. In some cases, there may be environmental
advantages to allowing an increased loading to a particular stream. In
addition, there may be undesirable environmental effects to the "no
increase" alternative. Some examples:

a. Philomath had an old conventional sewage treatment system that
discharged reasonably well-treated effluent to the Marys River
year-round. The new plant i1s a lagoon system that stores effluent
through the summer so that no discharge occurs during the critical
water quality periecd. Thus, loadings to the river are increased
in the winter, but the flows in the Marys River are much greater
at that time and the impacts significantly less.

b.  Some smaller cities have few resources available to properly
operate and maintain a mechanical sewage treatment plant. TIn
such situations, it may be preferable to allow expansion of their
present lagoon system resulting in increased loads during the wet
weather period rather than requiring them to install a more
efficient mechanical facility that cannot be reliably operated and
maintained. An example would be the small sewage treatment plant
at Henley School outgide of Klamath Falls. The school district
invariably seems to fair to put in the time and resources to
properly operate and maintain its mechanical sewage treatment
plant. Consequently, the plant frequently malfunctions and
discharges much poorer effluent quality than would have been
discharged by a lagoon which requires less operation and main-
tenance.

C. Although energy considerations have seemed to dim in most peoples’
minds, it should still be a high priority with DEQ. While mechan-
ical plants can achieve much better treatment than other less
"high tech" systems, they do consume greater amounts of energy
compared to lagoons and other "low tech" systems. In places where
land is abundant and water quality consliderations are not a
concern because of ample dilution, low energy systems should be

" preferable. ' . ' o :

d. High tech treatment systems also can generate secondary environ-
mental problems that should be sericusly considered., Large
volumes of sludge is one example of a secondary problem that can
be generated by installation of more sophisticated sewage treat-
ment technology. In many areas wegt of the Cascade Mountains, the
sludges may be difficult to dispose of, especially during the
winter and spring, and may be of greater potential threat to
public health and the environment than by allowing increased
effluent loadings to the river during periods of high flow.

WJ1278 E -5



ATTACHMENT B

-ADDITIONS

OREGON MAJOR INDUSTRIAL PERMITS AS OF APRIL 1,

NAME

Chevron Chemical Company

‘Dee Forest Products, Inc.

Evanite Hardboard, Inc.

. Georgia Pacific Corp.

Internafional Paper Co.
James River 11, Iné.
James River II, Inc.
Northwest Aluminum
Ore-Ida Corporation
Oregon Metallurgical
?énnﬁéit.Corporation

Pope & Talbot Pulp
ﬁortland General Electric
Reynolds Metals'
Rhone-Poulenc, Inc.
smurfit Newsprint

Smurfit Newsprint _
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
Tillamook County Creamery
Weyerhaeuser Company
Weyerhaeuser Company
Weyerhaeuser éompany
Willamette Industries

DELETIONS

E-6

- Hanna Mining and Nickel
- . Dee Forest Products, Inc. OR0O00186-4

LOCATION
S5t. Helens
Dee
Corvallis

Toledo

‘Gardiner!

Wauna
West Linn
The Dallqs

Ontario

~Albany

Portiana

Halsey

-Prescott

Troutdale
Portland
Newberé
Oregon City
Albany |
Tillamook

North Bend

Klamath Falls

Springfield

Albany

CRO0OO162-7

1988

REF. NO. TYPE
OR000163~5 Fertilizer
ORU00186~-4 Hardboard
OR000029-~9 Hardboard
OROG0134-1 Pulp&Paper
OR000022-1 Pulp&Paper
0R000079:5 Pulp&Paper
OR000078-7 Pulp&Paper
'OR000170-8 Aluminum
OR000240~2 Potatoes
OR000171-1 Titanium

' OR000159~7 Chlorine
OR000107-~4 Pulpé&Paper
OR0023§5~1 Nuc. Power
OR000006-0 Aluminum
OROQ0174-1 Pesticide
ORO00055~-8. . Pulpé&Paper
OR0O00056=6 Pulp&Paper
OR000111-2 Zirconium
OR000014~1 Cheese
dR000211~9 Pulp&Paper
OR000254~2 Wood Prod.
OR0O00051~-5 Pulp&Paver
OR0OQ0044-2 Pulp&Paper

(Closed)

{Re-opened)
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Alternative Description

COST COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

City of Halsey

Total Capital Cost

1. Lagoon system, winter
discharge, summer spray
irrigation, 75% I/1
reduction.

Total
EPA Cost
City Cost

51,098,890
$ 531,878
$ 567,012

ATTACHMENT F

2. Lagoon system with
effluent polishing using
intermittent sand filter

Total
EFA Cost
City Cost

$693,420
$233,353
$460,067

3. Lagoon system, winter
discharge, summer spray
irrigation, 25% I/I
reduction

Total
EPA Cost
City Cost

5694275
$233,353
$460,922

4. Lagoon system, winter
discharge, summer
holding

WJ1278

Total
EPA Cost
City Cost

$449 920
$233,353
$216,567

Annual  Monthly
Cost/ Charge/
Annual Operations  House- House-
& Maintenance Cost hold hold
550,311 S4590 $41.00
$43,384 $418 $36.00
$60,766 S461 $38.00
$34,957 5283 $24.00




ATTACHMENT G

Evaluation of Proposed Load Increases on
Muddy Creek from the City of Halsey'’s Sewage Treatment Plant

The Water Quality Plamming Section evaluated the proposed discharge load of
treated sewage effluent between November 1 and April 30, the winter wet
weather discharge period. Insufficient stream flow due to summer irrigation
uses prevents the Department from permitting Halsey to discharge between May

1. .and October 31, so.the. evaluation was. limited to.the. winter wet weather. .. ... ... ..

period only.

Although limited winter wet weather stream flow data are available for Muddy
Creek, it is known that the creek can overtop its banks during certain
periods of intense rainfall. Therefore, to evaluate the appropriateness of
the propesed discharge load on water quality, the minimum stream flow
necessary for the proposed treated effluent discharge to have a negligible
effect on instream dissolved oxygen was calculated.

Worst case assumptlons were used in the analysis to determine the needed
minimum stream flow at design flow and assuming the discharge of the pro-
posed daily maximum BODg5 effluent concentration. Because limited water
quality data is available for Muddy Creek, several assumptions included
Calapooia River water quality conditions. The Muddy Creek features are
similar to the Calapooia and it lies within & similar drainage aresa.

The assumptions used in the analysis included:

L. The permitted maximum daily waste load could be as high as 198 lbs BODg
at design. This value is based on a BODg concentration of 60 mg/1 (two
times the proposed secondary effluent criteria of 30 mg/1l monthly
average) at design flow.

2. The stream water temperature in November and April could reach a high
of 15° C. At this temperature dissolved oxygen at 100 percent satura-
tion equates to 10.15 mg/]l dissolved oxygen. At these warmer water
temperatures, less dissolved oxygen is gaturated in water compared to
cooler water temperatures. The water quality standard of a minimum of
95 percent dissolved oxygen for Muddy Creek translates te an instream
dissolved oxygen concentration standard of 9.65 mg.l at this tempera-
ture, Thus, even at warmer temperatures, approximately 0.5 mg/l
dissolved oxygen may be available to assimilate waste.

3. Under these worst case situations, a minimum stream flow of 75 cfs
would agsure that if the maximum daily BODs was fully exerted, the
instream dissolved oxygen standard would be maintained. If the dis-
solved oxygen concentration upstream of the proposed discharge was less
than 10.15 mg/1 at 15° € (95% saturation), the propossd discharge lecad
would not add to any potential in-stream dissolved oxygen concerns,
even under maximum permitted discharge loadings. The relationship of a
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minimum stream flow of 75 cfs to the proposed discharge flow and daily
maximum BODs equates to a dilution factor of 0,48,

4, This minimum stream flow calculation assumes that the oxygen demand of
60 mg/l BODs is fully exerted. Potential oxygen demand due to ammonia
is assumed to be part of the 60 mg/l dally maximum BODs. Stabilization
ponds are capable of some nitrogen removal during the summer months.
in addition, winter stream conditions do not promote nitrification
(oxygen demand by bacteria in the conversion of ammonia to nitrate
unless water temperatureg are high). In order for discharges to be
allowed during the November 1 through April 1 period, Halsey's permit
requires a minimum stream flow of 75 cfs or a dilution factor of 0.48,
This requirement would allow Halsey to discharge a volume of treated

_effluent under the design flow of. 0.3%4 mgd or of higher quality than
60 mg/l BODs if stream flows are less than 75 cfs, as long as the
dilution factor is not exceeded. In addition, Halsey's permit requires
installation of a staff gauge and regular stream flow monitoring during
the discharge period.

In addition tec the evaluation of the proposed discharge with respect to

dissolved oxygen, several other parameters were evaluated., This evaluation
concludes that:

1. Review of water quality data for fecal coliform bacteria in the Cala-
pooia River indicates that the concentrations of fecal coliform rou-
tinely exceed concentrations identified in the standard during winter
months. In practice, these exceedances do not occur during the recrea-
tion season and are not be considered to significantly affect benefi-
cial uses. High levels of fecal coliform are common in many streams in
Oregon during high runoff events probably due to discharges from
failing septic tank systems and other pootrly controlied nonpoint
sources. Since there are no fecal coliform data available for Muddy
Creek, and Muddy Creek features are sgimilar to the Calapooia, we would
expect similar high fecal coliform densities in Muddy Creek during the
winter months, The Department has no data that would assocciate these
high fecal celiform concentrations with a point source such as the
Halsey sewage treatment plant., - The proposed expansion and upgrade of
the Halsey plant would insure that the effluent discharged to Muddy
Creek would not violate fecal coliform standards. The beneficial use
of contact recreation does not appear to be impaired due to fecal
coliform from the discharge by Halsey. Effluent from the upgraded
sewage treatment facility would provide adequate treatment and disin-
fection such that the treated effluent itself will meet in-stream water
quality standards for fecal coliform bacteria. The Department believes
that the system proposed by Halsey will, if anything, reduce fecal
coliform levels in Muddy Creek.

2. Nutrient loads of phosphorus and ammonia should not result in nuisance
algal growth due to physical limitations during the winter discharge
period.

3. To prevent chlorine texicity to trout which use the Muddy Creek for

passage, the chlorine residual should not exceed 0.11 mg/l chlorine in
the mixing zone, At a minimum stream flow of 75 cfs, this calculates
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to an effluent chlorine residual of 1.3 mg/l or 4.4 1bs. Dechlorina-
tion is not needed to achieve this concentration. During the review of
engineering plans and specifications for the proposed improvements, the
Department will ensure that the treatment facility's chlorine contact
chamber is designed to meet the fecal coliform bacterial standard with
levels of chlorine below 1 mg/l effluent chleorine residual..

4, Using effluent conductivity data collected during a mixing zone evalua-
tion of Halsey’s existing discharge, an effluent concentration of 600
mg/1 total dissolved solids (TDS) can be calculated. At permitted
flows, the TDS load would be 2000 1bs/day. The instream concentration
of TDS would increase by 5 mg/l. No instream data on TDS is available;
however, estimates of the 5 mg/l increase can be compared to the
Willamette Basin total dissolved solids guldeline of 100 mg/l using
Calapooia water quality data. The reported median TDS concentration
for the Calapooia is 93 mg/l. Thus, Muddy Creek water quality as a
result of the proposed Halsey discharge may approach the guideline
concentration of 100 mg/l TDS.

5. Instream temperature should not be affected by the proposed discharge.

Pond effluent temperature should be similar to ambient stream tempera-
tures during the proposed discharge peried.
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NEE. GOLDSCHMIDT
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Agenda Item H, December §, 1988, EQC Meeting
. Growth apd Development Be Accommodated Within Existing Permitted Loads)

ISSUR

Cregon regulations require that existing wastewater point source dischargers
improve the level of treatment as pgrowth occurs, so that total wasteloads to
state waters do not increase. This anti-degradation policy allows for
exceptions to be made by the Commission, on a case-by-case basis. The City of
Adair Village has requested a wasteload increase.

REQUEST FOR COMMISSTON ACTTION

Request for Exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy Reguiring

by the City of Adair Village, Oresgon

SUMMATTON

The City of Adair Village is proposing to expand its existing sewage
treatment facilities. This expansion and upgrade is necessary to eliminate
inadequate treatment facilities and to allow reserve capacity for expected
population growth over the next twenty vyears.

All reasonable alternative methods and levels of treatment were evaluated as
part of the facilities planning process. Environmental impacts and cost
information were examined for each alternative,

The expected impact of increased wasteloads on existing water quality, the
potential for vicolating water quality standards, and the impact on the
beneficial uses of the receiving stream were evaluated. The Department
determined that the requested wasteload increase could be granted without
violating water quality standards or impairing beneficial uses.

The cost of constructing, operating and maintaining the new treatment
facilities were determined for each alternative treatment method. The
costs for the treatment facilities capable of meeting existing load limits
were prohibitively high, and far exceed EPA construction grants guidelines
for "affordable" treatment works,

DIRECTOR 'S RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission grant the requested wasteload
increase for the City of Adair Village.

Tor Lucas:kjc
WJ1285

229-5415
November 9, 1988
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NEL SOLDSOAMIET 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject:- - - Agenda ITtem H, December-9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Request for Exceptions to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy
Requiring Growth and Development be Accommodated Within Existing
Permitted Loads) By the City of Adair Village.

BACKGROUND

The City of Adair Village has an existing sewage treatment plant operating in
violation of its permit limits, causging documented water quality problems. Adair
Village is addressing these water quality concerns by applying for and receiving
an EPA construction grant and a Gommunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) for
planning and construction.

As required prior to EPA grant issuance and construction activitieg, Adair
Village prepared a wastewater facilities plan. This plan evaluated all
reasonable treatment and disposal alternatives for environmental impact, capital
and operating expenses, and reliability., A twenty year planning period with
population growth consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan was
used in evaluating each alternative. The City’s financial capability to
construct and operate an upgraded treatment plant was also analyzed.

The new Adalr Village sewage treatment plant design is required to meet federal
and state effluent standards, as well as numerous in-stream standards and
limitations to protect water quality and the beneficial uses for the Willamette
River (the proposed receiving stream). Growth and development are required to be
accommodated within the permitted wasteloads for the existing Adair Village
treatment facility, unless otherwise approved by the Envirommental Quality
Commission. These applicable effluent standards and in-stream standards are
summarized in Attachment A, The full text of the standards is included in
Attachment B.

Adair Village has selected the cost effective treatment alternative that will
meet all effluent concentration limits, other treatment requirements such as
proper disinfection, and will meet all in-stream protection standards at full
design flows. However, the proposed alternative will exceed the currently
permitted pounds per day limits for Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and Total
Sugpended Solids (TSS) during winter discharges. The proposed increases in
winter discharges will be mitigated by eliminating all discharges to public
waters during the summer, when receiving streams are more sensitive to pollutant
loads. All discharges will be during the wet weather period when streamflows are
high and recreational use is low.
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The Commission's policy is stated in QAR 340-41-026: "In order to maintain the
gquality of waters in the State of Oregon, 1t is the policy of the EQC to require
that growth and development be accommodated by increased efficiency and
effectiveness of waste treatment and control such that future discharge loads
from existing sources do not exceed presently allowed discharged loads unless
otherwise specifically approved by the EQC." Adair Village has requested that
the Commission grant an exception to allow for increased winter discharge loads.

~-A-propesed NPDES permit renewal has been drafted that includes. the proposed
increased wasteload limits to be applicable upon completicen of the improvements.
The permit draft was made available for public comment in accordance with publie
notification requirements for NPDES permits. A public hearing on the proposed
permit and load increase issue was held November 17, 1988. Public comment will
be summarized, evaluated and included asg an addenda for this staff report prior
to the EQC meeting on December 9, 1988. The proposed NPDES permit is included in
Attachment G,

EVATLUATTON

Adair Villapge, located ten miles north of Corvallis, has a population of 330,
Its sewage treatment plant was originally built in 1958. It discharges to Bowers
Slough, a tributary of the Willamette River. (8ece Attachment D)

The plant effluent is discharged year round to Bowers Slough. Summer flows in
Bowers Slough are minimal to non-existent, except for the treatment plant
effluent. Stream flows do not provide the minimum dilution requitred to prevent
nuisance and potential public health concerns. A water quality survey aof Bowers
Slough upstream and downstream of the discharge point showed a violation of the
dissolved oxygen standard downstream. Because of permit violations and the
inadequate receiving stream, DEQ directed Adair Village to upgrade its sewage
treatment plant and relocate the dlscharge point to an acceptable rece1v1ng
stream by March 1, 1990.

The proposed new sewage treatment facility will provide capacity to serve the
population equivalent of approximately 970 (880 residents, 90 population
equivalent from schools, offices, commercial development). The projected
population was determined based on a 2.33%/year increase over the mext twenty
years, which is consistent with the adopted and acknowledged Adair Village
Comprehensive Plan, The new treatment lagoons will provide for summer storage of
wastewater, and winter discharge to the Willamette River.

Evaluation Based On Criteria Discussed At November 3., 1988 Work Session

The Department's staff report presented on November 3, 1988 (Attachment E)
recommended that three factors be used to evaluate any request for a wasteload
increase. A proposed wasteload increase would not be required to gqualify under
all three categories. However, all three factors should be considered in the
Department's evaluation. In addition to considering these three factors, the
Commission directed the Department to comprehensively evaluate the impact of any
proposed wasteload increase on water quality and beneficial uses.
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Are There Any Practical Alternatives To The Proposed Wasteload Increase?

There are several treatment options that are capable of meeting the current
mass load requirements, using readily available technology. The principal
and significant disadvantage of these alternatives is the very high cost,
which renders them prohibitively expensive to City residents. The
alternatives considered are briefly described and associated costs shown in
Attachment F.

For small communities, the cost of providing basic collection and treatment
of sewage is becoming increasingly expensive. The treatment alternative
proposed by Adair Village which includes a load increase will result in a
cost to each household of $35/month, or $421/year. The least cost treatment
alternative capable of meeting the existing load limits (no load increase)
would cost approximately $63/month, or $750/year for each household. This
compares to Portland’s monthly charge of $8.65, Salem’'s $11.00/month, and
Tangent's (population about the same as Adair Village) $17.00/month.

The financial capability of each community to afford a sewerage project is
evaluated by the Department prior to EPA grant award. Using EPA

guidelines, it is recommended but not required that no project cost more
than 1.75% of median household income. The chosen alternative, which
includes a load increase, will cost each resident on average 2.3% of median
household income. The least cost alternative capable of meeting the no load
increase requirement would be about 4.l% of median household income, far
beyond what is considered an "affordable" project.

Ts The Increase In Wasteload At This Discharge Point Due To Relocating
Existing Wasteloads?

This factor is not relevant to expansion and upgrade at the Adair Village
sewdage treatment facility. The load increases that are being requested are
‘largely to accommodate future growth, rather than to serve existing
wasteloads from failing septic tanks or other existing sources not currently
reaching the sewage treatment plant. Prudent planning of public services
requireg that capacity be provided to accommodate reasonable growth., This
planning is also required as part of developing a comprehensive land use
plan under Oregon land use planning laws and regulations, and as part of the
EPA grants program. The projected population growth for Adair Village is
consistent with the adopted and acknowledged comprehensive land use plan for
Adair Village.

Are There Envirommental Trade-0ffs That Outweigh The Benefits Of
Restricting Wasteload Tncreases?

The proposed project will result in a significant improvement in water
quality. The most significant impact will occur when the discharge to
Bowers Slough is eliminated, and relocated to the Willamette River where
adequate dilution for thig discharge is available. A second improvement
will result from the elimination of summer discharges to the Willamette
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River system, when flows are lower and public use of the river is much
greater,

The existing and proposed mass load limits are shown in Attachment G. The
proposed BOD wasteloads will be slightly less than existing limits on an
annual basis (a 4% decrease), but will be concentrated in the winter months
(November 1 through April 30) with no discharge allowed during the other six
months. The proposed TS5 wasteloads will inerease by about 3/% on an annual
..basis.

What Will Be The Impact Of The Proposed Wasteload On Water Qualitv?

As described in more detail in Attachment H, the effects of the proposed
wasteloads on water quality in the Willamette River were evaluated using
actual existing measured water quality near the proposed discharge point and
proposed maximum allowed daily discharges. Extreme worst case conditions in
the Willamette River were used to determine whether further evaluation was
needed. That is, if the analysis using extreme worst case condltions showed
ne impact on water quality, then one can be confident that there will be no
impact under zll conditions. The following parameters were evaluated:
disgolved oxygen (which is affected by BOD); total dissolved solids;
temperature; fecal coliform bacteria; and potential for nuisance algal
growth.

Even using the extreme worst case condition, the proposed discharge is
expected to have no measurable effect on the Willamette River beyvond a
small mixing zone (twenty-five foot radius of the point of discharge). The
proposed discharge will therefore have no impact on beneficial uses in the
Willamette River,

The impact on dissolved oxygen saturation 1s calculated at the worst to be a
drop of 0.11%. This calculated decrease is considered negligible and is .
within the reporting error for dissolved oxygen analyses. Willamette River
water quality data collected at Albany, immediately downstream, shows the
dissolved oxygen standard is met 95% of the time during winter discharge
periods {(November through April), based on 60 samples over a ten year
period (a minimum of 90% of saturation for dissolved oxygen is required).
Some minor exceedances of water quality standards are common, and may
indicate a natural variation in water quality. EPA guidance for assessing
water quality suggests that at least 25% of the samples must exceed the
standard before beneficial uses are considered not supported. Based on thig
guidance, the Department concludes that the Willamette River at Albany is
not water quality limited for dissolved oxygen. Further, the negligible
decrease in dissolved oxygen as a result of the requested increased loading
is not expected to cause further exceedances of the dissolved oxypgen
standard.

The proposed sewage treatment facility would provide positive disinfection
such that the treated effluent itself will meet in-stream water quality
standards for fecal coliform bacteria. In addition, the proposed sewer
system upgrade will eliminate the one existing raw sewage bypass point.
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As with almost every stream in Oregon, fecal coliform levels in the
Willamette River sometimes exceed water quality standards in the winter.
Sources of fecal coliform can be run-off from agricultural activities,
failing septic tanks, and untreated sewage bypassed from overloaded sewers.
The proposal from Adair Village would provide adequate treatment and
disinfection, and will eliminate the one raw sewage bypass point. The
Department believes the system proposed by Adair Village will, if anything,
reduce fecal coliform levelg in the Willamette River.

 RECOMMENDATION

The Director recommends that the Commission grant the requested mass load
increase to the City of Adair Village, based on the following findings:

1, The expected impact on water guality will not be measurable beyond a
small mixing zone, and will be offset by the eiimination of all summer
discharges to public waters. There will be no impairment of beneficial
uses or water quality standards violations outside of a small mixing
zZone.

2, The cost of complying with the existing mass load discharge limits
would be unreasonably high.

WMotr Mrneo-
Fred Hansen
Director

BA Burton:kjc

229-5398
WIlz81
Attachments:
A, Summary of Applicable Water Quality Standards
B Text of CFR 40 Part 133, OAR 340-41-455, OAR 340-41-026
G. Proposed NPDES permit for Adair Village
D, Map of Portion of Willamette River Basin
E. "Proposed Criteria for Consideration of Increased Loadings Due to
Expansions of Existing Sewage Treatment Plants or Industrial Sources",
November 3, 1988.
F. Treatment Alternatives and Associated Costs - City of Adair Village
G. Discharge Limits - City of Adair Village
H. Evaluation of the Impact on Water Quality From the Proposed Discharge

Load From the City of Adair Village Sewage Treatment Facility




ATTACHMENT A

Applicable Water Quality Standards
for Adair Villape

All of the following standards apply to the new Adair Village sewage treatment
facility., Where standards conflict, the most stringent applies. The following
regulation descriptions are not the complete text of the regulations, but rather
summarize the portions of interest. The full text of the regulations are
included in Attachment B.

Federal Standards

" CFR 40 Part 133 - Municipal sewage treatment plants are required to meet the
equivalent of secondary treatment. For lagoons operating in Western Oregon,
these effluent standards not to be exceeded are:

Biochemical oxygen demand: 30 mg/l, thirty day average

{BOD) 45 mg/l, seven day average
60 mg/l, daily maximum

Total suspended solids: 50 mg/1, thirty day average

(TsS) 75 mg/l, seven day average

100 mg/1l, daily maximum

Minimum percent removal of BOD and TSS: 85%, monthly average,
unless otherwise allowed by the Department. In no case may the
percent removal be less than 65%.

The EPA acdopted revisions te the secondary treatment regulations in
September 1984 whereby an "treatment equivalent to secondary treatment" may
be allowable for certain lagoon and trickling filter systems on a case-by-
case basis. Treatment systems eligible for consideration for "equivalent
secondary treatment” must demonstrate that the "standard" secondary
treatment limitations are exceeded even with proper operation and
maintenance of the system; a trickling filter or lagoon is used as the
principal process; the treatment works provides significant bioclogical
treatment such that at least a 30-day average of 65 percent removal of BODjg
is achieved, and water quality will not be adversely impacted. For
qualifying facilities, the following equivalent secondary limits may be
applied:

45 mg/l BODs monthly average
65 mg/l BODs weekly average
65% BODsg removal

45 mg/l TSS monthly average, except where an adjustment has been
approved for lagoons.

65 mg/l TSS weekly average, except where an adjustment has been
approved for lagoons.

65% TSS removal.

WI1281 A -
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Oregon has applied the case-by-case "equivalent secondary treatment"
definition to two facilities on an interim basis until such time as the
facilities need to upgrade to accommodate growth. The higher BODg limits
are not proposed for Adair Village, however a percent removal less than 85%
is appropriate for lagoon systems which have alternate approved TSS
concentration limits of either 50 mg/l or 85 mg/l monthly average and where
the influent concentration following a cost-effective I/l analysis will be
less than 333 mg/1 TSS.

Oregon Regulations

—
2

OAR 340-41-455(1)(a),(g),(h) - New or modified municipal sewage treatment
plants in the Willamette River Basin except the Tualatin River Subbasin are
required to meet the following effluent discharge standards to public
waters:

May 1 through October 31:
Biochemical oxygen demand: 10 mg/l, monthly average
Total suspended solids: 10 mg/l, monthly average

or equivalent control such as land application of treated
effluent,.

November 1 through April 30:
Minimum of secondary treatment

Positive protection to prevent the discharge of raw or inadequately
treated sewage shall be provided,

Treated sewapge wastes shall be disinfected to an equivalent to
thorough mixing with sufficient chlorine to provide a residual of at
least 1 part per million after 60 minuteg of contact time.

OAR 340-41-455(1)(£) - New or modified municipal sewage treatment plants
must discharge to streams providing adequate dilution. The effluent BOD
concentration in mg/l, divided by the dilution factor (ratio of receiving
stréam flow to effluent flow) shall not exceed one. ' [Example - if the - -
effluent BOD is 30 mg/l, then the flow in the receiving stream must be at
least 30 times greater than the effluent fiow, ]

OAR 340-41-445 - No wastes may be discharged that cause violations of water
quality standards, outside of a mixing zone of initial dilution designated
by the Department. These water quality parameters for which standards have
been set include: dissolved oxygen as a percent of maximum theoretical
concentration (% saturation); temperature increase; turbidity; pH; fecal
coliform bacteria; dissolved gases that could interfere with beneficial
uses; total dissolved solids; any conditions that are deleterious to fish or
other aquatic life or that affect the potability of drinking water;
aesthetic conditions offensive to human senses; radioisotope concentrations;
and toxic substances.

OAR 340-41-445(4) - Mixing zones for discharges may be established. The
mixing zone shall be as small as possible, and water within the mixing zone
must be free of acutely toxic materials, materials that cause nuisance
conditions such as floating debris and scum, and must minimize adverse

J1281 A - 2
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effects on aquatic /1ife and other bemeficial uses. No discharges are
allowed that will threaten public health.

OAR 340-41-026 - Crowth and development must be accommodated within
existing permitted loads, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission.

WJl281 A -3



PARYT 133—SECONDARY TREATMENT
REGULATION

Sec.

133.100
133.101
133.102
133.103

FPurpose.

Definitions.

Secondary treatment.

Specizsl considerations.

133.104 Sampling and test procedures.

133.106 Treatment eguivelent to secondary
treatment.

AUTHORITY: 8ecs. I01(bXINB), 304(dX1),
304¢d}(4), 308, and 501 of the Federal Water
Polution Control Act as amended by the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1872, the Clean Weater Act
of 1277, and the Municipal Westewster
Treatment Construction QOreant Amend-
ments of 1881, 33 U.B.C. 131ibi}{1XB),
1314(d) (1) and (4), 1318, and 1361; 88 Btat.

8183101 Definitions.

ATTACHMENT B

§ 133.107

i
816, Pub. L. 92-500; 91 Stat, 1567, Pub, L.
95-217; 95 Stat. 1623, Pub. L. #7-117.

Source: 49 FR 37006, Sept. 20, 1984,
uniess otherwise noted,

£133.160 Purpose.

This part provides information on
the level of effluent quality attainable
through the application of secondary
or equivelent treatment.

Terms used in this part are defined
as follows:

(a) “7-day average.” The arithmetic
mean of pollutant parameter values
for samples collected in a period of 7
consecutive days.

(b) “3¢-day average.” The arithmetic
mean of poellutant parameter values of
samples collected in a period of 30 con-
secutive dnys.

(e) “dei,” The Clean Water Act (33
U.8.C. 1251 et seq., as amended).

(d) “BOD.”) The five day measure of
the pollutant parameter biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD).

(e) “CBOD,.” The five day measure
of the pollutant parameter carbona-
ceous biochemical oxygen demand
(CBOD: ).

(£) “Efftuent concentrations consisi-
ently achievable through proper oper-
ation and mainrnfenance.” (1) For a
given polluiant parameter, the 95th
percentile value for the 30-day average

i effluent quality achieved by a treat-
' ment works in 8 period of at least two

years, excluding values at{ributable to
upsets, bypasses, operational errors, or
other unusual conditions, and (2) a 7-
day average value equal to 1.5 times
the velue derived under paragraph
(£31) of this section.

(g) “Facilities eligible for treatment
equivalent to secondary treatment”
Treatment works shall be eligible for
consideration for effiuent limitations
described for treatment equivalent to
secondary treatment (§ 133.165), if:

(1) The BODs and S8 effluent con-
centrations consistently achievable
through proper operation and mainte-
nance (§ 133.101(f)) of the treatment
works exceed the minimum level of
the effluent quality set forth in
$5 133.102(a) and 133.102(b),
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§ 133.102

(2) A trickling filter or waste stabili-

zation pond is used as the principal
process, and

(3) The treatment works provide sig-
nificant biclogical treatment of munic-
ipal wastewater,

(h) “mg/L" Milligrams per liter.

(1) “NPDES.” Naijonal Pollutant

Discharge Flimination System.

iy “Percent removal” A percentage
expression of the remcval efficiency
across a treatment plant for a given
pollutant parameter, as determined
from the 30-day average values of the
raw wastewater influent pollutant comn-
centrations to the facility and the 30-
day average values of the effluent pol-
lutant concentrations for a given time
period,

(k) “Significant biclogical {treat-
ment.’”’ The use of an aerobic or anaer-
olic biological treatment process in &
treatment works to consistently
achieve a 30-day average of a least 66
percent removal of BODs,

(1) "88.” The pollutant parameter
total suspended solids.

(m) “8ignificantly more stringent
limitation” means BOD: and SS limi-
tations necessary to meet the percent
removal requirements of at least 5
mg/1 more siringent than the other-
wise applicable concentration-based
iimitations (e.g., less than 25 mg/1 in
tire case of the secondary treatment
limits for BOD: and 58), or the per-
cent rerioval Umitations in §§ 133.102
and 133.105, if such limits would, by
themselves, force significant construc-
tion or other significant eapital ex-
penditure.

(n) “State Director” means the chief
administrative officer of any State or
interstate agency operating an ‘‘ap-
proved program,” or the delegated
representative of the State Director,

[49 FH 37006, Sept, 20, 1984; 48 FR 40405,
Oct. 16, 1984, as amended at 50 FR 23387,
June 3, 1985}

§133.102 Secendary treatment.

The following paragraphs describe
the minimum level of effluent quality
attainable by secondary treatment in
terms of the parameters-BOD., 88
and pH. All requirements for each pa-
rameter shall be achieved except as
provided for in §§ 133.103 and 133.105.

(a) BOD,.

40 CFR Ch, | (7-1-86 Edition)

(1) The 30-day average shall not
exceed 30 me/l.

(2) The 79-day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/l.

(3} The 30-day average percent re-
meoval shall not be less than 856 per-
cent,

(4) At the option of the NPDES per-

mitiing authority, in lieu of the pa- . -

rameter BOD; and the levels of the ef-
fluent quality specified in paragraphs
{a)(1), (aX2) and (8)3), the parameter
CBOD:; may be substituted with the
following levels of the CBODs effluent
quality providad:

(i) The 30-day average shall not
exceed 25 mg/1.

(i) The %-day average shall not
exceed 40 mg /1.

(iii) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 85 per-
cent.

(b} 88. (1) The 30-day average shail
not exceed 30 mg/).

(2) The 'f.day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/l.

(3 The 30-day sverage percent re-
moval shall not be less than 85 per-
cent.

(¢) pH. The effluent vaiues for pH
shall be maintained within the limits
of €.0 to £.0 unless the publicly owned
treatrnent works demonstrates that:
(1) Inorganic chemicsls are not added
to the waste stream as part of the
treatment process, and (2) contribu-
tions from industrial sources do not
cause the.pH of the effiuent to be less
than 6.0 or greater than 8.0. h ’

{48 FE 37006, Sept. 20, 1984; 49 FR 40405,
Oct. 18, 18841

§133.103 Special considerations.

{a} Combined sewers. Treatment
works subject to this part may not be
capable of meeting the percentage re-
moval requirements established under
§8133.102(2X3) and 133.102(bX3), or
£8 133.105(aX3) and 133.105(bX(3)
during wel weather where the treat-
ment works receive flows from com-
bined sewers (ie., sewers wWhich are de-
signed to transport both storm water
and sanitery sewage). For such treat-
ment works, the decision must be
made on a case-by-case basis as to
whether any attainable percentage re-
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moval level can be defined, and if so,
what the level should be,

(b) Industrial wasies. For certain in-
dustrial categories, the discharge to
navigable waters of BODs and S5 per-
mitted under sections 301(bX 1) A1),
(b¥2XE) or 306 of the Act may be less
stringent than the values given in
£8 133.102¢a) 1), 133.102(ax4xD,
133.102¢hX(1), 133.105¢a¥1),
133.165(bX(1} and 133.106(eX(1)i). In

éages whern wastes would be intros

duced from such an industrial catego-
ry into a publicly owned treatment
works, the values for BOD; and SS in
8§ 133.102(a)(1), 133.102(a)4)(i),
133,102¢h)(1}, 133.108(a)1),
133.105(b){1), and 133.105¢(eX1Xi) may
be adjusted upwards provided that: (1)
The permitted discharge of such pol-
lutants, attributable to the industrial
category, would not be greater than
that which would be permitted under
sections 301(b)X 1) AX1), 30K(DI2KE) or
308 of the Act if such industrial cate-
gory were to discharge directly into
the navigable waters, and (2) the flow
or loading of such pollutants intro-
duced by the industrial category ex-
ceeds 10 percent of the design flow or
loading of the publicly owned treat-
ment works, When such an adjust-
ment is made, the values for BOD: or
S8 in §§ 133.102(2)2), 133.102¢a)4)(iD),
§ 133.102(bX2), 133.105(a)2),
133,105(b)(2), and 133. 105(e)(1)(ii)
_should be adjusted propg

Regional Administrator, or, if appro-
priate, State Director subject to EPA
approval, is authorized to adjust the
minimum levels of effluent quality set
forth in § 133,108 (b)1), (bX2), and
(bX3) for treatment works subject to
this part, to conform to the 88 concen-
trations achievable with waste stabill-
zation ponds, provided that: (1) Waste
stablization ponds are the principal
process used for secondary treatment;
and (2) operation and maintenance
data indicate that the SS values speci-
fied in §133.1056 (b)(1), (bX2), and
{b)3) cannot be achieved. The term
“SS concentrations achievable with
waste stabilization ponds” means a S5
value, determined by the Regional Ad-
ministrator, or, if appropriate, State
Director subject to EPA approval,
which is equal to the effluent concen-

§133.104

tration achieved 80 percent of the
time within a State or appropriate
contiguous geographical area by waste
stabilization ponds that are achieving
the levels of effluent quality for BODs
specified in § 133.105(aX1). [cf. 43 FR
55279].

©) Waste slabilization ponda “The |

(d) Less concenfrated influent
wastewaler for separaie sewers. The
Regional Administrator or, if appro-

..priate, State Director is authorized to.... .. .

substitute either a lower percent re-
moval reguirement or a mass loading

limnit for the percent removal require-

ments set forth in §§ 133.102(aX3),
133.102(a)4)(iii), 133.102(hX(3),
102.105¢a1(3), 133.105(b)(3) and
133.106(e) 1)(iit) provided that the
permittes satisfactorily demonstrates
that: (1) The treatment works is con-
sistently meeting, or will consistently
meet, its permit effluent concentra-
tion limits but its percent removal re-
quirements cannot be met due to less
concenirated influent wastewater, (2)
to meet the percent removal require-
ments, the treatment works would
have to achieve significantly more
stringent Iimitations than would oth-
erwise be required by the concentra-
tion-based standards, and (3) the less
concentrated influent wastewater is
not the result of excessive I/1, The de-
termination of whether the less con-
centrated wastewater is the result of

_ excessive I/I will use the definition of

excessive I/1 in 40 CFR 35.2005(b )} 16)
plus the additional criterion that
inflow is nonexcessive if the total flow
to the POTW (l.e., wastewater plus
inflow plus -infiltration) is less than
2758 gallons per capita per day.

[49 FR 37006, Sept. 20, 1984, ss amended at
60 FR 23387, June 3, 1885; 50 FR 36880,
Sept. 10, 1985]

#133.104 Sampling end test procedures,

(a) Sampling and test procedures for
pollutants listed in this part shall he
in accordance with guidelines promul-
gated by the Administrator in 40 CFR
Part 136,

(b) Chemical oxygen demand (COD)
or total organic carbon (TOC) may be
substituted for BODs when a long-
term BOD:COD or BOD:TOC correla-
tlon has been demonstrated.
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§133.105

§133.105 Treatment equivalent to second-
ary trealment,

This section describes the minimum
level of effluent quality attainable by
facilities eligible for treatment equiva-
lent to secondary treatment

. €§133.101(g)) in terms of the param-

eters—BODs, SS and pH. All véquire-
ments for the specified parameters in
paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of this sec-
tion shall be achieved except gs pro-
vided for in § 133.103, or paragraphs
(d), (&) or (f) of this section.

(a) BOD;. (1) The 30-day average
shall not exceed 45 mg/l.

(2) The %-day average shall not
exceed 65 mg/l.

(3) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 65 per-
cent.

(b) S5, Except where 88 values have
been adjusted in accordance with
§ 133.103(ck )

(1) The 30-day average shall not
exceed 45 mg/l.

(2) The T-day average shall not
exceed 65 mg/1.

(3) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 65 per-
cent.

(¢} pH. The requirements of
§ 133.102(c) shall be met.

(d) Allerndative State requirements.
Except as limited by paragraph (f) of
this section, and after notice and op-
portunity for public comment, the Re-
gional Administrator, or, if appropri-
ate, State Director subject to EPA ap-
proval, is authorized to adjust the
minimum levels of effluent quality set
forth in paragraphs (aX}1l), (aX2),
(b)(1) and (bX2) of this section for
trickling filter facilities and in para-
graphs (a)X1) and (a)(2) of this section
for waste stabilization pond facilities,
to conform to the BOD; and SS efflu-
ent concentrations consistently achiev-
able through proper cperation and
maintenance (§ 133.101()) by the
median (50th percentile) facility in a
representative sample of facilities
within a State or appropriate contigu-
ous geographical area that meet the
definition of facilities eligible for
treatment equivalent to secondary
treatment (§ 133.101(g)).

(The information collection requirements
contained in this rule have been approved

40 CFR Ch. 1 (7-1-86 Edition)

by OMB and assigned control numbef 2040-
0051.3

(e) CBOD: limitations:

(1) Where data are available to es-
tablish CBOD; limitations for a freat-
ment works subject to this section, the
NPDES permitiing authority may sub-
stitute the parameter CBOI, for the
parameter BOD:s In §§ 133.105(a)1),
133.105(a)(2) and 133.165(a)3), on a
case-by-case basis provided that the
levels of CRBOD; effluent quality are
not less stringent than the following:

(i) The 30-day average shzall not
exceed 40 mg/l.

(ii) The 7-days average shall not
exceed 60 mg/l.

(1lii) The 30-day average percent re-
moval shall not be less than 65 per-
cent. .

(2) Where data are available, the pa-
rameter CBOD; may be used for efflu-
ent quality limitations established
under paragraph (d) of this section.
Where concurrent BOD effluent data
are available, they must be submitted
with the CBOD data as a part of the
approval process outlined in para-
graph (d) of this section.

(f) Permit adjustments. Any permit
adjustment made pursuant to this
part may not be any less stringent
than the limitations required pursuant
to §133.105(a)-(e). Furthermore, per-
mitting authorities shall require more
stringent limitations when adjusting
permits if: (1) For existing facilities
the permittitig authority dJetermines
that the 30-day average and 7-day av-
erage BODs and S8 effluent values
that could be achievable through
proper operation and maintenance of
the treatment works, based on an
analysis of the past perfermance of
the treatment works, would enable the
treatment works to achieve more strin-
gent limitations, or

(2) For new facilities, the permitting
authority delermines that the 30-day
average and 7-day average BOD: and
83 effluent wvalues that could be
pchievable through proper operation
and maintenance of the treatment
works, consldering the design capabil-
ity of the treatment process and geo-
graphical and climatic conditions,
would enahle the treatment works to
achieve more stringent limitations.

242

B-4




OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAFTER 340, DIVISION 41 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Willametie Basin

Beneficial Water Uses to he Protected

346-41-442 Water quality in the Wnﬂamctte River
Basin (see Figures | and 7) shall be managed to protect the
recognized beneficial uses ag indicated in Table 6.

St Aeths ORS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 128, £ & ef. 1-21.77

Water Quality Stendards Not to be Excesded (To be Adopted
Pursvant to ORS 468.735 and Enforceable Pursuant to ORS
468.720, 468.999, and 468.992)

340-41-445 (1) Notwithstanding the water quality stan-
dards contained below, the highest and best practicable
treatment and/or control of wastes, activities, and flows shall
in every case be provided so as to maintain dissolved oxygen
and overall water quality at the highest possible levels and
water temiperatures, coliform bacteria concentrations, dis-

(November, 1987) 27 .
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: (D) "Main ster Willametts River from Salem to con-
 fluence of Coast and Middle Forks, river mile 187: The DO
conc:cmranonss 10t be less than 90% of sa

~2lLin all probability adversely 2
illamette River from Newberg to confluence of]

v,

solved chemical substiances, toxic maternials, radioactivity,
turbidities, color, odor, and other deleterious factors at the
lawest possible levcls

(2) No wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall !

be conducted which either alone or in combination with
other wastes or activities will cause violation of the following
stanidards in the waters of the Willamette River Basin:

(a) Dissolved oxygen (DO

{(A) Multnomah Channel and main stem Willamette
River from mouth to the Willamette Falls at Oregon City,
river mile 26.6: The DO concentrations shall not be less than

5 mg/l.

(B) Main stern Willamette River from the Willamette

Falls to Newberg, river mile 50: The DO concentrations shall |

not be less than 6 mg/l.
(C) Main stem Willameite River from Newberg to
Salem, river mile 85: The DO concenirations shall not be less

1l other Willamette Basin streams:

(i) Salmoenid fish producing waters: The DO concentra-
tion shall not be less than 90% of saturation at seasonal low
or less than 95% of saturation in spawning areas during
spawning, incubation, hatching, and fry stages of salmonid
fishes.

{ii) Non-Salmonid fish producing waters: The DO con-
centration shall not be less than 6 mg/l.

(F) Columbia River (river mile 86 to 120); The DO
concentration shall not be less than 90% of saturation.

(b) Temperature: -

(A) Multnomah Channel and the main stem Willamette
River from mouth to Newberg, river mile 50: No measurabie
increases shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, &s measured relative to a control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 70°
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-
source digcharge when receiving water temperatures are
69.5° F. or less, or more than 2° F. increase due to all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 68° F. or less,

except for specifically limited duration activities which may

be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and

which are necessary to accommodate legitimate uses or |
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are

unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have

been applied to minimize temperature rises. The Director -
shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exceptionto

the temperature standard for a planned activity or discharge
adversely affect the beneficial uses,

(8)
Coast and Middle Forks, river mile 187: No measurable
increases shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing

zone, as measured relative to a coatrol point immediately |
upstreamn from a discharge when stream temperatures are 64° |,
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-}
source discharge when receiving water temperatures arej.

63.5° F. or tess; or more than 2° F. increase due 1o all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 62° F. or less,
except for specifically limited duration activities which may
be audhorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
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which are necessary to accommtodate legitimate uses or

activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are

unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have

been applied to minimize temperature rises. The Director

shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to

the temptraturc standard for a planned actwny or d:scharge
R the i us

(C) All othcr Wlllamene Basm streams

(i) Salmonid fish producing waters: No measurable
increases shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative to a control point immediately
upstream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 58°
F. or greater; or more than (.5" F. increase due to a single-
-source discharge when receiving water temperatures are

57.5" F. or less; or more than 2° F. increase due to all séurces

combined when stream temperatures are 56° F. or less,
except for specifically limiied duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
which are necessary to accommodate legitimate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have
been applied 10 minimize temperature rises, The Director
shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to
the temperature standard for 2 planned activity or discharge
will in all probability adversely affect the beneficial uses.

(il Non-Salmonid fish producing waters: No measur-
able increzses shall be allowed outside of the assigned mixing
zone, as measured relative to a contrgl point immediately
upsiream from a discharge when stream temperatures are 64°
F. or greater; or more than 0.5° F. increase due to a single-
source discharge when receiving water temperatures are
63.5° F. or less: or more than 2° F. increase due to all sources
combined when stream temperatures are 62° F. or less,
except for specifically limited duration activities which may
be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as DEQ and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe and
which are necessary to accommodate legitimate uses or
aciivities where temperatures in excess of this stendard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive techniques have
been applied to minimize temperature nses, The Director

shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception to’

the temperature standard for a plannred activity or discharge
will in all probability adversely affect the beneficial uses,
(D) Columbia River: No measurable increases shall be
aliowed outside of the assigned mixing zone, as measured
relative to a control point immediately upsireem from a
discharge when stream temperatures are 68° F. or greater; or
more than 0.5° F. increase dee 1o a single-source discharge
when reteiving water temperatures are 67.5° F. or less; or
more than 2° F. increase due to all sources combined when
stream temperatures are 66° F. or less, except for specifically
limited duration activities which may be autharized by DEQ
under such conditions as DEQ and the Department of Fish
and Wildlife may prescribe and which are necessaty to
accommodate legitimate uses or activities where tem-

peratures in excess of this standard are unavoidable and all -

practical preveniive techniques have been applied to mini-
mize temperature rises. The Director chall hold a public
hearing when a request for an exception 1o the temperature
standard for a planned activity or discharge will in ail
probability adversely affect the beneficial uses.

23 - Div, 4]
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{c) Turbidity (Jackson Turbidity Units, JTUY. No more
than a 10 perceni cumulative increase in natural stream
turbidities shall be allowed, as measured relative 1o a control
point immediately upstream of the turbidity causing activity.

However, limited duration activities necessary to address an
emergency or {o accommodate essentia) dredging, construc-
tion or other legitimate activities and which cause the stan-
dard to be exceeded may be authorized provided all
practicable turbidity control techniques have been applied
and one of the following has been granted:

(A) Emergency activities; Approval coordinated by
DEQ with the Department of Fish and Wildlife under
conditions they may prescribe to accommeodate response o
emergencies or to protect public health and welfare.

" (B} Dredging, Construction or other Legitimate Activi-
ties: Permit or certification authorized under terms of Sec-
tion 401 or 404 (Permits and Licenses, Federzal Water
Poitution Control Aci) or OAR 141-85-100 et seq. {Removal
and Fill Permits, Division of State Lands), with limitations
and conditions governing the activity set forth in the permit

LOf certificate

pH (hydrogen ion concentration): pH values shall
not fal outside the following ranges:
(A) Columbia River: 7.0t0 8.5.

(B) All other basin waters: §,5 10 8.3,

{e) Organisms of the coliform group where associated
with fecal sources (MPN or equivalent MF using a represen-
tative number of samples):

(A) Main stem Willametie River (river miles O to 187)
and Multnomah Channel; A log mean of 200 fecal coliform
per 100 milliliters based on a minimum of 5 samples in a 30-
day period with no more than 10 percent of the samples in
the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 mi,

=== (B) All other Willametie Basin streams: A log mean of
200 fecal coliform per 100 miililiters based on a minimum of
5 samplcs in a 30-day penod with no more than 10 percem of
period exceeding 400 per 100 ml.

i) Upstream from nghway 5 bridge beiween Portland
and Vancouver (river mile 108,5): A log mean of 200 fecal
coliform per 100 miililiters based on a minimum of 5
samples in 2 30-day period with no more than 10 percent of
the samples in the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 mi.

* (ii) Downstream from Highway 5 bridge between Port-
laad and Vancouver (river miles 0 10 106.5): A log mean of
200 fecal coliform per 100 milliliters based on a mintmum of
§ samples in 2 30-day period wnh no more than 10 perccnt of

) Bactenal pollutmn
waters used for domestic purposes, livestock watering, irriga-
tion, bathing, or shellfish propagation, or otherwise injurious
to public health ghall not be allowed,

{g) The liberation of dissolved gases, such as carbon
dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, or other gases, in sufficient quan-
tities to cause objectionable odors or 1o be deleterious 1o fish
or other aquatic life, navigation, recreation, or other reason-
able uses made of such waters shall not be allowed.

{h) The development of fungi or other growths having a
deleterious effect on stream botioms, fish or other aguatic
life, or which are injurious to health, recreation, or industry

. shall not be allowed.

(i} The creation of tastes or odors or toxic or oOther

condilions that are deleterious to fish or other aquatic life or

{November, 1987}
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affect the potability of drinking water or the palatability of
fish or shellfish shali not be allowed.

{j) The formation of appreciable bottom or sludge
deposits or the formation of any organic or inorganic depos-
its defeterious to fish or other aquatic life or injurious to
public health, recreation, or industry shall not be allowed.

{k) Obiectionable discoloration, scum, oily sleek or
floating solids, or coating of aquatic life with oil films shall
not be allowed.

(1} Aesthetic conditions offensive 1o the human senses of
sight, taste, smell, or touch shall not be atlowed.

(m) Radioisotope concentrations shail not exceed max-
imum permissible concentrations (MPC's) in drinking water,
edible fishes or shellfishes, wildlife, irrigated crops, livestock
and dairy products, or pose an external radiation hiazard.

(n) The concentration of total dissolved gas relative to
atmospheric pressure at the point of sample collection shall

not exceed one hundred and ten percent (110%) of satura-

tton, except when stream flow exceeds the 10-year, 7-day
average flood. However, for Hatchery receiving waters and
waters of less than 2 feet in depth, the concentration of total
dissolved gas relative to atmospheric pressure at the point of
sample collection shall not exceed one hundred and five
percent (105%) of saturation.

(0) Total Dissolved Solids: Guide concentranons listed
below shall not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically
authorized by DEQ upon such conditions as it may deem
necessary to carry out the general intent of this plan and to
protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule 340-41-442;

{A)Columbia River.......coouvvvrvnons.- 500 ms/l

(B) Willamette River & Tributaries ... ...100.0 mg/

{p) Toxic Substances;

(A) Toxic substances shall pot be introduced above
natural background levels in the waters of the staie in
amounis, coacentrations, or combinations which may be
harmful, may chemically change to harmful forms in the
envirorment, or may bicaccumulata to levels that adversely
affect public health, safety, or welfare; aquatic life; or other
designated beneficial uses.

(B) Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most
recent criteria values for organic a.nd inorganic pollutants
established by EPA and pubhshed in Quahty Cntena for

() The criteria in mmh {B) ef tms Subscwon chall
apply unless data from scientifically valid studies demon-
strate that the most sensitive designated beneficial uses will
not be adverzely affected by exceeding a criterion or that a
more restrictive criterion is warranted to protect beneficial
uses, as accepted by the Department on a site specific basis.
Where no published EPA criteria exist for a toxic substance,
public health advisories and other published scientific liter-
ature may be comsidered and used, if appropriate, 1o set
guidance values.

(D) Bio-assessment studies such as laboratory bioassays
or instream measurements of indigenous biological commu-
- nities, shall be conducted, as the Department deems neces-
sary, to meonitor the toxicity of complex effluents, other
suspected discharges or chemical substances without
numeric criteria, 10 aquatic life. These studies, properly
conducted in accordance with standard testing procedures,
may be considered as scientifically valid data for the pur-
poses of paragraph (C) of this subsection. If toxicity occurs,

{November, 1987)
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the Department shall evaluate and implement measures
necessary to reduce Loxicity on a case-by-case basis.

(3) Where the natural quality parameters of waters ofthe
Willamette River Basin are outside the numerical limits of
the above assigned water quality standards, the natural water
guality shall be the standard.

(4) Mixing zones:

(a) The Department may allow a designated portion of a
receiving water to serve as a zone of initial dilution for waste
waters and receiving waters to mix thoroughly and this zone
will be defined as a mixing zone.

(b) The Department may suspend all or part of the water
quality standards, or set less restrictive standards. in the
defined mixing zone, provided that the foliowing conditions

- are met

(A) The water within the mixing zone shall be free of:

(i) Materials in coacentrations that will cause acute
(96HLCS0) toxicity to aquatic life. Acute toxicity is meas-
ured as the lethal concentraticn that causes 50 percent
mortality of organisms within a 96-hour test period.

(i) Materials that will settle to form obiectionable
deposits.

(iii} Floating debris, oil, scum, or other maierials thai
cause nuisance conditions.

(iv) Substances in concentrations that produce
deleterious amounts of fungal or bactenial growths,

(B) The water outside the boundary of the mixing zone
shall: :

(i) Be free of materials in concentrations that will cause
chronic (sublethal) toxicity. Chronic toxicity is measured as
the concentration that causes long-term subiethal effects,
such as sngmﬁcam!y impaired growth or reproduction in
aquauc organisms, during a testing penod based on test
species life cycle. Procedures and end points will be specified
by the Department in waste water discharge permits,

(ii) Meet ail other water guality standards under normal
annuz! low flow conditions.

{c) The limits of the mixing zone shall be described in
the waste water discharge permit. In determining the loca-
tion, surface area, and volume of 2 mixing zone area, the
Department may use appropriate mixing zone guidelings to
assess the biological, physical, and chemical character of

receiving waters, and effluent, and the most appropriate

placement of the outfall, to protect instream water quality,
pubtlic health, and other bemeficial uses. Based on receiving
water and effluent characteristics, the Department shall
define a mixing zone in the immediate area of a waste water
discharge to:

(A) Be as small as feasible;

(B) Avoid overlap with any other mixing zones to the
extent possible and be less than the total stream width as
necessary 10 allow passage of fish and other aquatic organ-
isms;

(C) Minimize adverse effecis on the indigenous biolog-
ical community especially when species are present that
warrant special protection for their economic importance,
tribal significance, ecological uniqueness, or for other similar
reasons as deterrained by the Depanment;

(D) Not threaten public health;

(B) Mmiméze adverse effects on other designated bene-
ZOI‘I. s

The Lieparimeni may quest the applicant of a
pemuued discharge for which a mixing zone is required, 10
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submit all information necessary to define a mixing zone,
such as:

(4) Type of operation o be conducted;

(B) Characteristics of effluent flow rates and composi-
tion;

(C) Characteristics of low flows of receiving waters;

(D) Description of potential environmenta! effects;

{E) Proposed design for outfall structures,

(e} The Department may, as necessary, require mixing
zone monitoring studies and/or bioassays to be conducted to
evaluate water quality or biological status within and outside
the mixing zone boundary.

(f) The Department may change mixing zone limits or
require the relocation of an outfall if it determines that the
water quality within the mixing zone adversely affects any
existing beneficial uses in the receiving waters,

{5) Testing methods: The analytical testing methods for
determining compliance with the waier quality standards
contained in this rule shall be in accordance with the most
recent edition of Standard Methods for the Examisation of
Water and Waste Water published jointly by the American
Pubtic Health Association, American Weater Works Associa-
tion, sed Water Poliution Ceontrol Federation, unless the
Depariment has published an applicable superseding
methad, in which case testing shall be in accordance with the
superseding method; provided, however, that testing in
accordance with an altemmative method shall comply with
this rule if the Department has published the method or has
approved the method in writing.

[Pablications: The publication{s) referred 10 or incorporated by reference
in this rule are available fom the office of the Depariment of Envirenmental
Quality.}

Seat, Angh.: ORS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ 128, f & «f. 1-21-77; DEQ 141980, . & &f. 1-9-80; DEQ
18-1987, f. & of. 9487

treatment or equivalent control and unless otherwise specifi-
cally authorized by the Department, operation of all waste
treatment and control facilities at maximum practical effi-
ciency and effectiveness 50 as to minimize waste discharges
to public waters,

Minimum Design Criteria for Treatment and Centrol of
Wastes

340-45-455 Subject to the implementation program set
forth in rule 340-41-120, prior io discharge of any wastes
from any new or modified facility to any waters of the
Willamettie River Basin, such wastes shall be treated and
controlled in facilities designed in accordance with the fol-
lowing minimum criteria (In designing treatment facilities,
average corditions and 2 normal range of varnability are
generally used in establishing design criteria. A facility once
completed and placed in operation should operate at or near
the desiga limit most of the time, but may operate below the
design criteria limit at times due to variables which are
unpredictable or uncontrollable. This is particularly true for
biotogical treatinent facilities, The actual operating limits are
iniended to be established by permit pursuant to ORS
468.740 and recognize that the actual performance level may
at times be less than the design criteria.):

(1) Sewage wastes:

(2) Willamette River and tributaries except Tualai.m
River Subbasin:

(A) During periods of low stream flows {approximately
May | to Ocicber 31): Treatment resulting in monthly
average effluent concentrations not to exceed 10 mg/l of
BOD and 10 mg/l of S5 or equivalent control.

{B} Durning the period of high stream flows (approx-
imately November 1 to April 30): A minimum of secondary

25 - Div. 41
B-8

(b) Main stem {ualaun River irom mouth 1o (aston
(river mile Q to 65):

{A) During periods of low stream flows (approximately
May | to October 31): Treatment resulting in monthly
average effluent concentrations not to exceed 10 mg/l of
BOD and 10 mg/1 of $S or equivalent control,

(B) During the period of high stream flows (approx-
tmately Movember 1 to April 30): Treatment resulting in
monthly average effiuent concentrations not to exceed 20
mg/1 of BOD and 20 mg/l of 58 or equivalent control.

" (¢) Main stem Tualatin River above Gaston {river mile_
65) and all tributaries to the Tualatin River: Treatment
resulting in monthly average effluent concentrations not to
exceed 5 mg/l of BOD and 5 mg/! of S§ or equivalent control.

{(d) Tualatin River Subbasin: The dissolved oxygen level
in the discharged effluents shail not be less than 6 mg/l.

(e) Main stem Columbia River

{A) During summer (May 1 to October 31): Treatment
resulting in monthly average effluent concentrations not to
exceed 20 mg/l of BOD and 20 mg/l of SS or equivalent
control.

(B) During winter (November | to April 30): A mini-
mum of secondary treatment or eqguivalent control and
unless otherwise specifically authorized by the Department,
operauon of all waste treatment and control facilities at
maximum pracucablc efﬁcmncy and eﬂ”ectweness 50 as to

(f) Eﬁluem BOD concentrat:ons in mg/l divided by the
dilution factor (ratio of receiving stream flow to effluent
flow) shatl not exceed one (1) unless otherwise specifically
approved by the Environmental Quality Commission.

(g) Sewage wastes shall be disinfected, afier treatment,
equivalent to thorough mixing with sufficient chlorine to
provide a residual of at least 1 part per million after 60
minutes of contact time unless otherwise specifically author-
ized by permit.

(h) Positive protection shall be provided to prevent
bypassing raw or inadequately treated sewage to public
waters unless otherwiss approved by the Départment where
elimination of inflow and infiltration would be necessary but
not presently prac‘ucable

{i) More stringent waste treatment and control require-
ments may be 1mposed where special conditions may
require.

(2) Industnal wastes:

(a) After maximum practicable inplant control, a mini-
mum of secondary treaiment or equivalent contiro! (reduc-
tion of suspended solids and organic material where present
in significant quantities, effective disinfection where bac-
teriai organisms of public health significance are present, and
control of toxic or other deleterious substances),

(b) Specific industrial waste treatment requirements
shall be determined on an individual basis in accordance
with the provisions of this plan, applicabie federal require-
ments, and the following:

(A) The uses which are or may likely be made of the
receiving stream;

(B) The size and nature of flow of the receiving stream:

(November, 1987)
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(C) The quantity and quality of wastes to be treated; and
{D) The presence or absence of other sources of potiu-

tion on the same watershed. )
(c) Where industrial, commercial, or agricultural

..effluents contain significant quantities of potentially toxic

' elements, reatment requirements shall be determined utiliz-

ing appropriate bioassays.
(d) Industrial cooling waters containing significant heat

i loads shall be subjected to offstream cooling or heat recovery
. prior to discharge 10 public waters,

(e) Positive protection shall be provided to prevent
bypassing of raw or inadequaiely treated industrial wastes to
any public waters.

(f) Facilities shall be provided to prevent and contain
spills of potentially toxic or hazardous matenials and a
positive program for coniainment and cleanup of such spills
should they occur shall be developad and maintained.

Stat, Asth: ORS Ch. 468
Hize: DEQ 128, £ & ef 1-21-77

Special Policies and Guidelines

340-41-472 (1} In order to preserve the existing high
quality water for municipal water supplies and recreation, it
is the policy of the EQC to prohibit any further waste
discharges to the waters of

(a) The Clackamas River Subbasin;

(b) The McKenzie River Subbasin above the Hayden
Bridge (nver mile 15);

(c) The Neorth Santiam River Subbasin,

(2) The Environmental Quality Commission shall
investigate, together with any other affected state agencies,
the means of maintzining at least existing minimum flow
during the summer low flow period.

Stzt. Amth. ORS Ch. 468
Higi: DEQ 128, f. & ef. 1.21-77
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Po&wes ard Guidelipes Gemerally Applicable te All Basins
." 340-41-026 (1)2) Existing high quality waters which
' exceed those levels necessary 10 support propagation of fish.
; shelifish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water shall
i | be maintained and protected unless the Environmental
: Quality Commission chooses. afier {ull sausfaction of the
; intergevernmental coordination and public participation
1 provisizas of the continuing plaaning process. to lower water
| quality for necessary and justifiable economic or social
: development. The Director or his designee may allow lower

: -iwatcf qualuy ent a short-term basis in order 10 respond to

| emergenacies or 10 otherwise protect public Kealth and wel-
! fare. In 1o event, however, may degradation of water quality
]mzerfem with or become injuricus 10 the beneficial usss of
| water within surface waters of the following areas:
' {A) Mationa) Parks;
(B) Nations! Wild aad Scenic Rivers;
(C) Naticnal Wildlifs Refuges;
! (D) State Parks.

(b) Point source discharges shall follow pohmes and
guidelines (2}. (3), and (4), aad noapoinl wource activities
i ghall follow g ), {63, (7 prd {9),

: 2)ia order 1o maintain xhequnhly of weters im the State
Jof Oregon, it is the policy of the EQT 1o reguire that growih
nd development be egcommodated by increased efficiency

d effzctiveness of waste treatment and conu'ol sm:h that

‘unless otherwise specifically & ed by U ' . |
| (3) For any oew wagle mrmuves which utilize
{mscerdlsmsaiwzhm i 22 00 public waters shall bs
given highest priority for use wmmver practicable. New
! source discharges may be approved by the Deperument if no
' measurable adverse impact on water quality or beneficial
" uses will occur. Sigmificant or larps new sources must be
| approved by the Environmental Quality Commission.
| (4) No diecharges of wastes 1o lakes or reservoirs shall be
i allowed without speeiﬁc approvel of the EQC.
f (5) Log hendling in public waters shall conform 1o
| current EQC policies and guidelines.
i {6) Sand and gravel removal eperations shall be con-
, ducted pursuant to a permit from the Division of State Lands
' and separated from the active fiowing siream by 2 water-tight
; berm wherever physically practicsble. Recirculation ard
| reuse of process weter shall be required wherever practicable.
Discharges, when sllowed, or seepsge or leakage losses 10
public waters ghall not cause a viofation of water quality
| stzndards or edversely affect legitimate beneficial uses.
‘ (7) Logging and forest mansgement activities shall be
conducted in sccordance with the Oregon Forest Practices
| Act 20 a3 o minimize adverse effecis on water quality.
{8) Road building and maintenance activities shall be
conducted in 2 manner 50 as o keep waste matenals out of
] public waters and minimize erosion of cut banks, fills, and
' raad surfaces.
(9} In order to improve controls oOver nonpoint sOurces
‘ of poliution, federal, state, and local resource management
f agencies will be encouraged and assisted 10 coordinate plan-
| ning and implemenwiioa of programs 10 regulate or control
runoff, erosion, turbidity, stream temperature, stream flow,
and the withdrawal and vse of irrigation water on a basin-
i wide approach so as 1o protect the quality and beneficial uses

-



ATTACHMENT C

Expiration Date: 11/30/93
Permit Number:

File Number: 500

Page 1 of 6 Pages

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Envirommental Quality
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, CR 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Issued pursuant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISS5UED TO: SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
U T o SRR R Qutfall Outfall .. .
City of Adair Village Type of Waste  Number Location
103" N.E. Wm. R. Carr Ave, '
Cotrvallis, OR 97330 Domestic Waste 001 %owerszslgugh*
R.M. 2.5
Domestic Waste 001 Willamette River
7 (R.M. 122)
PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFORMATTON:
Municipal Sewage Treatment Plant Basin: Willamette
(Tricklinﬁ Filter) located Subbasin: Upper Willamette/Mary's/Calapcoia
next to the Benton County Stream: Bowers Slough#%
(existing) : Willamette River
Two cell lagoon off of Ryals Hydro Code: 22E-BOWE 2,5D%
Lane (proposed) 22E=-WILL 122D

County: Benton

* Until January 1, 1990
EPA REFERENCE NO: OR-002339-4
Tssued in response to Application No, 999472 received 7/29/86,

This permit is issued based on the land use findings in the permit record.

 Fred Hansen, Director o Date

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is authorized
to construct, install, modify, or operate a wastewater coElection, treatment,
control and disEosal system and discharge to public waters adequatelg treated
waste waters only from the authorized discharge point or points established in
Schedule A and only in conformance with all tﬁe requirements, limitations, and
conditions set forth in the attached schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded.., 2-3
Schedule B - Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements... 4
Schedule ¢ - Compliance Conditions and Schedtles............. 5
Schedule D - Special Conditions............ . ... . ... .. i.o... 6
General Conditlons... . ... ... ..t Attached

Each other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited.
This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for compliance

with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule, standard,
ordinance, order, judgment, or decree.
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File Number: 500
Page 2 of 6 Pages

SCHEDULE A

Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permit Issuance.

a. Outfall Number 001 (Sewage Treatment Plant Outfall)

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily

Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthiy  Weekly 1b/day 1b/day ‘ 1lbs
Year Around: - -
BOD 30 mg/1 45 mg/1 50.0 : 75.0 100.0
TS5 30 mg/1 45 mg/1 50.0 75.0 100.0
FC per 100 ml 200 400
b. OQOthexr Parameters Limitations
pH {(year around) Shall be within the range 6.0-9.0

Average dry weather flow
to the treatment facility. 0.200 MGD
(Basis for mass discharge limits)

BOD & TSS removal efficiency Shall not be less than 85
percent monthly average.

When, because of excessive infiltration or inflows, the total flow
entering the treatment facility exceeds 0.300 MGD the percentage of
BOD-5 and Suspended Solids removed by the treatment facility may be
less than 85% and the pounds discharged may exceed the limits of
Condition 1. During those periods the treatment facility shall be
operated as efficiently as practicable and the amount of BOD-5 and
Suspended Solids discharged shall not exceed a monthly average of
100.0 1bs/day each, or a daily maximum of 150 pounds each.

c. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which will violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in
OAR 340-41-445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone is defined as that

portion of Bowers Slough, beginning at the point of
discharge and extending 100 feet downstream.
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File Number: 500
Page 3 of 6 Pages

Waste Discharge Limitations Not to be Exceeded after Attainment of
Operational lLevel as Required by Schedule €, Condition 1, of this
Permit.

a. Outfall Number 001 (Sewage Treatment Plant Discharge)

(L May 1 - October 31: No discharge to state waters is
permitted.

.{2) . November 1 - April 30:. .. . . . . ..

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly lb/day 1b/day 1bs
BOD-5 30 mg/1 45 mg/1 80 120 160
T8S 50 mg/1l 75 mg/1 133 200 267
FC/100 ml 200 400 ’ '
(3) Other parameters Limitations
pH (year-round) : Shall be within the

range 6.0 - 9.0

Average dry weather design flow 0.090 MGD
te treatment facility. (Mass

load is based on discharge flow

of 0.318 mgd.)

BOD & TSS removal efficiency Shall not be less than 85
percent monthly average.

b. Not withstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in OAR
340-41-445 except in the defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone is defined as that
portion of the Willamette River in a 25 foot
radius from the point of discharge.




File Number: 500
Page 4 of & Pages

SCHEDULE B

Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
{unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

a. Influent

Item or Parametex Minimum Frequency  Type of Sample
Total Flow (mgd) Daily Continuous

U . - _ o Recording
BOD-5 Two per Month 24-Hour Composite
TSS ' ' Two per Month 24-Hour Composite
pH Three per Week Grab

b. Outfall Number 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall)

Item or Parameter Minimum Frequency Tvpe of Sample
Total Flow (MGD) Daily Measurement
Quantity Chlorine Used Daily : Measurement
Effluent Chlorine Residual  Daily Grab
BOD-5 Two per Month 24 -Hour Composite
TSS Two per Month 24-Hour Composite
pH Three per Week Grab
Fecal Coliform One per Week Grab
Average Percent Removed Two per Month Calculation

(BOD & TSS)
Flow Meter Calibration One per Month Verification

Monitoring reports shall include a record of the location an method of
disposal of all sludge and a record of all applicable equipment
breakdowns and bypassing,

Reporting Procedures

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting
period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the
Department by the 15th day of the following month.
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File Number: 500
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SCHEDULE C

GConmpliance Conditions and Schedules

1.

The permittee is required to eliminate all dry weather discharges to
Bowers Slough and to make necessary facility improvements to achieve
compliance with applicable water quality management policies, standards
and treatment criteria set forth in Oregon Administrative Rules,
Division 41, in accordance with the following:

a, By no later than February 1, 1989, the permittee shall submit

preliminary engineering plans and speeifications. -

b. By no later than March 1, 1989, the permittee shall submit final
engineering plans and specifications for construction of necessary
improvements.

¢. By no later than June 1, 1989, the permittee shall award
construction bids for completion of necessary improvements.

d. By no later than January 1, 1990, the permittee shall complete
construction of necessary improvements.

e, By mno later than March 1, 1990, the permlittee shall attain the
necegsary operational level to achieve compliance with the
effluent limitations of this permit.

The permittee shall submit gludge management plans in accordance with
Oregon State Department of Environmental Quality, Chapter 340, Division
50, "Land Application and Disposal of Sewage Treatment Plant Derived
Products Including Septages" per the following schedule:

By no later than February 1, 1989, the permittee shall

submit an interim sludge management plan for the existing

facilities. Upon approval of the plan by the Department,

the plan shall be implemented by the permittee until

completion of facility improvements. S
The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have
been established in this schedule. Either prior to or no later than
14 days following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall
submit to the Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with
the established schedule. The Director may revise a schedule of
compliance if he determines good and valid cause resulting from events
over which the permittee has little or no control.
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File Number: 500
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SCHEDULE D
Special Conditions
1. The permittee shall manage sludge in accordance with the Sludge

Management Plan required by Schedule C, Condition 2 until existing
treatment system is properly abandoned.

Z, In the event the permittee finds it necessary to remove accumulated
sludge solids from the lagoons, the permittee shall submit a sludge
. management plan developed in accordance with Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, Chapter 340, Division 50, "Land Application and
Disposal of Sewage Treatment Plant Sludge and Sludge Derived Products
Including Septage" prior to femoval of sludge from existing or new
facilities.

P500W (kjc)
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ATTACHMENT €

Environmental Quality Commission
NEL GoLbSoHMOT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5686

GOVERNOR

TO: Ervironmental Quality Commission DATE: November 3, 1988

FROM: Fred Hansen, Director /ﬂfégtf’/J
Iy

SUBJECT: ~Propesed Criteria for Consideration of Increased lLoadings Due teo .
Expansions of Existing Sewage Treatment Plants or Industrial
Sources,

BACKGROUND

Oregon Administrative Rule (0AR} 340-41-026(2) states: "In order to maintain
the quality of waters in the State of Oregon, it Is the policy of the EQC to
require that growth and development be accommodated by increased efficiency

and effectiveness of waste treatment and controel such that measurable future
discharged waste loads from existing sources do not exceed presently allowed
discharged loads unless otherwise specifically approved by the EGC."

Thig peolicy statement was adopted by the Commission in January, 1977, and is
one of two basic components of the Department's current water quality
management strategy as it relates to the control of point source discharges.
The second component is reflected in the minimum design criteria for
treatment and control of wastes as stated in Oregon Administrative Rule
{0AR) 340-41. These criteria are specific for each of Oregon’s nineteen
river basins and specify the minimum treatment design levels for both
sewage treatment plants and industrial waste water sources. The treatment
levels for sewage treatment plants, in part, state specific numerical
criteria. For industrial soutéces, on the other hand, the critéria require
highest and best practicable treatment and control which means that, as
technology improves with time, the criteria become more stringent.

When developed, the minimum design criteria were designed to assure that
prejected growth during the twenty year plamning period would not result in
any additional waste loadings to the state's waters.

The regulations also provide that wherever minimum design criteria for wasrte
treatment and control facilities get forth in the rules are more stringent
than applicable federal standards and treatment levels currently being
provided (emphasis provided), upgrading to the more stringent requirements
will be deferred until it is necessary to expand or otherwise modify or
replace the existing treatment facilities. (OAR 340-41-120(3)(c))

Thig water quality management strategy has been extremely beneficial to the
protection of Oregon's water quality. It has forced the advance of
treatment technology which might not have otherwise occurred. Tt recognizes
that Orégon’s water bodies have a finite capacity to assimilate wastes and

E-1
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Memo teo Envirommental Quality Commission
November 3, 1988
Page 2

still meet water quality standards. Conseqguently, it has helped preserve
the remaining, unused assimilative capacity of Oregon's rivers and streams
by minimizing the increase of discharges into them. The strategy, however,
inherently causes disparities that, over time, have become more glaring.
First, because the strategy is not triggered for existing facilities until
there is a need to upgrade or expand, some facilities still are only
required to meet the minimum treatment level required by the Federal
government.

The second disparity arises when a new sewage source is proposed for.
discharge. The new source may only be required to meet the basin’s
numerical standard for sewage treatment plants 1f adequate stream flow is
avallable and uses will be protected. Theoretically, the new source could
be located next te an existing source that, because of expansions due to
growth, has had to progressively increase its level of treatment resulting
in effluent limits much more stringent than the basin standard required of
the new source.

Historically, the Department always evaluates the potential effects on water
quality from proposed new or expanded sources. This evaluation, among

other thingsg, considers the dilution capabilities of the receiving stream
and, in conjunction with the water quality management strategy discussed
above, has represented the basic approach to controlling wastewater
discharges from point sources. Admittedly, it is more of a technology-based
approach than a strict water quality approach. However, it is not intended
to allow loads to Increase to the carrying capacity of the streams.

ISSUES

1, As discussed above, application of this strategy can create some
disparities or inequities betwesen adjacent or similar scurces. The
Department does not believe that rules can be written that could
anticipate the potential disparities and eliminate them from arising.
Consequently, the Commission will continue to be faced with requests
from sources to allow increased loadings. The issue then seems to be
what criteria should be used in arriving at the decisions. A list of
proposed criteria is attached as Attachment A.

2. Should new municipal scurces be allowed cnly to meet the numerical
minimum design criteria if a similar source along the same river system
has been forced by the strategy to meet much more stringent treatment
requirements? To be comparable to the approach for new industrial
sources, it may be more appropriate for new municipal sources to meet
treatment requirements equivalent to the highest level currently being
required on that water bedy.

3. To what extent should the Commission involve itself in permit issuance
decisions? In most permit actions, the Commission’s role is to act as
an appeal beoard. When the strategy was adopted, the Department did not
envision that the Commission would be faced with very many requests,
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Memo to Envircommental Quality Commission
November 3, 1988
Page 3

In fact, the Department referred only those requests to the Commission
that were considered significant and dealt with the rest through the

regular permit issuance procedure, The Department believes that strict
application of the strategy currently reguired by the rules will force

many minor decisions to the Commission
it is a good use of Commission time to
effective use of Department staff time
reports on these routine requests. We
Iimit its reviéw and tequired approval

dischargers as defined by EPA criteria.

for action. We do not believe
consider routine requests nor
in preparing Commission staff
recommend that the Commission

“t8 those requesty from principal

A list of the principal

dischargers is attached as Attachment B.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATTON

The Director recommends that:

1. The Commigsion recognize the criteria stated in Attachment A as the

basgis for considering requests for increased loadings under OAR 30-41-
026(2).

2. The Commission direct the Department to proceed to rule-making to:
a, Change the minimum design criteria so that new municipal sewage

treatment plants must meet the most stringent treatment
requirements currently imposed on other sources discharging into

the same water body.

b. -+ Limit the sources for which the Commission would review requests
for increased loadings to those defined as principal dischargers

by EPA and DEQ.

Richard J. Nichols:kjc
229-5324
Wjll3s8

E-3




ATTACHMENT A

PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION OF INCREASED LOADINGS DUE TO
EXPANSIONS Of EXISTING SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS AND INDUSTRIAL
SOURCES

Practicality of options to increased loads. The review of alternatives
to increased loads concludes that there are no practicable
alternatives. Obviously, practicability is not easily defined and must
consider costs, available technology, public concerns, and other issues
such as the envirommental consequences of not requiring more stringent
controls. An example: A sewage treatment plant currently discharges
at a level of 10 mg/l each for BOD-5 and total suspended solids (TSS)
Ton” & monthly average. Growth hds caused the plant to reach its '
capacity and the city proposes to double the size of the plant. Summer
effluent irrigation is not possible because of steep slopes. TImproved
treatment over 10/10 would require expensive treatment technology. The
receiving stream is large and has ample assimilative capacity for
additional waste loadings.

Increased lcading from an existing treatment plant is due to: the
extension of sewers to an existing development served by on-site
systems that currently cause a health hazard or groundwater
contamination: the reduction of existing total loads discharged by
eliminating raw sewage by-passes; or the construction of a regional
plant to replace several smaller., less-efficient sewage treatment
‘plants. In some cases, a particular sgewage treatment plant may be
asked te serve additional areas ocutside its existing service area to
eliminate a water quality or public health concern. An example of this
situation would be the City of Gresham which is extending sewers into
mid-Multnomah County to eliminate the use of cesspools for waste
disposal as required by the Environmental Quality Commission. The
GCommission allowed Gresham to retain its effluent concentration limits
rather than provide a higher degree of treatment when serving mid-
Multnomah County. In another case, a city's sewerage system is
overtaxed with extraneous water, causing the sewer system to
frequently by-pass raw waste and the plant to operate 1nefflclently
The excess water in the system resulted from combined sanitary and
storm sewers, and groundwater infiltration due to leaky sewers. To
address such a problem, the City of North Bend improved its sewer
system and is expanding its plant. They are being allowed to maintain
their effluent concentration limits. Finally, a plant may be selected
to serve as a regiomal facility to replace a number of nearby smaller
plants that are less efficient and would otherwise need to expand. The
expanded sewage treatment plant at Roseburg is a case where this has
happened. The upgrade of the Roseburg plant required a higher summer
treatment level to meet the Umpqua Basin treatment and effluent
dilution criteria. However, they were given higher winter permitted
load limits for the larger plant flow while retaining secondary
treatment during the wet weather season.
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3. Environmental trade-offs mav outweigh the benefits of restricting
seasonal increased loadings. In some cases, there may be
environmental advantages to allowing an increased loading to a
particular stream. In addition, there may be undesirable environmental
effects to the "no increase" alternative. Some examples:

a, Philomath had an old conventional sewage treatment system that
discharged reasonably well-treated effluent to the Marys River
year-round. The new plant is a lagoon system that stores effluent
through the summer so that no discharge occurs during the critical
water quality period. Thus, loadings to the river are increased
in the winter, but the flows in the Marys River are much greater
at that time and the impacts significantly less.

b. Some smaller cities have few resources available to properly
operate and maintain a mechanical sewage treatment plant. In
such situations, it may be preferable to allow expansion of their
present lagoon system resulting in increased loads during the wet
weather peried rather than requiring them te install a more
efficient mechanical facility that cannot be reliably operated and
maintained. An example would be the small sewage treatment plant
at Henley School outside of Klamath Falls. The school district
invariably seems to fair to put in the time and resources to
properly operate and maintain its mechanical sewage treatment
plant. CGConsequently, the plant frequently malfunctions and
discharges much poorer effluent quality than would have been
discharged by a lagoon which requires less operation and
maintenance.

c. Although energy considerations have seemed to dim in most peoples’
minds, it should still be a high priority with DEQ. While
mechanical plants can achieve much better treatment than other
less "high tech" systems, they do consume greater amounts of
energy compared to lagoons and other "low tech" systems. In
places where land is abundant and water quality considerations are

should be preferable.

d. High tech treatment systems also can generate secondary
environmental problems that should be seriously considered.
Large volumes of sludge is one example of a secondary problem that
can be generated by installation of more sophisticated sewage
treatment technology. In many areas west of the Cascade
Mountains, the sludges may be difficult to dispose of, especially
during the winter and spring, and may be of greater potential
threat to public health and the enviromment than by allowing
increased effluent loadings to the river during periods of high
flow.

WJ1138
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ATTACHMENT B

E-6

OREGON MAJOR INDUSTRIAL PERMITS AS OF APRIL 1, 1988
NAME IOCATICN REF. NO. TYPE
Chevron Chemical Company St. Helens OR000163-5 Fertilizer
Dee Forest ﬁroducts, Inc. Dee OR000186~4 Hardboard
Evanite Hardboard, Inc. Coxvallis OR000029~9 Hardboard
Georgia Pacific Corp.  Toledo - OR000134=3 Pulp&Paper
International Paper Co. Gardiner 0R006022§1. Pﬁi?&Paéér
James River II, Inc. Wauna OR000079-5 Pulp&Paper
James River II, Inc. West Linn OR000078-7 Pulp&Paper
Northwest Aluminum The Dalles OR000170-8 'Aluminum
Ore-Ida Corporation Ontario OR000240-2 Potatoes
Oregon Metallurgical Albany OR000171-1 Titanium
Viﬁénnwéiéméorporation Portiaﬁéi | ORO00159~7 Chlorine
Pope & Talbot Pulp Halsey OR000107~4 Pulp&Paper
fortland General Electric ‘Prescott 0R002345~1 Nuc. Power
Reynolds Metals‘ Troutdale ORQ00006-0 Aluminum
Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. Portland OR000174~1 Pesticide
Smurfit.Newsﬁfint” Newberg OR000055~8 fulp&Paper
Smurfit Newsprint ' Oregon City OR000056-6 Pulp&Paper
Teledyne Wah Chang Albény Albany ' OR000111-2 2Zirconium
Tillamook County Creamery Tillamook OCR0O00014~1 Cheese
Weyerhaeuser Company North Bend dR000211m9 Pulpé&Paper
Weyerhaeuser Company Klamath Falls OR000254-2 Wood Prod.
Weyerhaeuser éompany Springfield - ORO00051-5 Pulﬁ&Paper
Willamette Industries Albany OR0O00044-2 Pulp&Paper
DELETIONS ~ Hanna Mining and Nickel ORO00162-7 (Closed)
ADDITIONS =~ Dee Forest Products, Inc. OR000186-4 (Re-opened)



ATTACHMENT B {Continued)

. MAJOR MINICIPAL TMSPECTI(RY SGIFDULE -- FY89

July 1988 - June 1989

Ist Qunter od Qerter | 3wd Qurter 4th Querter
Sarce EHQBeﬁazmaahbo J|lajs|o|nN|D} J’l F | M !

Altery, City of CR-0wBR0-L R | |
Ashilard, City of R-0REE5 I | | P
Astrria, City of R-OW756-1 oo I o |
Cladames . Sve. Dist, #1 RODER-1 | || I P
Coos By, City of 1 CR-002357-4 . . N B I
Qocs Bay, City of #2 oms2 ||| L P b
Qrvallis, City of © ROR&E-1 |- I P I
Ootizce Qrove, Clty of CR-002065-9 P Lo . b
Grerts Foss, City of CR-002884-3 I b [ .
Gresten, City of CR-002613-1 ol I R T T L
Hood River, City of CR-002078-8 |1 || | L
Klareth Falls, City of CROM2E30-1. . P B o
Ia Grare, City of | RO0206-0 |- | e |
Tekeron, City of R-002081-8 P | b P
Mirrville, City of R-002619-1 I |- B b
Merdferd, City of ' RUR626-3 oo b I b
| e CR-O03122-4 1 b [ l
| dekery, Clty of R-002M5~7 I | L L

wI557.1
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MAJOR MRICIPAL TNSPECTION SCHEDULE -- FYS9
July 1988 - June 1989

!
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“Rerdleton, City of  RODENS P L b L
rortlad, City of @l B | roemos | | | )] b |
Ratlard, City of (Tyon Cr) CR-C02689-1 A bl o I
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Slem, City of (illovIde) | @oweos | ]| L I |
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Te Dlles, City of womose4 | ) Vol 1 b | 1
Tillack, City of | | b | L
‘Izi-c:itysvc.nista({:zagmdty); 7 CR-OmEe-1 . oo P b
USA matmy | womns oo | |
U.S.A. (Reest Grove) R-002016-8 {o b b |
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USA (stsie) | oommes oo | Lo
W, City of | oomooo I 1) R T | |
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ATTACEMENT F

COST COMPARISON OF ALTERRATIVES
City of Adair Village

Monthly
Annual Operations Annual Cost/ Charge/
Alternative Descripticn Total Capital Cost & Maintenance Cost Household Household
1. Lagoon System, winter ‘Total 52,072,000
holding/summer spray ‘EPA  --- $1,010,000 S
irrigation, No discharge. ‘CDBG  --- § 500,000 552,043 ﬁ $750/Year $63/Month
‘Local --- $§ 562,000 -
2. TUpgrade Existing Plant, Total 51,634,000
add filtration, year round 'EPA --- & 614,000
discharge to Willamette CDBG --- § 500,000 576,277 $865/Year $72 /Month
River. . Local --- § 520,000
3. Lagoon System, summer Total $1,310,190
holding discharge to - EPA --- 8 569,166 _
Willamette River. (Chosen CDBG --- § 500,000 $31,035 T $421/Year $35/Month
Alternative) ‘Local --- § 241,024 :
4. Lagoon System, summer ‘Total $1,328,235
spray lrrigation, winter "EPA --- § 592,889 :
discharge to Willamette CDRG ---§ 500,000 545,631 : S$486/Year $40/Month
River. {(Some increase Local --- 8§ 235,346
in load.)

WJlzsl Fo- 1




ATTACHMENT G

Discharge Limits
City of Adair Village

Winter Summer
(Nov.l-Apr.30) (May 1-0Oct.31)
BOD TSS BOD TSS
Existing Permitted
Discharge Limits#
Concentration (mg/L) 30 30 20 20
Dry weather flow:
0,200 MGD
Pounds/day load
Monthly average 50 50 33 33
Weekly average 75 75 50 50
Daily maximum 106 160 67 67
Discharge Limits Required
Without Load Increase
Concentration {mg/l) 30 50 10 10
Pounds /day load
Monthly average 50 50 33 33
Weekly average 75 75 50 50
Daily maximum 100 100 67 67
Discharge Limits With
Requested Load Increase
Concentration (mg/Ll) 30 50 No discharge
Wet weather flow:
0.318 MGD
Pounds/day load
Monthly average 80 133 0 0
Weekly average 120 200 0 0
Daily maximum 160 267 Q 0

Discharge Limits With
Reduced Load Increase
Concentratioen (mg/l) 30 50 Discharge to
spray irrigation
Wet weather flow:

G.215 MGD

Pounds/day load
Monthly average 54 90 0 0
Weekly average 81 135 0 0
Daily maximum 108 180 0 0

% These limits are based on the design of the existing sewage treatment
piant. Since the plant is not able to meet these discharge standards,

interim limits have been set in the proposed permit to be in effect until

the new treatment plant is completed.
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ATTACHMENT H

Evaluation of the Impact on Water Quality
From the Proposed Discharge Load From the
City of Adair Villape Sewage Treatment Facility

The Department’s Water Quality Plamning Section analyzed the water quality
effects of the proposged permitted load of Adair Village'’s treated effluent to the
Willamette River at River Mile 122.

The last ten years of ambient water quality monitoring data collected between

November 1 and April 30 for the Willamette River at Albany (River Mile 119)., For

this analysis, "worst case" temperature and flow levels for the Willamette River
were used. This combination of maximum temperature and minimum flow is rare, and
has not occurred in the last ten years, for the November 1 thiough April 30
period. For loads from the proposed treatment facility, "worst case" maximum
permitted dally loads (at design year 2009) were used. For this worst case
analysis, it was also assumed that the wasteload currently discharged to Bowers
Slough (a tributary of the Willamette River) does not reach the Willamette River,
and therefore the entire proposed wasteload will be an ingrease from zero load.
The following parameters were used for the analysis:

Maximum observed temperature 15 degrees centigrade
Minimum observed flow 2500 cubic feet per second
Median river BOD-5 1.20 mg/1

Median river T§S 9.5 mg/1L

Wet weather effluent flow 0.318 MGD

Daily maximum BOD - effluent 160 lbs/day

Daily maximum TS5S - effluent 267 lbs/day

Fecal coliform bacteria 200/100 ml, monthly ave.

Dissolved oxvgen levels

The proposed BOD-5 load could increase instream BOD a maximum of 0,01 mg/l, ot
0.8% increase. This could effect a decrease of 0.11% dissolved oxygen under
worst case ceonditions. Although measurable, this loss may be considered
negligible and is within sampling error.

The dissolved oxygen standard for the mainstem Willamette River near Albany is
90% saturation (that is, the dissolved oxygen level must be at or above %0% of
the maximum dissolved oxygen that the water can hold at a given temperature).
Data reviewed for the winter period over the last ten years shows that the
standard is met 95% of the time. Median dissolved oxygen was at 95% saturation.

EPA guidance for evaluating the water gquality statusg of streams suggests that 25%
or more of the samples collected must exceed the standard before beneficial uses
are not considered supported, Based on this data and EPA guidance, the
Department concludes that the Willamette River at Albany is not water quality
limited for dissolved oxygen.
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Total dissolved solids

The maximum observed total dissolved solids in the Willamette River was 90
mg/l. This proposed discharge is calculated to contribute 0.02 mg/l total
dissolved solids, which is not a measurable increase. The applicable
Willamette Basin standard is 100 mg/l.

Temperature

Temperature impacts should not be a problem. Effluent temperature from the
ponds should be similar to ambient water temperature.

Nuisance algal growth

Nutrient loads should not result in nuisance algal growth because of the
dilution factor, and inherent limits in winter algal growth because of cold
water temperatures and a ldack of sunlight. The discharge will cease by
April 30 each vear. Stream flows are not expected to warm sufficiently for
algal production until June.

Fecal coliform bacteria

Water quality standards for fecal coliform bacterisz are based on
concentrations of bacteria cells per 100 milliliters (ml.). The Adaixr
Village treatment facility is required to disinfect effluent prior to
discharge. Permitted levels are the same as the in-stream standard for
fecal coliform bacteria, and therefore can not cause water quality standards
to be viclated.

High fecal coliform bacteria levels are found in many Oregon streams in the
winter, including the Willamette River. There are a number of possible
sources of these bacteria, including non-point sources (such as frem
livestock), failing septic tank drainfields, and bypasses of raw or
improperly treated sewage from municipal ceollection and treatment systems.

Fecal coliform bacteria in and of themselves are not of concern, but rather
-are used as an indicator organism showing the potential for the presence of.
disease causing organisms such as the hepatitis virus. With secondary
treatment and adequate disinfection to permitted levels, no occurrences of
viral infection have been found from municipal effluent. The proposed
Adair Village project will eliminate the one existing point of bypassing (a
pump station will be re-built, leaking sewers will he sgealed). With the
provision of secondary treatment and the elimination of all bypasses, fecal
coliform bacteria from the Adair Village treatment facility are expected to
have no impact on public health or beneficial uses,
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DEQ-48

Rl 811 5w snxT H AVENUE P(}RTLAND OR 97204 PHONE (503} 229-5696
i‘
MEMORANDUM '
To: Envifénmental'Quality Commission
From: Dire;%or
Subject: AmEnﬁ;ent to Ttem H, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Request for Exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC Policy
Requiring Growth_and Development Be Accommodated Within
Existing Permitted Loads) by the City of Adair Village

OregﬁL

Purpose of AmendmeﬁE

The purpoge of thlsamendment is to provide the Commission with the Hearing
Officer's report agd summary and evaluation of public comment received on the
City's request for increases in mass discharge limitations.

The request for amexception to the policy requiring growth and development be
accomnodated w1th1n existing allowable discharge loads, unless otherwise
approved by the Comnlsslon is a substantative permit issue requiring public
notice. As part gf the permit issuance process and in anticipation that a
public hearing miéht be requested during the routine permit public notice
procedure, the Department prepared & notice of hearing on the proposed
National Pollutanf'Dlscharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the City of
Adair Village (Attachment A).

The public hearing was held on November 17, 1988. Testimony from the City's
engineer requesteéd the record be held open beyond November 18 to provide
additional comment on the draft permit. The summary and response te testimony
includes the additional comments received.

Evaluation

The Hearing Officer’s report and summary and evaluation of public comment on
the City's request for increases in mass discharge loads for its proposed
expanded treatment facility is presented in Attachment B. This report
includes copies of written testimony.

No objections to the proposed load increase were raised. Comments from the
City and its engineer concerning the proposed increase elaborated on reasons
they believe it is important that the Commission approve an exception to OAR
340-41-026(2) on December 9, 1988. The City has made a good faith effort to
complete planning and financing to construct new facilities which will
eliminate year-round discharges to Bowers Slough. The proposed lagoon



Amendment to Agenda Item H, EQC Meeting
December 9, 1988
Page 2

facility also will enable the City to eliminate effluent discharges during the
summer low stream flow months.

Since the hearing dealt with any issue relative to the content of the proposed
permit, there were comments and suggestions receilved at the hearing concerning
other permit issues. The permit is propesed to be modified as shown in
Attachment C and described below:

1. The City requested that the percent removal of BOD5 and total suspended
solids (TSS) specified in the permit be reduced from 85% to 65%. The
Department believes that a reduction to 65% removal efficiency for TSS is
reasonable, particularly considering the proposed treatment system is a
lagoon., FEPA effluent standards do allow 65% removal in cases such as that
of Adair Village. 1If the Commission does not approve the proposed
increase in loadings, however, this may be a moot issue., If the City is
required to provide treatment consistent with current loadings, this may
necessitate a removal efficiency of 85% or better. For BODg, the
Department believes that the current proposal can provide a removal
efficiency of 85% and does not intend to reduce the proposed permit
limitations to 65%.

2. The mixing zone for the existing facility discharge to Rowers Slough is
modified in the interim to reflect the entire area where it is assumed
water quality standards cannot be maintained. The Department recognizes
that water quality standards are violated in Bowers Slough beyond the
existing mixing zone. This is the primary reason for requiring the
facility to be upgraded in accordance with Schedule C of the permit,
Compliance Conditions and Schedules.

3. Minor "housekeeping" revisions are made to reflect the location and
discharge points of the existing and proposed new treatment facility.

Director’s Recommendation

The Director recommends that this report be appended to the staff report of
Agenda Item H. Furthermore, it should be noted that no public comment was
received objecting to the proposed increase. The Director recommends the
Commission grant the requested wasteload increase for the Clty of Adalr

Viliage.
Miba, Frn
/6‘3’\..
Fred Hansen

Mary M. Halliburton:REF:kjc
WJ1319
229-5065
December 5, 1988
Attachments: A. Public Hearing Notice
B. Hearing Officer’s Report Including Summary and Evaluation of
Public Comment and Coples of Written Testimony.
G. Revised Draft NPDES Permit




ATTACHMENT A

- 3

Oregon Dspartment of Environmerntal Quality

WATER QUALITY WASTE DISCHARGE PERMITS

Date Prepared: 10/07/88
Notice Issued: 10/14/88
Comments Due: 1i/18/88

WHO ARE THE City of Adair Village, STP

APPLICANTS City of Halsey, STP

WHAT IS Modification of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
PROPOSED: permit limitations to allow the Cities of Adair Village and Halsey

to expand the capacities of their sewage treatment plants from 0.200
million gallons per day (MGD) to 0.318 MGD and 0.096 MGD to 0.394 MGD,

respectively.
WHAT ARE THE The Cities each propose to construct additional treatment capacity to
HIGHLIGHTS : accommodate the wastewater loads of larger and growing populations in
the two communities, and to resolve permit violations. The permitted

monthly average biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended
solids (TSS) discharge limits for the expanded facilities would be
increased only in the wet weather season of November 1 - April 30.

The monthly average discharge load from the Adalr Village system would
be increased by 33 pounds per day BCOD and 83 pounds per day TSS.
Digcharge of Adair Village's treated effluent to Bowers Slough would be
eliminated. Treated and disinfected waste instead would be discharged
to the Willamette River. The City of Halsey's discharge load to Muddy
Creek would be increased by 51 pounds per day BOD and 84 pounds per day
TSS. There will be no discharge during the low river flow peried of
May 1 through Octcber 31 from either facility,

HOW IS THE There will be an increase in the amounts of BOD and TS5S discharged to

PUBLIC AFFECTED: the Willamette River from the Adair Plant and to Muddy Creek from the
Halsey Plant. However, no detrimental water quality effects of these
increased discharges are predicted.

HOW TO COMMENT: Public hearings have been scheduled for: City of Halsey at 2:00 p.m.,
and City of Adair Village at 6;00 p.m., on the following date and
location:

Thursday, November 17
Albany Armory
George Miller, Room B
104 SW 4th Avenue
Albany, Oregon

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 statg, cali 1-800-452.4011.

811 &.W. 61h Avenue
Portiand, OR 97204

11/1/86
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ATTACHMENT A
{continued)

The public will have the opportunity to give oral or written testimony
at these hearings.

Written comments should be presented to DEQ by _ _Friday, November 18
at the following address:

Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division
811 s.W., Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: 229-6099

After the public testimony has been received and evaluated, the pro-
posed modifications will be revised as appropriate and will be
presented to the Envirenmmental Quality Commission for their
consideration. The Commission may approve the increase, approve a
modified proposal or deny the increase.




ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Quality Commission

NEIL BOLDSCIADT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Mary M. Halliburton, Hearings Officer,@i%@éﬂ

Subject: Agenda Item H, December 9, 1988, EQC Meeting

Hearings Officer'’s Report on Proposed Modification of National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Limitations
to Allow the Citv of Adair Village's Sewage Treatment Plant
Discharge loading to Increase to the Willamette River.

A public hearing was held Thursday, November 17, 1988 at the Albany Armory,
104 SW 4th Avenue, Albany, Oregon at 6:00 PM. The hearing was preceded by
public notice issued Octobar 14, 1988,

The hearings officer summarized the purpose of the hearing and reminded
those present that the record will close at 5:00 PM, Friday, November 18.
The Department at that time will summarize and respond to all written and
oral commentt for inclusion in the material the Envirommental Quality
Commission (EQC) will review at their December 9, 1988 EQC meeting.

In addition, those present were advised that if so desired, they may
receive a copy of the EQC staff report, and summary and response to oral and
written testimony.

A summary of the proposed modifications being considered for the City of
Adair Village's wastewater treatment facility was presented by Ralph Funk,
Permits Coordinator, DEQ. A question was raised at the end of the
presentation as to where the proposed outfall is to be located. Steve
Downs, Westech Engineering Inc., responded to the question neting that it
will be downstream of the park and the City’s water intake.

Following the presentation by Ralph Funk, the public hearing commenced.
Those signed up to provide comment were called individually to provide
comment. Two persons provided oral comment. FKach supported the proposed
increase in discharge te the Willamette River. A third individual who
filled out a witness registration form decided not to comment.

In addition to the oral testimony, the Department received: (1) a letter
dated October 21, 1988, from Gary Munsterman, Development Director of Benton
County, supporting the proposed project, and (2) written response dated
November 28, 1988, from the City's engineer in response to the draft NPDES
permit. These letters, in additien to supplements to oral testimony, are
shown in Attachment B1.

DEQ-46



ATTACHMENT B
{continued)

Hearings Officer's Report on Adair Village
Page 2

Summary of Oral Testimony

James L, Ableman, Mayor, City of Adair Village. Mayor Ableman submitted a
letter from Benton County in support of the proposed improvements for the
City's wastewater treatment facility. The letter was made part of the
record.

The City of Adalr Village supports the project but has experienced delays on
numerous occasions, On February 17, 1988, the City requested assistance
from DEQ, response from the Department was not received until May 16, 1988
(At this point Mr. Ableman submitted both letters for the record). He also
indicated that continued delays would adversely affect the City with respect
to escalating costs, timely bidding of the project and loss of a $500,000
OCD grant if not expended by February of 1990.

The City also spoke to the economics of the issue, The average sewer user
with a $60,000 home currently pays $49.15/ month. This consists of a

816 /month service charge, $4.75/month additional charge to balance budget
and $5.68/year per $1,000 of assessed value to service the bond issue.
Alternatives to the preferred option of staying within the current permit
limits and land application of effluent would increase costs approximately
$200,000 and add an additional cost to the sewer users of $7/month. As a
result, user costs would rise to $70/month. Mayor Ableman submitted for the
record an article from the Corvallis Gazette Times which indicates the
City's current ranking in Benton County.

Department's Responsge:

The Department acknowledges that the City of Adair Village has made a good
faith effort to complete facility planning and arrange local financing to be
eligible for construction grant award by September 30, 1988, The Department
apologizes for not providing written response to the City's February request
for guidance on future treatment criteria until May 1988. Tt unfortunately -
wag assumed that the wverbal phone communication with the City’s engineer in
March 1988 provided sufficilent guidance on lagoon seepage criteria,
treatment criteria, including federal 85% removal requirements and the need
for the facility plan to address alternatives to stay within the existing
mass loads and evaluate impacts on receiving water quality. Additionally,
to prevent miscommunication in the future on the need for public notice on
permit related actions prior to design and construction of proposed
facilities, the grant and permit sections are developing procedures wherehy
all potential grantees are made aware of the Department's permit related
procedures. It appears that the grant award condition alseo notifying the
permittee of the need for EQC action on the requested lead increase prior to
release of the grant monies did not adequately prepare the City to
procedural steps for public notice that would be required on the load
increase request,




ATTACHMENT B
(continued)

Hearings Officer’s Report on Adair Village
Page 3

Steve Downs, Project Manager., Westech Ensineering, Inc.

Mr. Downs presented the City’s efforts te comply with the existing permit
and the activities the City is involved in to maintain compliance with the
current permitted limits. Additional information was presented to
illustrate that the preferred option results in an improvement to the
quality of the environment.

The City has expended a good faith effort over the last year to take a
sewer system . built in 1958 and upgrade it. The CGity has undertaken efforts
to reduce inflow and infiltration (I/I), eliminate summer discharges to
Bowers Slough and ultimately, eliminate discharge to the slough completely.
Tn 1987, the City Counsel emwbarked on the adoption of the preferred
alternative developed in the facility plan and approved by DEQ and EPA.

The City is working hard toward this goal.

The elimination e¢f the discharge to Bowers Sleough, with direct discharge to
the Willamette River, will result in an increase in the monthly average mass
discharge of BOD. However, on an annual basis, BOD is reduced by 650
pounds, TS8S will potentially increase due to the stabilization pond
process and higher T5S effluent concentration allowed for lagoons. Looking
at the capacity of the river and dilution, the mean or average flow of the
river in November provides a dilution of 26,000:1. The lowest flow on
record regults in a dilution factor of 4,300:1. Thus, as far as an
environmental impact to the river there is wvery little.

Additionally, the City will be upgrading two pump stations and eliminating
an existing raw sewage bypass at one of the stations which overflows into
Bowers Slough during high flows.

The facility plan reviewed other technical options. These included summer
spray irrigation and summer spray irrigation and winter discharge with 75%
removal of I/I to stay within the current discharge limitations. The
estimated additional cost above the preferred option to implement these
alternatives are $200,000 and $120,000 respectively. The City can not
afford these options. '

It was requested that the EQC take action at the December 9, 1988, EQC
meeting to allow the City to proceed with construction of the facility next
summer. This will allow the City to be out of the Slough in 2 yearg as
mandated by DEQ. EGQC approval would also allow the City to proceed with
site acquisition for the new facilities and the conditional use process
through Benton Ceunty. All of these are necessary for a successful
completion of the treatment facility this summer (1989).

It was requested that review of the draft permit be extended one week beyond
the public hearing record to allow sufficient time for comment by the City.




ATTACHMENT B
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Hearings Officer’'s Report on Adair Village
Page 4

Department’s Response

With regard to Mr. Down's request for additional time to review the draft
permit, the Department verbally concurred following the public hearing that
it was appropriate for the City to have additional time. The Department
received the City's comments on November 28, 1988 and offers the following:

1. The Department concurs it is appropriate to modify the mixing zone for
the existing facility discharge to Bowers Slough in the interim until
the new facilities are completed. The Department vecognizes that water
quality standards are vielated in Bowers Slough beyond the existing
permit mixing zone houndary and is requiring the City to upgrade its
facilities in accordance with Schedule € of the proposed permit.

2. Minor "housekeeping™ revisions will be made to reflect the location and
discharge points of the existing and proposed new treatment facility.

3. Revisions to the percent removal requirement for BODg5 percent removal
of less than 85% are not appropriate. The projected influent BODjy
concentration upon completion of the T/T removal project should enable
the treatment system to achieve 85% removal for effluent concentrations
of 30 mg/l BODs and less. The project certification evaluation
criteria for the I/I removal project should include the 85% BODsg
removal requirement.

‘The determination of a percent removal requirement less than 85%
removal, but not less than 65% for TSS, is appropriate if the
Commission approves the mass load increase issue. Given the influent
T3S concentrations of the projected winter average flows following
cost-effective 1/1 removal, in combination with the 50 mg/l TSS
permitted effluent concentration, the facility could not achieve 85%
removal but could meet the 65% minimum removal requirement allowed by
EPA secondary treatment ctriteria: If the Commission -does not -approve
the waste load increase, higher percent removal requirements may be

imposed.
Attachment; Written Testimony Received Concerning the Proposed Ipcrease
in Mass Discharge Limits and the Draft NPDES Permit.
MMH:REF:kjc
WJ1320
229-5065

December 5, 1988
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By Chuck Westluhd :

of the Gazette-Times Y-

: Adair”Village surpassed PhJ.Eo—

math -this “year.  for - the ‘dubious.
. honor of. havmg ‘the highest consoli-
' dated tax rate of any-city in Bentod'.

- 'County, according to annual tax fig-

ures from the Benmn County dsses-

sor’s ‘office. - .-

. @ _Adair Viilage- Fue.led by

o ment. S .

Txi}age Fumiped by -almost 23 per-
cenf, :The. mnsohdated tax"rate _is;
the an : it

year, the rate was $30.28 per $1,000
of asmsed property valuation. - -

change means that .the
uwner of a $60,000 house will pay
$2,230 in taxes Io various taxing

S agencnes “this ~yéar. That's ‘an in,

crease of about $414 from last year.

for improvements to the city sewer
systern, a project -which will cost

frict’'and for Be.utou Counl:y govem

= Al:«ea. Bm:dents of A]sea

The bond sale, approved over-

i wbelminglyinJune,winayinpaﬁ

> about §1.3 m\lhon Othar funding is -

; -j_wﬂlpaya.boutslfm:ntaxﬁthls_
p}ayi.ng a role in the Ada.zr'

Vﬂlage increase were hikes in tax ~

vates for the Corvallis School Dis-

community in the county, will still
see g majur :m:rease in taxm thxs
year. "
Alsea is an mncorporat.ed com—
mumty, 30 resxdenf.s there pay no
_city taxes. The primary cpmponents
of the bill re taxes, paid’ to.the"
sehool district and Bentor County.
«-The tax rate in- Alseawill jump
by i85 percent, frum §$2222 per

. $3,000 last year to $26.33 per $1,000

this year. That increase means the
owner of a $50,000 home in Alsea

_year, an’increase of $247 frum lnst

% The i increase mA]sea B atmbut—
able to an increase in school taxes.

- The school district tax rate climbed
-—by24percent,from$3mper$10(JB-
tn $18.32 per: 51,000 Taxﬁ ‘paid to

' sw -Tmr/ss

Thursdsy, October 13, 19&5_

By Les Blumenthal

af The Associated Pregs

WASHINGTON — The House on Wed-
nesday passed and sen! to the president’s
desk legislation that would designate al-
most 1,430 miies of 40 Oregon rivers for
protecncn under the federal ‘M]:‘ and
Scenic Rivers Act.

ninutes of floor debate with only Republi-
can Rep. Bob Smith opposing it.

Smith called the bill a “bad and beayti-
ful, Jekyll and Hyde' measure that would
trample on private property rights.

“The heartburn here is tha! private
property is included,” said Smith, adding
that 85 percent of the rivers involved were
in his district.
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ATTACHMENT B1 (Cont'd)

WESTECH ENGINEERING, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS & PLANNERS

PRINCIPALS

CH. STEKETEE, P.E
SA WARD, P.E
5C COWNS, PE

February 17, 1988

Mr. Richard J. Nichols, Admlnlstrator
DEQ -~ Water Quallty Division

811 SW 6th

Portland, OR 97204

RE: City of Adair Village Discharge Standards

Dear Mr. Nichols:

We have Dbeen retained by the Clty of Adair Village to prepare a
Sewerage Facilities Plan in anticipation of receiving an EPA

Construction Grant for sewerage . improvements this fiscal year.

DEQ has directed the City to eliminate its summer discharge to

Bowers Slough within two years. In addition, elimination or
restriction of the winter -discharge to the slough may be
required, pending our evaluation of receiving stream flows. our

early indication suggests that sufficient slough flows may be
available further downstream from the present point of discharge.

We have assumed thus far that DEQ has no objections to the use of
lagoons for summer holding, prov1ded that the Department’s
seepage limitation of l/4“/day is met without adverse impacts to
groundwater. However, recent discussions with DEQ Regional
personnel suggest that this standard is in a state of flux.

In order to properly evaluate all realistic alternatives for the
City, we request your specific guidance on the following:

1. For ‘a stabilization or holding lagoon, what design
criteria and construction performance standard will be
imposed with respect to allowable seepage?

- 1/4"/day (allowing for a native clay liner)
- 1/8"/day (requiring Bentonite)

- 10 7 cm/sec (mandating an impermeable
membrane liner)

We believe that such tighter standards should be
considered only in specific <cases where groundwater
degradation has been documented, or where prevailing
solls  or groundwater uses dictate extraordinary
measures. Please recognize that 1ncrea51ngly tighter
standards represent a very 51gn1flcant financial impact
upon small communities such as Adair Village. Will EPA
participate in the funding of such tighter standards?

Corporate Office: 3421 25th St. S.E., Salem, Oregon 97302 (503) 585-2474 31
13500 SW. 72nd Ave.. Portland. Oregon 97223 (503) 684.9226 -2
2300 Oakmont Way, Eugene, Otegon 97401 (503) 485-4454




ATTACHMENT B1 (Cont'd)

2. DEQ and EPA have considered stabilization lagoons as
secondary treatment. Therefore, we assume a winter
effluent 1limit of 30/50 (BOD/TSS} applies, providing
the receiving stream dilution ratio (< 1.0) is
available. We also assume that water quality standards
for the Willamette Basin require a 10/10 summer
discharge limit directly to the Willamette, and that a
secondary (30/30) effluent would be permitted for a
direct winter discharge to the river from the existing
mechanical plant. Please advise us if these
assumptions are 1incorrect. Also, since the Willamette
River itself is not currently targeted for Total Mass

- Discharge Loading (TMDL) limitations, the City’s mass
discharge limits (lbs/day) can be increased, consistent
with the design criteria and concentration limits for
the new facilities.

3. Please advise us if anything other than secondary
effluent 1is required for summer.land application of
treated wastewater, subject of course to hydraulic, BOD
and nitrogen loading rates.

4, Some DEQ representatives have suggested the use of
marsh treatment to polish the mechanical treatment
plant effluent, with continued discharge to Bowers
Slough. What effluent 1limits would be imposed:; could
the slough discharge be continued year around; and
would lagoon seepade standaxds for marsh effluent be
different if summer storage is still recquired?

These issues are of immediate importance to the timely completion
of our Facilities Plan, and we look forward to your expeditious
response. Please call me 1if you have any questions or need
further information.

.Very truly yours,

WESTECH ENGINEERING, INC.

Stephen C. Downs, P.E.
Project Manager
SCD:jm

cc: City of Adair Village
Scott Wilson, District 4 COG
DEQ - Willamette Valley Region
Barbara Burton - DEQ - Water Quality Division
Francis Dzata - DEQ - Water Quality Division
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Department of Environmental Quality

811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1390 PHONE {503) 229-5696

.

May 16, 1988 L o |

Steve Downs SR : _ E
Westech Engineering S RS - . :
3421 25th Street S.E.. . * g ., |
Salem, Oregon 97302 R A : ' S A .

Dear Steve:

This is a follow-up ‘to our telephone conversation in early March 1988
regarding lagoon seepage requirements to address groundwater protection
policies and treatment criteria of proposed expanded facilities for Adair
Village and Halsey. This letter confirms in writing planning information
related to you by Ken Vigil and Francis Dzata for these projects.

Your February 17, 1988, letter posed several questions. 1Inh addition, it L

appears you have made several assumptions about treatment criteria which are :
E not completely consistent with water quality program policies. Facility
plans and engineering studies are expected to address the water quality
program policies and treatment criteria contained in Oregon Administrative
Rules, Division 41. There may be cases where additional alternatives may be
identified and compared against those treatmént and disposal techniques
which conform to these policies and treatment criteria because they will
provide equivalent control of wastes. In certain situations, the preferred
or recommended alternative may require exceptions to EQC policies,

The items discussed below should help elarify our position regarding
appropriate information to be included in fdcility plans to enable decisions
on appropriate exceptions on a case-by-case basis.

1. Questions Concerning Seepape Requirements.

As a result of increaséd concern about groundwater contamination, the

EQC adopted a General Groundwater Quality Protection Policy in 1981.

Consistent with these policies, highest and best practicable treatment

and control of sewage to minimize potential pollutant loading to the

groundwater is required. The Department considers a seepage O
requirement of 1/8 inch per day or less to be achievable for prOperly L
designed and constructed new treatment and storage lagoons or lagoons
proposed to undergo expansion or significant modification. Where less

than this level of protection is proposed, technical studies showing

that lesser controls will adequately protect beneficial uses is needed,

Such information would include hydrogeologic study information and

contaminant leoading projections that demonstrate that beneficial uses

of groundwater will not be impacted. 1In some cases, a thorough

hydrogecologic study which includes groundwater monitoring is not needed

B1-4
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because sufficient information is readily available from other sources.
Where indirect discharges to surface waters will occur (for example,
via seepage ponds following treatment) information must include an
evaluation that pollution loadings through groundwater to surface
waters also will not impact receiving stream water quality and uses.

o If lesser controls are justified based on this study information,

b groundwater and/or surface water monitoring requirements may be
specified in the Water Pollution Control Facilities permit to assure
adequate protection of groundwater and surface water. :

We do not foresee any problems with EPA grant funding assistance for
lagoon treatment to meet 1/8 inch per day or less seepage. You may
wish to consult with us as you obtain information on the hydrogeclogy

for your projects so we can assist you in determlnlng needed additional
information.

2. Secondary Treatment.

Stabilization pond effluent of 30 mg/l BOD5 and 50 mg/l TSS monthly
average is considered equivalent to secondary treatment. Please be
aware, however, that any proposed increase in permitted discharge
loadings, summer or winter, requires approval from the Environmental
Quality Commission in accordance with OAR 340-41-026(2). We would
expect that any proposal to increase mass discharge leoads above that
which is currently permitted be compared with an altermative that
assures effluent quality within the permitted loading and includes an
-evaluation of the .impact on receilving water quality. Upon evaluating
facility plans for grant funding assistance, we would determine if the
information supports requesting an exception from the EQC.

Other water quality policies such as rece1v1ng stream dilution (30 to 1
for a 30 mg/l effluent BOD) and assurance that water quality standards
will be met outside a reasonably defined mixing zone are applicable in
any event. Thus, proposals for discharge should include an evaluation
and characterization of low flows, potential environmmeéntal effects, and
proposed discharge period. We will also 'evaluate outfall structure
design to assure the mixing zone criteria for the basin are satisfied
(copy attached). ' )

b 3, Irrigated Effluent.

Enclosed is a copy of dirrigation guidelines that the Department has
made available to domestic waste sources and engineering censultants
for several years. The quality of effluent required is dependent upon
the use and proposed area to receive land applied effluent.
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4. Marsh Treatment. "I .  ‘77f- . o | |

The Department has approvédfand permitted one marsh treatment system,
It is located in Cannon Beach. . The engineering consulting firm
proposed secondary lagoon effluent to the marsh and evaluated the i
capability of the marsh to.treat to 10/10 prior to discharge to the ?
receiving stream. The marsh is used in conjunction with the lagoon E
1

treatment system and it appears' that this was in part dictated by the :
preference to discharge directly from the lagoon during the winter wet - » .
weather period. Information on this marsh treatment system continues
to Be collected and you are welcome to review our files. Oregon State
University and Oregon Fish and Wildlife were active participants in the
review and study of this facility.

If you have any additional questions or comments, 'do not hesitate to call. ‘
We are encouraged by the interest of both the City of Halsey and Adair . S
Village to complete planning efforts. We do not foresee any difficulties in
permitting expanded and improved wastewater treatment facilities for these
communities provided: the recommended alternatives are based on sound
planning information and demonstrate existing and potential water quallty _ P
concerns are addressed in an approprlate fashion. o _ B

Sincerely,

b Mary M. Halliburton; Hahager

Sewage Disposal Section
Water Quality Division

MMH:kjc
WI537
Attachments ‘
cc: Willamette Valley Regxon DEQ
City of Adair Village-
City of Halsey

i
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DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
' 180 NW 5th Street
Corvallis, OR 97330-4728

{503) 757-681"

October 21, 1988

Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division

811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

RE: Modification of National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for the City of Adair Village

Benton County supports the proposed City of Adair Village sewer improvement
project which would eliminate discharge of treated effluent into Bowers
Slough. The proposed new cutfall line to the Willamette River will traverse
land zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The proposed lagoon site may also be
located outside of the City limits on land zoned EFU.

Benton County has not conducted a land use review as required by County
Ordinance. Article IV.04(4) of the Benton County Zoning Ordinance aliows
public utility facilities, including sanitary sewer lines, as a Conditional
Use in the EFU zone. The City of Adair Village must apply for a Conditional
Use Permit from the Benton County Development Department prior to construction
of the proposed outfall line and sewage lagoons. The Conditional Use Permit
application will be evaluated against Articles IV.05 and XX of the Benton

- County Zoning Ordinance.

Please enter this letter into the record of the public hearing. If further
information is required, please contact the Development Department.

Sincerely,

ary terman
Devel nt Director

cc: City of Adair Village -

D0341/16
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WESTECH ENGINEERING, INC. = [F ([0 “'
CONSULTING ENGINEERS & PLANNERS ' i{j) &Z ﬁg Ei ﬂ %? Eg !
ifn NOY 24 1988
ﬁﬁg@ﬁaa November 28, 1988 Wistor Oulity, Divis
3 ”3’8&%555 Bant. of Envirommenia: ooy

Ms. Mary Halliburton

DEQ Water Quality Division
811 S.W. éth

Portland, OR 97204

RE: City of Adair Village
File No. 500

Dear Ms. Halliburton:

On behalf of the City of Adair Village, we have reviewed the
preliminary draft NPDES Permit, which was given to City
representatives on November 17, 1988.

In general, we believe the proposed permit effluent limitations
and compliance schedule realistically reflect the City’s
prevailing conditions and anticipated construction schedule for
the new facilities; assuming the EQC approves the City’s
requested inc¢rease 1in mass discharge loads. However, we believe
some comments on the proposed permit are appropriate.

1. Page 1. The existing treatment plant is located next to the
Benton County Park. Also, neither the City, its existing
treatment plant and outfall, nor the proposed new treatment
facilities and outfall are located within the Mary’s or
Calapooia River basins. The appropriate subbasin would
appear to be the Middle Willamette,

2. Page 2. The proposed interim effluent limitations appear
acceptable and within the reasonable capabilities and
limitations of the City’s aged treatment plant. This is
particularly true with the added provisions for an increased
mass load discharge under high I/I flow conditions.
However, the interim mixing =zone specified in Condition
A.l.c does not appear realistic, particularly in light of
DEQ’s October 1986 mixing zone survey. The vast majority of
the Bowers Slough summer flow (at least in the immediate
vicinity of Adair Village) 1is recognizably the treatment
plant’s effluent. We would prefer that a mixing zone not be
specified during this interim period. However, if one must
be specified, then we request that it be extended from the
point of discharge, down to the slough’s intersection with
Ryal’s Lane.

Corporate Offices 3421 25th St. S.E, Salem, Oregon 97302 (503) BR5-2474
13500 SW. 72nd Ave,, Portland, Oregon 97223 (503) 684-9226
2300 Oakmont Way, Eugene, Oregon 97401 (503) 485-4454 B
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November 28, 1988

Ms.

Mary Halliburton

Page 2

3.

We

Pages 2 and 3. <Conditions alb and A2a (3) specify that the
BOD and TSS removal efficiency shall ncot be 1less than 85
percent monthly average. We understand that this is based
upon the influent and effluent concentrations (not mass
loads). As revealed in the Facilities Plan, the existing
mechanical treatment plant is capable of providing 85
percent removal on a seasonal average basis, even in spite
of the prevailing high winter I/I flows. We understand that
EPA secondary treatment standards allow stabilization
lagoons to prov1de as low as 65 Ppercent removal.  Since
Adair Vlllage’" lagoons will discharge only during the high
streamflow winter months (and under a 30/50 standard for
BOD/TSS), we redquest that the 85 percent reduction be
delayed pending an evaluation of the project’s success and
lagoon’s performance as part of the project certification.

appreciate this opportunity to comment on the City’s draft

permit, and trust these comments are self explanatory. Please
call me if you have any questions or need further information.

cC:

Sincerely,
WESTECH ENGINEERING, INC.

C (Lot

Stephéh'c Downs,
Project Manager

City of Adair village

Ralph Funk, DEQ Water Quality Division
Barbara Burton, DEQ Water Quality Division
DEQ Willamette Valley Region - Salem

B1-9




ATTACHMENT C

Expiration Date: 11/30/93
Permit Number:

File Number: 500

Page 1 of 6 Pages

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

VASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Environmental Quality
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Issued pursuant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSUED TO: SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
: ' ' Qutfall  Outfall
City of Adair Village Type of Waste  Number Location
103" N.E, Wm. R. Carr Ave.
Corvallis, OR 97330 Domestic Waste 001 %owers Slgugh*
R.M. 2.5
Domestic Waste 001 Willamette River
(R.M. 122)
PIANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFORMATION:
Municipal Sewage Treatment Plant Bagin: Willamette
(Trickling Filter) located Subbasin: Upper Willamette
next to the Benton County Stream: Bowers Slough#¥
Park (existing) Willamette River
Two cell lagoon off of Ryals Hydro Code: 22E+BOWE 2, 5D%
Lane (proposed) 22E=-WILL 122D

County: Benton

* Until January 1, 1990
EPA REFERENCE NO: OR-002339-6
Issued in response to Application No. 999472 received 7/29/86.

This permit is issued based on the land use findings in the permit record.

Fred Hansen, Director S _ Date

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is authorized
to construct, install, modify, or operate a wastewater coElection, treatment,
control and disgosal system and discharge to public waters adequatelg treated
waste waters only from the authorized d1scharﬁe point or points established in
Schedule A and only in conformance with all the requirements, limitatiocns, and
conditions set forth in the attached schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded. .. 2-3
Schedule B - Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements. .. 4
Schedule C - Compliance Conditions and Schedules............. 5
Schedule D - Special Conditions............. .. ... .. ... .. .. 6
General ConditIoms. . ... ... e e Attached

Each other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited,

This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for compliance
with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule, standard,
ordinance, order, judgment, or decree.

|
|
|
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|

File Number: 500 !
Page 2 of 6 Pages

SCHEDULE A

Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permit Issuance.

a. Outfall Number 001 (Sewage Treatment Plant Outfall)

Average Effluent Menthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Max imum
Parameter Monthly _ Weekly lb/day lb/da 1bs
Year Around: ' ' '
BOD 30 mg/1 45 mg/l 50.0 75.0 100.0
TSS 30 mg/1 45 mg/1 50.0 75.0 100.0
FC per 100 ml 200 400
b. QOther Parameters Limitations
pH (year around) Shall be within the range 6.0-2.0

Average dry weather flow
to the treatment facility. 0.200 MGD
{Basis for mass discharge limits)

BOD & TS5 removal efficiency Shall net be less than 85
percent monthly average.

When, because of excessive infiltration or inflows, the total flow
entering the treatment facility exceeds 0.300 MGD the percentage

- of BOD-5 and Suspended Solids removed by the treatment facility
may be less than 85% and the pounds discharged may exceed the
limits of Condition 1. During those periods the treatment
facility shall be operated as efficiently as practicable and the
amountt of BOD-5 and Suspended Solids discharged shall not exceed a
monthly average of 100.0 1lbs/day each, or a daily maximum of 150
.pounds each.

c. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharpged and no activities shall be
conducted which wil] violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in
OAR 340-41-445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone 1s defined as that,
portion of Bowers Slough, beginning at the point of
discharge and extending teo Ryals Lane approximately
0.9 miles downstream.
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Waste Discharge Limitations Not to be Exceeded after Attainment of
Operational Level as Required by Schedule C, Condition 1, of this

Permit.

a. Qutfall Number 001 (Sewage Treatment Plant Discharge)

(1) May 1 - October 31:

permitted.

(2) November 1 - April 30:

No discharge to state waters is

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthlv  Weekly 1b/dav 1b/dav 1bs
BOD-5 30 mg/1 45 mg/l . 80 120 160
TSS 50 mg/l 75 mg/l 133 200 267
FC/100 ml 200 400

{3) Other parametersg

PH (year-round})

Limitations

$hall be within the
range 6.0 - 9.0

Average dry weather design flow
to treatment facility. (Mass
load is based on discharge flow
of 0.318 mgd.)

BCD removal efficiency

TS5 removal efficiency

0.090 MGD

Shall not be less than 85
percent monthly average.

Shall not be less than 65
percent monthly average.

Not withstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in OAR
340-41-445 except in the defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone is defined as that
pertion of the Willamette River in a 25 foot

radius from the point of discharge.
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SCHEDULE B

Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
(unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

a. Influent

Item or Parameter Minimum Frequency  Type of Sample
Total Flow {(mgd) Daily Continuous

. Recording
BOD-5 - Two per Month 24 -Hour Composite
TSS Twe per Month 24-Hour Composite
pH Three per Week CGrab

b. Outfall Rumber 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall)

Item or Parameter Minimum Frequency  Type of Sample
1

Total Flow (MGD) Daily Measurement
Quantity Chlorine Used Daily Measurement
Effluent Chlorine Residual Daily : Grab
BOD-5 Two per Month 24-Hour Composite
TSS Two per Month 24 -Hour Composite
pH A Three per Week Grab
Fecal Coliform . One per Week Grab d
Average Percent Removed Two per Month Calculation

(BOD & TSS)
Flow Meter Calibration One per Month Verification

Monitoring reports shall include a record of the location an method of
disposal of all sludge and a record of all applicable equipment
breakdowns and bypassing,

Reporting Procedures

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting
period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the
Pepartment by the 15th day of the following month.
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SCHEDULE C

Compliance Conditions and Schedules

1.

The permittee i1s required to eliminate all dry weather discharges to
Bowers Slough and to make necessary facility improvements to achieve
compliance with applicable water quality management policies, standards
and treatment criteria set forth in Oregon Administrative Rules,
Division 41, in accordance with the following:

a. By no later than February 1, 1989, the permittee shall submit
preliminary engineering plans and specifications,

b. By no later than March 1, 1989, the permittee shall submit final
engineering plans and specifications for construction of necessary
improvements.

c. By no later than June 1, 1989, the permittee shall award
construction bids for completion of necessary improvements.

d. By no later than January 1, 1990, the permittee shall complete
construction of necessary improvements.

e, By no later than March 1, 1990, the permittee shall attain the
necessary operational level to achieve compliance with the
effluent limitations of this permit,

The permittee shall submit sludge management plans in accordance with
Oregon State Department of Envirommental Quality, Chapter 340, Division
50, "Land Application and Disposal of Sewage Treatment Plant Derived
Products Including Septages" per the following schedule:

By no later than February 1, 198%, the permittee shall
submit an interim sludge management plan for the existing
facilities.| Upon approval of the plan by the Department,
the plan shall be implemented by the permittee until
completlon of facility improvements.

The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have
been established in this schedule, Either prior to or no later than
14 days following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall
submit to the Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with
the established schedule. The Director may revise a schedule of
compliance if he determines good and valid cause resulting from events
over which the permittee has little or no control.
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SCHEDULE D

Special Conditions

1. The permittee shall manage sludge in accordance with the Sludge
Management Plan required by Schedule C, Condition 2 until existing
treatment system is properly abandoned.

2. In the event the permittee finds it mecessary to remove accumulated
sludge solids from the lagoons, the permittee shall submit a sludge
management plan developed in accordance with Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, Chapter 340, Division 50, "Land Application and
Disposal of Sewage Treatment Plant Sludge and Sludge Derived Products
Including Septage" prior to removal of sludge from existing or new
facilities.

P5004 (kjc)




Environmental Quality Commission
HEL GOLDSCHMIOT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 07204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

INFORMATIONAL REPORT

Agenda Item I, December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting

Informational Report:; Review of Metro Solid Waste Reduction
Program,

ISSUES

To preserve landfill space and reduce the need to use good farmland for
landfills, state law requires jurisdictions to adopt a waste reduction program
before opening a new landfill in an area zoned exclusively for farm use,

Also, the 1985 Legislature, in response to the pending landfill closure

crisis in the Portland area, required Metro to submit a waste reduction
program for approval by the Commission. This report examines whether Metro
has fulfilled its obligations to reduce wastes, and if not, what action the
Commission should take.

SUMMATION

¢ The Commission approved Metro’s required waste reductlion program in 1986,
In May 1988, Metro submitted the same waste reduction program to Fulfill
the requirements for use of the new Gilliam County landfill.

o The Department reported to the Commission on September 9, 1988 that Metro
had not adequately implemented major portions of their waste reduction
program. The Commission then authorized a hearing, which was held October
12th, to determine the best course of action,

o The Department believes that the best course of action is to negotiate a
stipulated order, with penalties, covering activities in eight key elements
of the Metro Waste Reduction Program, This order is scheduled to be
adopted at the January 20, 1989 Commission meeting. Some important {tems
to be in the order include salvage of lumber and reusable building
materials and yard debris recycling at disposal sites, technical
assistance in multifamily and commercial recycling, pilot recycling
container projects, a pilot waste auditing and consulting service, and a
recycled material procurement program,

o Metro staff agree that a negotiated order would be an appropriate course of
action, and concur in the basic elements to be included.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

The Department vecommends that the Commission direct the Department to
negotiate a stipulated order to be prepared for adoption at the January 20,
1989 EQC meeting.

DEQ-48




Environmental Quality Commission

DEQ-46

NEIL COLDRCHAIBT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5686
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item I, December 9, 1988 EQC Meeting

Informational Report: Review of Metro Solid Waste Reduction
Program.

Background and Problem Statement

In order to preserve landfill space and reduce the need to use good farm
land for landfills, the 1979 Legislature passed SB 925, requiring
jurisdictions which intend to open a new landfill in an area zoned
exclusively for farm use to adopt a waste reduction program, and giving
the Commission authority to order the jurisdiction to follow the waste
reduction program (ORS 459.055). In 1985, the Legislature responded to
the pending landfill closure crisis in the Portland area by requiring
Metro to submit a waste reduction program for approval by the Commission
prior to July 1, 1986 (SB 662, Chapter 679, Oregon Laws of 1985). Metro's
plan was approved by the Commission on June 27, 1986, 1In May 1988, Metro
submitted the same Waste Reduction Program to fulfill the requirements of
ORS 459.055 relating to siting landfills in an exclusive farm use zone.

Metro was further required by the 1987 Legislature to implement its waste
reduction program and to report to the Commission by July 1, 1988, and
every two years thereafter, on implementation of the program (ORS 459,340
to 345). The Commission in turn is required to report to the Legislature
on Metro's implementation of the program (ORS 459.350 to 355).

Metro submitted its report for Departmental review on June 30, 1988. The
Department reported to the Commission at the September 9th meeting that
major portiong of Metro’s waste reduction program have not been
adequately implemented. The Commission then authorized a public hearing
to {l) determine whether Metro's implementation actions comply with the
approved Waste Reduction Plan pursuant to ORS 439,350, and (2) to
determine whether the Commission should order implementation of the
approved Waste Reduction Plan pursuant to ORS 4539.035.

A public hearing was held October 12, 1988. The hearings officer'’s report
is included as Attachment B, Based on testimony received and discussion
with Metro staff and other interested persons, the Department still
concludes that, as stated in the report to the Commission on September 9,
Metro has not implemented the approved waste reduction program. The
Department has determined, however, that some activities have been
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completed or are on a path to completion and that other activities are not
practical to complete at this time. A full analysis of implementation
status and the Department’s item-by-item findings is provided as
Attachment A,

As described starting on page 4 of Attachment A, the Department recommends
that the Commission issue a stipulated order to implement 18 activities in
eight of the eleven key elements of the Waste Reduction Program. These
eight elements are:

Reduce and Reuse

Recycle 405 Materials

Yard Debris

Post-collection Recycling
Certification for Local Collection
Rate Incentives

Materials Market Assistance

System Measurement

Some important items that are a part of these eight key elements are:

1. developing an area for recovery of lumber and reusable building items
at Metro-area disposal sites,

2, a pilot building materials salvage program at disposal sites,

3. technical assistance in multifamily and commercial recycling,

4, pilot recycling container projects,

5. yard debris recycling at disposal sites,

6. new materials recovery centers to serve Clackamas and Washington
counties,

7. a pilot waste auditing and consulting service for businesses, office

complexes, construction/demolition companies, and shopping centers,
8. procurement policies encouraging the use of many recycled products by
local govermments and institutions, and
9. gcheduled evaluation by Metro of the effectiveness of thelr programs.

Specific program activities to be included and suggested timelines are
included in Attachment A starting on page 4. The Department is working
with Metro to prepare an order which will stipulate timelines and due
dates. Dates shown in Attachment A will be negotiated with Metro. If
final agreed upon dates and timelines are not met, Metro will be subject
to c¢ivil penalties for violation of the order. Metro staff agree that a
stipulated order is appropriate, and the Metro Council has adopted a
resolution concurring with the Department as to what activities need to be
implemented (see Attachment E, draft resolution), Metro staff have stated
their commitment to carry out the Waste Reduction Program, and will be
requesting from the Metro Council an interim budget appropriation to
obtain new staff resources to carry out the program's work plan. To allow
review time by the Metro Council, the stipulated order is being prepared
for the January 1989 EQC meeting. A report to the legislature on Metro's
implementation of the waste reduction program will also be prepared for
Commission review at the January meeting.
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There are three key elements of the Metro waste reduction program that the
Department does not plan to include in a stipulated order. For
"Promotion, Education, and Public Involvement", the Department believes
that each activity in this element has been completed or is progressing on
schedule, For "Legislative Program", the Department recommends that Metro
pursue the activities listed in the work plan, but helieves it is not
appropriate for legislative and lobbying efforts to be included as part of
a stipulated order,.

For "Alternative Technologies", Metro took major steps towards siting an
energy recovery facility in St. Helens to accept Metro wastes. However,
the GCity of St. Helens voted against allowing the incineration facility to
be constructed there, and Metro’s own independent health impact review
panel said it could not guarantee that the energy recovery facility would
not negatively impact the health of surrounding residents. Metro also
negotiated a memorandum of understanding with Riedel Envirommental
Technologies to build a mass composting plant for 185,000 tons of waste
per year. Progress on this plant hasg been slowed while Riedel seeks
funding for construction.

The Department believes that although specific plans for alternative
technologies have fallen through or been delayed, that Metro has lived up
to the spirit of its waste reduction program for this program element.

The Department believes that Metro will accomplish greater waste reduction
by concentrating efforts on recycling and postponing further work on
energy recovery until the other elements of the waste reduction program
have been implemented,

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Commission could order Metro to implement its existing Waste
Reduction Program without change. The Department believes, however, that
some modification to the program is appropriate, as outlined above and in
Attachment A, 1In addition, a negotiated order would allow the Department
and Metro to be more specifiec about the timelines and activities to be
undertaken than is present in the original waste reduction program.
Finally, since the new staff at Metro have stated their commitment to
carrying out an effective waste reduction program, the Department belileves
it would be better to work cooperatively with Metro than to work in
confrontation.

The Commission could decide to take mno action on the Metro Waste Reduction
Program. The Department believes that to do so would neglect our
responsibility under ORS 459 to make sure that the waste reduction
programs and priorities of waste management are carried out,

The Commission could, as recommended, approve proceeding with program
revisions and a stipulated order to be prepared for the January EQC
meeting. The Department believes that an agreement should be reached at
the earliest time feasible on the eight key elements of the program.
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Adopting a stipulated order earlier than January would not allow
sufficient time for Metro staff to coordinate with Metro Council.

Summation

1.

The Department has reviewed the report submitted by Metro on the
implementation of its waste reduction program and has determined that
major portions of the program have not been implemented or are not on
schedule. ‘

On September 9, 1988, the Commission directed the Department to hold a
public hearing to determine the best course of action regarding the
Metro Waste Reduction Program.

The Department believes that the best course of action is to negotiate
a stipulated order, with penalties, covering the points considered in
Attachment A, to be adopted at the January 20, 1989 Commission meeting.

. Metro staff agree that negotiating a stipulated order would be an

appropriate course of action.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission direct the
Department to negotiate a stipulated order to be prepared for adoption at
the January 20, 1989 EQC meeting. ‘

Attachments

W, e
Fred' Hansen
Director

A Memo on Status of Metro Waste Reduction Program
B. Hearings Offer's Report, October 12, 1988 hearing
C. ORS 459.055 and ORS 459.340 to 355

D Notice of Public Hearing

E Draft Metro Resolution

Peter H. Spendelow
Phone: 229-5253
November 23, 1988

PHSPENDE\WORDP\METRO\STAFFREF . D8N
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STATE OF CREGON
Department of Environmental Quality
Memo to: David Rozell, Waste Reduction Manager Date: November 21, 1988
From: Peter Spendelow, Recycling Specialist

Regarding: Metro Waste Reduction Program

Based on the September staff repoit, the tedtimony received at the public
hearing, meetings with Metro, and other information received, here 1s an
update on the status of Metro in implementing their waste reduction
program, and the items that should be included in a stipulated order.

The Metro waste reduction program work plan listed 49 specific activities
making up 11 distinct program areas. Some of these activities were
listed in the work plan as optional, There is some overlap among
activities, such as the education and promotion, markets assistance, and
grants and loans components of many of the program areas.

Completed or On Schedule

There are 18 specific activities that the Department and Metro concur have
been completed satisfactorily or are on schedule, These activities (and
program names) are:

Program Name: Activity:

Promotion and Education Market Research
Theme and Graphic Look
Multi-year Campaign
Specific Campaigns
Recycling Information Center
Support for Local Jurisdictions
Public Involvement

Reduce and Reuse Plastiecs Reduction Task Force
Packaging Reduction

Recycle 405 Materials Recyeling Information Center Enhancement
Regional Promotion and Education

Yard Debris Materials Recovery Centers

Promotion and Education
: Yard Debris Principal Recyclable Material
Materials Markets Agsistance Annual Market Analysis
Annual Market Survey
Consumer Education

For materials market assistance, the annual market survey activity was
originally listed in the September staff report as being behind schedule.
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However, Metro published thelr 1987 Annual Market Survey in September,
1988. so this item is now listed as completed.

Optional Programs

Six of the forty-nine activities were listed as optional activities in the
Metro Waste Reduction Program work plan. These are:

Program Name: Activity:

Recycle 405 Materials Source Separation Technology Development
Grants and Loans

Yard Debris Diversion Credits, Loang and Grants

Materials Markets Assistance Grants and Loans: Research and Development

Grants and Loans: User Assistance
Materials Brokerage

Metro plans to pursue most of these through their newly-passed "one
percent for recycling" grants and loans program. This program should
ralse more than $300,000 per year to fund new recycling activities. Metro
states that one of the main criteria for grants and loans will be whether
issuing the assistance will further the goals of the waste reduction
program. Metro is already actively pursing source separation technology
development (research and pilot project on furthering source separation
through the use of recycling containers or other mechanisms). . The one
activity that Metro does not plan to pursue at this time, except possibly
on a pilot basis in conjunction with grants and loans, is the development
of a specific materials brokerage program. Metro believes that for most
materials it would be impractical for them to serve as a "market of last
resort" at this time.

~Activities not to be included in a DEQ - Metro Order

These seven items have either been substantially completed with only minor
tasks remaining, have been postponed or not completed for wvarious reasons,
or are inappropriate to include in a negotiated order. The Department
believes that some of these items, particularly the two concerning
legislative programs, should be pursued by Metro but are inappropriate for
a stipulated order. The Department does not feel it necessary for Metro
to complete the remaining items at this time, but recommends that Metro
reexamine the items in the future:
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Program Name: Activity:
Reduce and Reuse Waste Exchange
Alternative Technologies Materials and Energy Recovery
Legislative Program Legislative Program
Rate Incentives Fund Work Plan Commitments
Materials Markets Assistance Annual Supply Profile
Legislative Action
System Measurement Waste Substream Composition Study (geographic
o o ~ portion)
Substream Resource Recovery Study (geographic
portion)

A waste exchange would be a valuable component of a waste management
system. However, Metro believes that a waste exchange would be much more
valuable and effective Iif it operated on a state-wide or interstate basis
rather than just the Metro region. The Department agrees with that
agssessment, and anticipates that if a waste exchange to serve the
Northwest were to start up, that Metro and the Department would be
involved in helping to implement the program. The Washinpgton State
Department of Ecology has requested federal funding to do a feasibility
study for a regional waste exchange.

For alternative technologies, Metro has devoted the staff time and effort
called for in their work plan in attempting to implement the program,
culminating in the Metro Council authorizing the negotlation of a
memorandum of understanding with Combustion Engineering Inc. (CG-E) for
construction of a 350,000 tons per year refuse-derived fuel facility.
However, two events have since caused Metro to suspend negotiations with
C-E. First, Metro’s independent Health Tmpact Review Panel issued
findings stating that they could not guarantee that an incinerator would
‘not negatively -impact human health. This resulted in the Council adopting
a resolution in May 1988 to suspend negotiations with C-E. Second, the
City of St. Helens voted in May 1988 to prohibit the construction of an
incineration facility in the city. St. Helens was the site of the C-E
proposed facility, and C-E has not located an alternative location.

The Metro Council also approved a memorandum of understanding with Riedel
Envirommental Technologies (RET) for construction of a waste composting
plant with a capacity to handle 185,000 tons per year. The facility is
scheduled to be operational 18 months after financing is arranged.

The Department believes that although specific plans for alternative
technologies have fallen through or been delayed, Metro has lived up to
the spirit of thelr waste reduction program and the state priorities for
waste management regarding alternative technologies. The Depatrtment
recommends that Metro reexamine this program after further work in
recycling implementation has been accomplished, and that alternative
technologies not bhe required in any negotiated order between the
Commission and Metro.
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Regarding the activity of funding work plan commitments, Metro did amend
their user fee to fund different waste reduction activities under their
work plan, but it is clear that the staff resources dedicated to waste
reduction have not been sufficient to fully implement the Metro program.
However, the Department prefers that the order specify just the work plan
commitments to be carried out, and not to specify how Metro intends to
fund those commitments,

The annual supply profile was a small activity by which Metro would. .
estimate annually the changes in the amount of material available for
recycling. The Department believes this survey would have value, but that
it can be done less freguently than an annual basis.

Regarding system measurement, Metro has conducted and published an
excellent study of the overall composition of the Metro waste stream. The
study is certainly among the best in the nation for a single jurisdiction.
The one part of Metro's system measurement work plan that was not included
in this study was an estimation of the geographic distribution of wastes
generated that contain recyclable materials. This estimation was to be
used to determine the best locations for siting materials recovery
facilities. The Department believes that such a study would be helpful,
but that Metro can use other methods for determining appropriate locations
for new materials recovery facilities.

Items to be included in a DEQ - Metro Negotiated Order

Some of the activities listed here have been nearly or partially completed
by Metro. Othetrs have not been pursued at all. The Department believes
that each of the activities listed below contain work elements that should
be a part of a stipulated order.

Program Name: ' © 0 Activity:
Reduce and Reuse Salvageable Building Materials and Items
Recycle 405 Materials Technical Assistance

Local Collection Service Certification
Yard Debris Materials Markets Assistance

Technical Assistance

Rate Incentives

Local Collection Service Certification
Bans on Disposal (required by ORS 459.195)

Post Collection Recycling Materials Recovery Centers (Clackamas+Wash,)

Use of Transfer Stations

Waste Auditing and Consulting
Certification: Local Gollection Certification for Local Collection Services
Rate Incentives Rate Incentives to Insure Compliance

Incentives for Post-Collection Recycling
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Materials Markets Assistance Recyeled Products Survey
Institutional Purchasing
System Measurement Set Waste Reduction Performance Goals

Establish Ongoing Measurement

A discussion of each of these programs and activities follows, along with
a list of those work elements and timelines that the Department would like
to see in a stipulated order. These lists and timelines will be subject
to negotiation with Metro. ' :

Program: Reduce and Reuse.

Activity: Salvageable Building Materials and Items,

1) All disposal sites and transfer stations that accept significant
amounts of building materials or demolition debris for disposal should set
aside an area for recovering lumber and reusable building items. This
should be accomplished at the Metro general-purpose landfills and transfer
stations by January 1, 1990, and at the demolition fills by January 1,
1991. Spotters or gate attendants should be used to direct loads of
salvageable materials to this recycling area. Existing facilities such as
the ambitious Marin County, California facility or the Glenwood Receiving
Station (Fugene) could be used as models for recovery of these materials.

2) Metro should also carry out a pilot project in which a disposal site
sets aside an area where high-grade loads of debris could be dumped and
salvageable materials removed. Thls pilot project should be in effect and
recovering material by September 1, 1989. If this pilot project is
successful, it should be expanded to all other Metro-area disposal sites
that accept significant amounts of demolition or building material for
disposal, The Metro Solid Waste Reduction Goals Committee recently
recommended that Metro adopt a lumber recovery program, a goal that could
be combined with other salvage programs referred to above.

3) Metro should conduct a specific promotion campaipgn for reusable
materials, similar to the Metro campaignse for yard debris, Christmas.
treeg, or household hazardous waste.

4) Metro should develop a model policy for local govermments to implement
that would require contractors and demolition companies to indicate what
materials they will be able to recover in their demolition work before the
local government will grant a demolition or remodeling building permit,

Program: Recycle 405 materials

Activity: Techmical Assistance

The original work plan called for a high degree of effort in providing
technical assistance services to local govermments in developing single
and multifamily curbside collection programs and effective promotion and
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education programs in accordance with 5B 405. Included were specific
items including designation of a project manager for technical assistance,
the holding of workshops, and direct consultation through the formation of
a technical assistance team. Metroe has provided some technical
assistance, but should provide the degree of effort called for in the work
plan. This assistance should be concentrated in the areas most in need

of development, including multifamily collection, commercial collection,
and yard debris. Two work elements are suggested:

"1) Metro should identify those areas where multi-family or commercial
recycling is not provided, and where technical assistance is most needed
to establish multifamily and commercial recyclling programs.

2) Metro should proactively provide technical assistance as needed to get
the desired multifamily and commercial recyeling programs established.
This assistance should include, at Metro'’s initiation, direct consultation
of Metro staff with appropriate local government officials and collectors.

Activity: Source Separation Technology Development

This activity was listed as optional in the Waste Reduction Program Work
Plan, but subsequent legislation (ORS 459.3053) requires Metro to provided
residential recycling containers as a pilot project not later than July 1,
1989.

1) Metro should continue with their pilet project, modified as necessary
to ensure implementation by the July 1 date,

2) Metro should implement a pilot project involving containers for multi-
family residential units,

The local collection service certification activity is discussed below
under the program by that same name.

Propram: Recyvecle -- Yard Debris

Activity: Materials Markets Assistance

In many respects, Metro has gone well bheyond the activities listed in the
original work plan in providing assistance to the yard debris processors.
However, the activities relating to institutional purchasing have not been 5
completely carried out, except for the extensive purchase of composted |
vard debris products for the St. John's landfill. '

1) By July 1, 1989, Metro should contact all of the Metro area local
governments, including parks departments and the Port of Portland, to make
them aware of the availability of composted yard debrisz and to see if they
can substitute composted yard debris for peat moss or other soil
amendments that they may presently using.



Attachment A

Agenda Item I
12/9/88, EQC Meeting
Page 7

2) Metro should draft a model procurement policy for composted yard debris
products, and then work with local govermments and institutions to have
them adopt and follow that procurement policy.

3) For institutions that Metro determines can use significant amounts of
composted yard debris, Metro should provide samples and demonstrate to the
institution that composted yard debris can be used effectively.

4) Metro.should. continue their good work helping the yard debris _ o
processors develop markets, purchasing composted yard debris for their own
projects, and providing promotion and education for recycling yard
debris.

Activity: Bans on disposal

1) Metro should work with all the disposal sites in the region to make
sure that each develops a mechanism for having yard debris recycled,
either by setting aside an area for processing yard debris or to receive
source-separated yard debris for later shipment to a yard debris
processor. This recycling capability should be implemented at all Metro-
area general purpose and demolition landfills by July 1, 1989.

2) By July 1, 1989, Metro should prohibit the disposal of source
separated yard debris at all Metro-area disposal sites.

Activity: Rate Incentives

Metro curtently accepts source-separated yard debris at the St. Johm’s
landfill, Residents who bring in their own source-separated yard debrig
pay a lower disposal fee for that material than they would for mixed
waste, giving them an incentive to keep contaminants out of the yard
‘debris.  However, commercial generators and collectors who pick up source
separated yard debris are not given any rate incentive to keep their yard
debris loads clean.

1) Metro should, as soon as possible, provide all users of its transfer
stations and landfills with economic incentives to have yard debris
recycled and kept clean of contaminants.

2) Metro should use its authority to ensure that other Metro-area disposal
sites that accept yard debris for recycling have economic incentives for

source-separation of yard debris. These incentives should go into effect
at the time the disposal sites develop yard debris recycling capabilities,

3) Metro should adopt economic incentives to influence local gov